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5792513

CV1.1a

Kensington Society Chairman,
(Michael Bach)
Planning
Committee

Sound

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

1/4 Chapter 2: Issues and Patterns: Our Spatial Portrait

No change.

Demographics: Additional text:

This is not a question of soundness.

Yes

Between the 2001 and 2011 censuses, Kensington and Chelsea was the only London Borough Para 2.2.1 recognises that the Borough has experienced a modest reduction in
with a falling population
population since 2001.
"Kensington and Chelsea, in common with other Central London boroughs, has a long history
of an unusually high proportion of 1 and 2-person households (ca 80% check!) and, for large
areas of the Borough, very low occupancy rates, because many larger units are occupied by
small households it has one of the highest percentages of households with less than 0.5
persons/room in the country (Census)"
This text is essential to understand what the overall demand and supply is, taking into
consideration the composition the existing households and housing stock. The annual addition
of considerably less than 1 percent of the stock.
Housing:
Need a section on housing unit sizes and change over time and a reduction in small units and
increase in large units. (Census)

Para 35.3.6 of chapter 35 recognises that there has been a loss of smaller units as a
result of amalgamations to create a smaller number of larger units.
Population forecasts have been included within the Borough’s Strategic Market
Housing Assessment, where they are used to help predict need for additional housing
over time. These are based on the GLA’s migration household projections and the
DCLG’s household projections.
The stakeholder suggests a number of updates to the spatial portrait for elements of
the local plan which are not being reviewed. The sources and the dates of all
references are included within the Local Plan.
Minor modification: Correct missing "the" in 1.2.14.
CV1, the vision of the Borough is concerned with a timescale to 2028.

Add text:
"Over the last ten years there has been a significant loss of small units and at the same time a
disproportionate increase in very large units due to redevelopment, deconversions and
amalgamations. This has displaced many smaller households and increased the number of
large units which have not contributed to meeting the local need for a primary residence for
those wanting to live and work in London"
5792513

CV1.1b

Kensington Society Chairman,
(Michael Bach)
Planning
Committee

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Add
a newNeed
bar chart
diagram,
similar
that for tenures,
shouldinto
be provide
2/4 2.2.41
to clarify
whether
theto
purchasers
were buying
the stock1.49
as a whole or newbuild properties. The key issue is what proportion of completed new-build units contribute to
meeting the objectively-assessed needs for housing in the SHMAA. Update all the references!!
2.3 Spatial Patterns
2.3.3: More on differentials â€“ housing size/type, overcrowding v under-occupancy â€“
polarisation/extremes
2.3.8/9: More emphasis on making the most effective use of our housing sites â€“ 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.
Para 1.2.14 a 'the' is missing in the second sentence.
Chapter 2: Issues and Patterns: Our Spatial Portrait
Demographics: Additional text:
*Between the 2001 and 2011 censuses, Kensington and Chelsea was the only London Borough
with a falling population
*Kensington and Chelsea, in common with other Central London boroughs, has a long history
of an unusually high proportion of 1 and 2-person households (ca 80% check!) and, for large
areas of the Borough, very low occupancy rates, because many larger units are occupied by
small households â€“ it has one of the highest percentages of households with less than 0.5
persons/room in the country (Census)"
This text is essential to understand what the overall demand and supply is, taking into
consideration the composition the existing households and housing stock. The annual addition
of considerably less than 1 percent of the stock.
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The key diagram no longer shows Earl's Court as being an area with a particular
national or international reputation.
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5792513

CV1.1c

Kensington Society Chairman,
(Michael Bach)
Planning
Committee

Sound

Justified
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Legally
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Duty to
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Comment

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

3/4 Para 2.2.1 Why is there no forecast future population, even for the next ten years? How
does this relate to the need to plan for objectively-assessed need?

Yes

Council's Response

Para 2.2.7: Garden squares are a Victorian legacy â€“ not a Georgian one. Almost all post-date
1837. Delete "Georgian and"
Page 52 retain the maps
2.2.10 Add: "An indicator of this has been the growth of foodbanks." Source: Kensington &
Chelsea Social Council, Cooking up Ideas: Addressing the Challenges of Food Poverty in
Kensington & Chelsea, KCSC, 2016
2.2.14: Highlight GP surgery closures and emerging gaps in provision.
Proposed text: "A number of surgeries have closed since 2010 due to retirements or end of
leases, resulting in patients having to try to register with surgeries that are less accessible.
There is a growing need for a longer-term strategy for relocating primary care facilities to more
accessible locations."
Proposed new text â€“ 85% figure is now out of date.
"Successive closures of GP surgeries in the last 6 years, without any long-term strategy for the
delivery of GP services, has meant that patients have had to enrol with GP practices that
involve increasing walking distances."
Transport:
2.2.25 Highlight falling number of parking permits and falling car ownership (Census)

5792513

CV1.1d

Kensington Society Chairman,
(Michael Bach)
Planning
Committee

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Add: "Both car ownership and the number of residents' parking permits is falling."
Retain map and figure on page 41 of tracked changes version
Page 42: PTAL Map: use the version with colours which distinguish better the differences. The
different shades of green are not clear
Chapter 3: Building on Success: Our Vision and Strategic Objectives
CV1 Vision:
Resolve issue of time scale - next 20 years (i.e. 2036) or 2028? (See CP1 below)
Better facilities: Add: need to plan for a better distribution of GP surgeries/group practices
Propose: After "better facilities" add "and better access to local facilities"?
"Conservation Areas of the Future": There is no consistency in the use of this phrase - see
CV1, 3.2.8; or is it to designate them a conservation area in the future?
Key diagram:
Earl's Court: is this really "an area with a particular national or international reputation"? This
has now been demolished â€“ there will be nothing of national or international reputation left!
Thames: This should, however, be shown as such an area Metropolitan importance â€“ it is an
area with its own policy set: Thames Policy Area
3.2.2: mention type and size mix of housing â€“ to better meet the housing needs of Borough
residents
3.2.7: Streetscape/public realm:
Add at end: "There has been a long-term 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."
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.
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5792513

CV1.1e

Kensington Society Chairman,
(Michael Bach)
Planning
Committee

Sound

Justified
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Cooperate

Comment

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

4/4 CV1 Vision:
Resolve issue of time scale next 20 years (i.e. 2036) or 2028? (See CP1 below)
Better facilities: Add: need to plan for a better distribution of GP surgeries/group practices
Propose: After "better facilities" add "and better access to local facilities"?
"Conservation Areas of the Future": There is no consistency in the use of this phrase â€“ see
CV1, 3.2.8; or is it to designate them a conservation area in the future?

Yes

Council's Response

Key diagram:
Earl's Court: is this really "an area with a particular national or international reputation"? This
has now been demolished - there will be nothing of national or international reputation left!
Thames: This should, however, be shown as such an area Metropolitan importance it is an area
with its own policy set: Thames Policy Area
3.2.2: mention type and size mix of housing to better meet the housing needs of Borough
residents
3.2.7: Streetscape/public realm:
Add at end: "There has been a long-term 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."
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.
11253825

CV1.2

11609921

CV1.3

The Theatre Trust
(Ross Anthony)
London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (David
Gawthorpe)

Planning
Advisor
Planning
Policy

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Noted.
Crossrail2
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.

This Council supports the principle of a Crossrail 2 station in Chelsea and the most upto-date position from the relevant delivery authority, TfL, supports this and not a
station at Imperial Wharf.

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 this year (e.g.. Policies CV1, CV14 and CT2).
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.
14492417

CV1.4

Port of London
Authority (Helena
Payne)

1) Vision & Strategic Objectives

Noted.

The aims and objectives of the Local Plan is to (amongst other matters):
- protect local uses and those that are important to the vitality of the borough from potential loss
to the higher values commanded by residential land uses;
- Improve travel choices to reduce car dependency;
- Reducing the environmental impacts of everyday activities in the borough.

Policy CE3 Waste c) continues to safeguard Cremorne Wharf, maximising its use for
waste management, water transport and cargo handling purposes.

These objectives are supported by National Policy and Guidance, and the aims set out within
the London Plan and remain of relevance to planning.
With regard to the need to 'protect local uses', the PLA considers this to remain of key
relevance to the Borough's one and only safeguarded wharf (Cremorne Wharf), which should
remain protected from potential loss. The Safeguarded Wharves Review (2013) advises that, in
terms of the Mayor's Transport Strategy, it will seek to ensure that existing safeguarded
wharves are fully utilised for waterborne freight (including waste), and will examine the potential
to increase the use of the Thames and London's canal network for waterborne freight transport.
The PLA previously advised that it is considered relevant that the Local Plan for the Borough
also reflects the objectives of the Safeguarded Wharves review and London Plan objectives.
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The protection of safeguarded Wharves is set out within Policy 7.26, "Increasing the
use of the Blue Ribbon Network for freight", of the London Plan.
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14602881

CV1.5

RBKC Labour
Planning
Group of
spokespers
Councillors (Emma on
Dent Coad)

Justified

Effective
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Unsound

Unsound

No

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

In 2010 the Inspector recommended that the Local Plan should be used to address health
inequalities in the borough, which are extreme, with the highest and very low life expectancies
both recorded. To address this issue additional health care facilities must be provided in areas
of need, both Wornington Green and Edenham SPDs included this provision but this has been
ignored.

No change. The content of the Wornington Green and Edenham SPDs is not the
subject of this review.
The policies specifically concerned with the protection, and provision of additional
heath facilities, lie within Chapter 30 of the Local Plan, "Keeping Life Local". This dos
not form part of the current review. Health facilities are considered as part of the
Infrastructure sections in Chapter 29 and Chapter 37.

We have asked for public transport improvement to be provided via a Westway Circus station
at the Latimer Road/White City underpass on the West London Line. We cannot improve PTAL
without good north/south connection that would be provided here.
There are no plans to provide a new medical facility on the Edenham Way
development site. A Council motion was passed in 2016, that there is an offer from
the Council 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 located into. This location would offer a fit for
purposes, affordable site that is designed to cater for the requirements of a 21st
century health practice.

15818177

CV1.7a

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

The fourth paragraph of CV1 requires new development to "establish 'Conservation Areas of
The ambition to build “conservation areas of the future” relates to high quality design
the future' reflecting and matching the high quality urban design that already exists in the
rather than any particular form of development.
borough." Whilst we are fully supportive of the need for high quality architecture, which this
policy seeks to encourage more generally, in its current drafting this policy could be
misinterpreted as discouraging individual landowners from innovation, originality or initiative, as
is supported by paragraph 59 of the NPPF.
There are very few sites appropriate for redevelopment that are outside of the borough's
conservation areas and consequently there are limited sites to which this part of the policy
applies. Many of these will come forward as individual sites, rather than through comprehensive
regeneration, and therefore the focus should be on high quality, ambitious architecture that
responds to the specific characteristics of the site and the requirements of modern uses,
instead of seeking to match the existing varied context. There should be innovation and
evolution rather than conservation. A requirement to match the existing urban design would not
be justified and would not be positive planning. This sentence should be removed.

15818177

CV1.7b

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

The draft policy has also excluded the line from the previous Local Plan relating to the need to
remove eyesores from the borough, which indicates a lack of ambition and desire to plan for
positive change. The Core Strategy first defined eyesores as buildings that, "because of [their]
scale, height or massing greatly disfigure the wider townscape, creating a very unpleasant
sight." There were two buildings identified, Newcombe House and the Kensington Forum Hotel,
both remain in place with no approved plans for redevelopment. The buildings continue to
deteriorate and the need to address their harmful impact on the townscape and surrounding
heritage assets continues to be of great importance.

The reference to "eyesores" within the vision has been removed to ensure internal
consistency. The "eyesore policy" (CL2) was amended in 2014 as part of an earlier
review. Reference to eyesores had been removed. Policy CL2 is not part of the
current review.

Specifically in relation to Newcombe House, the report of Executive Director of Planning and
Borough Development for the recent planning application (ref: PP/15/07602) confirmed that the
demolition of the existing building is welcome as its current form "sits awkwardly" within the
townscape, whilst the open space it provides is "small, overshadowed and congested with
pedestrians access the neighbouring subway and station entrance, resulting in an unappealing
street environment. The poor urban quality is matched by the rear of Newcombe House."
Historic England agreed that there is an "unsuccessful relationship between the building and
street, [a] lack of permeability and unwelcoming and unpleasant areas." They were also
supportive of the demolition of the existing building.
15818177

CV1.7c

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

However, for the plan to be effective in bringing this about, it must contain policies that are
supportive of the site's redevelopment and that encourage a step change in quality. The Local
Plan has already been weakened in this regard (removal of Policy CL2 (c) during the partial
review in 2014) and therefore, support for the removal of designated eyesores should be
maintained in CV1 and Chapter 11 as a minimum. The NPPF is clear that the planning system
should do everything it can to support sustainable economic growth and that planning should
operate to encourage and not act as an impediment to growth.
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The reference to "eyesores" within the vision has been removed to ensure internal
consistency. The "eyesore policy" (CL2) was amended in 2014 as part of an earlier
review. Reference to eyesores had been removed. Policy CL2 is not part of the
current review.
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16051329

CV1.8

Greater London
Authority (Kevin
Reid)

Principal
Programme
Manager

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
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policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Spatial Strategy and Objectives
CVl Vision and Strategic Objectives C01-C07

Support from the GLA is noted.

The Vision is welcomed as it is comprehensive, ambitious and positively supports new
development which will build on the success and strategic advantages of the borough and its
location and infrastructure, as such it is in line with the broad thrust of the London Plan.
The draft Plan's Strategic Objectives provide more specific directions. Again these directions
support the delivery of new development and the improvement of local facilities and amenities
as well as supporting environmental improvement, in particular C06 has been amended to
make it clear that further housing will be supported. This approach is in line with the "good
growth" concept outlined in the Mayor's recent publication "A City for All Londoners".
16051521

CV1.9

Sport England
(Mark Furnish)

16094945

CV1.10

JE Bianco

Planning
Manager

Sport England reiterate its previous comments in relation to CV1 which is as follows:

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
"Sport England are disappointed that sport and leisure facilities do not appear to form a
proposed development generates a need for sports infrastructure, this will be
prominent part of the Royal Borough's visions. Access to the right sport and leisure facilities in addressed through planning contributions. This is indicated as a possible planning
the right places would have a significant impact on existing and new residents' quality of life and contribution measure in paragraph 29.2.6 of the LPPR Publication Policies document.
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"
Sound

Sound

Unsound

Sound

Yes

No

cooperate with whom? with residents or the authorities?

The Council’s obligations with regard its "duty to cooperate" are set out in regulation.
In particular the duty to cooperate "prescribed bodies" are set out in regulation 4 of the
TCP Regulations 2012. Advice on the Duty to Cooperate was provided as part of the
Publication Policies consultation response form.
The Council’s obligations to consult widely with other stakeholders, including
residents, are set out within the Council’s “Involving in Planning” Document, the
Council’s SCI. These have followed at each stage of the evolution of the Local Plan.
A summary of the consultations which have been undertaken can be found in the
published Consultation Statement.

16625409

CV1.11

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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Council's Response

We are responding on behalf of our client Queensgate Investments LLP who are the owners of The ambition to build “conservation areas of the future” relates to high quality design
Kensington Forum Hotel located on Cromwell Road.
rather than any particular form of development.
The Hotel was constructed in the 1970s and comprises circa 900 hotel bedrooms, with ancillary The reference to "eyesores" within the vision has been removed to ensure internal
bar, restaurants and conference facilities. The building is formed of 4 podiums of 8 storeys
consistency. The "eyesore policy" (CL2) was amended in 2014 as part of an earlier
each, with a 25 storey tower located above.
review. Reference to eyesores had been removed. Policy CL2 is not part of the
current review
Policy CV1 (Vision for the Royal Borough: Building on Success)
The adopted Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Consolidated Local Plan Policy CV1
sought the removal of eyesores as part of the vision for the Royal Borough.
The legacy of the Core Strategy (adopted December 2010) was to replace eyesores with new
buildings more appropriate to the context. Given the purposes of Policy CV1 to further develop
the strong and varied sense of place of the borough and to enhance residential quality of life
through protecting built heritage and creating 'Conservation Areas of the future', we consider
that it should still be a policy aim that the eyesores within the borough are sought to be
redeveloped.
Kensington Forum Hotel is referred to as an eyesore in both the Core Strategy (now
superseded) and the adopted Building Height in the Royal Borough SPD (2010), which states
the following:
'There are buildings within the Royal Borough that are regarded as highly disruptive to visual
quality of the Royal Borough. The Core Strategy refers to them as 'eyesores' and promotes
their removal and replacement with buildings better suited to their context'.
The NPPF places great weight on conserving heritage assets, paragraph 131 of the NPPF in
determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of the
desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and
distinctiveness. Given that the eyesores are considered to be 'highly disruptive to visual quality'
we consider that the reference to eyesores should be retained in order to facilitate future
development proposals subject to exemplary design.
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5792513

CO1.1a Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)
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Legally
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Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Unsound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

No

Failure to plan positively for the pattern of primary health care in ten years' time - with retirement of doctors in The Keeping Life Local Chapter does not form part of the current review. The infrastructure sections in
smaller GP practices gaps are opening in provision requiring patients to move to less accessible practices.
Chapter 29 and Chapter 37 include health facilities and reference the latest WLCCG's strategies, as a
Duty to Cooperate body.
The WLCCG's Sustainable Transformation Strategy covers the next 4 years in which services will be moved
from hospitals to "hubs". However, these are eccentrically placed rather than closer to customers. There is a An additional section has been added to Chapter 1 to recognise the role that Neighbourhood Plans have
need for at least one more "hub" in the centre of the Borough - there is a development in Notting Hill Gate
in the planning for the Borough.
where this could be provided. This needs to be acknowledged by the Borough and the WLCCG
The Council's policy approach to pubs was considered as part of the dedicated Pubs and Local
30. KEEPING LIFE LOCAL
Character review of the Core Strategy which was adopted in 2013 and is not part of the scope of the
Local Plan Partial Review.
This chapter needs to better reflect the "Promoting Healthy Communities" section of the NPPF (2012),
especially paragraphs 69 and 70.
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 â€“ this is a significant change since
2010.

5792513

CO1.1b Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

No

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 provision. In particular, the Council will plan
positively with key partners, such as the West London Clinical Commissioning Group, to find more
appropriate locations for the delivery of primary health services over the life of the Local Plan."
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CO1 Keeping Life Local
User ID

Rep ID
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5792513

CO1.1c Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)
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Duty to
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Comment

Unsound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

No

30. KEEPING LIFE LOCAL

Council's Response

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 â€“ this is a significant change since
2010.
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."
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CO1 Keeping Life Local
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5792513

CO1.1d Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Positively
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Justified

Effective
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Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Unsound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

No

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 provision. In particular, the Council will plan
positively with key partners, such as the West London Clinical Commissioning Group, to find more
appropriate locations for the delivery of primary health services over the life of the Local Plan."

5792513

CO1.1e Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

No

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:
â—•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;
â—•safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine
quality of life or community cohesion; and
â—•safe and accessible developments, containing clear and legible pedestrian routes, and high quality public
space, which encourage the active and continual use of public areas.

5792513

CO1.1f

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

No

70. To deliver the social, recreational and cultural facilities and services the community needs, planning
policies and decisions should:
â—•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;
â—•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;
â—•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
â—•ensure an integrated approach to considering the location of housing, economic uses and community
facilities and services.

14602881

CO1.2

RBKC Labour Group of
Councillors (Emma
Dent Coad)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

15818177

CO1.3

Notting Hill Gate KCS
Limited

16094945

CO1.4

JE Bianco

Sound

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

No

Yes

16625409

CO1.5

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

There is no process for change or improvement of neighbourhood centres, such as introducing a 20mph
speed limit, which improves business and air quality.

This is neither a matter for a Local Plan, and refers to a part of the Plan which is not under review.

The drafting of this policy is sound. We strongly support the provision of local facilities and the strengthening
of town centres.

Noted.

It's not a simple yes or no question. As I don't know the relevant legislation I refuse to judge it as compliant.

Noted. Advice on Legal Compliance was provided as part of the consultation response form.
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CO2 Fostering Vitality
User ID

Rep ID

6508993 CO2.1

14602881 CO2.2

Name

Positively Justified Effective
prepared

St Quintin
Unsound
and
Woodlands
Neighbourh
ood Forum
(Henry
Peterson)

Sound

Sound

RBKC
Labour
Group of
Councillors
(Emma
Dent Coad)

Unsound Unsound

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Unsound

Yes

Yes

See comments under Policy CF5

See Policy CF5 for response

Unsound

No

We have specifically asked that the Local Plan addresses the issue of changing shopping
practices such as online shopping, and the increase in Business Rates will exacerbate this
problem. High streets such as Kensington High Street will not survive without some action
being taken via planning law to keep them vibrant during the day.

The policies within Chapter 31 have been informed by the Council’s Retail and
Leisure Needs Assessment (2016) which considers the need for additional retail
floorspace over time. This reflects changing retail patterns, including predicting the
extent of the further growth of on-line shopping. The policies within Chapter 31
recognise that sufficient flexibility is required to maintain a strong retail core, but also
to allow a diverse mix of supporting town centre uses. These uses, uses such as
cafes and restaurants, are important if visitors are to continue to be attracted to the
borough’s centres. Policy CF3 sets out what the Council considers to be the
appropriate mix of shop/non-shop town centre uses.

The introduction of a 20mph speed limit would make shopping much more pleasant, and
has been proved to improve business, as well as air quality.

Changes to business rates are not a matter for the Local Plan.
The introduction of speed limits is not a matter for the Local Plan.
15818177 CO2.3

16094945 CO2.4
16625409 CO2.5

Notting Hill
Gate KCS
Limited
JE Bianco
Catalyst
Housing
Group

The drafting of this policy is sound. We are supportive of policies that seek to enhance the
vitality of communities.
Sound

Sound

Unsound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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Support noted.

CO3 Better Travel Choices
User ID

Rep ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

8516801

CO3.1

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Unsound

14602881

CO3.2

RBKC Labour Group
of Councillors
(Emma Dent Coad)

Unsound

15818177

CO3.3

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Effective

Unsound

Consistent
with national
policy

Unsound

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

No

Comment

Council's Response

CO3 Better Travel Choices:
The Onslow Neighbourhood Association explained at the previous consultation that the
residents do not consider this Strategic Objective of walking and cycling is preferred to private
car ownership. This clause is not justified. It is a blanket boroughwide one size fits all policy,
and as such should be amended by removing the clause 'and preferred by our residents to
private car ownership'.
We do not agree that car ownership in the borough is a reflection on the current safety of
public transport, walking or cycling. It is a matter of lifestyle which should not be interfered
without very good reason, which has not been shown.
Ignoring the need for better north/south public transport in the borough does not improve the
vitality of shopping areas that are currently struggling. The proposed Kensal Portobello
Crossrail station will only provide one point of departure or arrival, whereas the provision of a
station at Westway Circus would give excellent north/south connections within the borough,
connecting with Old Oak Common and Watford to the north.

Concern noted but promoting walking and cycling is a priority in the London Plan and
for the Council. The objective is for walking, cycling and public transport to become
the preferred travel choices for our residents.

As a strategic objective this policy is sound. However, it does not provide any detail of what
improvements will be made, nor is there sufficient detail later in the plan.

Step free access is covered in policy CT1k which is not being reviewed. Step free
access is considered as part of the Infrastructure Schedule in Chapter 37.

This plan supports a station at Westway Circus but the consultation response from
Transport for London makes it clear that this station is not a priority.

The need to provide step free access at all underground stations has been endorsed by the
Full Council and there should, therefore, be specific policy support for these works, such that
landowners are required to take up opportunities for step free access when they arise. Further
detail should be included in Policy CT2.

16051521

CO3.4

Sport England (Mark
Furnish)

It is not overly clear how effective this vision would be as there is limited detail. However,
Sport England acknowledge this in an over-arching strategic objective that would be
supported by more specific policies in the Local Plan.

Active Design policy issues are encompassed in the Better Travel Choices and
Keeping Life Local policies so there is no need for a specific reference.

Sport England recommend that a reference to Active Design is incorporated within this
strategic objective as healthier travel choices is one of its 10 principles. Specifically
expressing this principle and Active Design generally would help provide a focus. More
information, including the guidance and a model playing policy, can be found via the following
link;
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-andguidance/active-design/
16625409

CO3.5

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

Yes

Yes

Paragraph 32.2.4 states that over the lifetime of the plan maximum parking standards will be Parking standards are not included in this review.
reduced and new residential development will increasingly include no car parking at all except
for essential need. In order to ensure that the policy is effective in the context of NPPF
paragraph 182, CHG consider 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 necessary.

16626369

CO3.6

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

Yes

Yes

Paragraph 32.2.4 states that over the lifetime of the plan maximum parking standards will be Parking standards are not included in this review.
reduced and new residential development will increasingly include no car parking at all except
for essential need. In order to ensure that the policy is effective in the context of NPPF
paragraph 182, CHG consider 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 necessary.
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CO4 An Engaging Public Realm
User ID

Rep ID

Name

15818177

CO4.1

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

16094945
16625409

CO4.2
CO4.3

JE Bianco
Catalyst Housing
Group

Positively
prepared

Sound
Sound

Justified

Sound
Sound

Effective

Sound
Sound

Consistent
with national
policy

Sound
Sound

Legally
compliant

Yes
Yes

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

As a strategic objective this policy is sound. In such a dense borough the need for
improvements and increases to the public realm is a key priority. All opportunities to
deliver these improvements should therefore be given considerable weight.

Noted.

Yes
Yes

Noted.
Noted.
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CO5 Renewing the Legacy
User ID

Rep ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

15818177 CO5.1

Notting Hill Gate KCS
Limited

16094945 CO5.2

JE Bianco

Sound

Sound

Unsound

Sound

Yes

Yes

16625409 CO5.3

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

The drafting of this strategic objective is sound. We are supportive of policies that seek Noted
to deliver development of the highest quality.

The council has a rather skewed view of legacy. What legacy are we preserving? it
This objective deals specifically with the character and quality of the built environment.
seems to be rather focused on the rather affluent parts addressing as something to
No amendments are proposed to this objective as part of the Local Plan Partial
needing to be preserved and continued while most of the changes to achieve are not Review.
laid out in those zones. Yet also seems heavily biased in painting the less affluent parts
particularly the north in a negative light in order to preserve a certain legacy. The north
fosters its own sense of community despite the harsh difficulties it endures and this is
also a part of the boroughs legacy. The carnival is a product of such a legacy, the
artistic movements of the 1960s, 1970s which brought us the clash and fleetwood mac
are also noted to preserve a legacy focused on the arts. Not all cultural contributions in
our colourful borough were produced in the affluent areas. So by continuing a legacy
focus on giving the north some infrastructure which can allow for a positive
contribution. Most art and culture begins in areas of need not of abundance. Legacy is
very subjective.

Noted
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CO6 Diversity of Housing
User ID Rep ID

5792513 CO6.1

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Although moving in the right direction to reduce the bias toward large units which has failed to provide
housing to meet objectively-assessed need, ten years of providing large units which have played
directly into the international investment/second home market needs to be reversed.

Noted. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), December 2015 has
identified the borough’s Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) and the Local Plan policies
are written to meet this OAN. The components of population change that inform the
OAN include natural change, internal migration as well as international migration. In
CO6 Line 1: Rewrite as:
addition planning cannot control the occupiers of new market homes built in the
"Our strategic objective is to increase the supply of housing to meet the need for housing for people
borough and limit them to those who live and work in London. Affordable housing is
who live and work in London to further the aim of sustainable development, including a diversity of
already based on allocation criteria which is related to local need. The suggested
housing that at a local level will cater for a variety of housing needs, and is built for adaptability and to a change is not considered appropriate. The Mayor’s concordat requires that new homes
high quality."
are first marketed to Londoners.
Need to put emphasis on 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.

15818177 CO6.2

Notting Hill Gate KCS
Limited

16094945 CO6.3

JE Bianco

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

Yes

The strategic objective for diversity of housing is supported and considered sound. We strongly agree
with the need to boost the supply of housing in the borough. The Plan must keep this objective at its
heart and set an ambitious framework for growth if it is to properly respond to the "insatiable demand"
for new homes over the plan period.

Noted.

With regards to housing, I understand some change is probably warranted. Much of the changes though
seem to affect mainly the poorer parts. There is not enough information on how the current residents
will be personally affected and protected. This is a recipe for antagonism as in order to support change
those who currently reside and make up the community need full and detailed reassurance on their
future on of their each individual needs upon assessment. I can appreciate there is empty land which
could be useful but there are many buildings that can be preserved (legacy ladies and gentlemen) and
just modernised providing little inconvenience to people currently living there.Some great work was
done in Greenfell Tower for example and some of its adjacent towers in Silchester could do with
something similar rather than all out destruction.

The plan makes it clear where options for estate regeneration are being investigated.
These options include continuing current maintenance regimes and infill as well a
comprehensive redevelopment. No decisions have been made so it too early to
provide information on how residents would be affected. This will be a task for the
Housing Department when the case for regeneration has been reviewed.

At the end of the day people make a community, an area not the bricks and concrete which make up
the buildings and you seem really more focused on the logistics and wonders of your creative own
juices rather than how realistically these ideas benefit us the people. This is a project to you, this is my
life, my family, my future, I cannot simply move on to another. You can always hop on to another project
though.
16625409 CO6.4

Catalyst Housing Group Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

528746 CO6.5

Mr and Ms Marion Buten Sound
& Sean Weissenberger

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

16044705 CO6.6

Nick Hopkinson

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

16044769 CO6.7

Soyar Sherkat

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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CO7 Respecting Environmental Limits
User ID

Rep ID

Name

Positively
prepared

5792513

CO7.1

Kensington
Unsound
Society (Michael
Bach)

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Need for stronger policies in this chapter to match concerns about climate change, flooding, Both the London Plan and the Local Plan provide detailed policies to address climate
CO2 emissions and air quality. Stronger policy hooks are needed to enable the Borough to change, flooding, emissions and air quality. A detailed SPD on Sustainable Design
produce SPDs on these subjects
and Construction has also been prepared by the Mayor of London.
The Council also has an Air Quality Action Plan to address issues of air quality both
through and outside of the planning system.

5792513

5792513

CO7.2

CO7.3

Kensington
Unsound
Society (Michael
Bach)

Electric vehicles

Guidance on the requirement for parking spaces for electric vehicles is provided in the
Council's Transport and Street SPD.

Kensington
Unsound
Society (Michael
Bach)

Green roofs and green walls

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.

Policies and guidance on the inclusion of green roofs and green walls is provided in
the London Plan (Policy 5.10 Urban Greening and 5.11 Green Roofs and
development site environs).

We would encourage green roof but planning must require access for maintenance.
However, green wall 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
Local Plan Policy CE2 Flooding g) ii) recognises that SuDS can provide opportunities
space nor are substitutes for greenery. Lighting is required to augment the lack of light both for other environmental benefits (such as green walls) and Local Plan paragraph
from source, the sun, as well as seasonally. This will increase the energy consumption.
35.3.57 already references green roofs.
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 â€“ it is costly, energy hunger, water demanding
and increases water run-off.

5792513

CO7.4a

Kensington
Unsound
Society (Michael
Bach)

NICE, Air Pollution: Outdoor Air Quality and Health Guidelines, Draft for consultation,
The council adopted its Air Quality and Climate Change Action Plan in 2016.
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/draftguideline
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.
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CO7 Respecting Environmental Limits
User ID

Rep ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

CO7.4b

Comment

Council's Response

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;
Action points which should be within the plan:
* 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;
* Develop an Air Strategy Plan for the entire borough, not just for major site;
* Define areas for poor air quality and set planning restrictions such as locating bedrooms
away from major travel routes;
* Require open spaces which are car free and green. No longer accept balconies and roads
within developments in the open area calculations;
* Resist siting schools, nurseries and care homes, or other vulnerable people, away fro site
which have a high pollution levels;
* Require charging points within the public realm and in any new development;
* Encourage green roofs with dedicated access;
* Encourage tree planting;
* Encourage low- and zero-emission vehicles for retail deliveries;
* Define restricted idling areas particularly in high emission areas and schools, hospitals
and care homes.

8516801

CO7.5

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association
(Eva Skinner)

15818177

CO7.6

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

16094945
16625409

CO7.7
CO7.8

JE Bianco
Catalyst
Housing Group

Unsound

Sound
Sound

Sound
Sound

Sound
Sound

Unsound
Sound

No
Yes

No
Yes

CO7 Respecting Environmental Limits:
The Onslow Neighbourhood Association considers that this Strategic Objective is
unjustified in that it states '... maintain low and further reduce car use...' but makes no
mention of other vehicles contributing to Environmental Limits, when the biggest polluters
are the larger vehicles.
This Strategic Objective should be amended, as we suggested on the previous
consultation, to remove the words 'car use' and replace them with the words 'vehicle
emissions'

Policy CE5 Air Quality assesses developments for the impact of all vehicle emissions
in relation to new developments.

The drafting of this policy is sound. We are very supportive of the need for development to
incorporate strategies and technology that reduces its impact on the environment.

Noted.

Again I'm not familiar with the law so I cannot say yes.

Noted.
Noted.
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CP1 Core Policy: Quanta of Development
User ID

Rep ID

Name

Positively
prepared

5792513

CP1.1

Kensington
Sound
Society (Michael
Bach)

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Unsound

Unsound

Sound

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Meeting objectively-assessed need for shops and offices is being undermined by expansion Whilst the Council notes that an expansion of permitted development rights may allow
of permitted development rights.
the loss of shops, there is no evidence that this loss is significant. The Monitoring
Report 2016 (MR16), reporting the FY2015/16 considered the loss of shops to other
CP1: Core Policy: Quanta of Development
uses, allowed under Class D, Part 4 of Schedule 2 of GPDO. 3 shops were lost.
1. Housing: this is for 2015-2025
Similarly, in 2015/16 the MR16 identified the creation of just 5 additional estate agents
2. Offices: this is up to 2028
across the borough. Whilst the Council will continue to monitor these changes, it would
3. Retail: this is to 2023
not be appropriate to suggest that such changes would harm the deliverability of the
Council’s ambitions. These changes should be seen in the context of the 2,818 A class
Office development: how realistic is it to plan for 93,000 sqm net increase in offices by
uses occupying ground floor units across the Borough in 2016.
2028?
The Borough currently enjoys the exemption from the liberalisation of planning
regulations which would otherwise allow changes of use from offices to residential. As
such the expansion of permitted development rights is not being undermined by an
expansion of permitted development rights. This may change were the Council to lose
this exemption in 2019. This would merit a review of the policy at this time.

Yes

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 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 86,000 sq m of additional B class floorspace will ensure that new B
class development is not constrained.

5798017

CP1.2

6478913

CP1.3

14515553

CP1.4

Home Builders
Federation
(James Stevens)
Kensington and
Chelsea Social
Council (Siobhan
Sollis)

Carter Jonas
Sound
representing
National Grid
Property
Holdings (Alister
Henderson)

The Borough currently enjoys the exemption from the liberalisation of planning
regulations which would otherwise allow changes of use from offices to residential. As
such the expansion of permitted development rights is not being undermined by an
expansion of permitted development rights. This may change were the Council to lose
this exemption in 2019. This would merit a review of the policy at this time.
Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

NGPH fully supports Policy CP1 in seeking to meet and exceed the London Plan target for
new homes in the Borough.
Reference to 8,100 new homes being provided on Site Allocations (including Kensal
Canalside) is significant as these Site Allocations will enable RBKC to meet this large
housing target.

Support noted.

The 20,000 sqm of business floorspace reference to be provided at Kensal Canalside and
Earls Court Exhibition Centre will need to be considered carefully to ensure that the sites
can come forward from a viability perspective.
16051329

CP1.5

Greater London
Authority (Kevin
Reid)

Policy CPl Core Policy: Quanta of Development
Support noted.
This policy sets out the broad quantum of various types of development and infrastructure.
it makes clear that the target for new homes is to be treated as a minimum and that 35% of
residential floorspace is to be affordable. This is welcomed and whilst this has been
amended from a 40% target, the 35% target remains in line with the London Plan and the
Mayor's draft Affordable Housing and Viability Supplementary Planning Guidance.

17

CP1 Core Policy: Quanta of Development
User ID

Rep ID

Name

16051521

CP1.6

Sport England
(Mark Furnish)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

The revisions do not address Sport Englands' previous comments and therefore these still
apply. These are as follows:

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.

"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-todate robust evidence base and strategy for indoor or outdoor sport provision therefore the
Local Authority could have difficulties justifying securing funds for such provisions.
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."

16094945

CP1.7

JE Bianco

Sound

Sound

Sound

No

No

We're yet to see if your regeneration is legally compliant and I guess if challenged in court
the magistrates will provide the answer to your questions.

Comments noted. The Council considers that the Local Plan Partial Review is legally
compliant.

I do however appreciate the amount of areas and detail covered in other sections non
related to regeneration. There is some understanding on our daily lives.

16625313

CP1.8

CBRE (Jennifer
Liu)

16625409

CP1.9

Catalyst Housing Sound
Group

Local Plan Review
Support noted. The vision notes that the Council will seek to exceed the housing
The remainder of this letter sets out our comments on the Draft Policies and how well we
target.
consider them to satisfy the 'tests of soundness' in the context of NPPF paragraph 182.
Comments in relation to Policy CP1 (Quanta of Development)
Further to our representations to the Regulation 18 consultation which noted that housing
quanta in this policy should continue to be referred to as minima in order to ensure the
'soundness' of the plan, and comply with NPPF objectives set out at NPPF paragraph 47 to
significantly boost the supply of housing, we welcome the continued reference to minimum
housing figures. Amended text reads: "The Council will provide 1) seek to meet and exceed
the London Plan target for new homes in the borough, which is currently a minimum of 585
733 net additional dwellings a year based on the overall housing target of 5,850 net
additional units; of which a minimum of 200 units a year 40 35% of residential floorspace on
qualifying sites will be affordable;"

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Further to our representations to the Regulation 18 consultation which noted that housing
Support noted. The vision notes that the Council will seek to exceed the housing
quanta in this policy should continue to be referred to as minima in order to ensure the
target.
'soundness' of the plan, and comply with NPPF objectives set out at NPPF paragraph 47 to
significantly boost the supply of housing, we welcome the continued reference to minimum
housing figures.
Amended text reads: "The Council will provide 1) seek to meet and exceed the London
Plan target for new homes in the borough, which is currently a minimum of 585 733 net
additional dwellings a year based on the overall housing target of 5,850 net additional units;
of which a minimum of 200 units a year 40 35% of residential floorspace on qualifying sites
will be affordable;"

16626369

CP1.10

Catalyst Housing Sound
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Further to our representations to the Regulation 18 consultation which noted that housing
Support noted. The vision notes that the Council will seek to exceed the housing
quanta in this policy should continue to be referred to as minima in order to ensure the
target.
'soundness' of the plan, and comply with NPPF objectives set out at NPPF paragraph 47 to
significantly boost the supply of housing, we welcome the continued reference to minimum
housing figures.
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5792513

CP2.1

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

This is redundant.

5792513

CP2.2

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Places' Maps:
The map on page 43 continues to show a red symbol (appears to be a rail station) just
north of the Westway roundabout. There is no such station (although the Local Plan
promotes this as a location). Delete
The same applies to the map on page 49, where a rail station symbol appears at North
Pole Road. Delete

Quantum of Development and Places maps proposed modification to remove this
station.

5792513

CP2.3

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Para 4.4.2: Areas of Change
This includes the important statement "Housing densities will be appropriate for this part of
London and local public transport provision." It is not clear what is meant by 'this part of
London'? London Plan Policy 3.4 and its related Density Matrix sets levels of density in
terms of Central, Urban and Suburban descriptors which are generic to all parts of London.
Appropriateness of density will therefore vary according to factors such as public transport
accessibility (PTALs), public transport capacity and whether the location is an Opportunity
Area, rather than a location in K&C or 'this part of London'. If the present wording is
intended to mean that RBKC will not over-intensify and build at 'super-densities' or 'hyperdensities' as is happening in certain parts of London, this would be welcome but needs a
clearer policy statement and explanation. Given that the London Plan Density Policy and
the Density Matrix are such an important part of the development plan for this borough, the
Local Plan is remarkably silent on this issue.

4.4.2 This Local Plan must comply with the London Plan which identifies appropriate
density levels in relation to location and public transport provision. This borough sits
within the central setting as defined in the London Density Matrix. This plan contains
two policies relating to housing density. Adopted policy CL1c requires the density of
development to be optimised, sensitive to context, while draft policy CH1d makes the
link to the London Plan density matrix explicit: 'optimise the number of residential units
delivered in new developments by taking into account the relevant range within the
London Plan density matrix'.

5792513

CP2.4

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Para 4.6.2 states: For each Site Allocation the policy sets out the allocation in terms of
4.6.2 We consider that housing numbers are more generally understood than housing
land use, development principles and planning contributions. The land use allocation (land densities, and as explained above the housing numbers allocated are related to the
use and quantum of development) is the strategic part of the policy in relation to
London Plan Density Matrix so this suggestion is not considered appropriate.
neighbourhood plans. Given that each Site Allocation section includes information on an
expected quantum of development and total site area, it would be helpful for a resultant
likely housing density range to be given also. This is a measure that the public using the
Local plan can relate to and understand.

5792513

CP2.5

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

4.4.4: Line 7: Proposed change text to read: "This will not mean tower blocks, as our
traditional townscape show flatted, terraced housing and mansion blocks â€¦.."

The proposed text is considered too prescriptive, the current text reads: 'This would
not normally mean more tower blocks, as our traditional; townscape shows flatted
terraces and mansion blocks can often meet the demand in a more appealing way.'

5792513

CP2.6

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Line 14: Delete "Georgian and"

This borough has at least one Georgian square, Edwardes Square, as well as the
Victorian squares which predominate, so the change requested is not considered
appropriate.

Paragraph 4.3.3 explains that the place chapters set out a framework to guide
development management decisions in relation to each place. The umbrella place
4.3 Place shaping:
policy CP2 covers all the place chapters, it states: 'The Council will ensure that new
Strongly support the need for place-shaping vision and strategy for each "place" for the
development contributes to the visions, principles and priorities identified within the
next 20 years. Not convinced that Chapters 5-14 provide this!
place chapters'. This policy will be examined for soundness and the Inspector will
decide how to handle the place chapters. The contents of the chapters sets out the
Para 4.3.3 states in relation to the Place Chapters "They do not contain place specific
direction of travel that the Council is taking. By their very nature the Place chapters
policies but they provide a framework to guide future development management decisions reflect realistic but high level aspirations. The weight assigned to the statements will
relating to the place." It remains unclear what level of material weight the Council expects take this into account.
to be placed on the various statements in the Place chapters. Are these to be treated as
'policy guidance' at the same level as a SPD or CAA? It has become evident at appeal,
such as the recent Newcombe House, that these statements are being treated as
policy/guidance. The question boxes in the Reg 19 document asks in relation to the Place
chapters: 'Do you consider this policy satisfies the test of soundness...etc.? If not 'policies'
will these chapters be examined for soundness
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CP2.7

16051329

Positively
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Comment
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Port of London
Authority (Helena
Payne)

The suggestions made within the 'Places' submission stem from the emergence of national
and government policy change. Place chapters within the Local Plan may, it is suggested
within the consultation documentation, be more effective if they change from following a
template based Borough-wide planning policy objective to identifying specific changes
required to enhance each area and how these can be delivered. This could entail each
place chapter focusing on identifying, for example: - infrastructure requirements â€“
transport, social and community facilities. This may be an appropriate way of dealing with
development affecting the Thames, or indeed, the safeguarded wharf. It is noted that there
are reasons why having bespoke planning policies for individual places may not be
appropriate, however there may be an exception, possibly for developments close to the
river and the need to specifically consider the use of the river as an alternative means of
transport. The PLA would like serious consideration given to this type of Policy, which
would be in accordance with the provisions of the London Plan and NPPF.

Comments noted. Where relevant the place chapters include site allocation policies
(CA1-CA12), which detail the infrastructure (transport, social and community facilities,
affordable housing, public realm etc.) expected to support the level of development
identified. Cremorne Wharf is safeguarded in the London Plan and is currently being
used as a construction site for the Thames Tideway Tunnel as is noted in chapter 9
Lots Road. Use of the river for transport is covered under policy CT1n., which is not
included in this partial review.

CP2.8

Greater London
Authority (Kevin
Reid)

Chapters 5-15 Site Allocations
Support noted.
These chapters 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, (namely Earls
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.

16051521

CP2.9

Sport England
(Mark Furnish)

Policy CP2 appears to refer to the supporting text with regard to place shaping. Sport
England would strongly advise that Active Design is incorporated within the supporting text
as the principles would result in the creation of places that are designed with health and
activity at its core and ultimately assist in creating healthy communities. This would
therefore help achieve the health and wellbeing visions and aims of other policies within
the Local Plan. As previously advised, Active Design guidance has a model policy that
could be adapted and inserted into the supporting text. Sport England would be more than
happy to assist/advise further in this regard. Active Design guidance can be found at
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-andguidance/active-design/

16094945
16625313

CP2.10
CP2.11

JE Bianco
CBRE (Jennifer
Liu)

Sound

Justified

Sound

Effective

Sound

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Sound

Yes

Duty to
Cooperate

This is a partial review of the Local Plan so not all of the Council's policies are being
reviewed. The entire suite of Local Plan policies encompass the principles of Active
Design particularly through Keeping Life Local policies that promote walkable
neighbourhoods, Fostering Vitality policies focusing trip generating activities in town
centres and Better Travel Choices policies encouraging walking and cycling. Most of
this borough is already built up so the opportunity to provide additional open space is
limited, but the site allocation policies identify infrastructure requirements including the
provision of public realm and public opens space where this is appropriate. In view of
this we consider this request is unnecessary.

Yes
Comment in relation to the supporting text of Policy CP2 (Places)
4.4.4 the current text is not considered too prescriptive and the proposed text is not in
We note that additional text has been added to the supporting text to Policy CP2 at
keeping with the Council's aspirations.
paragraph 4.4.4 which sets out the Council's general design approach for estate
regeneration schemes. As stated in our previous representations to the Regulation 18
consultation, CHG remain concerned about the general bias towards the construction of
'mansion blocks' and terraced housing as there are other housing typologies which may be
appropriate to achieving higher densities. Indeed, the Mayor's Draft Good Practice Guide
to Estate Regeneration (December 2016) notes at paragraph 12 (Improving the Local
Environment; page 11) that whilst:
"many estate regeneration projects seek to introduce traditional street patterns and create
buildings that relate better in appearance and scale to their surroundings than the ones
that have been demolished€¦good estate regeneration can also utilise strategically-placed
tall buildings to help with orientation, supplying appropriate density in well-connected
places and maximising the amenity of certain locations."
CHG also consider that text should be added to note that higher densities which exceed
the London Plan density matrix could be acceptable in housing renewal areas as stated in
the Housing SPG and reinforced in Chapter 2 and Policy 3.7 of the London Plan.
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16625409

CP2.12a

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Yes

We note that additional text has been added to the supporting text to Policy CP2 at
4.4.4 the current text is not considered too prescriptive and the proposed text is not in
paragraph 4.4.4 which sets out the Council's general design approach for estate
keeping with the Council's aspirations.
regeneration schemes. As stated in our previous representations to the Regulation 18
consultation, CHG remain concerned about the general bias towards the construction of
'mansion blocks' and terraced housing as there are other housing typologies which may be
appropriate to achieving higher densities. Indeed, the Mayor's Draft Good Practice Guide
to Estate Regeneration (December 2016) notes at paragraph 12 (Improving the Local
Environment; page 11) that whilst:

Yes

Council's Response

"many estate regeneration projects seek to introduce traditional street patterns and create
buildings that relate better in appearance and scale to their surroundings than the ones
that have been demolished€¦good estate regeneration can also utilise strategically-placed
tall buildings to help with orientation, supplying appropriate density in well-connected
places and maximising the amenity of certain locations."
CHG also consider that text should be added to note that higher densities which exceed
the London Plan density matrix could be acceptable in housing renewal areas as stated in
the Housing SPG and reinforced in Chapter 2 and Policy 3.7 of the London Plan.

16626369

CP2.12b

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Yes

Yes

CHG respectfully request that the following text is added to paragraph 4.4.4:

To add in additional text on the approach to densities is not considered appropriate.
Adopted policy CL1c requires the density of development to be optimised, sensitive to
"Where appropriate street patterns will be reinstated or a traditional urban form introduced context, while draft policy CH1d makes the link to the London Plan density matrix
to improve safety and legibility. Public spaces will be designed to be attractive, functional explicit: 'optimise the number of residential units delivered in new developments by
places accessible for all, usable for a variety of public purposes, and not just simply left
taking into account the relevant range within the London Plan density matrix'. These
over space around buildings. Housing densities will be appropriate for this part of London policies can be used to justify the appropriate density and further text is not required
and local public transport provision. Housing numbers will often increase, providing more on this point.
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. This would not normally mean more tower blocks, as our traditional
townscape shows flatted terraced housing and mansion blocks can often meet the
demand in a more appealing way. High quality material reflecting the local context and welldesigned detailing will enrich the appearance and add character and charm. Our
regenerated housing estates will become places to live as valued as their Georgian and
Victorian predecessors and their architectural and urban design quality perhaps becoming
equally as cherished as our "Conservation Areas of the Future".
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5792513 CV5.1

Name

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Positively
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Effective
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policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Para 5.3 The Society welcomes the statement:
"Enhance the canalside environment as a destination for leisure and recreation uses, and
as an attractive pedestrian and cycling route particularly to Old Oak and Scrubs Lane."

Comments on soundness noted. 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.

Proposal: Designate Grand Union Canal and frontage as a conservation area
The Society proposes that the stretch of the Grand Union Canal which runs through North
Kensington (including its towpath and one or two heritage buildings/structures) should be
designated as a conservation area.
LB Brent, LB Hammersmith & Fulham and City of Westminster have designated the
neighbouring sections of the canal in their boroughs (i.e. the conservation area boundaries
run down the centre of the canal).

6478913 CV5.2

Kensington and
Chelsea Social
Council (Siobhan
Sollis)

The priority to develop a new neighbourhood centre and develop social and community
facilities is very welcome. What this centre will be and what it will mean for the local
community will require extensive consultation with residents and community groups which
we want to ensure is undertaken and follows due process.

12159201 CV5.3

Historic England
(Katharine
Fletcher)

CV5 Vision for Kensal, p50
No comments relating to soundness of the document.
We welcome the reference to drawing on the area’s industrial heritage which is particularly
pertinent to the Gas Works site. There are also wider landscape and heritage influences,
In the interests of clarity, the following changes have been made:
and we recommend that these should also be represented; for instance: ‘Drawing on the
industrial heritage, and significance of the wider landscape, new housing will complement Para 5.2 Context – bullet 6: recommended change made for clarity and completeness
the historic setting of Kensal Green Cemetery …’
Para 5.4 Priorities – bullet 10: recommended change made for clarity and
Para 5.2 Context – bullet 6: There are 2 grade II* listed buildings that should be mentioned completeness. No addition of the word 'require'. This is too onerous for the paragraph.
here:
‘Kensal House and Kensal Day Nursery, built in the 1930s are exemplars of an ‘urban
Comments regarding the research report noted. This will provide useful context and
village’ for employees of the gasworks, and are among the few Modern Movement
evidence in the development of the SPD for Kensal.
buildings in the borough to be listed Grade II*’.
Para 5.3 Principles – bullet 9: we suggest ‘Preserve and seek opportunities to enhance, or
better reveal the significance, of Kensal Green Cemetery’
Para 5.4 Priorities – bullet 10: we suggest:
‘Require new development to respond sensitively to the historic canal and setting of Kensal
Green Cemetery, Kensal House and Day Nursery’
Para 5.6 References – English Heritage’s 2015 Research Report could usefully be added
here:
(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.”
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Support for a new neighbourhood centre noted. This is reflected in para 5.4 Priorities.
Further detail will be provided in an SPD for Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area.
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Savills (Aimee
Squires)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

CV5“ Vision for Kensal in 2028
The Publication Policies amend the vision relating to the Kensal Employment Zone as
follows:
Kensal Employment Zone will provide flexible workspace, and supporting uses that bring
vitality, to allow small and medium sized businesses to flourish, building on the area's
existing strengths in the creative sector.
It is noted that the Publication Policies omit the reference to small and medium sized
businesses in the vision for the Kensal Employment Zone. We agree with this approach as
the acceptability of uses should be based on their overall flexibility and ability to contribute
to the vitality to the employment zone, rather than their size.
We agree with the approach to encourage uses in the Kensal Employment Zone which
build on and recognise the area's existing strengths in the creative sector. We believe that
creative and/or uses which support creative uses should be supported as part of major
employment led mixed use schemes.
We consider that an element of residential or other non-employment related development
would be acceptable within the Kensal Employment Zone where part of major employment
led mixed use schemes in order to promote activity and vitality within the area.

Comments on soundness noted.

The principle behind a well-connected, residential led community is supported by NGPH,
as is the promotion of an Elizabeth Line station in this location. However, the amended text
has now removed its reference which stated "residential-led development will have made
the most of its canalside location". NGPH considers that this text should be re-instated.
The historic setting of the Kensal Green Cemetery and providing new housing to
complement this setting is important. However, it is vital that the development of this last
significant brownfield site is utilised to its full potential. Good design can ensure that the
setting of the Cemetery is complemented, but this should not adversely impact on the
amount of development that can and should come forward on this vital strategic housing
delivery site.
The key issues and potential opportunities plan 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.
It is noted that Chapter 39 (Contingencies and Risks for Site Allocations) of the Local Plan
shows that 'Plan B' is to improve accessibility through bus based improvements and off site
rail improvements and to maintain relatively high development densities should the station
not come forward. This 'fall back' option is welcomed, as there is still scope to provide a
significant contribution towards new housing delivery should the station not come forward.

Comments on soundness noted.

Carter Jonas
Sound
representing
National Grid
Property Holdings
(Alister
Henderson)

Sound

Sound

Sound

No

Yes

Yes
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The vision sets the strategic priorities for the area, and as such it is not considered
necessary to specify the nature of workspace within the Kensal Employment Zone as
part of the overarching aims.
The Fostering Vitality chapter sets out in more detail the Council's policies regarding
cultural, creative and commercial uses, including the employment zones. Para 31.3.51
states that "A range of non-business uses will be welcomed within the borough's
employment zones where they help to provide the range of facilities used by those
working within, and visiting the employment zones. These are the uses which are
often an integral part of the new models of business premises and could include
shops, cafes and other A class uses, gyms or cultural spaces. They are the uses
which may help create vibrant and exciting places."
The Council will prepare a supplementary planning document for Kensal Canalside
which will explore in more detail issues of phasing, viability and scenarios which do
and do not include a new station. The Council notes NGPH's support for principle
CA1(f) to deliver the comprehensive development of the site.

The text 'residential-led development will have made the most of its canalside location'
was felt to be ambiguous so it was changed to make the vision clearer. The site
allocation CA1 sets out the minimum level of development proposed. With regard to
the setting of the Grade 1 listed Kensal Green cemetery it is important that this is
taken into account as part of the development of the Opportunity Area site. However, it
is not viewed as necessarily a constraint, rather that development must be shaped in
such a manner as to achieve the best possible relationship between the Opportunity
Area development and the setting of the cemetery. To this end a views study from the
cemetery looking outwards is being commissioned with the support of Historic
England.
Comments on infrastructure delivery noted. The Council is actively progressing work
with the relevant agencies to develop proposals for these infrastructure projects. It
therefore considers their inclusion in policy as justified and necessary to secure the
minimum quantum of development for this Opportunity Area.
The infrastructure table (Chapter 39 Contingencies and Risks for Site Allocations)
includes possible contingency arrangements in line with NPPG on Local Plans
(Paragraph 18) which states that "Where the deliverability of critical infrastructure is
uncertain then 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." If it is not possible
to provide a pedestrian / cycle link across the cemetery this would not affect the level
of development achievable.

CV5 Vision for Kensal in 2028
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14515553 CV5.5b

14515553 CV5.5c

14517025 CV5.6a
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Carter Jonas
representing
National Grid
Property Holdings
(Alister
Henderson)

Paragraph 5.3 Principles (Overarching Aims)
The Publication Policies contain a principle relating to the Kensal Employment Zone as
follows:
Support Kensal to continue to operate as a vibrant employment area, and create
opportunities for innovative small and medium sized businesses.
We believe that this point should be updated to reflect the vision (as set out above) which
omits the reference to small and medium sized businesses. As set out previously, the
acceptability of uses should reflect overall flexibility and vitality rather than size.
We consider that the principles should include a point which sets out that some nonemployment uses, such as creative and/or uses which support creative uses and
residential, could be acceptable where proposed as part of larger mixed use schemes

The vision sets the strategic priorities for the area, and as such it is not considered
necessary to specify the nature of workspace within the Kensal Employment Zone as
part of the overarching aims.

Carter Jonas
representing
National Grid
Property Holdings
(Alister
Henderson)

The principles (overarching aims) set out at 5.3 are supported â€“ in particular the
emphasis to "Deliver new housing in the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area" as the first
priority.
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.

The principles are not in order of priority.

LCR (Barry
Gilbert)

London and Continental Railways Ltd would like to make the following representations
regarding Chapter 5 â€“ Kensal.

The Fostering Vitality chapter sets out in more detail the Council's policies regarding
cultural, creative and commercial uses, including the employment zones. Para 31.3.51
states that "A range of non-business uses will be welcomed within the borough's
employment zones where they help to provide the range of facilities used by those
working within, and visiting the employment zones. These are the uses which are
often an integral part of the new models of business premises and could include
shops, cafes and other A class uses, gyms or cultural spaces. They are the uses
which may help create vibrant and exciting place

The Kensal DIF study has identified and costed the infrastructure requirements and
identified that these can be funded through the development. This will be investigated
further in the Kensal SPD. The SPD will be produced at a level of detail necessary to
ensure the Council's vision of comprehensive development of the site can be
achieved.

Comments noted.
(1) The North Pole Depot not being released for development is an acknowledged risk
within the site information associated with Policy CA1 the site allocation for Kensal.
We support, in principle, the land use allocation set out in this policy which will deliver new (2) The Kensal DIF study provides as much detail as is currently possible on the
homes in the Borough, subject to the following:
viability and feasibility of the proposals. The infrastructure table (Chapter 39
Contingencies and Risks for Site Allocations) includes possible contingency
(1) The part of the site known as North Pole East being declared surplus and released for arrangements in line with NPPG on Local Plans (Paragraph 18) which states that
disposal by the Department for Transport.
"Where the deliverability of critical infrastructure is uncertain then the plan should
address the consequences of this, including possible contingency arrangements and
(2) The Development Infrastructure Funding Study and Transport Study are regarded as
alternative strategies. The detail concerning planned infrastructure provision can be
high level studies with indicative proposals and costs only and further work therefore needs set out in a supporting document such as an infrastructure delivery programme that
to be carried out on the viability and feasibility of the proposals, in particular to confirm the can be updated regularly." The Risks and Contingencies section 29 (site 1 Kensal)
housing numbers and infrastructure works necessary to achieve this including the need,
recognises that if the station does not come forward and/or the North Pole Depot is
cost and land take for the proposed new bridge over the railway. The Council should also
not released then the scale of development may be reduced. The amendment to
consider a Scenario where the land on either side of the railway is separately brought
paragraph 5.4 reflects continuing uncertainty about release of all or part of the North
forward for development without a bridge link.
Pole Depot land for development. The specific constraints and development
challenges on the Kensal Gasworks site as allocated will be explored in further detail
as part of a structured delivery programme. CA1(f) requires the comprehensive
development of the site. The Council recognises the importance of collaborative
approach to the planning and development of the Opportunity Area. The Council is
actively progressing work with the relevant agencies to develop proposals for these
infrastructure projects. It therefore considers their inclusion in policy as justified and
necessary to secure the minimum quantum of development for this Opportunity Area.
The Council will prepare a supplementary planning document for Kensal Canalside
which will explore in more detail issues of phasing, viability and scenarios which do
and do not include a new station.
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14517025 CV5.6b

LCR (Barry
Gilbert)

(3) The relationship and linkages between North Pole East and the land to the west within
the Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham/OPDC Area needs further consideration.

(3) The Council aspires to create a bus / cycle link through the North Pole Depot to
LBHF and OPDC, as indicated on the key issues and potential opp0rtunities map, this
will be investigated further in the SPD.
(4) The development should not be dependent on a new Crossrail station being provided
(4) Chapter 39 Contingencies and Risks for Site Allocations risk(I) identifies options
due to the uncertainty currently surrounding this proposal, which is still being appraised.
should the station not come forward, this will be investigated further in the SPD for
Kensal.
(5) The provision of on-site waste management facilities may not be an appropriate use on (5) Our waste management policies and consequently the site allocation for Kensal
this land.
require provision of on-site waste management for the site only. The form and land
take this might involve is yet to be decided but it will be taken into account as part of
the urban design framework/masterplan approach when we have a better idea of
quantum's of development that might be possible for different land parcels.

14552385 CV5.7

Lauren Laviniere

We hope, through continued joint working on our respective Local Plans and evidence
base, to take forward a co-ordinated approach to the regeneration of Old Oak and Kensal
Canalside. As stated in our previous consultation response, key cross boundary issues to
consider as part of this include improving transport connections between the areas, area
wide utilities provision, the use and enhancement of the Grand Union canal, employment
and town centre uses, housing mix and the need for a complementary approach to the
design of development in relation to the impact of the Grade 1Listed Kensal Green
Cemetery.

CA1(f) requires the comprehensive development of the site. The Council
acknowledges the support of a collaborative approach to the planning and
development of the Opportunity Area by the OPDC. This collaborative approach is
already underway and will continue.

OPDC is keen to maintain the collaborative working and engagement on the above Issues.
With regards to this, OPDC will be publishing its Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation this
spring/summer and will be notifying and inviting comments from stakeholders, including
RBKC. In the meantime, given the nature of these cross¬ boundary issues, OPDC may
wish to meet with RBKC on a more one to one basis to discuss matters in more detail.

16094945 CV5.8
16625409 CV5.9
16632161 CV5.10

JE Bianco
Sound
Catalyst Housing Sound
Group
St William Homes Sound
LLP (Sir Madam)

Sound
Sound

Sound
Sound

Sound
Sound

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Noted.
Noted.
Chapter 5 'Kensal' of the Consolidated Local Plan 2015 sets out the Council's overall vision Support for CA1(f) requiring the comprehensive development of the site noted. The
for the Kensal Gasworks site. St William is pleased to note that the Council is advancing
Council supports a close working relationship with key stakeholders as part of the
the SPD for Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area as this will provide clarity on the key
production of the forthcoming SPD.
development issues relating to the site and to ensure a comprehensive regeneration.
Support for an Elizabeth Line Station noted.
Policy CV5: Kensal Vision
St Williams supports the ambitious vision for Kensal and agrees that the new Elizabeth
Line station should be an aspiration of the Council in order to provide significantly improved
transport connections to the Kensal Opportunity Area. It is considered that it remains of
considerable importance that the Gasworks site, which is the last remaining strategic
brownfield site in the Borough, is transformed through a residential-led regeneration.
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The 'vision' for Kensal at CV5 states 'New connections will knit the new neighbourhood into the CV5 provides a strategic vision for the area. A high level aim is to provide a new
existing city fabric and link westwards to Scrubs Lane and Old Oak Park Royal'.
connection linking westwards, and this is considered appropriate for the vision. The
exact nature and management of future roads and connections will be explored as
The Priorities at 5.4 include 'Deliver a new road linking onto Mitre Way near Scrubs Lane in the further evidence is gathered as part of the SPD process, alongside more clarity about
London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham'.
proposed development. new link to Scrubs Lane may not be appropriate for all
vehicular traffic but this aspect will be examined at the appropriate time taking into
At the RBKC briefing on Kensal on March 15th, it was stated that a new east west road in the account traffic flows and other evidence on the effect on the adjoining highway
Opportunity area would be for the purposes of distributing traffic within the proposed new
network.
development, and would not provide a vehicular exit westwards onto Scrubs Lane.
It is important that the Local Plan achieves clarity on this point as Scrubs Lane/Wood Lane is
already heavily congested and facing growing pressures from developments in the OPDC
area.

12159201

CA1.2

Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

14515553

CA1.3a

Carter Jonas
Sound
representing National
Grid Property
Holdings (Alister
Henderson)

Policy CA1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area, p56: We welcome part m) in the Principles.
It is not considered necessary to repeat policy in the NPPF.
This would benefit from being slightly more explicit to ensure that the approach in the NPPF is
explained:
‘m) a suitable setting for the designated heritage assets, seeking opportunities to enhance or
better reveal their significance’.
Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

The allocation promoting a minimum of 3,500 residential units within the policy is supported
and the principle behind the 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 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. This flexibility does not appear to have been added into this
new draft of the Local Plan â€“ our view is that the affordable housing bullet point should
include the words "subject to viability".
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. It is recognised (5.7.3) that the 'optimal' development can only be achieved if the
bridge
crossing and the Elizabeth Line Station 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.
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Comments on viability noted. The Peter Brett Associates DIF study indicates that the
development is viable and can fund the infrastructure identified.
Policy CH2: Affordable Housing which seeks the maximum reasonable amount of
affordable housing would apply to this site. Chapter 35 of the plan provides more
details on affordable housing and viability assessment requirements. In particular
paragraph 35.3.42 deals with review of viability assessments, so the requested change
is not considered necessary. The DIF study identifies and costs the infrastructure
needed to develop the site and indicates 30-40% affordable housing can be delivered
on the site with a station, and 20% without a station.
Comments on the SPD noted, however, details such as height and massing will need
to be resolved in order to ensure a successful comprehensive development is
achieved. With regard to certain infrastructure requirements not coming forward such
as a station or a bridge Chapter 39 of the Local Plan deals with contingencies and risks
for site allocations including these scenarios - this provides a summary of the approach
that would be taken and the issue will be explored further in the forthcoming SPD.
However, it is vitally important that that the Council continues to devote the bulk of its
energy and resources to ensure that development on the site is optimised with the
highest percentage of affordable housing that is possible and ensure an excellent
residential environment is created. This can only be achieved with a station and a
bridge.
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Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

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 in this section to make
some comments on these documents below. The Allies and Morrison Masterplan (not
commissioned by 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 â€“ which get closer to 300 dph. 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.
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 â€“ 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 be considered to deliver comprehensive development of
the site.

The Risks and Contingencies section 29 (site 1 Kensal) of this plan recognises that if
the station does not come forward and / the North Pole Depot is not released then the
scale of development may be reduced. The scale of the reduction will be established in
the SPD for Kensal.

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Yes

The densities and build out rates used for the PBA Kensal DIF study were, as stated,
based on an indicative masterplan that accommodated 3,500 units. The Kensal SPD
will investigate height and massing and provide guidance on the appropriate densities
for different parts of the site based on urban design principles, townscape, views and
heritage impact considerations.
Comments regarding contamination costs noted. The HSC covering the area is
identified as a constraint on the site and the Council is working with all landowners of
the Opportunity Area through regular meetings attended by all the landowners to
ensure the site is developed comprehensively.

These additional options will need to be considered further as part of the SPD process.
Comments on forward funding the development noted this is an issue that will
However, it is vital that any development is considered in line with viability considerations and investigated in the SPD. The Council is currently considering possible funding
some consideration will also need to be given to what quantum of development can come
scenarios.
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.
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Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

We find the policy sound, however, given some of the environmental constraints noted we
would have liked greater emphasis on these in the actual policy rather than under 'Site
Constraints.' We recommend some minor amendments are made to the policy to strengthen
and clarify requirements.

Comments on soundness noted.

Yes

We were originally concerned about the proposed 'on-site waste water treatment facilities'
noted under 'Infrastructure and Planning Contributions as (v). Without evidence to
demonstrate why a future scheme is unable to connect to the mains foul drainage system we
would have to object to the proposed development, as there could be potential harmful
impacts from the discharges from any on-site waste water treatment facility. However, in
recent correspondence you have confirmed to us that this is an error and that in fact
connection to mains foul drainage network is the expectation. For clarity we recommend
therefore that this text is deleted.

CA1(v) - The Council notes that the reference to 'on-site waste water treatment
facilities' was inserted in error and confirm that connection to mains foul drainage
network is the expectation. We propose therefore that this text is deleted.
CA1(t) - The Council agrees with the comments made and recommends a modification
to this policy to include the term 'biodiversity'
Decontamination requirements will be investigated further in the SPD for Kensal.

Under 'Infrastructure and Planning Contributions' we support criteria (t) 'landscaping and
amenity improvements to the Grand Union Canal.' However, given our comments to Policy
CR5 'Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces & Waterways' we recommend a minor amendment to the
policy if possible, as follows:
(t) landscaping, biodiversity and amenity improvements to the Grand Union Canal
This will reflect evidence provided by the Thames River Basin Management Plan (2015) which
sets out objectives to improve waterbodies. The Grand Union Canal is currently classed as
achieving 'moderate' status with the aim to reach 'good' ecological status or potential by 2027.
Please see our representation on Policy CR5 for further detail.
The site is obviously very sensitive in terms of land contamination and has a hazardous
substances consent. Although the need to decommission the gas holders has been identified
and a mention that the site has been partially decontaminated, there could have been more
emphasis under 'principles' in the policy on the need to carefully remediate the site and remove
any remaining contamination in line with best practice.
16051329

CA1.5

Greater London
Authority (Kevin
Reid)

Chapter 5 Kensal Canalside

The Council is actively progressing work with the relevant agencies to develop
proposals for these infrastructure projects. It therefore considers their inclusion in
The amended policy approach to Kensal Canalside is supported, in particular the aim to deliver policy as justified and necessary to secure the minimum quantum of development for
at least 3500 new homes, which is the London Plan minimum target for the Opportunity Area. this Opportunity Area.
The Policy includes reference to the construction of a new station on the Elizabeth Line
(Crossrail) and a new road bridge over the railway. It is acknowledged that at present these
two major pieces of infrastructure are not currently funded. However the Council is actively
progressing work with the relevant agencies to develop proposals for these infrastructure
projects. There appears to be a reasonable likelihood of securing both agreement in principle
and sources of funding to deliver them, therefore their inclusion in an ambitious policy for the
area is supported and should help to secure and exceed the minimum quantum of
development for this Opportunity Area. There are however some concerns that will need to be
overcome and the Council should be prepared to Plan for the development of Kensal
Canalside in circumstances which do and do not include a new station.

16094945
16624833

CA1.6
CA1.7

JE Bianco
Sound
Sainsbury's
Supermarkets and
the Ballymore Group
(Sir Madam)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
SAINSBURY'S SUPERMARKETS LIMITED AND BALLYMORE GROUP JOINT
REPRESENTATIONS ON CHAPTER 5, PUBLICATION POLICIES CV5 â€“ VISION FOR
KENSAL AND CA1 - KENSAL CANALSIDE OPPORTUNITY AREA Further to our previous
representations to the Draft Policies consultation, Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd (SSL) and
Ballymore continue to support the general aims of Policies CV5 and CA1 and welcome
RBKC's ambition to deliver an outstanding, sustainable and integrated neighbourhood. We
reaffirm our position, supporting the intention of comprehensive residential-led regeneration in
the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area (KCOA), including delivery of a Crossrail station.
However, SSL and Ballymore maintain the following comments on the draft policy:
ï‚· Further technical assessment is required to support 3,500 homes on the site and this should
not be set as a policy minimum;
ï‚· Policy CA1 should acknowledge a phased approach is required to comprehensive
development of the site;
ï‚· A clear programme and strategy is required in relation to decommissioning of the
gasholders and revocation of the extant hazardous substances consent (HSC). We intend,
however, to request the Inspector's permission to clarify our position at the EIP on issues of
soundness and compliance with Paragraph 182 of the NPPF.
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The Contingencies and Risks for site allocations table in chapter 39 includes possible
contingency arrangements in line with NPPG on Local Plans (Paragraph 18) which
states that "Where the deliverability of critical infrastructure is uncertain then 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."
The Council will prepare a supplementary planning document for Kensal Canalside
which will explore in more detail issues of phasing, viability and scenarios which do and
do not include a new station.
Comments on soundness noted.
I. The Council aims to deliver at least 3,500 new homes, which is the London Plan
minimum target for the Opportunity Area.
ii. Phasing of development is something that will be considered in the Kensal Canalside
SPD, however, the Council is committed to comprehensive development of the site.
iii. The HSC covering the area is identified as a constraint on the site and the Council is
working with all landowners of the Opportunity Area through regular meetings attended
by all the landowners to ensure the site is developed comprehensively. The Council will
continue to liaise with National Grid to ensure that any revocation of a Hazardous
Substances consent comes forward in a timely manner and does not hold up
development of the site.
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Infrastructure
We note from responses set out in the Consultation Statement (February 2017) that RBKC are
standing by the infrastructure studies carried out by Peter Brett Associates (PBA), despite
alternative studies carried out by WSP|Parsons Brinckerhoff (WSP|PB) demonstrating that
3500 homes could be achieved without the extent of infrastructure proposed. The wording and
supporting text of Policy CA1 are overly prescriptive in specifying the need for specific
infrastructure requirements, including the new road bridge over the railway and the remodelling
of the Ladbroke Grove junctions. It is not currently known whether all interventions identified in
PBA's Development Infrastructure Funding Study (DIFS) are necessary. We, therefore, reiterate the need for the policy wording to remain high level at this stage to allow maximum
flexibility in terms of infrastructure provision and cost.

Infrastructure
The Peter Brett Associates Transport and DIF studies were undertaken to a brief
agreed by all the landowners. Subsequently alternative evidence has been produced
for Ballymore/ Sainsbury’s questioning the assumptions made particularly in relation to
the improvements needed at the Ladbroke Road junction. This alternative evidence
does not form part of the Council’s evidence base and it remains the Council’s position
that the Ladbroke Road junction is currently at capacity and the layout proposed by
WSP|PB does not provide adequate facilities for pedestrians and cyclists and is
therefore not acceptable. The Council is clear that this is a very difficult site to develop
and it is important the infrastructure required to achieve optimal development is
delivered. The PBA DIF study has identified the infrastructure required to support
development of the site, costed these items and demonstrated that they can be funded
by the level of development envisaged.

We note amendments to Paragraph 5.4, establishing that RBKC 'will support the delivery of' a
new road bridge across the railway line. We seek clarification on whether this is an
acknowledgement by RBKC that absolute infrastructure requirements are not known at this
stage and flexibility is required. This flexibility should be reflected in Policy CA1 and
Infrastructure and Planning Contributions Point Q, which currently specifies a new road bridge
across the railway. This is inconsistent with the supporting text in Paragraph 5.4 and not
justified. As noted in Consultation Statement (February 2017) this position is supported by the
GLA and TFL, who state that: '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'.

16624833

16624833

CA1.9a

CA1.9b

Sainsbury's
Supermarkets and
the Ballymore Group
(Sir Madam)

Sainsbury's
Supermarkets and
the Ballymore Group
(Sir Madam)

Delivery/Phasing
The KCOA site as a whole presents complex land assembly and viability issues requiring
further evaluation and resolution, not least unresolved questions over the availability or
otherwise of North Pole depot to accommodate new road infrastructure, and the potential
consequential loss of important potential housing land throughout the KCOA. We reiterate that
restrictive phasing obligations should not be imposed arbitrarily given the release and
uncertainty of land coming forward in the wider KCOA, including North Pole depot, and
maximum flexibility should be maintained at this stage. It is SSL and Ballymore's view that the
delivery of development to the north of the railway should not be contingent on
commencement of development or delivery of infrastructure outside their control. It is
acknowledged that RBKC have identified that a Phasing Strategy will come forward as part of
the SPD process. Notwithstanding this, we maintain that this is fundamental to unlocking the
delivery of the KCOA and therefore should be embedded in Local Plan policy

The amendment to paragraph 5.4 reflects continuing uncertainty about release of all or
part of the North Pole Depot land for development. Without this land it will not be
possible to build a bridge, as acknowledged in chapter 39 Contingencies and Risks for
Site Allocations. The site allocation reflects the infrastructure required to accommodate
3,500 homes in the Opportunity Area. This is the Council’s aspiration for the site and
the Kensal Canalside SPD will investigate options for development should the
Crossrail station and/or release of the North Pole Depot not progress. The Council is
committed to achieving comprehensive development of this site and will not consider
piecemeal development unless or until it is clear the station cannot be built or the North
Pole Depot will not be released. The Council will prepare a supplementary planning
document for Kensal Canalside which will explore in more detail issues of phasing,
viability and scenarios which do and do not include a new station.
The Council is actively progressing work with the relevant agencies to develop
proposals for these infrastructure projects. It therefore considers their inclusion in
policy as justified and necessary to secure the minimum quantum of development for
this Opportunity Area.
The infrastructure table includes possible contingency arrangements in line with NPPG
on Local Plans (Paragraph 18) which states that "Where the deliverability of critical
infrastructure is uncertain then 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."

Highways Matters
As above the junction layout proposed in the WSP study does not provide adequate
The roundabout junction that WSP put forward within their Technical Note dated 9th December facilities for cyclists and pedestrians and is not considered acceptable.
2016 was extensively tested using a realistic approach to the likely trip generation associated
with the Site and detailed ARCADY analysis. The traffic flows used within the WSP
assessment were based on up to date survey data and provide a far more accurate estimate
of future vehicle trips than those assumed within the PBA assessment that utilised dated
information. The more accurate estimate of the Sainsbury's store trips generated significantly
change the volume of trips that have to be accommodated and will change the results set out
in the PBA report. The data indicates there is sufficient highway capacity for proposed
development north of the railway without providing the new road bridge across the railway line
and a signalised junction, which requires extensive third party land, demolition of Bridge House
and extensive highway works throughout the site. Accordingly, we consider that the
development can be served through improvements to the existing roundabout. RBKC do not
contest that enlargement and improvement of the existing roundabout would satisfactorily
accommodate development flows, however, consider that a roundabout solution would be
contrary to Policy CT1 on grounds of provision for pedestrians and cyclists. In their response to
Question CV5 (2) RBKC state that: '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.' There are a
number of examples where roundabouts have been design to provide a high quality of public
realm design where islands for pedestrians and slow speeds assisting cyclist movement have
been incorporated into give way roundabout junctions including the following, as illustrated in
Appendix 1 ï‚· Exhibition Way /Prince Consort Way LB Kensington and Chelsea;
ï‚· Park Lane / Chester Road / A523 â€“ Poynton; and
ï‚· Elwick Road / Godinton Road / West Street Ashford. As the design is developed, pedestrian
/ cyclist facilities as outlined above with be tested and designed into the proposed layout.
Pedestrian flows can be analysed and assessed to determine whether formal crossings are
required and if so where.
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Conclusions In conclusion, SSL and Ballymore remain supportive of the overarching aims and Support noted, the Council holds regular meetings with the Kensal landowners.
objectives of Policies CV5 and CA1. We maintain, however, that flexibility is required in relation
to infrastructure delivery options and a phased approach to delivery, recognizing viability and
land assembly constraints. Further testing is required to inform infrastructure requirements and
associated costs. WSP consider that the traffic flows surveyed of the site and its component
parts provides a more recent and accurate picture of the likely level of travel demand at the
junction. An alternative well designed and landscaped roundabout if designed correctly could
present a transformational presence on Ladbroke Road, without requiring dependency on
other elements on expensive infrastructure. We welcome the opportunity to further discussing
any aspect of our response with RBKC officers prior to the EIP submission stage
Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Comments on soundness noted.
Chapter 5 'Kensal' of the Consolidated Local Plan 2015 sets out the Council's overall vision for Comments on soundness noted. The Council notes the support for the inclusion of a
the Kensal Gasworks site. St William is pleased to note that the Council is advancing the SPD minimum requirement of 3,500 homes for the Opportunity Area, in line with the London
for Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area as this will provide clarity on the key development
Plan target.
issues relating to the site and to ensure a comprehensive regeneration.
CA1(f) requires the comprehensive development of the site. The Council recognises
St William welcomes the inclusion of the word 'minimum' within Policy CA1 to describe the
the importance of collaborative approach to the planning and development of the
number of 3,500 new residential units that are now allocated within the Kensal Canalside
Opportunity Area.
Opportunity Area. It is considered that this is a particularly important point to stress, given that
the former Gasworks site is the last significant strategic brownfield site within the Borough that The Council is actively progressing work with the relevant agencies to develop
is capable of delivering substantial residential development. This is recognised within Policy
proposals for these infrastructure projects. It therefore considers their inclusion in
CA1 and St William agrees with the Council that the site holds significant potential to be a
policy as justified and necessary to secure the minimum quantum of development for
catalyst for the regeneration of the area. This is particularly important in the wake of the
this Opportunity Area.
Housing White Paper which suggests that National Planning Policy will be amended to indicate
that great weight should be attached to the value of using suitable brownfield land for homes. The infrastructure table (Chapter 39 Contingencies and Risks for Site Allocations)
includes possible contingency arrangements in line with NPPG on Local Plans
In respect of the development of new vehicular and pedestrian and cycle bridges over the
(Paragraph 18) which states that "Where the deliverability of critical infrastructure is
railway, it is recognised that obtaining the strongest possible public transport links would be
uncertain then the plan should address the consequences of this, including possible
beneficial to the delivery of housing and regeneration on site. However, it should be noted that contingency arrangements and alternative strategies. The detail concerning planned
there are significant viability and deliverability issues that would need to be overcome in order infrastructure provision can be set out in a supporting document such as an
to facilitate this and alternative approaches should be considered. Therefore whilst the
infrastructure delivery programme that can be updated regularly."
potential new bridges over the railway are supported, it will need further work to understand
the exact design and costs and how this impacts on viability and deliverability. The inclusion of The Council will prepare a supplementary planning document for Kensal Canalside
a new station on the Elizabeth Line within the site allocation is fully supported. However, St
which will explore in more detail issues of phasing, viability and scenarios which do and
William would reiterate that the development of this last remaining strategic brownfield site
do not include a new station.
should be robust to any change outside of the Council's control and the Council should be
considering alternative strategies to unlock potential.

Paragraph 5.5 'Delivery' states the intention of the Council to work with landowners in the
5.5 Support for comprehensive development noted
Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area to ensure comprehensive development of the site. St
William fully supports this approach and considers it to be highly important in ensuring that the
maximum regeneration benefits can be extracted from the area. It should be emphasised that
the ability to bring this site forward for development is reliant on a comprehensive overall
development of the wider opportunity area to ensure that the whole site can be brought
forward, albeit in phases, at the appropriate time.
A piecemeal approach to bringing forward development would not be conducive to
comprehensive development and would represent a missed opportunity to optimise the
development potential of the whole site. As stated above, St William is therefore fully
supportive of the Council's desire to see a comprehensive development and it is hoped that
the emerging Kensal Opportunity Area SPD will provide a further avenue through which
comprehensive development of the area can be posited. St William is keen to work with all
interested parties to help best deliver a comprehensive development, maximising the potential
of the opportunity area and deliver high quantity homes.
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As was pointed out in the previous response, the realisation of the Council's full vision for
Kensal is predicated on a Crossrail/Elizabeth line station and release of the North Pole depot
which is within the borough from operational rail use. We understand that Network Rail (NR) is
undertaking a feasibility study on this station proposal, and that the Council is working on a
funding package with NR and the DfT, utilising receipts from future development. NR and DfT,
who own the land, will also need to 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). This could obviously impact on
development potential of the area.

The Council is actively progressing work with the relevant agencies to develop
proposals for these infrastructure projects. It therefore considers their inclusion in
policy as justified and necessary to secure the minimum quantum of development for
this Opportunity Area.
The infrastructure table (Chapter 39 Contingencies and Risks for Site Allocations)
includes possible contingency arrangements in line with NPPG on Local Plans
(Paragraph 18) which states that "Where the deliverability of critical infrastructure is
uncertain then 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."

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 current early stages of project development and funding arrangements,
that this work considers the option of development with or without a Crossrail station and/or
The Council will prepare a supplementary planning document for Kensal Canalside
the North Pole depot, and an 'interim' development scenario in advance of a Crossrail station which will explore in more detail issues of phasing, viability and scenarios which do and
in the 'with Crossrail station' option, which could be linked to incremental public transport
do not include a new station.
improvements such as new bus services. We acknowledge that a 'plan b' is mentioned in the
'risk and contingencies' table (page 525).
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Noted.
Noted.
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No

Chapter 6: Golborne

Comments noted. 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.
Para 6.4, 7th bullet - 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. NPPG paragraph 11 states that "If land is already
protected by designation, then consideration should be given to whether any
additional local benefit would be gained by designation as Local Green Space." The
Gardens are already protected by adopted Local Plan Policy CR5 (a) which resists
the loss of existing public open space. It is not clear what Local Green Space
designation would achieve over and above this.

The same comment in relation to CA designation of the canal and towpath applies.
The 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. This
would provide a confirmed planning designation of a strip of land laid out in 1976 and
maintained by volunteer effort ever since. This should be reflected in para 6.4, 7th bullet:
Delete and rewrite as: Designate Meanwhile Gardens as a Local Green Space and
support enhancements"

6508993

CV6.2

16625313 CV6.3

16625409 CV6.4a

St Quintin and Unsound
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

We support the Kensington Society view that the RBKC stretch of the Grand Union Canal
should be designated as a conservation area, as is already the case in LB Brt and LB
Hammersmith & Fulham. The canal will become an increasingly important asset as the
OPDC regeneration area is built out. CA designation will help to ensure high quality design
of buildings at Kensal Canalside, requiring these to bring benefit rather than cause harm to
the surroundings of the canal.

Comments noted. A Local Plan does not have the provision to designate a new
conservation area. The Council is undertaking a review of the existing Conservation
Area Proposals 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.

CBRE (Jennifer
Liu)

Comments in relation to CV6 Vision for Golborne in 2028
The supporting text to Policy CV6 at paragraph 6.2 refers to the timescales for future
housing delivery and regarding Wornington Green states that "Phase 1 is complete and
phases 2 and 3 are due for completion by 2021." As we have commented in our previous
representations to the Regulation 18 consultation in December 2016, the timescales for
latter phases are not accurate and should be amended for clarity. We therefore request
that the text is amended to state the following:
"Phase 1 is underway and will be completed in 2017. Phase 2 will commence development
in mid-2017. Phase 3 dates are currently to be confirmed."
In addition, CHG consider that further text should be added at 6.7.1 to acknowledge the
potential for additional units to be provided in Phase 3 of the Wornington Green Estate
Regeneration, in line with Paragraph 47 of the NPPF which states that Local Authorities
should seek to significantly boost the supply of housing.

Para 6.2, 3rd bullet - Text amended as requested to reflect more accurately the
timescales for phased development at Wornington Green.

The supporting text to Policy CV6 at paragraph 6.2 refers to the timescales for future
housing delivery and regarding Wornington Green states that "Phase 1 is complete and
phases 2 and 3 are due for completion by 2021." As we have commented in our previous
representations to the Regulation 18 consultation in December 2016, the timescales for
latter phases are not accurate and should be amended for clarity. We therefore request
that the text is amended to state the following:

Para 6.2, 3rd bullet - Text amended as requested to reflect more accurately the
timescales for phased development at Wornington Green.

Catalyst
Housing Group

Sound

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

Yes

Yes

Para 6.7.1 - This paragraph gives context and factual information of the development
to date. The adopted Wornington Green SPD SPD sets out the Council’s
requirements for the redevelopment of the Wornington Green Estate, detailing the
redevelopment priorities and measures to ensure resident's concerns about the
redevelopment are addressed. It is not considered appropriate to introduce further
principles here. Whilst it is possible there may be scope for increased densities
through a further phase of development, this would be tested as part of a future
planning application.

Para 6.7.1 - This paragraph gives context and factual information of the development
to date. The adopted Wornington Green SPD sets out the Council’s requirements for
the redevelopment of the Wornington Green Estate, detailing the redevelopment
priorities and measures to ensure resident's concerns about the redevelopment are
"Phase 1 is underway and will be completed in 2017. Phase 2 will commence development addressed. It is not considered appropriate to introduce further principles here. Whilst
in mid-2017. Phase 3 dates are currently to be confirmed."
it is possible there may be scope for increased densities through a further phase of
development, this would be tested as part of a future planning application.
In addition, CHG consider that further text should be added at 6.7.1 to acknowledge the
potential for additional units to be provided in Phase 3 of the Wornington Green Estate
Regeneration, in line with Paragraph 47 of the NPPF which states that Local Authorities
should seek to significantly boost the supply of housing.
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The supporting text to Policy CV6 at paragraph 6.2 refers to the timescales for future
housing delivery and regarding Wornington Green states that "Phase 1 is complete and
phases 2 and 3 are due for completion by 2021." As we have commented in our previous
representations to the Regulation 18 consultation in December 2016, the timescales for
latter phases are not accurate and should be amended for clarity. We therefore request
that the text is amended to state the following:

Para 6.2, 3rd bullet - Text amended as requested to reflect more accurately the
timescales for phased development at Wornington Green.

Para 6.7.1 - This paragraph gives context and factual information of the development
to date. The adopted Wornington Green SPD sets out the Council’s requirements for
the redevelopment of the Wornington Green Estate, detailing the redevelopment
priorities and measures to ensure resident's concerns about the redevelopment are
"Phase 1 is underway and will be completed in 2017. Phase 2 will commence development addressed. It is not considered appropriate to introduce further principles here. Whilst
in mid-2017. Phase 3 dates are currently to be confirmed."
it is possible there may be scope for increased densities through a further phase of
development, this would be tested as part of a future planning application.
In addition, CHG consider that further text should be added at 6.7.1 to acknowledge the
potential for additional units to be provided in Phase 3 of the Wornington Green Estate
Regeneration, in line with Paragraph 47 of the NPPF which states that Local Authorities
should seek to significantly boost the supply of housing.
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Context
Wornington Green benefits from a Strategic Allocation â€“ Policy CA3 â€“ 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 SPD was adopted in November 2009.
The Wornington Green estate previously failed to meet Decent Homes Standard, and
following options testing carried out by Kensington Housing Trust (now subsumed into
Catalyst Housing Group), it was found that comprehensive redevelopment was the only
feasible option to ensure standards were met.
An outline planning application, with full details in respect of Phase 1, for the
comprehensive residential-led redevelopment of Wornington Green was approved by
RBKC on 31 March 2010 (reference: PP/09/02786). This application also included the reprovision 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 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
for Phase 2 of the development (pursuant 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 2017.

Comments noted.

CHG are now starting to plan for the third and final phase of the development at
Wornington Green, and intend to commence formal pre-application 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 various changes to the planning context for Wornington Green; in particular, the
publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Local Plan Partial
Review Rail Infrastructure Report. The NPPF 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. The Mayor of London has also published a draft Good
Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration as part of his Homes for Londoners initiative to
tackle the housing crisis. CHG request that RBKC review these representations in light of
these key policy areas.
Comments in relation to supporting text of Policy CA3 (Wornington Green)
CHG welcome the replacement of references to the provision of a new 'Venture Centre'
with 'community facility' â€“ this is considered more effective in the context of the NPPF as
it provides degree of flexibility with regards to the type of facility that will be delivered.
However, CHG request the reference to the 'Venture Centre' within the Infrastructure Table
at page 238 is amended to 'community facilities', as discussions with Officers are still
ongoing as to what form this aspect of the development will take. The reference to the
'Venture Centre' is currently not accurate and is therefore not effective in the context of
NPPF paragraph 182.
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Infrastructure table, p238 - The Council notes that this should be amended to reflect
the policy and recommends a minor modification to this effect.
Para 6.7.1 - This paragraph gives context and factual information of the development
to date. The adopted Wornington Green SPD sets out the Council’s requirements for
the redevelopment of the Wornington Green Estate, detailing the redevelopment
priorities and measures to ensure resident's concerns about the redevelopment are
addressed. It is not considered appropriate to introduce further principles here. Whilst
it is possible there may be scope for increased densities through a further phase of
development, this would be tested as part of a future planning application.
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In addition, CHG respectfully request that the following text (see underline text) is added to
paragraph 6.7.1 in order to better reflect the ongoing context of the Wornington Green
Estate renewal:
"Wornington Green is a postwar housing estate constructed between 1964 and 1985 in
predominantly large deck blocks, typical of public housing of the period. It was identified
for regeneration because it failed to meet Decent Housing standards and is the first estate
regeneration scheme in the borough. Planning permission for redevelopment of the
Wornington Green Estate was granted in 2010. Phase one of the development is due to be
completed shortly. Phase 2 received detailed consent in 2014 and is due to commence in
early 2017.Timescales for Phase 3 are yet to be confirmed, and it is considered that
(subject to other policies of the Plan) there may be scope to increase the densities
achieved through a new planning application for the final phase of development."
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CHG welcome the replacement of references to the provision of a new 'Venture Centre'
Comments noted.
with 'community facility' â€“ this is considered more effective in the context of the NPPF as
it provides degree of flexibility with regards to the type of facility that will be delivered.
Infrastructure table, p238 - The Council notes that this should be amended to reflect
the policy and recommends a minor modification to this effect.
However, CHG request the reference to the 'Venture Centre' within the Infrastructure Table
at page 238 is amended to 'community facilities', as discussions with Officers are still
Para 6.7.1 - This paragraph gives context and factual information of the development
ongoing as to what form this aspect of the development will take. The reference to the
to date. It is not considered appropriate to introduce untested principles here. Whilst it
'Venture Centre' is currently not accurate and is therefore not effective in the context of
is possible there may be scope for increased densities through a further phase of
NPPF paragraph 182.
development, this would be tested as part of a future planning application.
In addition, CHG respectfully request that the following text is added to paragraph 6.7.1 in
order to better reflect the ongoing context of the Wornington Green Estate renewal:
"Wornington Green is a postwar housing estate constructed between 1964 and 1985 in
predominantly large deck blocks, typical of public housing of the period. It was identified
for regeneration because it failed to meet Decent Housing standards and is the first estate
regeneration scheme in the borough. Planning permission for redevelopment of the
Wornington Green Estate was granted in 2010. Phase one of the development is due to be
completed shortly. Phase 2 received detailed consent in 2014 and is due to commence in
early 2017.Timescales for Phase 3 are yet to be confirmed, and it is considered that
(subject to other policies of the Plan) there may be scope to increase the densities
achieved through a new planning application for the final phase of development."
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CHG welcome the replacement of references to the provision of a new 'Venture Centre'
Comments noted.
with 'community facility' â€“ this is considered more effective in the context of the NPPF as
it provides degree of flexibility with regards to the type of facility that will be delivered.
Infrastructure table, p238 - The Council notes that this should be amended to reflect
the policy and recommends a minor modification to this effect.
However, CHG request the reference to the 'Venture Centre' within the Infrastructure Table
at page 238 is amended to 'community facilities', as discussions with Officers are still
Para 6.7.1 - This paragraph gives context and factual information of the development
ongoing as to what form this aspect of the development will take. The reference to the
to date. The adopted Wornington Green SPD sets out the Council’s requirements for
'Venture Centre' is currently not accurate and is therefore not effective in the context of
the redevelopment of the Wornington Green Estate, detailing the redevelopment
NPPF paragraph 182.
priorities and measures to ensure resident's concerns about the redevelopment are
addressed. It is not considered appropriate to introduce further principles here. Whilst
In addition, CHG respectfully request that the following text is added to paragraph 6.7.1 in it is possible there may be scope for increased densities through a further phase of
order to better reflect the ongoing context of the Wornington Green Estate renewal:
development, this would be tested as part of a future planning application.
"Wornington Green is a postwar housing estate constructed between 1964 and 1985 in
predominantly large deck blocks, typical of public housing of the period. It was identified
for regeneration because it failed to meet Decent Housing standards and is the first estate
regeneration scheme in the borough. Planning permission for redevelopment of the
Wornington Green Estate was granted in 2010. Phase one of the development is due to be
completed shortly. Phase 2 received detailed consent in 2014 and is due to commence in
early 2017.Timescales for Phase 3 are yet to be confirmed, and it is considered that
(subject to other policies of the Plan) there may be scope to increase the densities
achieved through a new planning application for the final phase of development."
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Noted.
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Chapter 7: Latimer

Comments noted.

The proposed pedestrian/cycle underpass between Latimer Road and Imperial West/Wood
Lane, a key potential addition to local connectivity, should be moved up to the 'context'
section rather than only mentioned in the 'delivery' section. Given the projected numbers of
employees due to be working on the two Imperial sites to the west of the railway line, this
underpass is critical to achieving the 'vision' of Latimer, with more shops and facilities, as
set out in the Reg 19 Plan.

Underpass: This project is yet to be delivered so is considered to be better placed
within the Principles and Priorities for the area. Support for improving new
connections, including the specific reference to the delivery of a new underpass linking
to the Imperial Campus are contained within 7.3 Principles and 7.4 Priorities. A minor
amendment is proposed to clarify the bullet point in 7.4 to acknowledge that the
underpass is proposed.

The underpass is referred to in 7.4 as if it is already in place, whereas there is a continuing
risk that Imperial College will never deliver on it (as would be allowed by the S106 should
costs mount above the index-linked Â£4m figure provided for). The S106 agreement dates
back to 2012 and only limited progress has since been made on planning and feasibility
work. At the very least this should be referred to as a 'proposed' project.

7.4 5th bullet: A minor amendment is proposed to clarify the position of the cycle route.
All site allocations are shown with red line boundaries. No decision has been made in
relation to CA5, a series of options are being investigated hence this allocation is
framed as 'up to' rather than 'a minimum of'.

The bullet in 7.4 is open to misinterpretation in reading Improve the Westway cycle route
from Freston Road to Latimer Road. This refers to the cycle route on land around the
Westway Sports Centre, and may be confused with the previously proposed Cycle
Superhighway along one lane of the Westway itself.
In the Site Allocation CA5 Silchester map on page 76 a 'red lined' boundary is shown, but
its significance is not explained. The options for estate renewal at Silchester involve
comprehensive redevelopment on both the west and east sides of Bramley Road.
Given a proposed addition of up to 850 new housing units at Silchester West and East, this
is a particularly important example of where a site allocation policy could usefully indicate
the resultant density, as a range, to enable the public to understand better the implications
of the proposed policy on building form and height.

6478913

CV7.2

Kensington and
Chelsea Social
Council
(Siobhan Sollis)

We are concerned that in the Latimer vision (CV7) '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.

14597665

CV7.3a

Judith Blakeman

Unsound

Unsound
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Judith Blakeman

Unsound

Unsound

The re-provision for the various tenures is considered to be an issue for the Council as
a Local Housing Authority and not a matter of planning policy. To this end text has
been added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will
publish the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in
Regeneration Areas. 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.
CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028
7.3 Westway Circus: the Council supports a new station at Westway Circus but
Transport for London have confirmed that this is not a priority. Policy CA5(d) and (f)
Para 7.3 A new Westway circus station on the West London line will do far more to improve seek improvements to the legibility of the local environment, which could include a
connectivity than taking away public green space in favour of restoring old street patterns. wide variety of measures, including signage, or better defined public and private
The council's regeneration proposals will if implemented increase very significantly the
space. The protection of open green space is provided by Policy CR5, and measures
population density and current public transport will not meet their needs. Where the two
to mitigate impact on air quality in CE5.
policies of protecting green space and restoring street patterns conflict, protecting green
space should always prevail â€“ especially in this part of the borough which is plagued with
some of the very worst air pollution in the whole of London.

Para 7.3 must also include a specific commitment to provide additional social rented
housing. This is the greatest need in this part of the borough and is essential to meet the
borough's commitment to the households to whom it owes a duty to rehouse. Providing
affordable housing alone will not do this. Affordable housing in Kensington and Chelsea is
not "affordable" for people on average or low incomes.
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Response to Para 7.3 regarding additional social rented housing:
Policy CH2 states as a minimum that there will be no net loss of affordable housing
which includes all affordable tenure. Whilst the suggested text 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 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.”

CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028
User ID

Rep ID

Name

14597665

CV7.3c

Judith Blakeman

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Unsound

Unsound

Consistent
with national
policy

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

The Council has not produced any detailed plans that quantify the proportion of social
rented homes. Planning policy cannot make an undertaking as suggested. This may
be more suitable for policies of the housing department. Policy CH5 a. does make it
clear that the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing should be provided
with the minimum being no net loss of existing affordable housing provision.
Affordable homes include social rented housing and this is explained in the Glossary.
The guarantee for a particular tenure within planning policy is not considered to be a
planning issue and this criterion has been deleted. 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 has been added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to
explain that the Council will publish the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a
Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration Areas. 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.
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CV7.3d

Judith Blakeman
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Unsound

Unsound

Para 7.4 should include a more positive commitment to provide step-free access at Latimer The investigation of step-free access is cited as a priority in para 7.4. This is bolstered
Road station. This station is heavily used by people coming to Action Disability Kensington by Policy CT1(k) which seeks to deliver step-free access to all stations in the borough
and Chelsea which is located on Silchester Estate for whom step free access is essential
by 2028, and requires new development to contribute towards step-free access where
there is a redevelopment opportunity.

I responded to the last stage of this consultation, also signed a group response with around It is regretful that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process
120 other residents but the document has come back almost exactly the same as before,
excluded ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to understand
ignoring every case we drew attention to.
local people's views and to explain the process and how to respond to the
consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies consultation have been considered
What then, is the point of this consultation if nothing we say is taken into account?
and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the current position that options are being
investigated but no decision on regeneration of the Silchester Estates has been taken.
I believe the council is staging this so called consultation solely to satisfy their legal
requirement, which renders this whole process insincere and illegitimate.
Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
It is obvious from the confidential viability assessment that we finally managed to squeeze reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
out of the council through freedom of information act, that the council have been prompted vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
to strongly manipulate the Local Plan to satisfy their case for demolition and renewal, and
that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
once the case has been established as Policy, the planning will be obtained without any
renewal alone.
problem or delay.
The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
One could argue here that regardless of who the council eventually collaborate with as
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring a
development partner, their objectivity is gravely compromised as they are the major land
number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
owner, the developer and planning authority.
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been given more weight than the views investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
of well over 120 residents and close neighbours.
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.
It seems obvious that RBKC and CBRE are conspiring to sway the planning policy and
prepare the grounds for a successful planning application to demolish our estate, scatter
our community, destroy our life giving trees and enclose our public spaces.
This document is questionable at best and unreliable at worst, because it is gravely
influenced by the Council. It is neither justified nor trustworthy.
I have doubts whether it is legally compliant or consistent with national policy, but it certainly
fails in its duty to accommodate the needs and views of the existing community.
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For the reasons above, I am not going over every point I made before.
I am, however, compelled to pen my views on the risks involved in demolition and rebuild:

Air quality:
Chapter 7 introduces principles and priorities that seek to improve air quality in the
area. The allocation does not specify a set quantum of development, it provides a
range that will be tested further through an options appraisal. Air quality assessments
would be required when proposals are brought forward as set out by Policy CE5. The
local planning authority and environmental health departments would expect to be
engaged early in the process to establish the scope of any assessment that would be
needed to support any future application (Paragraph 6, NPPG). Policy CE5 sets out
the Council's policies on air quality. In addition the Kensington and Chelsea Joint
Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021 has been developed in recognition that the
impact of air pollution is one to the Council's population health priorities.

1-Wholesale regeneration is Environmentally unsound on account of CO2 levels emitted
from demolition and construction also the pollution from Westway. And I quote from Chris
Jofeh, Director of the engineering company Arup: "Demolition and rebuild emits a super
amount of carbon dioxide, and even if you build super-efficient new homes it could take 30
years before you redress the balance".
2-Air quality assessments likely to breach planning guidelines from NICE.
3-The current white paper from the Mayor on higher requirements for amount of social
housing, make site financially unviable.
4-Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty.
5-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.

15921121

CV7.4b

Nahid Ashby

6-Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be breached, rendering
project unviable.
7- DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer and subsequent
increase in socially rented homes makes project financially unviable.

Affordable Housing/Viability:
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 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.”

The Council has not produced any detailed plans that quantify the proportion of social
rented homes. It is still exploring options. Policy CH5 a. does make it clear that the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing should be provided with the
minimum being no net loss of existing affordable housing provision.

CPOs/Residents' Rights:
8-Demolition of the estate will result in the loss of mature and semi mature trees which is in Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration requires as a minimum that there is no net loss of
contrast to the tree strategy of the Council.
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 has been
added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will publish
the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
Areas. 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. The site allocation does not specify a requirement for CPOs.
Green Space/Trees:
Policies CR5 and CR6 protect existing open spaces and trees. Any new development
would be expected to comply with these policies.
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Chapter 7: Latimer
The Westway Sports Centre is located within the Latimer Sub Area. The vision for Latimer
in 2028 (CV7) states that RBKC will continue to support an interesting mix of housing,
employment and social and community uses. 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. This vision is supported by the Trust,
however it is requested that the following changes are made to the draft Local Plan.

The Council supports a close working relationship with the Westway Development
Trust. This is reflected in CA5(b).

Sports Provision
The Trust have an obligation to realise the social, economic and environmental
potential of the Westway Estate for the benefit local people. The Sports Centre is
run and maintained by the Trust and offers a wide variety of sports facilities and
programmes. Currently over 600,000 visits are made to Westway Sports & Fitness Centre
annually. The Sports Centre is therefore a very important and valued community asset and
contributor to local health improvement.
The Trust note that the Latimer 'Key Issues and Potential Opportunities' plan in Chapter 7
allocates the Westway Sports Centre for 'sports and leisure facilities' and that paragraph
7.3 bullet point 4 states that the Plan will aim to 'retain focus on sport at the western end of
the Westway'. The Trust are committed to ongoing improvement and investment in the
Sports Centre (and wider sports estate) to meet future demand, especially with the arrival of
Imperial West campus and new housing in the area, which will increase the number of
people using the facilities. In order to enable these improvements, the Trust want to create
a policy framework to allow the Trust to introduce other value generating uses which can be
used to cross invest in the delivery of new and enhanced facilities.
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
material risks currently exist between the sporting activities and motorway safety.

16049505

CV7.5b

Tibbalds
Planning and
Urban Design
Ltd (Mike
Bottomley)

In response to this the Trust are developing plans to significantly enhance the
existing sports pitches to create dedicated indoor sports facilities that are suitable for use all
year round and protected from the elements. In order to deliver these improvements
enabling residential development is likely to be required. These plans are currently in the
very early stages and full details have not been
developed yet, but the Trust envisage that this could comprise indoor multi-use sports
facilities on the lower ground/ground floor with mixed use commercial and
residential above. Regardless of how design proposals are developed, the Trust is
committed to re-providing and improving current facilities on the site so that no
off-site re-provision will be required.
The Trust therefore request that the Council acknowledge that allowing mixed use
enabling development on the pitches bordering Dartfield Way will create the
conditions for delivering improved sports facilities for local people throughout the
plan period. The Trust consider this approach to be in accordance with the NPPF
for the following reasons. The NPPF states at paragraph 14 that Local Plans should meet
objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless (1)
any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or (2)
specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.
Introducing an element of mixed use enabling development on the sports pitches
would help significantly improve existing sports facilities, in addition to contributing
to the recognised need for homes, commercial, social and community spaces in
the Latimer area. The benefits of replacing outdoor and relatively poor quality
sports facilities with far higher quality indoor equivalents, commercial and
residential floorspace would far outweigh any adverse impacts.
The principles of this type of development are addressed in policy. 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.
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The expansion of the site allocation to include the 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 his could be re-provided. The Trust will need to come forward with some
comprehensive and robust plans addressing these points before their sites can come
forward for consideration.
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Policy 3.19 of the London Plan supports proposals that increase or enhance the provision
of sports and recreation facilities as long as 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. The
sports pitches at present do not perform well in terms of utilisation when
compared to indoor equivalents. 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. For example, achieving
greater levels of footfall and utilisation, with opportunities for greater levels of
inclusion from sections of the community currently not so well represented. Indoor facilities
will be environmentally controlled, with mechanical air filtration,
appropriate lighting and with improved levels of security.
Planning policy at all levels protects against the loss of sports facilities but
acknowledges that building on sports pitches can be acceptable where improved
or enhanced sports facilities will be provided. The Trust are confident that any
future development proposals can meet these policy requirements. The December 2016
representations examines the deliverability of enabling development on the sports pitches
bordering Dartfield Way and set out how the noise and air pollution constraints of the site
can be addressed.
Overall the Trust consider a more flexible allocation to be a sound approach in
accordance with the requirements of the NPPF and the aims of the Local Plan.
The Trust request that Chapter 7 is amended to recognise the potential benefits of enabling
development to improve the existing sports provision.

Sound

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

No

No
I believe this document is unsound. The process is so arcane that it seems designed to
exclude ordinary people, residents whose lives may be tom apart by the final form of this
document.
Over 100 residents of Silchester co-signed a response at the last stage of this so called
consultation process. Almost nothing put forward about the Vision for Latimer has been
incorporated into this document.
This is of extreme significance, since CBRE stated in their confidential viability assessment
about Silchester regeneration that a favourable Vision for Latimer and the appropriate site
allocation in the Local Plan should be sufficient to satisfy the case for renewal and to
pursue a planning application.
CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been accorded equal weight to the
views of well over 120 residents and close neighbours. The inference is that RBKC
Planning Policy and CBRE are in cahoots to prepare the ground for a successful planning
application to push through Cllr Feilding Mellen's lofty ambitions to demolish our homes,
scatter our community and enclose our public spaces.

It is regretful that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process
excluded ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to understand
local people's views and to explain the process and how to respond to the
consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies consultation have been considered
and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the current position that options are being
investigated but no decision on regeneration of the Silchester Estates has been taken.
Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
renewal alone.

The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring a
number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
Silchester RA has taken advice from many quarters but we can find no-one who can help
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
us formulate the response we need to make using your guidelines. Over half the people on development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.
this estate are not online. Many don't have English as a foreign language. This document is
part of the process that may result in the demolition of our estate. How can they take part in
a decision which will shatter their lives?
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I believe this document is unsound. The process is so arcane that it seems designed to
exclude ordinary people, residents whose lives may be tom apart by the final form of this
document.

It is regretful that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process
excluded ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to understand
local people's views and to explain the process and how to respond to the
consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies consultation have been considered
and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the current position that options are being
investigated but no decision on regeneration of the Silchester Estates has been taken.

Over 100 residents of Silchester co-signed a response at the last stage of this so called
consultation process. Almost nothing put forward about the Vision for Latimer has been
incorporated into this document.
This is of extreme significance, since CBRE stated in their confidential viability assessment
about Silchester regeneration that a favourable Vision for Latimer and the appropriate site
allocation in the Local Plan should be sufficient to satisfy the case for renewal and to
pursue a planning application.

Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
renewal alone.

CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been accorded equal weight to the
views of well over 120 residents and close neighbours. The inference is that RBKC
Planning Policy and CBRE are in cahoots to prepare the ground for a successful planning
application to push through Cllr Feilding Mellen's lofty ambitions to demolish our homes,
scatter our community and enclose our public spaces.

The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring a
number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
Silchester RA has taken advice from many quarters but we can find no-one who can help
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
us formulate the response we need to make using your guidelines. Over half the people on development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.
this estate are not online. Many don't have English as a foreign language. This document is
part of the process that may result in the demolition of our estate. How can they take part in
a decision which will shatter their lives?

16633825

CV7.9a

Piers Thompson

I believe this document is unsound. The process is so arcane that it seems designed to
exclude ordinary people, residents whose lives may be torn apart by the final form of this
document.
Over 100 residents of Silchester co-signed a response at the last stage of this so called
consultation process. Almost nothing put forward about the Vision for Latimer has been
incorporated into this document.
This is of extreme significance, since CBRE stated in their confidential viability assessment
about Silchester regeneration that a favourable Vision for Latimer and the appropriate site
allocation in the Local Plan should be sufficient to satisfy the case for renewal and to
pursue a planning application.
CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been accorded equal weight to the
views of well over 120 residents and close neighbours. The inference is that RBKC
Planning Policy and CBRE are in cahoots to prepare the ground for a successful planning
application to push through Cllr Feilding Mellen's lofty ambitions to demolish our homes,
scatter our community and enclose our public spaces.
Silchester RA has taken advice from many quarters but we can find no-one who can help
us formulate the response we need to make using your guidelines. Over half the people on
this estate are not online. Many don't have English as a foreign language. This document is
part of the process that may result in the demolition of our estate. How can they take part in
a decision which will shatter their lives?
This document is not sound. From my point of view, it has been negatively prepared: it is
not justified nor effective; I have no idea whether it is legally compliant or consistent with
national policy, but it certainly fails in its duty to cooperate with me.
I do not have the time to go over every point made before that you have 'noted' or ignored. I
will simply re-iterate the suggested Risks that you had overlooked in the Silchester Site
Allocation.
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It is regretful that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process
excluded ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to understand
local people's views and to explain the process and how to respond to the
consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies consultation have been considered
and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the current position that options are being
investigated but no decision on regeneration of the Silchester Estates has been taken.
Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
renewal alone.
The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring a
number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.
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Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution levels from Westway. Air quality
assessments likely to breach planning guidelines from NICE.

Air quality:
Chapter 7 introduces principles and priorities that seek to improve air quality in the
area. The allocation does not specify a set quantum of development, it provides a
range that will be tested further through an options appraisal. Air quality assessments
would be required when proposals are brought forward as set out by Policy CE5. The
local planning authority and environmental health departments would expect to be
engaged early in the process to establish the scope of any assessment that would be
needed to support any future application (Paragraph 6, NPPG). Policy CE5 sets out
the Council's policies on air quality. In addition the Kensington and Chelsea Joint
Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021 has been developed in recognition that the
impact of air pollution is one to the Council's population health priorities.

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.

Affordable Housing/Viability:
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 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.”

16633825

CV7.9c

Piers Thompson

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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The Council has not produced any detailed plans that quantify the proportion of social
rented homes. It is still exploring options. Policy CH5 a. does make it clear that the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing should be provided with the
minimum being no net loss of existing affordable housing provision.
CPOs/Residents' Rights:
Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration 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 has been
added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will publish
the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
Areas. 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. The site allocation does not specify a requirement for CPOs.
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I believe this document is unsound. The process is so arcane
that it seems designed to exclude ordinary people, residents
whose lives may be torn apart by the final form of this
document.
With many other residents of Silchester, I co-signed a response
at the last stage of this so called consultation process. Almost
nothing we put forward about the Vision for Latimer has been
incorporated into this document.
This is of extreme significance to us, since CBRE stated in their
confidential viability assessment about Silchester regeneration
that a favourable Vision for Latimer and the appropriate site
allocation in the Local Plan should be sufficient to satisfy the
case for renewal and to pursue a planning application.
CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been
accorded equal weight to the views of well over 120 residents
and close neighbours. The inference is that RBKC Planning
Policy and CBRE are in cahoots to prepare the ground for a
successful planning application to push through Cllr Feilding
Mellen's lofty ambitions to demolish our homes, scatter our
community and enclose our public spaces.
Silchester RA has taken advice from many quarters but we can
no-one who can help us formulate the response we need to
make using your guidelines. Over half the people on this estate
are not online. Many don't have English as a foreign language.

It is regretful that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process
excluded ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to understand
local people's views and to explain the process and how to respond to the
consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies consultation have been considered
and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the current position that options are being
investigated but no decision on regeneration of the Silchester Estates has been taken.

This document is part of the process that may result in the
demolition of our estate. How can they take part in a decision
which will shatter their lives? This document is not sound. From my point of view, it has
been
negatively prepared: it is not justified nor effective; I have no
idea whether it is legally compliant or consistent with national
policy, but it certainly fails in its duty to cooperate with me.
I do not have the time to go over every point I made before that
you have 'noted' or ignored. I will simply re-iterate the Risks
that I suggested you had overlooked in the Silchester Site
Allocation.
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.

Air quality:
Chapter 7 introduces principles and priorities that seek to improve air quality in the
area. The allocation does not specify a set quantum of development, it provides a
range that will be tested further through an options appraisal. Air quality assessments
would be required when proposals are brought forward as set out by Policy CE5. The
local planning authority and environmental health departments would expect to be
engaged early in the process to establish the scope of any assessment that would be
needed to support any future application (Paragraph 6, NPPG). Policy CE5 sets out
the Council's policies on air quality. In addition the Kensington and Chelsea Joint
Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021 has been developed in recognition that the
impact of air pollution is one to the Council's population health priorities.
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Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
renewal alone.
The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring a
number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.

Affordable Housing/Viability:
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 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.”
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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

The Council has not produced any detailed plans that quantify the proportion of social
rented homes. It is still exploring options. Policy CH5 a. does make it clear that the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing should be provided with the
minimum being no net loss of existing affordable housing provision.
CPOs/Residents' Rights:
Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration 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 has been
added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will publish
the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
Areas. 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. The site allocation does not specify a requirement for CPOs.
Green Space/Trees:
Policies CR5 and CR6 protect existing open spaces and trees. Any new development
would be expected to comply with these policies.

16634273

CV7.11

Sudi Ryan

It was always my dream to get on the property ladder and live in my own flat. And up until I
found out that there a possibility that Colvin House might be knocked down for because of
the redevelopment plans, I was living the dream. Colvin House is less than ten years old
and is on the edge of the redevelopment plans so I see little reason to knock down a
perfectly good building which is still fit for purpose. If the redevelopment plans goes ahead I
will not be able to afford to get back on the property ladder in the area after the rebuilding
process as the property prices will go up beyond my wage bracket. Also I feel we as a
community haven't been given any say in the matter as there has been little or no
information about re-accommodating the current council and housing association tenants,
residents and home owners in the area. It feel like ethnic cleansing of the area or to put it
bluntly get rid of the poor and disadvantage to make way for the rich and foreign
investment. I think there should be more transparency from the R.B.K.C. Council about
Colvin House pacifically.
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The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring a
number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.
CPOs/Residents' Rights:
Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration 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 has been
added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will publish
the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
Areas. 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. The site allocation does not specify a requirement for CPOs.
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I believe this document is unsound. The process is so arcane that it seems designed to
exclude ordinary people, residents whose lives may be torn apart by the final form of this
document.

It is regretful that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process
excluded ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to understand
local people's views and to explain the process and how to respond to the
consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies consultation have been considered
With many other residents of Silchester, I co-signed a response at the last stage of this so and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the current position that options are being
called consultation process. Almost nothing we put forward about the Vision for Latimer has investigated but no decision on regeneration of the Silchester Estates has been taken.
been incorporated into this document.
Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
This is of extreme significance to us, since CBRE stach5
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
end in their confidential viability assessment about Silchester regeneration that a
reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
favourable Vision for Latimer and the appropriate site allocation in the Local Plan should be vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
sufficient to satisfy the case for renewal and to pursue a planning application.
that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
renewal alone.
CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been accorded equal weight to the
views of well over 120 residents and close neighbours. The inference is that RBKC
The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
Planning Policy and CBRE are in cahoots to prepare the ground for a successful planning 850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring a
application to push through Cllr Feilding Mellen's lofty ambitions to demolish our homes,
number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
scatter our community and enclose our public spaces.
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
Silchester RA has taken advice from many quarters but we can no-one who can help us
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
formulate the response we need to make using your guidelines. Over half the people on
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.
this estate are not online. Many don't have English as a foreign language. This document is
part of the process that may result in the demolition of our estate. How can they take part in
a decision
which will shatter their lives?
This document is not sound. From my point of view, it has been negatively prepared: it is
not justified nor effective; I have no idea whether it is legally compliant or consistent with
national policy, but it certainly fails in its duty to cooperate with me.

16634561

CV7.12b LPPR 19
Silchester
Petition -March
2017 (Sir
Madam)

I do not have the time to go over every point I made before that you have 'noted' or ignored. Air quality:
I will simply re-iterate the Risks that I suggested you had overlooked in the Silchester Site
Chapter 7 introduces principles and priorities that seek to improve air quality in the
Allocation.
area. The allocation does not specify a set quantum of development, it provides a
range that will be tested further through an options appraisal. Air quality assessments
would be required when proposals are brought forward as set out by Policy CE5. The
local planning authority and environmental health departments would expect to be
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer and subsequent
engaged early in the process to establish the scope of any assessment that would be
increase in socially rented homes makes project financially unviable.
needed to support any future application (Paragraph 6, NPPG). Policy CE5 sets out
the Council's policies on air quality. In addition the Kensington and Chelsea Joint
Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021 has been developed in recognition that the
impact of air pollution is one to the Council's population health priorities.
Affordable Housing/Viability:
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 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.”
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Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution levels from Westway. Air quality
assessments likely to breach planning guidelines from NICE.

The Council has not produced any detailed plans that quantify the proportion of social
rented homes. It is still exploring options. Policy CH5 a. does make it clear that the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing should be provided with the
minimum being no net loss of existing affordable housing provision.
CPOs/Residents' Rights:
Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration 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 has been
added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will publish
the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
Areas. 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. The site allocation does not specify a requirement for CPOs.

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.

16632673

CV7.12d LPPR 19
Silchester
Petition -March
2017 (Sir
Madam)

I believe this document is unsound. The process is so arcane that it seems designed to
exclude ordinary people, residents whose lives may be tom apart by the final form of this
document.

Over 100 residents of Silchester co-signed a response at the last stage of this so called
consultation process. Almost nothing put forward about the Vision for Latimer has been
incorporated into this document.

Green Space/Trees:
Policies CR5 and CR6 protect existing open spaces and trees. Any new development
would be expected to comply with these policies.

It is regretful that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process
excluded ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to understand
local people's views and to explain the process and how to respond to the
consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies consultation have been considered
and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the current position that options are being
investigated but no decision on regeneration of the Silchester Estates has been taken.

Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
This is of extreme significance, since CBRE stated in their confidential viability assessment vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
about Silchester regeneration that a favourable Vision for Latimer and the appropriate site that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
allocation in the Local Plan should be sufficient to satisfy the case for renewal and to
renewal alone.
pursue a planning application.
The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring a
CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been accorded equal weight to the
number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
views of well over 120 residents and close neighbours. The inference is that RBKC
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
Planning Policy and CBRE are in cahoots to prepare the ground for a successful planning been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
application to push through Cllr Feilding Mellen's lofty ambitions to demolish our homes,
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
scatter our community and enclose our public spaces.
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.

Silchester RA has taken advice from many quarters but we can find no-one who can help
us formulate the response we need to make using your guidelines. Over half the people on
this estate are not online. Many don't have English as a foreign language. This document is
part of the process that may result in the demolition of our estate. How can they take part in
a decision which will shatter their lives?
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Council's Response

In the Site Allocation CA5 Silchester map on page 76 a 'red lined' boundary is shown, but
its significance is not explained. The options for estate renewal at Silchester involve
comprehensive redevelopment on both the west and east sides of Bramley Road.

All site allocations are shown with red line boundaries. No decision has been made in
relation to CA5, a series of options are being investigated hence this allocation is
framed as 'up to' rather than 'a minimum of'.
The range of potential additional residential units included within the site allocation fall
within the London Plan's sustainable residential quality density range for the area.
Paragraph 3.28 of the London Plan states that "A rigorous appreciation of housing
density is crucial to realising the optimum potential of sites, but it is only the start of
planning housing development, not the end." It goes onto say that it is not appropriate
to apply its own density matrix mechanistically. "Its density ranges for particular types
of location are broad, enabling account to be taken of other factors relevant to
optimising potential – local context, design and transport capacity are particularly
important, as well as social infrastructure (Policy.3.16), open space (Policy 7.17) and
play (Policy 3.6)."

5792513

CA5.1b

14597665

CA5.2a

Kensington
Society
(Michael
Bach)
Judith
Blakeman

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Given a proposed addition of up to 850 new housing units at Silchester West and East, this
is a particularly important example of where a site allocation policy could usefully indicate
the resultant density, as a range, to enable the public to understand better the implications
of the proposed policy on building form and height.
Policy CA5
Silchester Estates
Site context
Para 7.7.2 We dispute the statement that this area has poor connectivity. The only barrier
is the West London railway line, so the underpass at Latimer Road is welcome and should
be provided as quickly as possible. The council's proposal to add an unnecessary new road
alongside the Westway slip road at the expense of the present sports areas and green
spaces is pointless and will only encourage more traffic into the Silchester Estate, further
damaging air quality

Issues of townscape, scale and massing would be dealt as part of any future planning
application through policies CL1, CL2 and CR2.

Para 7.7.2 acknowledges that the West London Line, West Cross Route and Westway
Flyover have contributed to poor connectivity in the area. The most widely recognised
way to measure connectivity to the public transport network in London is by using
PTAL. Public Transport Access Level is a measure of access to the public transport
network. For any given point in London, PTALs combine walk times from a chosen
point to the network (stations and bus stops, for example) together with service
frequency data at these locations. This provides an overall access index which can be
allocated to nine accessibility levels between 0 and 6b. Much of the area has a PTAL
level of 2 or 3, which is at the lower end of the scale and considerably lower than much
of the rest of the borough.
Policy CA5 does not provide any design proposals for the site allocation, nor does it
include the Westway Trust Land as part of the allocation. As the local planning
authority, we are unable to respond to any comments regarding detail of any options
appraisals being prepared for the site.

14597665

CA5.2b

Judith
Blakeman

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Principles
Principle [c]should be to increase significantly the amount of social rented floor space to
meet the borough's rehousing duties
Principle [d] 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.

CA5(c) and (e)
The policy is stating as a minimum that there will be no net loss of affordable housing
which includes all affordable tenure. Whilst the suggested text 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.
The Council has not produced any detailed plans that quantify the proportion of social
rented homes. It is still exploring options. Policy CH5 a. does make it clear that the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing should be provided with the
minimum being no net loss of existing affordable housing provision.
CA5(d) and (f) seek improvements to the legibility of the local environment, which
could include a wide variety of measures, including signage, or better defined public
and private space. The protection of open green space is provided by Policy CR5.

14597665

CA5.2c

Judith
Blakeman

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Infrastructure and Planning Contributions
e. the provision of a quantum of social rented floorspace that is at GREATER THAN that
currently on site, and to be re-provided on site;
f. open space WILL NOT BE SACRIFICED WANTONLY IN ORDER TO RESTORE SOCALLED TRADITIONAL STREET PATTERNS
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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 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.”
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Council's Response

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

We have reviewed the Flood Risk Sequential Test, February 2017 and consider that the
Sequential Test has been applied in line with national policy and guidance.

Comments on soundness noted.

We support the policy.
However, given the site lies within the North Kensington Critical Drainage Area (CDA 01)
we are surprised that there are no further specific requirements mentioned in Policy CA5
(there is a brief acknowledgement of the CDA status under 'site constraints' with general
text on reducing surface water run-off). It is the only site that coincides with a Critical
Drainage Area in the Local Plan and evidence from the borough's Surface Water
Management Plan (2011) could have informed the policy in terms of principles for the site.
For example, the SWMP sets out options for retrofitting measures to reduce and alleviate
surface water (pluvial) flood risk such as promoting rainwater harvesting, permeable
surfaces, bio-retention carpark pods, additional gully pits. Redevelopment of the site could
have presented opportunities to deliver some of these retrofitting options in addition to
addressing the development's impact on surface water flood risk in line with Policy CE2
Flooding.

The Local Plan intends to minimise the replication of policies as far as possible. The
site's location within the North Kensington Critical Drainage Area is raised as a site
constraint. Policy CE2 Flooding requires development to address and reduce flood risk
and its impact. As stated in the comments, redevelopment of the site could present
opportunities to deliver retrofitting options set out in the SWMP in addition to
addressing the development's impact on surface water flood risk; CE2 Flooding is
considered to cover these issues sufficiently without the need to repeat policies
elsewhere in the Plan.

Under 'Principles' in policy CA5 we recommend as a minor addition the following wording is
added:
"A positive reduction in flood risk is achieved through sustainable drainage measures and
opportunities taken to alleviate flood risk through retrofitting measures identified in the
Surface Water Management Plan"

15914657

CA5.3b

Environment Sound
Agency (North
London
Sustainable
Places)

15921121

CA5.4a

Nahid Ashby

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Although we appreciate Policy CE2 references the need to incorporate the measures from
SFRA and Local Flood Risk Management Strategy generally, we recommend Policy CA5
includes this addition because of the CDA status and therefore importance of going one
step further in reducing and alleviating pluvial flood risks.

I responded to the last stage of this consultation, also signed a group response with around It is unfortunate that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process
120 other residents but the document has come back almost exactly the same as before, excluded ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to understand the
ignoring every case we drew attention to.
views of local people and to explain the process and how to respond to the
consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies consultation have been considered
What then, is the point of this consultation if nothing we say is taken into account?
and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the current position that options are being
investigated but no decision on regeneration of the Silchester Estates has been taken.
I believe the council is staging this so called consultation solely to satisfy their legal
requirement, which renders this whole process insincere and illegitimate.
Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
It is obvious from the confidential viability assessment that we finally managed to squeeze reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
out of the council through freedom of information act, that the council have been prompted vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
to strongly manipulate the Local Plan to satisfy their case for demolition and renewal, and that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
once the case has been established as Policy, the planning will be obtained without any
renewal alone.
problem or delay.
The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
One could argue here that regardless of who the council eventually collaborate with as
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring
development partner, their objectivity is gravely compromised as they are the major land
a number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
owner, the developer and planning authority.
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been given more weight than the views investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
of well over 120 residents and close neighbours.
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.
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It seems obvious that RBKC and CBRE are conspiring to sway the planning policy and
prepare the grounds for a successful planning application to demolish our estate, scatter
our community, destroy our life giving trees and enclose our public spaces.

Air quality:
Chapter 7 introduces principles and priorities that seek to improve air quality in the
area. The allocation does not specify a set quantum of development, it provides a
range that will be tested further through an options appraisal. Air quality assessments
would be required when proposals are brought forward as set out by Policy CE5. The
local planning authority and environmental health departments would expect to be
engaged early in the process to establish the scope of any assessment that would be
needed to support any future application (Paragraph 6, NPPG). Policy CE5 sets out
the Council's policies on air quality. In addition the Kensington and Chelsea Joint
Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021 has been developed in recognition that the
impact of air pollution is one to the Council's population health priorities.

This document is questionable at best and unreliable at worst, because it is gravely
influenced by the Council. It is neither justified nor trustworthy.
I have doubts whether it is legally compliant or consistent with national policy, but it
certainly fails in its duty to accommodate the needs and views of the existing community.
For the reasons above, I am not going over every point I made before. I am, however,
compelled to pen my views on the risks involved in demolition and rebuild:
1-Wholesale regeneration is Environmentally unsound on account of CO2 levels emitted
from demolition and construction also the pollution from Westway. And I quote from Chris
Jofeh, Director of the engineering company Arup: "Demolition and rebuild emits a super
amount of carbon dioxide, and even if you build super-efficient new homes it could take 30
years before you redress the balance".
2-Air quality assessments likely to breach planning guidelines from NICE.
3-The current white paper from the Mayor on higher requirements for amount of social
housing, make site financially unviable.

15921121

CA5.4c

Nahid Ashby

4-Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty.

Affordable Housing/Viability:
Policy CH2: Affordable Housing seeks the maximum reasonable amount of affordable
5-Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a charity, a church,
housing. Therefore, if it is viable there could be an increase in affordable housing
community facilities, an arts centre and individual leaseholders and freeholders, makes
provision. Paragraph 173 of the NPPF states that “Plans should be deliverable.
project unviable.
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
6-Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be breached, rendering
developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely
project unviable.
to be applied to development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards,
infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the
7- DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer and subsequent
normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing
increase in socially rented homes makes project financially unviable.
land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.”
The Council has not produced any detailed plans that quantify the proportion of social
8-Demolition of the estate will result in the loss of mature and semi mature trees which is in rented homes. It is still exploring options. Policy CH5 a. does make it clear that the
contrast to the tree strategy of the Council.
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing should be provided with the
minimum being no net loss of existing affordable housing provision.
For the reasons above, I am not going over every point I made before. I am, however,
compelled to pen my views on the risks involved in demolition and rebuild:
CPOs/Residents' Rights:
1-Wholesale regeneration is Environmentally unsound on account of CO2 levels emitted
Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration requires as a minimum that there is no net loss of
from demolition and construction also the pollution from Westway. And I quote from Chris affordable housing provision. The re-provision for the various tenures is considered to
Jofeh, Director of the engineering company Arup: "Demolition and rebuild emits a super
be an issue for the Council as a Local Housing Authority. To this end text has been
amount of carbon dioxide, and even if you build super-efficient new homes it could take 30 added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will publish
years before you redress the balance".
the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
2-Air quality assessments likely to breach planning guidelines from NICE.
Areas. This will provide the Council’s policies on right to return, deals for leaseholders,
3-The current white paper from the Mayor on higher requirements for amount of social
including opportunities for resident leaseholders to return and offers for adult children
housing, make site financially unviable.
or other family members. The site allocation does not specify a requirement for CPOs.

15921121

CA4.4d

Nahid Ashby

4-Deemed unsound through continuing market uncertainty.
Green Space/Trees:
5-Reputational damage to RBKC arising from serving CPOs on a charity, a church,
Policies CR5 and CR6 protect existing open spaces and trees. Any new development
community facilities, an arts centre and individual leaseholders and freeholders, makes
would be expected to comply with these policies.
project unviable.
6-Human rights of individual leaseholders and freeholders would be breached, rendering
project unviable.
7- DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to developer and subsequent
increase in socially rented homes makes project financially unviable.
8-Demolition of the estate will result in the loss of mature and semi mature trees which is in
contrast to the tree strategy of the Council.
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Tibbalds
Planning and
Urban Design
Ltd (Mike
Bottomley)

These representations are submitted by Tibbalds Planning and Urban Design on behalf of
our client the Westway Trust ('the Trust'). Representations were also submitted on behalf
of the Trust to the Draft Policies consultation in December 2016. The December 2016
representations requested that the CA5 allocation was expanded to include part of the
Westway Sports Centre pitches bordering Dartfield Way to provide the opportunity to
secure the comprehensive regeneration of the Latimer area in line with the Council's stated
vision. As set out in our previous representations the inclusion of the sports pitches within
the CA5 allocation, together with the reallocation of the land for a mix of uses including
sport and residential development would help to create the conditions whereby the Trust
could, in parallel with the regeneration of the wider Silchester Estate explore the potential
to deliver significant improvements to the existing sports facilities as well as enable new
community and commercial space and new homes. As part of this exploration the Trust
would also look at the potential to improve permeability through the area and introduce
environmental improvements, which would compliment the works associated with the
Silchester Estate and as a result deliver a holistic and joined up approach to the
regeneration of the area. In response to these representations the Council noted that
'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 re-provided'.

The Council supports a close working relationship with the Westway Development
Trust. This is reflected in CA5(b).

Tibbalds
Planning and
Urban Design
Ltd (Mike
Bottomley)

As was made clear as part of the Trust's previous representations and in line with
Development Plan Policy a pre-requisite for any redevelopment of this area would be the reprovision of the existing sports on site i.e. there would, as part of any future strategy be no
net loss of sports facilities. Indeed the expectation would be that as a result of any
redevelopment of the sports pitches that the opportunity would be taken to significantly
enhance the quality of the sports provision. As a result of the Council's response to the
Trust's representations and as a precursor to any future representations we confirm that
the Trust met the with RBKC policy team on 7 March 2017. At this meeting officers
confirmed that the policy team would not consider expanding the CA5 allocation until the
plans for Silchester East and West are developed in more detail and additional evidence is
provided to demonstrate how the existing sports uses would be re-provided. The Trust are
extremely disappointed with the stance taken by officers and consider this to be a missed
opportunity to put in place the spatial planning policy context to enable the comprehensive
redevelopment of the area to be fully explored and tested. In the context of developing
robust and deliverable proposals for the area the Trust have to date been working with the
RBKC regeneration team to ensure sports facilities are preserved and enhanced and
RBKC have been consulting on options for the regeneration of Silchester East and West
Estates that include the sports pitches bordering Dartfield Way. In response to the option
studies that have been developed the Trust's and RBKC's architects have both developed
options that include the sports pitches on the assumption that sports pitches will be
reprovided.
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The expansion of the site allocation to include the 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 his could be re-provided.
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16049505

CA5.5c

Tibbalds
Planning and
Urban Design
Ltd (Mike
Bottomley)

Given RBK&C's response to our previous representations and in the context of the Trust's
vision for their Estate it is necessary to submit further representations to the current
consultation draft of the Plan. The scope of our representations set out below reiterate
much of what has been
previously stated in terms of site allocation boundaries and the potential to introduce a
wider range of land uses in certain locations, which will provide the opportunity to enable
the delivery of enhanced sport provision as well as the
delivery of other economic, social and environmental benefits.
Background
Westway Trust is a charity that holds a long-lease interest in the land under the A40
Westway flyover in Kensington & Chelsea. 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. The
draft Local Plan sets out the Council's medium-term vision for the future development of
the area.

16049505

CA5.5d

Tibbalds
Planning and
Urban Design
Ltd (Mike
Bottomley)

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. These amendments are set out in the following, together
with the reasons for making the amendments.
Site Allocation CA5: Silchester Estate
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 sports pitches wrap around the site to the west and north.
Paragraph 7.7.4 states that The Council is conducting a study on land and properties in
Council ownership and the wider area. The study is seeking to understand the potential to
improve the area. As part of the study the Council is seeking to ascertain whether other
landowners are interested in partnering with the Council to build new homes. It is also
understood that the study will look at opportunities for creating employment through new
retail and office space, for new social and community spaces, and ways to improve the
townscape and open
spaces. It is understood that the study is due for completion in mid 2017. The Trust
recognises the principles of development set out in CA5b and the desire of the Council to
work with other landowners, existing residents and other stakeholders in the area to
develop a holistic plan of regeneration..

54

CA5 Silchester Estates
User ID

Rep ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
with national
policy

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

16049505

CA5.5e

Tibbalds
Planning and
Urban Design
Ltd (Mike
Bottomley)

The Trust continually evaluates its estate strategy and is cognisant of the activities of the
Council and other neighbouring landowners. The Trust has cooperated with the RBKC
regeneration team to explore options 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 Draft Policy CA5 allocation allocates up to 1,400 residential units depending on the
outcome of the options appraisal. The Trust note that in early 2017 the RBKC estate
regeneration team consulted on four options for the Silchester East and West area. Of the
four options, option 1 only includes RBKC land and options
4, 5 and 6 include part of the Trust's land, as well as the land of other landowners in the
area. Of the four potential options for Silchester East and West, only the options that
include the Trust and other land owners are capable of delivering the 1,400 homes set out
in allocation CA5. Option 1, which does not include the Trust's land, can only deliver 540
homes total. The draft Local Plan also 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 the sports pitches
in the allocation could significantly improve permeability through the wider area and
improving access for residents of Silchester. Overall this indicates that in order to meet the
objectives for the Latimer area set out in Chapter

16049505

CA5.5f

Tibbalds
Planning and
Urban Design
Ltd (Mike
Bottomley)

7, the whole area bordered by the Westway to the north and west and the railway running
diagonally from the northeast to the south west needs to
be included in regeneration plans to ensure the full potential of the area can be realised.
Comprehensive redevelopment of the area 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 approach to the built form. The Trust therefore believe that it is somewhat
short-sighted of the Council to draw the boundaries of the Silchester Estate regeneration
area so tightly. Based on the desire to maximise the economic, social and environmental
potentials offered by the regeneration that it would be prudent to expand the boundary or to
make the boundaries less definite and talk about an area of focus, which may expand
beyond the boundary of the estate as appropriate.

16090593

CA5.6a

Sarah Lim

I believe this document is completely unsound. The process is so arcane that it seems
designed to exclude ordinary people, residents whose lives may be torn apart by the final
form of this
document.
With many other residents of SILCHESTER ESTATE, I co-signed a response at the last
stage of this so called consultation process. Almost nothing we put forward about the
Vision for Latimer has been incorporated into this document, this seems very unfair and
feels like our view has neither been taken into consideration or even looked into.
This is of extreme significance to us, our welfare and our lives .
Since CBRE stated in their confidential viability assessment
about Silchester regeneration that a favourable Vision for Latimer and the appropriate site
allocation in the Local Plan should be sufficient to satisfy the case for renewal and to
pursue a planning application.
CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been
accorded equal weight to the views of well over 120 residents
and close neighbours, there are more residents in just one of the tower blocks, how does
this therefore capture everyone, most residents are not even aware!
The inference is that RBKC Planning Policy and CBRE are in cahoots to prepare the
ground for a successful planning application to push through Cllr Fielding Mellen's lofty
ambitions to demolish our homes, scatter our community and enclose our public spaces.
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We regret that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process excluded
ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to explain the process and
how to respond to the consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies consultation
have been considered and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the current position
that options are being investigated but no decision on regeneration of the Silchester
Estates has been taken.
Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
renewal alone.
The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring
a number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.
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Silchester RA has taken advice from many quarters but we can
no-one who can help us formulate the response we need to
make using your guidelines. Over half the people on this estate
are not online. Many don't have English as a foreign language.
This document is part of the process that may result in the
demolition of our estate. How can they take part in a decision
which will shatter their lives?

Air quality:
Chapter 7 introduces principles and priorities that seek to improve air quality in the
area. The allocation does not specify a set quantum of development, it provides a
range that will be tested further through an options appraisal. Air quality assessments
would be required when proposals are brought forward as set out by Policy CE5. The
local planning authority and environmental health departments would expect to be
engaged early in the process to establish the scope of any assessment that would be
needed to support any future application (Paragraph 6, NPPG). Policy CE5 sets out
the Council's policies on air quality. In addition the Kensington and Chelsea Joint
Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021 has been developed in recognition that the
impact of air pollution is one to the Council's population health priorities.

This document is not sound. From my point of view, it has been
negatively prepared: it is not justified nor effective; I have no
idea whether it is legally compliant or consistent with national
policy, but it certainly fails in its duty to cooperate with me.
I do not have the time to go over every point I made before that
you have 'noted' or ignored. I will simply re-iterate the Risks
that I suggested you had overlooked in the Silchester Site
Allocation.
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.

16090593

CA5.6c

Sarah Lim

The 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 the project unviable.
DVS deems financial viability to underestimate profits to
developer and subsequent increase in socially rented homes
makes project financially unviable.

Affordable Housing/Viability:
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 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.”
The Council has not produced any detailed plans that quantify the proportion of social
rented homes. It is still exploring options. Policy CH5 a. does make it clear that the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing should be provided with the
minimum being no net loss of existing affordable housing provision.

CPOs/Residents' Rights:
Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration 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 has been
added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will publish
the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
Areas. 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. The site allocation does not specify a requirement for CPOs.
Green Space/Trees:
Policies CR5 and CR6 protect existing open spaces and trees. Any new development
would be expected to comply with these policies.

Please keep me informed about the progress of this when the
Local Plan is submitted for Examination.
16094945

CA5.7

JE Bianco

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

No

I am personally affected by the regeneration of Silchester. I do feel the more heavily
populated zones such as tower blocks can be saved due to huge numbers of families living
there and judging by discussions there seems to be a general sense by your people that
they are expensive yet you already renovated Grenfell which was originally much uglier
than the other four which at least match each other and are symmetrical. Also in the
Hammersmith borough they refurbished the tower blocks opposite Westfield. I can see an
argument to build in free land and to replace some lower rise buildings though not all of
them. The red brick 1930s council flats are nice on Silchester Road, Bramley Road have
character for example and house many with a nice residential private area for resident at
the back. Many long term residents of this area and the elderly have connections there.
We must consider them and their offspring.

The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring
a number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.

There is also little mention of what will be done in the interim period for long term residents
should demolishment be approved. Just general undetailed assurances which do not take
personal circumstances into account. Not even a dimension inspection to make sure all
current residents get a similar place that meets their needs first.

16094945

CA5.8a

JE Bianco

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

No

The council seems to be building ideas from the roof down metaphorically speaking. You
need to convince current residents its a good plan and not yourselves in the office. Drip
feeding plans and information won't cut it considering how other Burroughs in London have
not kept to guarantees in other regeneration projects. Sending letters to Weynfleete square
suggesting people put their name on Homefinder UK where many vacancies are outside
London don't help to convince people you have put the best interests first. Certainly the
fear of being shipped out of their area isn't a great way to attract support.
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CPOs/Residents' Rights:
Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration 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 has been
added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will publish
the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
Areas. 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. The site allocation does not specify a requirement for CPOs.
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16094945

CA5.8b

JE Bianco

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

No

I have attended consultations and have seen people quite distressed by the uncertainty.
From disabled to leaseholders and to see the blank lack of genuine interest from council
staff helped exacerbate this.
I can also add the one experience of new building projects we have had was in the
Silchester garages demolishment and the building of the new blocks showed the complete
mess the council makes and lack of planning. The sheer lack of organisation regarding
parking provoked arguments and potential violence amongst new and older residents. This
project does not bode well for the existing community.

16625409

CA5.9

16631841

CA5.10

Catalyst
Sound
Housing
Group
Toby Laurent
Belson

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

I believe this document is unsound. The process is so arcane that it seems designed to
exclude ordinary people, residents whose lives may be tom apart by the final form of this
document.
Over 100 residents of Silchester co-signed a response at the last stage of this so called
consultation process. Almost nothing put forward about the Vision for Latimer has been
incorporated into this document.
This is of extreme significance, since CBRE stated in their confidential viability assessment
about Silchester regeneration that a favourable Vision for Latimer and the appropriate site
allocation in the Local Plan should be sufficient to satisfy the case for renewal and to
pursue a planning application.

It is unfortunate that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process
excluded ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to explain the
process and how to respond to the consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies
consultation have been considered and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the
current position that options are being investigated but no decision on regeneration of
the Silchester Estates has been taken.
Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
renewal alone.

CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been accorded equal weight to the
views of well over 120 residents and close neighbours. The inference is that RBKC
Planning Policy and CBRE are in cahoots to prepare the ground for a successful planning
application to push through Cllr Feilding Mellen's lofty ambitions to demolish our homes,
scatter our community and enclose our public spaces.

The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring
a number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
Silchester RA has taken advice from many quarters but we can find no-one who can help investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
us formulate the response we need to make using your guidelines. Over half the people on development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.
this estate are not online. Many don't have English as a foreign language. This document
is part of the process that may result in the demolition of our estate. How can they take
part in a decision which will shatter their lives?
16632033

CA5.11

Capucine
Rocton

I believe this document is unsound. The process is so arcane that it seems designed to
exclude ordinary people, residents whose lives may be tom apart by the final form of this
document.
Over 100 residents of Silchester co-signed a response at the last stage of this so called
consultation process. Almost nothing put forward about the Vision for Latimer has been
incorporated into this document.
This is of extreme significance, since CBRE stated in their confidential viability assessment
about Silchester regeneration that a favourable Vision for Latimer and the appropriate site
allocation in the Local Plan should be sufficient to satisfy the case for renewal and to
pursue a planning application.

It is unfortunate that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process
excluded ordinary people. A workshop was held in the Latimer area to explain the
process and how to respond to the consultation. All comments from the Draft Policies
consultation have been considered and chapter 7 has been written to reflect the
current position that options are being investigated but no decision on regeneration of
the Silchester Estates has been taken.
Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
renewal alone.

CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been accorded equal weight to the
views of well over 120 residents and close neighbours. The inference is that RBKC
Planning Policy and CBRE are in cahoots to prepare the ground for a successful planning
application to push through Cllr Feilding Mellen's lofty ambitions to demolish our homes,
scatter our community and enclose our public spaces.

The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring
a number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
Silchester RA has taken advice from many quarters but we can find no-one who can help investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
us formulate the response we need to make using your guidelines. Over half the people on development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.
this estate are not online. Many don't have English as a foreign language. This document
is part of the process that may result in the demolition of our estate. How can they take
part in a decision which will shatter their lives?
16634273

CA5.12a Sudi Ryan

16634273

CA5.12b Sudi Ryan

It was always my dream to get on the property ladder and live in my own flat. And up until I
found out that there a possibility that Colvin House might be knocked down for because of
the redevelopment plans, I was living the dream. Colvin House is less than ten years old
and is on the edge of the redevelopment plans so I see little reason to knock down a
perfectly good building which is still fit for purpose. If the redevelopment plans goes ahead I
will not be able to afford to get back on the property ladder in the area after the rebuilding
process as the property prices will go up beyond my wage bracket. Also I feel we as a
community haven't been given any say in the matter as there has been little or no
information about re-accommodating the current council and housing association tenants,
residents and home owners in the area. It feel like ethnic cleansing of the area or to put it
bluntly get rid of the poor and disadvantage to make way for the rich and foreign
investment. I think there should be more transparency from the R.B.K.C. Council about
Colvin House pacifically.

The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring
a number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.

CPOs/Residents' Rights:
Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration 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 has been
added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will publish
the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
Areas. 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. The site allocation does not specify a requirement for CPOs.
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16634561

CA5.13a LPPR 19
Silchester
Petition March 2017
(Sir Madam)

I believe this document is unsound. The process is so arcane that it seems designed to
exclude ordinary people, residents whose lives may be torn apart by the final form of this
document.

16634561

CA5.13b LPPR 19
Silchstester
Petition March 2017
(Sir Madam)

This document is not sound. From my point of view, it has been negatively prepared: it is
not justified nor effective; I have no idea whether it is legally compliant or consistent with
national policy, but it certainly fails in its duty to cooperate with me.
I do not have the time to go over every point I made before that you have 'noted' or
ignored. I will simply re-iterate the Risks that I suggested you had overlooked in the
Silchester Site Allocation.

The Government's Estate Regeneration National Strategy (December 2016) sets out
the role for local authorities. It states that "Opportunities for estate regeneration should
be considered as part of the evidence base when local plans are put together." This
document cites the studies that are being pursued by other Council departments in
exploring options for the Silchester estates, but that are not enshrined here as
planning policy.

Deemed environmentally unsound on account of pollution levels from Westway. Air quality
assessments likely to breach planning guidelines from NICE.

Air quality:
Chapter 7 introduces principles and priorities that seek to improve air quality in the
area. The allocation does not specify a set quantum of development, it provides a
range that will be tested further through an options appraisal. Air quality assessments
would be required when proposals are brought forward as set out by Policy CE5. The
local planning authority and environmental health departments would expect to be
engaged early in the process to establish the scope of any assessment that would be
needed to support any future application (Paragraph 6, NPPG). Policy CE5 sets out
the Council's policies on air quality. In addition the Kensington and Chelsea Joint
Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2016-2021 has been developed in recognition that the
impact of air pollution is one to the Council's population health priorities.

We regret that the respondent found the Local Plan Partial Review process excluded
ordinary people. The Council appreciates that this 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 and hard to navigate. . A
With many other residents of Silchester, I co-signed a response at the last stage of this so workshop was held in the Latimer area to understand the views of the local
called consultation process. Almost nothing we put forward about the Vision for Latimer
community, explain the process and how to respond to the consultation. All comments
has been incorporated into this document.
from the Draft Policies consultation have been considered and chapter 7 has been
written to reflect the current position that options are being investigated but no
This is of extreme significance to us, since CBRE stated in their confidential viability
decision on regeneration of the Silchester Estates has been taken.
assessment about Silchester regeneration that a favourable Vision for Latimer and the
appropriate site allocation in the Local Plan should be sufficient to satisfy the case for
Efforts have been made to try to balance the interests of all stakeholders in the
renewal and to pursue a planning application.
drafting of the vision. The new CV7 Vision for Latimer in 2028 has been updated to
reflect this. The presumption that "Latimer will have been rebuilt..." in the previous
CBRE's response to the Local Plan seems to have been accorded equal weight to the
vision for Latimer (CV9 Vision for Latimer in 2028) has been removed and it is clear
views of well over 120 residents and close neighbours. The inference is that RBKC
that the new vision, alongside the site allocation, is not sufficient to satisfy the case for
Planning Policy and CBRE are in cahoots to prepare the ground for a successful planning renewal alone.
application to push through Cllr Feilding Mellen's lofty ambitions to demolish our homes,
scatter our community and enclose our public spaces.
The site has been allocated in this partial review for up to 1,400 (a net addition of up to
850 additional residential units). This is to reflect the fact that the Council is exploring
Silchester RA has taken advice from many quarters but we can no-one who can help us
a number of options including refurbishment, infill development, partial redevelopment
formulate the response we need to make using your guidelines. Over half the people on
and full redevelopment, but that no decisions have been taken. A similar approach has
this estate are not online. Many don't have English as a foreign language. This document been taken for other sites in the borough where estate regeneration is being
is part of the process that may result in the demolition of our estate. How can they take
investigated. All other sites have been allocated for a minimum amount of
part in a decision which will shatter their lives?
development reflecting the certainty that development will come forward.

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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CA5.13c LPPR 19
Silchester
Petition March 2017
(Sir Madam)
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Affordable Housing/Viability:
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 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.”
The Council has not produced any detailed plans that quantify the proportion of social
rented homes. It is still exploring options. Policy CH5 a. does make it clear that the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing should be provided with the
minimum being no net loss of existing affordable housing provision.
CPOs/Residents' Rights:
Policy CH5 Estate Regeneration 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 has been
added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to explain that the Council will publish
the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration
Areas. 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. The site allocation does not specify a requirement for CPOs.
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5792513

CV8.1

Kensington
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(Michael Bach)
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CV8: Line 7: change "humanise" to "civilise"

Comments noted.

8.3 Principles

8.3 7th bullet:
The existing text in this Principle states "Improve the pedestrian environment…" which
is considered to cover this point.

Seventh bullet: Reinstate at the end: "and a more pleasant environment for pedestrians."
8.4 Objectives:
Reorganise into
(i) Earl's Court:
(ii) area north of Cromwell Road:

8.4 Objectives:
Given that the chapter is named Earl's Court, reorganising the bullet points in this way
may cause confusion and is not considered to be an issue of soundness.

and/or split into transport/public realm and other developments.

14505537 CV8.2a

14505537 CV8.2b

Savills (Aimee Unsound
Squires)

Savills (Aimee Unsound
Squires)

Unsound

Unsound

The Local Plan Partial Review â€“ Publication Policies states in CV8 that:
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. We support the vision for the
Warwick Road sites to provide new residential led development to reinforce
a new urban quarter and believe that improving connections around the sites is important.
However, we believe that greater emphasis should be placed on the potential of the sites to
significantly contribute to the Borough's housing stock. As such we suggest the wording of
the vision be changed to: Although physically separate from Earl's Court, new residential-led
development along Warwick Road will further reinforce the new urban quarter and provide a
significant contribution to the Borough's housing stock.

Support for the vision noted.
The second paragraph of the vision specifically references residential-led
development along Warwick Road in the first instance and goes on to talk about
providing new homes as well as jobs and community facilities in the first bullet point in
para 8.3 Principles. This focus on housing, which is also demonstrated in the site
allocations along the Warwick Road corridor demonstrate the Council's understanding
in the potential for significant housing delivery in this area.
Para 8.4 - 4th bullet - no modification to this bullet point proposed. This objective
would be subject to a number of factors including land ownership. It is not considered
necessary to add this caveat here.
Support for other Principles noted.

A linear park will provide a pedestrian route through the western Warwick Road sites linking Noted
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. We note that the Local Plan Partial Review â€“ Publication Policies now
includes the following principles:
Â· Improve the pedestrian environment around Cromwell Road, West Cromwell Road,
Warwick
Road and Earl's Court to make it safer and more usable.
Â· Improve the provision for cyclists travelling east-west and north-south.
Â· Protect the Green Corridor travelling along the West London railway line.
Â· Improve local air quality.
We have no objections to these principles subject to the changes suggested in red text
above.
We note that the Local Plan Partial Review â€“ Publication Policies now includes the
following priorities:
Â· Deliver a north-south pedestrian route running parallel to Warwick Road and potentially
ending
up to Kensington High Street.
Â· Deck over the Transport for London depot and West London line to allow for good
connections
and increased public open space (subject to ownership).
Â· Deliver landscape and streetscape improvements to West Cromwell Road, including a
green
corridor project to create a green "screen/barrier" to reduce pedestrian exposure to traffic
emissions alongside West Cromwell Road between junctions with Earl's Court Road and
Warwick Road.
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The relevant site
The subject site is located within the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC) on
the corner of West
Cromwell Road (A4) and Warwick Road (A3220). The site is bounded by Fenelon Place to
the north, Warwick
Road to the east, West Cromwell Road to the south and the West London railway line to the
west.
100A West Cromwell Road currently comprises a large Tesco store (Class A1) located on
the corner of West
Cromwell and Warwick Roads and 75 residential units located along Warwick Road. The
residential units are split
into 45 units managed by Notting Hill Housing Trust (NHHT) and 30 private units.
100 West Cromwell Road currently comprises a large exposed podium structure fronting
West Cromwell Road and
extending along the West London railway line. This structure was constructed to facilitate
the erection of a large
office building (approved as phase two of the Tesco planning permission) which was never
completed. According to RBKC's Core Strategy Proposal's Map, the site falls within the
Warwick Road strategic site. The site is not located within a Conservation Area.
Response to Publication Policies
Relevant policies:
- Chapter CV8: Vision for Earl's Court in 2028CA7: Warwick Road Sites
Chapter CV8: Vision for Earl's Court in 2028 (page 156 of the Publication Policies
document)
* Seek ways to minimise building and road traffic air pollution emissions from new
development.
We have no objections to these priorities subject to the changes suggested in red text
above.

14505537 CV8.2d

Savills (Aimee Unsound
Squires)

Unsound

The Local Plan Partial Review Publication Policies states in CV8 that:
Noted.
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
We support the vision for the Warwick Road sites to provide new residential led
development to reinforce a new urban quarter and believe that improving connections
around the sites is important. However, we believe that greater emphasis should be placed
on the potential of the sites to significantly contribute to the Borough's housing stock. As
such we suggest the wording of the vision be changed to:
Although physically separate from Earl's Court, new residential-led development along
Warwick Road will further reinforce the new urban quarter and provide a significant
contribution to the Borough's housing stock. 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.
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We note that the Local Plan Partial Review Publication Policies now includes the following
principles:
* Improve the pedestrian environment around Cromwell Road, West Cromwell Road,
Warwick Road and Earl's Court to make it safer and more usable.
* Improve the provision for cyclists travelling east-west and north-south.
* Protect the Green Corridor travelling along the West London railway line.
*Improve local air quality.
We have no objections to these principles subject to the changes suggested in red text
above.

Noted.

We note that the Local Plan Partial Review Publication Policies now includes the following
priorities:
*Deliver a north-south pedestrian route running parallel to Warwick Road 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 (subject to ownership)`- Deliver landscape
and streetscape improvements to West Cromwell Road, including a green corridor project to
create a green "screen/barrier" to reduce pedestrian exposure to traffic emissions alongside
West Cromwell Road between junctions with Earl's Court Road and Warwick Road.
* Provide new pedestrian crossings, improvements to cycle crossings and signalised
junctions on Warwick Road.
* A3+A4Seek ways to minimise building and road traffic air pollution emissions from new
development.
We
have8no
objections
Chapter
Earl's
Court to these priorities subject to the changes suggested in red text
Comments in support of the delivery of the Lost River Park noted.
The re-development of Earl's Court is already underway and the Local Plan policies actively
support the continued delivery of this development. The Policy ambition to create a Lost
Site allocations CA6 and CA7 acknowledge in the Site Constraints the need to
River Park is supported. Given the other references throughout the Plan to the need to
address surface water as part of any development. Policy CE2 requires development
address and manage surface water risk, and the recognition of the need for the Counters
to address and reduce flood risk and its impact.
Creek Sewer Relief Tunnel, a key design aim for any new open space in this area should be
to manage rainwater in a sustainable way, which is what the historic river along this route
would have done.
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Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

We support the policy. We welcome the recognition of the sites flood risk status (partially Comments noted.
flood zones 2 and 3) as stated in the site constraints with the requirement for a Flood Risk
Assessment.

Catalyst Housing Sound
Group

Council's Response

As a general point, site specific requirements for flood risk mitigation and design from the
SFRA could have informed the principles of policy CA6 to ensure implementation.
However, we are pleased with the level of information provided in Policy CE2 Flooding and
hopefully this should provide a clear steer as to what will be expected on individual sites
using information from the SFRA.
Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Noted.

Yes
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Policy CA7 Warwick Road Sites:
Points a (i) and (ii) give an exact figure for housing as opposed to a maximum or minimum.
We note that RBKC have included this to reflect current planning permissions, but we would
question whether providing a rigid figure is appropriate or flexible enough to optimise
development on site in line with the London Plan. We would recommend including an
indicative or minimum figure for housing in this site policy.

Comments noted. CA7(a) gives a minimum combined figure across the four sites. The
residential unit allocations for the Former Empress Telephone Exchange and Territorial
Army sites are exact to reflect the live planning permissions. Should a new planning
application be submitted, this would be assessed on its merits.

We note that the Local Plan Partial Review Publication Policies sets out the following in
relation
to the Warwick Road Strategic Sites (Policy CA7):
Warwick Road Sites
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 Contributions
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 public swimming pool;
i. health facilities;
j. crèche and education facilities;
k. landscape improvements to the West Cromwell Road in connection with 100/100A West
Cromwell Road site;

The Council proposes to retain the allocation CA7a(iv) 'a minimum of 450 residential
units'. This is a minimum figure and represents a density of development that complies
with London Plan policies. A greater quantum of development would be tested against
other relevant policies and site constraints as part of a subsequent planning
application.

A Flood Risk Assessment should be submitted to support any future planning application.
This assessment should take into account the new climate change allowances and
requirements, especially for surface water flooding. We have no objection to this
requirement.
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.
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 well 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 presents a unique opportunity to greatly assist the Borough to
deliver its housing targets over the Plan period and contribute to the provision of housing
within London more generally. As such, we propose that CA6 should be amended to reflect a
minimum of 650 residential units on 100/100A West Cromwell Road.
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CA7.2c

Savills (Aimee
Squires)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

No

This quantum of development will also assist to deliver the infrastructure which is set out in
Warwick Road principles and priorities as previously mentioned including improvements to
the pedestrian and cyclist environment, improvements to local green infrastructure and
upgrades to streetscape features.
We propose the wording of CA7 be amended as follows:
Warwick Road Sites
The Council allocates development on the site to deliver, in terms of:
Land use
a. a minimum of 1,269 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 target of 650 with a minimum of 500 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, 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;
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. We note that the Local Plan Partial Review â€“ Publication Policies sets out the
following in relation to the Warwick Road Strategic Sites (Policy CA7) site allocation:

CA7.2d

Savills (Aimee
Squires)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

No

A Flood Risk Assessment should be submitted to support any future planning application.
This
assessment should take into account the new climate change allowances and requirements,
especially for surface water flooding.
We have no objection to this requirement.
The Publication Policies remove the reference to Charles House which was formerly
identified as a site within the Warwick Road strategic sites as this is now complete. The
Publication Policies also recognise that the majority of the Warwick Road strategic sites now
benefit from planning permission. We note that several contributions listed from points f to p
may now not be relevant given the completion of Charles House and the permissions on the
sites to the north of 100 and 100A West Cromwell Road. We suggest that the Council
reviews these obligations in line with the planning permissions on the sites to the north of
100 and 100A West Cromwell Road. We also suggest that these obligations are sought only
where there is a demonstrated need for these obligations.
We propose the obligations set out in CA7 be reviewed:
Warwick Road Sites
The Council allocates development on the site to deliver, in terms of:
Infrastructure and Planning Contributions
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 public swimming pool;
i. health facilities;
j. crèche and education facilities;
k. landscape improvements to the West Cromwell Road in connection with 100/100A West
Cromwell Road site;
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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.
We note that the Local Plan Partial Review â€“ Publication Policies sets out the following in
relation
to the Warwick Road Strategic Sites (Policy CA7) site allocation:
A Flood Risk Assessment should be submitted to support any future planning application.
This assessment should take into account the new climate change allowances and
requirements, especially for surface water flooding. We have no objection to this
requirement.

CA7.3

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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Noted.
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16051329 CV9.1

Greater London
Authority (kevin
Reid)

Cremorne Wharf
Noted - no change necessary.
The Local Plan notes that the Cremorne Wharf site will be used for the delivery of the
Thames
Tideway Tunnel until 2022 and may also (subject to planning permission) be used for the
construction of Counters Creek Sewer Relief Tunnel. The Council has removed text
lobbying for the removal of Cremorne Wharfs Safeguarded Wharf status. This change is
welcomed as there are relatively few safeguarded wharves in west London, and this is the
only site within the borough. It is also one of the closest wharves to central London and as
such offers good potential for more sustainable transport of freight and reduction in number
of goods vehicles on London's roads. The Mayor will keep the number and location of
safeguarded wharves under regular review, with a new review about to commence. Thus at
the present point in time Cremorne Wharf is expected to return to river freight use within
the Local Plan period, and there are Requirements within the Thames Tideway Tunnel
DCO to re-instate the site such that it can operate as a viable wharf; this is in line with
London Plan Policy 7:26.

16064097 CV9.2a

Lots Village Chelsea
(Formerly Cremorne
Residents'
Association of Lots
Villag...

"CONSULTATION RESPONSE - LOCAL PLAN PARTIAL REVIEW â€“ PUBLICATION
POLICIES" from Lots Village Chelsea.
We are pleased to see that, in the light of critical comments we submitted last December
about CHAPTER 9 of the phase two consultation documents, the latest version of this
Chapter is a considerable improvement, but not in some important respects.
There are the corrections which we would still like to see made: In the CONTEXT (9.2) the correct number of new dwellings to be provided on the Power
station site is 420.
Under PRIORITIES (9.4) we still see no need to say that improvement is needed in cross
boundary links when there is easy pedestrian and cycle access via Stanley Bridge to
Fulham, and via Chelsea Harbour to Townmead Road; bridging either over or under the
strategic railway lines between Imperial Wharf and West Brompton Stations would be very
expensive and insecure. This has never been needed in the past.
Under PRIORITIES (9.4) creating a new bus route from Fulham Riverside is not needed
because there is already the C3 route from Clapham Junction which runs along Townmead
Road and Lots Road to the King's Road. Lots Village and the World's End estate are also
already well served (in short walking distance) by 5 bus routes using Battersea Bridge (the
19, 319, 49, 345 and the 170) by 2 bus routes running along the King's Road (11 and 22)
and by the 328 starting at the World's End itself. Three other buses (211,14 and 414) run
along Fulham Road which at this point is in easy walking distance of Lots Village, the
World's End estate and the Cremorne estate. Together they provide a total of over 80
buses an hour during working day.
It is no accident that there has never been a bus service running the whole length of the
Embankment to Central London. This reflects the fact that it is a heavily congested major
arterial road not suitable for efficient/regular bus services. The District Line from West
Brompton (one short stop on the Overground from Imperial Wharf) is the fastest and most
reliable commuter route into Central London from Lots Village and Fulham Riverside.

(Point on Context 9.2) Agree - a recommendation to correct this error will be made.

The idea in the s106 Agreement that the Lots Road Power Station(LRPS) scheme could be
connected by an express bus to Central London along the Embankment is equally
unrealistic; it would prove no quicker than taking the Thames Clipper from Chelsea
Harbour to the piers at Embankment ( only 23 minutes) or Blackfriars. Increasing the
frequency of such river operations with s106 funds would be a much better use of
resources.Returning the Earls court one-way system to two-way working is in the 2010
Local Plan as a priority. It rightly remains in the latest text of Chapter 9 as a priority for
action after years in which there has been no sign of progress even though the 2010 text
says "The Council will work to returning the one way system to two-way working." It should
now therefore surely be described in the text as "a priority for early action." Under
DELIVERY (9.5) it is wrong to refer to extending the cycle hire scheme to the Lots Road
area when this has already been done. Under 9.5 the LRPS scheme should help deliver
enhanced river services rather than enhanced bus services for the reasons given above.

Public Transport Accessibility Levels for Lots Road, the southern sections of Upcerne
Road, Uverdale Road, Tadema Road is Poor (Level 2). The Power Station (Allocation
CA10) where up to 420 additional homes will be built is Poor in places Very Poor
(levels 2 and 1b). A new bus route will address this transport deficiency. No change
necessary. Support for river transport is outlined in section 9.4 (3rd bullet).

16064097 CV9.2b

Lots Village Chelsea
(Formerly Cremorne
Residents'
Association of Lots
Villag...
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(Point on Priorities 9.4, Permeability) The West London Line, which is built over
Counters Creek has acted as a historic barrier between Hammersmith and Fulham
and Kensington and Chelsea and has had a profound impact on the built form in these
areas. Whilst there are places to cross, the railway continues to act as a significant
barrier to east-west pedestrian and cycle travel. This area will be the subject of
largescale residential development within both boroughs and a priority that seeks to
improve permeability to allow residents and workers to more easily access services on
either side of the boundary is consistent with good urban design principles. No change
necessary.
(Point on Priorities 9.4, Bus routes) 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. 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. 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.

(Point 9.5) Wording will be changed to indicate that the cycle hire scheme has been
delivered.
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Noted.
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3) Site Allocations

This comment is predicated on the understanding that planning permission has not yet
been granted at this site. In fact, the scheme was granted permission in 2006 (on
The submitted document identifies, via the Borough's site allocation, sites which may impact on appeal by the Secretary of State) and is currently under construction. The London Plan
the Thames (PLA interests) or the Borough's Safeguarded Wharf. In particular, Policies CV9 and has robust policies relating to managing conflicting uses on adjacent or opposite
CA9 set out the vision for Lots Road/World's end, which includes the potential development of
wharfs. Given these two points further amendments to the allocation is not necessary at
the site for mixed uses, including residential. This site is located adjacent to both the River
this stage.
Thames and the Safeguarded Cremorne Wharf. Whilst the site is identified as a main drive site
for the Thames Tideway Tunnel programme, the Wharf itself is safeguarded for waterborne
freight handling use through policy 7.26 of the London Plan, and will remain so following
completion of the Tideway project itself. The policy requirements as set out within CV9 and CA9
must seek to ensure that development proposals adjacent, opposite or in close proximity to the
safeguarded wharf are designed to minimise the potential for conflicts of use or disturbances.
Paragraph 7.79 expands on this point explaining that "the challenge is to minimise conflict
between the new and the old land uses. This must be met through modifications and safeguards
built into new and established developments'€¦New development next to or opposite wharves
should utilise layout, use and environmental credential of buildings to design away these potential
conflicts. Appropriate highway access to wharves for commercial vehicles needs to be
maintained when considering proposals for development of neighbouring sites".
It is noted that theses site specific policies do reference the safeguarded wharf in proximity to the
site but they must also recognise that any proposed development would result in scope for some
impact, particularly on future residential use, on site from activities taking place on the wharf
itself.

14492417

CA9.1b

Port of London
Authority (Helena
Payne)

Therefore, any potential developer must be made aware that an approach would need to be
agreed ahead of any submission for planning consent concerning the assumptions to be made in
relation to the safeguarded wharf to guarantee that a robust assessment is undertaken that
ensures a worst case scenario is established and assessed in relation to noise, air quality, dust,
odour, lighting, highways movements generated at the safeguarded wharf and appropriate
mitigation measures identified and secured in any future planning application to ensure protection
of the long term operation of the Wharf itself.
As a very general point (and one which is also subject to a number of other planning
considerations, the PLA has no in principle objection to residential development being located in
close proximity to a safeguarded wharf. An example would be the development at Greenwich
Millennium Village, which is being built next to Angerstein and Murphy's wharves. However, it is
absolutely essential, in line with London Plan policy, that any development is designed reducing
the number of habitable rooms that overlook Wharf activities and where possible less sensitive
uses are located at the closest point to Cremorne Wharf. It is considered appropriate to include
these requirements within the Policy itself, including the need to demonstrate how the design of
the proposed development has met this requirement. This should also be apparent throughout
any future planning submission.
As is the case with the National Planning Policy Framework, it is important that the draft policies
in this regard seek to ensure that plans and decision take local circumstances into account, so
that they respond to their surroundings without causing detriment to the working of the existing
environment. This includes ensuring that existing employment sites (in this instance Cremorne
Wharf) continue to operate for the purposes in which they are intended or indeed, safeguarded
for.
Also to be considered is access to the site via Lots Road, which is shared by the Safeguarded
wharf. To reiterate, the Wharf is safeguarded by Ministerial Direction and Policy 7.26 of the
London Plan both protect this wharf for cargo handling. Any proposed development must not
restrict the operation of the wharf, and retain appropriate access onto Lots Road. Any submitted
transport assessment should look at the cumulative impact of traffic associated with a proposed
development and the Wharf itself and this is required to demonstrate that there will be no
negative impact on the wharf in this regard. This should also be included within the Vision and
Objectives for the Lots Road/Worlds End site.
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Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

We support, however please see recommendation for a minor change for clarity below.

Agreed - suggest a minor amendment to the Examiner to remove Water Framework
Directive and replace with Thames Estuary 2100 plan.

Yes

We welcome the information provided under 'Site Constraints' on the sites position in flood zone
3, the need for a Flood Risk Assessment, addressing surface water and greenfield run off rates.
We also welcome (although we would have preferred this to be in the policy CA9 wording) the
requirement for an undeveloped buffer of at least 10m incorporating intertidal terracing, to allow
access for future flood defence raising, maintenance and betterment.
The intertidal terracing aspect certainly relates to the objectives of the Water Framework
Directive and the Thames River Basin Management Plan. However, as noted in our previous
comments to the regulation 18 consultation (December 2016) the setback of 10m for future
raising of flood defences is a recommendation from the Thames Estuary 2100 Plan (2011) and
specifically mentioned in the TE2100 Council Briefing. It needs to be clearer where the
requirement comes from for clarity and strengthen the link to TE2100 in case there are additional
considerations from the plan the development would need to consider.
Would it be possible to incorporate a minor amendment to the text here to reference the Thames
Estuary 2100 Plan? (as follows):
â€¢ï€ An undeveloped buffer of at least 10m incorporating intertidal terracing will be
required from the statutory flood defence line, to allow access for future flood
defence raising, maintenance and betterment in line with Thames Estuary 2100 Plan/Thames
River Basin Management Plan.
Note: you could remove 'Water Framework Directive' and replace with TE2100 Plan instead.

15914657

CA9.2b

Environment Agency Sound
(North London
Sustainable Places)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

16625409

CA9.3

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Sound

As a general point, the opportunity to insert site specific requirements for flood risk mitigation and
design could have informed the principles of policy CA9 to ensure implementation. However, we
are pleased with the level of information provided in Policy CE2 Flooding and hopefully this
should provide a clear steer as to what will be expected on individual sites using information from
the SFRA.
Noted
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CA10 Site at Lots Road
User ID

Rep ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

11609921

CA10.1a

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (David
Gawthorpe)

Policy CA10 “ Whilst the site allocation is for land in RBKC, part of the overall site is within
The allocation only relates to land in RBKC, however, we will work with LBHF in line with our duty to
LBHF. Given that RBKC own the piece of land within LBHF, we remain concerned about the
co-operate to ensure the development meets the wider objectives of both boroughs.
extent to which this allocation will be used to influence the development of the overall site. We
first became aware of this site proposal in November/December 2016 (Reg 18 consultation) and
have not had time to fully digest the implications of this site allocation for the parcel of land in
LBHF. Given that the overall site is within both boroughs, we continue to welcome further
discussion on this site allocation.
Policy CA10 – 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…..”
Policy CA10 – There is very little justification text to explain the policy content. In particular, we
would welcome clarification in the supporting text on what is meant by extra care units, the
reasons for this type of residential in this location and why this is considered to be the right/only
type of housing on this site. We note that RBKC have removed text from the policy referring to
other forms of residential on this site. We would welcome clarification as to whether class C3
residential is an aspiration or not on this site.

11609921

CA10.1b

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (David
Gawthorpe)

Policy CA10 – This policy proposes a minimum of 55 ‘Extra care’ class C2 units. The figure of
60 units is quoted in the 5 year supply information within the ‘Housing Supply Policy Formulation
report’. Whilst the policy figure is a minimum, we would welcome clarification on the capacity of
the site and whether the projected 60 in the five year supply is realistic. If it is, then we would
encourage reference to a minimum of 60 units in the policy.
Policy CA10 – The land use proposals for this site include 4,000 sqm of A1 and B1 uses. This is
a significant amount of floorspace for town centre uses outside of a town centre and therefore
we would recommend that scale and impact are appropriately considered in accordance with
the NPPF and other RBKC Local Plan Policies. Reference to the relevant town centre policies
may be appropriate here. It may also be appropriate to include some policy criteria to indicate
whether RBKC would entertain other A class uses on this site as part of the overall mix.
Policy CA10 - 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 ownership,
licenses and the link onto RBKC land on the northern bank of Chelsea Creek in order to deliver
this link. We would welcome some further text on this potential linkage within the policy or
supporting text.

15914657

CA10.2

Environment Agency Sound
(North London
Sustainable Places)

Sound

Effective

Sound

Consistent
with national
policy

Sound

Legally
compliant

Yes

Duty to
Cooperate

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

We support, our comments are very similar to CA9. We welcome the information provided on
page 101 'Site constraints' which identifies the flood zones, the requirement for FRA and
reducing surface water runoff rates to greenfield.
We recommend the same minor change as we've noted for CA9 site constraints as follows:
An undeveloped buffer of at least 10m incorporating intertidal terracing will be
required from the statutory flood defence line, to allow access for future flood
defence raising, maintenance and betterment in line with Thames Estuary 2100 Plan/Thames
River Basin Management Plan.
As a general point, site specific requirements for flood risk mitigation and design could have
informed the principles of policy CA10 to ensure implementation. However, we are pleased with
the level of information provided in Policy CE2 Flooding and hopefully this should provide a
clear steer as to what will be expected on individual sites using information from the SFRA.
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Agreed - suggest a minor amendment to the Examiner to remove Water Framework Directive and
replace with Thames Estuary 2100 plan

CA10 Site at Lots Road
User ID

Rep ID

Name

16064097

CA10.3

Lots Village Chelsea
(Formerly Cremorne
Residents'
Association of Lots
Village...

16625409

CA10.4

Catalyst Housing
Group

Positively
prepared

Sound

Justified

Sound

Effective

Sound

Consistent
with national
policy

Sound

Legally
compliant

Yes

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

The section of Chapter 9 headed SITE ALLOCATION CA10 : Site at Lots Road is particularly
problematic for the following reasons :1) Under Site Context it should say that the site is immediately adjacent to the Lots Village
Conservation Area.
2) The Site Allocation box should surely describe the proposed development â€“ about which
there has yet to be the public consultation event promised in Mr Egan's letter of 24th May
2016â€”as a business-led mixed use development with the site used primarily for B1 floor
space. This is because it is specified in the latest text of CHAPTER 31 that "Employment Zones
â€¦are commercial areas whose function is to accommodate a range of B class business types
which support the local and the wider economy" where "residential uses will only be permitted
when they can be shown to be necessary to enable a significant uplift in business floorspace
â€¦.. with no more residential floorspace being provided than that necessary to enable the uplift
â€¦ensuring that only a small proportion of the floorspace of a given site is residential."
3) Although the reference in the earlier 2016 version under the heading Land Use to "a
minimum of 120 residential units" has been deleted from this latest version of the text, the
reference (under the heading Principles) to "re-provision of existing commercial floorspace" has
only been replaced by the phrase "a minimum of 4000sq m of commercial floorspace (A1 and
B1)." This is simply inconsistent with the policy stated in Chapter 31 (as quoted above) because
4000sq m represents hardly any uplift as compared with the existing business floorspace on this
site which totals 3941sq m. A statement is therefore needed here that if a minimum of 55
residential units is intended then there will also need to be a significant uplift in B class
accommodation

Point 1 - Agreed, a proposed minor modification will be recommended.
Point 2 - The site allocation describes the land uses and quantum of development on the land in
Kensington and Chelsea with a number of guiding principles. Finer details on design will be
consulted upon when an planning application is submited. Kensington and Chelsea can only
allocate development on land within the borough boundary.
The existing uses at the site are as follows: 1,556 sqm of employment uses (B1 and B8), 2,250
sqm of retail/A1 (of which 1,879 sqm is an Auction House and 371sq m is Coulbournes) there is
135sqm of Sui Generis Car Pound Cabins. In addition, the allocation seeks to accomodate 55
extra care houses, whilst seeking to protect the auction house use (which makes an important
contribution to the chararcter of the Lots Road Place) as well as provide 4000sq m of commercial
floorspace. In order to address the concern regarding compliance with policy CF5, an amendment
to the policy is reccomended to the inspector that will make it clear that at least 2000 sqm of
commerical floorspace will be in an employment use (b1 or b8). This represents a 28.5% increase
on the existing emplyment floorspace, which constitutes a signifcant uplift. The proposed affordable
extra care housing on the site will meet an identified need within the Borough and meet the
corporate objectives of the Council (see Key Decision Report ref:KD04488/15/K/AB and RBKC,
Modernising Older People's Housing and Accomodation with Care Services Strategy , 2013). The
allocation meets the policy objective of CF5, protects an important auction house use and meets a
need for low cost extra care housing of which there is no provision in the south of the Borough.

Yes

Noted
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CV10 Vision for Portobello Road in 2028
User ID

Rep ID

5792513 CV10.1

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with
national policy

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Comment

Council's Response

This is wrongly labelled - it should omit reference to Notting Hill Gate

This comment relates to the response form not the text.

Chapter 10: Portobello

10.2 recommended modification to amend to: All Saints Road and Ladbroke Grove are
designated as Neighbourhood Centres in the London Plan.

10.2: Delete 10th bullet: "All Saints Road and Ladbroke Grove are designated a District
Centres in the London Plan" - this is factually incorrect.
In para 10.3 it looks as though the sentence Support the specialist and individual retail
functions of Portobello Road Ladbroke Grove, Westbourne Grove and All Saints Road
Improve legibility in the area is intended to be two separate bullet points.

16625409 CV10.2

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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10.3 recommended modification to amend Principles third bullet to two separate bullet
points, this is clear in the track changes version.

CV11 Vision for Notting Hill Gate in 2028
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CV11.1

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Para 11.2 refers to the Coronet Cinema and Theatre (now badged as the Print Room at the
Coronet).
Para 11.4 includes a bullet point Protect new small retail units from amalgamation. Why
only 'new' and not existing?
CV10: 2nd para, last line: Change "50s" to "60s" â€“ factual correction
Para 11.2: 2nd bullet: The developments (ie the buildings) were built in the 1960s.
Para 11.2: 3rd bullet refers to the Coronet Cinema and Theatre (now badged as the Print
Room at the Coronet).
Para 11.2: Change "and" to "an"

11.2 comment noted but no change required.
11.4 it is only possible to protect new small retail units from amalgamation (through a
planning condition) because amalgamation of existing units does not require planning
permission.
CV11 we have not seen any evidence to support the claim that these are 1960s
buildings, the road widening scheme was implemented in the late 1950s and the
Notting Hill Gate SPD refers to 1950s buildings so to make the proposed change would
be inconsistent and is considered unnecessary.
11.2 We cannot see where the and should be changed and think this comment relates
to 11.3 where it is recommended that this change is made to the fifth bullet point.

15818177 CV11.2

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

For the avoidance of doubt, these comments are submitted in relation to the Notting Hill
Comment on soundness noted.
Gate area and Policy CV11, which is chapter 11 in the Publication Policies Consultation
Document (Regulation 19). This chapter was separated from Portobello Road following the
Regulation 18 consultation.
As a highly sustainable town centre in the heart of the borough, Notting Hill Gate is of
strategic importance and must, therefore, be supported by a framework for growth that will
ensure it contributes meaningfully towards the borough's strategic objectives. In its current
drafting the policy and supporting text does not achieve this and is not effective in bringing
forward positive change; it is therefore considered to be unsound.

15818177 CV11.3a

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

The Notting Hill Gate SPD (NHG SPD) states that the underground station at Notting Hill
The reference to Notting Hill Gate's urban village feel reflects the views of local people,
Gate, which is in zone 1 of the tube network, serves 17 million people per year, making it
particularly residents of Hillgate Village.
third busiest station in the borough. The town centre is designated within the London Plan
as a District Centre where growth should be located. We therefore strongly object to the
sentence at 11.3 (fifth para) which states that there is an "'urban village' feel" that should be
preserved. This does not reflect the status of the centre nor does it set an appropriate tone
for its future development.

15818177 CV11.3b

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

The need for London, and in particular town centres with good transport connections such
as Notting Hill Gate, to deliver growth and respond to the pressure that a fast-growing
population exerts on a city is a clear objective of the Mayor of London. The need for
development to be intensified in these locations is well documented within the London Plan,
nevertheless the Mayor of London is seeking to strengthen this focus further when it is
revised next year. In order to be consistent with national policy and be positively prepared,
the draft Local Plan must reflect this objective and provide a framework for growth that will
deliver a step change in one of the most sustainable locations in the borough.
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This plan identifies and allocates a number of sites where significant development can
be accommodated. The Notting Hill Gate SPD sets out in more detail the Councils'
guidance in relation to this area and identifies a number of sites in Notting Hill Gate for
redevelopment or refurbishment.

CV11 Vision for Notting Hill Gate in 2028
User ID

Ref ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

15818177 CV11.3c

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

At paragraph 11.4 of the draft plan the supporting text states that a priority for Notting Hill
Gate is the refurbishment of Newcombe House and it refers to this option being identified in
the Notting Hill Gate Supplementary Planning Document [NHG SPD]. We strongly object to
this statement. Whilst the SPD does make reference to the refurbishment of the building as
an option, it in no way states that this as the preferred option. Refurbishment would only
serve to preserve a building which is acknowledged to be a past mistake, developed as a
slab type block in response to a 1950's road widening scheme

15818177 CV11.3d

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Furthermore, the reference to Newcombe Housing as an "eyesore" has been removed
from the draft policy. The Core Strategy first defined eyesores as buildings that, "because
of [their] scale, height or massing greatly disfigure the wider townscape, creating a very
unpleasant sight." There were two buildings identified, Newcombe House and the
Kensington Forum Hotel, both remain in place with no approved plans for redevelopment.
The buildings continue to deteriorate and the need to address their harmful impact on the
townscape and surrounding heritage assets continues to be of great importance.

The reference to Newcombe House being an eyesore was removed because the
'eyesore' policy was removed when Renewing the Legacy (conservation and design)
policies were reviewed in 2014. The reference in the place chapter was not removed at
that time because the chapter was not being reviewed. It has been removed from the
Notting Hill Gate chapter and the glossary in this review because the policy it related
no longer exists. It has been superseded.

15818177 CV11.3e

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Specifically in relation to Newcombe House, evidence has been prepared by Notting Hill
Gate KCS Ltd. as part of a recent planning application (ref: PP/15/07602), to demonstrate
the harm that would continue if the existing building was refurbished and extended rather
than redeveloped.

This planning application is the subject of a planning appeal the outcome of which is
awaited.

The report of Executive Director of Planning and Borough Development in relation to the
planning application confirmed that the demolition of the existing building would be
welcome as its current form "sits awkwardly" within the townscape, whilst the open space it
provides is "small, overshadowed and congested with pedestrians access the neighbouring
subway and station entrance, resulting in an unappealing street environmentThe poor
urban quality is matched by the rear of Newcombe House." Historic England agreed that
there is an "unsuccessful relationship between the building and street, [a] lack of
permeability and unwelcoming and unpleasant areas." They were also supportive of the
demolition of the existing building.

15818177 CV11.3f

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

However, for the plan to be effective in bringing this about, it must contain policies that are Noted
supportive of the site's redevelopment and that encourage a step change in quality. The
Local Plan has already been weakened in this regard (removal of Policy CL2 (c) during the
partial review in 2014) and therefore, support for the removal of eyesores should be
maintained in CV1 and Chapter 11 as a minimum. The NPPF is clear that the planning
system should do everything it can to support sustainable economic growth and that
planning should operate to encourage and not act as an impediment to growth.
The Local Plan's previous aspiration for Notting Hill Gate, for "exceptional design and
architectural quality, creating a 'wow factor' that excites and delights," has been removed
from the draft vision. However, the extensive consultation undertaken by Notting Hill Gate
KCS Ltd. in relation to its application for the redevelopment of Newcombe House, as well
as the comments received by the Council in relation to the planning application, have
highlighted that this objective continues to be shared by many stakeholders, local residents
and the Council's own planning officers. Its removal from the text is therefore unjustified.
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CV11 Vision for Notting Hill Gate in 2028
User ID

Ref ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

15818177 CV11.3g

Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

16625409 CV11.4

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

The chapter should be substantially redrafted before it can be considered sound. In
summary it must:
- recognise the need for highly sustainable locations to deliver growth and respond to the
pressure on the city;
- remove the objective to retain an urban village feel;
- identify Newcombe House as an eyesore;
- confirm the need for eyesores to be redeveloped and the mistakes of the 1950s to be
corrected;
- remove the reference to the refurbishment of Newcombe House being identified as an
appropriate option for the site; and
- confirm that new development should be exceptional

The Notting Hill Gate SPD has set out the Council's guidance in relation to Notting Hill
Gate, after extensive public consultation, this includes identifying refurbishment of
Newcombe House as an appropriate option for the site.
The Regulation 19 consultation text states 'the' rather than 'an', so we assume this is
the change requested. We recommend that 11.4 is amended 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 an appropriate option. All development in this borough is expected to
contribute positively to the borough's townscape and to be of the highest architectural
and urban design quality as set out in policies CL1 and CL2.

Yes
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CV12 Vision for Kensington High Street in 2028

User ID

Ref ID

Rep ID

5792513

CV12.1a

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with
national policy

Legally
compliant

Duty to Cooperate Comment

Council's Response

CV12 Para 1, Line 4: Add "businesses" after "residents"

(Point on CV12 para 1, Line 4) Agreed - it's important to make clear that businesses have an
important role to play in delivering the vision.

Para 2: Add at end: ", whilst maintaining the diversity of its offer."
(Point on diversity of the retail offer in the vision and at para 12.2) What came through clearly in
Para 12.2: 2nd bullet, line 7: Wholefoods' HQ store in Austin, Texas is largest by 1 sqft! - previous rounds of consultation was a widespread anxiety over decline in the High Street and a
factual inaccuracy!
loss of the diversity and quality in the retail offer when compared with the High Street's history of
independent shops and stalls (such as Kensington Market). Respondents often sought to resist a
Line 9: After "is" insert "the diversity of its retail offer and"
perceived increasing blandness of chain stores cropping up in the High Street. This fed into an
amended vision seeking to enhance the diversity and quality of the retail offer to address this
Para 12.2; 8th bullet: Add at the end:
issue. Given this context, it is therefore implicitly contradictory to then suggest that part of the
"However, on the south side of the street, upper-floor office uses provide valuable and
centre's strength is its retail offer. No change necessary.
affordable office floorspace for small firms which needs to be maintained."
(Para 12.2 2nd bullet) We have fact checked this with Whole Foods Market directly and they
Para 12.3 Principles:
have confirmed that this store is the largest in their portfolio. No change necessary.
7th bullet: After "Street" add "strictly limit on-street advertising,"
(Point on 12.2, 8th bullet) Bullet 3 of this section addresses offices in Kensington High Street in
Para 12.4: Priorities:
broad terms. The 5th bullet in Section 12.3 seeks to encourage new and extend existing offices
1st bullet: Add at the end: "Establish a new High Street partnership to coordinate its
on the High Street. The general approach to offices across the Borough is set out in Policy CF5,
development and management to maintain its competitive position."
which protects existing offices and permits new very small, small and medium sized offices
anywhere in the Borough. This adequately addresses the protection of offices on the south side
2nd bullet: There is a need to protect the retail offer and resist any further "food and
of HSK.
beverage" outlets. Add at the end: "and resisting further food and drink outlets."
(Point on 12.3, 7th bullet) Bullet 7 deals with the issue of on-street advertising in general terms in
seeking to reduce street clutter. Policy CR4 ensures that advertisements and signs are
carefully controlled to avoid clutter across the Borough including the High Street. The Council is
also looking at Article 4 Directions and Regulation 7 restrictions throughout the Borough to limit
advertisements (including on phone boxes). These policies and actions address the point and
therefore no additional wording required.

5792513

CV12.1b

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

4th bullet: Delete and rewrite as: "Reprovide a major replacement cinema on the Odeon
site 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"

(Point 12.4 1st bullet) This is certainly one option the Council is considering. We have historically
had a Town Centre Manager in post. The Council is committed to working with all stakeholders
to deliver a coherent vision for the High Street to maintain its competitive position and would not
want to limit possible options by being too prescriptive at this stage.
(Point on 12.4, 2nd bullet) The Arcade is designated primary frontage and our Borough wide
policy ensures that 80% remains in A1 use (see policy CF3). The general policy presumption is
against further food and drink outlet. Further text here is unnecessary.
(Point on 12.4, 4th bullet) This is set out in 12.5, 6th bullet and need not be repeated in priorities.

Para 12.5: 6th bullet: Add at the end: "and reanimating the space in front of the former
cinema entrance."

(Point on free Wi-Fi internet access on the High Street) There is already free Wi-Fi available on
Kensington High Street. No change necessary.
(Point on HSK specific shopfront guidance) The Royal Borough has a Shopfront Design
Guidelines SPD that provides sets out the fundamental considerations of shopfront design, the
desired outcomes sought by the Council and guidance on specific elements of shopfront design.
This is a comprehensive document, which covers all the elements of shopfront design that a
business owner on the High Street may need to know. Committing to a High Street Kensington
Specific document is therefore unnecessary.

16051009

CV12.2

Columbia
Threadneedle
Investments (sir/
madam )

12.4 Second Bullet amend as follows:
Ensure any that major proposals to redevelop High Street Kensington Station Arcade or
adjacent buildings investigate opportunities to secure improved station facilities, and
where appropriate, feasible and justified, deliver step-free access at High Street.
Kensington Station while also protecting the townscape and the retail offer.
This priority will only be justified and effective if it is applied fairly to major redevelopment
proposals i.e. those that may viably be able to contribute towards delivering step-free
access.
12.5 Third Bullet â€“ amend as follows: Where major re-development proposals come
forward on sites on or adjacent to at High Street Kensington Station, which provide a rare
chance to improve access to the station platforms below, the Council will take every
opportunity, in collaboration with TfL and the landowner, to fund and deliver step free
access and improve station facilities during the course of that scheme, supported through
section 106 agreements and CIL in accordance with relevant legislation and guidance.
Again, for this priority to be deliverable and effective, it should apply to major
redevelopment proposals, and negotiation around funding mechanisms should be
embedded in national legislation and guidance on the application of planning obligations
and CIL.

(Point on 12.4, 2nd bullet) Agreed - we will propose an amendment to clarify that this will only
relate to major development.

Chapter 12 Kensington High Street
TfL CD notes the references to proposals to redevelop High Street Kensington Station
Arcade throughout this chapter but wish to highlight that there are currently no plans to
redevelop this site.

Noted - no change necessary.

16056385

CV12.3

TFL (Transport for
London) (Rebecca
Sladen )

16625409

CV12.4

Catalyst Housing Group Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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Point on 12.5, 3rd bullet) Agreed - as above we will make amendments to clarify that
improvements to High Street Kensington Station and step free access will only relate to major
development.

Vision CV13 Vision for Knightsbridge in 2028
User ID

Ref ID

16018625 CV13.1a

Rep ID

Positively
prepared

Carraig Investments Unsound
Sarl

Justified

Effective

Consistent
with national
policy

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

We note the retention of a social and community use in the former fire station is a priority
(Paragraph 13.4). The existing use, as a vacant (since 2014) fire station, is not considered
worthy of protection on account that it is not a typical 'social and community use'.

30.3.4 of Chapter 30 Keeping Life Local defines 'Metropolitan Police and other
emergency service facilities' as social and community uses so policy CK1 would apply.
This provides sufficient flexibility so the requested change has not been made.

The site itself was never used by the local community â€“ 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).

16018625 CV13.1b

Carraig Investments Unsound
Sarl

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

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.

16018625 CV13.1c

Carraig Investments Unsound
Sarl

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

The fire station has been subject to a recent planning permission (ref. 16/06795 amended by
ref. PP/16/08695) whereby consent has been granted for a period until 2020 for use as site
accommodation for the adjacent development site. The acceptability of this proposal
demonstrates that the fire station can accommodate other uses appropriately. On expiry of
the temporary permission, the fire station site will become vacant again, making no
contribution to the vitality or vibrancy of the local area. A long term viable use is needed for
the fire station building and in our view this is for retail or office use. An exception to policy is
needed in this case to reflect the previous unique use of the site and the special
circumstances that exist.
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'.
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The development of the Fire Station site would be examined on its own merits and in
view of the policy protection afforded by Policy CK1 which protects social and
community floorspace. The existing floorspace falls within this use. Any reuse of the
building for other uses would be considered on their own merits at the appropriate
time.

CV14 Vision for South Kensington in 2028
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CV14.1a

Rep ID

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

No

Para 14.2: Context:

14.4 this text is describing the context of Albertopolis rather than where the plan's
policies apply. The second bullet makes it clear that the area recognised as South
Kensington extends into the City of Westminster, so these changes are not considered
necessary.

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.
Proposal: Delete "Ismaili Centre' from line 5 and in line 3 insert "and the Ismaili Centre in
the Royal Borough, and" after "Science Museum" and
after "Goethe Institute" in line 5 insert: "in the City of Westminster"

14.2 recommended modification: the fifth bullet point amended to refer to South
Kensington as a district centre, because this bullet point is describing the nature of the
town centre.

Fourth Bullet: South Kensington's role as a district centre needs to be mentioned here â€“ it
would be its first mention
Proposal: Line 2: After "institutions" add ", is a centre recognised in the London Plan as a
district centre"
5792513 CV14.1b

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

Fifth Bullet: This is where it should mention the increasing domination of the food and
beverage offer, not just a matter of concern among residents but a finding of fact in TfL's
South Kensington Station: Future Retail Strategy, September 2016. This is in direct conflict
with the headline policy of Policy CF3, which deals with the need for a diverse retail offer
and avoiding dominance by non-retail town centre uses. The strong concern of residents is
that there are too many retail units now serving food and beverage to visitors, and too few
shops and local services.

14.2 proposed modification: "South Kensington District Centre south of Cromwell Road
has many small shops and Bute Street Farmers' Market that give it a village character
much valued by local residents. However, 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. ” Expressing the views of some local residents in
the Plan is not considered appropriate but rather statements of fact should be relied on.
The TfL retail strategy report was prepared specifically to support further retail uses at
the South Kensington station itself and it should be read in this light.

Proposal: 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."

5792513 CV14.1c

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

14.4 Priorities:
First Bullet: Expand by adding 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)

14.4 the current text 'protect and increase A1 retail ' is positively worded and the
proposed amendment is not considered appropriate.

14.5 Delivery:

14.6 These studies were produced to support a planning application so it is not
appropriate to include references to them in a planning policy document.

Proposals:
Third Bullet: Line 2 after "step-free access" add "to the Circle and District Lines by 2022
and to the Piccadilly Line by 2025"

14.5 Our Transport Department have confirmed the correct dates are 2022 and 2026
respectively so this modification is proposed.

14.3 Principles, these bullet points are not in any order.
The third bullet point was in the draft consultation so to remove it now would not be
appropriate.

14.6 References:
Proposal: Add
TfL, South Kensington Station: Future Retail Study, September 2016
TfL, Development Brief for South Kensington Station, November 201614.3 Principles:
This still has too much emphasis on the "cultural quarter" - bullets 1, 2, 3 and 4.
Proposal:
Third Bullet: Delete â€“ this not an overarching aim.
Sixth Bullet: Promote this to second bullet
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CV14 Vision for South Kensington in 2028
User ID

Ref ID

8516801 CV14.2a

Rep ID

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Unsound

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Despite everything that this Association, along with the other local Associations, have
explained to RBKC in the previous consultations; there is still no recognition that the "local
facilities" enjoyed by the residents in previous years have been systematically destroyed by
the increase in food and beverage outlets which mainly benefit the visitors at the expense
of the Museums' and Institutions' own food and beverage facilities, and at the expense of
the local residents who are now unable to shop locally for clothing and hardware.

14.2 recommended modification: "South Kensington District Centre south of Cromwell
Road is noted for its many small shops and Bute Street Farmers' Market that give a
village character much valued by local residents. However, over the last ten years the
area to the north of the station has become increasingly dominated by food and
beverage outlets catering predominantly for visitors.”

The Council is not able to control the mix of shopping provided in the centre so the
CV14 needs to be changed to show that by 2028 things will have improved in that South
requested change to the vision is not considered appropriate.
Kensington District Centre will have re focused from Food and Beverage outlets to provide
instead a good mix of shopping for the local residents.
14.5 sixth bullet point is not new at the publication consultation stage, it appeared in
the draft policy regulation 18 consultation. However, at the publication stage new text
Further under 14.5 the 6th bullet point starting: ' The Council will work with the
'preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the conservation areas and the
Institutions..............' this is an entirely new suggestion, which did not appear in the
setting of' was added. This text explicitly recognises the ambitions of the institutions
consultation document. As an idea it should be removed. This Association along with the
and the need to preserve or enhance, it does not provide carte blanche for the sort of
other local Associations has objected strongly to the local institutions (currently housed in
advertising the Association is concerned about.
iconic listed buildings) from defacing those buildings with advertising material. These listed
buildings should not be draped or covered or illuminated by advertising matter.

8516801 CV14.2b

14505537 CV14.3

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Savills (Aimee
Squires)

Unsound

In the same paragraph 14.5 the 8th bullet point starting ' South Kensington will be at the
The Council does not have any plans for more Quietways in the area so this point has
heart of the Councils Cycle Quietways programme..............' This Association has
been removed.
continually pointed out to the Council, that this area is not suitable for more quietways.
There has been no attempt by the Council to take our residents worries about these
quietways into consideration. We certainly do not want to become a centre of quietways, as
we have explained on many occasions. The Council has already introduced numerous
Quietways in order to satisfy The Mayor of London, we do not want any more. This bullet
point should be removed entirely.

Chapter 13 Brompton Cross (page 253 of the Publication Policies)
We disagree with the Council's decision to omit the chapter on Brompton Cross. Brompton
Cross should continue to be promoted as a high quality and specialist boutique retail centre
with international appeal. We believe that there continues to be opportunities for high
quality development within this area which will promote this part of Kensington and Chelsea
as a world class shopping destination within London and on an international scale.
Retaining the chapter on Brompton Cross will secure and promote the area's uniqueness
and contribute to the Borough's economy and overall vitality. The reinstated Brompton
Cross chapter should focus on continuing to promote Brompton Cross as a world renowned
shopping area of exceptional high quality. The vision for Brompton Cross should include
references to continually promoting international and boutique retailers, captivating high
quality character, improving pedestrian links, promoting public ream improvements and
limiting vacancies within buildings.
The Brompton Cross policy should includes references to strengthening the world class
identify of the area, protecting high quality retail opportunities and improving connectivity to
surrounding landmarks and community facilities.
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Brompton Cross is referred to in the South Kensington Chapter and shown on the key
issues and opportunities map which includes improving pedestrian links from South
Kensington to Brompton Cross. Not having a separate chapter will not prevent
Brompton Cross continuing to develop as a high quality retail centre, and the Council is
not able to limit vacancies within buildings.

CV14 Vision for South Kensington in 2028
User ID

Ref ID

14516225 CV14.4a

Rep ID

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Unsound

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Support the changes, the bullet points under the heading public realm should include
No change, the layout of Exhibition Road will not come under review within the horizon
reference to Exhibition Road. "Maintain a high quality public realm to ensure the area is
of the plan.
accessible and attractive to residents and visitors, students and workers" is included as a
principle but not adequately reflected in the priorities for the public realm. Exhibition Road is
the key part of the public realm for visitors and students and the main route for visitors to
the museums, Royal Albert Hall (in Westminster). It is also a flagship piece of public realm
for the Royal Borough: the Exhibition Road redevelopment is described in Chapter 33 as a
prime example of the Council's innovative approach to creating an engaging public realm.
Signage and wayfinding are not sufficient for this priority area.
While the investment has significantly improved Exhibition Road, 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. Five years on
patterns of use continue to evolve. Visitors, staff, students and residents still frequently
raise concerns about pedestrian safety. Further measures to improve pedestrian safety
should be supported.
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CV14 Vision for South Kensington in 2028
User ID

Ref ID

14516225 CV14.4b

Rep ID

Positively
prepared

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Unsound

Comment

Council's Response

The public realm in and around the Strategic Cultural Area requires spaces for delight, and
interaction, as well as places for respite, with an ease of movement into and across the
entire quarter. 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,
installations and activities in relevant to the Strategic Cultural Area."

14.4 proposed modification: "enhance sense of place through high-quality, innovative
and inspiring events, installations and activities in relevant to the Strategic Cultural
Area in Exhibition Road."
14.5 Delivery, the proposed change is not something the Council is prepared to
commit to at this stage.

Delivery: AMENDMENT IN BOLD "The Council will investigate the possibilities for the
installation of temporary outdoor exhibitions by the museums and other institutions within
Map changes are proposed as identified however the map is indicative it is not
the South Kensington Cultural Quarter."
intended to show the precise position of individual college buildings just broad
ADD:
locations,
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.

14516225 CV14.4c

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

16056385 CV14.5

TFL (Transport for
London) (Rebecca
Sladen )

16625409 CV14.6

Catalyst Housing
Group

Vision: Appreciate the amendment to include world-class, and reference to South
The vision for South Kensington is concerned with the two identities of South
Kensington's national or international reputation. It is not just the reputation that matters
Kensington as a Strategic Cultural Area and a District Centre. It is not clear what
and needs to be protected and enhanced, but the significance â€“ the public benefit through change, if any, is being requested since the vision does not mention reputation.
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.

Unsound

Chapter 14 South Kensington
TfL CD supports the aspirations of the Council to ensure that the day-to-day needs of the
local residents continue to be met by the South Kensington District Centre.
However, it is felt that the proposed wording relating to the increase in retail provision as
part of the South Kensington Station improvement works lacks clarity. It is therefore
proposed that the wording in Paragraph 14.4 is amended as follows:
"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"
TfL CD also supports the improvement of facilities at South Kensington Station to provide a
better sense of arrival. However, it is felt that the existing wording relating the reinstatement
of the historic shop fronts and entrances to the flats above lacks flexibility required to
ensure that future development is both viable and practicable. To address it is proposed
that the wording of paragraph 14.4 is amended as follows:
"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"

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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It is not clear that retail units can be successfully reinstated along the southern side of
Pelham Street so this requested change has not been made. There is considerable
local concern about loss of the front doors onto Thurloe Street for the buildings above
so this change is not considered appropriate.

CA11 Harrington Road
User ID

Ref ID

16625409 CA11.1

Rep ID

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with national
policy

Legally compliant

Duty to Cooperate Comment

Council's Response

Catalyst Housing Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Noted.
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CV15 Vision for Sloane Square/King’s Road
User ID

Ref ID

11609921 CV15.1

Rep ID

London
Borough of
Hammersmi
th and
Fulham
(David
Gawthorpe)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
with national
policy

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Crossrail 2 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. 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 this year (e.g.. Policies CV1, CV14
and CT2).

The vision for Kings Road gives an accurate reflection of the Royal Borough's
strategy, aims and objectives for improving identified places in Kensington and
Chelsea. The Council supports the provision of a Crossrail 2 Station on the King's
Road and it is right that this is set out in an aspirational vision. The nature such
aspirations are that it possible that not all aspirations are delivered within the plan
period but it does preclude the Council setting out its preferred direction of travel in a
vision. We appreciate the LBHF take a differing view on the proposed location for any
forthcoming Crossrail 2 station.

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

16624673 CV15.2

Institute of
Cancer
Research
(Sir Madam)

Comments on Regulation 19 Consultation
The ICR is generally supportive of the emerging Local Plan Publication Policies although
has a few comments on the current document which are set out in further detail below.
There is a small error in relation to the ICR (and Royal Marsden), which states "The Royal
Brompton Hospital with the Royal Marsden and the Institute of Cancer Research form an
internationally recognised centre of excellence in the treatment of heart and lung disease"
(page 130). This should, however, be corrected to refer to the 'research and treatment of
cancer'.
In addition, the document makes reference to hospitals within the Borough being protected
(policy CK1) but there are no specific proposals to strengthen this policy or link it
specifically to existing hospitals or centres of medical excellence and research, which
would be welcomed.
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.
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Minor modification: The text relating to the ICR has been has been amended as
follows:
The Royal Brompton Hospital with the Royal Marsden and the Institute of Cancer
Research Imperial Cancer Research Institute form an internationally recognised centre
of excellence in the research and treatment of heart and lung disease and cancer.
(Point on Policy CK1) Policy CK1 does not form part of this Partial Review. The policy
outlines strict protections for social and community uses across the Borough including
hospitals. The policy covers all such medical uses and therefore it is unnecessary and
indeed may be counter-productive to list medical facilities within the borough as these
may be subject to change over time.

CA12 Chelsea Farmers’ Market
User ID

Rep Ref

16625409 CA12.1

Rep ID

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with national Legally compliant
policy

Duty to Cooperate

Catalyst Housing Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

Noted
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Chapter 28: Proposals Map
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 PM.1

12159201 PM.2

16625409 PM.3

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
with national
policy

Legally
compliant

Kensington
Society
(Michael
Bach)
Historic
England
(Katharine
Fletcher)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Catalyst
Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Duty to Cooperate

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

This needs careful scrutiny - further changes may be needed, but can be left open for
incorporating further proposals. For example, if the Newcombe House appeal were
allowed then a major GP practice/hub could fill the gap in the middle of the Borough.

Noted

As a general comment, it is important that heritage assets are clearly identified both on Comments noted. Archaeological Priority Areas (APAs) have been introduced on the
the Policies Map (where possible) and for specific site allocations. In this respect, we
Proposals Map.
request that you check for consistency across the local plan documents and policies. In
particular, we note that the Archaeological Priority Areas (APAs) are not always
highlighted in the specific site allocations’ ‘constraints’ sections. This will be an
important place to flag APAs so that policy CL4 can be effectively applied.
Noted.
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C1 Infrastructure Delivery and Planning Contributions
User ID

Ref ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with
national policy

Legally compliant Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

5792513 C1.1

Kensington
Society
(Michael
Bach)

Infrastructure and Planning Contributions

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
Paragraph 29.2.4 deals only very briefly with Neighbourhood CIL (with reference to the 15% charging schedule, CIL regulation 123 List and Planning Obligations SPD. The
and 25% elements relegated to a footnote). With two neighbourhood plans in the Borough, Planning Obligations SPD will be revised to reflect the Council's approach to operating
the future allocation of the 25% element will become an issue of growing importance to
both CIL and S106 in accordance with regulations.
local residents as CIL receipts accrue (assuming the CIL regime or an equivalent remains
in place).
The National Planning Practice Guidance requires local planning authorities to consult
local communities on how to spend 15% of CIL revenues arising from development that
DCLG Planning Practice Guidance states: The use of neighbourhood funds should
takes place in their area. Where a neighbourhood plan has been made the requirement
therefore match priorities expressed by local communities, including priorities set out
applies to 25% of CIL revenues arising from development that takes place in that area
formally in neighbourhood plans. 'Matching priorities' implies a more significant influence by (paragraphs 072 and Figure: Relationship between the levy and neighbourhood plans
local communities on the allocation of these funds than merely being 'consulted on'. RBKC in England).
has yet to yet to consult with local people on arrangements for the allocation of NCIL, in
terms of the 15% and 25% elements. Other Boroughs are more advanced in this respect.
CIL and Neighbourhood CIL allocation and spending arrangements sit outside of the
Local Plan Partial Review Policy which sets out high level principles of the seeking
Expenditure of the neighbourhood element of CIL is not limited to infrastructure projects. As planning contributions.
stated in PPG, Areas could use some of the neighbourhood pot to develop a
neighbourhood plan where it would support development by addressing the demands that The Council is setting up Neighbourhood CIL governance arrangements to engage with
development places on the area. Paragraph: 072 Reference ID: 25-072-20140612.
communities where development has taken place on how best to spend the
Neighbourhood CIL in their area. RBKC Policy and Partnerships operate a ward
This section of the Local Plan would benefit from a fuller explanation of the neighbourhood funding model, City Living Local Life, which could provide a suitable framework for
element of CIL, preferably in a paragraph with a separate heading. Policy C1 as currently
engaging local communities on the neighbourhood CIL. Details of governance
drafted seems inadequate in making no mention of Neighbourhood CIL.
arrangements for neighbourhood CIL will be published in due course. The footnote to
paragraph 29.2.4 provides an appropriate level of detail of the neighbourhood
proportion.

6478913 C1.2

Kensington
and Chelsea
Social
Council
(Siobhan
Sollis)

Under 'Infrastructure Requirements and Delivery': we oppose taking out the wording 'social, Policy C1 seeks to set a high level approach to seeking planning contributions through
physical, green or environmental'. For what reason has this been removed? What
the use of S106 and Community Infrastructure Levy, the details of which are contained
reassurance is provided within the strategy that these things will still be prioritised?
in the Planning Obligations SPD, CIL Charging Schedule and CIL Regulation 123 List.
Paragraph 29.2.6 of the LPPR, whilst not exhaustive, indicates a range of social,
physical, green and environmental items which planning contribution measures may
include.
The CIL Regulation 123 List contains a list of items that the Council will seek CIL
towards. This also includes a range of infrastructure types. The CIL R123 list is
informed by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which is established through working in
partnership with providers of social, physical and green infrastructure.
Where an item of infrastructure (whether social, physical, green or environmental) that
is specifically required to make a development acceptable (subject to the S106 tests
and pooling restrictions) or on-item provision of infrastructure is required in accordance
with the development plan, these will continue to be sought.

6508993 C1.3

St Quintin
Unsound
and
Woodlands
Neighbourho
od Forum
(Henry
Peterson)

Unsound

Unsound

No

Policy C1 makes no mention of Neighbourhood CIL. The preceding section of justification
refers to the 15% and 25% element of Neighbourhood CIL only in a footnote, and does not
explain how such funds will be consulted on prior to allocation.

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.

Planning Practice Guidance Paragraph: 072 Reference ID: 25-072-20140612 sets out the
arrangements for the neighbourhood element of CIL. This includes the fact that this element
can be spent on matters other than infrastructure.
The National Planning Practice Guidance requires local planning authorities to consult
local communities on how to spend 15% of CIL revenues arising from development that
Paragraph: 073 Reference ID: 25-073-20140612 states
takes place in their area. Where a neighbourhood plan has been made the requirement
'If there is no parish, town or community council, the charging authority will retain the levy
applies to 25% of CIL revenues arising from development that takes place in that area
receipts but should engage with the communities where development has taken place and (paragraphs 072 and Figure relationship between the levy and neighbourhood plans in
agree with them how best to spend the neighbourhood funding. Charging authorities should England).
set out clearly and transparently their approach to engaging with neighbourhoods using
their regular communication tools e.g. website, newsletters, etc. The use of neighbourhood CIL and Neighbourhood CIL allocation and spending arrangements sit outside of the
funds should therefore match priorities expressed by local communities, including priorities Local Plan Partial Review Policy which sets out high level principles of the seeking
set out formally in neighbourhood plans.'
planning contributions.
With two neighbourhood plans in the borough (one 'made' and the second successful at
referendum but awaiting the outcome of a JR application) the Local Plan should set out full
information on how the neighbourhood element of CIL is to be handled.
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The Council is setting up Neighbourhood CIL governance arrangements to engage with
communities where development has taken place on how best to spend the
Neighbourhood CIL in their area. RBKC Policy and Partnerships operate a ward
funding model, City Living Local Life, which could provide a suitable framework for
engaging local communities on the neighbourhood CIL. Details of governance
arrangements for neighbourhood CIL will be published in due course. The footnote to
paragraph 29.2.4 provides an appropriate level of detail of the neighbourhood
proportion.

C1 Infrastructure Delivery and Planning Contributions
User ID

Ref ID

16625409 C1.4

16049505 C1.5

16625313 C1.6

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with
national policy

Legally compliant Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Catalyst
Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Comments in relation to the Infrastructure Schedule:
The text notes that the following items of infrastructure are required to support the
redevelopment of Wornington Green:
- Improvements to eleven bus stops which is likely to cost Â£100,000
- Reconnection of Portobello Road and Wornington Road to Ladbroke Grove
- Education facilities â€“ to be confirmed
- Reinstatement of an improved Athlone Gardens and Venture Centre, Play space and play
equipment, Community Hall/youth facility and walking, cycling and public realm
improvements
- Healthcare facilities

The infrastructure schedule has been prepared working with physical, social and green
infrastructure providers to establish items in the schedule. 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.

Should a new application be submitted for Phase 3, it should be noted that the items of
infrastructure specified above will need to be subject to viability testing and pass the test
sets out in the CIL Regulations.

The Council notes this comment and recognises that the infrastructure requirements
and details will need to be kept up to date and that viability will be a material
consideration at the planning application stage.

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 240 relate the Westway sports centre as
follows:
Environment, Leisure and Residents Services - Westway Sports Centre â€“ Sports
Provision
To improve sports/leisure provision for a growing population and re-provide
pitches lost at the Kensington Academy - Provide additional sports pitches,
extension to Climbing Centre, sports hall and improved riding arena.
AND
To improve sports/leisure provision for a growing population and re-provide
pitches lost at the Kensington Academy - New youth activity area (outdoor or
indoor)
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. Infrastructure Schedule
The February 2017 Local Infrastructure Delivery Plan Update contains two entries
on p.80 that are identical to the schedule in chapter 37. The Trust request that the
changes proposed to Chapter 37 wording are repeated here. Conclusion
In conclusion, the Trust respectively request that the Plan be amended in the
manner suggested and the opportunity is taken to provide a policy framework
which will enable the Trust to explore the delivery of enhanced sport provision as
part of a wider mixed use development and in so doing deliver other significant
environmental, social and economic benefits to the Trust's estate and the wider
area.
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.

The infrastructure schedule has been prepared working with physical, social and green
infrastructure providers to establish items in the schedule. 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.

Comments in relation to the Infrastructure Schedule
The text notes that the following items of infrastructure are required to support the
redevelopment of Wornington Green:
ï‚¾ Improvements to eleven bus stops which is likely to cost Â£100,000
ï‚¾ Reconnection of Portobello Road and Wornington Road to Ladbroke Grove
ï‚¾ Education facilities â€“ to be confirmed
ï‚¾ Reinstatement of an improved Athlone Gardens and Venture Centre, Play space and
play equipment, Community Hall/youth facility and walking, cycling and public realm
improvements
ï‚¾ Healthcare facilities

Infrastructure Schedule:

Tibbalds
Planning and
Urban Design
Ltd (Mike
Bottomley)

CBRE
(Jennifer Liu)

Yes

The Council has clarified that outdoor sports pitches would be required through
proposed minor modifications. This is to reflect that outdoor pitches have been lost at
Kensington Leisure Centre and that ELRS (Leisure Department) are seeking for the
same type of re-provision to be made.

The infrastructure schedule has been prepared working with physical, social and green
infrastructure providers to establish items in the schedule. 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 Council notes this comment and recognises that the infrastructure requirements
and details will need to be kept up to date and that viability will be a material
consideration at the planning application stage.

Should a new application be submitted for Phase 3, it should be noted that the items of
infrastructure specified above will need to be subject to viability testing and pass the test
Parking standards are not being reviewed.
sets out in the CIL Regulations.
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. In order to ensure that the policy is effective in the context of
NPPF paragraph 182, CHG consider 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 necessary.
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C2 Planning Enforcement
User ID

Rep ID

16625409 C2.1

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with
national policy

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

Noted.
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CF1 Location of New Shop Uses
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CF1.1a

Name

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

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 higher-order centres.

The Publication Policies iteration of the local plan removed the “service retail
frontage” of the South Kensington.

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)

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.
Policy CF3 sets out what the Council considers to be the appropriate mix of shop/ non
shop uses which will be permitted within different parts of the Borough’s town centres.
This helps ensure that these primary shopping areas continue to retain a high
proportion of shops, with the secondary areas allowing greater diversity.

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 However, the Council does recognise that changes of use from a shop to a bank or an
less than 80% of the frontages in A1 retail use.
estate agent do not require planning permission. If this becomes problematical and
starts causing a significant erosion of the borough’s centres the Council does have
There are growing concentrations of estate agents in secondary frontages in Notting Hill
the option of making an Article 4 direction to require planning permission for such a
Gate, Kensington Church Street (north and on the bend) and Harrington Road, and in
change of use. The use of an Article 4 direction is not the subject of this Local Plan
Holland Park Avenue and Ladbroke Grove neighbourhood centre.
Partial Review.
There are also growing concentrations of A3 uses in secondary retail frontages, such as in
the western part of Brompton Road

5792513 CF1.1b

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Diversity in Secondary Retail Frontages: The Society is opposed to a further dilution of the
retail mix in secondary frontages by reducing the minimum proportion of A1 retail from 66%
to 50%. This would be particularly damaging in frontages already affected by growing
concentrations of A2 and A3 uses. In the Abingdon Road and Earl's Court Road secondary
frontages back offices of travel agents have resulted in the loss of shops and the creation
of blank frontages.

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.

Proposed Changes:
The Council notes that there is concern about the proliferation of A2 uses throughout
the Borough. Given that changes of use from A1 to A2 no longer required planning
permission, the only method to stop further growth of this sector would be through an
Article 4 direction. The appropriateness, or otherwise, of such a direction is not the
Line 6: Add: "The Council will, however, need to control excessive concentrations of A2
subject of the Local Plan and there is nothing in the Local Plan that would preclude
uses (including banks and estate agents) and A3 uses (cafes and restaurants) where these such an approach.
significantly reduce the retail function of town centre retail frontages."
Para 31.3.41 of the Local Plan is explicit in noting that as a “town centre use”, offices
This is already a problem in:
are subject to the requirements of the NPPG.
- primary retail frontages: Kensington High Street (banks and building societies and
cafes/restaurants), and Fulham Road (cafes and restaurants)
The reference to a new centre within the Earl’s Court OA has been reinstated. This is
- secondary retail frontages: Knightsbridge/Brompton Road (cafes and restaurants), Notting intended to recognise that whilst construction is underway it is not complete. As such
Hill Gate, Kensington Church Street (north and south) and Harrington Road (estate agents) a policy which supports a new centre, but only one which is a scale supporting day-to- neighbourhood centres: Gloucester Road North, Holland Park Avenue, Ladbroke Grove
day needs, remains appropriate.
and Old Brompton Road West (both estate agents) â€“ these do not "meet the day-to-day
needs" of those living in the area (see 31.3.13)
Support for re-designation of the existing Earl’s Court Road town centre as a District
Centre, to ensure consistency with the London Plan.
31.2.2 Line 1: Reinstate "large-scale offices" “ conformity with "town centres first" required
by NPPF and endorsed in 31.3.4
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CF1 Location of New Shop Uses
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CF1.1c

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Comment

Council's Response

CF1(d) Support deletion of support for a new centre in Earl's Court/West Kensington
Opportunity Area

Support for designation of new neighbourhood centres noted.
Support for explicit recognition that all designated centres are “key shopping areas”
noted.

CF1(d) Support deletion of support for a new centre in Earl's Court/West Kensington
Opportunity Area
31.3.10 et al Support reinstatement of Earl's Court Road as a district centre
31.3.15 Support changes to neighbourhood centres
31.3.17 Support this new designation
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

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.

Policy CF1(b) Line 2: Reinstate "higher-order"
This appears to endorse retail units of 400sqm or more in neighbourhood centres.
However, there are no proposed higher-order town centres!
Chapter 42: Town Centre Maps
Support Changes to:
Kensington High Street: Primary and Secondary Retail 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
16625409 CF1.2

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Noted.

Yes
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CF2 Retail Development within Town Centres
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CF2.1

16094945 CF2.2

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
with national
policy

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

JE Bianco

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

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
I fear the focus of too many shops will precisely the destroy the town within the city feel
that Kensington possesses. I don't particularly fancy a Zara in my main road. I'm happy
with a post office, GP and a cash machine.

Para 31.3.28 and 31.3.30 note that an over concentration of restaurants and of estate
agents can harm the function of an area. The very purpose of CF3 is to stop this over
concentration.
Comment noted. The planning system does not allow a LPA to specify the occupier
within a particular retail unit. This is not development which would require planning
permission.
The Council does not seek the provision of "too many shops." To the contrary the
Council's policies are informed by the Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment, a
document which predicts the future need or retail floorspace over time. It suggest that
until 2023 there is little need for additional comparison retail floorspace. This is
reflected within Policy CP1 which seeks the provision of only 9.700 sq m of retail
floorspace over this time.
The delivery of new retail floorspace over time would appear to chime with the findings
of this report. Only 3,258 sq m of A1 floorspace has been provided across the entire
borough between 2009 and 2016. This is less than 1% of all the comparison retail
floorspace within the Borough’s larger centres. (368,290 sq m)

16625409 CF2.3

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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CF3 Diversity of uses within Town Centres
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CF3.1a

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Comment

Council's Response

Diversity within Town Centres

The Council notes that it is the glossary to the NPPF which sets out what the
government considers to be “town centre uses”. The Council also notes that the NPPF
is policy and not guidance. The paragraph has been amended accordingly.

31.3.24 Change to: "The Glossary to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) lists
the main town centre uses
NB: NPPF is policy, not guidance!!
Delete third sentence: This would encourage the conversion of upper floor offices to
housing within the Borough's higher order centres. This is contrary to Policy CF5 on this
Local Plan
31.3.30 The concentration 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.

Paragraph 31.3.24 explains what may be appropriate town centre uses. This reflects
the guidance within the NPPF that housing may be such a use. However, Policy CF5
is clear that the loss of offices within town centres (as well as elsewhere) will be
resisted. Policy CF5 is also clear in supporting the creation of new office uses within
town centres. However, it will not be appropriate to resist the creation of housing within
town centres. Both the NPPF and the London Plan are clear that highly accessible
town centre locations have an important role to play in housing delivery. The Council
concurs with this view, when not at the expense of commercial town centre uses.
The Council notes that there is concern about the proliferation of A2 uses throughout
the Borough, and not merely to Notting Hill Gate. This is reflected by para 31.3.30.

Line 2: Delete "Notting Hill Gate" add "parts of several higher order centres, such as Notting Given that changes of use from A1 to A2 no longer required planning permission, the
Hill Gate, Kensington Church Street, Harrington Road, as well as some neighbourhood
only method to stop further growth of this sector would be through an Article 4
centres, such as Holland Park Avenue and Ladbroke Grove."
direction. The appropriateness, or otherwise, of such a direction is not the subject of
the Local Plan and there is nothing in the Local Plan that would preclude such an
31.3.31 South Kensington: The Kensington Society strongly supports the deletion of this
approach.
paragraph
Support for removal of the “service retail frontage” with South Kensington noted.

5792513 CF3.1b

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

The Core Strategy already encouraged the change of use of shops (A1) to "food and
beverage" uses that catered almost entirely to 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.
Policy CF3: Diversity of Use in Town Centres

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. It should be
noted that the expectation is that 50% of secondary frontages of the larger centres will
remain in shop uses.

CF3(b)(i) The Kensington Society strongly objects to the reduction in the minimum
percentage of ground floor units remaining in shop (A1) uses from 66% to 50% in any
relevant street frontage. This reduction in the proportion of A1 uses would encourage
greater, even excessive concentrations of A2 uses (especially estate agents) and A3 (cafes
and restaurants).

Support for policy to protect shop uses above and below floor level with town centres,
unless loss will not harm the essential shopping character of the centre. The Council
does not recognise that the policy is not being implemented as intended. There is no
evidence within the Council’s Monitoring Reports of unbridled loss of commercial uses
to residential in such locations.

Action: retain 66 per cent

Paragraph 31.3.24 explains what may be appropriate town centre uses. This reflects
the guidance within the NPPF that housing may be such a use. However, Policy CF5
CF3(b)(ii) as above - retain 66%
is clear that the loss of offices within town centres (as well as elsewhere) will be
resisted. Policy CF5 is also clear in supporting the creation of new office uses within
CF3(c) The Kensington Society strongly supports the deletion of this policy.
town centres. However, it will not be appropriate to resist the creation of housing within
town centres. Both the NPPF and the London Plan are clear that highly accessible
CF3(e) The Kensington Society strongly supports this policy but is concerned that this is not town centre locations have an important role to play in housing delivery. The Council
being implemented, such as estate agents in the Holland Park Avenue, Ladbroke Grove
concurs with this view, when not at the expense of commercial town centre uses.
and Gloucester Road North neighbourhood centres, and perhaps others.
Given that changes of use from A1 to A2 no longer require planning permission, the
only method to stop further growth of this sector would be through an Article 4
direction. The appropriateness, or otherwise, of such a direction is not the subject of
the Local Plan and there is nothing in the Local Plan that would preclude such an
approach.
8516801 CF3.2

Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

Unsound

The Onslow Neighbourhood Association has repeatedly stressed throughout the
consultation process that the South Kensington District Centre is now over supplied with
cafes, fast food take aways, restaurants, at the expense of ordinary shops selling things
that residents need, thus the South Kensington District Centre needs individual protection
and not have our A1 % reduced from 66% to 50%.
To achieve this; under 'b' of Policy CF3 there should be a new point
'iii South Kensington District Centre'
and remove 'South Kensington' from 'i' in 'b'

The Council considers that the proposed proportion of shops within the secondary
retail frontages is appropriate as allows for the range of town centre uses needed to
allow a centre such as South Kensington to thrive. The shopping core will remain - at
80% of relevant parades remaining in shop uses.
Currently 37% of the units within the secondary frontages of South Kensington are in
an A1 use, a figure which would suggest the current 66% limit for secondary frontages
has proved ineffective. The proposed 50% figure is more realistic, and as such is
likely to prove more effective.
The Council recognises that whilst the stakeholder may like to see "shops selling
things the residents need", the nature of individual shops is beyond the remit of the
planning system. The nature of South Kensington does mean that many of the shops
so sought by the residents actually serve the tourist market. This is perhaps no
surprise given the large number of visitors to the museums complex

11609921 CF3.3

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (David
Gawthorpe)

16094945 CF3.4

JE Bianco

Town Centres

Acknowledge that this is neither a strategic issue nor a question of soundness. This
approach is not overly restrictive as reflects the important role that the Council places
- Policy CF3 point e). Protecting all shops in neighbourhood parades, except for community on shops in supporting the Borough's neighbourhoods.
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. We appreciate that his may not be a
strategic issue, but we hope this is a helpful comment to help towards the soundness of the
plan.
Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Support noted.
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CF3 Diversity of uses within Town Centres
User ID

Ref ID

16624033 CF3.5a

Name

Metro Bank PLC (Sir
Madam)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

The Council recognises the value that a bank can have in contributing to the vitality of
a town centre. A bank is listed as a “town centre use” within paragraph of 31.3.24 of
the Local Plan. As such the Council would support the creation of a bank within a town
centre. However, the Council does not concur with the view of Metro Bank that a
bank, by definition, will always be acceptable. A bank can contribute to the vitality of a
centre, but not when this would result in the weakening of the Class A1 retail
Retail banking models, including Metro Bank, have a clearly differentiated banking concept concentration of an area to a level below a given threshold. For this Borough, this
and this should be reflected in Policy CF3, which is explored below.
threshold is relatively high within the primary frontages (at 80%) but more modest in
the secondary area (at just half). Giving cart blanche to banks may not be appropriate
Banks on the High Street
as could see the further erosion of the retail function of such areas.
The Local Plan Partial Review, namely 'Policy CF3 “ Diversity of Uses within Town Centres',
seeks to secure the success and vitality of RBKC's Town Centres by promoting a diverse
range of shops and setting out the mix of uses which the Council expect on primary and
secondary frontages, including the minimum proportions of shops (Use Class A1).

Paragraph 23 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that Local Planning
Authorities should promote competitive centres, provide customer choice and a diverse
retail offer which reflects the individuality of town centres. Customers expect more from their
shopping experiences and there is pressure on retailers and town centres to reinvent and
respond to this expectation. The NPPF also attaches significant weight to supporting
economic growth through the planning system, noting that investment should not be
overburdened by the combined requirements of planning policy expectations and that
centres should be resilient to anticipated future economic changes. The NPPF seeks to
ensure the vitality of town centres, stating that planning policies should be positive and
promote competitive town centre environments. Structural changes in high street planning
policy and the banking sector have actively sought to promote the ability for banks to be a
fundamental part of the high street offer, recognising they have a key role to play in
ensuring the vitality of the high street.

16624033 CF3.5b

Metro Bank PLC (Sir
Madam)

In respect of Class A2 uses, this was born out by the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order change introduced from 6 April 2014 to enable flexibility
between A1 and A2 uses. The amendments to permitted development rights in 2014 to
enable the change of use from A1 to A2, were a direct result of this approach and
recognised banking as an essential high street service. Alongside visits to the chemist, post
office and food stores, banks are a cornerstone of the high street. High street banks are
now driven by their public interface and provision of a valuable service to visiting members
of the public. The very nature of a customer facing use and essential service is what
continues to drive footfall to these units. Shops provide a service to customers and so do
banks. The appeal of a bank in driving footfall is that it is destination led and can often be
the reason for the customer to visit the high street in the first place, with linked trips
providing knock-on benefits for other retailers. As an essential high street service, and in
response to changes to the banking sector, the look and feel of banks on the high street
has changed. The role of an austere, impenetrable and inward facing building has
diminished, replaced by fully glazed, well lit, modern shopfronts such as Barclays, Metro
Bank and TSB in a spin off from Lloyds as the high street retail bank.
Today's banking model is also operating in a similar manner to modern retail, lifestyle and
leisure uses in town centres; in that long hours, customer engagement and experience via
store and multi-platforms are core to the operation of a retail bank.

16624033 CF3.5c

Metro Bank PLC (Sir
Madam)

Recommendation
Metro Bank is concerned that the proposed approach set out in Policy CF3, which does not
include A2 uses alongside A1 uses, does not reflect the positive contribution to the vitality
and viability of town centres which banks make or the national permitted development
rights.
Whilst it is recognised that an existing unit in an A1 (shop) use can change to an A2
(financial and professional services) use under Class D of the Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (as amended), there could be circumstances
in which this permitted development right cannot be utilised, for example in the
redevelopment of a unit. It is therefore important that the proposed Local Plan reflects
national legislation in incorporating A2 uses with A1 retail uses. Such an approach has also
been taken by the City of London Corporation in their Local Plan (Adopted January 2015).

16624033 CF3.5d

Metro Bank PLC (Sir
Madam)

Paragraph 31.3.30 of the Local Plan Partial Review clearly identifies the Council's position
in respect of estate agent uses (Class A2 Use), and that that Council will continue to seek
to resist such changes of use. However, the supporting policy text does not reflect the
positive contribution which banks and building societies can make to the viability and vitality
of the high street. Metro Bank therefore recommends that this positive distinction is made
for banks and building societies within Policy CF3 and the supporting text of this policy.
Accordingly, Metro Bank propose that RBKC move towards a progressive planning policy
position in respect of the acceptability of banks and building societies in retail frontages,
recognising their contribution to the vitality and viability of the high street, as national
government has done.
It is proposed that Policy CF3 â€“ Diversity of Uses within Town Centres, is amended to
incorporate explicit reference to the positive contribution that banks and building societies
can make to the high street by incorporating them alongside A1 retail uses. We recommend
the following wording:
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The Council is carefully monitoring the situation as is recognises that changes of use
from A1 to A2 uses no longer require planning permission. An Article 4 direction may
be appropriate to remove permitted development rights and to ensure that the Council
can maintain control over such changes of uses. CF3, as drafted, would be necessary
to allow the Council to resist such changes of uses were it appropriate.
In addition, the Council notes that there would be difficulties associated with the
practicality of a “support bank policy”, were the Council to consider such an approach
to be appropriate. As an A2 use a bank shares a use class with estate agents and
other professional services. These uses may not have the benefits which Metrobank
suggest are associated with banks.

CF3 Diversity of uses within Town Centres
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16624033 CF3.5e

Metro Bank PLC (Sir
Madam)

"Policy CF3“ Diversity of uses within Town Centres
The Council will secure the success and vitality of our town centres by protecting,
enhancing and promoting a diverse range of shops, banks and by ensuring that these uses
will be supported, but not dominated by, a range of complementary town centre uses. To
deliver this the Council will:
a) protect all shops and shop floorspace at ground floor level in primary retail frontages of:
i. Knightsbridge, King's Road (East and West), Fulham Road, Brompton Cross, South
Kensington, Kensington High Street, Earl's Court Road and Westbourne Grove town
centres unless the change is to another town centre use and where 80 per cent of the
ground-floor units in the relevant street frontage will remain in an A1 (shop) or A2 (bank and
building society) use and the non-shop use is not adjacent to another non-A1 use;
ii. Notting Hill Gate unless the change is to another town centre use, but not an estate
agents, bureaux de change (Class A2) or hot food takeaway (Class A5) use and where 80
per cent of the ground-floor units in the relevant street frontage will remain in an A1 (shop)
or A2 (bank and building society) use and the non-shop use is not adjacent to another nonA1 use;
iii. Portobello Road Special District Centre;

16624033 CF3.5f

Metro Bank PLC (Sir
Madam)

b) protect all shops and shopping floorspace at ground floor level within the secondary retail
frontages of:
i. Knightsbridge, King's Road (East and West), Fulham Road, Brompton Cross, South
Kensington and Kensington High Street, Earl's Court Road and Portobello Road town
centres, unless the change is to a town centre use and where 50 per cent of the ground
floor units in the relevant street frontage will remain in an A1 (shop) or A2 (bank and
building society) use and there are no more than 3 non-A1/A2 uses in a row;
ii. Notting Hill Gate District Centre unless the change is to another town centre use, but not
an estate agents, bureaux de change (Class A2) or hot food takeaway (Class A5) and the
change is to a town centre use and where 50 per cent of the ground-floor units in the
relevant street frontage will remain in an A1 (shop) or A2 (bank and building society) use
and there are no more than 3 non-A1/A2 uses in a row;
c) protect shop uses above or below ground floor level within town centres unless it is
successfully demonstrated that their loss will not adversely affect the essential shopping
character and function of the centre;
d) protect all shops within neighbourhood centres, unless the proposal is to change to a
social and community use, and where 66 per cent of the relevant street frontage remains in
an A1 (shop) or A2 (bank and building society) use."
For completeness, and to reflect the positive contribution which banks and building
societies can make to town centres, it is recommended that a further paragraph is
incorporated into Policy CF3, or is incorporated into the existing introductory wording, as
follows: "Changes to Bank and Building Society branches will normally be permitted where
they make a demonstrable contribution to the vitality of a centre."
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16625409

CF4.1

Catalyst Housing Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

Support noted.
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CF5 Business Uses
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5792513

CF5.1a

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)
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Council's Response

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 higherorder centres, rather than being converted to housing, especially on the first floor.

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.

31.2.2 Line 1: Reinstate "large-scale offices" conformity with "town centres first" required by
NPPF and endorsed in 31.3.4

Para 31.3.41 notes that offices are a town centre use, and as such subject to the
requirements of the NPPF. As such the Local Plan directs new large office premises
to town centre locations, to edge of centre sites, to other accessible areas or to
Employment Zones.

Business Uses:
The existing title "Location of Business Uses" should be retained - the location of high tripgenerating uses close to public transport interchanges is emphasised in the NPPF (para 34
and Glossary for definition of edge-of-centre locations).
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.

5792513

CF5.1b

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

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. 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.
Former 31.3.37 Like 31.3.31 this should be retained to help describe the types of offices that
businesses require with the Borough - the policy needs more context.
31.3.45 The definitions of different sized offices should be retained.
31.3.54 The Kensington Society supports the approach to using residential uses as a means
of stimulating new employment floorspace.
Policy CF5 Business Uses - revert to "Location of Business Uses"
Reinstate the main introductory statement of the policy - location matters both for identifying
locations for new developments and retaining existing premises.

5792513

CF5.1c

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Policy CF5(a): Kensington Society supports protecting all existing offices regardless of
location.
Policy CF5(b) Medium-sized offices are those between 300 and 1,000sqm (GEA), employing
25 - 80 people
The Kensington Society considers that they are best located in existing town centres and
where public transport accessibility is high.
Action: Delete "and medium-sized" and add new policy:
"permit medium-sized offices in higher-order town centres and areas with high public
transport accessibility.
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
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The section relates to the nature of and demand for business uses as well as their
location. The title of the section, “Business Uses”, reflects its wider scope and is
considered to be more appropriate that “location of business uses.”
Former para 31.3.31. 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.
Support for the provision of new office floorspace within identified town centres,
adjoining sites, other accessible areas and employment zones noted.
Support for protection of existing floorspace noted.
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
Support for using residential uses to stimulate new employment floorspace noted.
CF5(d) is redundant as the policy has been amended to support all scales of office
development within higher order town centres.

CF5 Business Uses
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6508993

CF5.2a

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

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
The new wording of CF5(k) reads 'resist residential uses including for student housing or any may result in an under delivery of new business floorspace, or may discourage new
form of living accommodation, unless the use can be shown to be necessary to support a
development coming forward. It is the Council’s desire that the Local Plan is not
significant uplift in both the quantity and the quality of the business use on the site';
overly prescriptive in this regard.
We consider policy CF5 as drafted to be an improvement on the 2015 Consolidated Local
Plan version, but still to be over-restrictive and inadequate in its treatment of the very
different contexts of the three Employment Zones within the Borough. We also consider it to
be contrary to national policy.

The shift to allowing for the possibility of residential use within EZs is welcomed. However
the requirement for a significant uplift in both the quality and quantity of the business use on
the site is in our view insufficiently clear (what level is 'significant'?) and in practice is highly
likely to stymie sustainable development and regeneration

The Council notes that the StQWNF is of the view that the northern part of the Latimer
Road Employment Zone is not a viable office location. The Council does not share this
view. The inspector at the examination of the StQWNP supported the Council’s
position.

An obvious problem is that the policy makes no mention of viability. The Council has
amassed much evidence on the viability of commercial premises in each of its three
Employment Zones and in town centres. RBKC policy CF5 needs to allow for the fact that
viability in the Borough's EZs varies considerably and remains very marginal in relation to the
Latimer Road section of the Freston/Latimer EZ.

The Council is satisfied that all of the Borough’s Employment Zones are viable
business locations. This is demonstrated by the by the “Office Market Review and
Viability in RBKC (2014), prepared for the Council by Frost Meadowcroft which
concluded that, “there are no locations where large numbers of unviable buildings are
lying vacant as a result of no demand.” Clearly the Council will always consider the
individual circumstances of a particular property as and when an application is made.
The Council does recognise that the introduction of higher value uses, in particular
housing, can add the value which may be necessary to help deliver an uplift in
business floorspace.

6508993

CF5.2b

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

In the latter context (and potentially in other EZs) a requirement for a significant uplift in both
'quantity and quality' of office floorspace, before any mixed use is allowed, will not bring
forward sustainable development as encouraged by the NPPF, because it does not take
account of market signals such as land prices and housing affordability â€“ as also required
by the NPPF. 1980s office buildings will remain partially vacant, with no viable prospect of
modernisation or redevelopment, as a result of policy wording that has not been fully thought
through.

The Council is very clear – in that it does see the function of the remaining
Employment Zones as, “centres for innovation, locations for large and small
businesses and for workshops.” (CF5(l).) Para 31.3.52 is explicit in noting that, “the
function of the Employment Zones is clear – in that these are commercial areas, areas
whose function is to accommodate a range of b class business types.”

Other town centre uses will only be supported within an Employment Zone where they
help support the business function and character of the zone. Residential uses will
The failure to allow properly for mixed use development is also apparent with the justification only be supported where this helps deliver additional business uses. Mixed uses may
for, and wording of policy CF5, where it talks about the need to preserve the 'character' of an be acceptable – but these must be business led. This approach is appropriate within
Employment Zone .
the three Employment Zones, three small areas which occupy just 1.2% of the
borough. This approach will help the Council begin to deliver the additional floorspace
Para 31.3.49 is welcome in stating 'The borough's Employment Zones continue to evolve
required if it is to begin to meet the need for additional B class floorspace over the
from concentrations of industrial, warehousing and office uses to highly dynamic employment lifetime of the plan.
areas so popular with the creative industries. If these areas are to become the innovation
districts of the future they must be allowed to provide a wide range of premises to attract the More flexibility is supported elsewhere, where the provision of housing is decoupled
widest range of businesses and occupiers'.
from the delivery of B class floorspace.
There is no contradiction in the Council’s policy. Residential uses may be permitted
within an Employment Zone, as long as the business character is not jeopardised.
The reference to “small proportion of the floorspace of a given site is residential” within
the supporting text to CF5 (para 31.3.53) is, however, not helpful. The Council’s
intention is to ensure that residential uses are only allowed where they help bring
forward the delivery of additional business floorspace. A minor modification is
proposed to make this clearer.
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6508993

CF5.2c

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Paragraph 31.3.53 then virtually contradicts this approach by stating (in relation to restricting
residential use) 'This will normally be ensured through appropriate design, the retention of
the business character of ground floor frontages and through ensuring that only a small
proportion of the floorspace of a given site is residential. If the Council is not satisfied that the
business character can be retained, the introduction of residential floorspace will be resisted'.

The quantum of new residential floorspace is important in that it must not jeopardise
the commercial character and function of the Employment Zone. No more floorspace
will be supported than that is necessary to deliver the new business floorspace. This
may be a “small proportion”, but it may not. The supporting text has been amended to
clarify the Council’s position as a minor modification.

Policy CF5(i) incorporates this requirement that 'business character' must be retained in
Employment Zones, as part of the policy itself. This seems to be at odds with the NPPF's
stated encouragement of mixed use developments.

The Council is satisfied that a desire to retain “business character” is sufficiently
flexible to support the myriad forms of business floorspace. It will not jeopardise the
delivery of co-working spaces and the like. These are very much the type of use
described in para 31.2.5 as being suitable within an Employment Zone.

The 'character' requirement also places emphasis on the design of buildings, seeking
retention of a 'commercial' appearance, in an era where much business floorspace (open
workspace, co-working) is being intentionally designed to blur the worlds of 'work' and of
'living'. This requirement is counter-productive in attracting new start-ups and new jobs to the
Borough's Employment Zones.

The Council recognises that viability will be material when considering any application.
That is not to say that viability trumps all other considerations. This is integral to the
planning system, and as such it would not be appropriate to add a reference to viability
(and the necessary caveats) for each and every policy.

Our suggested rewording of the section of Policy CF5 on Employment Zones is below:

6508993

CF5.2d

St Quintin and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood
Forum (Henry
Peterson)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Employment Zones
i. Allow residential accommodation above ground floor level provided there is no net loss of
business floorspace unless to uses which support the vitality of the Employment Zone of the
zone;
j. support A and D class and other town centres uses where they help support the business
function of the Employment Zones;
k. promote employment zones as centres for innovation, locations for large and small
businesses and for workshops (whether stand alone or part of large business centres).

Unsound

On consistency with national policy
We consider that this section of proposed Policy CF5, in its present form to be not consistent
with the NPPF. It does not take sufficient account of NPPF guidance (para 17 on Core
Planning Principles)
- to promote mixed use developments, and encourage multiple benefits from the use of land
in urban and rural areas,
or that
- Plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and housing affordability,
and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for development in
their area, taking account of the needs of the residential and business communities;

9508897

CF5.3

Savills (Nick de
Lotbiniere)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

No

The proposal to protect offices and office floorspace is considered too restrictive, and we
consider that the policy should allow for the conversion of non-purpose built offices back to
residential use. This flexibility would provide greater scope for the Borough to meet its
housing target.

Given the differential in value between office and residential values, a relaxation of the
policy to allow conversion of non-purpose built office units to residential will lead to the
loss of a significant amount of office floorspace. This is a reflection of differential value
and not in any inherent weakness of the office market. To the contrary office vacancy
levels within the borough remain at historic lows. This loss will harm both the local and
the wider economy.
The Council estimates that some 175,000 sq m of the Borough’s office stock (of units
over 300 sq m) occupies “converted” buildings. The loss of this floorspace to
residential would have a catastrophic impact on the borough’s office space offer.
The Council is satisfied that it can demonstrate a five year housing supply, will meet
housing need over the lifetime of the Plan, and will be in surplus over the next fifteen
years. This is not dependent on the loss of office accommodation.
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Positively
prepared

11317377

CF5.4

Nicholas Beyts

I would like to suggest further encouragement is given in Kensington and Chelsea not just to Support the Council’s approach is noted. CF5 offers flexibility to ensure that the
purpose built social housing, as significant as it is, but also to purpose built:
market can provide the types of B class uses in most need. In much of the borough
this will be the smaller premises suitable for SMEs and start ups. The policy does not,
1. Car repair garage space which is non intrusive.
however preclude larger premises in suitable areas.
2. Purpose built live/work space which encourages arts and IT
3. Purpose built small commercial spaces to support small businesses.
The Local Plan will support the provision of purpose built car repair garages, where
these do not have an unacceptable impact on residential amenity. The Council does,
An example of a non intrusive car repair garage is in Sloane Avenue. Examples of clusters of however, also recognise that such proposals are likely to be few and far between
attractive live/work studios which have existed for more than one hundred years can be
given the differential in value between car repair garages, and higher value B class
found between Fulham Road and the River Thames. Small commercial spaces can be found business uses. It is not considered appropriate to require the provision of such uses.
in mews and other places. For example, the many small medical units behind the Cromwell
Hospital in Pennant Mews, W8.
The Local Plan does not have a specific policy to support the provision of live/work
uses. This reflects the practicalities, where the difference in value between the two
uses is likely to result in the erosion of the “work” element of the use. However, any
such proposal will be considered in its merits and may be acceptable in areas where a
residential use would be appropriate.

16051329

CF5.5

Greater London
Authority (Kevin
Reid)

Chapter 31 Fostering Vitality Employment Zones
Support noted.
The protection of offices and office floorspace throughout the borough is welcomed as is
provision for a wide range of business types and premises that will provide the necessary
flexibility to ensure a thriving local economy. These policies are in line with the policies within
London Plan Chapter 4. The expansion of mixed use development in the borough's
Employment Zones including some residential floorspace is supported as it will help bring
forward new business development and deliver much needed new homes.

16625409

CF5.6

Catalyst Housing
Group

16630209

CF5.7a

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

Sound

Justified

Sound

Effective

Sound

Consistent
with national
policy

Sound

Legally
compliant

Yes

Duty to
Cooperate

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

Support noted.
Our client objects to the proposed replacement policy CF5 (in particular sub-paragraph e)) as The Council concurs with the stakeholder in that the existing Policy CF5 does allow
new policy CF5 is not "sound" for the following reasons:
the Council to protect B8 uses. However, the Council also notes that we have
perhaps not been as consistent as we could have been on this matter. The policy, as
(a) It is not justified - there is no proportionate evidence base to justify the wholesale
drafted, offers greater clarity setting out that there is a presumption against the loss of
protection of warehousing uses within the Borough against the background of the Council's a warehouse use to a non B class use.
grant of several planning permissions resulting in the loss of B8 space to non B-class uses
over recent years; and
However, the Council does recognise the government’s position, as articulated by the
NPPF, in that a warehouse could be lost to a residential use where there are no strong
(b) It is not consistent with National Planning Policy does not provide sufficient flexibility to
economic grounds to retain it. This will depend on the nature of the warehouse, its
accord with the approach advocated in the NPPF that local planning authorities should
location and the state of the warehousing sector at the time of the application. The
normally grant planning permission for changes of use to residential from uses currently in
supporting text to the policy has been amended to clarify this matter. The loss of a
employment issues classes where there is an identified need for additional housing and
warehouse will not be resisted where it can be demonstrated that there are no strong
provided that there are not strong economic reasons why such development would be
economic reasons to do so.
inappropriate Background
The supporting text to the policy has also been amended to ensure that there are no
The current adopted Policy CF5 ("Adopted CF5") states:
unintended consequences resulting from the provisions of the GPDO. Under Class I of
Part 3 of Schedule 2 of the GPDO planning permission is not required for change of
"The Council will ensure that there is a range of business premises within the borough to
use of B1 uses (with a floor areas of less than 500 sq m) to B8 uses. The Council
allow businesses to grow and thrive"
wishes to ensure that these provisions are not merely an incremental step in an
intended change of use from office to residential. The Council must be satisfied that
Paragraph f) under the heading "Light Industrial" stated that the Council will "protect all light the warehouse use is “established” before its loss could be considered.
industrial uses throughout the borough"
the Borough outside the Employment Zones
Our client therefore requests that either
a. Proposed CF5 paragraph e) is amended to reflect the current equivalent wording in
Adopted CF5 f) â€“ enabling the Council to continue to apply its current approach; or
b. Proposed Policy CF5 paragraph e) is amended to provide flexibility for the Council (and
certainty and transparency for applicants) so that change of uses may be permitted where it
can be demonstrated that there are no strong economic reasons why such development
would be inappropriate.
If you have any questions arising from this response please contact David Warman at this
office.
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16630209

CF5.7b

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

Positively
prepared

Justified
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Consistent
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Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

The new replacement Policy CF5 proposes to substitute the heading "Light Industrial" for
"Industrial and Warehouse Uses". In turn the proposed paragraph e) states that the Council
will "protect all general and light industrial uses and warehousing throughout the borough
unless where [sic] the loss is to an alternative B Class business use." ("Proposed CF5")
The Council had for many years taken the approach that the Adopted CF5 did not protect B8
storage and distribution (or warehousing) uses. This is evidenced by the Council's decisions
in respect of applications resulting in the loss of B8 uses (to non B type uses) at Glynde
Mews (CON/13/00298), The Clearings (PP/13/02659/QO6), 6a Munro Mews (PP/14/01279),
Colville Mews (PP/14/0887), Vicarage Court (CL/16/01363) and 125 Kensington High Street
PP/09/01423.
Each of these applications resulted in the loss of B8 use and in each case the Council's
position was that Adopted CF5 did not protect B8 storage uses.
The Council's adopted a different approach in respect of our client's proposals for the
redevelopment of 19 South End. In December 2015 a public inquiry was held to hear our
client's appeal against the refusal and non-determination of four applications involving the
change of use of 19 South End from B8 to C3 residential (and associated development).
The Council's position at the public inquiry, in contrast to its previous position, was that
Adopted CF5 did protect B8 uses.

16630209

CF5.7c

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

The Inspector's Report in respect of the appeals was issued on 12 February 2016. On this
issue his report concluded that "it is appropriate to regard Policy CF5 as protecting the
existing Class B8 use of the appeal premises" However, he went on to find that Adopted
Policy CF5 must be applied in light of paragraph 51 of the NPPF which provides that change
of use from business to residential should be approved where there is an identified need for
housing and provided there are no strong economic reasons why such development would
be inappropriate.
He noted that that there was an absence of specific monitoring of warehouse stock within the
Borough and that the loss of Class B8 uses had not been of great concern to the Council in
the context of the Council's decisions noted above.
He concluded that there was no evidence that the loss of 19 South End to residential use
would result in an inappropriate reduction in the range of uses available and that there was
no strong economic reasons for refusing the change of use.
Whilst the Inspector's decision is the subject of ongoing litigation, this does not relate to his
conclusions regarding the scope and application of Adopted CF5.

16630209

CF5.7d

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

Since the Inspector's Decision the Council has accepted that Adopted CF5 does protect B8
uses but has interpreted the policy flexibly and has in a number of instances granted
planning permission for changes of use resulting in the loss of B8 uses to non B-class uses.
We have not been able to find no instances where the Council has refused an application for
change of use from B8 to a non B-class use.
For example, in respect of the proposals for change of use at 307 Fulham Road
(PP/15/06840) the Council initially produced a report adopting the "old" position that Adopted
CF5 did not protect B8 uses. As this report was produced in the middle of the public inquiry
in respect of 19 South End (where the opposite position was being advanced) this application
was withdrawn from the Planning Committee Agenda. When it was finally considered a
revised officers report was prepared which noted that the Inspector at 19 South End inquiry
had found that CF5 did protect B8 uses but that the change of use was still acceptable in the
specific circumstances of that application. The Council's Planning and Borough Development
Monitoring Report 2016 (December 2016) records that the Council had granted planning
permission on two other occasions within 2015/6 (in addition) to 307 Fulham Road resulting
in the loss of B8 storage uses at the Clearings (PP/16/1795) and the Saga Centre 326
Kensal Road (PP/16/02150).
In turn on 9 November 2016 the Council granted planning permission at 2 Golborne Mews
(W10 5SB) for the change of use from B8 to residential.
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16630209

CF5.7e

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

Positively
prepared

Justified
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Consistent
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Legally
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Duty to
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Comment

Council's Response

Any analysis of the need for a revision to Adopted CF5 must therefore be considered in light
of:
a) The Council's ongoing flexible and relaxed approach (everywhere except 19 South End) to
applications for change of use from B8 to non B uses; and
b) The Inspector's conclusion on the 19 South End appeals that Adopted CF5 already
operates in principle to protect B8 uses.
Is Proposed CF5 Justified?
Paragraph 182 of the NPPF provides that a policy or plan will only be considered "sound"
where it is "justified" â€“ meaning "the plan should be the most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence"
The Council's website lists the background evidential reports in support of Chapter 31 of the
Local Plan Review. The most recent and relevant report is the Council's Employment Land
Need and Availability (October 2016) ("ELNA"). However, this report and none of the other
reports referred to contain a specific analysis or monitoring of the specific demand and
supply of storage uses within the Borough. Whilst there is general analysis relating to Light
Industrial Uses there is very little relating to warehousing uses. The ELNA report
acknowledges at paragraph 4.5.1 that "There is not the same wealth of data to help assess
the future need for light industrial or warehousing uses as there is for office uses". This
corresponds with the 19 South End Inspector's reference to the lack of monitoring of
warehouse stock within the Borough.

16630209

CF5.7f

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

The ELNA refers to the GLA forecasts in its Industrial Land Demand and Release
Benchmarks (2011). This forecasts a reduction in the demand for warehousing space in the
borough between 2011 and 2031 of 2.4ha. The Council now disputes this figure but provides
no alternative forecast for the likely future demand for warehousing space.
It refers to the AECOM report "London Industrial Land Supply and Economic Study" (2015)
carried out on behalf of the GLA which suggested that the Borough contains 4.5ha of
industrial uses and 2.3ha of storage uses. The ENLA records that the Council re-surveyed
the general and light industrial uses but crucially not the warehousing uses. Whilst the
Council therefore disputes the AECOM light industrial land figures it has produced no
evidence to dispute the proposed warehousing figures.
Against this background there is no qualitative analysis to demonstrate a strong economic
justification for the adoption of the more restrictive Proposed CF5 in respect of warehousing
uses â€“ this is supported by the conclusions on the Inspector on the 19 South End appeals.
Alternatives
Furthermore Paragraph 182 of the NPPF requires consideration of reasonable alternatives.
There are two reasonable alternatives that should be considered by the Council.

16630209

CF5.7g

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

First, the retention of the existing wording of Adopted CF5. The Council has now accepted
(based on the 19 South End Inspector's conclusions) that Adopted CF5 does protect B8
uses. There is therefore no "need" for Proposed CF5 as the Council has the ability to rely on
the adopted policy to protect B8 uses where considered necessary and appropriate.
Secondly (and in the alternative) it is clear from the recent planning decisions set out above
that the Council has been applying Adopted CF5 flexibly to allow the loss of B8 uses in all
circumstances save in respect of the proposals for 19 South End. In the interests of
transparency and to provide certainty for future applicants the Proposed CF5 should be
amended to specify the circumstances in which the Council will allow change of uses from
B8 to other non B-class uses - for example if it can be demonstrated that the change would
not result in an inappropriate reduction in the range of uses available or there are no strong
economic reasons for refusing the change of use. This flexibility could also allow changes of
use where such change would be appropriate to the prevailing character of the street the
approach it adopted in respect of 2 Golborne Mews. It is instructive that sub-paragraph g) of
Proposed CF5 provides that any new light industrial uses will be required to be located within
Employment Zones, commercial mews and other areas where amenity is not harmed which
recognises the potential conflict between B type uses and residential amenity.
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16630209

CF5.7h

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

Positively
prepared
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Council's Response

NPPF
Paragraph 51 of the NPPF states that:
"Local planning authorities should€¦.normally approve applications for change to residential
use and any associated development from commercial buildings (currently in the B use
classes) where there is an identified need for additional housing in that area, provided that
there are not strong economic reasons why such development would be inappropriate"
The Council has (other than in respect of 19 South End) been applying Adopted CF5 flexibly
and consistently with this paragraph. Likewise the Inspector in respect of the 19 South End
appeals approved the change of use from B8 on the basis that there were no strong
economic reasons why the proposal would be inappropriate notwithstanding the fact the
found in principle that Adopted CF5 did protect B8 uses. The Council's new Proposed CF5
will provide a wholly more restrictive and inflexible framework. In addition to the specific
reference to warehousing the additional wording "unless where [sic] the loss is to an
alternative B Class business use" would prevent the Council acting has it has done over
recent years.
In this context the Proposed CF5 is not consistent with Paragraph 51 as in all circumstances
it will prevent the change of use of land within B8 to residential even if there are no strong
economic reasons why the proposal would be inappropriate.

16630209

CF5.7i

Zipporah LisleMainwaring

Conclusion
It is our client's position that the Proposed CF5:
i. is inconsistent with Paragraph 51 of the NPPF;
ii. not grounded on firm evidence relating to the specific forecast supply and demand of
warehousing space within the Borough over the plan period;
iii. entirely unnecessary given the Council's consistent interpretation and attitude to
applications which would result in the loss of B8 uses (other than at 19 South End) â€“ which
indicate that there is no pressing need to protect B8 uses in
outside the Employment Zones
Our client therefore requests that either
a. Proposed CF5 paragraph e) is amended to reflect the current equivalent wording in
Adopted CF5 f) enabling the Council to continue to apply its current approach; or
b. Proposed Policy CF5 paragraph e) is amended to provide flexibility for the Council (and
certainty and transparency for applicants) so that change of uses may be permitted where it
can be demonstrated that there are no strong economic reasons why such development
would be inappropriate.
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CF6 Creative and Cultural Businesses
User ID

Ref ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with Legally
national policy compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

11253825

CF6.1

The Theatre Trust
(Ross Anthony)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Support noted.

16625409

CF6.2

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Support noted.
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CF7 Arts and Cultural Uses
User ID

Ref ID

Name

5792513

CF7.1

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Arts and Culture Uses

Comments noted. The Council recognises that it is the South Kensington Museums
rather than the “Place” which have been designated as part of the Strategic Cultural
Area. The supporting text has been amended accordingly.

31.3.63 Delete proposed changes “ only the South Kensington Museums are in the
Royal Borough
Line 2: After "Central Activities Zone" add "and their designation as a Strategic
Cultural Area."

11253825

CF7.2

12159201

CF7.3

16625409

CF7.4

The Theatre Trust
Sound
(Ross Anthony)
Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

Sound

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Yes

Location in the CAZ is descriptive, whereas designation as an SCA has stronger policy
significance.
The Trust welcomes the additions made to the supporting text of this policy to
encourage temporary uses of space for cultural activity.
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 exception to policy and must be
justified by reasons and circumstances that are quite specific. We recommend that
‘enabling’ is deleted from para 31.3.64 and from policy CF7, part c).

Yes
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Support noted.
Policy CF7 is clear in its support for the retention of the Borough's Arts and Cultural
uses. However, the Council does recognise that there may be circumstances when an
injection of capital may be necessary 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.

CF8 Hotels
User ID

Ref ID

Name

5792513

CF8.1

9508897

CF8.2

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
with national
policy

Legally
compliant

Kensington Society Sound
(Michael Bach)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Savills (Nick de
Lotbiniere)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

Unsound

Duty to
Cooperate

No

Comment

Council's Response

Policy CF8: Hotels: CF8(a) Kensington Society supports amended policy.

Support noted.

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.

The 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.
The Council is satisfied that it can demonstrate a five year housing supply, will meet
housing need over the lifetime of the Plan, and will be in surplus over the next fifteen
years. This is not dependent on the conversion of non self-contained hotel to residential.

16625409

CF8.3

16634209

CF8.4

Catalyst Housing
Group
QUEENSGATE
INVESTMENTS
LLP (Sir Madam)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Support noted.

Yes
Hotels (Policy CF8)
We support the provision within the supporting text (Paragraph 31.3.68) in relation to
the upgrading of
existing hotels and the loss of a modest number of bed spaces. However, we consider
that Policy CF8
should be amended as follows to reflect the provisions of London Plan Policy 4.5 and
paragraph
31.3.68 of this Plan:
a. seek to protect hotels and hotel bedrooms across the borough;
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; sustainable transport nodes; and visitor attractions;
c. encourage the upgrading of existing hotels where:
i. this will assist in maintain the vitality of the centre;
ii. this will not result in the loss of any residential accommodation;
iii. there will be no harm to amenity;
iv. it can be shown to be necessary to allow the quality of the remaining rooms, or of
the
associated facilities, to be improved significantly
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As drafted the policy supports “appropriate” locations for new visitor accommodation as
set out within Policy 4.5 of the London Plan. The Mayor of London endorses our
approach.
New hotels will be located in town centres and within the Earl’s Court site allocation.
These are areas “with good public transport access to central London”. These are also
the locations most accessible to visitor attractions across the borough and, as
importantly, across the capital. Reference to South Kensington as a suitable location
for a new hotel is of particular relevance as is a highly accessible location close to its
own international tourist attractions

CF11 The South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CF11.1

14516225 CF11.2

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
with national
policy

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)

Unsound

Comment

Council's Response

South Kensington Museums are a Conservation Area of Metropolitan Importance and
a Strategic Cultural Area north of Cromwell Road - they are not in South Kensington
and are separated from the South Kensington district centre by the barrier of Cromwell
Road.
Text on Strategic Cultural Area should include reference to a duty to cooperate
between Westminster and RBKC in the promotion of the Strategic Cultural Area. South
Kensington Museums and Royal Albert Hall Strategic Cultural Areas.

Noted. The Council recognises that the Museums do not lie within the South
Kensington District Centre. They are, however, an integral part of the South
Kensington "Place".
Section 5 of the South Kensington Place is concerned with the delivery of the vision of
the area. This includes a reference to "ensuring an integrated planning policy
approach with Westminster City Council".
As a neighbouring borough WCC is a prescribed duty to cooperate body and has been
kept informed of each stage of the progression of the Local Plan. Details are set out in
the respective Policy Formulation Reports.

16625409 CF11.3

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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CT2 New and enhanced rail infrastructure
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CT2.1a

Name

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Unsound

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Unless these are firm proposals, programmed for implementation within the life of the Local
Plan, their status is questionable.

These comments relate to Policy CT1 which is not being reviewed as part of the Local
Plan Partial Review. CT1 was reviewed as part of the previous Miscellaneous Matters
review of the Core Strategy which was adopted in December 2014.

Referring to CT1
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 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

5792513 CT2.1b

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

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 â€“ 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."

5798017 CT2.2

Home Builders
Federation (James
Stevens)
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CT2 New and enhanced rail infrastructure
User ID

Ref ID

14492417 CT2.3

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Port of London
Authority (Helena
Payne)

Comment

Council's Response

In terms of 'improvements to travel choices', to reduce car dependency and reducing the
environmental impacts of everyday activities, the PLA previously considered these aims and
objectives to be compliant with the provisions set out within the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) and other Policy considerations. In terms of transport, it remains the
Borough's objective to further improve transport, especially with the introduction of the new
Crossrail links. The consultation document sets out a number of challenges and
opportunities to improve transport and infrastructure. There is some mention of the use of
the river to assist in this regard, however there does not appear to have been any further
consideration into including the River as an alternative transport mode within the Policy
structure of the document and it is disappointing that the PLAs previous comments on the
matter have not been developed upon in this regard. The River Action Plan and London Plan
itself assert the importance of promoting sustainable travel (which would also accord with the
provisions set out within the NPPF), and outlines a number of specific measures to be taken
by Transport for London (TfL) and other stakeholders to help boost the number of river trips.

These comments relate to Policy CT1 which is not being reviewed as part of the Local
Plan Partial Review. CT1 was reviewed as part of the previous Miscellaneous Matters
review of the Core Strategy which was adopted in December 2014.
Existing Local Plan Policy CR2 Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways (h)
already explicitly "requires opportunities to be taken to improve public access to, and
along the Thames... and promote their use for... transport".

The PLA would like to see consideration given to the use of the River Bus within the
Borough's Transport Policy considerations. The need to reduce our carbon footprint and
establish sustainable communities is paramount within National Policy. The use of the river
as an alternative transport method would therefore aid in promoting the objective of
sustainable communities and reducing environmental impacts within the Borough.

14515553 CT2.4

15818177 CT2.5

Carter Jonas
representing
National Grid
Property Holdings
(Alister Henderson)
Notting Hill Gate
KCS Limited

Sound

Sound

Unsound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Unsound

NGPH support the reference in Policy CT2 to the need to establish an Elizabeth Line
Station, subject to approval by Crossrail

Support noted

The need to deliver step free access to underground stations across the borough has been
identified as a key priority by the Council (Full Council Meeting, January 2016). However,
there is no reference to this requirement in policy CT2 and therefore it is not considered to
be effective or positively prepared.

The delivery of step free access at all underground stations in the borough is covered
by policy CT1k. Step free access is further considered in the Infrastructure Schedule of
Chapter 37 Infrastructure.

The need for landowners to take up all opportunities where practical to deliver step free
should be set out in policy as well as in the infrastructure schedule.
16051329 CT2.6

16094945 CT2.7
16625409 CT2.8

Greater London
Authority (Kevin
Reid)
JE Bianco
Catalyst Housing
Group

Chapter 32 Better Travel Choices
TfL comments made at the regulation 18stage remain valid and are attached as an
appendix.
Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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See response below under TfL

CT2 New and enhanced rail infrastructure
User ID

Ref ID

16633921 CT2.9

Name

Transport for London
(Andrew Hiley)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Thank you for consulting TfL Borough Planning.

Comments and caveats noted. The reference in Policy CT2 to Crossrail Limited has
been amended to Network Rail and DfT.

I understand that the GLA will be responding on the issue of conformity with the London
Plan. The comments below provide a follow-up to the more detailed transport comments
made at the 'draft policies' stage in December 2016. Colleagues in TfL Commercial Property
will be responding separately in respect of TfL's direct land and/or property interest.
Note, page numbers relate the 'tracked changes' version of the 'publication version' of the
document.
TfL Borough Planning officers have met with RBKC planners to discuss aspects of the policy
review, and this is reflected below.
Generally, the changes requested at the draft policies stage have been accommodated,
which is welcomed, although there are still some inconsistencies in the document, for
example 'Crossrail Limited' is still mentioned in policy CT2 (page 371), when it should read
'Network Rail and DfT'.
We acknowledge that a local plan should be 'aspirational', in line with the NPPF guidance,
and that the infrastructure table now contains delivery timescales, which provides a degree
of prioritisation that was missing in the previous draft document. Many of the infrastructure
proposals contained in the draft plan affect TfL assets and services, for example step free
access schemes at London Underground stations, so will clearly only be deliverable with TfL
approval, and, crucially, with appropriate funding secured, for example through site-specific
s106 agreements and/or borough CIL. We will of course be willing to continue to work with
RBKC officers on developing proposals and funding packages that could deliver these
aspirations, particularly where they align with Mayoral and TfL's own priorities.
Policy CT2 (page 361) and elsewhere cites a new station on the West London line (Westway
Circus). This would obviously require funding to be identified, and approval from NR/DfT. 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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CR4 Streetscape
User ID

Ref ID

16625409 CR4.1

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with
national policy

Legally
compliant

Duty to Cooperate

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

Support noted
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CR5 Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CR5.1

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Kensington
Society
(Michael
Bach)

Comment

Council's Response

AS INDICATED IN COMMENTS ON GOLBORNE

Paragraphs 76-78 of the NPPF and 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. This includes
clarifying that a local green space can be designated through either Local Plans or
Neighbourhood Plans.

The Society proposes that the new Local Plan should designate the 4 acres of Meanwhile
Gardens as Local Green Space, under paragraph 77 of the NPPF.

This would provide a confirmed planning designation of a strip of land laid out in 1976 and
maintained by volunteer effort ever since.
This is not within scope of the LPPR. As explained in the Policy Formulation Report the
scope of the review of Policy CR5 relates to seeking planning contributions, reflecting that
the Council operates Community Infrastructure Levy alongside S106.
Other aspects of Policy CR5 not relating to planning contributions will be considered as part
of a full review of the Local Plan in the future.
9508897 CR5.2

14492417 CR5.3

15818177 CR5.4

15914657 CR5.5

Savills (Nick Unsound
de Lotbiniere)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

No

Port of
London
Authority
(Helena
Payne)

Notting Hill
Gate KCS
Limited

Environment Unsound
Agency
(North
London
Sustainable
Places)

This policy has been amended to include the following:
'Require development to make planning contributions towards improving existing or
providing new publicly accessible open space which is suitable for a range of outdoor
activities and users of all ages.'
We consider this change is too restrictive and should not be an overall requirement, but
judged on a case by case basis to reflect the variation across the Borough.

This aspect of Policy CR5 has been updated to reflect the operation of Community
Infrastructure Levy in the borough. The Regulation 123 List includes open space as an item
intended to be funded by CIL so can no longer be funded by S106, except where the R123
List "exceptions" apply.

2) Places, Open Space, Waterways

Support noted.

The London Plan 2015 identifies waterways, such as those rivers, canals, lakes and
reservoirs, as linear open spaces, and as such considers the opportunities provided by
water spaces as being important for sport, recreation and visual amenity, all of which
contribute to health and wellbeing. As discussed above, the London Plan promotes the use
of the waterways for leisure, passenger and tourist traffic and the transport of freight and
general goods. Given the importance of waterways to the Borough, it is pleasing to see
that the enhancement of the Borough's waterways for leisure and recreational use, is
addressed within the draft Policy document.
Unsound

Unsound

Given the "extremely dense built up character of the borough and the limited number of
large sites" (LPPR, para 35.3.5), the Council should clearly state a preference for the
provision of open space on site where practical, for both new and existing residents. To
make this policy effective it should be recognised as a key priority.

Unsound

Yes

Yes

We find this policy unsound because we don't think the policy has been informed by the
evidence base namely the Thames River Basin Management Plan (2015) to ensure that
opportunities to improve the ecology of the waterways through ecological enhancements
are considered and delivered through new development. Therefore because of this
omission we think the policy is not currently justified, positively prepared or consistent with
national policy particularly paragraph 165 which states that planning policies and decisions
should be based on up-to-date information about the natural environment and other
characteristics of the area drawing, for example, on River Basin Management Plans. River
Basin Management Plans are the plans which set out how we intend to deliver
improvements to waterbodies under the Water Framework Directive (WFD, 2000).
The two waterbodies we are referring to with regard to 'waterways' are the Grand Union
Canal (GUC) and the Thames. Both watercourses currently achieve 'moderate' ecological
status. The aim of the Thames River Basin Management with the help of our partners is to
achieve 'good' ecological status or potential by 2027 for waterbodies. Neither the GUC or
the Thames will be able to achieve natural conditions due to their artificial or heavily
modified character, however, there are opportunities to enhance biodiversity, for example,
through appropriate planting, intertidal terracing, creating green buffer strips and managing
invasive species. We would expect as a minimum developments not to cause deterioration
to a waterbody or to prevent future improvements and wherever possible seek
opportunities for ecological enhancements.
We recommend this is resolved by adding appropriate wording to the policy that captures
this so that it is identified as a priority for waterways and makes the expectations clear.
We suggest the following wording to be added under 'Waterways.'
"Seek to avoid deterioration to the ecology and water quality of the Grand Union Canal and
River Thames mitigating for any impacts and seek enhancements in line with the Thames
River Basin Management Plan"
It would be beneficial to include some explanatory, supporting text with the policy to
provide the context and provide further detail on what is meant by ecological
enhancements for these watercourses. We can advise as to appropriate wording.
We apologise if we did not give advice on this previously as this would have helped to
understand how the Thames River Basin Management Plan should inform the policy.
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This aspect of Policy CR5 has been updated to reflect the operation of Community
Infrastructure Levy in the borough. The Regulation 123 List includes open space as an item
intended to be funded by CIL so can no longer be funded by S106, except where the R123
List "exceptions" apply. This is for example, on-site provision as part of strategic sites.
The exceptions to the R123 list for which S106 provision will be made by S106 includes "Onsite provision of infrastructure required in accordance with the Development Plan". The
LPPR contain a number of site allocations in the Places Chapters which include a
requirement for open space provision where appropriate.
This is not within scope of the Local Plan Partial Review. As explained in the Policy
Formulation Report the scope of the review of Policy CR5 relates to seeking planning
contributions, reflecting that the Council operates Community Infrastructure Levy alongside
S106.
Other aspects of Policy CR5 not relating to planning contributions will be considered as part
of a full review of the Local Plan in the future.
The Thames River Basin Management Plan has been referenced as relevant in two of the
proposed Site Allocations.

CR5 Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways
User ID

Ref ID

16051521 CR5.6

Name

Positively
prepared

Sport
England
(Mark
Furnish)

16051521 CR5.7

Sport
England
(Mark
Furnish)

16094945 CR5.8

JE Bianco

16625409 CR5.9

Catalyst
Housing
Group

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Parks and open spaces are important to the participation in formal sport and therefore
Sport England are disappointed sport and leisure facilities, including playing pitches, are
not specifically mentioned. Although Policy CR5 does state that existing parks would be
protected and enhanced, no specific parks, sport facilities or playing pitches have been
identified for protection and enhancement therefore Sport England consider this policy too
vague. In addition, the protection and enhancement of sporting provision should be
informed by a robust and up-to date evidence base which Sport England does not consider
the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea to currently have as the Play Strategy and
Playable Spaces Audit is not considered to represent an up-to-date robust assessment
and strategy of playing pitches and other sports facilities. Sport England have recently
meet with the Council's leisure officer to discuss developing the evidence base and
strategy for indoor facilities and playing pitches but at present Sport England has strong
concerns as the Local Plan is being progressed without this robust and sound evidence
base in place. In consequence, Sport England object to this policy as it is too vague and
does not specifically address any identified need.
In terms of sporting provision, Sport England suggest that the Council consider specific
policies for indoor and outdoor sport provision that reflects the principles of the NPPF, in
particular paragraph 73, and Sport England's policy of protect, enhance and provide in line
with actions and recommendations set out in up-to-date and robust strategies.
Sport England would reiterate its comments in the previous consultation and what has
mentioned in other parts of this consultation in relation to the evidence base which is as
follows:
"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:

This is not within scope of the Local Plan Partial Review. As explained in the Policy
Formulation Report the scope of the review of Policy CR5 relates to seeking planning
contributions, reflecting that the Council operates Community Infrastructure Levy alongside
S106.
The Council will be updating the Planning Obligations (contributions) SPD to reflect the
operation of CIL in the borough. This will draw on the latest available evidence, including
updated evidence being prepared by leisure colleagues.
Other aspects of Policy CR5 not relating to planning contributions will be considered as part
of a full review of the Local Plan in the future.

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

"Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date assessments of the needs for See response above.
open space, sports and recreation facilities and opportunities for new provision. The
assessment should identify specific needs and quantitative deficits or surpluses of open
space, sports and recreational facilities in the local area."
Sport England acknowledges the Health and Well-Being Strategy, Play Strategy, Open
Space Audit, Parks Strategy 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.
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-for-sport/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-and-opportunities-guidance/"

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Support noted.

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Support noted.
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CL4 Heritage Assets-Listed Buildings Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Archaeology
User ID

Ref ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

5792513 CL4.1

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Sound

Sound

12159201 CL4.2

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 and levels of the Local Plan process.
We are grateful to you for accommodating many of the suggestions made previously to the
Regulation 18 draft plan. It is particularly helpful that you have been able to include
reference to the revised Archaeological Priority Areas for Kensington and Chelsea,
bringing the plan right up to date in this respect.
The attached comments are made in the context of the principles and policies contained in
the NPPF and the accompanying Planning Practice Guide (PPG). Where we have
recommended changes this is to align the plan with national policy to ensure the
soundness of the plan. We look forward to being able to agree minor changes to address
these points. Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss how these may be
progressed.

12159201 CL4.3

Historic England
(Katharine Fletcher)

Chapter 34 Renewing the Legacy, p162
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 non-designated 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 locally
recognised heritage assets are covered in policy.

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

CL4 (a) Line 3: add "structure" after "building" to cover structures like mews arches,
telephone boxes, etc.

Text in criterion (a) includes reference to ‘any features of special architectural or
historic interest’ which include structures such as mews arches, telephones boxes etc.
Therefore, the suggested amendment will not add to the clarity or soundness of the
policy.
Noted.

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.
Policy CL4, and text, p176 - Historic England welcomes the inclusion of the boundaries of
the revised Archaeological Priority Areas (APAs) in the map on page 174. Read across to
the Policies Map is also important. We strongly support the amendments to policy CL4,
based on our earlier suggested revisions. As a minor point, to ensure clarity, we
recommend 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’.

16094945 CL4.4

JE Bianco

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

16625409 CL4.5

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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Only the criteria and supporting text relating to archaeology are within the scope of the
current Local Plan Partial Review. The Council undertook a recent review of the
conservation and design policies including other parts of Policy CL4 which was
adopted in late 2014.
As stated above, areas other than those relating to archaeology are not within the
scope of the current LPPR. Nevertheless, the tests in the NPPF address the approach
to buildings at risk that can be undertaken through planning policies.
Policy CL4, and text, p176
Support for the amendments is noted. It is agreed that the suggested changes will
improve the clarity of text. Minor modifications to be made to paragraph 34.3.63 as
suggested to improve the clarity of text.
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35. DIVERSITY OF HOUSING: AFFORDABLE AND MARKET HOUSING, HOUSING MIX, ESTATE
RENEWAL
Changing Context and Need to adjust policy:
Housing Supply and Housing Mix
Since 2008, when the Plan was drafted, it has encouraged housing which reinforces the Borough's
international reputation 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 objectively-assessed 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).

The previous size of units was based on the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
at that time. The Council has produced a new SHMA, December 2015 that takes into account
a range of factors including population growth and existing housing stock.
The SHMA, December 2015 assesses the borough’s objectively assessed need.

Noted.

Kensington Society therefore supports:
Changes to Policy CH1: Increasing Housing Supply, especially:
- 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))

5792513

CH1.1b

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Unsound

Unsound

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, recently-completed housing, most of which is heavily skewed toward large units
appealing to an overseas investment market where properties are rarely occupied.

35.1.1 Existing market housing is not considered to be polarised from new market housing in
the borough. All market housing in the borough (old and new) is extremely desirable. The
‘polarisation’ in 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
35.1.2: Line 3: Delete "international" - this was part of the problem with the Core Strategy which suggested reputation. It would be odd for the Local Plan not to acknowledge this well known fact.
that international investment housing would be encouraged.
CO6/35.2.1 - As stated above the SHMA, December 2015 has identified the borough’s OAN
CO6 Line 1: Rewrite as:
and the Local Plan policies are written to meet this OAN. The components of population
"Our strategic objective is to increase the supply of housing to meet the need for housing for people who
change that inform the OAN include natural change, internal migration as well as international
live and work in London to further the aim of sustainable development, including a diversity of housing that migration. In addition planning cannot control the occupiers of new market homes built in the
at a local level will cater for a variety of housing needs, and is built for adaptability and to a high quality."
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
Need to put meeting the "objectively-assessed need" for housing for people who live and work in
considered appropriate. The Mayor’s concordat requires that new homes are first marketed to
London/the Borough, rather than housing used as an investment and remains unoccupied
Londoners.
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.
35.3 Policies
Each section needs a short paragraph on the changing context and the need for policy changes
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35.3 - 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.
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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.

35.3.1 Line 1: It is factual information that there is a demand for private homes in the
borough. It is not considered that stating this would support second homes. The issue of large
size has been acknowledged in the policy and supporting text.
Text has been written with a range of readers in mind and it is not considered necessary to
use technical jargon in this instance.

Action: Change Line 1: Delete "demand" and add "meeting the objectively assessed need for private
homes."35.3.2 Line 2: Change "supply-based" to "capacity-based" â€“ a SHLAA is produced by the GLA in 35.3.2 - It is agreed that the word ‘capacity’ is a more accurate reflection of the SHLAA and
partnership with London Boroughs to define how many housing units could be completed on an annual
the housing target. Minor Modification – Para 35.3.2 replace ‘supply’ to capacity’.
basis.
Deconversions and Amalgamations
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. 35.3.6 This change has already been made in the Publication document as a result of
comments on the Draft document.
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 â€“ reducing the number of units in
Restrict very large units
houses/buildings divided in to self-contained flats or in houses in multiple occupation â€“ and, more
recently, the increasing number of proposals for amalgamating adjoining properties either within a block of Noted.
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." (i.e. classified as not development as defined by
S55 of the Act, which different from being "permitted development")
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.
5792513

CH1.1d

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

35.3.10-14: Needs to be a lot clearer and more direct and evidence based â€“ too many very large units
have been developed
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 objectively-assessed housing needs of Londoners."
Protection of Residential Uses

35.3.11 Change is not considered necessary to make the plan sound. Policy is clear that
housing sites need to be optimised.
The Council does not consider using the word deconversions adds clarity to the text. The
glossary includes a definition of amalgamations. The Council considers deconversions and
amalgamations to mean the same thing.

Section Title: Change to "Deconversions and Amalgamations"
Policy CH1 (b) Line 1: After "through" insert "deconversions of houses currently divided into flats into a
smaller number of units and"

Suggested change is not considered necessary to aid clarity of text. “Will” is considered
appropriate.

Lines 1/2: Delete "the amalgamation will" and insert "it would"

The Council considers deconversions and amalgamations to mean the same thing. The
glossary includes a definition of amalgamations.

This would cover both deconversions and amalgamations â€“ they are different. This needs to be explicit
as developers may not recognise or be able to interpret the policy.

There is no figure missing from the paragraph, it is simply highlighting the issue of empty
homes.

In paragraph 35.3.14 is there a figure missing in this sentence? the Council's report on Buy to Leave, 2015
found evidence that there are empty homes or they are seldom occupied.
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Policy CH1: Increasing Housing Supply

Policy CH1: Increasing Housing Supply

We note the decision by the Council to increase the housing requirement to match the level required by the
London Plan â€“ from 350dpa to 733dpa. This is a welcome decision. The Council will be aware that the
Mayor of London has treated London as a whole as a single housing market area for the purpose of the
spatial plan for London. The Mayor's aggregate assessment of the housing need for London generated an
OAN of 49,000dpa as the minimum level of need for the next twenty-one years (2015-2036) and this
provide the basis for the London Plan strategy. This overall figure is then apportioned among the 33 local
planning authorities that make up London (now 35 with the addition of the two development agencies).

Noted. The Council is aware that the Mayor considers London to be a single market area and
the Planning Inspector who dealt with the Further Alterations to the London Plan supported
this approach.

Each London borough is apportioned a housing figure based on the housing capacity in that
borough. The housing capacity in the Royal Borough was identified as 7,330 dwellings over a
The Mayor is only able to identify capacity for 42,000dpa. There is consequently, in London, a shortfall of
period of 10 years in the London SHLAA 2013. It is agreed that the word ‘capacity’ is a more
supply compared to the identified need of about 7,000dpa. The Council's statement in paragraph 35.3.2 is accurate reflection of the SHLAA and the housing target. Minor Modification – Para 35.3.2
therefore not strictly accurate when it states that the figure of 733dpa is a "supply based" figure. It would be replace ‘supply’ to capacity’.
more correct to say that it is Kensington & Chelsea's share of a capacity constrained pan-London housing The OAN as set out in the SHMA is based on the guidance in the NPPG. The figure identified
requirement which in turn fails to meet the OAN for London. While the Council has undertaken its own
is based on GLA’s long-term migration scenario which yields the highest projection compared
borough-based OAN (paragraph 35.3.1) as the London Plan (Policy 3.3 Da) and national policy requires
to CLG and GLA’s short-term migration scenario. The SHMA does look at market signals in
(NPPF, paragraph 47), the HBF would question the value to this assessment given that it is essentially just detail. Indeed as stated Kensington has the highest property prices anywhere in the UK and
a demographic projection adjusted for vacant and second homes. There has been no attempt by the
affordability is an acute issue.
Council to adjust for other factors such as market signals and the affordable housing need (very high in the
Borough â€“ 1,171dpa according to paragraph 35.3.19) although such adjustments are commonplace
The SHMA states (page 91) “It is clear from this review of market signals that the housing
elsewhere in the country, and indeed increasingly expected in areas where the problem of affordability is
market in the Borough is unique, with the highest price levels in Britain, and signs that the gap
acute. Kensington and Chelsea is the most expensive local authority in the country in terms of the advised with the rest of London is widening. Prices are so far detached from local income levels that it
PPG metric of considering lower quartile house prices to lower quartile incomes.
is evident that a significant proportion of the market is being driven by investors not local
residents. This suggests that the demand for housing which is driving price increases
is of a nature and order which is unlikely to respond to any practicable increase in
supply. ”

5798017

CH1.2b

Home Builders
Federation
(James
Stevens)

The SHMA also recognises the uniqueness of the borough’s location in central London. It
should also be recognised that it is the smallest London Borough. It is extremely densely built
up with the household density in the borough at 6,478 households per sq. km compared to an
average of 155 households per sq. km in England and Wales. It has the second highest
population density (13,086 residents per sq. km) (Table QS102EW Census 2011) in England
and Wales. It also has a unique historic environment with nearly three quarters of the borough
within designated conservation areas and 4,000 listed buildings. As a result the borough only
has a limited capacity to deliver housing. Nevertheless, the Council’s housing target of 733
dwellings per annum is significantly above the identified OAN of 575 dwellings per annum. In
Moreover, the OAN carried out by the GLA for the London Plan is essentially just a demographic projection addition for the first five years a 20% buffer has been added resulting in an annual target of
with an adjustment added for the past backlog. It also made no attempt to apply an uplift for market signals 880 dwellings in the first five years. The Council has included a five year supply (Local Plan,
despite the obvious need in London. Nor has the Council made any attempt to apply an uplift to
Chapter 40) which demonstrates that the Council has a sufficient supply of sites to meet the
compensate for past under-delivery despite the Council's very performance in this regard (an average of
housing target including the 20% buffer.
35dpa for the last five years instead of the 585dpa required by the last London Plan. See paragraph 35.3.3.
The PPG advises that the OAN is increased to compensate for the supressing effect that poor past
The NPPG on Housing and economic development needs assessments (019 Reference ID:
delivery will have had on household formation). The London Plan OAN is also derived from a heavily
2a-019-20140306) states that “Market signals are affected by a number of economic factors,
discounted demographic projection owing to the assumptions the Mayor has made about changes in rates and plan makers should not attempt to estimate the precise impact of an increase in housing
of migration out of and into London. The Mayor's projection of need is very much lower than the official
supply. Rather they should increase planned supply by an amount that, on reasonable
projections that were available at the time the London Plan was prepared (e.g. the DCLG 2012 household assumptions and consistent with principles of sustainable development, could be expected to
projections indicated household formation of 52,000 per year, compared to the Mayor's central
improve affordability, and monitor the response of the market over the plan period.”
demographic projection which only assumes 39,500 per year â€“ see the London SHMA 2013, paragraph
3.60). Worryingly, these assumptions that have not been agreed with the authorities of the wider south
The average is 350 dpa and not 35 dpa as stated.
east. The fact that Kensington & Chelsea has opted to continue to run with similar assumptions (paragraph
35.3.1) means that the Council ought to secure the agreement of the authorities who are having to live with The Council’s OAN using the GLA’s long-term migration is greater than the figure that results
the consequences of these assumptions â€“ i.e. the provision of fewer homes in London than suggested
using the DCLG 2012 household projections. Using the DCLG 2012 projections for the
by the official 2012 DCLG household projections which means more households will be moving to the local borough would have resulted in an OAN of 346 dpa.
authorities outside of London. The more recent 2014 projections indicate that household formation in
London will be greater still â€“ equating to 55,000 a year. Therefore, there is a big disparity between the
The GLA has started the process of reviewing the London Plan. As stated above by the
official projections and the Mayor's own demographic projection of future housing need.
respondent and agreed by the Council; London is a single housing market area and the
identification on need and capacity is undertaken at a strategic level with the GLA engaging
We note the discussion on pages 90-91 of the SHMA of the Council's reasoning behind why it considers
that no adjustment for market signals is necessary. The claim that the borough is 'unique' is not an
adequate argument for rejecting the national guidance and refusing to adjust for market signals. Similar
reasoning was rejected recently at the Mid Sussex Local Plan examination. It appears that the least
affordable local authorities in the country are those most anxious to maintain that they are unique. If no
adjustment for market signals is considered necessary in Kensington & Chelsea â€“ the least affordable
borough in England - then it is hard to imagine a compelling case being mounted anywhere else in the
country.
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For these reasons, we consider that the OAN in Kensington & Chelsea is likely to be much greater than
575dpa and that the Council is correct to plan on the basis of the requirement of 733dpa, not its own
SHMA figure. The requirement of 733dpa is unsound because it is unjustified.

As stated above the Council’s housing target is significantly above the OAN and even higher
in the first five years with the addition of a 20% buffer. The GLA has started the process of
reviewing the London Plan and as part of this are identifying the latest housing need across
London as well as a new SHLAA. The outcome of these studies will inform the need for the
GLA to engage in the duty to co-operate with the wider local authorities in the South East on
strategic housing need. As noted by the respondent in their comments below the Council is
planning for a much higher housing target compared to the identified OAN.

However, as the Council observes correctly in bullet A of the policy, to address the strategic housing
shortfall across London, London Plan policy 3.3 D(a) requires each of the London Boroughs (and now the
two development corporations) to try and close the gap between the need and the supply. This raises the
question of whether in meeting the London Plan minimum requirement of 733dpa the Council would
actually be making a contribution to addressing London's strategic shortfall. One could argue that it is still
doing the minimum, and that the argument put forward in paragraph 35.3.2 that it is exceeding its OAN by
27% is possibly a spurious one. Kensington & Chelsea's figure of 733dpa is only the minimum figure as set
out in London Plan policy 3.3D. It is disappointing that the Council has not attempted to exceed this
minimum figure through its plan.

5798017

CH1.2d

Home Builders
Federation
(James
Stevens)

Noted.
As stated above the borough has limited site capacity due to its unique nature and the
housing target of the borough is significant considering its size and the constraints
highlighted.

We have been unable to locate an up-to-date SHLAA that has considered the capacity of the borough to
exceed the London Plan minimum benchmark of 733dpa. It appears that the Council relies on the GLA
SHLAA of 2013. As such, it is hard to know whether the figure of 733dpa represents the true capacity of
the borough.

It is a factual statement that the housing target is about 27% more than the identified OAN.

Five year land supply (paragraph 35.3.3)

Five year land supply (paragraph 35.3.3)

We agree that it is appropriate that the Council applies a 20% buffer. The Council should also clarify how it
intends to deal with the backlog of undelivered homes accrued since the base date of the local plan which
we assume to be 2015. We recommend that this backlog is addressed over the first five years (2017-22)
applying the Sedgefield approach rather than assuming Liverpool. This is appropriate in view of the severe
under-performance in the borough against the previous plan targets.

The issue of undersupply was considered at the FALP examination. The FALP Inspector
states in paragraph 40 of his report that “Even if it can be achieved, 49,000 dpa meets
objectively assessed needs (and backlog) over 20 years. The PPG states that local planning
authorities should aim to deal with any undersupply in 5 years. No build rate figure is given to
indicate how many new homes would be needed to address the undersupply in 5 years but,
as stated above, the rate would need to be 62,000 dpa to meet London’s needs in 10 years.
That is the total need to 2025 not just undersupply but it is highly likely that the
number of homes required to meet need and the undersupply in 5 years would be
greater than 49,000 dpa .” (emphasis added)

The London-wide approach for SHLAA and the robustness of the London SHLAA 2013 was
tested at the Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) examination. The Inspector’s
report on examination states at paragraph 22 that “I acknowledge that the NPPF requires
each local planning authority to identify its own objectively assessed housing need. However,
in my view, it is the role of the spatial development strategy to determine the overall level of
need for London and to guide the distribution of new housing to meet that need. The Mayor
points to the acceptance by previous EiP Panels that London constitutes a single housing
market area with sub markets which span Borough boundaries. The Mayor also points to the
findings of the High Court, following a challenge to the Revised Early Minor Alterations to the
London Plan, within which in his (undisputed) opinion, the Court accepted that although local
variations exist, this did not compromise the view that London constitutes a single housing
market area.” (emphasis added)

Therefore pan London a lower figure was accepted by the Inspector due to the constraints on
capacity as well as the need to provide more housing. The Inspector concluded that “Non
adoption of the FALP would result in the retention of the existing housing targets in the
London Plan (32,210 dpa39) which are woefully short of what is needed.”
As the housing target is based on the borough’s housing capacity any attempts to add on the
previous undersupply would be a theoretical exercise with the same identified sites expected
to meet this undersupply. The borough as stated earlier is the smallest and one of the most
densely built up London boroughs. The OAN identified in the SHMA has also taken account of
any backlog of housing need. The Council has already included a 20% buffer in the first five
years and given the limited capacity of the borough, this is considered sufficient to deal with
the issue of undersupply.
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9508897

CH1.3a

Savills (Nick de
Lotbiniere)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

We do not consider that this Policy Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan Review has adequately
addressed the comments we made on the previous version (Regulation 18). We have therefore repeated
many of our concerns below but added to the points where there is new evidence or appeal decisions
which are relevant.
1) The number of units lost to amalgamation
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 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.
In response to our previous representations, the Council acknowledge that 'it is difficult to monitor how
many of the 400 units (losses) were implemented' which we welcome. Due weight should therefore be
made to this consideration during the public examination into the Plan. We would suggest that the Council
should provide evidence on the implementation rate (e.g. checking Council tax records) to provide a more
robust evidence base on whether there is actual support for the policy or not. A policy, for the reasons set
out below, is too stringent. The Council comment that in relation to the comment that 'many of these
amalgamations had site specific circumstances that meant that the amalgamation resulted in an
improvement in the quality of residential floorspace.' This supports our view that amalgamation can be
beneficial.

1) The number of units lost to amalgamation

A review of the decisions cited by the Council in their own monitoring report provides numerous examples
where amalgamation has resulted in significant improvements to the quality of residential floorspace. For
instance the Council refer to planning decision PP/12/00662 on page 181 of the Annual Monitoring Report.
The accompanying officer's delegated report states that 'whilst the proposal involves an overall reduction in
the number of units at the property, given that the majority of the existing units are significantly undersized,
it is considered that the proposed development will result in an improvement to the quality of residential
dwellings provided at the property and is, therefore, acceptable.' Similarly, the Council refer to planning
decision PP/15/05438 on page 195 of the Annual Monitoring Report. The accompanying officer's delegated
report notes that 'whilst there would be a loss of housing, the previous units were very small with some not
even enjoying any natural lighting. When compared to the Nationally Described Space Standards the units
fell woefully short. The quality of those units was poor and therefore it can be argued that they did not
contribute to the housing stock in a positive manner. Furthermore, the fact that the building contained a
mix of self contained studios and bedsit room with shared facilities was an unusual arrangement which
does not reflect the expectations of modern living standards.'
Both these examples provide clear evidence that amalgamations are an important mechanism to improve
the quality of residential accommodation in the borough. The proposed policy makes no allowance for
material considerations that would justify amalgamation. This can include sub-standard accommodation or
accommodation which, in the Council's own words, 'does not reflect the expectations of modern living
standards.' Other factors could included listed building benefits; conservation area enhancements; reduced
car parking pressures; and the creation of more family accommodation.

As stated in the above response, The Council considers living conditions and quality of
accommodation in each case. The Council is not banning amalgamations and clearly where
the accommodation is sub-standard for example because of the size or
daylight/sunlight/ventilation, these could be material circumstances.

9508897

CH1.3b

Savills (Nick de
Lotbiniere)

No

2) The impact of amalgamation in meeting the Borough's housing target
We do not consider that this Policy Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan Review has adequately
addressed the comments we made on the previous version (Regulation 18). We have therefore repeated
many of our concerns below but added to the points where there is new evidence or appeal decisions
which are relevant. The Council contend that amalgamations are having a direct impact on the Council's
ability to meet their housing target. In 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:

120

The Council’s previous response to comments has been taken out of context. For the sake of
clarity and ease of reference, the Council’s response to draft policies consultation comments
is repeated below and this is considered sufficient to deal with all the issues raised in this
comment.
The Council stated “Whilst it is correct that it is difficult to monitor how many of the 400 units
(losses) were implemented, the data from 1 September 2014 to 1 June 2016 is based on
planning applications and is of a similar magnitude. Further as part of the Monitoring
Report published in December 2016 the Council has also monitored completions for
the financial year 2015/16 which show a loss of 69 residential units through
amalgamations. This indicates that the magnitude of losses is in-line with the
Certificates granted in previous years. The statement that “many of these amalgamations
had site specific circumstances that meant that the amalgamation resulted in an improvement
in the quality of residential floorspace” (NB – this statement was made by the respondent to
support amalgamations) is not supported by any evidence. The Council considers living
conditions and quality of accommodation in each case.

2) The impact of amalgamation in meeting the Borough’s housing target
The Council does not agree with the approach taken by the Inspector at 77 Drayton Gardens
although it did not challenge that appeal decision. This decision was taken as a precedent in
two other appeal decisions by a Planning Inspector and the Council has legally challenged
both of these decisions. The Secretary of State has conceded on both of these appeal
decisions on grounds that there were errors made by the Inspector in calculating the
borough’s housing supply and target showing a significant surplus in the five year housing
supply. The second defendants are pursuing the case in both instances and the final outcome
is yet to be determined by the courts.
Please see comments above regarding 77 Drayton Gardens. In addition the NPPG on
Housing and economic land availability assessment which states at para 34 that “Applications
for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless
material considerations indicate otherwise. 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. ” (emphasis added) This decision is contrary to the
guidance in the NPPG.
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The Secretary of State has conceded with regard to 67 Clarendon Road and 1-2 Pembroke
Cottages stating that the Inspector’s decision should be quashed in both instances based on
the Statement of Grounds submitted by the Council. Also see comments above regarding
these appeals.
The Council repeats its previous response as parts of the response have been selectively
quoted without contextThe Council refers to the NPPG on Housing and economic land availability assessment which
states at para 34 that “Applications for planning permission must be determined in
The application of a net housing target, and by its very nature of being net, allows for the loss of housing
accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
units, as long as there is an overall net gain. Furthermore, Policy 3.14 of the London Plan refers to the 'loss The examination of Local Plans is intended to ensure that up-to-date housing requirements
of housing' but is silent on the amalgamation of residential units where there is no reduction in the amount and the deliverability of sites to meet a five year supply will have been thoroughly considered
of housing floorspace. In any event, this strategic policy is to be applied and as set out above allows for
and examined prior to adoption, in a way that cannot be replicated in the course of
some loss of residential units. The emphasis within Policy 3.14(b) of the London Plan is on the need to
determining individual applications and appeals where only the applicant’s/appellant’s
ensure there is no loss of housing in terms of floorspace. The Plan is not designed to strictly resist the loss evidence is likely to be presented to contest an authority’s position.” (emphasis added)
of units. Amalgamation does not result in the loss of residential floorspace, and can often result in
The Council’s evidence on housing supply and the impact of amalgamations on the supply will
improvement to the quality of the accommodation.
be properly examined through the Local Plan process. Policy cannot be set in appeal
decisions.
Furthermore, consideration should also be made to the housing supply provided from previously vacant
units. The Inspector in the appeal decision in relation to 77 Drayton Gardens (Ref:
Overall net increase in housing will generally result from a net increase rather than losses in
APP/K5600/C/16/3143934) commented as follows in the decision: 'Mr Burroughs points out that vacancies individual development proposals. The Council has provided evidence that losses from
have fallen much faster than the assumed rate of 46 dpa. The 2014 AMR assumed that around 118 vacant amalgamations are significant and will impact on the net increase in housing that the Council
units per annum would return to use. However, having regard to DCLG figures, which show returning
is required to deliver.
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 The respondent states application of net housing target allows for an ‘element of losses’ but
and, on this basis, the 5 year requirement would be 3,798 including the 20% buffer. The supply of 4,416
the magnitude of losses through amalgamations are significant. The Council’s proposed
would leave headroom of 618 to accommodate 250 assumed amalgamations over that period.'
policy will allow limited amount of losses and is not banning all amalgamations.
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.
"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.

Two subsequent appeals â€“ 67 Clarendon Road (Ref: APP/K5600/W/16/3155398) and 1-2 Pembroke
See response above.
Cottages (Ref: APP/K5600/W/16/3158237) were also both allowed, albeit the Council are now seeking to
challenge both decisions via the High Court. The Council state in their response that 'policy formulation
cannot be based on appeal decisions.' The appeal decisions cited relate to the interpretation of policy, as
well as relevant material considerations, and do not therefore relate to policy formulation, contrary to the
Council's comment. It is also relevant that appeal decisions can influence policy formulation particularly
where policies have not stood up to the close scrutiny applied by the planning appeal process.
The Council also note in their response that '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.'
It is clear from reading the GLA's Housing SPG, that reference to net relates to total net housing, rather
than an interpretation of net on a site by site basis. Paragraph 3.2.1 notably states the following: 'The 2013
SHMA uses a 'net stock' approach that differs from the methodologies used in previous GLA studies. This
approach compares the current housing stock to the future stock required, with the latter calculated from
household projections, patterns of affordability and estimates of backlog need.'
This approach is clear in approaching net housing need on the basis of total current housing stock
compared to future stock required, rather than net being applied on a site by site basis. This similarly
applies to the application of net housing target, which allows for an element of losses as stated in our
original representations Furthermore, the GLA's Housing SPG is clear that units are not the only measure
to assess housing need and provision. Paragraph 5.1.9 states that 'equivalent residential densities and
floorspace should be provided where existing homes are redeveloped. Subject to other policy
considerations, higher residential densities are encouraged, alongside more generous floorspace
provision.'
The policy makes no provision for proposals that will lead to an increased residential density or additional
floorspace as a result of amalgamation. It is therefore considered that the restriction on amalgamation is
overly restrictive, and does not allow for other London Plan priorities, such as residential density or
enhancement in the quality of accommodation.
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3) The use of 170 sqm as a benchmark
We do not consider that this Policy Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan Review has adequately
addressed the comments we made on the previous version (Regulation 18). We have therefore repeated
many of our concerns below but added to the points where there is new evidence or appeal decisions
which are relevant. 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. 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.
As noted in our previous representations, the supporting text to Policy CH1 states that 'the floorspace limit
is about 20% more than the minimum nationally described 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.'

3) The use of 170 sqm as a benchmark

Further to our previous representations, we would also like to make the following comments:
This approach is considered at odds with the data provided below by LONRES, which is a London property
data source. This shows that consistently over the last five years in the Borough, the average size of
houses sold exceeds 200sqm, rising to 237.6 sqm in 2016.
RBKC Average Size of Properties Sold (sqm)
Year
Area
2012
217.8
2013
222
2014
235
2015
230.9
2016
237.6
(Source: LONRES) The Council's assertion therefore that the 20% uplift on national standards for 6 bed, 8
person dwellings represents an appropriate threshold for the Borough is questionable, when the average
size of homes sold in the Borough comfortably exceeds the 170sqm benchmark used. The average size of
house sold over the last 5 years is 229 sqm which represents a 35% uplift on the Council's threshold
contained in the new draft policy.
Based on this data therefore, it is considered that it is not appropriate to apply the national standard for a 6
bed, 8 person dwelling, even allowing for a 20% uplift, due to the specific nature of properties in the
Borough being larger on average. Accordingly, even if a floorspace size approach were (contrary to our
view) deemed to be acceptable, the proposed policy should provide a separate size threshold for flats
compared to houses. We have set out suggested size thresholds below on this basis:
Flats â€“ 170sqm
Houses â€“ 250sqm
In summary therefore, the use of 170sqm as a threshold is a blunt instrument which does not allow for the
significant variation in the average size of houses and flats in the borough.

The policy relates not just to houses but also flats. The properties that have been sold may be
a reflection of the borough’s historic housing stock. The Council considers using the current
Nationally Described Floorspace Standards which are adopted in the London Plan with an
uplift is capable of provided a generously sized family dwelling.
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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 and decisions. Such an approach will not
be positive, effective or justified to take forward.
The Council has set a threshold of 170 sq. m as based on the data analysed this would still
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. The data
is set out in the Policy Formulation Report for Policy CH1. The size threshold is considered to
be large enough to allow for flexibility.
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4) De-conversion back to a single family dwelling
We do not consider that this Policy Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan Review has adequately
addressed the comments we made on the previous version (Regulation 18). We have therefore repeated
many of our concerns below but added to the points where there is new evidence or appeal decisions
which are relevant.
Without prejudice to our view that Policy CH2(f) should be retained, we consider that the new policy should
allow for amalgamation associated with the de-conversion back to properties built as single family sized
dwellings. The Borough has many examples of properties which originally were designed as single
dwellings, and which are now subdivided into multiple units. The reinstatement of such properties into
single dwellings will not result in any reduction in residential floorspace, and the reinstatement to the
original form and use of the property cumulatively have a significant heritage benefit for listed buildings and
those buildings located within a conservation area. This position is 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 house being returned to a family-sized dwelling or
dwellings (see Appendix 1). De-conversion of subdivided properties back into single family dwellings also
provides the additional benefit of resulting in an appropriate use of amenity space. In dwellings converted
into flats, it is typically the case that only the ground or lower ground floor units have access to the large
gardens originally designed for single family homes. De-conversion allows for the whole property to benefit
from access to family-sized rear gardens that are characteristic of many parts of the borough. This is
considered to represent an additional benefit resulting from de-conversion.
The Council's response states that 'where listed buildings are concerned the Council has a duty under the
Planning (Listed Building) and Conservation Areas Act 1990 (as amended) which extends to the
architectural significance. In some cases it could be re-instating the plan-form to the original listed building
outweighs the harm caused by the loss of units.' We welcome this acknowledgement, however note that no
provision is made for this in the proposed policy. In order to allow for amalgamation to accommodate listed
building enhancements, wording should be included within the policy to this effect. We would therefore
suggest adding wording to the text around the new policy as follows: 'Where amalgamation will return a
dwelling back into its original form and consequently result in listed building benefits, there will be no
restriction on the loss of units.'
Specifically, returning listed buildings back to their original use as single dwellings is a significant heritage
benefit. De-converting a property back to a single family dwelling is considered a significant heritage
benefit. These converted properties were not designed to be multiple units, and therefore have inadequate
provision for modern servicing such as bin and cycle storage. De-conversions back to a single family
This is acknowledged by the Council in numerous examples of where amalgamation has been allowed on
heritage grounds. Most recently, planning and listed building consent (Ref: PP/16/08169 and LB/16/08170)
was granted for amalgamation of units to Flats A and C, 61 Holland Park, W11 3SJ. The accompanying
officer's report states the following:
'Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires planning applications to be
determined in accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
Therefore, in assessing the loss of a residential unit, consideration is given as to whether there are other
material considerations that exist which would outweigh the loss of a residential unit and thereby provide
justification for the development.' Furthermore, the Council state:
'The proposals would result in a single residential unit at lower ground, ground and basement floor levels
comprising a four bedroom unit. There are significant heritage benefits that would arise from the
proposals€¦whilst the proposed amalgamation would be contrary to housing policy, this loss of a residential
unit would be justified by significant heritage benefits to the listed building resulting from the proposals, in
keeping with NPPF paragraph 134. The lack of compliance with the development plan would be
outweighed by this material consideration in this instance.'
On this basis, the Council accept that there are material considerations, specifically heritage benefits in
relation to listed buildings, which can outweigh the loss of units through amalgamation. It is our view
therefore, that specific provision should be made within the policy to allow for this, which is consistent with
the Council's own decision making.

4) De-conversion back to a single family dwelling
The Council re-iterates its original response below –
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 dwelling. Externally there is generally no impact on
the character or appearance of a conservation area. Where listed buildings are concerned the
Council has a duty under the Planning (Listed Building) and Conservation Areas Act 1990 (as
amended) which extends to the architectural significance. In some cases it could be that reinstating the plan-form to the original listed building outweighs the harm caused by the loss of
units. The Council also applies the tests of harm as set out in the NPPF but each case is
determined on its own merits.
The circumstances of other London Boroughs could be different.
No specific reference or exception for listed buildings is required. As stated above there is a
sufficiently strong policy framework where listed buildings are concerned. The plan should be
read as a whole. The example quoted demonstrates that the Council takes other material
considerations into account where listed buildings are concerned.

Housing

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

- The Council notes that RBKC has concluded that LBHF and RBKC are not within a single housing market
area and this Council agrees.
- The council note the change in Policy CH2 from 40% affordable housing to 35% affordable housing which
reflects emerging guidance in the draft GLA Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. LBHF support any
approach to affordable housing where provision is maximised and this appears to be the best fit approach
for RBKC based on the viability evidence.
- Policy CH1 point e (i) â€“ this point would allow loss of residential to a town centre use and could apply to
residential on upper floors in a mixed use town centre development. We recommend that this policy is
tightened up to avoid losing residential on upper floors in town centres. We appreciate that this may not be
a strategic issue, but we hope this is a helpful comment to help towards the soundness of the plan.

Noted.

NGPH supports Policy CH1, as the Council is seeking to exceed the London Plan target of
733 net additional dwellings each year.

Noted.
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Noted. The comment is not considered to be of strategic significance under the Duty to Cooperate.
Policy CH1 e (i) is an existing policy adopted in 2010. The 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.
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We agree with the soundness of this policy. The need to ensure sites are optimised is agreed and we
support the role for the London Plan density targets in securing this.

Noted.

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.

16044705

CH1.7a

Nick Hopkinson Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

I support the overall aim of the Council to increase net housing supply in line with the London plan target.
Noted.
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 the balanced, mixed community
that RBKC aspires towards.
RBKC is the only part of London whose population has declined over the decade to 2015, according to
latest Office for National Statistics data. 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.
Policy CH3 is referring to the latest evidence including the 50% need for larger 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 demand 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
chronic shortage of 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 gross
internal area (GIA) 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. 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.
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 whilst getting closer to meeting the currently unmet demand for 3
& 4 bed homes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m GIA is probably more suitable, given the greatest
shortage is for larger family homes.

16044705

CH1.7b

Nick Hopkinson Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

The only realistic way of achieving the councils stated demand mix target for market housing size mix is by Support for policy on amalgamation is noted. A higher threshold of 200 sq. m will not be
allowing existing home owners to create reasonable, market 3 & 4 bed homes via amalgamations.
effective in resisting significant loss of residential units through amalgamations.
I support the proposed CH1 plan amends to allow reasonable amalgamations of 2 units up to 170sq m
gross internal area (GIA) 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.
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. 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 whilst getting closer to meeting the currently unmet demand for 3 & 4 bed homes. In fact, I
think that a cap of 200sq m GIA is probably more suitable, given the greatest shortage is for larger family
homes.
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16044769

CH1.8

Soyar Sherkat

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

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 the balanced, mixed community
that RBKC aspires towards.
RBKC is the only part of London whose population has declined over the decade to 2015, according to
latest Office for National Statistics data. 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 demand 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
chronic shortage of 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
gross internal area (GIA) 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.
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.
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 whilst getting closer to meeting the currently unmet demand for 3
& 4 bed homes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m GIA is probably more suitable, given the greatest
shortage is for larger family homes.

Noted.

16051329

CH1.9

Yes

Greater London
Authority (Kevin
Reid)

Policy CH3 is referring to the latest evidence including the 50% need for larger homes.

Support for policy on amalgamation is noted. A higher threshold of 200 sq. m will not be
effective in resisting significant loss of residential units through amalgamations.

Policy CHl Increasing Housing Supply
Noted. The Council welcomes the positive comments from GLA and support for the policy on
The Council has set its minimum annualised housing target at 733 new homes per year which complies
amalgamations.
with the London Plan. This is in excess of the borough's Objectively Assessed Need and recognises that
the borough is part of a wider London housing market and that it has sites available to deliver housing.
Furthermore for the first five years it has included a 20% buffer, giving a target of 880 units/year. Although
some previous years of housing delivery have been significantly below the London Plan target, the most
recent years have shown increased delivery including significantly above the target for 2014/l 5.
The Council is rightly concerned about the loss of homes through amalgamations and the loss of capacity
through the construction of very large homes. Therefore this Policy is supported as being in line with the
policies within London Plan Chapter 3.

16094945

CH1.10

JE Bianco

16620289

CH1.11

Giandomenico
Iannetti

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Sceptical of motivations.

Noted.

The proposed policy text to CH1 is supported.

Noted.

The greater flexibility proposed in allowing amalgamations under this policy in CH1b, is particularly
welcomed and justified. It should lead to and encourage qualitative improvements in the Borough's housing
stock and help resist overcrowding. It is therefore consistent with the promoting sustainable development
and NPPF (paragraphs 9, 14 and 15). It will assist in promoting the Core Planning Principles enshrined in
paragraph 17 of the NPPF, notably by securing a good standard of amenity for all existing and future
occupants of land and buildings.
The control of amalgamations, where permitted in CH1c is similarly supported as an effective control
mechanism for development management.
In relation to the Protection of Residential Uses, the policy lists 6 criteria which would facilitate exceptions
to such protection. These are supported, particularly, "vi) where proposals meet criterion b. above."
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16620833

CH1.12

Dr Y
Mohsenzadeh

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

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 the balanced, mixed community
that RBKC aspires towards.
RBKC is the only part of London whose population has declined over the decade to 2015, according to
latest Office for National Statistics data. 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 demand 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
chronic shortage of 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 gross
internal area (GIA) 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. 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.
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 whilst getting closer to meeting the currently unmet demand for 3
& 4 bed homes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m GIA is probably more suitable, given the greatest
shortage is for larger family homes.

Noted.

Comments in relation to Policy CH1 (Increasing Housing Supply)
Submission policy CH1 resists the loss of residential units through amalgamation unless the amalgamation
will 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.
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 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 multi-generational 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. CHG are
aware of a small number of units where 180sq.m is likely to be required.
In light of the above, we respectfully request that either the floorspace limit is increased to 180sq.m GIA, or
the wording for policy CH1 is added to as follows (see underlined text):
"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. relate to affordable units and amalgamation is
required to respond to housing need to enable extended family living."

The Council reiterates its previous response –
Noted.

16625313

CH1.13

CBRE (Jennifer
Liu)

Yes

Comments in relation to Chapter 40: Housing Trajectory and Supporting Information
The 'Housing Supply from Site Allocations' table (page 289) currently states that planning permission has
been granted for Phase 2 and that a planning application is expected for Phase 3. The text states that the
net additional number of homes expected to be delivered is 281. This is based on the net number of
dwellings that could be delivered through the existing outline planning permission and should be
considered a minimum as the housing numbers are likely to increase if a new application was submitted for
Phase 3.
Accordingly, CHG considers that housing quanta in this table should be referred to as minima, in
compliance with NPPF objectives set out at NPPF paragraph 47 to significantly boost the supply of
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Policy CH3 is referring to the latest evidence including the 50% need for larger homes.

Support for policy on amalgamation is noted. A higher threshold of 200 sq. m will not be
effective in resisting significant loss of residential units through amalgamations.

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.
The Council’s policy objective is to curtail the loss of units through amalgamations. Increasing
the floorspace threshold will not enable the Council to achieve those objectives.

CH1 Increasing Housing Supply
User ID

Ref ID

Name

16625409

CH1.14a Catalyst
Housing Group

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Yes

Submission policy CH1 resists the loss of residential units through amalgamation unless the amalgamation Duplicate response. See above.
will 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.

Yes

Council's Response

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 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 multi-generational 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. CHG are
aware of a small number of units where 180sq.m is likely to be required.
In light of the above, we respectfully request that either the floorspace limit is increased to 180sq.m GIA, or
the wording for policy CH1 is added to as follows:
"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. relate to affordable units and amalgamation is required to respond to housing need to enable extended
family living."

16626369

CH1.14b Catalyst
Housing Group

Sound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Yes

Yes

Submission policy CH1 resists the loss of residential units through amalgamation unless the amalgamation
will 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.
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 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 multi-generational 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. CHG are
aware of a small number of units where 180sq.m is likely to be required.
In light of the above, we respectfully request that either the floorspace limit is increased to 180sq.m GIA, or
the wording for policy CH1 is added to as follows:
"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. relate to affordable units and amalgamation is required to respond to housing need to enable extended
family living."

16632161

CH1.15

St William
Sound
Homes LLP (Sir
Madam)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

St William welcomes the positive statement of intent that the Council has put forth in that it will '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'. This should be given particular emphasis with the recent Housing
White Paper (HWP), which actively seeks ways to boost housing supply whilst optimising density on
brownfield sites.
Policy CH1 'Increasing Housing Supply'
St William welcomes the positive statement of intent that the Council has put forth in that it will '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'. This should be given particular emphasis with the recent Housing
White Paper (HWP), which actively seeks ways to boost housing supply whilst optimising density on
brownfield sites.
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Noted.

CH1 Increasing Housing Supply
User ID

Ref ID

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

16634369

CH1.16

Sedigheh
Dehdashty

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

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 the balanced, mixed community
that RBKC aspires towards. RBKC is the only part of London whose population has declined over the
decade to 2015, according to latest Office for National Statistics data. 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 demand 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
chronic shortage of 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
gross internal area (GIA) 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.
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.
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 whilst getting closer to meeting the currently unmet demand for 3
& 4 bed homes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m GIA is probably more suitable, given the greatest
shortage is for larger family homes.

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 the balanced, mixed community
that RBKC aspires towards.
RBKC is the only part of London whose population has declined over the decade to 2015, according to
latest Office for National Statistics data. 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 demand 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
chronic shortage of 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
gross internal area (GIA) 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.
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.
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 whilst getting closer to meeting the currently unmet demand for 3
& 4 bed homes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m GIA is probably more suitable, given the greatest
shortage is for larger family homes.

Noted.

Comments in relation to Chapter 40: Housing Trajectory and Supporting Information:
The 'Housing Supply from Site Allocations' table (page 289) currently states that planning permission has
been granted for Phase 2 and that a planning application is expected for Phase 3. The text states that the
net additional number of homes expected to be delivered is 281. This is based on the net number of
dwellings that could be delivered through the existing outline planning permission and should be
considered a minimum as the housing numbers are likely to increase if a new application was submitted for
Phase 3.

In the absence of a new planning permission for Phase 2 of Wornington Green the scheme
which has permission is the only figure we can use. The site allocation Policy CA3 states the
site allocation is for a minimum number of units and so does not present any issue with
compliance with NPPF objectives. The housing trajectory in this document must state the
current position at the time of the Local Plan Partial Review Examination. However, the
housing trajectory is updated every year in the Monitoring Report, so any alteration to housing
numbers for phase 2 of Wornington Green will be reflected in the Monitoring Report in the
year that planning permission is granted.

16634433

16625409

CH1.17

James
Hopkinson

CH1.18a Catalyst
Housing Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Yes

Accordingly, CHG considers that housing quanta in this table should be referred to as minima, in
compliance with NPPF objectives set out at NPPF paragraph 47 to significantly boost the supply of
housing.

128

Policy CH3 is referring to the latest evidence including the 50% need for larger homes.
Support for policy on amalgamation is noted. A higher threshold of 200 sq. m will not be
effective in resisting significant loss of residential units through amalgamations.

Policy CH3 is referring to the latest evidence including the 50% need for larger homes.

Support for policy on amalgamation is noted. A higher threshold of 200 sq. m will not be
effective in resisting significant loss of residential units through amalgamations.

CH1 Increasing Housing Supply
User ID

Ref ID

Name

16626369

CH1.18b Catalyst
Housing Group

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Comments in relation to Chapter 40: Housing Trajectory and Supporting Information:
As above
The 'Housing Supply from Site Allocations' table (page 289) currently states that planning permission has
been granted for Phase 2 and that a planning application is expected for Phase 3. The text states that the
net additional number of homes expected to be delivered is 281. This is based on the net number of
dwellings that could be delivered through the existing outline planning permission and should be
considered a minimum as the housing numbers are likely to increase if a new application was submitted for
Phase 3.
Accordingly, CHG considers that housing quanta in this table should be referred to as minima, in
compliance with NPPF objectives set out at NPPF paragraph 47 to significantly boost the supply of
housing.
Comments in relation to the Infrastructure Schedule:
The text notes that the following items of infrastructure are required to support the redevelopment of
Wornington Green:
- Improvements to eleven bus stops which is likely to cost Â£100,000
- Reconnection of Portobello Road and Wornington Road to Ladbroke Grove
- Education facilities â€“ to be confirmed
- Reinstatement of an improved Athlone Gardens and Venture Centre, Play space and play equipment,
Community Hall/youth facility and walking, cycling and public realm improvements
- Healthcare facilities
Should a new application be submitted for Phase 3, it should be noted that the items of infrastructure
specified above will need to be subject to viability testing and pass the test sets out in the CIL Regulations.

528746 CH1.19

Mr and Ms
Marion Buten &
Sean
Weissenberger

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 the balanced, mixed community
that RBKC aspires towards.
RBKC is the only part of London whose population has declined over the decade to 2015, according to
latest Office for National Statistics data. 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 demand 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
chronic shortage of 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 gross
internal area (GIA) 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. 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.
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 whilst getting closer to meeting the currently unmet demand for 3
& 4 bed homes. In fact, I think that a cap of 200sq m GIA is probably more suitable, given the greatest
shortage is for larger family homes.
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Noted (same as above)

Policy CH3 is referring to the latest evidence including the 50% need for larger homes.

Support for policy on amalgamation is noted. A higher threshold of 200 sq. m will not be
effective in resisting significant loss of residential units through amalgamations.

CH2 Affordable Housing

User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CH2.1

Name

Kensington
Society
(Michael Bach)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Yes

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Yes

Kensington Society therefore supports:

The Housing White Paper Consultation indicates that there will no longer a requirement for 20% starter homes on
qualifying schemes.

Changes to Policy CH2: Affordable Housing
Affordable Housing Target
The Society supports the Council's affordable housing policy, but strongly doubts whether "starter homes" will be a
starter in this Borough.

Criterion (d) already covers the fact that off-site or payments in lieu are only acceptable in exceptional circumstances so
it is not necessary to specify this in (e) as well.

35.3.23 The Society strongly supports the Borough-wide target of 40%.

Main Modification – delete criterion a. of Policy CH2 to reflect the Housing White Paper. Update other references to
starter homes in the supporting text to be in-line with the Housing White Paper.

Policy CH2: Affordable Housing
CH2(e) Line 1: Start with "where exceptionally"

5798017 CH2.2a

Home Builders
Federation
(James
Stevens)

Policy CH2: Affordable Housing

The Housing White Paper was published on 7 February 2017 after the Publication Policies were published. The Council
has reviewed the Housing White Paper and will be proposing Main Modifications as a result.

Aspects of the policy are unsound because they conflict with national policy.
The policy will probably need to be amended to reflect the change in direction signalled by the Housing White Paper. The
reference to starter homes should be dropped or the Council could instead refer to the new expanded definition of
affordable housing that is included in the Housing White Paper. Starter homes can now be provided as shared ownership
and discounted market sales products.
The threshold at which contributions to affordable housing will be sought which is set at schemes involving 650 square
metres of residential floor-space is contrary to national policy as set out in the Written Ministerial Statement of 28
November 2014. This establishes a threshold whereby schemes of 1,000 square metres or less are not required to
provide contributions to affordable housing or tariffs.

The 650 sq m threshold is based on the Council’s Affordable Housing Target Viability Study, June 2015. As explained in
the reasoned justification at paragraph 35.3.27 that “It is considered that setting the threshold at 650 sq m is generally
unlikely to affect the exemption in the national policy intended for custom and self builders as these typically involve
building a single unit. In terms of small scale developers, the extremely high land values in the borough mean that
affordable housing contributions are not a disproportionate burden on development. There is a strong reliance in the
borough on small sites due to its uniquely dense and historic character and most of these are high end developments
where it would be viable to provide a contribution for affordable housing.”
In addition the Council has to consider the viability of affordable housing provision on a case by case basis and therefore
a disproportionate burden would not be placed on smaller developments.

Viability assessments (paragraph 35.3.41)

The Council does not accept that using Existing Use Value makes the Local Plan unsound. The NPPG on Viability states
at paragraph 015 Reference ID: 10-015-20140306 that a competitive return “will need to provide an incentive for the
The use of Existing Use Value plus as the basis for establishing a benchmark land value for the determination of viability land owner to sell in comparison with other options available. Those options may include the current use value of
is unsound because it is contrary to national planning policy.
the land or its value for a realistic alternative use that complies with planning policy”. (emphasis added)
The NPPF in paragraph 173 states that to ensure viability local planning authorities should have regard to providing
"competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer". The decision of the Council to elect to use EUV+
would be contrary to policy. EUV+ may represent a competitive return for some land owners and developers but not
necessarily all.
Equally, the Council cannot assume that Existing Use Value is always a more appropriate as a benchmark than other
measures such as market value. It cannot be prescriptive about this as the Council's Affordable Housing Viability Study
Update (July 2016) observes at the beginning of section 3.2 and on page 9.

5798017 CH2.2b

Home Builders
Federation
(James
Stevens)

Existing Use Value plus approach is also supported in the Mayor’s Housing SPG. and in the emerging Mayor’s Affordable
Housing and Viability SPG which refers to the London Borough Development Viability Protocol November 2016.
Main Modification – delete criterion a. of Policy CH2 to reflect the Housing White Paper. Update other references to
starter homes in the supporting text to be in-line with the Housing White Paper. Include references to the proposed
broader definition of affordable housing in the reasoned justification. Include reference to affordable homes ownership
products in criteria b. and c. of Policy CH2.

We accept, however, that for the purposes of its Local Plan Viability Assessment the Council will have to establish
Noted.
benchmark land values against which it can assess the deliverability of its policies and its plan. The Council has elected
to use existing use value (or current use value â€“ see page 10 of the Viability Assessment). This will help to establish
the feasibility of its policies. Once this has been completed, the Council can then defend its policies with confidence,
including whatever percentage level of affordable housing it requires. Applicants will then be obliged to comply with those Policy CH2 is clear for applicants and decision-makers to know what is policy compliant. The reasoned justification (para
policies. The Local Plan Viability Assessment therefore reinforces the principle of the plan-led system whereby the
35.3.24) explains that where schemes provide 35% affordable housing there is no need to submit a viability assessment.
development plan provides the starting point for decision-taking (NPPF, paragraph 12) and applications that accord with
the development plan should be approved unless material circumstances indicate otherwise. While we acknowledge that
the Council will use EUV as the basis for its local plan viability assessment it needs to be mindful that once it has
established its local plan policies on this basis, then the need for further viability assessments to accompany every
application so that the Council can vary its policy requirements should be unnecessary. The NPPF requires local plans to
provide clear policies so that applicants and decision-takers know what is policy-compliant.
We consider that the reference to paragraphs 50 and 205 of the NPPF as a justification for a review, is a misreading.
Paragraph 50 is a reference to local authorities needing to set a percentage target for affordable housing that is able to
withstand the vagaries of the market over the life of the plan â€“ the local authority establishes a reasonable figure that it
likely to be deliverable during downturns as well as booms. We do not believe it is an invitation to local authorities to vary
their policy requirements when they consider each application with every change in market conditions. This would
undermine the utility of the plan-led system which is to provide certainty and embed policy costs into land values.
Paragraph 205 is a reference to the need for decision-takers to be aware that sometimes it may not be feasible for
applicants to meet all planning policies (national, London and local). It is not an invitation to the local authority to
disregard the local plan.
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CH2 Affordable Housing

User ID

Ref ID

5798017 CH2.2c

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Home Builders
Federation
(James
Stevens)

Comment

Council's Response

The Council should have the confidence in its Plan and that developers will be able to meet all its policy requirements
without the need for flexibility or application specific viability assessments. If developers cannot meet these policy
See response above.
requirements then the development cannot be approved. If residential development stalls, then this may suggest that the
Council has been unrealistic in its expectations and this would signal the need for a review of the Local Plan.
The decision to dis-apply the Vacant Building Credit is unsound because it is unjustified and contrary to national policy.
We do not believe that the Council can dis-apply the vacant building credit that was introduced by the Government
through its Written Ministerial Statement of 28 November 2014. The argument that London is unique because all sites
are brownfield (paragraph 35.3.43) is a spurious one. Kensington & Chelsea (like the rest of London) is no more or less
unique than many other constrained local authorities in the country like Ipswich, Brighton, Crawley, Coventry,
Birmingham, Stevenage, Woking and Luton who all rely on the recycling of brownfield land to meet their housing
requirements and also have large unmet housing needs. This is based on personal experience engaging with the local
plans of these authorities under the NPPF over the last five years. None of these authorities have claimed exemption
from the vacant building credit

9508897 CH2.3a

Savills (Nick de Unsound
Lotbiniere)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

No

No

We do not consider that this Policy Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan Review has adequately addressed the
comments we made on the previous version (Regulation 18). We have therefore repeated many of our concerns below
but added to the points where there is new evidence or appeal decisions which are relevant.
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 Â£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.

As stated in paragraph 35.3.43, vacant building credit will not bring forward more development which is the intention of
the Government policy. Where affordable housing targets are not met only viable levels of affordable housing are
required following consideration of detailed viability appraisals. As previously mentioned the borough also has the highest
property values in the UK and development has always come forward in the borough without the need to incentivise it.
Applying vacant building credit would run counter to the London Plan’s objective of maximising the provision of affordable
housing. This approach has been endorsed by the Mayor’s Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG, November 2016.

Criterion a. – the starter homes requirement was a reflection of the changes expected through Regulations as set out in
the Government’s Technical Consultation on Starter Homes. The Government has since published the Housing White
Paper in February 2017. Therefore the Council will be proposing Main Modifications to take account of changes outlined
in the Housing White Paper. The policy proposes 50% of the affordable housing to be in the intermediate tenure. The
definition of intermediate is included in the glossary and the particular intermediate product is decided on a case by case
basis. The Council has tested the viability of a range of intermediate products.
Criterion b. – The comments relate to draft policies as the Publication Policies changed the target to 35% to reflect the
Mayor’s emerging Affordable Housing and Viability SPG.
The 650 sq m threshold is based on the Council’s Affordable Housing Target Viability Study, June 2015. As explained in
the reasoned justification at paragraph 35.3.27 that “It is considered that setting the threshold at 650 sq m is generally
unlikely to affect the exemption in the national policy intended for custom and self builders as these typically involve
building a single unit. In terms of small scale developers, the extremely high land values in the borough mean that
affordable housing contributions are not a disproportionate burden on development. There is a strong reliance in the
borough on small sites due to its uniquely dense and historic character and most of these are high end developments
where it would be viable to provide a contribution for affordable housing.”
In addition the Council has to consider the viability of affordable housing provision on a case by case basis and therefore
a disproportionate burden would not be placed on smaller development.
Main Modification – delete criterion a. of Policy CH2 to reflect the Housing White Paper. Update other references to
starter homes in the supporting text to be in-line with the Housing White Paper. Include references to the proposed
broader definition of affordable housing in the reasoned justification. Include reference to affordable homes ownership
products in criteria b. and c. of Policy CH2.

9508897 CH2.3b

Savills (Nick de
Lotbiniere)

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.
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 affect scheme viability.

Criterion c. – The Council does not have a SPG specifying tenure mix. The 50:50 split complies with the Mayor’s
emerging Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. London Living Rents are a type of intermediate tenure and can be
provided within the 50% intermediate mix. The median incomes in the borough are high at £50,000 and it is considered
that using the median income levels will not be affordable to a large majority of those in need. The Council has its own
intermediate rent policy and strongly supports this tenure which can be provided within the 50% intermediate
requirement.
Criterion d. – exceptional circumstances for off-site provision or payments in lieu are set out in the reasoned justification.
Off-site provision or payments in lieu will require a viability assessment.
Criterion g. is an existing policy that has operated successfully since the Core Strategy was adopted in 2010 and
therefore the Council does not consider it need to be changed.

14515553 CH2.4

Carter Jonas
representing
National Grid
Property
Holdings
(Alister
Henderson)

Sound

Sound

Sound

14597665 CH2.5

Judith
Blakeman

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Sound

Yes

Yes

The wording of this policy is welcomed. Seeking the 'maximum 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. However, it is also noted that new text has been added to accommodate the
Mayor's recent draft affordable housing SPG, which confirms that if a qualifying scheme
does not provide 35% affordable housing then a viability assessment is required.
The open book financial approach is welcomed, but there are some occasions when it is
imperative that certain information which is commercially sensitive is kept as confidential,
as it could potentially jeopardise development coming forward. This should be recognised
in the text of this policy.
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.

The reasoned justification does recognise that some information may be confidential in paragraph 35.3.39 although it
states that this should be kept to the minimum.

Policy CH2: Affordable Housing: Our preferred version is:

The policy allows the flexibility for the Council to use a Council owned Company. It is not appropriate to specify a delivery
vehicle in the policy as the most suitable mechanism may vary over time.

The Council will seek the maximum reasonable amount of social rented and affordable housing.
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.
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CH2 Affordable Housing

User ID

Ref ID

15818177 CH2.6

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Notting Hill
Gate KCS
Limited

Comment

Council's Response

We support the revised policy commitment to maximise affordable housing delivery (subject to viability) with reference to The reasoned justification does recognise that some information may be confidential in paragraph 35.3.39 although it
a more attainable Affordable Housing target than previously adopted.
states that this should be kept to the 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.

16051329 CH2.7

Greater
London
Authority
(Kevin Reid)

Policy CH2: Affordable Housing
The proposed amendments to the policy and reasoned justification to reference the Mayor's Draft Affordable Housing
and Viability SPG, are welcomed. 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. It is currently
anticipated that the SPG will be finalised in late Spring 2017.

The reasoned justification to the text at paragraph 35.3.24 does state that “the policy sets a borough wide target of 35%
without the use of public subsidy. Schemes providing this level of affordable housing do not need to submit a financial
viability appraisal negating the need for protracted negotiations and offering consistency and certainty for applicants. 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%.”
The Council will be proposing Major Modifications to take account of changes outlined in the Housing White Paper.

The borough will be aware that Government no longer intends to apply a fixed Starter Home requirement on a site by
site basis and may wish to update the policy to reflect this.

16094945 CH2.8

JE Bianco

Sceptical on the term affordable housing, Affordable for whom. I understand council flat. I equate that with affordable....

16625313 CH2.9a

CBRE
(Jennifer Liu)

Comments in relation to Policy CH2 (Affordable Housing)
The starter homes requirement was a reflection of the changes expected through Regulations as set out in the
Paragraph 35.3.18 states that the Council has a general duty to promote the supply of starter homes as set out in the
Government’s Technical Consultation on Starter Homes. The Government has since published the Housing White Paper
Housing and Planning Act 2016, and that the Local Plan supports the provision of Starter Homes on qualifying sites.
in February 2017. Therefore the Council will be proposing Main Modifications to take account of changes outlined in the
Paragraph 35.3.23 states that Policy CH2 has factored in the starter homes requirement in the affordable targets,
Housing White Paper.
assuming the Government will implement its proposed 20% starter homes requirement and include starter homes within
the definition of affordable housing. As a Housing Association, CHG supports the provision of affordable housing.
The Council has commissioned an update of the Affordable Housing Target Viability Study June 2015 and its update of
However, CHG has some concerns that the requirement for Starter Homes, if applied as a 'blanket' percentage across July 2016 to include the new definition of affordable housing proposed in the Housing White Paper and the impact of 10%
London and the UK, will crowd out other forms of affordable housing and will result in the reduction in the numbers of sub- affordable homes ownership products.
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 2016 Starter Homes consultation.
Indeed CHG's concerns are echoed in the 'Affordable Housing and Viability Study Update' (2016) by BNP Paribas which
forms part of RBKC's evidence base. For example, Section 6 of the BNP Paribas report notes the significant impact
Starter Homes will have on the delivery of traditional affordable housing and that "it is unlikely that Starter Homes can be
delivered at 80% of market value due to the Â£450,000 cap being far lower than 80% of market value. Significant
additional subsidy will be required to deliver Starter Homes and this will inevitably impact on the ability of developments
to deliver other forms of affordable housing".
As a result CHG very much welcome the inclusion in the Housing White Paper in February 2017 of the Government's
revised plans to impose a target of at least 20% starter homes on all reasonably sized developments in response to
concerns raised that a mandatory requirement of 20% would impact on the supply of other affordable products. Instead,
an amendment will be made to the NPPF, to make a minimum of 10% of homes on new sites affordable, with any starter
home requirement within that percentage set at an appropriate level by the local authority.

16625313 CH2.9b

CBRE
(Jennifer Liu)

In light of the Housing White Paper, CHG consider the basis of the 'Affordable Housing and Viability Study Update'
See response above.
(2016) report prepared by BNP Paribas to be flawed, given the assumption of 20% starter homes provision has been
shelved by the government. The Viability Study should be updated to reflect the incorporation of an appropriate level of
starter homes, alongside other affordable home ownership and rented tenures which can respond to local needs and
local markets.
In summary, CHG are concerned that the current wording of the policy is contrary to the NPPF tests of soundness, given
it cannot be justified as the most appropriate strategy, as it is not based on proportionate evidence. The policy wording
should be amended to reflect a locally set level of Starter Homes which meets local housing need.
In terms of affordable housing targets, CHG welcome the amendment of the target to 35% as this brings it in line with
the Mayor's draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG.

16625409 CH2.10

Catalyst
Sound
Housing Group

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Yes

Affordable Housing is defined in the glossary of the Local Plan.

Duplicated from above.

Yes
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User ID

Ref ID

16632161 CH2.11

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

St William
Homes LLP
(Sir Madam)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Whilst St William welcomes the provision of CH2(f) it must be stressed that in respect of the former Kensal gasworks
site, the decontamination of land, the need for enhanced access and accessibility and any other planning and
infrastructure obligations, will all significantly impact the viability. In line with provisions set out in the NPPF and the
recent HWP, it is felt that sites of a strategic importance such as this should be given much greater flexibility, so as to
ensure a sustainable housing-led regeneration scheme can, importantly, be delivered.
St William would also reiterate their previous concerns 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.

Yes

Council's Response

Policy CH2 'Affordable Housing'
Whilst St William welcomes the provision of CH2(f) it must be stressed that in respect of the former Kensal gasworks
site, the decontamination of land, the need for enhanced access and accessibility and any other planning and
infrastructure obligations, will all significantly impact the viability. In line with provisions set out in the NPPF and the
recent HWP, it is felt that sites of a strategic importance such as this should be given much greater flexibility, so as to
ensure a sustainable housing-led regeneration scheme can, importantly, be delivered.
St William would also reiterate their previous concerns 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.

16634209 CH2.12

QUEENSGAT
E
INVESTMENT
S LLP (Sir
Madam)

Affordable Housing
Policy CH2 seeks to provide the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing from proposed
developments.
We refer to Point (f) of Policy CH2 which states that a scheme qualifies for providing affordable
housing when the quantum of gross residential floorspace (gross internal area) is greater than 650
sqm. It should be noted that the small site exemption policy, set out in a Written Ministerial Statement
in November 2014, excludes housing developments of 10 units or 1,000sqm or less from the need to
provide, or contribute towards, affordable housing. Policy CH2 should reflect this.
We look forward to receiving confirmation of the dates for the Examination in Public and respectfully
reserve the right to attend the examination on behalf of our client.
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A percentage target based on floorspace is considered to be in general conformity with the London Plan. The Mayor has
confirmed that the proposed policies are in conformity with the London Plan and has not raised this as an issue.
The Council’s adopted Policy CH2: Housing Diversity has a floorspace threshold for affordable housing which has been in
place since 2010. This approach has been used successfully in all schemes since then including large sites such as
Earl’s Court and Wornington Green without creating any problems. The Council prefers a floorspace threshold rather
than number of units as it avoids a cliff edge approach.

The 650 sq m threshold is based on the Council’s Affordable Housing Target Viability Study, June 2015. As explained in
the reasoned justification at paragraph 35.3.27 that “It is considered that setting the threshold at 650 sq m is generally
unlikely to affect the exemption in the national policy intended for custom and self builders as these typically involve
building a single unit. In terms of small scale developers, the extremely high land values in the borough mean that
affordable housing contributions are not a disproportionate burden on development. There is a strong reliance in the
borough on small sites due to its uniquely dense and historic character and most of these are high end developments
where it would be viable to provide a contribution for affordable housing.”
In addition the Council has to consider the viability of affordable housing provision on a case by case basis and therefore
a disproportionate burden would not be placed on smaller development.

CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CH3.1a

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with
national policy

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Key Issues:
Context:
• need to recognise one of the highest proportion of small households, but often with some of Noted.
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 objectivelyassessed need for homes for people living and working in London.
Kensington Society therefore supports:
Changes to Policy CH3: Housing Size Mix and Standards

See response below.

• 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)

5792513 CH3.1b

Kensington
Society (Michael
Bach)

Housing Size Mix and Standards
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.
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.
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.

14515553 CH3.2

Carter Jonas
Sound
representing
National Grid
Property Holdings
(Alister
Henderson)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

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.
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The previous housing size mix was based on the evidence in the previous SHMA.

The NPPF requires Local Plan policies to be based on proportionate evidence. The
latest evidence on housing size mix is in the SHMA 2015 which has considered the
existing housing stock. The policy cannot be based on anecdotal evidence.
The SHMA 2015 also includes consideration of both overcrowding and under
occupation 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.”
The SHMA has already taken this into account, it states (page 65) “In terms of dwelling
size requirements, the existing stock is significantly under-occupied and a better fit with
the bedroom standard would be to require new supply to be mainly smaller dwellings,
but in practice the standard plays no part in determining occupancy rates in the private
sector. However, in RBKC, high housing costs will create pressures towards higher
occupancy rates. Looking at future household composition suggests that relatively little
change from the present pattern of dwelling sizes will be required. Just over 50% of
additional dwellings should be smaller units (1-2 bedrooms) and just under 50% larger
units (3-4+ bedrooms).”

Noted.

CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards
User ID

Ref ID

14597665 CH3.3

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent with
national policy

Judith Blakeman Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Legally
compliant

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

The figures in the document are incorrect for the reasons set out below:

The NPPF requires Local Plan policies to be based on proportionate evidence. The
latest evidence on housing size mix is in the SHMA 2015.

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%

16625409 CH3.4

Catalyst Housing Sound
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

16632161 CH3.5

St William
Homes LLP (Sir
Madam)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Sound

St William supports the flexibility that is afforded in this policy, and considers that it will help
to support an optimal housing mix for new residential developments where the types and
sizes of homes can best reflect the characteristics of the site and local housing affordability.
Policy CH3 Housing Size Mix and Standards
St William supports the flexibility that is afforded in this policy, and considers that it will help
to support an optimal housing mix for new residential developments where the types and
sizes of homes can best reflect the characteristics of the site and local housing affordability.
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Noted.

CH4 Specific Housing Needs
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CH4.1a

Name

Positively
prepared

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

Justified

Effective

Unsound

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Specific Housing Needs

The housing size mix is based on SHMA 2015 which includes consideration of both
overcrowding and under occupation 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.”

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.
Kensington Society therefore supports:
Changes to Policy CH4: Special Housing Needs
• the need to provide more housing for older people, but this should include providing
more smaller units to encourage downsizing to release larger units.
• provision of student housing – but could be more positive

5792513 CH4.1b

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

Unsound

Specific Housing Needs
Older People's Housing
This section fails to make the link between an aging population and the need for smaller
units to enable downsizing. Kensington and Chelsea has one of the lowest occupancy
rates.
This has implications for the housing mix and diversity. There is a strong latent demand
that is not captured by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment.
Paragraph 35.3.70 this sentence also seems to be missing something This includes a
covenant that homes to be held as build to rent for at least 15 years.
Paragraph 35.3.72 refers to Imperial College and the need for student accommodation. It
does not mention that Imperial built a development of student accommodation at Imperial
West (Wood Lane) in LBHF and have built several further large blocks in North Acton (LB
Ealing). More sites at North Acton are in the pipeline. Given the land values in RBKC
(and the resultant rents charges for students) it would seem that the case for any further
provision of student housing in RBKC is comparatively weak (as per 35.3.74).
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The SHMA has already taken this into account, it states (page 65) “In terms of
dwelling size requirements, the existing stock is significantly under-occupied and a
better fit with the bedroom standard would be to require new supply to be mainly
smaller dwellings, but in practice the standard plays no part in determining occupancy
rates in the private sector. However, in RBKC, high housing costs will create
pressures towards higher occupancy rates. Looking at future household composition
suggests that relatively little change from the present pattern of dwelling sizes will be
required. Just over 50% of additional dwellings should be smaller units (1-2 bedrooms)
and just under 50% larger units (3-4+ bedrooms).”
35.3.70 - The paragraph is stating that the definition in the emerging Mayor’s
Affordable Housing and Viability SPG includes the 15 year covenant. The last two
sentences can be merged to make this clear.
Para 35.3.72 is referring to the Council’s latest evidence on student housing from the
SHMA 2015. The policy is clear that student housing should not compromise the
provision of general housing in the borough
Minor Modification – Para 35.3.70 merge the last two sentences to aid clarity.

CH4 Specific Housing Needs
User ID

Ref ID

5798017 CH4.2a

Name

Home Builders
Federation (James
Stevens)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

Policy CH4: Specific Housing Needs
The policy is unsound because it is unjustified and ineffective.
We support the references to making provision for older persons housing, but the policy
should refer to the need for retirement housing as well as extra care and sheltered
housing. The needs of older people will be met through an array of products not just
those specific forms of tenure that the policy refers to. With the way that the policy is
currently worded, there is a danger that the two products mentioned â€“ extra care and
sheltered housing â€“ will be prioritised over other forms.

Policy CH4 criterion a. is clear in its support for ‘older people’s housing’ it then states
‘including’ new extra care and sheltered housing to meet identified local needs. It is
not considered that the policy will prioritise only the two mentioned types of older
people’s homes as it provides support for all types.

Paragraph 35.3.60 refers to Annex 5 of the London Plan and specifically mentions that
Table A5.1 of the London Plan provides indicative annualised benchmarks to inform local 60% of the indicative benchmark should be provided for private sale.
targets and performance indicators for the provision of specialist housing for older
people. These benchmarks distinguish between market, intermediate and affordable
rental products, but not the types that the council has specifically referred to in the policy.
Indeed the London Plan suggests that the need for 'private sale' products - and
retirement housing would fall into this category - is much greater in Kensington &
Chelsea Council than other types (60 out of 100 indicative units a year).

5798017 CH4.2b

Home Builders
Federation (James
Stevens)

We recommend that the policy is amended to simply refer to the need to:
"The Council support and consider favourably the provision of all types of older persons
housing with reference to the indicative benchmarks in Table A5.1 of the London Plan."
In terms of student housing, we support the reference to student housing not
compromising the provision of general housing. This is in line with the London Plan.
However, the Council needs to assess what the need for student accommodation will be
over the plan period (we refer to the PPG at ID 3-038-20140306). The SHMA considers
that Kensington & Chelsea student numbers may increase by 265 each year (paragraph
9.37). This is becoming a particular problem in London. If an educational institution is
projected to expand over the plan period then this will not necessarily be picked-up by the
household projections. There is a considerable risk that the provision of student
accommodation will consume scarce housing land supply which is needed to meet the
needs of residents.
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Please see comment above. The policy as worded is considered to cater for all types
of older people’s housing. Annex 5 of the London Plan is referred to in the reasoned
justification.
The SHMA 2015 did assess the need for student housing as referred to by the
respondent.
The policy is clear that student housing should not compromise the provision of
general housing.
Para 35.3.72 is referring to the Council’s latest evidence on student housing from the
SHMA 2015. The policy is clear that student housing should not compromise the
provision of general housing in the borough

CH4 Specific Housing Needs
User ID

Ref ID

14505537 CH4.3

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with
compliant
national
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Savills (Aimee
Squires)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Response to Publication Policies
Noted.
Specific Housing Needs â€“ Older People's Housing, Extra Care Housing
We support the Council's decision to emphasise the need for specialist housing for older
people within the Borough (paragraphs 35.3.58 to 35.3.61). There is increasing pressure
to provide specialist housing for elderly people within the Borough and more generally, as
the elderly population increases at a notable rate and pressure is continually placed on
existing social and community infrastructure to support an ageing
population. Elderly people's housing should be viewed favourably by the Council and
supported by policy.

Yes

Council's Response

We also support the Council's decision to specifically reference extra care housing as an
appropriate way to respond to the need for specialist housing for elderly people
(paragraphs 35.3.62 to 35.3.63). Extra care housing provides a much needed opportunity
to care for elderly people within their homes as their care needs
grow. Extra care housing offers many benefits to both elderly people (including on-site
flexible care regimes and independent living) and the Borough (including the freeing up of
larger dwellings for use by families and less pressure on public services including
hospitals). Extra care housing should be viewed favourably by the Council and supported
by policy.

16625409 CH4.4

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
Noted.
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CH5 Estate Regeneration
User ID

Ref ID

14597665 CH5.1a

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Judith Blakeman

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

In April 2016 RBKC noted that regeneration is needed because there are "over 2767
households on a waiting list for affordable housing; and approximately 1800 households
in temporary accommodation ... which the council has a duty to rehouse". And in May
2016 the council's brief to architects preparing a masterplan for the Silchester Estate
affecting 670 households says that one over-arching objective was to "provide the
additional homes of all tenures that the borough needs".
However the council's regeneration proposals produce no additional square footage to
provide the extra social rented homes desperately needed to meet RBKC's duty to
house homeless households. The approach must be changed, as follows.
Policy CH5 Estate Renewal

The Council has not produced any detailed plans that quantify the proportion of social
rented homes. It is still exploring options. Policy CH5 a. does make it clear that the
maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing should be provided with the
minimum being no net loss of existing affordable housing provision.

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 Planning policy cannot make an undertaking as suggested. This may be more suitable
no additional homeless households and individuals will result as a consequence. for policies of the housing department.

14597665 CH5.1b

Judith Blakeman

Unsound

Unsound

Unsound

To deliver this the Council will:

a. The policy is stating as a minimum that there will be no net loss of affordable
housing which includes all affordable tenure. Whilst the suggested text is a laudable
a. require the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing, with the minimum
aim, without a detailed site viability appraisal it is not possible to make a commitment
being a suitable increase in the provision of social rented and affordable housing to
to increase the provision of affordable housing as stated. Policy CH2: Affordable
contribute to meeting assessed housing needs;
Housing seeks the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing. Therefore, if it
b. guarantee that all existing social rented tenants, including the tenants of Registered is viable there could be an increase in affordable housing provision. Paragraph 173 of
Providers who may be displaced, have an opportunity of a home that meets their
the NPPF states that “Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale
needs, with those wishing to stay in the neighbourhood being able to do so;
of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of
c. require that the mix of house sizes for the re-provided social rented housing will be
obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened.
determined by the housing needs of the tenants of the estate and by the housing needs To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development,
of the borough, including for social rented and affordable homes, at the time that an
such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or
application is submitted;
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.”
b. The guarantee for a particular tenure within planning policy is not considered to be a
planning issue and this criterion has been deleted. 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 has been added to the policy supporting text at 35.3.83 to
explain that the Council will publish the Tenant Decant Policy and consult on a
Strategy for Leaseholders in Regeneration Areas. 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. (now criterion b.) Affordable homes include social rented and this is explained in the
Glossary.
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CH5 Estate Regeneration
User ID

Ref ID

14597665 CH5.1c

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Judith Blakeman

Comment

Council's Response

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%
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.

d. (now criterion c.) states ‘open book’ 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 return to
35.3.82 In calculating whether there is any net loss of affordable housing through estate a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.
regeneration, former social rented properties sold under the right to buy or right to
Any significant changes such as this suggestion will need to be backed up by robust
acquire
evidence which can withstand scrutiny at the Local Plan examination.
should NOT be categorised as market sector provision. This includes the right to buy or
right to acquire units which have been used on an interim basis as, for example,
f. No change.
temporary accommodation in advance of estate regeneration progressing.
35.3.82 Units sold under right to buy are counted as market housing in planning terms.
Given that the Mayor of London is preparing a new London Plan and a Good Practice
This is in-line with the Mayor’s Housing SPG and Draft Affordable Housing and
Guide to Estate Regeneration, this review is premature and should have waited until
Viability SPG which states at para 2.54 that “The Mayor expects existing affordable
these were available â€“ especially the Good Practice to Estate Regeneration Guide as housing to be replaced on a like-for-like basis, meaning there should be no net loss of
regeneration in Kensington and Chelsea will be a very important and contentious issue existing affordable housing tenures (including social rented accommodation). Where
in the coming years
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.”
The policy landscape is constantly evolving both at the national and London level. The
Council needs to have up to date policies and work within these constraints.

16625409 CH5.2

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes
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CH6 Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
User ID

Ref ID

11609921 CH6.1

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (David
Gawthorpe)

Comment

Council's Response

Gypsy and travellers

The council welcomes the support for the methodology and findings of the joint GTANA
prepared with London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham.

- The council supports and agrees with the findings from the GTANA. The GTANA
methodology has been developed in accordance with national planning policy and relevant
guidance. Whilst preparing the GTANA, the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites from central
government was update, both authorities agreed it was necessary to use the most up to
date national policy when assessing need. It is therefore recommended that the following
sentences are deleted and/or amended at paragraph 35.3.88: " Many of the occupiers are
long established on this site and therefore their accommodation needs need to be
assessed. The GTANA considers all arising accommodation needs then applies the PPTS
definition" as this may cause confusion as to how assessment has been made and which
definition been used.
- Suggested change: 'Applying the Government's planning definition of Gypsies and
Travellers as set out in the PPTS definition, some of the existing occupiers of Stable Way
do not fall under the planning definition of 'Travellers' however, many of the occupiers are
long established on this site and therefore their accommodation needs need to be
appropriately assessed. The GTANA considers all arising accommodation needs then
applies the PPTS definition. The Councils have therefore taken a broad approach in
assessing need and applying the PPTS definition when identifying accommodation needs.'

16049505 CH6.2

Tibbalds Planning
and Urban Design
Ltd (Mike
Bottomley)

16056385 CH6.3

TFL (Transport for
London) (Rebecca
Sladen )

16625409 CH6.4

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

The application of the Government's definition of Travellers as set out in the Planning
Policy for Traveller Sites is explained in the Policy Formulation Report at paragraphs
2.3.2 to 2.3.5 and in the Joint GTANA in Sections 3 and 4.
Accommodation needs were assessed through surveys of the travelling community.
The initial survey indicated all arising need, thereafter the PPTS definition was applied
to establish those who fall within the "planning" definition of travellers.
The supporting text to Policy CH6 clearly explains that the Government's definition in
the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites: Annex 1 has been applied in undertaking the
GTANA. However additional clarity has been provided in a proposed minor
modification.

Chapter 35: Policy CH6 â€“ Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
The Trust understand that the current site at Stable Way represents the only
permanent Gypsy and Traveller site shared by both RBKC and LB Hammersmith
and Fulham. The site comprises 20 pitches, of which 1 is taken up by 'the hut'
centre, resulting in 19 available authorised pitches. The December 2015 Gypsy
and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment concludes that there will be a
total requirement for nine additional pitches across RBKC and LBHF between 2015 and
2030.
We note Policy CH6 states that the RBKC will work to increase the capacity of the
existing Travellers' site at Stable Way which the Councils jointly manage. We
would like to bring to the Council's attention the twisting layout of Stable Way
which results in blind spots that can cause hazards for pedestrians and vehicles.
In light of the proposed policy to increase the capacity at the Stable Way site, the
Trust would encourage re-visiting proposals to straighten the road to run directly
from Latimer Road to the travellers site.

The Council will consider this further as part of ongoing joint work with London
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham to establish opportunities for additional pitch
provision in the borough.

Policy CH6 Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
TfL is the freeholder of the Stable Way Gypsy and Traveller site and is aware of the
Council's aspiration to potentially expand or reconfigure the site. We recently met with the
council to discuss their aspirations for the site and will be continuing to engage with the
council going forward.

Engagement regarding the initial site appraisal (Appendix 1 to the Policy Formulation
Report) was initiated in March 2017. The Council will continue to engage with the TFL
as the joint appraisal work with LBHF progresses. TfL’s commitment to engage with
the Council is welcomed.

Yes

In addition to historic joint working with the Westway Development Trust in respect of
land underneath the Westway and Stable Way, engagement regarding the initial site
appraisal (Appendix 1 to the Policy Formulation Report) was initiated in March 2017.
The Council will continue to engage with the Trust as the joint appraisal work with
LBHF progresses.

Support noted.

141

CE1 Climate Change
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CE1.1

14492417 CE1.2

15914657 CE1.3a

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Kensington
Unsound
Society
(Michael Bach)

Effective

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Unsound

Council's Response

CE1: Climate Change:

Policy CE1 responds specifically to national and regional targets for the reduction on cardon
dioxide emissions. The Climate Change Act 2008 requires a reduction in carbon dioixde
a. Too much emphasis on carbon and not on other greenhouse gases
emissions of at least 34 per cent by 2020 and at least 80 per cent by 2050, whilst the London
b. Disagree with the increase in size
Plan policy 5.1 seeks a 60 percent reduction (below 1990 levels) by 2025. However, as stated
c. Additional bullet points:
in para. 36.3.6 environmental policy suggests that greenhouse gas emissions more generally
- construction methods will require all developments to reduce air pollution
can be reduced by singificantly reducing the amount of heat and energy used in buildings and
- energy efficient low emission construction and delivery vehicles to reduce air pollution for this is implemented through section (c) of policy CE1. Furthermore other development plan
all developments
policies such as London Plan 5.3 Sustainable Design and Construction and the supporting
Mayoral Supplementary Planning Guidance, and London Plan Policy 7.14 Improving Air Quality,
Soundness:
together with Local Plan policy CE5 address more general issues in relation to minimising air
It may be legally compliant but the NPPF allows flexibility in certain situations and with our pollution more generally
air pollution so high and NICE recording the health risks the policies have not gone far
enough to protect us. We should have policies to control CTMPs for all major
The proposal to amend the floorspace threshold in policy CE1(b) is intended to bring the policy
developments, not just basements.
approach in line with London Plan policy 5.2 which sets the threshold at major developments as
defined by the General Permitted Development Order.
Controls should be in place to control volume and type of vehicles. There should be a
requirement to coordinate construction traffic exiting and entering from other boroughs.
Issues raised in relation to air quality including proposed amendments to policy CE1(c) are
addressed relate most appropriately to policy CE5. Criteria CE5(d) already requires that
emissions of particles and Nitroden Dioxide are controlled during demolition and construction.

Port of London
Authority
(Helena
Payne)

Environment
Agency (North
London
Sustainable
Places)

Comment

4) Climate Change

Policy CT1 of the Local Plan which has not been included with the current Local Plan Partial
Review addresses the issue of promoting sustainable transport including transport by water.

The use of alternative transport, as discussed above would assist in the aims and
objectives set out within this chapter. The London Plan supports the need to find
alternatives to road transport, and looks favourably on sites which enable rail or water use.
The PLA would emphasise the need to priorities sites (economic/industrial/minerals and
waste, in addition to some residential development) which have access to alternative
transport.
Unsound

Unsound

Yes

Yes

We find this policy unsound as we don't think it's consistent with paragraphs 94 and 99 of
the National Planning Policy Framework. The policy as it currently stands focuses primarily
on the reduction of carbon emissions through energy efficient buildings, on-site
renewables, decentralised heating, cooling and energy, etc. We think the policy should look
at wider aspects of how developments can mitigate and adapt to climate change. For
example, reducing water use through water efficiency measures and the use of green
infrastructure (such as green spaces, rainwater gardens, living roofs and walls, planters
and trees) to contribute to urban cooling and improve water retention and water quality.
These overall aims are captured in NPPF paragraphs 94 and 99 as follows:
94. Local planning authorities should adopt proactive strategies to mitigate and
adapt to climate change,16 taking full account of flood risk, coastal change and water
supply and demand considerations.
99. Local Plans should take account of climate change over the longer term,
including factors such as flood risk, coastal change, water supply and changes to
biodiversity and landscape. New development should be planned to avoid increased
vulnerability to the range of impacts arising from climate change. When new development
is brought forward in areas which are vulnerable, care should be taken to ensure that risks
can be managed through suitable adaptation measures, including through the planning
of green infrastructure.

142

The council undertook a full review of policy CE1 as part of the Miscellaneous Matters Partial
Review which was adopted in December 2014. The Inspector's Report recognises that the
standards set through this review were based on up-to-date research that takes in to account
the particular characteristics of the borough, and the opportunities and threats associated with
the historic nature and high quality of many of the buildings, and the relatively high property
values. On the basis of this evidence the BREEAM standard required for non-residential
developments was set at very good and included a requirement to achieve 60 per cent of
unweighted credits in the energy, water and materials section. The council has not sought to
review this specific element of the Local Plan as part of the current partial review given that
there have been no significant changes in national or regional requirements for non-residential
developments since the adoption of the Miscelllaneous Matters. In addition, it must be noted
that as part of the borough's development plan, the requirements in the London Plan including
policy 5.3 Sustainable Design and Construction and the standards in the supporting Mayoral
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) also apply to all major development proposals i.e.
those of 1000 sq m or more. The standard set out in the SPG for non-domestic development
where a BREEAM assessment is required is to 'aim to achieve maximum water credits' with the
alternative of achieving 'best practice' AECB water standards as stated in the Environment
Agency's comments.

CE1 Climate Change
User ID

Ref ID

15914657 CE1.3b

Name

Positively
prepared

Environment
Agency (North
London
Sustainable
Places)

Justified

Effective

Unsound

Consistent
Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Unsound

Yes

In terms of water resources and water efficiency, your paragraph 36.3.7, makes it clear that
for new residential development, the 'optional requirement' in Part G of the Building
Regulations (as set out in the London Plan) will be triggered through planning conditions.
We support this approach.

Yes

Council's Response

In terms of the wider aspects of climate change mitigation and adaption identified in relation to
green infrastructure, it is important to emphasise that Local Plan seeks to address the impacts
of climate change across a wide range of policies. Issues in relation to water retention through
sustainable urban drainage are addressed under policy CE2 Flood Risk. Policy CR5 Parks,
Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways requires developments to provide new high quality
However, our previous comments stressed the contribution non-households make towards outdoor spaces and policy CR6 Trees and Landscape which requires the provision of new
water consumption (29 percent) and therefore where further water and carbon savings can trees where these compliment existing or create new high quality green areas which deliver
be made. Given the borough's location within Thames Water's London Water Resource
amenity and biodiversity benefits. In addition, it must be noted that as part of the borough's
Zone (classified as 'seriously water stressed') there is sufficient evidence to support a
development plan, the requirements in the London Plan including policy 5.9 Overheating and
water efficiency standard for non-residential developments in the borough. The standard
cooling, policy 5.10 Urban greening, policy 5.11 Green roofs and development site environs and
we recommend is BREEAM 'Excellent' with maximum number of 'water credits.' We
5.3 Sustainable Design and Construction and the standards in the supporting Mayoral
emphasize 'maximum water credits' because the BREEAM standard can be achieved
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) also apply to all major development proposals i.e.
without the water efficiency measures which are so needed in London (e.g. low flush
those of 1,000 sq m or more.
toilets, water metering, leak detection systems and water butts, etc). Part (b) of your policy
does require BREEAM 'Very good' but we believe the requirement in K&C should be
In order to help address the issues raised, it is proposed to make a minor amendment to insert
stronger for water efficiency in non-residential given the evidence. If the BREEAM standard new para. 36.3.12a of the reasoned justification to explain the BREEAM requirements for nonconflicts with the standard in part (b) of the policy, the alternative is that buildings meet
domestic developments and to signpost the additional guidance on sustainable design and
'best practice' level of the Association for Environment Conscious Buildings (AECB, Water construction published by the Mayor of London..
Standards).
In combination with our comments on green infrastructure above, to overcome our
objection we recommend the following wording is included:
- Require an assessment to demonstrate a water efficiency standard of BREEAM
'Excellent' with maximum water credits or 'best practice' level of the Association for
Environment Conscious Building for Water Standards for non-residential buildings;
- Support developments that incorporate green infrastructure such as green spaces,
planting and trees, rainwater gardens and planters, living walls and roofs to allow water
retention, infiltration and urban cooling.

16051329 CE1.4

16625409 CE1.5

Greater
London
Authority
(kevin Reid)
Catalyst
Sound
Housing Group

Policy CE1 Climate Change and reasoned justification includes a number of amendments
that are in line with the suite of Climate Change related policies in London Plan Chapter 5

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Noted

Noted
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CE2 Flooding
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CE2.1

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Sound

Sound

Unsound

Consistent with Legally compliant
national policy

Duty to Cooperate

Yes

Comment

Council's Response

Flood risk, especially surface water and sewer flooding, will continue to be a risk until
the Counters Creek Sewer has been relieved and there is effective enforcement of the
need for permeable surfaces and recognising that merely diverting run off to the
sewers is not a sustainable strategy.

The comments are noted, but unfortunately due to the geology of the borough this
could be impossible to implement for many development sites. In order to address
this concern, the policy requires the management and reduction of surface water
runoff from major and minor development applications within the borough. In order to
achieve these discharge rates, all applicants will need to assess the ability to use
infiltration SuDS as a method of reducing the discharge rate from a site.

CE2: Flooding:
New bullet after CE2(g): surface water is to be absorbed on site and no surface water
run-off into sewers.

15914657 CE2.2

16051329 CE2.3

Environment Agency Sound
(North London
Sustainable Places)

Greater London
Authority (Kevin
Reid)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Having reviewed the Sequential Test and the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
alongside this policy, we find the policy sound. We are pleased to see that the
previous comments that we have made on this policy have been taken on board and
have been included as part of this submission. We are particularly pleased that
reference has been made to the TE2100 plan in both the supporting text and
incorporated into the policy.

Noted - paragraph 36.3.21 is proposed to be amended as follows:

Flood Risk Assessments are required for development within Critical Drainage Areas,
Flood Zone 3 and Flood Zone 2. However, within Critical Drainage Areas this is only
relevant if the development has any drainage implications which could lead to
flooding elsewhere or could be more vulnerable as a result of the development
proposed (due to the land use being more vulnerable or to the infrastructure
We would like to suggest a minor amendment to the supporting text. Section 'b' of the proposed)...
Flooding Policy states that site-specific FRAs will be required for all developments in
Flood Zones 2 and 3. This could be added to paragraph 36.3.21 to add more clarity in
the supporting text.

Policy CE2 Flooding and supporting text includes a number of amendments that make Support noted.
clear that parts of the borough are at risk of flooding, notably from tidal and surface
water sources. The policy sets a number of requirements for flood risk mitigation and
sustainable drainage measures that are in line with the London Plan policies 5:12-5:13
in relation to water management. The policy also takes a supportive approach to water
infrastructure projects such as the Thames Tideway Tunnel; again this approach is in
line with London Plan Policy 5:14.
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CE3 Waste
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 CE3.1a

Name

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Unsound

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

No

The disposal of construction waste and excavation spoil in sustainable locations
based on the proximity principle is needed - current practice is unsustainable.

The Council is supportive of the proximity principle and recognises that facilities are
not always nearby as they serve catchment areas large enough to secure the
economic viability of the plant.
The respondent has misunderstood the purpose of Policy CE3. Point a) relates to
working with the WRWA WPAs in respect of addressing the waste apportionment
target set by the Mayor in the London Plan and waste streams as required by the
NPPW/G. Waste management is a strategic issue in London and the London Plan sets
waste apportionments for household, commercial & industrial waste but does not
currently apportion other waste streams to London boroughs.
The GLA is currently reviewing the London Plan. In addition to reviewing current
apportionments it may set apportionments for other waste streams, such as for
construction, demolition & excavation. The London Plan review is expected to be
adopted in late 2019 and is currently at early stages of preparation therefore it is
unknown what waste streams will ultimately be apportioned. It is also important to note
that the apportionments are borough wide targets. It would therefore be inappropriate
to include such wording about setting individual targets for waste streams for every
development activity in the borough. The joint Waste Technical Paper assesses
arising's for commercial, demolition & excavation waste, it concludes that there is no
capacity within the borough to manage this waste stream but there is potential capacity
within the WRWA area to address this waste stream. The Council will continue to work
with other boroughs in the WRWA area to monitor and continually review the Waste
Technical Paper.

Waste:
36.3.34: Needs a requirement to prepare report on demolition disposal, method of
transport and environmental proper disposal. It is not just the HGV entering the
borough, in addition, there is no environmental consideration as to the soil disposal.
Where does it go? Is it re-cycled in an environmentally proper manner? How many
miles must the soil travel to reach the disposal site? All this can and should be
reviewed and restricts set.
CE3: Waste:
a) Add at the end: target for streams to be set before construction begins and
monitored. Route and disposal method agreed.
After (h) add: New bullet: have regard for the environmental impact of
transport and methods of disposal

5792513 CE3.1b

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Unsound

No

The disposal of construction waste and excavation spoil in sustainable locations
based on the proximity principle is needed - current practice is unsustainable.
Waste:
36.3.34: Needs a requirement to prepare report on demolition disposal, method of
transport and environmental proper disposal. It is not just the HGV entering the
borough, in addition, there is no environmental consideration as to the soil disposal.
Where does it go? Is it re-cycled in an environmentally proper manner? How many
miles must the soil travel to reach the disposal site? All this can and should be
reviewed and restricts set.
CE3: Waste:
a) Add at the end: target for streams to be set before construction begins and
monitored. Route and disposal method agreed.
After (h) add: New bullet: have regard for the environmental impact of
transport and methods of disposal
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Policy 5.18 of the London Plan encourages the sustainable management of
construction and demolition waste, seeking on-site management where possible to
reduce vehicle movements. The policy also states that “LDFs should require
developers to produce site waste management plans to arrange for the efficient
handling of CE&D waste and materials.” Policy CE3 h) requires Site Waste
Management Plans to be prepared and implemented for demolition and construction
waste. This is the most appropriate document to seek details and agree transport
methods, routes and waste disposal. Therefore the Council will consider new guidance
for developers/contractors on Site Waste Management plans in which these can be
included. This will sit outside of the Local Plan process.

CE3 Waste
User ID

Ref ID

11609921 CE3.2a

11609921 CE3.2b

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Comment

Council's Response

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (David
Gawthorpe)

Waste

The WPAs within the WRWA area, including OPDC, have been working together in
respect of the Duty to Cooperate and waste management.

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (David
Gawthorpe)

Waste

- The Waste Planning Authorities (WPA's) within the Western Riverside Waste
Authority (WRWA) area have jointly prepared a Waste Technical Paper. The findings
of this demonstrate that collectively, as a group of authorities the London Plan
apportionment targets can be met within the WRWA area, with surplus capacity
identified. LBHF will continue to work together with the WPA's within the WRWA area,
including OPDC to manage waste sustainably. However, any pooling agreement as
referenced in para 36.3.42 would be subject to approval by all authorities involved.

The grouping of authorities agreed in principle to manage waste together on the basis
of the Waste Technical Paper conclusions. This agreement was reached at the 17
January 2017 meeting between officers of the WRWA WPAs. The Council welcomes
the continued commitment from LBHF to continue to work together with the group to
manage waste. It was also agreed that that joint working arrangements would be
formalised through a Memorandum of Understanding.

A Draft MoU has been prepared and circulated for review to the grouping of
authorities. Given the varying reporting procedures and associated timescales the
- The Waste Planning Authorities (WPA's) within the Western Riverside Waste
WRWA WPAs are in the process of reaching agreement at this stage. It is hoped that
Authority (WRWA) area have jointly prepared a Waste Technical Paper. The findings LBHF is still supportive of formalising arrangements and that this can be agreed. The
of this demonstrate that collectively, as a group of authorities the London Plan
agreement sets out an approach to ongoing joint working to effectively manage
apportionment targets can be met within the WRWA area, with surplus capacity
arising's, capacity and shortfall in the WRWA area. It sets out ongoing monitoring and
identified. LBHF will continue to work together with the WPA's within the WRWA area, review tasks which includes engagement on movements, engagement with waste
including OPDC to manage waste sustainably. However, any pooling agreement as
facility operators, updating the joint waste evidence base including working jointly to
referenced in para 36.3.42 would be subject to approval by all authorities involved.
engage other London WPAs on available capacity if this is necessary.
The supporting text at 36.3.42 has been amended to reflect that the WPAs are in the
process of working towards an agreement.

14436769 CE3.3

City of London
Corporation (Janet
Laban)

This response addresses Chapter 36 Respecting Environmental Limits â€“ Waste
section only.

Paragraph 36.3.36 has been amended to reflect that there is an existing contract for
the transport of waste from the WRWA area to Belvedere Energy from Waste Plant.
The contract is due to run to 2031.

There appears to be a discrepancy between paragraph 36.3.36 and 36.3.39.
Paragraph 36.3.36 implies that the WRWA has an apportionment gap and will seek
agreement with the London Borough of Bexley to meet this gap. The final line of this
paragraph refers to the Belvedere Energy from Waste plant in LB Bexley and states
that 'The Council is working jointly with the WRWA to agree with the Waste Planning
Authority that its apportionment gap is met at the plant'.
Paragraph 36.3.39 contradicts this in stating that 'as a group of WPAs in the WRWA
area the apportionment is being met with an apportionment capacity
surplus of 48ktpa in 2036'. This is backed up in the accompanying table.
If there is sufficient/ surplus capacity within the WRWA area then there should be no
need for an agreement with LB Bexley. Paragraph 36.3.42 confirms RBKC's aim of '...
working jointly with the WPAs in the WRWA area to meet the pooled London Plan
apportionment and to manage waste arising's from other waste streams'.
Recommendation: The final sentence of paragraph 36.3.36 should be deleted.
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The joint Waste Technical Paper concludes that whilst the Borough has a shortfall of
waste management capacity, collectively as a grouping the WRWA WPAs are able to
meet their apportionment. Each of the local planning authorities are a different stages
of plan preparation, therefore there is a need for ongoing joint work to review and
update the Waste Technical Paper. As part of this engagement with other London
Waste Planning Authorities will need to continue.
The supporting text at 36.3.39 has been amended to reflect that the Council wishes to
see the existing joint working arrangements continue and if necessary following review
and update of the waste evidence will work with the other WRWA WPAs to secure
additional capacity.

CE3 Waste
User ID

Ref ID
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Positively
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Council's Response

14492417 CE3.4

Port of London
Authority (Helena
Payne)

Policy CE3 (Waste), p 216 of the Draft Plan, includes under point 'C' that the Council Support noted.
will safeguard Cremorne Wharf, maximising its use for waste management, water
transport and cargo handling purposes. The PLA are in full support of the aims of this
Policy, and are pleased that the points raised within our previous communications at
the Issues and Options stage have been brought forward. The requirements of this
policy, in terms of the Safeguarded Wharf, appear to be in general conformity with the
London Plan, which is particularly strong on the use of water for transportation of
goods and people and the protection of wharves.

14552385 CE3.5a

Lauren Laviniere

OPDC is generally supportive of the proposed changes to RBKC's Local Plan, subject
to changes being made to the text related to Waste. The text in paragraph 36.3.39 and
36.3.42 needs to be amended to reflect the fact that arrangements for pooling London
Plan apportionment amongst the WRWAs boroughs still need to be agreed. The
current wording suggests that this is already the case, so the following changes are
required to reflect this position:
36.3.39 However as a group of WPAs in the WRWA area the apportionment gm
be met with an apportionment capacity surplus of 48/dpa in 2036.
36.3.42 The Council is working jointly with the WPAs In the WRWA area to try to
secure agreement on pooling London Plan apportionment and opportunities to
manage waste arising's from other waste streams.
As acknowledged in policy CE3, RBKC will be responsible for managing any shortfall
in Its apportionment figure so it would be helpful if the supporting text also clarified
that this is the case.
We hope, through continued joint working on our respective Local Plans and evidence
base, to take forward a co-ordinated approach to the regeneration of Old Oak and
Kensal Canalside. As stated in our previous consultation response, key cross
boundary issues to consider as part of this include improving transport connections
between the areas, area wide utilities provision, the use and enhancement of the
Grand Union canal, employment and town centre uses, housing mix and the need for
a complementary approach to the design of development in relation to the impact of
the Grade 1Listed Kensal Green Cemetery.

The WPAs within the WRWA area, including OPDC, have been working together in
respect of the Duty to Cooperate. This Council is also committed to working together in
respect of waste management.

OPDC is keen to maintain the collaborative working and engagement on the above
Issues. With regards to this, OPDC will be publishing its Local Plan Regulation 19
consultation this spring/summer and will be notifying and inviting comments from
stakeholders, including RBKC. In the meantime, given the nature of these crossboundary issues, OPDC may wish to meet with RBKC on a more one to one basis to
discuss matters in more detail.

RBKC welcome discussing matters in more detail as part of regular ongoing
OPDC/RBKC liaison meetings and, with regards to waste, through joint meetings with
the WRWA WPAs.

14552385 CE3.5b

Lauren Laviniere
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The grouping of authorities have agreed in principle to manage waste together on the
basis of the Waste Technical Paper conclusions. This agreement was reached at the
17 January 2017 meeting between the WRWA WPAs and the Council welcome the
continued commitment from LBHF in respect of working together with the WRWA
WPAs to manage waste. It was also agreed that this would be formalised through a
Memorandum of Understanding.
A Draft MoU has been prepared and circulated for review to the grouping of
authorities. Given the varying reporting procedures and associated timescales the
WRWA WPAs are in the process of reaching agreement at this stage. It is hoped that
OPDC is still supportive of formalising arrangements and that this can be agreed. The
agreement sets out an approach to ongoing joint working to effectively manage
arising's, capacity and shortfall in the WRWA area. It sets out ongoing monitoring and
review tasks which includes engagement on movements, engagement with waste
facility operators, updating the joint waste evidence base including working jointly to
engage other London WPAs on available capacity if this is necessary.
The supporting text at 36.3.42 has been amended to reflect that the WPAs are in the
process of working towards an agreement.
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Council's Response

14606177 CE3.6a

Archie Onslow

The NPPW/NPPG requires waste planning authorities for plan for seven waste
streams. It is therefore important to state which waste streams are being referred
when discussing "waste". For example, paras 2.2.52 and 36.3.33 mention "all the
borough's waste" and para 36.1.5 describes "three quarters of our waste", but both in
fact only refer to LACW. There are other instances where clarity on the type of waste
being discussed could be added.
Supporting text
We note RBK&C's intention to work jointly with the other WRWA boroughs to meet
apportioned waste targets and manage waste arising's from other waste streams
(para 36.3.42). However, it is difficult to see a clear plan for each waste stream from
the supporting text. It would therefore be useful to include a table of anticipated waste
arising's for all waste streams over the plan period, showing where this waste will be
managed. It may also be worthwhile to summarise the findings of the Waste Technical
Paper for each waste stream. It is not clear how the joint working approach will affect
future waste exports, nor if RBK&C has engaged with recipients of waste exports on
this.

Paragraph 36.3.33 states “All the borough’s residual waste is transported from
Wandsworth by barge to Belvedere EfW plant”. The residual waste is the waste
remaining after materials for re-use, recycling and composting have been removed
from the Local Authority Collected Waste received at the facilities.
For consistency with paragraph 36.3.33, paragraph 2.2.52 has been amended to
clarify that it is the residual waste, after sorting at facilities in Wandsworth, which are
transported onwards. The term residual waste has also been defined in the glossary.
Paragraphs 36.3.37 to 36.3.41 summarise the conclusions in respect of all waste
streams. Waste is a strategic matter in London as evident by waste apportionments
being set by the London Plan for each borough. The joint Waste Technical Paper
covers other waste streams (construction, demolition & excavation, low level
radioactive, agricultural, hazardous, waste water). The London Plan does not set an
apportionment target for these waste streams. Given that the WRWA WPAs will need
to continue to monitor arising's/capacity and that the London Plan only apportions
waste for household and commercial & industrial waste, including tables for each
waste stream would be unnecessarily detailed.
Further detail is included in the Policy Formulation Report between paragraphs 2.3.11
to 2.3.37 and set out within the Waste Technical Paper itself. This level of detail is not
appropriate for a local plan covering a range of planning matters of which waste is only
one aspect.
Waste movements are governed by commercial contracts. The WRWA (waste
disposal authority) has a contract with Belvedere Energy from Waste plant in Bexley.
This is to provide the plant with waste from its facilities in Wandsworth. This contract is
to run until the 2030s. therefore in reality there will be little implications for waste
movements.

14606177 CE3.6b

Archie Onslow

It is worth noting that CD&E and hazardous waste may be apportioned by the revised
London Plan, due for publication (adoption) in 2018.Policy CE3
CE3b. states that the council will "work in partnership with the GLA and other London
boroughs to manage any shortfall to meet the apportionment figure". This seems to
fall short of the GLA's policy for managing apportioned waste which requires boroughs
to "allocate sufficient land and identify waste management facilities to provide capacity
to manage the tonnages of waste apportioned in this Plan" (5.17G). Again, a table
setting out all future waste arising's and how these will be managed may be useful.
CE3d. requires new developments to include on-site waste management facilities,
including recycling and AD facilities. It is not clear who will deliver and manage these
or how they will be assessed. For example, would these be WRWA or commercial
facilities? Would the feedstock be from the new development or from further afield?
How would planning officers assess the impacts and suitability of these facilities?

In April 2015, the WRWA WPAs wrote to other London WPAs requesting, under the
duty to cooperate, consideration regarding any spare waste capacity they might be
able to share with the WRWA WPAs. The letter also set out the evidence base at that
time from the WRWA WPAs in terms of waste apportionment and shortfall figures. A
response was received from all London Boroughs. In addition to the letter, the WRWA
WPAs specifically met with representatives from the South East London Waste
Planning Group (SELWPG). In response to the responses received to the April 2015
engagement activities and the meeting with SELWPG, the WRWA WPAs prepared a
Waste Technical Paper to support ongoing engagement and local plan preparation.
The Council, as part of the Draft Policies (Regulation 18) stage of the LPPR, wrote to
waste planning authorities who were identified in the draft Waste Technical Paper as
importing and exporting waste from the WRWA area in respect of waste planning. The
letter was also sent to waste planning authorities who attend the London Waste
Planning Forum. Details of the consultation are included in the Consultation Statement
supporting the Publication Policies (Regulation 19) and Submission at 2.2.1 and 2.3.4.
Further to this Waste Planning Authorities were also consulted at the Publication
Policies stage when they were invited to comment on the waste policy approach, the
letter also notified them of the Waste Technical Paper. This correspondence detailed
that further engagement would be undertaken together with the other WRWA WPAs
as part of ongoing joint work. Engagement on imports / exports took place in April.

PART 2

The Council is aware that as part of the London Plan Review (expected to be adopted
in 2019) additional waste streams are being considered for apportionment. Whilst the
GLA is at the early stages of reviewing their policy, there is no confirmation as to which
other waste streams will be apportioned.
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Monitoring
CE3a. commits the boroughs to "monitor the pooled arising's, apportionment,
available capacity, shortfall and/or surplus capacity for all waste streams. However,
monitoring of waste is only for "Household" reduction and reuse/recycling, and the
"apportionment gap" not for other waste streams, nor for waste exports. In our
experience of duty to co-operate, we would expect to see more about this as a result
of DtC discussions. Monitoring of waste arising's and flows will be essential for
ongoing duty to co-operate engagement, particularly if RBK&C's waste plan is based
on continuing patterns of waste exports. Importantly, we could not see evidence of any
duty to co-operate discussions with the main recipients of RBK&C's waste exports and
would caution that an Inspector will assess if the duty to co-operate has been
satisfactorily discharged early in the EiP, and this is a showstopper.
The plan does not set out the triggers for a review of policies if targets are not being
met; this is left to the AMR. In terms of waste and the duty to co-operate, it would be
useful for recipients of RBK&C's waste exports to understand under what
circumstance they can expect engagement, for example if waste flows depart
significantly from their current patterns. Monitoring of CE3(h) will be monitored through
a Site Waste Monitoring Plan, however these are no longer required from developers.

The GLA has reviewed and commented on the Local Plan Partial Review (LPPR) and
has confirmed that the LPPR, which includes Policy CE3, is in general conformity with
the London Plan.
Potential capacity, which has previously been committed to assist RBKC in the LBHF
local plan, has effectively been taken away from the Council with the formation of
OPDC. In addition, a combination of a stretching housing target, need to protect
employment land, the constrained nature of the borough and competing land uses
limits the Council’s ability to allocate sufficient land to be able to meet its
apportionment. Therefore, the Council has been working collaboratively with other
WRWA WPAs in respect of waste planning matters and will continue to do so. This
approach is reflected in Policy CE3a) and CE3 b). The Council will need to rely on the
Duty to Cooperate for other WRWA WPAs to allocate and safeguard sites in their
boroughs, and the Council has taken a proactive, leading and coordinating role in this
regard.
Policy CE3d) requires on site waste management facilities as part of new
development. This is also reflected in the CA1 Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area site
allocation which requires the provision of on-site waste management facilities to deal
with the developments arisings from the new uses of the site. This is to ensure that the
development absorbs any increase in waste arising's resulting from it. The policy is a
strategic allocation and details of any waste management facility as part of the overall
development will need to considered as part of future Kensal Canalside Opportunity
Area SPD and master-planning work.
Similarly, in relation to other development Policy CE3e) also recognises the
contribution that can be made from small scale waste management facilities.
Therefore, the council is seeking small scale management facilitate on residential,
commercial or mixed use developments where this is practicable.

WRWA Waste Technical Paper
The Waste Technical Paper prepared for the Waste Planning Authorities in the
Western Riverside Waste Authority is a generally sound document. However its
conclusions appear to be based on questionable assumptions regarding the operating
capacity of the Powerday plant located in the OPDC area. The paper uses the
licenced capacity of Powerday as the operating capacity of the plant over a number of
waste streams. Licenced capacity is related to the enforcement of the environmental
permit and is not a reliable guide to actual throughput. This is demonstrated for almost
every facility surveyed in the technical paper when a comparison is made between the
tonnage in the permitted capacity column and that in the actual inputs columns.

In addition, the Council has also safeguarded Cremorne Wharf for future waste
management. As explained in the Policy Formulation Report, this is currently being
utilised for two strategic infrastructure schemes following which it will be brought back
into waste use. It is the only future opportunity for additional waste management
capacity provision but neither the type nor scale of facility is currently known. For this
reason, it is currently limited in its ability to contribute to the apportionment target. The
site would unlikely have such a capacity to fully address the Borough’s apportionment.
An estimated potential processing capacity for the site is 31,200tpa.

This method of using licenced capacity as actual capacity is not used in the paper for
any other facility in the WRWA area. Instead the paper uses an average of actual
throughput figures.
The capacity claimed for LACW and C&I is not evidenced by the actual throughput
figures reported for the plant in Table 17. The planning requirements for how waste is
transported to the plant are part of its operating environment of the plant and there is
no evidence presented that these are to be changed. The capacity of the Powerday
plant to manage CD&E is derived by subtracting the capacity deemed to be available
to manage LACW and C&I from the licenced capacity. This is flawed for the reasons
set out above and is also not backed up by any other evidence in the paper.
The reduction in Powerday's capacity (by counting throughput and not licenced
capacity) would affect the ability of the WRWA boroughs to meet their apportionment
targets.
Additionally the paper double counts transfer capacity across the three main waste
streams.

Monitoring other waste streams will be undertaken jointly through monitoring of and
updates to the Waste Technical Paper. Additional monitoring explanation has been
included in Chapter 38. As explained earlier, the Council is working towards agreeing
joint working arrangements with the other WRWA WPAs, this includes triggers for
review of the Waste Technical Paper. The approach set out in Policy CE3 will not be
affected by such a review. In respect of engagement activities please see response
above.
London Plan policy 5.18 states that LDFs should require developers to produce site
waste management plans to arrange for the efficient handling of CE&D waste and
materials. The council is aware that the Site Waste Management Plans Regulations
have been repealed. However, through Local Plan policy the Council is able to
continue to require such plans setting out how waste arising from development
activities is to be managed.
The Powerday waste management facility is located within Hammersmith and Fulham
and the OPDC is the responsible planning authority for it. Both LBHF and OPDC have
undertaken their own background work in respect of available capacity at the facility.
The Waste Technical Paper has drawn on this existing work for consistency and the
assumed capacity was agreed by both OPDC and LBHF. Further to this, confirmation
was received from the facility operators that the assumption to be appropriate.

149

Given the circumstances of the borough explained above, the council has taken all
necessary steps to comply with the current London Plan Policies. It must be
acknowledged that the Council and WRWA WPAs will need to continue to undertake
further ongoing joint work and engagement on this. Therefore, Policy CE3 sets an
approach that the Council will continue working with other WPAs in respect of the
waste apportionment.
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Archie Onslow

The capacity assumed for Powerday as 681,000 tonnes per annum established by
LBHF in its local plan review background paper on waste. The figure has been derived
using the 2014 EA returns data establish the percentage of Municipal Solid Waste and
Commercial & Industrial waste of the total facility throughput for that year. This
percentage has then been applied to the total licenced capacity giving 681ktpa as
potential capacity. The details of this are set out in LBHF’s supporting documents to its
local plan review, which also replicates relevant tables of the Waste Technical Paper.
The Council notes that Camden/NLWP has not raised this in respect of the LBHF
submission Local Plan. Should this be a matter which directly affects Camden/NLWP
then it is recommended that this is addressed with the respective LBHF and OPDC
authorities. OPDC and LBHF are further investigating the capacity of the Powerday
facility on behalf of the WRWA WPAs. As part of this they are working closely with the
facility operators and the GLA, including discussing the scope of maximising waste
management operations and on site energy generation at the facility.
If it is established that the capacity is different, then the Council will work with the other
WPAs as set out in Policy CE3.
The Waste Technical Paper has taken steps to minimise double counting wherever
possible. Government guidance says to use proportionate evidence, in particular the
National Planning Policy for Waste says that “…ensure that the planned provision of
new capacity and its spatial distribution is based on robust analysis of best available
data and information, and an appraisal of options. Spurious precision should be
avoided.” [emphasis added] In respect of the transfer capacity, the Waste Technical
Paper explains that all transfer capacity has been assumed to be available to the
transfer of CD&E. In reality these facilities receive a mixture of wastes but it is not
possible to assign a proportion to each type of waste, therefore the whole proportion is
potentially available for the CD&E.

PART 6

15914657 CE3.7

Environment Agency Sound
(North London
Sustainable Places)

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Having reviewed this policy and the supporting text, we find this policy sound. We are Support noted
pleased to see that our previous comments have been taken on board and have been
included within the policy and the supporting text.
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Policy CE3 Waste and reasoned justification includes a number of amendments that
set out an appropriate approach to waste management for the borough that is in line
with policies 5:16-5:19 of the London Plan. Element (c) of the policy safeguards
Cremorne Wharf for waste and river freight uses; this complies with London Plan
Policy 7:26 as well as the above mentioned London Plan waste policies.

The Council is pleased to receive GLAs confirmation that Policy CE3, the reasoned
justification and approach to waste management is in line with London Plan Policies
5:16-5:19 and that the LPPR is in general conformity with it.
While it is possible for the authorities to develop a joint waste plan or development
plan document, the WRWA WPA’s have chosen to deal with waste planning matters
through their respective Local Plans, while continuing to work closely together through
The Local Plan confirms a shortfall in local waste management capacity to meet the
preparing joint evidence base and undertaking joint engagement.
borough's waste apportionment targets set under Policy 5.17 of the London Plan.
The Council highlights the circumstances which necessitates ongoing joint work to
Section 36.3.42 states that the borough will work with the WPAs in the Western
address waste planning matters. Potential capacity, which has previously been
Riverside Waste Authority area (Wandsworth, H&F and Lambeth) to pool and
available to assist RBKC in the LBHF local plan, has effectively been taken away from
collectively meet the four boroughs' apportionment targets. This approach is
the Council with the formation of OPDC. In addition, a combination of a stretching
welcomed. It should be made clear that K&C will set out in a separate plan or
housing target, need to protect employment land, the constrained nature of the
document the identification and safeguarding of waste sites to meet its apportionment borough and competing land uses limits the Council’s ability to allocate sufficient land
targets, and what criteria will be used to determine suitable sites for new waste
to be able to meet its apportionment. Therefore, the Council has been working
facilities. The GLA understands such a document exists, known as the WRWA
collaboratively with other WRWA WPAs in respect of waste planning matters and will
Technical paper. GLA officers have 2 important issues of concern about this
continue to do so. This approach is reflected in Policy CE3a) and CE3 b). It is hoped
document which should be addressed before it is approved namely:
that the GLA recognises the circumstances within the borough and endorse this
approach of ongoing joint work. The Waste Technical Paper further confirms that due
1) WRWA boroughs over state performance in meeting apportionment by including
to the constrained nature of the Borough and competing land use demands there are
waste activities falling outside of the apportionment criteria set out in para 5.79 of the currently no opportunities to allocate waste sites of a combined size able to produce
London Plan.
the level of capacity development within the borough.
2 The practicality and likelihood for re-orientating the Powerday waste site in H&F to
significantly expand its operational capacity for managing more waste meeting London
Plan apportionment criteria.
The Local Plan should commit to safeguarding all waste sites in accordance with
London Plan Policy 5.17

16051329 CE3.8b

Greater London
Authority (Kevin
Reid)
PART 2

Policy CE3 Waste and reasoned justification includes a number of amendments that
set out an appropriate approach to waste management for the borough that is in line
with policies 5:16-5:19 of the London Plan. Element (c) of the policy safeguards
Cremorne Wharf for waste and river freight uses; this complies with London Plan
Policy 7:26 as well as the above mentioned London Plan waste policies.

The Waste Technical Paper addresses safeguarded sites within the WRWA area by
indicating the potential capacity that could be available from them to meet the London
Plan apportionment. This is undertaken at a borough level but has not been included in
the overall apportionment capacity calculations as it is unknown what type of facilities
or waste will be managed on these sites. There are no existing operational waste sites
within Kensington & Chelsea. The Council has therefore safeguarded Cremorne Wharf
The Local Plan confirms a shortfall in local waste management capacity to meet the
for future waste management use. As explained in the Policy Formulation Report, this
borough's waste apportionment targets set under Policy 5.17 of the London Plan.
is currently being utilised for two strategic infrastructure schemes following which it will
Section 36.3.42 states that the borough will work with the WPAs in the Western
be brought back into waste use. It is the only future opportunity for additional waste
Riverside Waste Authority area (Wandsworth, H&F and Lambeth) to pool and
management capacity but neither the type nor scale of facility is currently known. For
collectively meet the four boroughs' apportionment targets. This approach is
this reason, it is currently limited in its ability to contribute to the apportionment target.
welcomed. It should be made clear that K&C will set out in a separate plan or
An estimated potential processing capacity for the site is 31,200tpa. The Council will
document the identification and safeguarding of waste sites to meet its apportionment need to rely on other WRWA WPAs to allocate and safeguard sites in their boroughs
targets, and what criteria will be used to determine suitable sites for new waste
to meet the London Plan apportionment as part of the Duty to Cooperate.
facilities. The GLA understands such a document exists, known as the WRWA
To avoid unnecessary duplication, the London Plan criteria in Policy 5.17 and criteria in
Technical paper. GLA officers have 2 important issues of concern about this
National Planning Policy for Waste will be used to guide decisions on waste
document which should be addressed before it is approved namely:
management.
The Powerday waste management facility is located within Hammersmith and Fulham
1) WRWA boroughs over state performance in meeting apportionment by including
and the OPDC is the responsible planning authority for it. Both LBHF and OPDC have
waste activities falling outside of the apportionment criteria set out in para 5.79 of the undertaken their own background work in respect of available capacity at the facility.
London Plan.
The Waste Technical Paper has drawn on this existing work for consistency and the
assumed capacity was agreed by both OPDC and LBHF. Further to this, confirmation
2 The practicality and likelihood for re-orientating the Powerday waste site in H&F to
was received from the facility operators that the assumption to be appropriate. The
significantly expand its operational capacity for managing more waste meeting London capacity assumed for Powerday is established by LBHF in their local plan review
Plan apportionment criteria.
background paper on waste. The figure has been derived using the 2014 EA returns
data to establish the percentage of Municipal Solid Waste and Commercial & Industrial
The Local Plan should commit to safeguarding all waste sites in accordance with
waste of the total facility throughput for that year.
London Plan Policy 5.17
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Policy CE3 Waste and reasoned justification includes a number of amendments that
set out an appropriate approach to waste management for the borough that is in line
with policies 5:16-5:19 of the London Plan. Element (c) of the policy safeguards
Cremorne Wharf for waste and river freight uses; this complies with London Plan
Policy 7:26 as well as the above mentioned London Plan waste policies.

This percentage has then been applied to the total licenced capacity giving 681ktpa as
potential capacity. The details of this are set out in LBHF’s supporting documents to
their Submission Local Plan, which also replicates relevant tables of the Waste
Technical Paper. The Council notes that the GLA has not raised similar concerns in
respect of the LBHF Submission Local Plan.

The Local Plan confirms a shortfall in local waste management capacity to meet the
borough's waste apportionment targets set under Policy 5.17 of the London Plan.
Section 36.3.42 states that the borough will work with the WPAs in the Western
Riverside Waste Authority area (Wandsworth, H&F and Lambeth) to pool and
collectively meet the four boroughs' apportionment targets. This approach is
welcomed. It should be made clear that K&C will set out in a separate plan or
document the identification and safeguarding of waste sites to meet its apportionment
targets, and what criteria will be used to determine suitable sites for new waste
facilities. The GLA understands such a document exists, known as the WRWA
Technical paper. GLA officers have 2 important issues of concern about this
document which should be addressed before it is approved namely:

OPDC and LBHF are further investigating the capacity of the Powerday facility on
behalf of the WRWA WPAs. As part of this they are working closely with the facility
operators and the GLA in respect of the scope of maximising waste management
operations and on site energy generation at the facility.
If it is established that the capacity is different, then the Council will work with the other
WPAs as set out in Policy CE3.

1) WRWA boroughs over state performance in meeting apportionment by including
waste activities falling outside of the apportionment criteria set out in para 5.79 of the
London Plan.
2 The practicality and likelihood for re-orientating the Powerday waste site in H&F to
significantly expand its operational capacity for managing more waste meeting London
Plan apportionment criteria.
The Local Plan should commit to safeguarding all waste sites in accordance with
London Plan Policy 5.17

16611361 CE3.9a

Wokingham Borough
Council (Vanessa
Rowell)
PART 1

The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea export hazardous waste and
Household Industrial Commercial (HIC) waste to the Star Works Waste Management
Plant in Wokingham Borough. In 2014 this amounted to approximately 32 tonnes of
physical treatment hazardous waste. In 2015 the amount was 24 tonnes. The Royal
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea also exported 79.2 tonnes of HIC waste to the
Star Works Waste Management Plant in 2014 and 56.8 tonnes in 2015.
It should be noted that permission was granted in February 2016 to extend the time
period for landfill operations at the Star Works Waste Management Plant (application
reference 153172). Permission was granted so that non-inert waste could continue to
be deposited at the site up until 2019, and for inert waste up until 2020. The landfill
element of the site must be completely restored by 2021. The Council is not aware of
any intention from the operators at Star Works Management Plant to extend further
the time for landfill operations to commence. However, if the operators were to submit
an application for another extension beyond 2021, this application would be judged
upon its own merits, and therefore in theory operations could take place post 2021, if
the application were approved.
The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea's Local Plan period is up until 2028,
and therefore landfill operations at the Star Works Waste Management Plant will have
ceased before the end of their plan period. The Council will therefore have to export
their proportion of HIC waste that formerly went to the landfill at Star Works Waste
Management Plant to another landfill site.
It is recommended that Wokingham Borough responds to the consultation, informing
the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea that the waste facility at Star Works in
Wokingham Borough which currently takes some HIC waste from that authority will
stop operating before the end of their plan period and that alternative provision will
need to be made.

OUTCOME / BENEFITS TO THE COMMUNITY
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The Council welcomes the additional information provided on import and exports
between the two areas. The information provided will be considered as part of ongoing
Joint Waste Technical Paper work. As indicated in the Consultation letter, the WRWA
WPAs will be undertaking a specific joint waste engagement exercise on waste
movements. Therefore, the Council, with other WRWA WPAs will continue to engage
Wokingham Borough Council through this process.

CE3 Waste
User ID

Ref ID

16611361 CE3.9b

Name

Positively
prepared

Justified

Effective

Consistent Legally
with national compliant
policy

Duty to
Cooperate

Wokingham Borough
Council (Vanessa
Rowell)

Comment

Council's Response

OUTCOME / BENEFITS TO THE COMMUNITY
To ensure that the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Council's waste
planning policies in the Local Plan Partial Review has minimal negative impacts upon
Wokingham Borough and that any positive benefits are maximised.

PART 2
RECOMMENDATION
The Executive Member for Planning and Regeneration
a) approves the comments outlined in this report
b) approves that they be submitted as a formal response to the consultation from the
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Council on the waste planning policies of
their Local Plan Partial Review
SUMMARY OF REPORT
This report details the proposed response of Wokingham Borough Council to the
consultation on the waste planning policies of the Kensington and Chelsea Local Plan
Partial Review.
The content of this report includes the following:
â€¢ Informs the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea that the landfill waste
facility at Star Works in Wokingham Borough which currently takes some of
Kensington and Chelsea's Household, Industrial and Commercial waste will stop
operating before the end of their plan period.

16620769 CE3.10

Oxfordshire County
Council (Peter Day)

Oxfordshire County Council has no comments on the Publication Policies in respect of Noted.
waste planning matters.

16622881 CE3.11

Hampshire County
Council (Tasha
Webb)

Hampshire County Council has considered and reviewed the information below and
the associated documents linked into the email, and is responding on behalf of the
following waste planning authority's (WPAs) in the Hampshire area: Hampshire;
Southampton, Portsmouth and the New Forest National Park.
Each of the authorities mentioned above support the Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea's efforts to meet the London Plan's net self sufficiency deadline of 2026.

The Council welcomes the additional information provided on import and exports
between the two areas. The information provided will be considered as part of ongoing
Joint Waste Technical Paper work. As indicated in the Consultation letter, the WRWA
WPAs will be undertaking a specific joint waste engagement exercise on waste
movements. Therefore, the Council, with other WRWA WPAs will continue to engage
Hampshire County Council through this process.

The following 2015 data was extracted from the Waste Data Interrogator (WDI):
â€¢ Kensington and Chelsea exported 55.7 tonnes of non hazardous waste to
Hampshire, utilising three Hampshire sites: Sims Group UK Limited; Casbrook Park
and Warren Heath Recycling site. I am not aware of any reasons why any of these
sites would not continue to function as they currently do, for the immediate future.
â€¢ Kensington and Chelsea exported 1.393 tonnes of hazardous waste to
Hampshire
According to the WDI (and the Hazardous Waste Data Interrogator), it would seem
none of the above authorities export waste to Kensington and Chelsea.
The reports from the WDI do not breach any of the SEWPAG agreed thresholds that
would trigger the need for Duty to Cooperate and this is probably because Kensington
and Chelsea is not a neighbouring authority to any of the Hampshire authorities
previously mentioned, and additionally, most of Kensington and Chelsea's waste is
exported to Bexley, Havering and Newham (as indicated in your supporting
documents).
16625409 CE3.12

Catalyst Housing
Group

Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound

Yes

Yes

Support noted.
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No

CE5 (a) require an air quality assessment and monitoring for all major developments” 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
Major developments such as Kensal and Earl’s Court will have an impact on the
transport emissions are ‘air quality neutral’ as defined in guidance issued by the
borough’s road traffic and resulting air pollution. The council will:
Mayor of London (Ref: Sustainable design and construction SPD Mayor of London
• Set a limit for the amount of lorries accessing a construction site daily and over the April 2014) and whether mitigating measures are required.
entire time of the project;
Emissions from demolition and construction: this activity is monitored by Council
• Prohibit idling at construction sites;
officers with due regard to the London Mayor’s SPG: The Control of Emissions during
• Develop an Air Strategy Plan for the entire borough, not just for major site;
Construction and Demolition (2014). Planning conditions requiring this are placed on
• Define areas for poor air quality and set planning restrictions such as locating
planning permissions for Major sites. See Action 27 of the Council’s Air Quality and
bedrooms away from major travel routes;
Climate Change Action Plan and below for further detail.
• Require open spaces which are car free and green. No longer accept balconies and
roads within developments in the open area calculations;
• Resist siting schools, nurseries and care homes, or other vulnerable people, away
from site which have a high pollution levels;
• Require charging points within the public realm and in any new development;
• Encourage green roofs with dedicated access;
• Encourage tree planting;
• Encourage low- and zero-emission vehicles for retail deliveries;
• Define restricted idling areas particularly in high emission areas and schools,
hospitals and care homes.
Require a low emission strategy, including a site-specific Construction Environmental
Management Plan to demonstrate the development is ‘Air Quality Neutral’ has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. This shall include
a comparison of emissions against London Plan emission benchmarks for buildings
and transport and emission standards for combustion plant including all assumptions,
calculations and measures to reduce emissions form. All proposed combustion plant
and boilers shall have NO2 emissions not exceeding 40mg/kWh of dry NO2 (at 0%
O2). Combined Heat and Power plant shall meet the London Plan emissions
standards. The approved details shall be implemented as approved and thereafter
maintained so.

5792513 CE5.1b

Kensington
Society
(Michael
Bach)

Unsound

5792513 CE5.1c

Kensington
Society
(Michael
Bach)

Unsound

Unsound

No

5792513 CE5.1d

Kensington
Society
(Michael
Bach)

Unsound

Unsound

No

Unsound

No

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 exceedance levels of local air pollutants and have an unacceptable impact
on amenity or health unless the development mitigates this impact through physical
measures, or financial contributions and to implement proposals in the Council’s Local
Air Quality and Climate Change Action Plan;
Replace 'resist biomass combustion' with 'refuse biomass combustion'
(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.

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.

Policy CE1(c)(iii) specifically addresses the need for CCHP plants to ensure that the
heat and energy production does not result in unacceptable levels of air pollution.
Para. 36.3.6 also highlights the need to give careful consideration to be given to the
air quality implications of CCHP plants in accordance with the Mayor's Sustainable
Design and Construction SPD.
Requirements in relation to air quality identified through the planning permission
process are secured by planning condition or planning obligations.

This is an admirable requirement, but how is it to be implemented?
5792513 CE5.1e

Kensington
Society
(Michael
Bach)

Unsound

Unsound

No

RBKC needs a detailed plan to reduce air pollution. More 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.
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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/environmental-health/environmentalprotection/air-quality/Documents/speed-restriction-air-quality-report-2013-for-web.pdf

CE5 Air Quality
5792513 CE5.1f

16051329 CE5.2

16625409 CE5.3

Kensington
Society
(Michael
Bach)

Greater
London
Authority
(Kevin Reid)
Catalyst
Housing
Group

Unsound

Sound

Unsound

Sound

Sound

No

Sound

Yes

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'. 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/GIDPHG92/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;
Action points which should be within the plan:
• Set a limit for the amount of lorries accessing a construction site daily and over the
entire time of the project;
Policy CE5 Air Quality and reasoned justification includes a number of amendments
that set out an appropriate approach to managing air quality for the borough that is in
line with policy 7:14 of the London Plan.

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 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.

Noted

Noted

Yes
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Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA)
User ID

Ref ID

15914657 IIA.1

Name

Comment

Council's Response

Environment Agency With regard to the Integrated Impact Assessment our only comment on page 28 (Baseline summary of Water and Land) is
(North London
that the River Thames is also designated under the Water Framework Directive in addition to the Grand Union Canal.
Sustainable Places) Therefore the need to improve ecological status (or potential) applies to both. We have no further comments on the IIA.
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Page 28 of the IIA Report has now been updated. The River Thames is now included as WFD waterbody.

Other Comments
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 COM.1

Name

Comment

Council's Response

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Chapter 38: Monitoring

38.2 Core Policies
CP1 (1) The monitoring indicator is a net increase in additional residential units so this change is not considered
necessary.
CP4 This policy is not being reviewed, if a change was made it would be to preserve or enhance not 'and' as these
are mutuallly exclusive.

38.2 Core Policies
CP1(1) Target: 733 net additional new homes pa
CP4 Townscape should be preserved and enhanced
38.5 Monitoring Strategic Objectives

38.5 Monitoring strategic objectives
CK1 - CK3 these policies are not being reviewed

CK1 (b)/CK3 Percentage of the area accessible to facilities
Resurvey distribution of facilities on Walkable Maps now every 2 years
CK1(c) Monitor losses of specific social and community facilities, eg pubs, launderettes, GP surgeries
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, banks in both primary and secondary frontage
Cf3(c) Indicator should be loss of retail to non-A1 use
CF11 Why is expansion a target?

CF3a/b annual monitoring is based on use class not specific uses
CF3c The proposed indicator is considered too prescriptive and does not add anything further for the purposes of
monitoring
CF11 An increase is considered an appropriate target because these are important cultural institutions that need to
maintain their share of the growing number of visitors to London (31.5m in 2015 up 20% on 5 years before).
Policies CT1 and CR4 are not being reviewed
CH1b the London Development Database is the stated source of this information
CH3a the London Development Database is the stated source of this information
CH4a,b &i the London Development Database is the stated source of this information

CT1(a) Proportion of large offices (>1,000sqm) in locations with PTAL 4 and less than PTAL4
CT1(f) How does this relate to indicators in CK1?
CR4 (f) The number of additional advertisements installed in the highway
CH1(b) Source for net losses from deconversions and amalgamations should be from analysis of permissions and appeals
allowed â€“ RBKC supplies this data to London Development Database.
CH3(a) See CH1(b) above
CH4(a), (b) & (i) Ditto

5792513 COM.2

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

CE2(f) Permeable front gardens â€“ number of enforcement cases?
CE5 Need more air quality monitoring targets

CE2: The proposed monitorig indicators are considered sufficient and proportionate. The forthcoming public
consultation on the Council's emerging Local Enforcement Plan will provide an opportunity for the public to put
forward suggestions for enforcement priorities.

Glossary

Accessibility - the existing definition is preferred

Accessibility: The extent to which jobs, goods and services are made available to people either through close proximity,
such a accessibility to local facilities as in accessible neighbourhoods, or accessibility to public transport as a measure of
ease of access to more widely spread opportunities (see Public Transport Accessibility Levels (PTALs)

Artists' studios - are a generally undestood term, there is only one reference to artists studios in chapter 34 which is
not being reviewed and there is an SPG on artists' studios so this is not considered necessary.
BIDs - reference has been removed from the glossary as a minor modification.

Artist's Studios: A sui generis use defined as the use of a workroom for carrying out of fine arts. (See UDP Glossary)
Blue Ribbon Network is defined in the glossary.
BIDs Is this necessary/relevant unless the Council is prepared to support town centre partnerships? (See our proposal for
Kensington High Street)
Blue Ribbon Network: Thames and Grand Union Canal (see safeguarded wharves)
Car-free development: A car-free development is where parking is not provided on site and where there is insufficient
capacity for any additional parking on the highway. This will be appropriate where high levels of public transport
accessibility exists, such as near underground stations.
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Car-free development - a word search shows there are no references to car-free development in the Consolidated
Local Plan or the Publication Version of the Partial Review of the Local Plan. This subject is covered in detail in the
London Plan and the Transport and Streets SPD.

Other Comments
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 COM.3

Name

Comment

Council's Response

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Conservation Area Management Strategies: Section 71 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas ) Act
1990, requires local authorities to formulate and publish proposals for the preservation and enhancement of any parts of
their area which are conservation areas. The first part is achieved through Conservation Area Appraisals, whilst the second
part, to bring forward proposals for managing and enhancing these areas, is provided through a Conservation Area
Management Strategy for each conservation area.

Renewing the Legacy (conservation policies) are not being reviewed as they were comprehensively reviewed as part
of the dedicated Conservation and Design review of the Core Strategy, which was adopted in December 2014.
Minor modification: add to glossary Cultural Quarter: An area where a critical mass of cultural activities and related
uses exist or are emerging.

Cultural Quarter: Area where the critical mass of cultural activities and related uses are emerging, designated in the London Amalgamation and deconversion are defined in the glossary.
Plan
Minor modification: The Georgian period has been altered to include the reign of William IV.
Deconversion/Amalgamation
Housing density is defined in the glossary.
Georgian The Georgian Period is 1714 to 1837
The Neighbourhood Shops policy was operated by the Council's Property Department, increasing pressure on the
Housing density (units/ha cg Density Matrix)
Council's resources mean that income from Council owned property has to be maximised and this policy which
included financial matters, tenant mix of the area and type of use has not been in use for several years, so this
Neighbourhood Shops Policy: Restate definition in Consolidated Local Plan
request is not approriate.
Sequential approach: This is a sequential analysis where the most preferred option should be considered and only when
Sequential approach - the Council's definition refers to the NPPF and the proposed text is considered too
that is not possible, should the next best alternative be considered. This approach can be used for guiding town centre uses complicated.
to town centres (such as shops, cinemas, restaurants, etc) (CF1), offices (CF5) and for considering the release of
properties in social and community uses (CK1)
Keeping Life Local (social and community uses) are not being reviewed. The Council's existing Local Plan policy
approach to pubs was comprehensively reviewed as part of the dedicated Pubs and Local Character Review of the
Social and community uses:
Core Strategy which was adopted in 2013.
add "Public Houses" and in Para 30.3.10 (see also NPPF paras 69-70)

Social exclusion - not clear what is being suggested.

Social Exclusion - lack of access to

5792513 COM.4

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

Strategic Cultural Area:
Note that it is only the South Kensington Museums Complex, nothing south of Cromwell Road

The map makes it clear that the Strategic Cultural Area includes the French Institute and the Ismaili Centre south of
Cromwelll Road.

Sustainable Residential Density: Reference Table 3.2 of London Plan

The Sustainable Residential Density Matrix is a table in the London Plan, this is rerefenced in the text in chapter 35
under CH1 and 35.3.13 so it is not necessary to include it in the glossary.

Town Centre Uses:
The definition of Town Centre uses is not exhaustive.
Add: night clubs, casinos, health & fitness, as in NPPF definition.
Housing is a town centre use in the NPPF.
Delete last sentence about housing being a town centre use is contrary to policy for both retaining existing and locating new
offices in town centres.
Use same definition as at para 31.3.2, but not include the "advice" in the NPPG about the appropriateness of housing.

The Kensington Society understands that the key issues at this stage are:
â€¢ whether the Partial Review meets the tests of soundness, that it is positively prepared, justified, effective and complies
with national policy; and
â€¢ whether it is legally compliant.
This Local Plan Review is designed to review those policies that remain unchanged since the adoption of the Core
Strategy/Local Plan in December 2010. A lot has changed since then and there is strong need for changes, especially to
the housing chapter.
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Other Comments
User ID

Ref ID

5792513 COM.5

Name

Comment

Council's Response

Kensington Society
(Michael Bach)

The Society has participated in the Issues and Options and Draft Policies stages of the Local Plan Review. The Council has No comment required. The Council has included all of the Kensington Society's comments in the Consultation
responded to many of our proposals, although we still have issues where we consider further changes are needed, in
Schedule as required by the regulations and has not separated out those for the Council from those for the
particular to the "Places" chapters, and elsewhere to the reasoned justification.
Inspector.
We have provided comments, of which part 1 is addressed to the Inspector whilst the second part is addressed to local
planning authority and involves more minor changes which we want the Council to consider making, which, although we
have listed them, should not require debate and which you may choose to leave to the Council to consider.
Whilst we may have little or no problem with most of the policies, there are areas where we consider the reasoned
justification requires strengthening. We would ask you to consider whether they are sufficient to question the soundness, or
whether, if accepted they would improve the understanding and effectiveness of the policy if they provided greater clarity
and certainty to developers, planning officers and the general public.
There are some policies with which we disagree which are flagged up in the online submission.
For several of the "places" chapters, especially Kensington High Street and South Kensington, we have sought to
strengthen the aspirations, the evidence base and the specificity of the actions. We consider these as critical to the delivery
of the aspirations for their future. We consider that some of these are essential.
Overall, we consider that, unless we have stated otherwise, the plan and its policies, are sound and do not raise issues with
regard to legal compliance.

8210113 COM.6

I note your responses to our previous comments in the Consultation Statement, and confirm that we have no further
comments to make.

Noted

8516801 COM.7

Canal & River Trust
London (Claire
McLean)
Onslow
Neighbourhood
Association (Eva
Skinner)

This partial review is much too large and cumbersome for non professionals to review easily.
This Association has suggested that it be broken down into smaller sections which can be reviewed annually. RBKC have
refused this suggestion; and this association considers that refusal unjustified.
The Onslow Neighbourhood Association

It is unfortunate that the respondent found the Local Plan proposed changes difficult to review. Most of the chapters
that are being reviewed are interrelated and need to be reviewed together. This is particularly the case with the
housing chapter and the place chapters since many of these contain site allocations that are integral to meeting our
housing requirements and which go to the heart of having a plan that can be found sound. Similarly the changes to
the employment zone policy will provide the opportunity for more housing. The Council has already undertaken
'broken down' reviews in recent years including Pubs and Local Character, Conservation and Design, Misclleneous
Matters, Basements and this review is in itself a Partial Review to make it more manageable.

9503745 COM.8

Jane Heffron

It is difficult to keep track of all the planning ins and outs, and of all your good offers to accept input on numerous fronts. So The reasoned justification to Policy CE5 Air Quality is proposed to be updated as part of this Local Plan Partial
I will summarise a few points made previously:
Review.
Please reduce car air pollution.
Please rethink bicycles. They are not the answer to air pollution. Many fail to obey traffic rules and often travel down local
streets faster than cars, seemingly coming out of no where. This is a terrible hazard to pedestrians.
Get rid of filthy disused phone boxes and other street clutter. Example: Gloucester Road tube stop phone boxes and
abandoned Herald Tribune newspaper shed.
Take unneighbourly car businesses out of streets where people live. It is dangerous. We understand that purpose built
premises could be provided in plans for the Harrington Road embassy site. That sounds sensible and would help prevent
people being run down or blocked in.

Encouraging more cycling and walking has to be part of the solution to air pollution because they provide alternatives
to using cars. Cyclists must respect traffic regulations and the needs of pedestrians but the bad behaviour of a few
cannot preclude provision for cycling.
The Council has policies to reduce street clutter (existing Policy CR4 Streetscape) but telephone boxes present
particular problems in terms of having permitted development, so there is no need for planning permission, and in
establishing the ownership of disused phone boxes.

Some car buinesses may be considered unneighbourly but in this borough land values mean that it is almost
impossible for such businesses to find premises. Council policy protects any such premises that do remain so that
residents can have their cars repaired. The Harrington Road site has been allocated for residential development not
car repair and maintenance. These businesses generally fall within the B1 light industrial use class and therefore
Encourage (ie help pay for) street beautification such hanging baskets in public areas (we did finally get some at Gloucester compatible in a residential area.
Rd) or tree planting or potted gardens.
Hanging baskets are not a planning policy matter.
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Other Comments
User ID

Ref ID

11317377 COM.9

Name

Comment

Council's Response

Nicholas Beyts

I would like to suggest further encouragement is given in Kensington and Chelsea not just to purpose built social housing,
as significant as it is, but also to purpose built:

Comments noted, the Harrington Road site has been allocated for housing.

1. Car repair garage space which is non intrusive.
2. Purpose built live/work space which encourages arts and IT
3. Purpose built small commercial spaces to support small businesses.
An example of a non intrusive car repair garage is in Sloane Avenue. Examples of clusters of attractive live/work studios
which have existed for more than one hundred years can be found between Fulham Road and the River Thames. Small
commercial spaces can be found in mews and other places. For example, the many small medical units behind the
Cromwell Hospital in Pennant Mews, W8.
The developments of 1 to 3 could form part of the development of a site, For example they could form a useful part of the
development of the Iranian Site that overlooks Reece Mews on one side of it and it is at the junction of Harringron Road
SW7 and Queens Gate SW7,
The Iranian Site features in Chapter 13 of the Local Plan.

11609921 COM.10

London Borough of
Hammersmith and
Fulham (David
Gawthorpe)

General comments
We continue to note (as we did at Reg 18) that the RBKC Local Plan is subject to partial review and therefore not all of the
document is subject to comment. RBKC have made a track change document available to show where changes are to be
made, but unfortunately this has made the document difficult to read and distinguish between what is up for review, but not
tracked, and what is merely being retained. We would welcome any improvements that can be made to the format or clarity
of the document to better understand the changes. This will be particularly important if/when further minor or main
modifications are introduced to the plan at submission and through the examination process. We appreciate that a clean
version of the document has been made available, but in order to understand the proposed changes it has been necessary
to work with the track change document, which is extremely difficult to navigate.

Comments noted, this is a partial review and the track changes show proposed changes to the text which is under
review. It is difficult to see how this could have been done differently bearing in mind the extent of the changes that
are being made. A 'Clean' version was published alongside the Tracked Change version.

12159201 COM.11

Historic England
As the Government's statutory adviser Historic England is keen to ensure that the protection and enhancement of the
Comments noted and have been considered under the relevant chapters.
(Katharine Fletcher) historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels of the Local Plan process.
We are grateful to you for accommodating many of the suggestions made previously to the Regulation 18 draft plan. It is
particularly helpful that you have been able to include reference to the revised Archaeological Priority Areas for Kensington
and Chelsea, bringing the plan right up to date in this respect.
The attached comments are made in the context of the principles and policies contained in the NPPF and the
accompanying Planning Practice Guide (PPG). Where we have recommended changes this is to align the plan with
national policy to ensure the soundness of the plan. We look forward to being able to agree minor changes to address
these points. Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss how these may be progressed.

12360577 COM.12

Natural England
(Victoria Kirkham)

Natural England does not consider that this Local Plan Partial Review (LPPR) - Publication Policies - Consultation
poses any likely risk or opportunity in relation to our statutory purpose, and so does not wish to comment on this
consultation.

14288033 COM.13

Highways England
(Andree Gregory)

Having examined the above documents, we do not offer any comment to this proposal. We stand ready to work with you on Statement noted.
transport evidence base re impact of level, location, form and timing of any development.

Statement noted.

Sent on behalf of Cherrie Mendoza Spatial Planning Manager Highways England
14516225 COM.14

15914657 COM.15

16039361 COM.16

Exhibition Road
Cultural Group
(Emily Candler)
Environment Agency
(North London
Sustainable Places)
Clean Air in London
(Birkett)

The Planning Officers have done a good job in incorporating comments made in previous consultations.

Support noted.

We will send you an email to summarise our representations with a copy of the representations form.

These comments have been responded to under the separate chapter headings

I am writing on behalf of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum (KNF) to thank you for addressing the bulk of our
comments about your Local Plan that we submitted on 11 December 2016.

Comment noted, we would reiterate our previous comment that the draft Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan cannot
aspire to exert any control within this borough.

I am pleased to confirm that the KNF supports the revised version of the RBKC Local Plan as it relates to Knightsbridge
except where it conflicts significantly with our draft neighbourhood plan which can be seen here:
http://www.knightsbridgeforum.org/media//documents/part_one_knightsbridge_neighbourhood_plan_presubmission_consultation_081216.pdf

16051329 COM.17

Greater London
Authority (kevin
Reid)

General Conformity with the London Plan
I confirm that the current draft of the Local Plan is in general conformity with the London Plan

Comment noted.
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User ID

Ref ID

16056385 COM.18

Name

Comment

Council's Response

TFL (Transport for
London) (Rebecca
Sladen )

We note that the Council undertook consultation under Regulation 18 of its draft Local Plan Partial Review Policies in
December 2016 to which we made representation in relation to Policy CH3, Chapter 8 Earl's Court, Chapter 13 South
Kensington as well as a number of general policy matters (a copy of the response is attached). In summary, this
representation included:
ï‚· The promotion of South Kensington around station development as a strategic site.
ï‚· Comments relating to the proposed "service retail frontages".
ï‚· A request that the Council reconsider the Primary Shopping Frontage Designations of 36-46 Thurloe Street (even), 1-5
Pelham Street (odd) and 6 Pelham Street.
ï‚· Support for the reduction in the minimum requirements of retail units along designated secondary retail frontages from
66% to 50%.
ï‚· A request that the Council acknowledge in the Corporate and Partner Action for Fostering Vitality section the role of TfL
CD in bringing forward the deliver of South Kensington around station development

Comments noted these points have been dealt with under the relevant chapters, but to reiterate:
i.South Kensington station is not an allocated site because proposals were not sufficiently developed and the site is
complex
ii. The proposed service frontage has been removed
iii. This area is not considered primary frontage
iv. Suport for the change being proposed in the draft review noted
v. The Council recognises that the delivery of a successful redevelopment of the South Kensington Station will
contribute to the vision for the South Kensington Place. Section 5 of the South Kensington Place considers the
delivery of the vision. Minor modification: Chapter 14 South Kensington, section 5 delivery of the vision : The
Council will work with Transport for London and local institutions to deliver improvements to the South Kensington
Station Site and to the pedestrian tunnel.
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