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PLEASE NOTE Following the expiry on 6 May 2021 of the ‘Remote Meeting
Regulations’ that have enabled local authorities to hold formal Council and
committee meetings ‘virtually’, this will be a physical meeting which all
participants will have to attend in person. As we need to comply with
Government Covid 19 guidelines and keep everyone safe, meeting room
capacity will be very limited and therefore, you may prefer to watch the live
webcast rather than attend in person.
FILMING, BROADCASTING AND BLOGGING Members of the press and
public may film, tweet, blog etc. during the meeting as long as this does not
disrupt the meeting.
QUESTIONS Members of the public wishing to ask a question on any item on
the agenda should submit it in advance by emailing scrutiny@rbkc.gov.uk by
12 noon on Monday 27 September. Please note that if we receive too many
questions, we may not be able to deal with them all on the night.

Public Agenda
72 SECONDS SILENCE

To remember those who lost their lives in the Grenfell tragedy.

A1.

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

A2.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Any Member of the Committee, or any other Member present in the meeting room, who has a disclosable
pecuniary interest, in a matter to be considered at the meeting is reminded to disclose the interest to the
meeting and to leave the room while any discussion or vote on the matter takes place.
Members are also reminded that if they have any other significant interest in a matter to be considered
at the meeting, whether registered or not, which they feel should be declared in the public interest, such
interests should be declared to the meeting. In such circumstances Members should consider whether a
member of the public, with knowledge of the relevant facts would reasonably regard the interest as so
significant that it is likely to prejudice their consideration or decision making. If the Member considers
that to be the case, they should leave the room while any discussion or vote on the matter takes place.

A3.

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 1 JULY 2021 (attached)

A4.

URBAN FOREST PETITION (attached)

A5.

LOCAL PLAN – ISSUES AND OPTIONS PAPER (attached)

A6.

WORK PROGRAMME REPORT (attached)

A7.

ANY OTHER ORAL OR WRITTEN ITEMS WHICH THE CHAIR CONSIDERS
URGENT
[Each written report on the public part of the Agenda as detailed above:
(i)

was made available for public inspection from the date of the Agenda;

(ii)

incorporates a list of the background papers which (i) disclose any facts or matters on which that
report, or any important part of it, is based; and (ii) have been relied upon to a material extent in
preparing it. (Relevant documents which contain confidential or exempt information are not
listed.); and

(iii)

may, with the consent of the Chair and subject to specified reasons, be supported at the meeting
by way of oral statement or further written report in the event of special circumstances arising
after the despatch of the Agenda.]

Exclusion of the Press and Public
Local Government Act 1972, as amended by the Local Government (Access to
Information) Act 1985
There are no other matters scheduled to be discussed at this meeting that would appear to disclose
confidential or exempt information under the provisions Schedule 12A of the Local Government (Access
to Information) Act 1985.
Should any such matters arise during the course of discussion of the above items or should the Chair
agree to discuss any other such matters on the grounds of urgency, the Committee will wish to resolve
to exclude the press and public by virtue of the private nature of the business to be transacted.

The next meeting of the Environment Select Committee is scheduled to be held
on Monday 6 December 2021.

Minutes of a meeting of the Environment
Select Committee held on at 6.30pm
Thursday 1 July in Kensington Town Hall

PRESENT
MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE
Cllr Will Pascall (Chair)
Cllr Max Chauhan
Cllr Walaa Idris
Cllr Pat Mason
Cllr Maxwell Woodger
OTHERS PRESENT
Members of the Leadership Team
Cllr Johnny Thalassites, Lead Member for Planning, Place and Environment
Other Councillors
Cllr. Marie-Therese Rossi, Chair of Overview and Scrutiny Committee
Support Officers
Hannah Davenport, Governance Administrator
Nicholas Kasic, Markets Manager
Anna Geenty, Senior Governance Co-ordinator
Jacqui Hird, Scrutiny Manager
Tom McColgan, Senior Governance Co-ordinator
Jeremy Plester, Head of Greener Living
Amanda Reid, Director of Planning and Place
Robert Sheppard, Head of Governance Services
Jon Wade, Head of Spatial Planning
Members of the Public
Amanda Frame, Kensington Society
Steve Mertz, Kensington Society
Paul Lever, Chelsea Society

Public agenda
72 SECONDS SILENCE

At the invitation of the Chair, all present observed 72 seconds of silence
in remembrance of those who lost their lives in the Grenfell tragedy.
A1.

MEMBERSHIP AND CHAIR/VICE- CHAIR
The membership of the Committee, Chair and Vice-Chair were noted as agreed
at the Council meeting on 26 May, as set out above.

A2.

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Cllr O’Connor, Cllr Thaxter and Cllr Will sent their apologies.

A3.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
None to declare.

A4.

MINUTES
The minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 20 April 2021 were
confirmed as a correct record. The Chair, confirmed by Hannah Davenport,
brought to the Committee’s attention the progress of the recommendations
made at the previous meeting of the Select Committee. He further asked that
responses to recommendations continue to be made within the 2 month period
set out.

A5.

CULTURE UPDATE
Nicholas Kasic introduced the report and asked the Committee to consider
whether any processes currently in place should be changed.
The Committee asked who was responsible for engaging residents in the
events taking place over the Summer, including the Kensington and Chelsea
Festival. Nicholas Kasic responded that the residents were encouraged to get
involved in a number of ways, including the Creative Conversations scheme
and co-working with organisations and individuals across the borough. He
stated that the Council is working with the Kensington and Chelsea festival to
attract residents to the events using a dedicated website, social media and
other promotion materials alongside promotion from the performers
themselves.
Nicholas Kasic stated that he would provide further information to the
Committee following the meeting regarding the Small Grants Programme for
Black History Month and how these grants could be spent.
Action by: Nicholas Kasic

The Committee discussed the Triborough Music Hub and the outreach
opportunities provided to young musicians of all ages. The Committee
enquired about how the Council will be using the lessons learnt from last year’s
digital Notting Hill Carnival this year. Nicholas Kasic stated that both physical
and digital lessons have been brought forward to this year’s Carnival, including
issues of stewarding and digital outreach. He stated that the possibilities of
hybrid digital and in-person events in the future could be considered in
conjunction with the organisers of the Carnival.
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The Committee also discussed how best to bring together the various events
going on around the Borough this summer. Nicholas Kasic clarified that there
are currently 47 events across the Borough placed under the banner of the
Kensington and Chelsea Festival to help with promotion and access, and work
would continue forward to develop the branding of the Festival.
The Committee requested a further paper to be presented in the Autumn
regarding the 4-year Culture Plan going forward.
Action by: Nicholas Kasic/Verena Cornwall

Recommendation:
The Select Committee recommended to the Lead Member for Culture, Leisure
and Community Safety that the Kensington and Chelsea Festival and the
Summer of Love is brought under a singular overarching brand, to help ensure
there is full engagement with local populations and maximise attendance.
A6.

DEVELOPMENT OF NEW LOCAL PLAN IN LIGHT OF THE LONDON PLAN
The Chair introduced the paper as a continuation of the Committee’s previous
work on the Kensal SPD, which following a recommendation from the previous
Select Committee had resulted in a paper from Jonathon Wade detailing how
to forge sustainable communities.
Cllr Thalassites stated that the concepts produced in this paper are ongoing
rather than final drafts. Key themes included are growth, new affordable
homes, maintaining the Borough’s heritage and townscape, environmental
sustainability.
Amanda Frame, Chair of the Kensington Society, raised a number of issues to
be considered when developing the Local Plan. Key points included:
•

A need for walkable neighbourhoods and the lack of local shops,

•

She stated support for the Borough-wide application for the Article 4
directive, to protect businesses and culture.

•

The improvement of streetscapes through removing street furniture and
other redundant items and the control of advertisements

•

She stated that there is a strong feeling within the Kensington Society
that there is a conflict between the government’s aspirations for
development and the need to protect and conserve Kensington.

•

The need for training to provide access and understanding of the
complexities of the London Plan.

•

Concerns regarding how existing planning applications may not have to
adhere to new rules such as those regarding Carbon Net Zero initiatives
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Paul Lever, representing the Chelsea Society, agreed with many of the points
raised by the Kensington Society. He further raised a number of items more
specific to Chelsea, including:
•

Most of Chelsea is a conservation area with virtually no brownfield
space, consisting of mostly low-rise buildings with narrow streets.
Property is in high demand and any development is usually for luxury
properties due to high prices. Therefore, he stated that he struggles to
see how any new sites could develop in Chelsea, making housing
provision further difficult.

•

He stated that the London Plan does not consider local character,
heritage or conservation, which are key to Chelsea residents.

•

The enforcement of the rule that 35% of any new development must be
social or affordable housing could be more vigorous.

•

Monitoring of Air Quality, especially considering traffic management of
development sites such as Lots Road.

•

He stated support for the refurbishments to Chelsea Green and Dove
House Green and the intent to prioritise enhancing and protecting green
spaces.

•

The emphasis on active travel does not consider the proportion of
elderly residents who need access to motorized and public transport

Cllr Thalassites thanked Amanda and Paul for their contribution and stated that
the issues raised would be fed back.
The Committee further discussed the effectiveness and provision of
Neighbourhood Plans alongside the London and Local Plans. Cllr Thalassites
responded that in certain situations, such as St Quintins, these have been very
valuable. However, Neighbourhood Plans are resource intensive, in terms of
finance, time commitment and expertise. The Council is open to working with
neighbourhood groups who may want to create a plan, but this would need to
be considered in its feasibility in the department. Jonathan Wade added that
the resources involved in creating Neighbourhood Plans varies, depending on
the area, resident expertise, and resources. There is modest funding available
to assist neighbourhoods in achieving this and the Council are charged with
helping as much as possible, however there is a resource implication for
existing services. The Chair stated that perhaps officers could look into how
neighbourhood plans could be implemented differently to reduce issues of
resource allocation.
The Committee asked why there is no requirement for newly developed sites
to install zero carbon boilers or heat pumps, in accordance with the Council’s
commitment to 2030/40 Carbon Net Zero. Cllr Thalassites explained that these
issues are complex and that he is hopeful that strategies such as the Greening
SPD will have an impact in addressing this issue going forward. Jonathan
Wade added that any planning application must be viewed in light of
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development plan policy, and currently the more recently adopted London Plan
takes precedence. Issues such as these often require balance between
requirements of the planning departments involved and the developers, such
as carbon offsetting. He stated that this is a quickly evolving area in all areas
of policy making, from the national to the local. The Committee discussed the
balancing act between the need for housing, conservation, greening, carbon
net zero, socially sustainable communities and providing good transport links
and the challenges that the balance of these pose.
Cllr Thalassites clarified that the hierarchy of plans draws from the national
guidelines taking precedence, then the London Plan and subsequently the
Local Plan. Those lower down the hierarchy must have some general
conformity with the plans that oversee it, which influences the creation of Local
Plans. The National Planning Policy Framework sets guidance which both
London and Local Plans must comply with, but there is enough flexibility within
the framework to adapt it to more contextual area-specific needs.
The Committee also discussed how the Local Plan will ensure protection of
green space from development within the Borough. Jonathan Wade stated that
these issues are being considered and addressed and the Council will
continue to provide the robust policy framework to assess applications, so that
the chances of losing any dedicated open space would be the exception due
to the current policies which protect these spaces. Cllr Thalassites emphasised
that the Council does not want to lose any green spaces, rather protect and
invest in those within the Borough.
The Chair asked if there were any requirements in planning policies which
dictate how the buildings are managed following their construction to maintain
communities. Jonathan Wade responded that in terms of housing standards,
the Borough has adopted the Mayor’s Housing Standard Supplementary
Planning Guidance, which sets out measures such as room size. Officers from
planning are working with officers in the Housing department to try to ensure
that the projects being built are aligned with the needs of the different types of
future occupants, including transport links, access to green space etc.
The Chair thanked the Kensington Society and the Chelsea Society for their
input and asked to liaise with officers and Lead Members further on this the
topic of the Local Plan in the future.
The Committee saw challenges in reconciling the different interests present in
the Local and London plans. The Committee stated that further work should
be carried out here and returned to the Committee for further engagement with
the Committee.
Action by: Planning and Place

The Lead Member responded that the Local Plan will be going out to its next
stage of consultation soon and feedback would be welcomed.
A7.

ACHIEVING RBKC 2040 CARBON NET ZERO
The Lead Member introduced the report and shared that RBKC had recently
been named by governmental figures as reducing carbon emissions faster
than anywhere else in London over the past 5 years, therefore this report was
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timely. Recent projects such as the Greening SPD and the Green Fund are
positive steps; however it is appreciated that this commitment will be a
challenge.
The Chair asked for this data to be shared with the committee.
Action by: Jeremy Plester

Jeremy Plester further introduced the report and stated that partnership
working will be key to achieving this commitment, as RBKC is a relatively
small player here.
The Chair stated that the Committee had received an information briefing from
Aether UK previously, in line with the recommendations for information
briefings to aid scrutiny work from the Centre for Scrutiny stocktake report.
The Committee discussed the 2030 Zero report and raised the following key
points.
•

•

•

•

•

The current conservation regulations and their impact upon making
carbon reductions to buildings. Jeremy Plester stated that they are
restricting, especially with regards to installation of solar panels and
double glazing etc, however progress has been made recently with
solar installations in the Borough.
The Committee enquired about carbon offsetting. Cllr Thalassites
stated that offsetting should be a last resort as a mitigation measure.
Jeremy Plester added that the Council will be prioritising local
offsetting, so this environmental mitigation is close to home. The
Committee asked for further information on types of offsetting schemes
being considered by the Council to be circulated.

Action by: Jeremy Plester

The Committee discussed the costs and action plans needed to
address this commitment. Cllr Thalassites stated that there will be a
Climate Change Action Plan and an Air Quality Action Plan produced
this year, alongside the Biodiversity Action Plan currently underway.
The Committee asked how the Council intends to achieve coherence
between the different green plans belonging to partners across the
Borough, as part of their wider engagement with businesses and other
institutions. Jeremy Plester stated that at the recent institution
engagement event, it was positive to see that most organisations had
similar intentions and questions to ask. The Council has committed to
making this a regular event and ensuring that key targets from all plans
are communicated and cross-referenced. Officers agreed to provide
further feedback, potentially in the form of a paper, regarding the
coherence and involvement of these different partnerships across the
Borough for further scrutiny.
Action by: Jeremy Plester

The Committee asked how the Council is generating the budget to
support these environmental ambitions. Cllr Thalassites stated that
some funding is being sourced through governmental grants, for
instance towards the provision of electric chargers within the Borough.
Going forward, environmental issues will be at the heart of the Council’s
approach and this will be reflected in financial planning. Members
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asked if this cost would be passed across to residents. Cllr Thalassites
stated that he understands that costs are of concern to residents and
that there are no plans to raise costs on residents to reach these goals.
The Chair asked for further information on the breakdown of costs
predicted to achieve this goal, especially regarding buildings, looking at
how funds are being allocated and compare to existing spending on
housing.
Action by: Jeremy Plester

A8

SCRUTINY WORK PROGRAMME
Jacqui Hird introduced the report.
The Committee discussed the priorities for the upcoming Scrutiny year.
The development of the Local Plan was highlighted as a priority, both in the
paper and by the Committee. This would include considering how it would
reflect the wishes of local residents and align with other key policies of interest
to this Committee. Cllr Mason, agreed by the Chair, stated that scrutiny of the
Local Plan topic should begin soon and hold priority at this point in the
programme, in order to ensure that the scrutiny impact can be made within the
consultation period of the Issues and Options Paper.
Action by:
Scrutiny/Governance

The management of streets was chosen as a further topic, to include issues
such as examining streetscape, the repurposing of highstreets, CREST.
Carbon Net Zero 2040 was identified as the third scrutiny topic. This would be
split into 3 subtopics: domestic buildings, non-domestic buildings, and
transport. Cllr Max Chauhan expressed an interest in undertaking a case study
for non-domestic buildings, examining how the social care sector is reducing
carbon emissions.
The Chair asked for a summary of this item identifying these three topics as
key areas of scrutiny to be circulated to the Committee for agreement, prior to
referral to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee at its meeting on 8 July 2021.
Action by: Hannah Davenport

A9

ANY OTHER BUSINESS WHICH THE CHAIR CONSIDERS URGENT
There were no urgent matters.
EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC
There were no matters requiring the exclusion of the press and public from the
meeting.
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The meeting ended at 8.50pm.

Chair
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A4
THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
ENVIRONMENT SELECT COMMITTEE – 28 SEPTEMBER 2021
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND PLACE
WORNINGTON GREEN PRAYER RESPONSE – URBAN FOREST

This report will review and respond to the Wornington Green prayer in relation to
the creation of an urban forest in Golborne ward.

1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1

The prayer in Appendix 1 was formally presented at Full Council on 21 July
2021.

1.2

The Planning and Place Department has been asked to prepare a response to
Part 1 and Part 4 of the prayer in relation to the creation of an urban forest.

2

MAIN REPORT

The Council’s approach to tree planting
2.1

When considering the potential loss of trees, the Council will resist proposals
which involve the removal of trees unless the tree is dead, dying, or dangerous,
of little or no amenity value, causing a danger to adjacent structures or its
removal is for reasons of good arboricultural practice.

2.2

The Council recognises the significant benefits of trees and will always seek to
retain as many trees as possible. Where tree removal is considered
appropriate, this will be mitigated by replacement tree planting, where possible,
and often, given site constraints, will be younger specimens.

2.3

If good quality tree stock is selected, the ground prepared properly and there is
good after-planting maintenance new trees can establish remarkably quickly.
For example, in nearby Chesterton Road virtually all the cherry trees are
replacements for decayed specimens which had to be removed on safety
grounds. These trees have been in the ground just over 10 years and the street
now looks like a very well established avenue. More recent planting from 5
years ago can be found in West Row to the north of Wornington Green and
these are establishing very well indeed and will become significant specimens
within a few more years.

2.4

Alongside seeking to retain as many trees as possible, the Council also has an
annual tree planting programme which seeks to plant as many new trees as
possible across the Borough.

2.5

This year, the Council will have every street tree and trees in our parks and
cemeteries and on Council owned sites surveyed using the I-Tree canopy
mapping software to quantify the benefits that those trees provide such as
carbon storage and sequestration, rainwater interception and particulate
absorption.

2.6

Data can be broken down by ward and when received, the results of this study
will allow us to take a more strategic approach with any future tree planting
initiatives targeted more specifically where their benefits will have a greater
positive impact on local communities.

Tree planting in Golborne ward and the creation of an urban forest
2.7

Our Council Plan sets out the Council’s commitment to being carbon neutral by
2030. It points to our Green Plan to tackle the climate crisis with £10m of funding
over 10 years. It also identifies climate change as a theme of the Council’s
recovery effort from the current unprecedented health and economic crisis. We
have committed to play a leading role in addressing climate change, improving
air quality, reducing our waste and increasing recycling. Tree planting is
acknowledged as a positive contributor to addressing climate change and
improving air quality. Trees also reduce flooding, temper climate, conserve
energy, create habitat for plants and animals, improve health, reduce noise
pollution and can serve as screens.

2.8

Given residents’ significant concerns regarding the loss of trees on the estate,
officers have been exploring the possibility of additional tree planting in
Golborne ward. Officers have met with residents to discuss what could possibly
be achieved and through an initial survey have identified 100 possible locations.

2.9

It is unlikely that all of these locations will be viable because of various
constraints including underground services and vaults. The subsoils in North
Kensington are largely formed of highly shrinkable clay soils so we will need to
take care in choosing the right species. Where it is possible to plant new trees
in these locations, we will do so and will continue to work with residents to
increase the amount of tree planting in the area noting the value such planting
will have on the amenity of the area and health and wellbeing of our residents.

2.10

If residents believe there are other locations which could support additional tree
planting, we will welcome further discussions so we can consider these in more
detail.

2.11

Given the planting numbers being considered, the works would need to be
funded from outside the current arboricultural maintenance budget. There are
several possible options including NCIL bids, Carbon Offset Fund, and the
Green Fund. We can also consider using financial contributions secured

through Section 106 agreements. It is not confirmed that funds could be drawn
from these sources, but they will be explored.
2.12

In conclusion, in line with residents’ desire to see an increased number of trees,
and the commitments set out in the Council Plan, officers will continue to work
with residents to increase the number of trees in the Borough in recognition of
the identified benefits to health and wellbeing, climate change (carbon dioxide
absorption), improving air quality and other positive impacts.
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FURTHER INFORMATION
Appendix 1 – The Wornington Green prayer

Amanda Reid
Director, Planning and Place

Background Papers used in the preparation of this report:

Contact Officer:
Lisa Cheung, Head of Development Management
Lisa.cheung@rbkc.gov.uk

Appendix 1 – The prayer, presented at Full Council on 21 July 2021

Trees are vital to our physical and mental health. We call on Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea to plant hundreds of trees, and halt further felling of mature
trees in our neighbourhood. In the heart of North Kensington, Wornington Green
was once an urban forest with more than 300 trees, a lovely park teeming with birds,
and abundant wildlife. Through mismanagement and the poor planning involved in
the development of Portobello Square, our green lung has been lost. Today, only 64
mature trees still stand – and 45 of those are on death row. The loss of these trees is
devastating to an area with already high levels of air pollution, deprivation, and
health inequality. We estimate the capital asset value of trees lost to be a staggering
£20 million.
Trees take many decades to fully grow. Property developer Catalyst's plan to replace
mature trees with a small number of tiny saplings and semi-mature trees is entirely
inadequate. We call on Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea to take the
following actions to restore and protect an urban forest in North Kensington:
1. To plant hundreds of trees in Golborne ward. Focused around
Wornington Green, our urban forest will ripple out through the
surrounding streets.
2. To urgently halt the felling of any further mature trees as part of
the Portobello Square development.
3. To seek recompense from the developer, Catalyst, to the value of
lost trees +10%, as well as cost of maintenance.
4. To work with us to co-design a beautiful and sustainable urban
forest for North Kensington.

A5
THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
ENVIRONMENT SELECT COMMITTEE – 28 SEPTEMBER 2021
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND PLACE
RBKC NEW LOCAL PLAN REVIEW: ISSUES AND OPTION CONSULTATION
This report aims to provide environment select committee (ESC) members with
some detail on the wider context of the New Local Plan Review (NLPR): Issues and
Option consultation document as follows.
•
•
•

the NLPR’s relationship to the London Plan, and the Planning White Paper;
how the NLPR reflects the wishes of Borough residents and is aligned to the
wider Council policies including the recent update of the Council Plan 201923; and
how the NLPR will help to balance housing delivery, density and height,
Conservation Areas, and sustainable communities.

The purpose of the report is to seek the ESC’s comments on the NLPR Issues and
Options document
1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1

Planning and Place have drafted this report to provide ESC members with some
detail on the wider context of the New Local Plan Review (NLPR): Issues and
Option consultation document. It explains:
•

The NLPR’s relationship to the London Plan, and the Planning White Paper;
with particular regard to housing delivery targets and the need for general
conformity with the London Plan.

•

How the NLPR reflects the wishes of Borough residents and is aligned to
the wider Council policies including a recent update of the Council Plan
2019-23.

•

How the NLPR will help to balance housing delivery, density and height,
Conservation Areas, and sustainable communities.

1.2

The Environment Select Committee is asked to review the NLPR Issues and

1.3

It should be noted that the options presented in the Issues and Options
document will be developed into planning policies at the next stage. The options
that are taken forward will be based on the outcome of the current consultation
and emerging evidence.

Options document (Appendix A) and comment on the sections of interest to
the select committee.

2

MAIN REPORT
New Local Plan Review (NLPR): Issues and Options

2.1

Work on the NLPR began in Autumn 2020 with the Borough Issues
consultation. The Issues and Options paper (Appendix A) represents the
second of two non-statutory early-stage public consultations. The consultation
on Issues and Options closes on the 4 October. This will be followed by
publication of the draft policies in Spring 2022.

Figure 1: New Local Plan Review Process and Timeframe

Relationship of the Local Plan with the London Plan
2.2

Alongside the current Local Plan 2019, the London Plan 2021 forms part of the
Borough’s Development Plan. The London Plan is prepared by the Mayor of
London and provides the spatial development strategy for Greater London. The
‘New London Plan’ (London Plan 2021) was published on 2 March 2021. Our
NLPR will need to be in “general conformity” with the London Plan 2021. This
is a legal requirement and a key test for the future examination of the NLPR.
The Issues and Options paper reflects this requirement throughout, and all
policy options presented under each topic area are in general conformity with
the London Plan. The Mayor provides the confirmation of general conformity in
writing and this will be done at a later stage close to the examination. However,
the Mayor is a key consultee in the process and will raise any areas of concern
if necessary. We are not expecting any issues to arise.
Definite London Plan requirements

2.3

The London Plan sets out the strategic policies for London, leaving it to the
boroughs to develop these strategic policies in a local context. However, it does
set out the housing targets for each borough. This is a definite non-negotiable
requirement and the NLPR must demonstrate how we will deliver the current
housing target of 448 homes per annum (set by the London Plan 2021). This is
a primary issue for a Planning Inspector to consider when examining the Local
Plan. Due to our input in the London Plan process, our housing target was
reduced from the previous 733 homes per annum.

2.4

The NLPR needs to identify sites where growth will be accommodated through
site allocations and London Plan Policy D3 requires these allocated sites to
optimise capacity through a design-led approach to help deliver the targeted
number of new homes. In addition, London Plan Policy D9 requires the NLPR
to establish a definition of tall buildings and identify where tall buildings may be
appropriate.
The NLPR and the Planning White Paper

2.5

The ESC will be aware of the substantial reforms to the planning system as
proposed in the Planning White Paper, August 2020. The Queen’s Speech in
May 2021 outlined the Government’s intention to bring forth a Planning Bill in
the coming Parliamentary term. However, the Speech did not reveal more
details following the White Paper. It is understood that the Government received
over 40,000 responses to the Planning White Paper and is considering those
responses. In the absence of more detail, we have provided a summary of the
White Paper proposals in the Issues and Options paper as these will affect the
production of the NLPR going forward (see pg. 26, Appendix A).

2.6

Perhaps the proposal that carries the greatest potential impact for the NLPR is
the proposed move to a ‘zonal planning system’. The White Paper proposes
that Local Plans should identify land under three categories: 1) Growth areas
suitable for substantial development; 2) Renewal Areas suitable for
development; and, 3) areas that are protected. We have provided an indicative
illustration of where these areas may be across the Borough in the Issues and
Options document (see figure 2.3 – pg. 27). It should be noted that this
information is simply a reflection of the Government reforms rather than the
Council’s view. The Council’s response to the Planning White Paper can be
found on our website 1.

2.7

In addition, where the White Paper proposals are of particular relevance to
individual policy areas, we have clearly explained the potential impact they may
have on that area of policy and set out policy options that reflect this.

2.8

Planning reforms will in due course result in changes to primary legislation and
we are preparing the NLPR with a view to adapt to these changes when
necessary.
How the NLPR reflects the wishes of Borough residents and is aligned
with wider Council policies and the Council Plan

2.9

The NLPR will be the spatial expression of the Council Plan and will reflect the
Council’s objectives, priorities and strategies, including the RBKC Green Plan.
If Council objectives and strategies evolve between now and publication of the
final plan, these will be captured by the NLPR. This is illustrated in the figure
below:

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/response-governmentconsultations
1

2.10 As set out earlier in the timetable for the NLPR, the first two stages are not
required by legislation, but we are doing this extensive early engagement to
take into account residents’ comments and wishes. This is a commitment we
made in our Statement of Community Involvement, February 2020 2. The Issues
and Options paper has been shaped by comments made at the last stage. We
have included text about the consultation titled, “What you told us” in each
section of the document (Appendix A) to aid clarity on how comments have
informed the options.
How the NLPR will help to balance housing delivery, density and height,
Conservation Areas, and sustainable communities.
2.11 The NLPR is the blueprint of future development in the Borough. It will include
a vision (pg. 8, Appendix A) that reflects the Council’s new values and priorities.
The Issues and Options document (pg. 11) introduces four key concepts that
will underpin the NLPR. These stem from the concept of Good Growth which is
growth that is socially and economically inclusive and environmentally
sustainable. The four key concepts are for the Borough to be: inclusive,
connected, green and beautiful. These will run as a common theme across all
policy areas.
2.12 The creation of sustainable communities is at the heart of a Local Plan and is a
national requirement. The NLPR will set out development opportunities in the
Borough in the form of site allocations and provides the policies that will enable
the best development to come forward on these sites. All policies need to be
informed by proportionate evidence. For example, the policies on homes and
2 https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/statement-communityinvolvement

the types of homes we need must be based on an assessment of housing
needs. This tells us the type of homes we will be needing such as the proportion
of community homes, the size of homes and the age cohort we should be
providing for. Similarly, we need to consider the evidence of employment and
viability. Alongside, we need to consider the design aspects and therefore we
will be assessing the impact of building heights on the key identified sites.
2.13 Before we can adopt the NLPR a Planning Inspector will assess the Draft Plan
against four tests of soundness set out in national policy 3. This process ensures
that a Local Plan delivers the most effective Plan to deliver sustainable
development. The fourth test of soundness is that Local Plans must be
“Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in this Framework and other
statements of national planning policy, where relevant.”
Most relevant sections for the ESC
2.14 The entire Issues and Options paper is relevant however, the following areas
will be of particular interest to the ESC. The committee’s views on the policy
options will be very useful as future policies will stem from these options:
Green-Blue Future (pg. 38 – 63)
2.15 The Council recently adopted a new Greening SPD. This sets out a wide
range of guidance to ensure new developments achieve the highest possible
environmental standards. A key element of the NLPR will be to further
develop the work on the Greening SPD into local policy, making NLPR
policies consistent with and go beyond the London Plan 2021 where possible.
For example, options include a requirement for all major development to be
net-zero carbon, as well as extending the requirement for developments
referable to the Mayor of London to submit a Circular Economy Statement and
Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessment to all major development.
2.16 In addition, the committee should review the section within Green-Blue
Futures on flooding in light of recent flooding events in the Borough.
Homes (pg. 64 – 89)
2.17 The key objective is to boost the supply of homes so we can meet our housing
targets. To this end sites where development can take place are identified
early on in the Issues and Options document. This section also proposes
options to optimise the sites that we do have and also to stem the loss of
existing stock. This includes options to stop all amalgamations in the Borough
and to stop the loss of HMOs to studios as per current policy.
2.18 The policy approach to affordable housing in the NLPR is largely that set out
in the Council’s Community Housing SPD, published in 2020. However,
options are presented reflecting the draft viability evidence on the trigger for
3

Paragraph 35, National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

community housing as well as new Government affordable housing product –
First Homes.
Building Heights (pg. 131 – 139)
2.19 Tall buildings are generally those that are substantially taller than their
surroundings and cause a significant change to the skyline. London Plan 2021
Policy D9: Tall Buildings requires the NLPR to define what is considered a tall
building for specific localities. The London Plan definition is that tall buildings
should not be less than 6 storeys or 18 metres measured from ground to the
floor level of the uppermost storey. It also requires the NLPR to identify
locations where tall buildings may be an appropriate form of development.
These requirements have therefore been addressed in the policy options
presented under the Building Heights section.
Affordable Workspace (pg. 106 – 107)
2.20 The creation of new offices and other workspaces can have considerable
benefits. However, new premises are usually more expensive than those they
are replacing, and this can price out the original tenants. One way to help both
existing small businesses and those looking to move into the Borough is to
require developers to provide new flexible affordable workspaces. The NLPR
therefore presents options for a new policy supporting affordable workspace in
the Borough.
Social and Community Uses (pg. 112 – 118)
2.21 The policies within the Local Plan allow the nature of a social and community
use to change where this reflects the changing needs of the sector. However,
as drafted, they do not allow for the loss of the use even when the building is
no longer suitable or where an alternative use may have significant benefit.
The Issues and Options document presents an option that would enable some
flexibility to change use to another valued use needed in the Borough such as
community housing.
Streets, Parks and Open Spaces (pg. 128 – 131)
2.22 Our Opportunity Areas are the main sites in the Borough that are of a scale to
enable the creation of new public open space. In addition, the Council has an
ambition to provide a meanwhile open space at Cremorne Wharf.
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The Chair has requested for the letter from the London Assembly Chair of the
Planning and Regeneration Committee, Andrew Boff, to appended to this report.
This can be found in Appendix B.

Amanda Reid
Director, Planning and Place
Background Papers used in the preparation of this report:
None
Contact Officers:
Preeti Gulati Tyagi, Team Leader Spatial Planning
Preeti.GulatiTyagi@rbkc.gov.uk
07739314997
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Key information about this consultation
What is the New Local
Plan Review?

A Local Plan is the key planning policy document setting a vision
for the future development of the Borough. It identifies
development sites and planning policies to achieve this vision. It
is used to determine planning applications in the Borough. We
are now undertaking a review to produce a new Local Plan for the
next 20 years.

What is the Issues and
Options paper?

We consulted in September 2020 asking residents and other
stakeholders about the issues that the New Local Plan Review
(NLPR) must address. We have considered the responses we
received and the emerging evidence and have now included
realistic options to address these issues.
As we progress with the development of the NLPR the most
suitable option for each issue will develop into draft policies that
guide and shape future development in the Borough.
We want to hear your views on the Issues and Options and if you
have a preferred option.

Who is this
consultation for?

We want to hear from our communities, businesses and other
stakeholders about shaping future development in the Borough.

Duration of
consultation

This consultation will run for ten weeks, from 26 July to
11:59pm 4 October 2021.

How do I respond?

You can respond on-line by going to our website
https://planningconsult.rbkc.gov.uk/
By email, completing the response form available on the link
above and emailing it to planningpolicy@rbkc.gov.uk
By post, by completing the response form and posting it to:
Planning Policy Team
Planning and Place
Kensington Town Hall
Hornton Street
London W8 7NX
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1.

Introduction
What is a Local Plan?

1.1

The Local Plan sets out the vision for future development in the Borough
over a 20 year period and includes the planning policies to help achieve
this vision. It can do so by identifying locations that are suitable for good
growth as well as for conservation and by setting clear guidelines for
appropriate land uses, the form and design of development. The aim is
to achieve good accessible placemaking that protects and improves
resident’s health and well-being, provides good quality homes,
enhancing the economy and the environment.
Covid-19 Recovery

1.2

Our new Local Plan will be one of the ways that the Council will help
Kensington and Chelsea begin to recover from the crisis caused by the
Covid-19 pandemic. It can do so by providing the planning framework
for our businesses to bounce back and for our town centres to remain
relevant in a very different world.
Planning Reforms

1.3

In our last consultation we referred to the planning reforms as set out in
the Planning for the Future - White Paper. In the Queen’s Speech of May
2021, the Government confirmed that it intends to take forward these
planning reforms that are intended to create a “simpler, faster and more
modern planning system”, that can ensure “homes and infrastructure can
be delivered more quickly across England.” Whilst we do not know the
final form these reforms will take, we do expect them to reflect the
Planning White Paper. This may mean that the nature of the plan will
have to change in the future to reflect the emerging system. We have
flagged where this could happen throughout this document.

1.4

Please note that we are not inviting comments on the merits, or
otherwise, of the White Paper or a future Planning Bill. The consultation
is closed but any comments should be made directly to the Ministry of
Housing Communities and Local Government (MHCLG).
Why are we reviewing the Local Plan now?

1.5

The Council adopted its current Local Plan in September 2019, and this
would normally mean that a New Local Plan Review (NLPR) would not
be needed until 2024. However, following the Grenfell Tower tragedy the
Council made a clear commitment to its residents to change its approach
on how we engage with our communities on planning matters in the
future and anticipated an early review of our Local Plan. As a Council we
have adopted new values for the way we operate: putting communities
first, respecting others, acting with integrity and working together. The
Council has a desire to promote a healthy, socially connected community
that has a greater overall resilience.
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1.6

The review must:
•

reflect the far reaching and structural changes to the Borough’s
economy associated with the Covid-19 crisis;

•

help drive the post-Covid-19 recovery;

•

address the climate change emergency; and,

•

address the Government’s inclusive growth agenda and see the
delivery of some 4,500 new homes in the next ten years.

What is this Issues and Options paper?
1.7

This Borough Issues and Options document is the second stage of
drafting the NLPR. We are not required by regulations to produce this
document at this time. We have chosen to do so as it gives residents
and local businesses an opportunity to help shape the NLPR before any
definite policies are written.

1.8

This document raises what we think may be the main issues to be
addressed by the NLPR and the options available to address them. What
should be our driving vision? Which parts of our existing Local Plan
work? Which bits do not work so well? How do we translate the
Government’s inclusive growth agenda into “good growth” for the
Borough so that we channel the right development of the right scale into
the right locations?

1.9

This is also an opportunity for the Council to share with you what
evidence we are gathering and your opportunity to tell us what else we
may need to inform a sound Plan.
The Local Plan process

1.10

The drafting of a Local Plan is not a quick process. It must go through
several formal stages before it can be adopted. The various stages are
set out in Figure 1.1 below.

1.11

We are a Council that puts our communities first in the planning process
and recognise that if the NLPR is to be successful it must draw upon the
experiences of our residents and local businesses. Details of how we
intend to do this are set out in our Statement of Community Involvement,
published in February 2020. We committed to undertake early
engagement so that residents can tell us what is important to them
before we start writing any planning policies. This Issues and Options
document is our second step of this early engagement.

1.12

We must also work within the national and London wide planning
framework. At the end of the plan making process a planning inspector
will examine the plan and decide whether or not it is “sound”. This
process takes account of local needs and aspirations and also tests
whether the Plan has been prepared within the legislative framework.
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Figure 1.2.1:
1.1.1:
Local
Plan Process
Figure
1.1:The
The
Local
Plan Process

How does the Local Plan link with the Council’s priorities?
1.13

In 2019 we published our Council Plan. This was a document which
recognised the strengths of the Borough, and also acknowledged the
need to better engage with our residents in all of our dealings with them.
We saw it as a blueprint which reflected what our communities’ value
most, what we wanted to achieve together and what you could expect
from the Council.

1.14

However, the Covid-19 pandemic has changed everything. In June 2021
we revised our Council Plan to reflect on what has happened and on
how we can support our communities to recover. Whilst many of our
priorities have remained the same, others have emerged. So, alongside
our green ambitions, the need for safer and greener streets, the need to
build new homes and the need to continue to fund a community-led
recovery from the Grenfell tragedy, the new Council Plan reflects the
increased emphasis on the need to support the local economy, boost
employment opportunities and support physical and mental health.

1.15

The New Local Plan will be the spatial expression of the Council Plan
and of all the Council’s strategies as explained visually in Figure 1.2
below. It will help us deliver the Council’s priorities in new developments.
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Figure 1.2 Linking Council Plan priorities to the NLPR

Overall vision for the New Local Plan
1.16

The Planning Acts require that each local planning authority must identify
the strategic priorities for the development and use of land in the
authority’s area. We intend to do this through the NLPR, with an
ambitious and succinct overall vision that reflects our ambitions and our
priorities for future development.

1.17

This vision must be guided by and reflect the priorities identified in the
Council Plan following extensive public engagement.
You told us
You supported the various elements of our vision, and that the
overarching ambition should be for a green and sustainable borough
and that we should be seeking to reduce inequality in all its forms.
However, many of you also told us that care must be taken to respect
the needs of existing residents, and that these needs should not be
neglected by the pressure to build more homes or see our town
centres evolve. As part of this we need to recognise, and build upon,
the strengths that we have, be this our townscape, our sense of
community or our cultural offer.
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1.18

We have reflected on these suggestions. In particular that we will need
to:
•

narrow the inequality which exists across the Borough, and ensure
that we provide the truly affordable homes 1, employment
opportunities and the social facilities needed by all our residents;

•

put green issues and the environment at the heart of all new
development, so we can support the health and wellbeing or our
residents, now and long into the future;

•

further enhance the Borough’s outstanding townscape, by ensuring
that the design of new development is of the highest quality and
provide support for our existing cultural offer and internationally
recognised town centres and their shops, theatres, museums, events,
festivals and markets.
Questions
Q 1.1. What do you think should be included in the New
Local Plan’s vision?

1

We call these RBKC Community Homes
9

Figure 1.3 Key facts about the borough
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2.

Key concepts

2.1

The NLPR must respond positively to support the economy as we come
out of the pandemic. It also must give expression to the national policy to
accommodate more homes and growth. We believe that this growth
should be “Good Growth”. The concept of Good Growth underpins the
London Plan 2021. It is growth that is socially and economically inclusive
and environmentally sustainable. It means that we need to build new
homes and workspaces and provide the services needed by a growing
population, but development will not be allowed at any cost. We expect it
to be of the highest quality and create successful, inclusive and
sustainable places. It must benefit all of those who live here, be sensitive
to local context and be environmentally sustainable and physically
accessible.

2.2

In tandem with this aim the following key concepts should underpin our
NLPR and run as a common theme across what we are trying to
achieve. We would like to invite your views on this.

11

An inclusive Borough
2.3

We value, respect and celebrate differences among the communities we
serve. Indeed, narrowing the gap is one of the key themes of our Council
Plan. If our community is to thrive, the NLPR must shape development
which serves all our residents. The NLPR will therefore support the
provision of more genuinely affordable homes, it will create places that
are for everyone with high quality built environment, with access to open
space, education and social and community facilities.
Connected Borough

2.4

With an area of just 4.7 sq miles we are one of the smallest boroughs in
the country. The Borough’s central location and the quality of our streets
enable it to be very well connected for walking, cycling, e-scooters and
public transport. Our residents are able to walk and cycle to the places
which can meet their everyday needs or use the more recently
introduced e-scooters. We enjoy excellent public transport connections
as well. Our borough residents have some of the lowest levels of car
ownership in the country.

2.5

Using sustainable travel has many health and well-being benefits and
can help improve air quality. The NLPR can assist in making the
Borough even more suitable for active and sustainable travel in two
ways; it can support our town centres as the hubs which provide so
many of these uses, but it can also seek to improve the built environment
to make walking and cycling more attractive to those who wish to do so.
We can provide support for the shift to more electric vehicles by requiring
the infrastructure needed such as more charging points from new
developments.
Green Borough

2.6

Climate Change is one of the greatest challenges of our times and in
October 2019, the Council declared a Climate Change Emergency. The
Council is on a mission to reduce carbon emissions not only through its
own operations but also tackling this challenge holistically. The NLPR
will be one of the key documents which will allow us to drive this forward
and promote and require best practice in the build environment, so that
the borough can become carbon-neutral by 2040. However, we
recognise that a “green borough” is more than about mitigating long term
trends. The NLPR can have real and immediate impacts. It can ensure
designers think about minimising their carbon footprint right at the outset
of planning a development and all the way through design, construction
and the finished development. It can set high energy standards for new
developments, help improve air quality, support urban greening,
minimise flood risk and promote biodiversity.

2.7

Not only does this improve our carbon footprint, but this also helps
support health and well-being of those who live in and visit the Borough.
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Figure 1.4 Accessibility of various services within 15 minutes walk in RBKC
Source: Space Syntax Integrated Urban Model
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A beautiful Borough
2.8

Kensington and Chelsea is distinguished by a large number of historic
buildings, townscapes, squares and public spaces. This rich
architectural heritage is something unique, creating the strong sense of
place which makes the borough a very special place to live, work and
visit. New development must respect what makes the borough what it is,
but it must also be of the highest quality in its own right. All new
development must drive up the quality design and improve the Borough’s
built environment.

“The National Model Design
Code sets a baseline
standard of quality and
practice which local
planning authorities are
expected to take into
account when developing
local design codes and
guides and when
determining planning
applications.”
Figure 2.1 Elements of a well-designed place (National Model Design Code)

Questions
Q 2.1. Please give us your views on the key concepts,
should there be any others?
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3.

Places
Introduction

3.1

There are many distinctive Places in the Borough that give it its unique
character and identity. Our communities take pride in their
neighbourhoods and the NLPR can help steer the right development to
make these places even more successful. This will be guided by an
understanding of the distinctive character of the Borough. Our Character
Study, which will identify the borough’s locally-distinctive character
areas, will assist in this regard.
You told us
You agree with the distinct Places identified in the Borough and
supported the areas which can generally accommodate growth.
The Places

3.2

The current Local Plan identifies eleven Places. These are mainly
centred around the larger town centres. The character areas extend
beyond these well-known centres some of national or international
reputation. Each is very different, and what may be right for one area
may not be right for another. We think the Places can be further grouped
into two broad types:
Areas that can accommodate growth - These are the areas where
significant new development can take place to provide much needed
new homes and jobs. This is based on sites that are already identified in
the current Local Plan and show below in Figure 2.1.
Areas with a particular national or international reputation - These
are the town centres, sites or areas which have traditionally attracted
many visitors and have driven the Borough’s economy as shown below
in Figure 2.2. These are the same areas which have been severely
impacted by the Covid-19 crisis. Whilst beginning to open as the
lockdown eases, it is entirely possible that these areas will never operate
in quite the same way again. Thought must be given to how these areas
and sites can re-invent themselves and become places which people
want to visit again.

3.3

The Places are set out in the maps below. These include a precis of the
existing visions for these areas. The full visions can be viewed in the
relevant place chapter within the current Local Plan.
Latimer

3.4

In addition to these eleven places, the Council considers that the area
around Grenfell Tower and Lancaster Road (West) should be recognised
separately.
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3.5

The Grenfell Tower Memorial Commission has been set up to ensure
that the bereaved, survivors and North Kensington residents lead
decision-making on the long-term future of the Grenfell Tower site. The
NLPR will recognise, and seek to assist, in the provision of what is
decided to be a suitable memorial.

3.6

The Council has been working in partnership with local residents,
through the Lancaster West Neighbourhood Team. As a result,
alongside the commitment for Lancaster West to become a 21st century
model for exemplary community housing, we also aim for it to be carbon
neutral by 2030.

3.7

The Lancaster West Neighbourhood Team are co-designing a vision for
the area with residents. The Lancaster West Neighbourhood Vision will
set out a road map to create an eco-neighbourhood, developing
opportunities to deliver sustainable projects, increase social homes,
improve accessibility in transport and housing and reduce social
inequality.

3.8

We are working with all levels of government to explore the feasibility of
improving the energy performance of all homes on the estate, and
provide hot water and energy via renewable energy, rather than using
fossil fuels as is currently the case.
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Figure 3.1 Areas of Change
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1. Kensal Canalside

Table 3.1 Places with a particular national or international reputation
The area will be transformed into a high-quality,
well-connected, attractive and sustainable canalside
neighbourhood for people to live, work and visit. A
comprehensive framework for the site is set out in
the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area SPD, which
sets out that the new neighbourhood will deliver:
•
•
•
•
•

3. Wornington Green

2. Edenham Way

•

A minimum of 3,500 new homes
2,000 new jobs
New pedestrian and cycle bridge connections
over the railway and canal, as well as improved
vehicular access at Ladbroke Grove
A new superstore
Community and cultural facilities
Improved public realm, open space and access to
the canal.

The site is located next to the Grade II* listed
Trellick Tower. Any development must respect the
importance of this building and of the adjoining listed
Cheltenham Estate. It is suitable for a mix of uses
including both RBKC community homes and market
homes as well as providing improvements to the
existing social and community uses on the site.
The development will deliver:
•
•
•

A minimum of 60 Residential units
Improved public realm
Any necessary social and community uses
including the reprovision of a sports court/area

Wornington Green is now largely developed with a
planning application expected for the final phase
imminently. The site also has outline planning
permission as a whole. Therefore, this site will
now be removed as a site allocation.

18

4. Units 1-14 Latimer Road

The Latimer Road Employment Zone will become a
hub for new creative industries. Units 1-14 will be
optimised to provide new homes and modern
workspaces on the ground floors and mezzanine.
This will catalyse public realm improvements to
make the area safer and more inviting.
The Oxford Gardens conservation area will be
extended to include the eastern side opposite Units
1-14.
•
•
•

5. Warwick Road Sites

•

75 new homes
Modern workspaces
Improved public realm/environmental
improvements
Extended conservation area

Development is now nearly complete for a string of
significant sites which run between Kensington High
Street and West Cromwell Road. Only two remain
which will continue to be allocated:
•

100/100A West Cromwell Road will provide a mix
of uses including a minimum of 450 new homes
as well as leisure, social and community uses.

•

The former Territorial Army Site will include the
provision of a minimum of 255 new homes

6. Earl`s Court

Earl’s Court will become a vibrant, mixed use urban
quarter with workspaces and cultural facilities, as
well as green open spaces. It will deliver:
•
•
•
•
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A minimum of 1,000 new homes including
community housing
Space for businesses, shops, leisure, and cultural
facilities
Environmental improvements and open spaces
Improved transport infrastructure

7. Harrington Road
8. Chelsea Farmers Market
9. Site at Lots Road

Development of a long-underused site at the
western end of the South Kensington District Centre,
to support the vitality of the centre and to provide
new homes.
•
•
•

Creation of active street frontage to Harrington
Road
A chance to improve the townscape of the area
and the setting of the Grade II* listed church of St
Augustine which lies next door
A minimum of 50 new homes

Chelsea Farmer’s Market will provide 59 new homes
and create a new public square linked with
Dovehouse Green and retail frontages activating the
square.
•
•
•

59 new homes
Flexible retail uses
New public square

The Lots Road site will become a high-quality
mixed-use development, providing much need extra
care homes, improved commercial space and new
homes.
•
•
•
•

•
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65 Extra Care Homes
Minimum 4,000 sq m modern commercial space
Additional new homes subject to further work
through a SPD
Improved public realm
Improved operational facilities

10. Lots Road Power Station

Redevelopment of Lots Road Power Station will create a
vibrant riverside destination in Chelsea with new places
to live, work and visit. It will deliver:
•
•
•

10,545 sq m of leisure, food/drink, retail and
business space
475 new homes
Environmental improvements & open spaces

Questions
Q 3.1 Please let us know your views on these areas of change?
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Figure 3.2 Places with a particular national or international reputation
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3.Kensington High Street

2. Notting Hill Gate

1.Portobello Road

Table 3.2. Places with a particular national or international reputation
Golborne and Portobello Road Market will continue
to be vibrant with distinctive street markets serving
the day-today needs of local residents and attracting
visitors from across the world. The area will maintain
a rich variety of small independent shops offering
‘something different.’

Notting Hill Gate will remain as one of the Borough’s
most distinctive district centres. It will build upon its
long-standing reputation for the arts, culture and for
the evening economy. It will also use the pull it has
as a key employment area to provide the premises
needed by the types of agile business which will
thrive in a post Covid-19 world. The streetscape
along Notting Hill Gate will be improved to make the
area more accessible and attractive. Outdated
buildings will be refurbished or redeveloped to
improve the image of the area.

The High Street will capitalise upon its traditional
role as the civic heart of the Royal Borough. New
development will improve and enhance the area’s
range of shops and provide office space at upper
levels. Cultural destinations will be supported and
enhanced. Improvements to the streetscape will link
together the area’s functions and make it a better
place for people to spend time.
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4.Knightsbridge
5.South Kensington
6.King`s Road / Sloane Square

Knightsbridge will maintain its role as one of
London’s most exclusive national and international
shopping destinations - attracting visitors from
across the world. It will also continue its role as an
important residential quarter and a service centre for
residents in both Kensington and Chelsea and
Westminster. These two functions will exist together
harmoniously, and the public realm will have been
improved to reflect both roles.

South Kensington will maintain two distinct
identities: a world class cultural destination based
around the South Kensington Strategic Cultural
Area, and a district centre which will continue to
provide valued local facilities and services.
Reconciling these two roles will be challenging but a
balance will have been struck. The centre must be
able to thrive, but a desire to create a vibrant place
with an international reputation cannot discount the
real concerns of those who live in its residential
hinterland. Public realm improvements will boost the
area’s connectivity and attractiveness.
The rich iconic brand and history of King’s Road will
be consolidated to ensure it remains one of
London’s most vibrant shopping streets, containing
a lively and diverse mix of shops, restaurants, and
world-class cultural attractions.
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Questions
Q 3.2 Last time you told us that we had identified the correct
Places. You can let us know your views again.
Q 3.3 The Council will look again at the existing visions for
these Places and consider whether they remain appropriate.
Do you have any views on the shortened visions for the
Places as drafted in the table above? Is there anything else
we should include?

Evidence
Character Study
3.9

To make sure new development fits in with the local area and feels part
of the continuous evolution of a place, a thorough understanding of the
character of the different parts of the borough and what makes each
unique is needed. The character study commissioned by the Council has
areas with a distinctive character. It looks at urban form – streets, open
spaces, types of buildings, materials – and also considers social,
historical and other physical factors. This work is ongoing and will be
refined now that the consultation is complete.
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4.

A Zonal Planning System
Government’s White Paper proposals

4.1

The Queen’s Speech in May 2021 outlined the Government’s intention to
bring forth a Planning Bill in the coming Parliamentary term. However,
the Speech did not reveal more details following the Government’s White
Paper proposals of August 2020. A zonal planning system in the future
with changing local plans so they "provide more certainty over the type,
scale and design of development permitted on different categories of
land” remains on the cards. It is understood that the Government
received over 40,000 responses to the Planning White Paper and is
considering those responses. In the absence of more detail, we have
provided a summary of the White Paper proposals as these will affect
the production of the NLPR in due course.

4.2

The White Paper proposes that Local Plans should identify land under
three categories: 1) Growth areas suitable for substantial development;
2) Renewal Areas suitable for development; and, 3) areas that are
protected. Figure 2.3 provides an indicative illustration of where these
areas may be across the Borough.
•

Growth Areas – the Government will define the term ‘substantial’
and the White Paper indicates that this is land suitable for complete
redevelopment. We have two such areas in the Borough currently
classed as “Opportunity Areas” – Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court.
Sites annotated under this category in the Local Plan will
automatically have outline approval.

•

Renewal Areas – these cover existing built areas where smaller
scale development is appropriate. It could include gentle densification
and infill of residential areas and development in town centres. There
would be a statutory presumption in favour of granting permission for
uses specified as being suitable in each area.

•

Areas that are Protected – These include conservation areas which
cover about three-quarters of the Borough.
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Figure 4.1 The possible White Paper planning zones
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5

Locations for Future Development.
A ‘call for sites’

5.1

As a central and highly built up area, with extraordinarily high land values
Kensington and Chelsea has very little space that is free for
development. Most land that has not been built on is strongly protected
for either its historic or landscape value. Our parks and gardens or
‘green spaces’ are of great value to the both the physical and mental
health and well-being of our residents and cannot be used for
development.

5.2

Therefore, we need to continue to make sensible choices about where
we want new development to go. The majority of development has been,
and will continue to be, directed to a small number significant ‘strategic
sites’. These are generally the few remaining empty sites, or those sites /
uses that we know are reaching the end of their current life.

5.3

We expect other very small sites 2 to come forward. These are often
conversions and refurbishment of existing buildings. By their very nature
such sites cannot be identified or allocated in advance for development
and are often called “windfall sites”. We would be interested to learn if
you are aware of any additional sites which may be suitable for new
development and which may have the potential to contribute to the
Borough’s future needs. These can be for any use, or mix of uses, but in
particular for housing, business uses, retail and for appropriately dealing
with the Borough’s waste.
Government’s White Paper proposals

5.4

Given the intent in the White Paper that sites within Growth Areas are
deemed to automatically have outline planning permission and that land
within Renewal Areas will have a presumption to grant permission for
specified uses, it is very important that we identify sites with
development potential from the outset. This will enable front loading the
consideration of all the issues including uses and design as envisaged
by the White Paper.

5.5

Therefore, if you have an interest in land within the Borough, please put
forward your site as part of the Local Plan process.

You told us
In the responses to the Borough Issues paper consultation, 13 sites were
suggested as suitable for new development. The proposed sites have gone
through the first stage sifting process to assess their suitability for being
designated as new sites allocations.

2

The London Plan considers sites of less than 0.25 hectares to be small sites
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5.6

5.7

We have categorised the potential of these sites to be allocated as high,
medium and low. In all cases existing planning designations are taken
into account, such as if the buildings are listed, in a conservation area or
if there are other constraints such as the site is of nature conservation
importance. This is a high-level assessment and other detailed work
such as on flood risk and heritage impacts will be undertaken as the
NLPR progresses.
High

Sites where existing buildings are of a low quality and the
site has the capacity to accommodate more development.
The ability of a site to accommodate more development is
determined by planning constraints, the existing landuse/s
and whether there will be an ability to change that use to
another use or to optimise the site to provide a mix of uses.
Mixed use schemes can re-provide the existing use and
provide an uplift in another use. Where there is an extant
planning permission, that has been used to determine site
capacity.

Medium

These sites are as above but further information is needed
to understand site capacity or whether a planning
constraint can be overcome.

Low

Those with a low categorisation have policy constraints
that cannot easily be overcome, or they do not have the
capacity for further optimisation as anticipated in the
response. For example, those sites that are in social and
community are protected under existing policy. Unless the
evidence of need for such protected uses changes, we will
continue to protect these uses and wholesale change of
use will not be possible

We believe that only a few of the sites that were put forward have a high
potential to be designated as sites allocations within the NLPR. Two of
these are already designated for development in the St Quintin and
Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan, one has planning permission and
Atlantic House is a new site. Three of the sites have a medium potential
while the remaining have low potential.
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Figure 5.1 Locations of sites proposed during Issues Consultation
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Table 5.1 Sites proposed in Issues Consultation as suitable for development
Site address

Respondent

Size

Current
Use

Proposed
Use

Suitabil
ity for
allocati
on

Reason

1

142A Highlever Road

St Quintin
and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood Forum

0.12
ha
(small
site)

Commercial
: vehicle
repair shop

Housing
10 homes

High

Site is identified for housing in St
Quintin and Woodlands
Neighbourhood Plan (Policy H1) but
can be included as an allocation in the
NLPR.

2

3A Crowthorne Road

St Quintin
and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood Forum

0.12
ha
(small
site)

Industrial:
warehouse

Mixed
8 homes
5 offices

High

Planning permission PP/15/08132 for 5
offices and 8 residential units. Now
expired.

3

Atlantic House, 1 St Alban's Resident
Grove

0.20
ha
(small
site)

Residential
Institutions

Residential High
/ Education
/ Extra
Care
Accommod
ation

Excellent PTAL Level (6a), the site was
previously in use as a university hall of
residence. Suitable for continued use
or residential development / extra care
accommodation.
Development capacity around 40-50
homes.
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4

Newcombe House, Land at
43-45 and 39-41 Notting Hill
Gate and 167-237 (odd)
Kensington Church Street

5

South Kensington Station
wider site

6

Holland Road (The triangle
site next to the Holland
Park Roundabout)

0.5 Ha
(large
site)

Vacant
office
building,
retail and
social
housing.

35 net
High
homes,
c4,700
sqm Office
and c2,600
sqm retail

Extant planning permission for the
quantum of development indicated

TfL and
Native Land

0.85
ha
(large
site)

Mixed:
Commercial
and housing

Mixed:
Commerci
al and
housing

Medium

The site forms part of South
Kensington Station redevelopment
planning application which proposes
the following mix. Further work is
needed to understand if this is the
appropriate scale of development.
- 50 new homes (a net increase of 27
homes)
- 3,000 sq m of Class E floor space.

TfL

0.02
ha
(small
site)

Open Land

Housing

Medium

Excellent PTAL level (6b),
undeveloped land near busy roads.
Minimum of 30 homes
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7

Land Between Ladbroke
Grove and Portobello Road

TfL

0.43
ha
(large
site)

Open Land

Housing

Low

The site is Grade II listed as a Site of
Nature Conservation Importance.
Further work is being undertaken on a
borough wide habitat survey which will
help inform if there is potential for infill
development of gentle density on this
site.

8

The Plaza 535 King’s Road

Savills on
behalf of
Commercial
Estates
Group Ltd

0.30
ha
(large
site)

Commercial

Mixed

Low

Low quality architecture which diverges
from the high scenic quality and unified
streetscape around. Office floorspace
continues to be protected in the
Borough. Any proposal must reflect the
contribution that it will play to the
business function of the Lots Road
Employment Zone, in which it lies.
The site does not seem to have
capacity for further optimisation.

9

Sloane Square House,
1 Holbein Place

Savills on
behalf of
Commercial
Estates
Group Ltd

~0.07
ha
(small
site)

Mixed:
offices and
Residential

Commerci
al and
housing

Low

Excellent PTAL level (6a), the building
is identified as a negative feature in the
Sloane Square Conservation Area
Appraisal, redevelopment would
enhance the character and
appearance of the conservation area.
Office and residential are suitable town
centre uses.
The surrounding context would not
enable an increase in height or
massing. The site does not seem to
have capacity for further optimisation.
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10

136-142 Bramley Road

Frasco
Investment
Holdings
Limited

0.22
ha
(small
site)

Commercial Mixed /
: offices,
Housing
work studios

Low

Office uses are currently protected
under Policy CF5 as Business Use and
initial findings of employment needs
study suggest a need for business
floorspace over the lifetime of the
NLPR.
With the retention of the office
floorspace and consideration of the
surrounding context, the site does not
seem to have capacity for further
optimisation.

11

Unit 12 Latimer Road

St Quintin
and
Woodlands
Neighbourhood Forum

0.04
ha
(small
site)

Mixed

Mixed:
commercia
l and
housing

Low

Unit 12 on its own will not be allocated.
Units 1-14 have been subject to a
separate SPD setting out design codes
and is included in the Areas of Change
table above.
The site is already identified for mixed
use development in St Quintin and
Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan
(Policy H2) part of Units 1-14 Latimer
Road.

12

Bridge Training Centre

CBRE on
behalf of
Catalyst
Housing
Limited

~0.03
ha
(small
site)

Commercial
: education

Housing

Low

The current use is protected as Social
and Community Use under Policy CK1
of the Local Plan.
The site does not seem to have a lot of
capacity for further optimisation of the
scale to be a site allocation.
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13

Portobello Hall (formerly
Friendship Centre)

CBRE on
behalf of
Catalyst
Housing
Limited

~0.02
ha
(small
site)

Community
space

Mixed with
housing

Low

The use is protected as Social and
Community use under Policy CK1 of
the Local Plan. The site is included in
the current Phase 3 application for
Wornington Green. There is an existing
site allocation for Wornington Green.
As such it is not suitable for a new site
allocation on its own.

14

Darfield Way (Southeast of
Westway Roundabout)

TfL

0.91
ha
(large
site)

Social and
Community
use: 5
sports
pitches

Housing

Low

The land is home to 5 sports pitches,
providing space for formal recreation
and sports activities to the local
community. Protected under the Policy
CK1.
Given the current protected uses, the
site does not seem to have capacity for
further optimisation to be a site
allocation.

15

Holiday Inn, 97 Cromwell
Road

Resident

0.76
ha
(large
site)

Hotel

Redevelop
ment into
social and
key worker
housing

Low

The proposed uses will not be
financially viable and therefore not
deliverable. Further the site provides a
900-room hotel. The most recently
published evidence of need for hotels 3
does not suggest that there is an
oversupply of rooms in this borough.
To the contrary the supply and future
demand are in balance to 2041. The
loss of a 900-room hotel would hinder
the borough’s ability to meet the
demand for hotel spaces.

Working Paper 88, GLA Economics, Projections of demand and supply for visitor accommodation in London to 2050 (April 2017)
35

The site constraints (area around the
current building is a protected garden
square) mean that land cannot be
allocated for more development/other
uses than currently exist.
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Call for sites
Q 5.1 Are you aware of any sites that might be suitable for
new development?
If so, please provide us with:
•
•
•
•

the site location
the potential type of development
the scale of development; and,
possible constraints on development such as historic
buildings, parks and open space or protected uses
such as offices, education, medical uses.

Q 5.2 How do you feel about the sites that were identified in
the first round of call for sites? Do you find them suitable for
development? Do you agree with their current categorisation?
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6

Green-Blue Future
Introduction

6.1

We live in an urban borough where we can sometimes feel detached
from the natural world around us. We all have an important role to
ensure that the environment is respected and protected for future
generations. The NLPR will place environment at the centre of our
consideration of new development proposals. It is only by rethinking
what and how we build, how we travel, and reduce, reuse and recycle
our waste that we will achieve our ambition of becoming carbon-neutral
by 2040.

6.2

This section considers the policy approaches that we should be taking
towards biodiversity; flooding; the reduction of toxic emissions and
controlling air pollution. We recognise that greening is a topic that cuts
across all themes of the NLPR. It drives our ambition to support
sustainable forms of transport and the need to ensure that the right type
of development is directed to the right parts of our borough.
Government’s White Paper proposals

6.3

The Government proposes that it will facilitate ambitious improvements
in the energy efficiency standards for buildings to deliver the
commitment to achieve net-zero carbon by 2050 through changes to the
Building Regulations. The Government consulted on these proposed
changes in their Future Homes Standard consultation and published
their response to the consultation in January 2021. The ambitions of the
White Paper are aligned with our ambitions to seek the highest energy
standards possible both in new build as well as in the context of the
historic environment, where this can be sensitively achieved.
Key facts
•

22 Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (including the Grand
Union Canal, River Thames and Chelsea Creek) home to 62
protected and priority species.

•

The entire Borough is an Air Quality Management Area.

•

The Borough contains some of the Capital’s pollution hotspots. Many
roadside locations have twice the Government’s recommended
national average level of nitrogen dioxide.

•

Air pollution can impair children’s lung development and reduce life
expectancy by up to ten years.

•

Four critical drainage areas to try to reduce the risk of flooding in the
parts of the Borough most prone.

•

The Council collected 76,829 tonnes of waste in 2019-20 (including
50,829 tonnes of domestic waste).
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Greening Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)

4

6.4

The Council adopted the RBKC Greening SPD 4 on 9 June 2021. The
SPD provides guidance on all facets of planning that can contribute
towards the reduction of carbon emissions, including our energy policies,
both for new build and retrofitting the Borough’s substantial historic
building stock, the reduction of toxic emissions, controlling air pollution,
urban greening, flooding, and biodiversity. A summary of the Greening
SPD is provided on the next page.

6.5

A key element of the NLPR will be to further develop the work on the
Greening SPD into local policy making NLPR policies consistent with
and go beyond the London Plan 2021 where possible.

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-policy/greening-spd
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Issues and options
Issue 1: Climate change and building design
You told us
In the responses to the Borough Issues paper consultation, you
confirmed that you supported setting a net-zero requirement for new
development, provided it does not undermine viability. You also
supported upgrading existing buildings, including listed buildings
and properties located in Conservation Area as long as it does not
harm the character or the appearance and character of the Borough
and its buildings.
You prioritised preservation of heritage assets and sustainable
building design in the polls that we ran on the GiveMyView platform.

Options
6.6

The Local Plan will be one of the key documents in achieving the
Council’s target to be a carbon neutral borough by 2040. It can set out
how we expect the energy efficiency of both new and existing buildings
will be improved.

6.7

Whilst the ambition may be clear, improving energy efficiency in our
existing building stock may not always be easy. Adding insulation or
replacing old windows may help reduce emissions but may also change
the appearance of a building. Therefore, we should provide guidance on
how to achieve energy efficiency but at the same time maintain the
unique character of our conservation areas, listed buildings and the
wider borough.

6.8

Building new homes or business premises offer more opportunities, and
we know that innovative designers are already reaching a “net zero
carbon” level through looking at the whole life cycle of the development.
We will consider the design, materials and waste used and generated
during both the construction and operational phases of development.
This will ensure that it does not generate any additional carbon or
contribute to the urban heat island effect. Such measures also add real
costs to a development. As such it is difficult for small scale development
to support fossil fuel free development. Difficult choices must be made.
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We must find the right balance whereby viable new development will
come forward, with all the associated benefits that it will bring to our
residents and businesses, including environmental credentials so that we
meet our carbon-neutral ambitions.
6.9

We recognise that technology is evolving and that more work needs to
be done to enable us to understand and effectively respond to the
practical enhancement and protection of our historic borough. We must
decide where the balance should lie. We propose the following options to
address this.

Options

Detail

Circular Economy
Option 1
All development
proposals should
apply circular
economy principles,
with major
development
required to submit a
circular economy
statement.

Whole Life-Cycle Carbon
Option 1
All development
proposals should
follow the principles
of the whole lifecycle carbon
approach, with
major development
required to submit a
whole life-cycle
carbon
assessment.

Why?

Implications

Moving to a more
circular economy will
save resources,
increase the
resource efficiency of
businesses, and help
to reduce carbon
emissions. The
successful
implementation of
circular economy
principles will help to
reduce the volume of
waste.

Applying circular
economy principles
will allow us to seek
retention, reuse
and recycling of
buildings and
materials over
demolition and
rebuild in major
development where
possible. In turn
this will help to
reduce construction
waste and benefit
the Borough’s air
Applying circular
quality. It will also
economy principles is support
also supported by
conservation of
our evidence on
historic buildings in
Greening Issues and the Borough.
viability.
To ensure that we
capture the
opportunity to reduce
the impact of these
sizeable emissions
we need to take a
whole life-cycle
approach to
capture unregulated
CO2 emissions.
Taking a whole lifecycle approach is
also supported by
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Following the
principles of the
whole life-cycle
carbon approach
will help to reduce
carbon emissions in
the Borough and,
minimise
construction waste
and ensure
unavoidable waste
is managed
sustainably.

Energy hierarchy – Be Lean
Option 1
All development
should be designed
to reduce energy
demand and use
(Be Lean) with
major development
required to meet a
defined reduction
target.
Option 2

Option 3

All development
should be required
to be net-zero
carbon and follow
the principles of the
London Plan
energy hierarchy to
reduce carbon
emissions.

our evidence on
Greening Issues and
viability.

In turn this will
benefit the
Borough’s air
quality and reduce
overheating risk
and the impacts of
the urban heat
island effect in the
Borough.

Improving energy
efficiency and
reducing the demand
for and use of energy
in buildings is a key
step in reducing
carbon emissions,
particularly in a
densely developed
borough such as
ours.
This will help achieve
the Borough’s target
to be carbon neutral
by 2040 and is
supported by our
evidence on
Greening Issues.

Designing buildings
for reduced energy
demand and use
will help to reduce
carbon emissions in
the Borough, which
will benefit air
quality and reduce
the risk of
overheating.

The interim viability
study demonstrates
In addition, major
that zero carbon
development will be development is
required to achieve viable in the
an on-site reduction Borough.
of 45% beyond
Building
Regulations with
minor development
required to achieve
a 31% reduction.
In addition to
The London Plan
options 1 and 2,
2021 includes a new
which focus on
focus on unregulated
‘regulated carbon
emissions. Setting
emissions’, the
targets for reducing
Council should set
unregulated carbon
a reduction target
emissions as well as
regulated carbon
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Following the
principles of the
energy hierarchy
will help us to
reduce carbon
emissions in the
Borough. By doing
so this will also
benefit the
Borough’s air
quality as well as
reducing the risk of
overheating in
buildings and the
impacts of the
urban heat island
effect in the
Borough.
Reducing
unregulated carbon
emissions will again
reduce carbon
emissions in the
Borough, and in
turn benefit the
Borough’s air

for ‘unregulated
emissions’.
This target could
follow best practice
guidance published
by LETI or the
UKGBC stretching
template policy.

Energy hierarchy – Be Clean
Option 1
All development
should explore
designing in the
ability to connect to
a future and/or
proposed heat
network, with major
development
expected to deliver
low temperature
communal
distribution systems
served by heat
pumps.
Large scale
development
schemes, such as
Opportunity Area
sites, should
explore
opportunities for
heat networks and
district heating and
ensure that
connections are
made so that they
can be linked to
existing networks.

emissions in
development will
again support the
Council in meeting
our ambitious 2040
carbon-neutral target
for the Borough.

quality as well as
reducing the risk of
overheating in
buildings and the
impacts of the
urban heat island
effect.

Exploring setting
unregulated
emissions targets is
supported by our
evidence on
Greening Issues and
the interim viability
study indicates that
this option is likely to
be viable. However,
further consideration
is needed.
Clean and efficient
supply of heat and
energy will also be
important to reduce
carbon emissions in
the Borough.
Designing in the
ability to connect to a
future network will
allow development to
be future proofed.
Fossil fuel fired CHP
is no longer a low
carbon solution due
to decarbonisation of
national grid
electricity.
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Clean and efficient
supply of energy
will again help to
reduce carbon
emissions in the
Borough, which will
in turn benefit air
quality and reduce
the risk of
overheating.

We will no longer
support fossil fuel
fired CHP
(combined heat and
power).
Energy hierarchy – Be Green
Option 1
All development
should maximise
opportunities for
renewable energy
sources, such as
solar PV and air
source heat pumps,
on-site.

Energy hierarchy – Be Seen
Option 1
All development
should build in
energy monitoring
and report systems
in line with GLA
best practise
guidance.

Third-Party Standards
Option 1
The Council
currently requires
major nonresidential
development to
meet BREEAM
‘very good’.
The Council could
raise this to the
BREEAM
‘excellent’ standard
and set a
requirement for
certain residential
development
schemes to achieve

Taking opportunities
to realise on-site
renewable energy
generation is again
key to reduce carbon
emissions in the
borough.

Maximising
opportunities for
on-site renewable
energy will again
help to reduce
carbon emissions in
the Borough, which
will in turn benefit
air quality and
reduce the risk of
overheating.

Building in monitoring
and report systems
will ensure that
development meets
the energy efficiency
and carbon reduction
targets expected. In
addition, the data
collected will help the
Council and the GLA
understand potential
performance gaps.

Monitoring and
reporting will
support the
reduction of carbon
emissions in the
Borough and again
in turn support
benefits to air
quality.

The key benefit of
requiring third-party
certification would be
the closely checked
design and
construction process.

Setting a
requirement for
third-party
certification would
again help to
support the
reduction of carbon
emissions in the
Borough and
therefore support
all the benefits
listed in the options
above.

This would provide
quality assurance
and reduce the
potential for a
performance gap
between the
expected and as built
carbon emissions
reduction.
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third-party
Investigation of this
certification such as option is supported
Passivhaus.
by our evidence on
Greening Issues and
the interim viability
study indicates that
this option is likely to
be viable in the
borough. However,
further consideration
is needed.
Overheating
Option 1
All development
should minimise the
potential for internal
overheating and
reliance on air
conditioning
systems in
accordance with
the London Plan
2021 cooling
hierarchy, with
major development
required to do so.

In recent years we
have experienced
extreme
temperatures in the
summer. These are
further exacerbated
in London with its
dense built-up
environment
contributing to an
urban heat island
effect.
Many aspects of
building design can
lead to increases in
the risk of
overheating.

This will help to
reduce the risk of
overheating in
buildings and the
impacts of the
urban heat island
effect in the
Borough.
Additionally, efforts
to reduce
overheating risk
and our reliance on
air conditioning will
help to reduce
energy demand
and carbon
emissions, which in
turn is beneficial for
our Borough’s air
quality.

Questions
Q 6.1 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 6.2 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 2: Air quality
You told us
In the responses to the Borough Issues paper consultation, you
confirmed that air quality is a major concern in the Borough and
supported setting a requirement for development to be at least air
quality neutral.
In the polls that we ran on the GiveMyView platform you indicated
that air quality is considered the most pressing environmental issue
in the Borough.

Options
6.10

Air pollutants that have an impact on our heart and lungs include oxides
of nitrogen, particulate matter, carbon monoxide, benzene, ozone,
sulphur dioxide and lead. They can be damaging to our health at every
stage of our life; it can impair the lung development of children and it has
been estimated that nearly 9,500 people in London die early each year
as a result of long-term exposure.

6.11

As a Council we have a statutory duty to work towards meeting the
Government’s National Air Quality Objectives (NAQO’s) and we also
want to meet internationally recognised and ambitious air quality
guideline set by the World Health Organisation by 2030.

6.12

In this borough, we remain concerned about concentrations of nitrogen
dioxide (NO2) and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). The whole
borough has been declared an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).

6.13

Road transport is the main source of nitrogen oxides with diesel vehicles
being a key contributor. In background locations, away from major roads,
emissions from commercial sources, such as construction, industrial /
commercial fuel combustion and non-domestic cooking contribute to
increased concentrations. For particulates, commercial activity provides
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the largest contribution including cooking, heating and construction (dust
from demolition, construction and Non-Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM).
6.14

We must reduce emissions of nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter as
well as addressing the negative effect of climate change in order to
become more resilient. These measures are relevant at each stage of a
building's life, from the initial demolition and construction through to its
operation. These measures could include planning policies which require
sustainable construction, the use and/or generation of clean energy in
new, large developments and appropriate building design.

Options
Option 1

Detail
Air quality should
be considered at all
stages of a
development's life
(from initial design
and construction
through to
operation) to
ensure that any
impact is identified
and assessed.
All development is
required to be ‘Air
Quality Neutral’ as
a minimum which
means not
worsening existing
poor air quality.

Option 2

With masterplans
and large-scale
development
proposals subject
to an
Environmental
Impact Assessment
(EIA) considering
air quality
improvements as
part of an air quality
positive approach.
Major
developments are
required to submit a
Dust Risk
Assessment (DRA)
alongside the

Why?
The entire Borough is
in an Air Quality
Management Area
(AQMA) as levels of
pollution exceed some
of the National Air
Quality Objectives and
World Health
Organisation Guideline
Values for nitrogen
dioxide and particulate
matter.
Poor air quality has
been associated with
many health problems
and is a considerable
concern for residents.

The entire Borough is
in an Air Quality
Management Area
(AQMA) as levels of
pollution exceed some
of the National Air
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Implications
This will mean
demonstrating
best practice in
relation to air
quality for
buildings, public
spaces,
landscaping and
infrastructure.
This will help to
limit any further
deterioration of
the Borough’s air
quality, as well as
help to improve it.

This will ensure
that the
developments
impact on the
surrounding local
air quality and

Option 3

planning
application. Sites
determined to have
a Medium Risk of
dust release or
higher are required
to have air quality
monitoring.
Through the DRA
dust mitigation
measures are
assigned to the site
according to the
risk of dust release.
Developments must
ensure that
construction
vehicles comply
with the Low
Emission Zone
(LEZ) and Ultra
Low Emissions
Zone (ULEZ) and
meet European
Emission
Standards pursuant
to the EC Directive
98/69/EC of Euro 4
for petrol vehicles
and Euro 6 for
diesel vehicles and
Euro VI for all
lorries and
specialist heavy
goods vehicles.

Quality Objectives and
World Health
Organisation Guideline
Values for Nitrogen
Dioxide and Particulate
Matter.

surrounding
sensitive
receptors is
reduced as far as
practically
possible.

Poor air quality has
been associated with
many health problems
and is a considerable
concern for residents.
The entire Borough is
in an Air Quality
Management Area
(AQMA) as levels of
pollution exceed some
of the National Air
Quality Objectives and
World Health
Organisation Guideline
Values for Nitrogen
Dioxide and Particulate
Matter.

This will ensure
that the
developments
impact on the
surrounding local
air quality and
surrounding
sensitive
receptors is
reduced as far as
practically
possible.

Poor air quality has
been associated with
many health problems
and is a considerable
concern for residents.

Questions
Q 6.3 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 6.4 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 3: Noise and vibration
You told us
In the responses to the Borough Issues consultation, you confirmed
that noise and vibration are a significant concern in the Borough.
Particularly construction and traffic noise, but also noise associated
with takeaway delivery, which has intensified due to an increase in
hot food takeaway during the Covid-19 pandemic.
This was also reflected in the GiveMyView polls where once again
you indicated that noise pollution is one of the most pressing
environmental issue in the Borough. Coming in fourth after air
quality, green space and biodiversity, and traffic congestion.
Options

5

6.15

Pollution also comes in the form of noise and vibration which can
seriously affect the amenity of residents and visitors both during
construction and operation of new development. The Council is
committed to protect residents’ amenity and quality of life from
development where noise and or vibration is generated and to safeguard
occupiers of new development from existing environmental noise whilst
ensuring suitable ventilation and thermal comfort.

6.16

In April 2019, the Council adopted a new Code of Construction Practice 5
which addresses construction issues. To minimise the impact of new
development during the construction phase it is important that
developers and contractors comply with the requirements of the Code.

6.17

Noise and vibration could also come from changes to existing buildings
due to increasing need for cooling/heating systems. New forms of
heating and cooling, such as ground- and air-source heat pumps as
alternatives to traditional combustion boilers, will generate noise. The
NLPR will continue to protect residents’ living conditions against new and
existing sources of noise and vibration through careful location, design,
layout, the provision of green infrastructure, new technology which could
reduce noise and vibration and enforcement of standards. The NLPR
will also seek to ensure that noise mitigation schemes for new
development are carefully designed to maintain appropriate ventilation
and thermal comfort for occupants.

6.18

Specific measures to protect the amenity of residents from the impact of
gyms and fitness centres will be contained with the NLPR. In addition,
measures to control smells and odours associated with new commercial
kitchen ventilation/extraction equipment will be included within the NLPR
to ensure that surrounding amenity is protected.

Code of Construction Practice
50

Options
Option 1

Detail
To maintain and
enhance the
borough’s existing
policies on the
control of noise and
vibration from
building services
plant and
equipment.

Why?
Our existing policies
remain robust and
effective. We can
update these to reflect
more recent changes
in national policy and
legislation.

Implications
Noise impacts will
be mitigated by
planning
requirements and
use of conditions
as at present.

Option 2

To include
requirements to
consider suitable
ventilation and
thermal comfort on
new residential
developments
when designing
schemes of sound
insulation.
To develop a
specific policy
for controlling noise
and vibration from
new gyms and
fitness centres and
ensure the
protection of
adjoining residents.

This mitigates noise
but also assists with
reducing energy
demand as outlined
earlier.

Developers will
need to consider
providing
appropriate
ventilation
schemes for new
residential
properties in a
cohesive way.

Gyms/fitness centres
have grown in
popularity and
generate unique
patterns of noise and
vibration which can be
very challenging to
control retrospectively.
It is important that
noise and vibration
issues are considered
robustly at the design
stage.
We do not currently
have a policy on odour
control. It is important
that this gap in policy is
addressed.

Developers will
need to consider
the noise and
vibration
implications
design mitigation
measures that
meets stringent
industry-based
standards to
protect existing
residential uses.

Option 3

Option 4

To develop a
specific policy for
controlling
smells/odours from
new commercial
kitchen ventilation
and extraction
systems with a
presumption that,
for most
situations/uses, a
high level discharge
will be required in
order to minimise
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Developers will
need to consider
the smell/odour
implications of all
commercial
premises where
significant
cooking takes
place, and should
explore at
the earliest
stages in a
proposals
development how

the impact on
residents.

a kitchen
ventilation/extract
system,
discharging at a
high-level, can be
implemented.

Questions
Q 6.5 Which of these options do you support? You can
pick more than one.
Q 6.6 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Issue 4: Flood risk
You told us
In our Issues consultation, you supported a more proactive
approach to reducing flooding through good quality green
infrastructure, the protection of trees, natural flood management and
innovative solutions. You also supported sustainable drainage
systems (SuDS) which are techniques to slow the speed of water
entering the sewer system and drain it naturally where it falls. You
considered that we need to address the increase in hard surfaces in
gardens and to raise awareness and enforcing instances of unlawful
impermeable paving. We also heard your support for the current
policy on SuDS (CE2g), and concerns that it could be onerous in
some cases, especially in small developments.
Options
6.19

There is no doubt that increasing global temperatures will lead to more
intense rainfall and severe weather. Therefore, we need to plan for more
surface water (rain) and sewer water flooding, the main types of flooding
that we expect across our borough.

6.20

The current flooding policy was strengthened by the adopted Local Plan
with more detailed requirements for measures to reduce flood risk and
its impacts. We will not allow certain types of vulnerable development in
those areas which are most prone to flooding. This is essential not
merely to ensure that our new buildings are adapted and resilient to
floods but in the case of homes in basements, minimise risk to life. The
NLPR should reflect reviewed Government guidance and strategies such
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as the Flood and Coastal Erosion Management Strategy 6(FCERM) and
the Flood Risk Management Plans 7(FRMP).
6.21

Furthermore, since June 2019, the EA do not allow sleeping
accommodation below the breach level 8. They expect all sleeping
accommodation to be located at or above this level. The only exception
to this is where a permanent fixed barrier is in place to prevent
floodwater entering any sleeping accommodation below the breach level.
This could have an effect on extensions to existing low lying properties
or new properties.

6.22

We also require SuDS throughout the Borough to ensure less rainfall
reaches the combined sewer more slowly. The NLPR will increase
awareness of the multiple benefits of SuDS and Green Infrastructure in
general.

6.23

Water infrastructure is key for the Borough, not just to ensure that we
have the water and sewerage systems needed to serve new homes but
also to ensure flood risk is reduced. We need to look at the cycle of
water holistically through integrated water management strategies.
Water efficiency measures will support water infrastructure by reducing
demand of clean water and used water which ends in the sewers.

Options
Option 1

Detail
To include a policy
to reflect the EA
criteria to restrict
sleeping
accommodation
below the breach
level.

Why?
To align our policy with
the EA’s.
To minimise any risk to
life.

Option 2

To support natural
flood
management/green
infrastructure to
reduce flood risk.

To ensure that
development schemes
put more emphasis on
creating and
enhancing green
infrastructure.

Implications
Developers and
owners will not be
allowed to use
low lying rooms
for sleeping
accommodation
unless they install
a permanent
barrier.
Developers will
have to consider
green/sustainable
issues from the
outset of a
project. This
could have
positive knock on
effects on
meeting other

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-flood-and-coastal-erosion-risk-managementstrategy-for-england--2
7
https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/fcrm/flood-risk-management-plans-informationpage/consult_view/
8
Breach level is the depth of flooding which can occur if there was a breach of the Thames Defences.
6
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Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

Option 6

To link the policy
with climate change
resilience and
adaptation in line
with the
Government’s
FCERM strategy
and FRMP. Also
refer to the updated
Local Flood Risk
Management
Strategy.
To require policy
CE2g run-off rates
are met following
the SuDS hierarchy
to reduce or avoid
the need for more
engineering SuDS
(as opposed to
natural SuDS).

To be in line with latest
guidance by the
government and the
Lead Local Flood
Authority.

This will allow to meet
the percentage of
reduction we require in
terms of run-off rates
but will not provide
SuDS with other
benefits.

green policies
(such as UGF)
It may have
implications on
flood risk
measures to
achieve
enhanced
resilience and
adaptation.

Using engineering
solutions may
mean that tanks
are used to meet
our SuDS policies
as they may use
less space on the
ground, but they
are less
sustainable in the
long term. Tanks
are associated
with pumps in
some cases
which is much
less sustainable.
To be flexible
Even when the
Developers will
regarding meeting
maximum reduction
have to think
policy CE2g run-off may not be achieved,
about green
rates when more
the multiple benefits
/sustainable
natural SuDS are
delivered by green
issues from the
used.
infrastructure will be
outset of a
realised.
project. This
could have
positive knock on
effects on
meeting other
green policies
(such as UGF)
To support water
To align with the
This could
efficiency
London Plan and to
provide benefits
measures, reuse of reduce pressure on the by reducing water
greywater and
water system and
and sewerage
water harvesting
reduce flood risk. The
systems demand.
measures to reduce water cycle is
considered in a holistic
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water demand and
sewerage flows.
Option 7

Option 8

To require
green/blue roofs in
all flat roofs
including
extensions

way through integrated
water management
strategies.
To ensure all
opportunities for
green/blue roofs are
maximised.

Flat roofs in
conservation
areas and listed
buildings could be
considered and, if
acceptable,
implemented.
This could have
positive knock on
effects on
meeting other
green policies
(such as UGF)
To clarify that policy This is more relevant in Further clarity for
CE2g requires
small development
developers.
calculations to take where extensions are
into account the
considered. This will
whole site rather
provide clarity on what
than the area to be is required to be
developed. Also, to considered at the
require further
outset.
details such as
catchment areas for
SuDS, and all of
the SuDS details
(even when some
SuDS elements)
are not part of the
calculations.
Questions
Q 6.7 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 6.8 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 5: Biodiversity
You told us
You wanted development to introduce urban greening interventions
such as community led gardening, green roofs, green walls, green
verges, etc. You recognised the many benefits provided by trees
and green spaces and wanted us to plant more trees and provide
more green spaces. You recognised the importance of using native
plants, encouraging wildlife, and having in place a robust
maintenance plan.
Generally, responses supported existing open spaces such as
Kensington Gardens, Little Wormwood Scrubs, Kensington
Gardens, the River Thames. You recognised the importance of
connecting green-blue corridors and networks to help wildlife.
Finally, you supported to adopt the Urban Greening Factor set out in
the New London Plan and link it to Biodiversity Net Gain.

Options

9

6.24

For a borough with the lowest amount of open space per resident, we
enjoy a remarkably rich mix of plants and animals. These thrive in our
22 Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC), as well as within
the forgotten corners, and those few areas of undeveloped “brownfield”
land, green roofs, gardens and parks.

6.25

Whilst the NLPR will continue to protect our designated open spaces,
difficult decisions will have to be made regarding how best we protect
the biodiversity on an under used or a derelict site. These are the sites
which may have been temporarily taken over by wildlife but are also the
sites which will need to be developed if we are to provide the homes,
workplaces and the facilities needed by our residents and businesses.

6.26

A new Environmental Bill 2020 9 is expected to become an Act of
Parliament (law) later this year and will place a requirement for all
developments to provide a biodiversity net gain. This means that all
developments will need to improve the biodiversity onsite. For our
borough with a largely built-up character this could mean looking for
other solutions where there is not sufficient land on the ground. This
could include provision of green roofs, green walls, creating bee
superhighways providing a link for pollinators. For our largest sites such
as Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court we would be looking at maximising
these opportunities. The London Plan 2021 10 includes a policy to

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environment-bill-2020
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/london-plan-2021

10
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achieve biodiversity net gain in major development (Policy G6
Biodiversity and Access to Nature).
6.27

Our recently adopted Greening SPD 11 contains a section explaining how
to address biodiversity in major and minor developments.

Options
Option 1

Detail
To introduce the
Biodiversity uplift
for major
development only
in line with the
London Plan 2021

Option 2

To include an uplift
which reflects the
site’s potential for
both, major and
minor planning
applications

Why?
Generally, major
developments have
more space to achieve
the uplift required.
Minor developments
may struggle for
space.
This option will
address all
development so all
opportunities for
biodiversity uplift are
considered.

Implications
Not all the sites
will be included in
the requirement
and it may lead to
missing
opportunities.
Developers will
have to consider
green
/sustainable
issues from the
outset of a
project. This
could have
positive knock on
effects on
meeting other
green policies
(such as SuDS)

Questions
Q 6.9 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 6.10 Do you have any other options to suggest?

11

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-policy/greening-spd
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Issue 6: Green infrastructure
You told us
You supported maximising green infrastructure in new development
and their benefits for the built environment, including historic and
heritage buildings. You suggested green roofs, green walls, roof
terraces, more trees and green spaces to increase green
infrastructure in the Borough. We heard your support for greening
meanwhile uses, protecting and enhancement green corridors and
requiring development to meet the Urban Greening Factor scores
required by the London Plan 2021. Some respondents also caution
and called for flexibility due to the highly constrained nature of the
borough, arguing that setting requirements for green infrastructure
to jeopardise the viability of delivering other planning benefits such
as affordable housing.
Options
6.28

Green infrastructure can be found in cities in the form of parks of
different sizes, front and rear gardens, grassed areas, street trees,
allotments, hedges, green roofs, green walls etc. Green infrastructure
provides multiple benefits: reducing pollution, improving air quality,
enhancing biodiversity, screening noise, improving natural drainage,
reducing flood risk, providing benefits to mental and physical health,
allowing for locally grown foods and it even has educational and fun
values for children and adults alike.

6.29

Trees are a critical component of our green infrastructure, providing a
wide range of benefits including support for the biodiversity. They are
planted in both gardens and streets they are attractive and make an area
more beautiful and a more desirable place to live. They also provide
significant benefits which include noise reduction, shading, cooling, air
quality, wind speed reduction, frame views and vistas, store carbon, and
reduce stress and improve mental health. The Council’s current policy is
generally to resist the loss of trees and there is a presumption towards
retention backed up by appropriate protection. Generally, the more
prominent the tree the greater the likelihood it should be protected and
retained. This approach conforms with the London Plan 2021 12, London
Environment Strategy 13 and London Urban Forest Plan 14, which all aim
to protect, manage and grow the urban forest.

6.30

The NLPR will build on the benefits of green infrastructure and ensure a
holistic approach to increase not only the greening cover in the Borough
but also its quality.

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/london-plan-2021
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/environment/london-environment-strategy
14
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/londonurbanforestplan_final.pdf
12

13
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6.31

The London Plan 2021 includes an Urban Greening Factor (UGF) (policy
G5) to encourage more and better urban greening for major
development applications. This factor is a tool which in intended to
quantify the amount and the quality of urban greening that a scheme will
deliver. This will have a number of benefits, not least the contribution to
biodiversity. The Greening SPD 15 contains a section explaining how to
calculate the UGF in major and minor developments.

Options
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

15

Detail
Adopt the London
Plan 2021 suggested
Urban Greening
Factor for
residential/commercial
for major development
Although not required
by the London Plan
2021, create an UGF
policy for minor
applications requiring
a UGF net gain (so
existing GI does not
count towards the
UGF – which is
different than for
majors). Require a
before and after
assessment and
relate it to natural
SuDS.

Why?
This approach has
already been tested
by the GLA and they
have provided
detailed guidance on
how to meet it.
This option will
address all
development so all
opportunities for
biodiversity uplift are
considered.

When the UGF score
cannot be achieved to
require a contribution
towards the
implementation of
green infrastructure
elsewhere to support
strategic objectives
such as green
infrastructure,
walking/cycling, air

There may be sites
where achieving the
required UGF score
is not possible or
very difficult.

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-policy/greening-spd
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Implications
Not all the sites
will be included in
the requirement
and it may lead to
missing
opportunities.
Developers will
have to calculate
the UGF of the
existing site. The
proposed
development
should improve
the UGF score
and provide a net
gain. Developers
will have to think
about green
/sustainable
issues from the
outset of a
project. This
could have
positive knock on
effects on
meeting other
green policies
(such as SuDS
We should ensure
that developers
do not use this as
a get away
clause. The policy
can provide funds
for projects such
as street planting
to support green
networks/chains,
shading, and

quality and drainage
objectives.

enhance air and
water quality.

Questions
Q 6.11 Which of these options do you support? You can
pick more than one.
Q 6.12 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Issue 7: Waste management
You told us
In response to the Borough Issues paper you told us that bin
storage and recycling space in development is important and that
Cremorne Wharf should continue to be safeguarded.
Options
6.32

People, businesses and new development generate waste. The Mayor
of London wants as much waste as possible to be managed in London
and encourages a move towards a circular economy to reduce the
amount of waste that is produced.

6.33

Existing Local Plan Policy CE3 (f) requires all new development to
provide innovative well designed, functional and accessible refuse and
recycling storage space to allow ease of collection in all developments.
This includes provision of communal storage for waste and recyclables
and a requirement to prepare a waste management strategy for the
development. The Greening SPD 16 sets out the local standards on how
to provide adequate storage.

6.34

The London Plan 2021 17 sets a target of 123,000 tonnes of waste to be
managed in the Borough by 2041. The built-up nature of the Borough
limits the ability to meet this target. The current Local Plan approach to
managing waste is to work closely with other London boroughs to ensure
that there is enough capacity to manage this amount of waste, this
approach will continue.

Options

Detail

Why?

Implications

Options for strategic waste management
Option 1
Continue to
Cremorne wharf is the This approach is
safeguard Cremorne only future opportunity in accordance
Wharf for waste
for additional waste
with London Plan
16
17

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-policy/greening-spd
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/london-plan-2021
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management, water
transport and cargo
handling purposes

management capacity
to contribute to
meeting the London
Plan waste
apportionment target.
The wharf is
safeguarded and
protected by the
Safeguarded
Wharves Direction
(March 2021)

Option 2

Provide a meanwhile
open space (park
with ancillary sporting
use) at Cremorne
Wharf.

This would enable the
site to be used for
much needed open
space but released for
waste if needed in the
future.
Option 3
The Council should
This will enable
engage with other
meeting our London
London boroughs
Plan allocation.
and continue to work There are no existing
the Western
operational waste
Riverside Waste
sites within the
Authority (WRWA)
borough. The
which forms the
constrained nature of
Waste Planning
the borough and
18
Authorities (WPAs)
competing land uses
to secure spare
limits the Council’s
apportionment
ability to identify /
capacity.
allocate sufficient land
to be able to meet its
apportionment target.
Options for waste management in new developments
Option 1
Require adequate
London Plan Policy
waste storage
S17 sets
facilities in all
requirements for
developments.
development to
provide separate
For homes there
storage space and
should be enough
collections systems
storage both inside
for types of
and outside for both
recyclables including
waste and recycling
food waste to help

and Safeguarded
Wharves
Direction. The
site will contribute
to help reduce
the Borough’s
waste
apportionment
gap.

The site would be
put to good use
rather than lying
vacant.
The Council will
need to work with
the WRWA and
other London
Boroughs
through the Duty
to Cooperate to
find assistance in
meeting its
London plan
apportionment so
waste can be
managed within
London.

Local standards
that go beyond
the London plan
policy will
contribute
positively towards
achieving the
Mayors municipal
waste recycling

The Western Riverside Waste Authority (WRWA) is the waste disposal authority covering the
London Boroughs of Kensington and Chelsea, Hammersmith and Fulham, Lambeth and Wandsworth.
The local authorities that fall within the WRWA area are Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs).
18
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(including food
waste). Policy CE3
should be amended
to reflect the local
standards on waste
storage facilities in all
developments.

achieve recycling
target of 65% and a
50% reduction in food
waste by 2030.

and food waste
reduction targets.

Questions
Q 6.13 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 6.14 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan Policies?
6.35

We are satisfied that in the Respecting Environmental Limits of the
current Local Plan Policy CR6: Trees and landscape provides the
appropriate protection for trees. We consider that Policy CE2: Flooding
remains mostly appropriate, although some updates and clarifications
may be required. However, the policies on climate change, energy,
urban greening and biodiversity need a step change to be forward
looking and set ambitious targets for the next 20 years.

6.36

We also consider that that Policy CE3 remains mostly appropriate, with
some updates to Policy CE3(f) reflecting local standards for waste
storage facilities in developments.
Evidence

6.37

The Council has published evidence on greening issues. This includes
not just energy standards but also urban greening, biodiversity net gain,
waste and recycling, air quality and climate change in a holistic way. It
includes some information regarding the costs and safety of the
recommended measures.

6.38

The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment will be reviewed, alongside the
review of the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy to meet our Lead
Local Flood Authority duties 19.

6.39

We have recently updated maps for Areas of Deficiency in Access to
Nature and Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SINC). We will be
undertaking surveys of our SINC in the summer and into early 2022.
After these surveys are completed, a Green Infrastructure Strategy will

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/flooding/lead-local-floodauthority-llfa-duties
19
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be drafted. A new Biodiversity Action Plan will be available for
consultation this summer.
6.40

We will be reviewing the waste management capacity in the Borough.
After this we will initiate discussions with other London boroughs to
secure additional waste management capacity if needed.
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7

Homes
Introduction

7.1

The Borough’s central London location with its diversity of communities,
excellent connections and access to world class facilities in its iconic
town centres and museums make it a very attractive place to live. There
is an overwhelming need for all types of homes in the Borough but
particularly affordable homes (we call these community homes). The
Council has already taken a positive step in producing the Community
Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 20 in June 2020 to
secure more genuinely affordable homes in the Borough.

7.2

We now need to go a step further and revisit all our housing policies to
ensure we provide the diverse mix of homes to meet the future housing
needs. This will include making sure we have up to date policies based
on latest evidence in the NLPR on community homes, increasing the
delivery of homes, providing enough homes for the elderly and recognise
the role of student accommodation, houses in multiple occupation along
with other types of homes.
Planning White Paper

7.3

On 6 August 2020, alongside the Planning for the Future White Paper,
the Government published ‘Changes to the current planning system’ 21.
The Government is yet to publish the outcome of the Planning White
Paper consultation but its stance on calculating housing needs figures
and the policy on First Homes has evolved.

7.4

The Government’s standard method for calculating housing need now
adds an “urban uplift” to Greater London and other urban areas in the
country. For the Borough this means an additional 35% uplift on top of
the standard method. The Government’s published figure using this
updated methodology result in a housing need of 1,347 new homes per
annum for the Borough. However, this is a figure of need and not our
housing target, which is set through the London Plan process and is
currently 448 homes per annum.

7.5

In April 2021, the Government introduced a new national policy 22 on
First Homes. These are a new form of discounted market housing for
first time buyers. They meet the planning definition of affordable housing.
They must be discounted by a minimum of 30% against market value,
sold as a first home and must not be more than £420,000 in London on
first sale. Based on local needs a local authority can set bigger
discounts, but these can only be 40% or 50% and it is also possible to
set a lower price cap. The national policy requires that a minimum of
25% of all community housing secured in a development should be First
Homes. The remaining should prioritise social rent homes in accordance

Community Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)
Changes to the current planning system
22
Written Ministerial Statement, April 2021
20
21
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with the Council’s Local Plan and then any other tenures as per the
Local Plan. Further details are set out in the Planning Practice Guidance
(PPG) 23 on First Homes.
Key facts
•

The median house price in the Borough is 36 times the median
income level in the Borough making this ratio the highest by far
anywhere in the country 24. This is eight times more than the
mortgage a bank would offer based on incomes 25.

•

The Office for National Statistics (ONS) 26 reports that the median
price paid for homes at the end of September 2020 was c £1.3
million in the Borough. This is also by far the highest anywhere in the
country if not globally.

•

By contrast there are about 3,110 people on the housing register
with over 2,731 in temporary accommodation.

•

Flats and maisonettes comprise 85% of the Borough’s housing
stock.

Issues and options
Issue 1: Delivering the homes that we need
You told us
Overall, you supported maximising potential housing delivery and
provided useful suggestions to optimise housing delivery: supporting
higher density and/or taller buildings, repurposing offices spaces for
housing following the Covid -19 pandemic and more flexibility
regarding change of use in general, delivering the right types of
homes – “quality over quantity”, and reducing build-out time.
Concerns were raised that housing is used for investment with
issues such as buy to leave, overseas buyers and short-term
lettings mentioned. Some respondents believed that limiting the
floorspace would help address these issues whilst other
respondents did not support any size restrictions.
The GLA recommends the NLPR to incorporate the role that small
sites can play in delivering housing.
Options
7.6

Every Council in the country needs to have a housing target and is
required by the Government to deliver this. Our housing target is set
through the London Plan process and is 448 homes per annum in the

First Homes - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)
House price to workplace-based earnings ratio
25
Assuming a loan-to-income ratio of 4.5
26
Office for National Statistics (ONS)
23
24
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London Plan 2021. This is a reduction from past targets, but it is still a
challenge in a densely built up and small borough. We need to plan
proactively to deliver this target; identifying sites where housing can be
provided. It is possible that this target will increase in the future based on
the “urban uplift” required in London (see paragraph 7.4 above). Figure
7.1 shows the sites which are identified for development in the current
Local Plan, other brownfield sites that we know of, many of which have
planning permission or are in the planning pipeline and other sites that
were suggested during the last consultation.
7.7

In addition, we should include planning policies that require each site
that comes forward to optimise potential housing delivery. This will
include smaller sites as set out in the London Plan and our Character
Study, currently underway, will assist with this. This would make the best
use of our sites and create the largest possible number of homes without
compromising on quality. This has to be done taking into account the
context of the site and impact on the built and natural environment
around it as well as on the wellbeing of new and neighbouring residents.

7.8

We can also use the national minimum space standards as a
benchmark. This would ensure that we are optimising sites and meeting
these space standards but not going above them so significantly as to
create very large homes.
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Figure 7.1: Potential sites suitable for residential development
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Options

Detail

Why?

Implications

Option 1

Optimise each site
using a design led
approach. This will
be informed by the
Character Study
that is underway.

Each site should be
maximised to ensure
that we work to meet
our housing target and
deliver much needed
homes.

Option 2

Optimise each site
with the design led
approach as per
Option 1 but also
benchmark
floorspace against
the nationally
described housing
standards.

Introducing a
prescribed floorspace
limit can be a blunt tool
as in some ways it can
encourage applicants
to propose
developments close to
the limit. Instead
benchmarking with the
floorspace standards
can ensure that sites
are optimised and are
in-line with the space
standards.

This will help
improve housing
delivery. Land
swaps will not be
allowed, and each
site must be
maximised.
This would mean
that homes meet
minimum
standards, but
some homes
could still be
larger than the
highest minimum
floorspace
standards of 138
sq m. However, it
will stop very
large homes as
they cannot be
excessively
above the
minimum
standards.

Questions
Q 7.1 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 7.2 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 2: Protecting existing homes
You told us
The responses were mixed. Some respondents did not support
further restrictions and did not think the Council should stop the loss
of homes through amalgamations or HMO conversion. On the other
hand, other respondents agreed with the Council that we should
stop the loss of any homes via amalgamations or conversion. Your
responses expressed concern that private rented stock and HMOs
are being lost to large housing units and short-term holiday lets.
Finally, some respondents favoured a case by case approach. The
main concern is that that further restrictions would make it difficult to
improve sub-standard homes and fail to accommodate expanding
families. Therefore, there should be exceptions to improve substandard units or allow a family to expand.
Options
7.9

Loss of existing homes reduces housing stock which is counter intuitive
to the overwhelming need for new homes in the Borough. This also
counts against our housing delivery, making it even harder to meet our
housing target. We failed the Government’s 2020 Housing Delivery test
published in January 2021, with only 49% homes completed against our
housing targets over the last three years. Our current policies protect
against the loss of homes in most cases, but we allow two homes to be
merged together to form a bigger single home as long as the new home
is no more than 170 sq. m. Even with these limits, we are continuing to
lose homes to amalgamations and have granted permissions resulting in
the loss of 25 homes since our policy was adopted in September 2019.
Given only 51 new homes were delivered in 2018/19, this is still a
significant number.

7.10

We can change this policy to stop the loss of more homes. Even when
not specified in policy it would be a material consideration in planning
applications where the loss of a home was the only way to provide good
living standards due to size or daylight/ventilation considerations.

7.11

The Council commissioned a stock condition survey 27 in 2020 which
estimates 8,244 houses in multiple occupation (HMOs) in the Borough.
However, there are only 157 licensed HMOs, of the scale that require
planning permission to change to and from normal residential. HMOs
play a role in the private rented sector in providing low cost
accommodation. These can be accessed by a range of key workers as

27
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Private Rented Sector: Housing Stock Condition and
Stressors Report October 2020 (Metastreet stock condition survey of PRS)

69

well as by professionals on reasonable earnings but not enough to enter
home ownership 28.
7.12

28

Our existing policy allows conversion of houses in multiple occupation
(HMOs) to studio flats and we continue to lose HMOs in this way. In
2019/20 alone, the Borough lost 115 rooms in HMOs. The Government
calculates this loss as 64 self-contained homes based on a ratio of 1 to
1.8. In addition, other types of non self-contained homes such as student
accommodation all count towards our housing delivery. Therefore, we
must look at policies to stop such losses in the NLPR unless necessary
for specific reasons.

Options
Option 1

Detail
Resist
amalgamations of
new homes.

Why?
Our current policy is
aimed to strike a
balance between
stopping the loss of
existing homes and
allowing families to
amalgamate homes
and stay within the
Borough. However, we
have failed the
Housing Delivery Test
and amalgamations
have resulted in a
further loss homes
since the adoption of
the policy in 2019.

Option 2

Resist the loss of
HMOs. Substandard HMOs
can be improved to
bring them up to
standard.

The loss of 115 rooms
in HMOs in 2019/20
has reduced the
housing stock by 64
homes. This is a
significant loss of
homes in just one year
and should only be
allowed where
necessary. HMOs
provide low cost
accommodation to a
range of people such
as key workers and
young professionals.

Implications
Stop the loss of
homes through
amalgamations.
Whilst it will not
be explicitly
stated in policy,
permission may
still be granted
where there are
other material
considerations
such as the
existing
accommodation is
sub-standard in
size and cannot
be improved
unless it is
enlarged through
amalgamation.
This would curtail
the loss of HMOs
unless there are
other material
considerations
such as the
existing
accommodation is
sub-standard and
this cannot be
addressed by
reconfiguring the
HMO
accommodation.

RBKC Interim Local Housing Needs Assessment, July 2021, Cobweb Consulting
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Option 3

Require loss of all
existing residential
floorspace and
units to be replaced
by at least by the
same number of
homes and
floorspace or at
higher densities to
optimise the site.

It is important to
protect the existing
stock and look for
opportunities to
increase densities to
meet housing needs
and deliver enough
homes. There could be
certain exceptions to
this for market housing
only, such as in town
centres where the loss
is to a town centre use.
These exceptions are
specified in current
Policy CH1.

This will be
another measure
to ensure we
retain existing
stock and look for
opportunities to
increase it. At the
same time
balance the need
to provide for
other uses in
appropriate
locations.

Questions
Q 7.3 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 7.4 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 3: RBKC Community Housing
You told us
On retaining the affordable housing policy trigger of 650 sqm:
Opinions seem equally split on retaining the affordable housing
policy trigger of 650 sqm or basing it on major development as per
national policy. Those opposed to this smaller floorspace trigger,
express concerns around viability, deterring investment, strangling
small developers and being unlawful. Some respondents believe the
policy should apply to the net uplift in residential rather than to the
gross floorspace of the scheme.
On First Homes and other Community Housing products:
The introduction of First Homes does not seem to be supported by
those who commented while an equal number (eight) responded to
emphasise the need for social rented homes in the Borough. Other
comments are in favour of a mix of affordable homes for specific
groups (e.g. social tenants, key workers and first-time buyers).
The GLA supports the Council’s split of Community Housing
products.
Our GiveMyView polls on the following questions, indicate
affordability of rent, access to open space are the two most
important aspects of community housing. While overall, people
considered community housing to be the third most important thing
that the Borough community needs, preceded by green spaces and
employment opportunities. The first question was answered 461
times while the other 611 times.
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Options
7.13

The Council adopted a new planning document entitled RBKC
Community Housing 29 in June 2020. ‘Community Housing’ is the term
we use to describe genuinely affordable housing in the Borough. Within
this term we prefer three housing products that we consider to be
genuinely affordable – social rent; London affordable rent (similar rent
levels to social rents but set by the Mayor of London); and intermediate
rents set at London Living Rents at the lowest ward level (currently
Notting Dale). London Living Rent (LLR) 30, is a type of affordable
housing for middle-income Londoners. These rents are published by the
Mayor of London for each London ward annually. Actual rents for these
three products are shown in Figure 7.1 below.
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Figure 7.1: Weekly rental levels for community housing products
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7.14

The Interim Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA), July 2021 shows
a need for 1,018 community homes per annum. Of these the greatest
need at 38% is for social rent with 27% of the need for London
Affordable Rent and 35% for intermediate.

7.15

The Government has introduced a new requirement that 25 per cent of
the affordable housing provision should be First Homes (Planning
Practice Guidance NPPG: First Homes) 31. Our Interim LHNA shows that
the need for social rent remains high and together with London
Affordable Rent is 65%. The Interim LHNA shows a need of 27% First
Homes which is similar to the 25% in Government policy. On this basis
we do not consider that there is an overwhelming need for First Homes
to offer bigger discounts of 40% or 50% to enable more expensive
properties to fall within the bracket of a First Home.

7.16

Our Interim Viability Study shows that the maximum property value that
could be afforded by a household in receipt of a gross income of £90,000
(which is the income cap for someone purchasing a First Home) would
be a 50 sqm one bed. They would pay £385,000 for a First Home so the
unrestricted market value would be £550,000. This equates to £11,000
per square metre. This would mean that First Homes could only be
delivered in Kensal and CIL zone F (North Kensington) where values are
within this level. This would also remain the case where the property
value of a First Home is at the Government’s maximum level of
£420,000. However, in both cases discounts higher than 30% would be
required. In addition, this only works for those earning around £90,000,
while to meet housing needs, community homes should cater to a variety
of income levels below this cap.

7.17

Based on the above, in Kensal Canalside and North Kensington, future
policy could support 25% of community housing to be First Homes albeit
discounts required could be greater than 30%. This would also be on the
basis of being close to the income cap of £90,000. An alternative
approach could be to seek homes in North Kensington which cater to
lower income levels which is where the need lies. The evidence of need
and viability will need further consideration on this aspect.

7.18

Everywhere else, based on the housing needs in the Interim LHNA, we
could continue to require 70 per cent community housing to be
social/London affordable rent, and the remaining 30% at the lowest
London Living Rents (Notting Dale ward) in the Borough as set out in the
Community Housing SPD.

7.19

Our current policy requires at least 35 per cent affordable housing on
residential development that is 650 sq. m or more. However, national
policy says we should be requiring this only where 10 homes are being
created or there is a floorspace of 1,000 sq. m. This would mean many
smaller scale developments which are common in Kensington and

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/first-homes#first-homes-definition-and-eligibility-requirements
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Chelsea will be exempt from the requirement to provide affordable
housing
Options

Detail

Why?

Options for when community housing is triggered
Option 1
Keep the existing
Since the adoption of
650 sq m trigger for the current policy, we
community
have secured
housing)
£400,000 contributions
from a scheme below
major development
threshold.
The high land values in
the Borough mean that
it is viable to secure
contributions from such
schemes.
Option 2

Consider lowering
the trigger to 500
sq m based on
Interim Viability
Study and take a
payment in lieu
from these smaller
schemes.

Option 3

Raise the trigger to
major development
as per national
policy.

If we set a lower
threshold, the Interim
Viability Study
suggests as on-site
delivery is not feasible
we can take a payment
to provide community
housing elsewhere
instead.
This would be in-line
with national policy.

Options for percentage of community housing
Option 1
Where the
This is the existing
floorspace triggers
policy and has been
community
working effectively. It
housing, if 35%
reflects the London
community housing Plan.
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Implications
We continue to
maximise
community
housing from all
developments
possible.

We continue to
maximise
community
housing
contributions from
all developments
possible.
We only seek
community
housing in-line
with national
policy. This may
make the
application
process simpler
for smaller
schemes but
reduce
opportunities to
seek contributions
from all relevant
developments.
Enables faster
decisions.
Provides certainty
for developers.

is provided and
other policy
requirements are
met, use the fast
track process.
Option 2

Require 50%
community housing
on public land.

This is the existing
policy and has been
working effectively. It
reflects the London
Plan.

Maximises
delivery of much
needed
community
housing on public
land.

Options for which community housing products to secure
Option 1
Community Homes Reflects local need
Enables delivery
will be secured as
and enables national
of social
70% social rent
policy to be
rented/London
and/or London
implemented as per
Affordable Rent
Affordable Rent,
local circumstances.
and London
30% intermediate
Living Rent
at London Living
community
Due to the high land
Rents at Notting
homes and also
values in the Borough
Dale ward level
with the 30% discount
first homes in
across the
locations where
from market values,
Borough.
prices would still
they are feasible.
exceed the £420,000
However, in Kensal cap required to be
defined as a First
Canalside and CIL
Zone F (North
Home in most parts of
Kensington) the
the Borough.
30% intermediate
homes can
The Interim viability
comprise 25%
study demonstrates
First Homes and
that First Homes at
5% at LLR at
discounts close to 30%
will only be deliverable
Notting Dale ward
in Kensal Canalside
level.
and CIL Zone F. This
is subject to further
consideration of
evidence.
Option 2

As above but First
Homes in the
proportion set out
above will only
apply to Kensal
Canalside.

To ensure intermediate
homes cater to a range
of income levels below
£90,000 such as those
earning £60,000,
intermediate homes in
CIL Zone F (North
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This would
ensure that
homes are
genuinely
affordable and
cater to people at
income levels

Options for payments in lieu
Option 1
Keep current
approach to
calculate payments
in lieu where
relevant.

Option 2

Specify when a
payment in lieu is
suitable - for
example for small
sites (less than
1,000 sq m or 10
homes) accept
payment in lieu
rather than on-site
provision.

Kensington) should
continue to be secured
at London Living Rents
at Notting Dale ward
levels in North
Kensington.

below the
Government’s
£90,000 income
cap in North
Kensington in the
same way as the
rest of the
Borough.

Our current approach
to require two viability
appraisals - one
assuming policy
compliant on-site
community housing
and the other with
market housing only
and take the difference
of the two as payment
has been working
effectively.

Ensure there is
no incentive to
developers to
make a payment
instead of on-site
provision. The
amount secured
reflects the
maximum
reasonable
amount possible.

Smaller sites do not
support on-site
community housing as
registered providers
are not able to manage
one or two homes only.
Therefore, it is only
feasible to take a
payment to provide
community homes
elsewhere in such
cases.

This would make
the process
simpler for
smaller schemes.

Questions
Q 7.5 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 7.6 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 4: Housing for older people
You told us
Overall, you reported a lack of housing for older people and
supported its provision. You commented on the types of
accommodation to be provided – which should be informed by
locally evidenced need, on the management and quality of this type
of accommodation. Many of the comments raised the importance of
the quality and overall design of the schemes – including the
provision of green spaces and communal areas, while other
concerns were around accessibility and safety.
On the other hand, the polls run on GiveMyView website, show that
homes for the elderly was at the bottom of items that the community
needs most in the Borough. This is surprising as the largest
proportion of those who responded to the polls were over 65.

Options

32

7.20

The number of residents aged 65 or more is projected to increase by
13,911 by 2040, a 40% increase; within this, an 82% increase for those
aged 75 or more and a 131% increase for those aged 85 or over is
projected 32. The NLPR must provide planning policies supporting and
proactively encouraging housing suitable for older people. The Interim
LHNA July 2021 shows that during the Plan period the need is the
highest for private leasehold sheltered housing, the actual need figures
are subject to further work and qualitative evidence.

7.21

Anecdotally, many older people would like to live independently in their
own home for as long as possible. Some of this need can be met
through independent living by providing new homes with higher
accessibility standards. Our current Local Plan has already adopted

RBKC Interim Local Housing Needs Assessment, July 2021, Cobweb Consulting
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these higher ‘optional’ building regulations standards requiring 90 per
cent of new homes on major sites to be ‘accessible and adaptable
dwellings’ and ten per cent to be ‘wheelchair user dwellings’.
7.22

Government guidance on housing for older and disabled people 33
(paragraph 10) specifies the types of specialist older people’s housing.
This includes retirement living or sheltered housing, extra care housing
or housing with care and residential care homes including homes
suitable for people with dementia and nursing homes.

7.23

Our existing Local Plan policy provides support for all types of older
people’s housing. However, to be more effective the policy needs to be
revised to be finer grained and reflect the future need for the various
types of specialist older people’s housing in the Borough. This includes
an understanding of the need that can be fulfilled by private provision
and that which needs to be genuinely affordable.

Options
Option 1

Detail
Adopt higher
accessibility
standards (current
approach).

Option 2

Support the provision
of older people’s
housing – extra care,
sheltered housing
and care homes in
order to meet local
needs.

Option 3

Require the provision
of affordable extra
care from extra care
schemes.

Why?
Our housing needs
evidence identified
that 12% of the
Borough’s population
has some form of
limiting long-term
health problem or
disability.
Accessible/adaptable
homes enable people
to live independently
in their own homes
for longer.
This is our existing
policy and given the
projected increase in
elderly population, as
identified in the
Interim LHNA, it is
important to support
all types of
accommodation.
Evidence in the
Interim LHNA shows
that there is a need
of 132 social rented
extra care units by
2040.

Implications
New
developments will
continue to help
address local
needs for
accessible
homes.

Suitable
accommodation
for the elderly will
continue to be
supported.

New
developments will
help meet local
needs.

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-for-older-and-disabled-people#accessible-and-adaptablehousing
33
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Option 4

Require the provision
of community
housing in extra care
schemes with
flexibility for whether
this is affordable
extra care or not.

The Interim LHNA
sets out a need for
1,018 community
homes per annum.
Our interim viability
study shows that
extra care schemes
can support
community housing.

New
developments will
help meet local
needs but have
the flexibility to
provide this as
extra care or
general
affordable.

Option 5

Provide clarity that
community housing
will not be sought
from care home
accommodation.

The criteria for care
home
accommodation is
set out in the London
Plan. Such
accommodation is for
people who require
nursing or personal
care, it is not selfcontained and there
are no occupancy or
tenancy agreements.

Development of
care homes will
be supported with
no additional
financial burden
on such
development.

Questions
Q 7.7 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 7.8 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Issue 5: Other housing products
You told us
There is general support around protecting HMOs, Build to Rent and
low-cost housing. You also mentioned the provision of a variety of
tenures and providing intermediate rented housing for workers
including shared living.
Options
7.24

Products such as Build to Rent Homes are relatively new and the NLPR
should expand on this element of current policy. The private rented
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sector (PRS) houses 44% of residents 34, a higher figure than that in the
2011 Census (36%) and is the largest single sector in the Borough.
There are some indications that the PRS has now plateaued.
7.25

Built to Rent homes are generally provided at a large scale and
managed by a single provider. They can offer longer term
tenancies/more certainty over long term availability; ensure high quality
management through single ownership; and a commitment to, and
investment in, place making. However, we need to ensure that such
schemes also make a contribution to the latest community housing
needs in the Borough. Therefore, we want to revisit the evidence on this
issue going forward to make sure that it is fit for purpose.

7.26

There will be other products such as student housing, large scale
purpose built shared living or co-living which is for single person
households who cannot, or, choose not to live in self-contained homes or
HMOs. We will look at the latest evidence on the need for these housing
products and try to improve existing Local Plan policies in response to
evidenced local need.

7.27

The Council has a duty under the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites to
assess the accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers as their
needs differ greatly from those who live in traditional housing. The
London Plan commits the GLA to undertaking a London wide Gypsy and
Traveller needs assessment, but in the absence of this it requires
London boroughs to update their need based assessments as part of the
development plan process.

7.28

We will need to do further work together with London Borough of
Hammersmith and Fulham on establishing and meeting the need of our
Gypsy and Traveller community living in Stable Way.

Options

Detail

Options for Build to Rent
Option 1
Support BtR
schemes based on
the interim findings
of the LHNA.
However, large
scale BtR schemes
will not be
supported on our
Opportunity Area
sites.

34

Why?

Implications

Our interim LHNA
shows that BtR
properties generally
have higher rents.
Therefore, while they
may serve a need,
they will for example
be unaffordable to key
workers. Given the
need for Opportunity
Area sites to contribute
to meeting the
Borough’s housing

This would allow
BtR schemes as
part of the mix of
homes in the
Borough.

RBKC LHNA, July 2021
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needs these sites
should provide a
variety of products.
Option 2

Require a range of
community housing
products from BtR
schemes. These
are likely to be 35%
discounted market
rent of which 70%
should be at
London Affordable
Rent and remaining
30% at London
Living Rent at
Notting Dale ward
levels.

Other forms of housing
Option 1
Co-living
accommodation –
could be supported
if further work
shows there is a
need/demand for
them in the
Borough. These
can provide
community homes
at 20%-30% in
some parts of the
Borough as per
Interim Viability
Study. Appropriate
rents will need to
be established for
the community
housing element as
these are not selfcontained.
Option 2
Continue to support
self-build in the
Borough

The initial LHNA
findings show that
even the best paid key
worker households
would be unable to
afford even the
smallest BTR property
without spending more
than 40% of their
income. Therefore,
such schemes must
also provide
community housing
products. This is
supported by the
Interim Viability Study.

BtR schemes
would also be
required to
provide much
needed
community
homes.

The Interim LHNA
shows that the lowest
co-living rents may be
affordable to the best
paid keyworkers such
as nurses and
teachers. However,
given the limited
number of sites in the
Borough and the
overwhelming need for
general and
community housing,
this is not a product
that will be implicitly
supported. Where
provided we will seek
community homes as
stated.

Limited support
for co-living
accommodation
but further
evidence is
needed on this
aspect.

This is our current
policy but due to the
densely built-up nature
of the Borough, it is not
realistic to provide

Support offered
for self-build for
those who can
rebuild.
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Option 3

Hostels and other
accommodation for
vulnerable
accommodation will
continue to be
supported.

serviced plots for selfbuild proactively.
The Council has
commissioned some
new residential units to
meet the needs of
vulnerable groups,
evidence in the Interim
LHNA suggest that the
number of rough
sleepers has increased
in recent years and is
projected to continue
increasing. A lack of
available stock for
women and families
facing domestic abuse
was also identified.

Options for Student Accommodation
Option 1
Allow student
The interim LHNA is
accommodation to
not showing a need for
change to other
more student housing
types of shared
in the Borough.
living
We need to recognise
accommodation
that if a higher
such as HMOs.
education institution
has surplus student
accommodation in the
Borough, it could be
usefully changed to
other forms of non-self
contained
accommodation.
Option 2
Allow student
The Borough has a
accommodation to
need for more homes.
change to selfHowever, the existing
contained homes,
student
where it is
accommodation will be
demonstrated it is
counted as a loss.
surplus to
requirement of the
higher education
institution.
Option 3
Support proposals
The first part is our
for new student
existing policy which
housing only where recognises that student
they do not
housing can be
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This will continue
to support
accommodation
for vulnerable
groups.

Continue to
provide
same/similar
number of nonself contained
accommodation.

Will help meet
general housing
need but could
end up losing
some numbers of
housing stock.

Prioritising
general market
housing for which

compromise the
provision of general
housing and create
mixed and
balanced
communities.

dispersed to
accessible locations
around London. It is
also important to stress
that where built student
housing should create
mixed and balanced
communities.
Option 4
Support proposals
This will enable new
for new student
student
housing only where accommodation to
linked with a higher meet the needs of local
education institution institutions.
located in the
Borough.
Option 5
Require all
Ensure only affordable
bedrooms in
new student
purpose built
accommodation is built
student
in the Borough. (This
accommodation to
will need further
be affordable as
viability testing).
defined in the
London Plan 35.
Option 6
Require maximum Ensure maximum
level of bedrooms
viable affordable new
in purpose built
student
student
accommodation is built
accommodation to
in the Borough.
be affordable as
per London Plan
Policy H15.
Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Option 1
Gypsies and
Stable Way is the only
Travellers:
Gypsy and Traveller
Maintain the
site in the Borough
existing Local Plan with an established
Policy CH6 as it is. community and there is
limited scope for
additional sites to
come forward. We
need to ensure it is
safeguarded for the
accommodation needs
of the traveller
community.

there is greater
need.

Ensures it meets
local needs.

Would only allow
new student
housing where it
is affordable.

Will seek to
maximise
affordable student
housing from
such
developments.

This will continue
to safeguard the
existing site.

The definition of affordable student accommodation is a PBSA bedroom that is provided at a rental
cost for the academic year equal to or below 55 per cent of the maximum income that a new full-time
student studying in London and living away from home could receive from the Government’s
maintenance loan for living costs for that academic year. (London Plan 2021, paragraph 4.15.8)
35
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Option 2

Gypsies and
Travellers: Amend
policy to support
the extension of the
existing Stable Way
site to
accommodate more
pitches.

The Site Appraisal
Study establishes that
there is a possibility,
taking into account
limitations, within and
around the existing site
to provide some
additional pitches.

Further work is
needed to
determine if
extension of the
site would be
feasible /
deliverable.

Questions
Q 7.9 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 7.10 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Issue 6: Estate renewal policy
You told us
The comments were generally supportive of retaining Policy CH5
and strengthening it. Several comments supported a net increase in
the provision of social rented homes, in line with the new London
Plan. Other comments were in favour of including a commitment to
require consultation with residents for all estate schemes.
Respondents supported retaining and providing additional open
green space and other amenities, especially in the context of
densification. Finally, there was some emphasis on social mixing
and rehousing existing tenants.
Options
7.29

Following the Grenfell Tower tragedy, the Council made a commitment
to end estate regeneration on Council owned estates. There is no
change to this commitment. However, the current Local Plan retains a
policy on estate renewal from 2010, which helps guide developments
on housing estates owned by registered providers.

7.30

Certain elements of this policy should be updated to reflect the London
Plan 2021. For example, we would like to make it clear that in such
schemes we will be looking not just for the replacement of the existing
homes but net additional community homes.

7.31

The Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration provides
detailed guidance for assessing appropriate approaches to estate
regeneration. In particular, only once the objectives of an estate
regeneration scheme have been formulated in consultation with
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residents, should the physical interventions required to achieve them be
considered.

Options
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Detail
Retain most of the
existing Policy CH5
on estate renewal
including the
guarantee that all
existing tenants
have an opportunity
of a home that
meets their needs,
with those wishing
to stay in the
neighbourhood
being able to do so.
Include the
following option/s.
Retaining existing
buildings and
improving them
should be
considered first
before proposals of
demolition. As per
existing policy a
compelling case will
be required for the
long term benefits
to weigh against
the considerable
disruption and
uncertainty such
projects will cause.

Why?
The policy seems fit for
purpose to provide the
planning framework for
any RP estate renewal
proposal that comes
forward. This option
was supported in
consultation.

Implications
There will be a
planning policy
framework for
estate renewal
proposals to
assess RP estate
renewal projects if
any come
forward.

There can be potential
social benefits in doing
so causing the least
disruption to people
who live on housing
estates. This approach
will also have
environmental benefits
linked with the circular
economy principles
mentioned in section 6.
The Mayor of London
supports mandatory
ballots 36 for estate
regeneration and has
made it a condition
where his funding is
sought.

It will support
retention first and
demolition only
once this has
been considered
and for robust
reasons as
stated.

Community housing
should be replaced
by at least an
equivalent number
of homes and
floorspace. Such
schemes should be

This would have wider
community benefits for
the estate and the
Borough as there is
pressing need for more
community housing in
the Borough.

It would enable
no loss of
community
housing and
potentially an
increase.

36
Better Homes for Local People, the Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration, February
2018
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Option 4

Option 5

looking at
additionality of
community
housing.
Community housing
should be replaced
on a like for like
basis i.e. social
rented with social
rented. There
should be no loss
of social rented
homes.
Schemes should be
co-designed with
the community.

There is a greater
need for social rented
housing in the Borough
and this will help
replace it.

Keeps the tenure
as existing with
no loss of social
rented housing.

The Council is
committed to
meaningful
engagement. While
this policy is for RP
development, the
principle of co-design
is extremely important
for estate renewal
schemes.

Enables the
community to codesign the
scheme.

In addition, it should be
noted that the Mayor of
London supports
mandatory ballots (see
footnote below) for
estate regeneration
and has made it a
condition where his
funding is sought.

Questions
Q 7.11 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 7.12 Do you have any other options to suggest?
Q 7.13 We consider that most parts of the retained Policy CH5
are still fit for purpose, but it can be updated to be further
strengthened as described above. We would be guided by the
community on this. Please provide us with your views.
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Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?
7.32

We consider that most of the housing policies should be revised to
reflect changes in national and London Plan policies. However, we could
retain some parts of the existing policies.
•

Local Plan Policy CH1a. We will continue to specify that we will seek
to meet and exceed our housing targets but will update the target to
the reflect the latest published target.

•

Local Plan Policy CH2c. We will continue to require the provision of
on-site community/ affordable housing.

•

Local Plan Policy CH2e. We will continue to require the provision of
community housing on site, unless the applicant can demonstrate
exceptional circumstances.

•

Local Plan Policy CH3. We will continue to require new housing to
meet minimum standards and is of a mix and type which reflects our
housing needs.

•

Local Plan Policy CH5. Most parts can be retained with further text
added as described in paragraphs 5.22 and 5.23 above.

Evidence
Standard Methodology to calculate housing need
7.33

The Government’s standard method shows that the Borough needs 627
homes in the next 10 years. This figure is derived by applying a 40 per
cent cap above the London Plan 2021 target for the Borough of 448
homes per annum. However, this is the figure of need rather than our
housing target. See further detail on the Government’s standard method
in paragraph 7.4 above.
Local Housing Market Assessment

7.34

This is the key evidence underpinning the need for the various types of
housing described in the issues above. An Interim LHNA has been
published alongside this consultation and has helped inform the options
above.
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

7.35

This is the evidence showing the land available in the Borough for
housing development. It is undertaken by the GLA to inform the housing
target mentioned above. It was carried out in 2017 and there will be no
further update to this evidence as part of the NLPR.
Viability Study

7.36

The National Planning Policy Framework requires us to undertake a
viability study for all of the planning policies so the impact on
development can be understood at the plan-making stage. The policies
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that we write must be deliverable and not put such a cost on
development that it makes development unviable. An Interim Viability
Study has been published alongside this consultation.
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8

Town Centres
Introduction

8.1

The Borough’s town centres make the borough the special place that it
is. They contain some of London’s most iconic shopping areas and are
the places where people from across the capital gather to meet or to
enjoy an extraordinary array of world class culture and entertainment.
But they are also the hubs that drive the 15 minute neighbourhood, the
places that contain the range of uses which are essential if our day-today needs are to be met and our community is to thrive.

8.2

Our town centres are under immense pressure as the market tries to
adapt to a post Covid-19 world. Whilst the gradual lifting of restrictions
has seen many people return to our centres, it seems likely that
shopping patterns will have changed for ever. Shuttered shops reflect a
sea change in how people choose to shop, accelerating the inexorable
rise of e-commerce. Our centres must be allowed to evolve if they are to
continue to thrive. They must be allowed to offer what the internet cannot
and provide an attractive and a welcoming place people will want to visit.
Government’s White Paper proposals

8.3

The White Paper recognises that within Growth and Renewal areas, it
will be possible to identify town centres and high streets as distinct
areas. Policies could support appropriate development in our town
centres.
Key facts
•

The Borough is host to eleven large town centres as well as thirty six
smaller neighbourhood centres and a number of parades which
serve the day-to-day needs of our residents.

•

A strong base.
•

The Borough has 400,000 sq. m of retail, restaurant and similar
floorspace.

•

Last year, before the Covid-19 crisis, some 55,000 visitors
travelled each day to these centres to use the 2,600 shops and
500 restaurants and bars as well as to enjoy a host of museums
and other attractions.

•

Rapidly changing patterns of shopping. A modest over supply of
comparison goods floorspace likely by 2043. This is the first time this
will ever have happened in this Borough.

•

The role of the internet for comparison shopping is increasing, from
9% in 2010, to 23% in 2021 and predicted to rise to 29% by 2040.
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Figure 8.1 RBKC Town Centres
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Issues and Options
Issue 1: Covid-19 recovery and maintaining the vitality of our
centres
You told us
In the responses to the Issues paper, you told us that you valued
town centres as places to go shopping, to meet your day-to day
needs and to go out and to socialise. The NLPR must contain the
policies which allow our centres to serve these different functions,
and in the words of the Government guidance, to maintain their
“vitality and viability”.
However, there was no consensus as to how this should be
achieved. Whilst there were a range of views, clear majorities of
respondents objected to cycle lanes and supported the introduction
of more licensed areas in the Borough. Many were concerned that
support for our town centres was being prioritised over the right of
residents.
Options
8.4

How we can best maintain vitality will have a number of elements. How
can we make sure that new “town centre” uses are directed to where
they should be? Is there anything we can do to help ensure that our town
centres provide the right mix of uses? Can the Council help a centre
evolve in such a way as to build upon its strengths?
Town centre first

8.5

The NPPF and the London Plan require a “town centre first approach”
and a “sequential test” for any new town centre use. This means that
councils are expected to direct new shops and other commercial town
centre uses to existing centres. We should only allow new commercial
uses outside of our existing centres where there is no room either within,
or then close to, an existing centre. These principles have served the
Council well and we intend to take these principles forward into our
new Local Plan.

8.6

However, this is an opportunity to revisit some of the details around
these tests, and to consider whether we need to change our current
approach.
Options
Option 1

Detail
The Council should
continue to support the
provision of smaller
shops (less than 400 sq
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Why?
This helps
create walkable
neighbourhoods.

Implications
Any applicant
seeking such a
use will not
need to carry

m) in areas of retail
deficiency.

Option 2

Support the creation of
new office floorspace
across the Borough.

out a “retail
impact
assessment”.
This differs
from the
national
indicative
threshold for
such an
assessment of
2,500 sq m. 37
Offices make a
particular
contribution to
our Employment
Zones or to
other areas
outside of our
town centres.

Normally
proposals for
new office
floorspace
must be
assessed
through the
sequential test.
They need to
be within town
centres, and
only elsewhere
when there is
no room within
a centre.

Questions
Q 8.1 These options are not mutually exclusive. Do you
support these options?
Q 8.2 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Mix of uses within our centres
8.7

For many years the Council has tried to influence the mix of uses within
our centres. The core of these centres contain the critical mass of shops
with the peripheral parts being home to more cafés, restaurants and
other service uses. It is this mix, or range of uses, which make our
centres the successful places that they are.

37
Para 89 of the NPPF allows a LPA to set an locally set threshold above which an impact
assessment is required.
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8.8

Recent changes to planning regulations mean that councils are no
longer able to take this approach. Planning permission is no longer
required for one “commercial, business or service” use to change to
another. 38

8.9

This flexibility will have its benefits. It will allow businesses to remain
agile, to adapt and to evolve without the delays or the uncertainty that
the planning process can cause. However, it also has its challenges.
Gone is our ability to use the planning system to resist the uses which
may not sit well in a shopping area, to protect valued community uses, or
to resist a use which has the potential to disturb those who live nearby.
The NLPR must reflect the changes to regulations and can no
longer have detailed frontage policies which set out the proportion
of shops that we can expect in different parts of our town centres.

8.10

This is not to say that the planning system does not allow a Council to
have any influence as to the nature of uses allowed in its town centres.
Possible approaches are set out below.
Options
Option 1

Detail
Use planning
conditions, when
new floorspace is
being proposed, to
ensure that only
those commercial
uses which will
support the vitality
of a centre is
allowed. For
example, resist the
creation of new
offices in otherwise
prime retail
frontages.

Why?
Ensures vibrancy
in town centres by
creating active
frontages.

Implications
Landowners /
applicants will
need planning
permission to
change the use in
the future.

Option 2

Develop a new
policy setting out
where pubs and
takeaways are
appropriate.

As these are not
included in the
new Class E use
class, planning
permission is still
required to create
a new pub or
takeaway.

An over
concentration of
these uses could
harm the retail
function of part of
a centre, and/or
disturb those living
nearby.

Option 3

Embrace the
In-line with the
Government’s
Government’s
regulatory changes objectives to allow

The Council’s
licencing, rather
than planning

38
Class E uses included shops, estate agents, cafes and restaurants, offices, medical uses, gyms
and nurseries.
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and let the centres
evolve as the
market sees fit.

greater flexibility of
uses within town
centres.

regime, could
protect the living
conditions of those
who live within, or
close to, our
centres.

Questions
Q 8.3 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one.
Q 8.4 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Residential uses within our centres
8.11

A recent change to planning regulations means that a council can only
consider a narrow suite of issues when deciding whether most town
centre uses can be used for housing. 39 These don’t include the impact
that the proposal will have upon the use being lost or the impact that that
the introduction of non-commercial uses will have upon the very
character and vitality of the centres.

8.12

We intend to make what is known as an “Article 4 direction” to ensure
that planning permission will continue to be required. However, this is a
long process, which cannot be confirmed until at least August 2022.
Questions
Q 8.5 Do you support us making an Article 4 direction to
ensure that planning permission will continue to be required
for changes of use of commercial, business and service
uses to residential? If so, should the direction cover all our
town centres?
Q 8.6 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Planning permission is not required for a change of use of a vacant E class use, less than 1,500 sq m in size to
a new home. It is replaced with a system of prior approval. Further details are available here.

39
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Issue 2: The future nature of our town centres
You told us
Most of those who responded to our Issues consultation recognised
that our town centres will have to change if they are to remain
relevant. Whilst many of these changes will be driven by market
forces the Council will still have an important role to play. We can
galvanise and coordinate, invest and support to help our centres
remain fit for purpose in a period of unprecedented change.
Options
8.13

We recognise that this change may be difficult. What may be suitable for
one centre, may be wholly unsuitable for another. A “vibrant” centre with
a thriving evening economy may be an exciting place to visit but it may
not contain the shops or other services which some residents want. The
very restaurants which many wish to visit may have the potential to
disturb those who do not.

8.14

To help us achieve this balance the Council is working with the Citizen’s
Panel, with other residents’ groups and with businesses to help us codesign a set of high level principles to help use shape the future roles of
our centres. These can become the practical toolkits which will help us
develop the strategies to help our centres thrive.

8.15

The Council has long recognised the positive contribution that outdoor
hospitality makes to creating attractive and vibrant town centres with
thriving economies. During the Pandemic a significant number of new
outdoor uses and venues have been established, many of which have
been very well received and this has served to underline the crucial role
these areas play in creating convivial and successful town centres.

8.16

In the short-term there is a critical need to continue this support for Local
hospitality businesses in the immediate aftermath of the Pandemic, but
also to recognise and seize upon the longer-term opportunities
presented by broadening the opportunity for businesses to deliver these
facilities. This can be achieved through delivering new high-quality public
spaces which actively foster outdoor life and hospitality as well as
supporting innovative uses of existing outdoor areas and spaces.
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Active high
street
Support
for
businesses
Night
time high
street
Attractive
place to visit
Figure 8.2 Possible principles of a successful high street

8.17

Possible strategies could include:
Centre
South
Kensington

Future direction
Build on its strength as a world class cultural
destination and a place to eat out and meet
friends

Kensington High
Street

The civic heart of the borough and an outstanding
cultural destination.

Portobello Road

A place centred on its vibrant and distinctive
street market which serves the day to day needs
of those living nearby but also visitors from
around the world.

King’s Road

The rich and iconic brand of the King’s Road will
be consolidated so that it remains one of
London’s most vibrant shopping streets. This will
be supported by places to eat and by world class
cultural destinations.

Knightsbridge

Remain as one of London’s most exclusive
national and international shopping destinations.

Notting Hill Gate

A centre which will build upon its long standing
reputation for the arts, culture and for the evening
economy. It will also use the opportunity as one of
the borough’s main employment areas to provide
the premises needed by the types of agile
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business which will thrive in a post Covid-19
world.

Questions
Q 8.7 Do you support any of these suggested strategies for
our town centres?
Q 8.8 Do you have any other options to suggest?

8.18

A review of a local plan also offers an opportunity for us to review the
boundaries of our town centres. There may be parts of some of our
centres which are struggling and may be best “de-designated” if we are
to concentrate the shops that we do need in the areas best placed to
take advantage of them. Conversely, there may be other areas where an
expansion of a centre, or the creation of a shop outside of a centre, may
be appropriate. It may be that new development outside of an existing
centre provides an opportunity to attract visitors and help create the
distinct and special places that we are looking to support.
Questions
Q 8.9 Are any areas or parades which should be added to,
or removed from an existing centre? Please be specific
and explain why.

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?
8.19

Our policies will need to recognise that we cannot fine tune the mix of
uses within our town centres as we once did. However, the Council does
not intend to change the overall ambition of maintaining “vital and viable”
town centres.

8.20

The protection and promotion of new arts and cultural uses, both within,
and outside of our town centres will also continue to have an important
role to play.

8.21

We intend to take the following policies forward into our new Local Plan
•

Local Plan Policy CF1. We will continue to follow the planning
policy guidance issued by the Government within the National
Planning Policy Framework and endorse the “town centre first”
approach for new retail floorspace.

•

Local Plan Policy CF2. This policy explains how the Council
intends to promote the vitality and vitality of its town centres, and
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to ensure that the type and scale of development reflects the role
that each centre plays within the Town Centre Hierarchy. This
approach remains as valid today as it did at adoption of the
current Local Plan.
•

Local Plan Policy CF4 is intended to ensure that street markets
remain as part of the Borough’s retail offer. We do not intend to
change it.

•

Local Plan Policy CF7. This policy seeks to support new and
existing arts and cultural facilities whilst allowing some changes
where this “enables” an overall improvement on over all provision
in the borough.

Evidence
Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment
8.22

We have commissioned Urban Shape to look at the amount of
floorspace we would need if we are to provide for all the shopping needs
of those who would normally visit the Borough. This study is also looking
at the amount of leisure floorspace needed within our centres.

8.23

Initial findings would suggest that whilst our centres should remain
healthy there may be a modest oversupply of comparison retail floor
space in some areas. Over supply is unheard of in this borough and a
reflection of just how much on-going retail trends have accelerated over
the last 18 months. This suggests that care must be taken if we are to
consolidate our centres and support their ongoing vitality.

8.24

The full findings of this study will feed into the next stage of the NLPR.
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9

Business and Culture
Introduction

9.1

The Borough is not a strategic office location in the way that the City of
London or the Isle of Dogs are. However, we are home to a vibrant and
a varied business sector which makes an important contribution to the
country’s economy. Our business sector is also greatly valued at a more
local level for the jobs it provides, for the contribution it makes to the
character of our streets and for the people it brings to our town centres.
Government’s White Paper proposals

9.2

The White Paper places emphasis on the provision of new homes, so
that those who want to live in the Borough have a better chance of doing
so. However, this borough is very small and does not have much surplus
or undeveloped land. This means that we may have to make difficult
choices and may not be able to prioritise the provision of certain
commercial uses as we do now.
Key Facts
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Borough contains just under 15,600 registered businesses.
85% employ less than 9 people.
Office premises employ some 38,900 people.
Economic output of almost £1.5 billion.
720,000 sq. m office floorspace.
A particular strength in the fashion, publishing and music industries,
being home to major record labels as well as over 400 associated
independent studios and production facilities.
Rapidly growing creative sector, more than a quarter more jobs in this
sector than in 2012.
Pre Covid-19 vacancy rates just 2.2%.
A need for between 50,000 sq m and 76,000 sq m of additional office
floorspace by 2043.
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Figure 9.1 Business Premises in RBKC
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Issues and options
Issue 1: The provision of offices
You told us
You told us that you value the Borough’s office sector, the
contribution that it makes to the economy and the employment
opportunities that it offers. However, you also recognised that the
nature of the office sector may change in a post Covid-19 world, and
that offices should only be protected where they are needed. There
were some areas, or some types of property, where some felt
homes were a better use.
Options
9.3

In a borough such as ours, where residential property values are
generally significantly higher than any other, new offices rarely come
forward unbidden. So, in order to try to meet our need for new office
floorspace we do two things. Firstly, we try to stop the loss of any
existing offices; and secondly, we encourage the provision of new offices
in what we think are appropriate locations. In particular, we will only
support new building in our three Employment Zones when this includes
additional office floorspace.

9.4

This approach has proved successful, with for the first time in many
years the Borough seeing a net increase in office floorspace being built
out. However, it is now timely to consider whether this approach is still
appropriate. It is possible that whilst there is still an overall need for new
office floorspace, the nature of the space needed might change. Can we
release office floorspace in some areas, or from some types of building,
whilst encouraging the provision of new floorspace elsewhere?

9.5

The recent changes to planning regulations mean that the Council will
have to make an Article 4 direction if it is to continue to require planning
permission for changes of any business use to residential. It is only
through the planning application process where we can use our own
policies to decide whether a proposal is in the best interests of the
Borough. Planning permission will not be required for changes of use
within the E use class.
Options
Option 1

Detail
Continue to
protect all offices,
where planning
permission is
required, unless
evidence suggests
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Why?
There is still an
unmet need for
offices in this
borough, and this
will only be met if
we protect the

Implications
Any applicant
seeking the loss of
office floorspace
will need to
provide evidence
which shows that

that there is no
long term future
for that use.

offices that we
have.

the particular
office does not
have a long term
future.

Option 2

Release offices in
certain locations
or within certain
types of premises.

Parts of the
Borough are more
attractive to office
occupiers than
others. There may
be areas where
offices are now
inherently
unsuitable. In the
same way, are
any types of
building no longer
suitable for
offices?

Naming particular
areas, or types of
premises which
can be changed to
other uses will
ease the planning
process, cutting
out the need for
expensive
evidence
gathering by
property owners.
It will also see the
provision of
additional new
homes. This may
be at the expense
of viable office
floorspace.

Option 3

Allow the loss of
offices to certain
“valued uses”
such as social and
community uses
or to RBKC
community
housing.

The pressure on
many of the
Borough’s offices
is from higher
value market
homes. Allowing
change of use to
other “valued”
uses may increase
the provision of
such uses, to the
benefit of our
residents.

We may see an
increase in the
provision of those
uses which the
market may not
naturally provide.
This may be at the
expense of
existing offices.

Option 4

Business led
development in
Employment
Zones

Business uses
tend to be less
valuable than
residential, so
rarely come
forward on their
own. Allowing new
homes in our
Employment
Zones, but only
when supported

An applicant will
have to provide a
viability
assessment to
show that a
suitable balance of
new homes and
business
floorspace is
proposed.
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by new business
development, is
one way of
meeting our need
for new offices.
Option 5

Make an Article 4
direction so that
planning
permission
continues to be
allowed for
changes of use of
offices to
residential.

Without an Article
4 direction the
Borough is likely
to see the loss of
many of its smaller
offices.

If the Council is to
be allowed to use
its own policies to
decide whether a
particular office is
protected the
change of use
must require
planning
permission.

Questions
Q 9.1 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one
Q 9.2 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Issue 2: Light industrial uses
You told us
Many of you told us that you supported the protection of the spaces
suitable for small businesses and for the technology sector. These
workshops and maker spaces were needed by designers, artisans and
by artists who would “create” and help make the borough a vibrant and
exciting place to both live in and to visit. They were also needed for the
more mundane, but no less important, purpose of allowing you to get
your cars serviced close to home.
You also recognised that the freedoms offered by the E use class means
that protection may no longer be possible, and that a council may no
longer be in a position to favour one commercial use over another.
Options
9.6

The Council promotes the widest range of business uses to ensure that
the Borough can benefit from the talents of all those who live here. To
this end we have tried to support light industrial uses where we can, and
to resist their loss to residential.
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9.7

However, this ambition must be seen in the context of planning
regulations which have long allowed one business use to change to
another without the need for planning permission. The recent changes to
the E use class open up these freedoms still further.
Options
Option 1

Detail
Promote the
provision of new
light industrial
floorspace as part
of larger
commercial
developments.

Why?
Lower cost
workshops are
needed across
the Borough and
can provide the
premises which
will provide places
for local people to
work.

Implications
“Promoting” rather
than “requiring”
the provision of
workshops should
not jeopardise the
deliverability of
proposals.

Option 2

Resist the loss of
maker spaces
and other light
industrial uses to
residential.

Without policy
protection light
industrial
premises will be
lost to residential.
This is a reflection
of a deferential in
commercial value
rather than any
inherent
weakness in the
employment
sector.

This will only be
possible if we
have an Article 4
direction to
require planning
permission for
changeof use of E
class uses to
residential.

Questions
Q 9.3 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one
Q 9.4 Do you have any other options to suggest?

105

Issue 3: Affordable workspaces
You told us
There was no consensus on this issue. Whilst many of you supported the
provision of discounted workspaces which could be used by start-ups
and by small local businesses others questioned the need for such
premises and were concerned that a requirement for discounted
workspaces could discourage investment and harm the deliverability of
relevant schemes.

Options
9.8

We know that the creation of new offices and other workspaces can
have considerable benefits. However, we also know that new premises
are usually more expensive than those they are replacing, and this can
price out the original tenants. One way to help both existing small
businesses and those looking to move into the Borough is to require
developers to provide new flexible ‘affordable workspaces’. These
spaces can be the seed beds for the future, providing the affordable and
the highly flexible premises needed by a range of creatives and social
enterprises in these challenging times. One only needs to look at the
success of our own Baseline Studios to see the need for further flexible
and affordable workspaces across the Borough.

9.9

There are a number of models which provide for affordable workspaces.
It may be that the developer themselves act as the workspace provider.
It may be that the space is managed on behalf of the developer, or even
that the space is managed by the Council. The common theme is that
the workspace is let to recognised valued businesses which could not
afford the going market rate.

9.10

There will be a cost associated with the provision of an affordable
workspace, but this is a cost borne by the owner or developer rather
than by the Council or by the tenant. Given that a scheme must be
profitable if it is to be delivered, we must make sure that we do not add
so many extra costs that they become an unacceptable burden. We may
have to prioritise these costs. Might there be circumstances where we
should choose, for example, the provision of affordable workspace over
that of community housing?
Options
Option 1

Detail
Affordable
workspaces
should be
provided as part
of new larger
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Why?
Affordable
workspaces help
support a sector
of the industry
which may not be

Implications
Developers will
have to include a
small amount of
affordable
workspace as part
of their

scale commercial
schemes.

provided for by
the market.

commercial or
mixed-use
schemes. This
should be at a
level which does
not affect the
viability of the
scheme. Choices
may have to be
taken as to what
“cost” is
prioritised.

Option 2

What model of
affordable
workspace should
the Council
support?

There are various
models which can
help deliver the
provision of lowcost workspaces
to be used by
those who add
social value. Not
all will be suitable
in this borough.

The cost to a
developer will
depend on the
model chosen. It
will also influence
the nature of the
floorspace being
provided and the
opportunities
open to those
looking to occupy
it.

Option 3

The provision of a
range of
workspaces in
large commercial
development
should be
supported but
there be no
requirement for
formally
discounted space.

If the Council is to
see the need for
new commercial
floorspace met, it
should seek to
minimise any cost
associated with it.

New business
floorspace will
only be available
to those who can
afford market
rates. This will
force many to
locate outside of a
higher value
borough such as
ours.

Questions
Q 9.5 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one
Q 9.6 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 4: Hotels/ Visitor accommodation

You told us
We didn’t raise the issue of hotels in our recent consultation paper.
However, some of you told us that this is something which needs to be
looked at as demand changes coming out of a Covid-19 world. Some
questioned whether we be should protecting hotels, or whether the
market should be left to decide whether they are converted to new
homes.
Options
9.11

In pre-Covid times tourism was one of the borough’s key economic
drivers. In 2019, it was estimated that Kensington and Chelsea befitted
more than any other borough from the spending power of tourists, at just
over £5 billion pounds, with the tourist industry providing 121,000 jobs.
There will be a symbiotic relationship between spend, jobs and the hotel
sector. Tourists stay in our hotels, visit our attractions and shop in our
centres, and it is the availability of rooms (estimated to be close to
15,100 40) will be one of the factors which attract our overseas visitors.

9.12

Whilst current uncertainty and restrictions means that it may not be until
2024 when we might expect to welcome visitor back in the numbers we
have before, the good times will return. The Borough remains an
attractive place to visit with its iconic shopping centres and markets,
Carnival, the South Kensington Museums as well as an extraordinary
cultural offer. We must make sure that we are open for business and
there are places to stay when our visitors can return.

Projections of demand and supply for visitor accommodation in London to 2050. GLA Economics
2017. This figure includes 15,151 “serviced rooms” only and not rooms let privately through Airbnb
and similar platforms.
40
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Figure 9.2: Estimated Gross Value Added (£m) per borough. Source: London First,
Tourist Information (2019)

9.13

Airbnb and its likeminded rivals have transformed the Borough’s tourist
sector. The discerning visitor can now choose to stay in someone’s
home as well as in one of the Borough’s 180 hotels. Whilst the Council
welcomes and will continue to support innovation across the sector, we
recognise that less formal “homestays” may not be without their
problems. They can result in the loss of the homes needed by our
residents and, when not properly managed, unneighbourly behaviour
can harm those who live nearby.

Options
Option 1

Detail
Continue to
protect hotel
rooms and other
forms of visitor
accommodation
across the
Borough
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Why?
There will be a
continued need
for hotel rooms to
serve those
visiting the
Borough and the
rest of London.

Implications
A land owner/
hotelier will only
be allowed to lose
their hotel when
they can
demonstrate it is
no longer viable.

Option 2

Allow the loss of
hotels in Earl’s
Court ward.

The closure of the
exhibition centre
means that there
is not the local
demand for hotels
that there once
was. This has led
to a number of
smaller hotels in
the area
struggling to
remain in
business.

The loss of a
viable hotel will
harm the
Borough’s
economy.
However, it can
also speed up the
conversion of
failing hotels in an
area which has
historically seen a
particular
concentration of
poorly run
establishments.

Option 3

Support the
diversification of
existing hotels
and the provision
of new related
facilities.

The hotel sector
is changing, and
the Council
should be open to
changes, and to
new models of
operation to
support the
sector.

This may result in
the loss of
conventional
hotels to serviced
apartments and
aparthotels.

Questions
Q 9.7 Which of these options do you support? You can pick
more than one
Q 9.8 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?
9.14

Given the possible long-term legacy of Covid-19 on the need for office
floorspace across the Borough, the Council intends to review all the
policies which relate to all former B class business floorspace.

9.15

We intend to take the following policies forward into our new Local Plan
•

Local Plan Policy CF9. This policy resists the loss of permanent
homes to short term lets, when planning permission is needed.
We intend to take this policy forward. This will allow us to maintain
our stock of homes and also to ensure that the living conditions of
our residents are protected.
110

•

Local Plan Policy CF10. This policy is concerned with identifying
those parts of the Borough which may be suitable for diplomatic
use. It has proved effective, and as such we intend to take it
forward.

•

Local Plan Policy CF11. The South Kensington Museums
complex forms part of a wider London Plan designation of the
“South Kensington Strategic Cultural Area”. This policy seeks to
promote and enhance arts and cultural uses in this area. It is
intended that it will be taken forward into the next Local Plan.

Evidence
Employment Land and Premises Study
9.16

We have commissioned Iceni Projects to consider the need for new
office and industrial floorspace over the lifetime of the Plan. This will
consider the long-term impact of the Covid-19 on the business sector,
and how it may permanently change. Initial findings suggest that there
will be a need for between 50,000 sq m and 76,000 sq m of office
floorspace by the end of the plan period. However, we will review and
further test this as further information about the return to work comes to
light.
Affordable workspaces

9.17

The Council is carrying out work to consider which models may be best
suited to providing affordable workspaces in the Borough. This will
include an assessment of the impact that affordable workspaces will
have upon the overall viability of a scheme.
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10

Social and Community Uses
Introduction

10.1

For a borough to function properly it must provide the uses which will
meet the needs of those who live within it. This goes beyond places to
shop, or places to work, important though these are, but include those
uses which are essential to the health and wellbeing of all our
communities. These are the uses which allow us to educate our children,
keep us healthy and bring people together and help make the Borough
the place that it is.

10.2

The NLPR must ensure that we have the right social infrastructure in the
right places, both now and in the future. Properly done, this will allow us
to build upon our walkable communities’ or to make sure that everyone
has access to the facilities they need. This will depend on the nature of
the use, so while it may be fine to drive to travel to a hospital, nowhere in
the Borough should be more than a short walk from a GP surgery.
Government’s White Paper proposals

10.3

The White Paper emphasises the need for public involvement so that the
planning system can help deliver what is valued by local people. We will
use any planning powers in the new system to protect the range of social
and community uses needed to support those living within and visiting
our borough.
Key facts
•

95% of the Borough lies within 400 m from a shopping centre.

•

85% of the Borough lies within 800 m from a GP Surgery.

•

94% of the Borough lies within 800 m from a primary school.

•

We are home to three NHS hospitals.

•

We have 2 sixth form colleges, 6 secondary schools, 27 primary
schools and 2 special schools.
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Issues
Issue 1: Types of social and community use
You told us
You value an open and a diverse community where all are provided
for and which allows all to thrive. You also told us that you would like
the planning definition of a social and community use to be widened
to include a range of uses which we have traditionally considered in
other parts of our plan. This includes cultural uses, such as
museums, theatres, galleries, and rehearsal spaces as well as
parks, gardens and other outdoor areas.
Options
10.4

The current Local Plan identifies five broad categories of social and
community use. These are:
•

medical or quasi-medical uses, including (both private and NHS)
doctors and dental surgeries and other medical facilities. This also
includes hospitals which may have a national or even an international
function;

•

education uses, including primary and secondary, private and grant
maintained, schools, creches, nurseries and youth facilities;

•

sports facilities, including playing fields, leisure centres, swimming
pools, gyms and small fitness studios and the like;

•

uses supporting the emergency sectors, including fire stations and
police stations; and,

•

other ‘valued use’. These include (but are not restricted to) uses such
as launderettes, public houses, pharmacies, post offices, petrol filling
stations, libraries, meeting rooms, places of worship and bespoke
premises for the voluntary sector.

10.5

For clarity, it is worth noting that the Council consider residential hostels
and care homes to be social and community uses, but only where a
significant amount of nursing care is provided. This does not include
“extra care” homes which are self-contained. These are described in
more detail in the London Plan.

10.6

By the same token residential hostels which provide for the needs of the
more vulnerable are a social and community use, but those that serve
students and tourists are not.

113

Options
Option 1

Detail
Add a separate
category of cultural
uses (e.g. galleries,
theatres, museums,
rehearsal and dance
space) into the
definition.

Why?
Cultural uses deliver
both economic and
social benefits,
serving local
community as well as
visitors of the
borough. The loss of
cultural venues,
facilities or spaces
can have a
detrimental effect on
an area, particularly
when they serve a
local community
function.

Implications
Cultural uses will
be protected
however defined.

Option 2

Include river-based
recreational facilities
as part of sport
facilities definition

The Borough’s
location on the River
Thames provides an
opportunity for
development of riverbased recreational
uses and this space
should be recognised
as part of the sport
facilities definition.

In the current
definition of social
and community
uses, while riverbased facilities
fall under the
sports facilities
category, it is not
explicitly stated.
This would clarify
it.

Option 3

Add a separate
category of parks
and open spaces
(e.g. parks, open
spaces, garden
squares, cemeteries)
into the definition.

Parks and open
spaces have a
community function
and contribute to the
wellbeing of local
community as well as
visitors of the
borough.

Parks and open
spaces will be
protected
regardless but
this would
explicitly
recognise the role
they play for the
community.

Questions
Q 10.1 Which of these options do you support? You can
pick more than one
Q 10.2 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 2: The protection of social and community uses
You told us
You generally support our current approach to protect a wide range
of social and community uses across the Borough. A use should
only be lost in one location if we are satisfied that this allows an
increased provision over the wider area. However, many of you
were also sympathetic to the loss of a use where we were satisfied
that it is no longer needed and where those that used the service
would not miss out.
Options
10.7

The policies within the Local Plan allow the nature of a social and
community use to change where this reflects the changing needs of the
sector. However, as drafted, they do not allow for the loss of the use
even where it is clear that the building is no longer suitable or where an
alternative use may have significant benefit. This can be problematic as
it can stop otherwise excellent proposals coming forward.

10.8

The Government recently changed planning regulations, means that the
Council is no longer able to protect all social and community uses.
Clinics, health centres, nurseries and gyms no longer need planning
permission to change to shops, restaurants, offices or other commercial
or business uses. Any new policy must reflect the freedoms offered
by the new regulations.

10.9

The new permitted development rights allowing Class E uses to change
to residential through prior approval rather than planning permission will
also have an impact on the Council’s ability to protect valued uses. Our
proposed Article 4 direction should address this issue as it will allow us
to continue to require planning permission. However, even without a
direction we are still able to consider, “the impact on the local provision
of the type of service lost” when the change of use includes the loss of a
nursery or a health centre.

Options
Option 1

Detail
Retain our existing
approach whereby
there is a
presumption
against the loss of
any social and
community use.

Why?
This approach has
proved successful in
retaining the Borough’s
stock of social capital.

Implications
This lacks
flexibility and can
discourage
otherwise suitable
schemes coming
forward.

Option 2

Generally protect
social and

This approach will
protect the social and

This may assist
the delivery of
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Option 3

community uses,
but allow their loss
where we are
satisfied that the
loss brings forward
another valued use.
Such a use might
include RBKC
community housing

community uses from
unnecessary loss yet
allow for flexibility and
will ensure that
otherwise excellent
proposals can come
forward.

other valued
uses.

Generally protect
social and
community uses,
but allow their loss
where we are
satisfied that the
loss will not result
in a deficit in the
provision of that
use.

The need for various
social and community
uses differs over time.
Allowing the loss of a
use no longer needed
would free up that use
for others.

This may result in
the loss of the
stock of premises
suitable for social
and community
uses.

Questions
Q 10.3 Which of these options do you support? You can
pick more than one
Q 10.4 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 3: The need for new social and community uses
You told us
You highlighted what you saw as a lack of facilities across the
Borough. These included the need for the NHS to provide new
health centres and specialist clinics; the need for new community
spaces and meeting rooms; as well as the need for new gyms,
swimming pools and children’s play spaces. The need for new
meeting rooms was also place specific, with a need identified in the
Earl’s Court, Chelsea Riverside, Pembridge and the Colville area.
Options
10.10

The Council will carry out a review of the current and projected need for
social and community uses to ensure that the right uses are provided in
the right places.

10.11

This is not something we can do on our own, and we will draw on the
advice of our partners such as the National Health Service and the
Metropolitan Police to make sure that the myriad needs of our
communities are understood.

10.12

We are also preparing an updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)
which will set out the type of infrastructure required to support
development in the Borough.

Options
Option 1

Detail
Require
developments to
make a planning
contribution
towards creation of
new social and
community
infrastructure based
on the IDP and,
where appropriate,
a local needs
assessment.

Why?
The needs of a
development will
depend on its scale
and its nature. These
may be best assessed
having regard to both
the existing needs of
those who live in the
vicinity as well as the
additional needs
created by the
occupying the new
development. Needs
will be identified at a
borough-wide level,
with the level of
contribution calculated
strategically.
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Implications
For larger
strategic sites/
allocations the
need for social
and community
uses should be
identified within
the appropriate
allocation.
Planning
contributions will
be sought for
smaller
developments.

Questions
Q 10.5 Do you support the option proposed?
Q 10.6 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?
10.13

The Council intends to review all the policies within the Local Plan which
relate to the provision and/or protection of social and community
facilities.
Evidence
Social Infrastructure Study

10.14

The Council will carry out an assessment of the need for a range of
social and community needs over the Plan period. This will include an
assessment of the need created by the new development identified
within the Plan as well as an assessment of the changing needs of our
existing communities.
Sports Pitches Strategy

10.15

The Council will carry out an audit of existing sports pitches and sport
facilities in the borough and an assessment of the need for new pitches
and facilities.
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11

Transport
Introduction

11.1

Cars, e-scooters, bikes and walking - as well as public transport - should
all form part of the transport mix in Kensington and Chelsea. However, in
order to improve air quality, cut carbon emissions, reduce road traffic
casualties, accommodate any growth in population and promote the
health benefits of active travel, we need to continue to support walking,
cycling and public transport. To this end, the Mayor of London has
defined a “Healthy Streets” approach within the London Plan that we
shall apply to our context. The challenge is to identify how best to do
this.
Key facts
•

There are 204 km (128 miles) of roads in the Borough. The Council is
the highway authority for 92% of the adopted highway network.
Transport for London maintains the remaining roads on four strategic
corridors.

•

People travelling into the Borough raise the daytime population on an
average weekday by 95,000 to some 253,000.

•

The majority (54%) of households in the Borough do not own a car.

•

Twelve per cent of Borough residents cycle at least once a week and
just over 80 per cent walk at least once a week.

•

Within the Royal Borough, 55 percent of nitrogen dioxide in our air
and 54 per cent of particulate matter come from road transport.

•

In implementing the Mayoral Transport Strategy, the Borough aims to
increase the proportion of journeys undertaken by walking, cycling
and public transport from 74% in recent years to 85% by 2041.

Issues
Issue 1: Increasing active travel
You told us
There was a general consensus in support of new development
being located within areas with good accessibility to public transport
and local services along with safe and well-connected pedestrian
and cycling routes. You also told us that ensuring appropriate
pedestrian and cycling facilities within and surrounding new
development is important in encouraging and facilitating active
travel.
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Options
11.2

Walking and cycling improve health and are good for the environment.
Increasing public awareness of the negative health impacts of poor air
quality and the obesity crisis is an opportunity for change.

11.3

Both walking and cycling are more space-efficient than travelling by car.
They permit streets to be used as places and not just for movement. It is
vital that new development serves to make the Borough more walkable
and more conducive to cycling. This can be done by improving
infrastructure, removing barriers to movement and by ensuring that all
borough residents live close to the amenities and services they need.

11.4

Our roads are becoming safer – the number of recorded road traffic
casualties in the Borough has more than halved since 2005 – however
there is a long way to go before all residents will feel safe and secure
walking and cycling. Interventions such as improved lighting, better road
crossings and the provision of seating and cycle parking are needed if
the benefits of active travel are to be realised by all.

11.5

There are significant barriers to increasing walking and cycling in some
parts of the Borough. Infrastructure including rail lines and busy roads
can be difficult to cross or intimidating. The Council through its Local
Plan can identify and set out policies to address impediments to walking
and cycling and to make those modes more attractive.

11.6

The enormous changes to travel patterns that have been seen since the
coronavirus lockdown provide an opportunity to increase levels of
walking and especially cycling. Active travel will continue to have an
increased importance while public transport capacity is constrained by
the need for social distancing.

Options
Option 1

Detail
New developments that
deliver new streets
should be laid out so as
to preclude motorised
through traffic while
being fully permeable
for active modes of
travel.

Why?
This will ensure
that new streets
provide an
attractive
environment for
active travel.

Implications
Motorised traffic in
new development
areas would use
existing roads.

Questions
Q 11.1 Do you support this option?
Q 11.2 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 2: Traffic congestion
You told us
Many responses expressed support for the Council’s existing Permit
Free policy and for the application of maximum car parking
standards within new development. A number of responses urged
caution in ensuring that vulnerable groups reliant on private cars for
mobility are not unduly impacted.
Options
11.7

The majority of the Borough’s streets were designed and laid out before
the advent of the car. They are often dominated by traffic, despite
borough residents having some of the lowest levels of car ownership in
the country. In recent years, a trend of falling traffic volumes, we had
seen over a decade, has been reversed, largely due an increase in
commercial vehicle traffic.

11.8

Modern technological advances constantly shape the way we shop, work
and our demand for travel through activities such as flexible working and
internet shopping. Consumers who are now aware of the impact of
private car use on traffic congestion, air quality and climate change, are
not always making the link between their online shopping habits and the
growth in the number of light vans on our streets. The recent rise in the
number of private hire vehicles and the increasing popularity of appbased private hire services, has also increased the number of vehicle
trips on our streets.

11.9

There is a need to better manage servicing traffic in the Borough to
ensure that deliveries are consolidated and that they occur outside of the
busiest travel times.

11.10

The Council has long recognised that car clubs offer a more efficient
model of car use than traditional private car ownership. They reduce onstreet parking demand and encourage the use of active travel modes. As
the sharing economy becomes more entrenched, as appears to be the
trend, the reduced need for car parking will provide opportunities to
transform the public domain.

11.11

In time, the likely widespread adoption of autonomous vehicle
technologies, could have transformative effects on road conditions, the
Borough’s streets and society generally.

11.12

In the near term, parking demand management will continue to be
important given the prevalence of saturated parking conditions. Our
policy that requires new residential development to be resident parking
permit-free continues to be effective and of value.

11.13

The Mayor of London is progressing proposals within the emerging New
London Plan that will require, rather than encourage, zero car parking in
121

well-connected locations. In the Borough (save for blue badge parking)
EV only parking, as an alternative to car free, is also an aspiration.

Options
Option 1

Detail
Where parking is
provided within new
developments,
require this to be
restricted to blue
badge parking only.

Why?
There is a need to
reduce reliance on
private car use
arising from new
developments in
order to ensure
congestion and
pollution levels
across the borough
are not exacerbated.

Implications
Car parking within
new
developments
would be
restricted to blue
badge holders
with essential
need only.

Option 2

Require new
development to
provide dedicated
on-site areas to
facilitate the
consolidation of
deliveries and
servicing across the
wider development

To allow for greater
co-ordination of
deliveries across a
development and to
achieve a reduction
in the overall number
of vehicle trips
required.

Applicants will
need to
demonstrate that
sufficient
operational
floorspace space
has been
provided to allow
for consolidation
of servicing on
site.

Questions
Q 11.3 Which of these options do you support? You can
pick more than one.
Q 11.4 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 3: Pollution
You told us
There was a general consensus that improving electric vehicle
charging infrastructure across the Borough was key to achieving a
transition to less polluting vehicles. A number of responses also
recognised the need to appropriately manage deliveries and
servicing of new development including the provision of electric
vehicle charging infrastructure for commercial vehicles where
servicing is to take place on site
Options
11.14

Poor air quality is increasingly one of our residents’ main transportrelated concerns, and with justification. There are high levels of
pollutants, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulates (PM10) and fine
particulates (PM2.5) on the Borough’s arterial roads. This can be
addressed by reducing congestion and by the improving environmental
performance of the road traffic fleet. Electric vehicles are becoming more
prevalent and new developments are required under the London Plan to
provide on-site charging. However, we anticipate a growing demand for
on-street charging facilities and bigger new developments would provide
an opportunity to deliver this.

11.15

Whilst a move to electric vehicles will greatly reduce tailpipe emissions, it
will not solve the issue of fine particles generated by braking and tyre
wear. Walking and cycling remain the only truly zero-emission forms of
transport. That being the case any reductions in pollution that serve to
encourage more walking and cycling will be self-reinforcing. These could
potentially be achieved by requiring the use of electric vehicles, where it
would be reasonable to do so, or securing additional tree planting and
green infrastructure.

Options
Option 1

Detail
Require the provision
of publicly accessible
electric vehicle
charging points on
streets within new
developments.

Why?
The provision of
publicly accessible
electric vehicle
charging points is
important in
supporting the
transition away from
more polluting
vehicles.
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Implications
Developments
where new
streets are
proposed would
be required to
demonstrate that
sufficient onstreet electric
vehicle charging
capacity is
provided to cater
for all motorised
vehicles likely to
visit the
development

including visitors
and servicing
traffic.
Option 2

Require the provision
of rapid electric
vehicle charging
points within new
development where
off-street servicing
areas area to be
provided.

To promote the
sustainable
movement of goods
on the road network.

Applicants will be
required to
demonstrate that
electric vehicle
charging
provision within
servicing areas is
provided.

Option 3

Require all parking
spaces within new
development to be
equipped with active
charging points.

On-site charging
points can play a
significant
contribution to the
wider network of
charging points and
facilitate a faster
transition to electric
vehicles.

Any applicant
proposing new
off-street parking
will be required to
provide all spaces
with electric
vehicle charging
points.

Questions
Q 11.5 Which of these options do you support? You can
pick more than one.
Q 11.6 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Issue 4: Improving access to public transport
You told us
There is strong support for the retention of the existing policy
requiring new developments to contribute towards step-free access
at London Underground Stations. A number of responses submitted
concerned the relatively low level of accessibility to public transport
experienced by residents in the north west of the Borough where rail
lines and elevated roads result in significant barriers to movement
(severance).
Options
11.16

Public transport accessibility is generally good in much of the Borough
but there are areas in the north west, along parts of the western
boundary, along the River Thames and in the south west that are less
accessible, particularly in terms of accessibility to the Underground
network.

11.17

It is important that everyone can travel spontaneously and independently
on public transport services. To this end it is important that as many
Underground Stations as possible provide step free access. Earl’s Court
remains the only fully step free Underground station in the Borough and
Knightsbridge is the only other station where step free facilities are due
to be delivered. There is a need to pursue opportunities for step-free
funding from development as they arise, however due to the uncertainty
of current and future funding for such facilities the existing ambitions for
delivery of all stations Step free by 2028 is now highly improbable. In this
context there is a need to focus on funding those stations which would
provide the greatest overall benefit including at Ladbroke Grove Station,
Kensington High Street and South Kensington.

11.18

The renaissance of the West London Line (WLL) in the past decade is
an opportunity to increase the public transport modal share. We wish to
see more frequent trains on the WLL to improve the public transport offer
in the Borough. The WLL does not currently serve North Kensington but
a new station between Shepherd’s Bush and Willesden Junction would
improve public transport accessibility significantly, including to Crossrail
and High Speed 2 services at Old Oak Common. Local residents’
associations and rail user groups aspire for such a station, located just
north of the Westway, to be known as Westway Circus.

11.19

The Council recognises that an Elizabeth line station near Ladbroke
Grove that would transform transport links to North Kensington and offer
considerable benefits to those living within, or working, in this part of the
Borough. The Council, working with Network Rail and Transport for
London, has not yet been able to prove that the delivery of an Elizabeth
line station at Kensal Canalside is feasible. No further feasibility work on
the station is anticipated within the lifetime of the Local Plan. We intend
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to continue safeguarding the potential future site for a station which is on
Network Rail land.
11.20

There is an extensive bus network in the Borough. Over the last 20 years
our focus has been on strengthening north south bus connections within
the Borough. We have secured development contributions to that end
under Local Plan policies and there have been modest improvements in
north-south connectivity. Since the last Local Plan was adopted,
London’s bus network has faced a multitude of challenges that have
resulted in a trend towards the rationalisation of bus services, particularly
in Inner London. It is now more important than ever that new
development contributes to bus services, access to them and
interchange between them.

Options
Option 1

Detail
Focus development
contributions in
respect of public
transport on
improving bus
services and
removing the bias
towards north-south
services.

Why?
North South/Bus
routes through the
borough are
considered
adequate. It is
important to
recognise the
challenges that are
currently faced by the
wider bus network in
the current climate.

Implications
This change
would allow
flexibility in
responding to
public transport
needs across the
borough.

Option 2

Continue to support
the delivery of a new
West London Line
station despite
challenges relating to
deliverability

This is an existing
policy. The addition
of a new station
would improve
connectivity in the
north west of the
Borough.

Improved
connectivity
through the
delivery of a new
station would be
supported.

Option 3

Continue to support
the delivery of Step
free access at
London Underground
and rail stations
across the Borough
where new
development
presents such
opportunities,
prioritising funding for
those stations where
the greatest impacts
can be realised.

Delivery of Step free
access is essential to
ensuring equitable
travel choices are
available for all and
that new step free
facilities deliver the
greatest benefits.
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Continue to
require new
development to
deliver or
contribute to step
free access at
Underground and
Rail stations
where
opportunities
exist.

Questions
Q 11.7 Which of these options do you support? You can
pick more than one.
Q 11.8 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?
11.21

The Council’s strategic objective for “better travel choices”; that walking,
cycling and public transport are safe, easy, attractive and inclusive for
all, and preferred by our residents to private car ownership and use;
remains apposite. However, a greater emphasis on the importance of air
quality in achieving this objective is considered desirable.
Evidence

11.22

The Council does not intend to gather any evidence to inform this part of
the NLPR. The Mayor of London’s Transport Strategy 2018 was
supported by numerous technical papers on healthy streets, active travel
and future transport trends that are directly relevant to the Borough’s
transport policies.
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12

Streets, Parks and Outdoor Spaces
Introduction

12.1

Due to the highly built up nature of the Borough there is extra value
placed on parks and areas of open space which are enjoyed by both
residents and visitors. The Council is responsible for 28 parks, two
cemeteries and a further 60 green spaces. Not only do open spaces add
to the character and biodiversity of the Borough, but they also provide
health and wellbeing benefits for residents.

12.2

The Borough has several parks that are high-quality and of historic
importance, such as Kensington Gardens, the Physic Garden, Holland
Park, Royal Hospital and Ranelagh Gardens. These are important
features of the Borough that are characteristic of the area and enjoyed
by residents and visitors.

12.3

Given the built-up character of the Borough there is still a high level of
biodiversity. There are 24 Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation
(SINCs), nine of these are currently Council managed. These valuable
areas of wildlife are where people can enjoy nature and these areas also
form part of London’s ecological network.
Key facts
•
•
•

Over 78 hectares of green space including 28 parks and two
cemeteries.
Over 3,200 trees of 180 species.
Nine of the Borough’s major parks are Sites of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC).

Issues
Issue 1: Parks and play space
You told us
You value the play space that is available across the borough, but
some of you highlighted the need for more. The space that is
provided should be accessible to all, should be safe and linked to
new homes. MUGAs and play areas with existing parks are
supported but so is the creation of informal play areas for our
children. Recreation spaces are important for all our residents. Safe
spaces, outside adult gyms, dementia-friendly spaces all have a
contribution to make.
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Options
12.4

In a built-up area like Kensington and Chelsea the provision of safe and
stimulating play facilities are vital for children’s’ well-being and
development. These can take the form of playgrounds but also areas
which allow for incidental and non-formal play.

12.5

New developments may put pressure on existing play facilities but can
also provide a means by which new facilities are provided. A welldesigned development will support a community. It may include the
spaces needed to play but may also provide an opportunity to help
maintain the play spaces that we already have.

12.6

The Council will make sure that new development provides the play
space that it needs. We will have regard to the standards in the London
Plan, but also to the nature of the development and of the Borough. In
the past we have be pragmatic and recognised that they may be
circumstances where a contribution to an existing play space may be
better than the provision of new. Is this still the right approach?

12.7

Open space provision in the Borough also requires a needs assessment
by the New London Plan. The creation of new areas of publiclyaccessible open space particularly green space should be promoted.
Our Opportunity Area sites are of a scale to enable the creation of new
public open space. In addition, the Council has an ambition to provide an
open space at Cremorne Wharf. This is included in the Waste issue
section earlier as Cremorne is a safeguarded wharf. Enhancements of
existing open spaces to provide a wider range of benefits will be
encouraged. These may be habitat creation, landscaping improvements
or improved public access.

Options
Option 1

Detail
Continue the current
approach by which
we support the
provision of new play
space for appropriate
developments, but
recognise that there
may be
circumstances where
a payment to
support/ enhance the
provision of an
existing facility may
be appropriate.

Why?
Whilst new large
scale developments
will be expected to
provide for the play
needs of those living
in the newly created
place, it may be
appropriate for
smaller schemes to
contribute to existing
facilities.
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Implications
This may see the
expansion of
existing play
spaces rather
than the provision
of new spaces or
more modest
proposals. The
expectation can
be set out within
the associated
allocation.

Questions
Q 12.1 Do you support this option?
Q 12.2 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?
12.8

We intend to review policies within the Local Plan relating to Streets,
Parks and Open Spaces. More detail may be required that would be
reflective of recent wider policy and legislation change. The production of
a new open space audit will help with understanding if there are any
gaps in provision that should be addressed as part of the Local Plan
Review.
Evidence

12.9

The Council will carry out an Open Space Audit, which will provide an
understanding of current provision of public and private open space in
relation to quality, quantity and accessibility of these within the Borough.
This will include play spaces, sports and recreation facilities that will
assist with assessing need for these facilities.
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13

Conservation and Design
Introduction

13.1

The Borough is one of the most vibrant and recognisable in London. It
has a huge variety of distinctive and diverse areas such as the museum
quarter at South Kensington, the bustling street markets of Portobello
and the shopping area of Knightsbridge. Each of these areas has its own
unique identity and character.

13.2

The Borough is well known for its historic architecture and its large
number of high quality, traditional buildings. However, it is also home to
a huge variety of architecture. Our existing policies have enabled us to
add to the Borough’s townscape by securing high quality architecture
and design in many new developments, such as the Lantern Building in
Kensington Church Street, and the recent redevelopments at the
southern end of Pavilion Road.

13.3

Our design polices seek to maintain and enhance the Borough’s
character and distinctiveness. However, we must also ensure that the
much-needed new development in the Borough is also built to exemplary
design standards.
Government’s White Paper proposals

13.4

The second pillar of the White Paper is about planning for beautiful and
sustainable places. Locally produced design guidance and codes are
seen as the primary means of securing high quality new buildings
(outside of Conservation Areas). This will work alongside a process for
fast track to beauty. This will mean that schemes which comply with
design guides and codes will have greater certainty about prospects of
swift approval. In addition, for Growth Areas, there may be legislative
changes requiring masterplan and specific design codes which are
agreed as a condition of the permission in principle which is granted
through the Local Plan. This could mean that the type of buildings we
want to see come forward will need to be set out within our Local Plan.
Key facts
•

Nearly three quarters of the Borough is within a Conservation Area.

•

There are over 4,000 listed buildings in the Borough which have
special architectural or historic interest and are protected by law.

•

Building heights in the Borough are relatively modest at about 5
storeys on average.

Issues
13.5

Many of our existing design and heritage polices are robust, fit for
purpose and do not require any redrafting. However, the policies in
London Plan 2021, the Planning for the Future White Paper and the
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declaration of a Climate Change Emergency and other changes to the
way we assess development have made us reconsider our position on
the following issues:
Issue 1: Building heights
You told us
Overall, you consider that the Borough’s townscape does not easily
accommodate tall buildings, with particular concern about the impact
of tall buildings upon the Borough’s built heritage and the effect they
may have on the character and appearance of conservation areas.
Specific concerns were raised about the current tall buildings policy
and its ability to protect conservation areas.
Some respondents highlight that Opportunity Areas are suitable for
tall buildings, whilst some others support identifying further locations
for taller buildings. The GLA highlights the need to respond to Policy
D9 of the London Plan, and several of you refer to this requirement
as a positive approach to provide further certainty when taller
buildings are proposed and avoid them where they are not suitable.
Most respondents supported having more detailed criteria for
assessing taller buildings to ensure they are of the highest quality.
Criteria mentioned include environmental considerations such as
overshadowing and wind but also the quality of the design, the
impact on local and wider views and character.

Options

41

13.6

Tall buildings are generally those that are substantially taller than their
surroundings and cause a significant change to the skyline 41. The
London Plan 2021 Policy D9: Tall Buildings requires that our NLPR
should define what is considered a tall building for specific localities. Tall
buildings should not be less than 6 storeys or 18 metres measured from
ground to the floor level of the uppermost storey. It also says that our
NLPR should identify locations where tall buildings may be an
appropriate form of development. It is therefore important that we start
addressing this issue as part of this current consultation.

13.7

Figure 13.1 below shows what the London Plan definition actually
means. As it measures 18m from the ground floor to the floor level of the
uppermost storey, this essentially means a building of 21m from ground
level to the top of the building or a 7 storey building.

Para 3.9.3 London Plan 2021
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Figure 13.1 Interpretation of London Plan Definition for Tall buildings (we have assumed 3m
floor to ceiling heights)

13.8

Given the Borough’s historic townscape, one may assume that it is
generally not characterised by many “tall” buildings. However, as shown
in Figure 13.2.2, a large number of existing buildings in the Borough
would meet the London Plan definition. This could mean that our local
definition of tall buildings in these locations could be substantially higher.
Based on our Building Heights SPD, currently we consider a building
that is 1.5 times the general height of existing buildings around it to be a
tall building. Therefore, in these locations a tall building could be 30m or
higher. These locations would be further refined by the Character Study.
This local definition does not mean that buildings of this height or below
would be automatically acceptable. These would still be subject to
heritage and design considerations. However, it would mean that policy
requirements for tall buildings would be triggered at 30m or higher in
these locations as it is at this height that buildings will be substantially
taller than their surroundings.

13.9

The London Plan Policy HC3 sets out strategic views of landmark
buildings that make a very significant contribution to the image of
London. There is only one such view that passes through the Borough
which is from King Henry VIII’s Mound in Richmond Park to St Paul’s
Cathedral. This is shown on Figure 13.2.3 and 13.3 below. In addition,
our current Local Plan Policy CL11 requires developments to enhance
local views which are identified in our conservation area appraisals. We
are proposing to retain this policy. The visual impact of tall buildings on
these views will remain an important consideration.

13.10

Figure 13.2.3 further shows existing clusters of buildings which are
substantially taller. To this map we have also added extant planning
permissions such as Newcombe House and 100/100A Cromwell Road
which include tall buildings.

13.11

Where there are existing tall buildings, it does not mean that there can
automatically be more tall buildings in the vicinity. In particular, for our
Council housing estates the Council has committed to end wholesale
estate regeneration and that remains the case. Their inclusion on the
map is purely factual. Grenfell Tower has been included as it was a tall
building in its context. However, the Council record this as a matter of
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historic record only. As stated in paragraph 3.5 the Grenfell Tower
Memorial Commission has been set up to ensure that the bereaved,
survivors and North Kensington residents lead decision-making on the
long-term future of the Grenfell Tower site. The NLPR will recognise, and
seek to assist, in the provision of what is decided to be a suitable
memorial.
13.12

Some existing tall buildings may present an opportunity for
redevelopment in the future. We need to consider their replacement in
light of financial viability and not just purely in relation to the general
building heights around them. Our initial viability evidence tells us that
given the high land values in the Borough, schemes are generally not
viable if there is a reduction in floorspace. There will be an expectation
that any such development will mitigate any harmful impacts by
exemplary high quality design as a minimum.

13.13

The Borough’s two ‘Opportunity Areas’ – Earl’s Court and Kensal
Canalside are identified by the Mayor of London as significant locations
with development capacity to accommodate new housing, commercial
development and infrastructure. The scale of these sites enables them to
set their own character. The London Plan (para 3.9.3) states that “In
large areas of extensive change, such as Opportunity Areas, the
threshold for what constitutes a tall building should relate to the evolving
(not just the existing) context.” Given the need for these sites to fully
realise their growth and regeneration potential as per London Plan Policy
SD1, the scale of development will include some tall buildings. This is
indicated in the adopted Kensal Canalside SPD. For Earl’s Court the
extant planning permission indicates buildings up to 12 storeys high.

13.14

Therefore, we consider these sites to be locations where tall buildings
may be an appropriate form of development. This would be developed
and informed by further assessment of character and potential visual
impacts. The maximum height that would be acceptable for these
locations will also need to be determined through this further
assessment.

13.15

In addition, some of our existing site allocations already have planning
permission for a tall building. These applications assessed the
townscape and visual impacts of the proposals when permission was
granted. Therefore, these are included as locations appropriate for tall
buildings, with heights as per the planning permission. There are two
other site allocations which may also be suitable for buildings higher
than the London Plan definition of a tall building. These will be subject to
further assessment to determine appropriate heights. This work will
include among other considerations, the heritage and townscape around
the sites.

13.16

However, establishing appropriate building heights through the NLPR
will not mean that all buildings up to the identified maximum heights are
automatically acceptable, such proposals will still need to be assessed in
against all the other relevant planning policies. These must ensure that
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we accurately assess the design quality and environmental impact of tall
buildings. Our design polices could be developed to consider the
environmental, functional and townscape impact of tall buildings in more
detail.
Options

Detail

Why?

Implications

Use the London Plan
definition of a tall
building for the whole
Borough.

The London Plan has
provided a minimum
definition of tall
buildings as set out
in paragraph 13.8
and illustrated above.

This would
require detailed
assessments of
buildings which
are not always tall
in the existing
context of the
Borough.

Adopt a local
definition which is
higher than the
London Plan
definition only for
those areas already

Tall buildings are
substantially higher
than the other
buildings around
them. Therefore,
using the London

This would make
requirements of
assessment for
tall buildings
relevant and
proportional to

Definition of a tall building
Option 1

Option 2
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characterised by
buildings that are
21m or higher (see
Figure 13.2.2) and
the Opportunity
Areas.

Plan definition would building heights
not be substantially
around them.
different than existing
building heights in
these locations.

This would be 1.5
times higher than the
existing buildings
around them and so
could be 30m (from
ground level to the
top of a building) or
normally 10 storeys.
What are the appropriate locations for tall buildings
Option 1
Consider Opportunity These are areas for
Areas: Kensal
extensive reCanalside and Earl’s development and
Court, as specific
important sites
locations where tall
toward achieving our
buildings would be
housing targets
appropriate and
define what heights
will be suitable
through further
assessment.
Option 2

Include site
allocations 100/100A West
Cromwell Road, Lots
Road Power Station,
Site at Lots Road and
Site at Edenham Way
(Land adjacent
Trellick Tower) as
locations where tall
buildings may be an
appropriate form of
development.
Maximum acceptable
heights to be as per
the extant permission
or to be determined
through further
assessment.

Lots Road Power
Station is under
construction,
100/100A West
Cromwell Road has
extant planning
permission which
included
considerations of
townscape and visual
impacts.
The two further site
allocations are
included given the
height of surrounding
buildings (including in
neighbouring LBHF).
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This will clarify
the Council’s
position with
regard to these
key areas for
development.

This will provide
clarity for the site
allocations by
referring to the
building heights of
the extant
permissions. For
the other two
sites this will
enable further
assessment to be
undertaken
appropriate to
heritage and
townscape
context.

Site at Lots Road will
be subject to further
testing.
Option 3

Include locations with
existing tall buildings
in private ownership
shown in Figure 13.3
(black dotted lines)
as appropriate
locations for
replacement tall
buildings of
same/similar heights.

Due to viability
reasons, it is
expected that
existing tall buildings
in private ownership
when/if they are
redeveloped will be
replaced by a
building of at least
the same floorspace.
This would normally
mean a building of
the same/similar
height.

This clarifies that
financial viability
plays an
important role
when replacing
existing tall
buildings. This
would exclude
Council estates
as the Council is
committed to no
wholesale estate
regeneration on
its estates.

Questions
Q 13.1 Which of these options do you support? You can
pick more than one.
Q 13.2 Do you have any other options to suggest?
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Figure 13.2 Building Heights in the Borough

Fig 13.2.2

Fig 13.2.1

Fig 13.2.3
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Figure 13.3 Clusters of existing tall buildings, Opportunity Areas and St Paul's Strategic View
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Issue 2: Design quality, character and growth
You told us
The principal focus of most respondents was that new development
should harmoniously integrate within its context. Development must
be ‘place specific’, and due regard must be taken to ensure the
Borough’s built heritage is protected from harm arising from
inappropriate development.
Responses varied widely regarding the creation of additional policy
such as design codes or design SPDs, some respondents
welcoming the idea as it will help increase design quality whilst
others were concerned that new policies would be too restrictive and
may stifle creativity and good design.
Options
13.17

Chapter 12 of the NPPF recognises that one of the fundamental
requirements of the planning and development process is to deliver well
designed, high quality buildings. It puts the onus on local authorities to
proactively support high quality new development by working with local
communities to identify the type, scale and character of new building that
will acceptable across the Borough.

13.18

The Borough’s design policies put the preservation of its character at
their heart. About three quarters of the Borough lies within Conservation
Area. Our Conservation Area Appraisals and Proposals Statements
provide comprehensive reviews of character in these areas and how it
should be preserved. However, they do not go into detail when
describing the type of development that may be acceptable on gap sites
or on less sensitive sites where buildings could be replaced or extended.

13.19

There is no character guidance for the remaining part of the Borough
that does not sit within conservation areas. Some parts of the Borough
have a very mixed character and it can be difficult to establish what
scale and style of development is appropriate (apart from on allocated
sites).

13.20

As part of producing the NLPR we have been undertaking a Character
study. This will assist us to identify areas and opportunities for growth,
as well as reinforce areas for protection.

13.21

If the White Paper proposals go forward, the study could also help us
when developing design codes and masterplans for specific sites and
areas as part of the new style Local Plan. These would be prepared with
the community and would set out key design parameters that developers
would need to follow. This will allow us to plan key sites proactively and
offer more certainty for developers, as once established these will be
seen as granting permission in principle for these sites.
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Options
Option 1

Detail
Borough-wide design
code providing highlevel guidance on
key design issues
based on the national
design code as and
when it is introduced

Why?
To provide further
guidance, in
particular for
development within
conservation areas

Implications
This approach
focuses on
addressing
development in
the context of
protected heritage
and will
complement
Conservation
Area Appraisals
and Conservation
Area
Management
Plans. It will not
provide further
guidance on
areas where
character is more
mixed. The
ongoing
Character study
will provide some
high-level
guidance for
these areas.

Option 2

Make greater use of
Design Codes and
other supplementary
documents for key
sites and areas

Provide more
certainty for
developers and the
community on the
general design
parameters for
specific sites
identified as having
growth potential

This will clearly
define
expectations, in
particular for
areas or sites that
have greater
impact upon the
areas around
them.

Option 3

Improve and clarify
existing policy whilst
retaining the overall
principles

Existing policy is
generally suitable
and is less restrictive
than design codes or
guidance

As and when it is
introduced, it may
be necessary to
use the National
Model Design
Code.
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Questions
Q 13.3 Which of these options do you support? You can
pick more than one.
Q 13.4 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Issue 3: Fire Safety
Background
13.22

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) has always recognised
the importance of ensuring that developments provide access for
emergency vehicles and have access to sufficient water supply.
However, following the tragic events of the Grenfell Tower fire, and in
particular, since the Independent Review of Building Regulations and
Fire Safety which was published in May 2018, fire safety has been
recognised as a material consideration within the planning regime. As a
result we have had a number of policy changes in recent years.

13.23

The London Plan Policy D12(A) sets out the aim that all development
proposals must achieve the highest standards of fire safety. Under
Policy D12(B) major developments need to submit a fire statement for
assessment as part of the decision making process.

13.24

From August 2021, all developments within the scope of the Building
Safety Regulator (currently residential buildings over 18 metres in height
or higher than six storeys) will be required to submit a fire statement with
their application, and for the planning authority to consult the Building
Safety Regulator. Approval by the regulator will need to be granted in
this first ‘Gateway’ for the development to be able to move to the second
Gateway (Construction).

13.25

The fire statement requirements for the London Plan and the Building
Safety Regulator are different, so applicants will be required to ensure
that where a major planning application is also within the scope of the
Building Safety Regulator, the fire statement provided is sufficiently
detailed for both purposes.
Options

13.26

Within the national framework, fire safety matters are front and centre of
major planning applications (requirement of a fire statement under the
London Plan Policy D12(B) as well as planning applications within the
scope of the new Building Safety Regulator (requirement of a fire
statement). However, the majority of planning applications are either
minor or ‘other’ applications, and as such fall outside of the scope of the
London Plan Policy D12(B) or the Building Safety Regulator.
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13.27

Whilst it is agreed that within the planning regime, major planning
applications generally have a higher risk profile than other
developments, there are other development types that also have a
suitable risk profile that could warrant the requirement of a Planning Fire
Safety Strategy to be submitted showing that the development meets the
policy objectives of London Plan D12(A).

13.28

Policy D12(A) sets out the following requirements:

13.29

In the interests of fire safety and to ensure the safety of all building
users, all development proposals must achieve the highest standards of
fire safety and ensure that they:
1) identify suitably positioned unobstructed outside space: a) for fire
appliances to be positioned on b) appropriate for use as an evacuation
assembly point
2) are designed to incorporate appropriate features which reduce the risk
to life and the risk of serious injury in the event of a fire; including
appropriate fire alarm systems and passive and active fire safety
measures
3) are constructed in an appropriate way to minimise the risk of fire
spread
4) provide suitable and convenient means of escape, and associated
evacuation strategy for all building users
5) develop a robust strategy for evacuation which can be periodically
updated and published, and which all building users can have
confidence in
6) provide suitable access and equipment for firefighting which is
appropriate for the size and use of the development.
Options
Option 1

Detail
Include in the NLPR the
requirement for a
Planning Fire Safety
Strategy document to be
submitted for all minor
planning applications.

Why?
Creates a
policy
requirement for
all minor
applications to
evidence
compliance
with London
Plan Policy
D12(A).

Implications
A Planning
Fire Strategy
document
would be
added to the
local validation
list.

Option 2

Include in the NLPR the
requirement for a
Planning Fire Safety
Strategy document to be
submitted for all minor

Recognises
that it would
not be
proportionate
for Dwelling

A Planning
Fire Strategy
document for
these class
types would be
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planning applications
within the Use Class
below:
Class C:

houses to be
included in this
new policy
requirement

added to the
local validation
list

C1: Hotels;
C2: Residential
Institutions; C2A: Secure
Residential Institutions;
C4: Houses in Multiple
Occupation;
Class E: Commercial,
Business and Services
(All classes)
Class F:
F1: Learning and nonresidential institutions;
F2: Local community
and Sui Generis.

Questions
Q 13.5 These options are not mutually exclusive. Do you
support these options?
Q 13.6 Do you have any other options to suggest?

Is it suitable to retain any existing Local Plan policies?
Design and Conservation Policies
13.30

Policy CL3 (Heritage Assets – Conservation Areas and Historic Spaces)
reflects the statutory duty and policy requirements set out in the NPPF
and remains fit for purpose. It is therefore proposed to retain it.

13.31

Policy CL4 (Heritage Assets – Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient
Monuments and Archaeology) covers both buildings and archaeology,
undesignated and designated heritage assets. Changes to scheduled
ancient monuments are controlled by a separate legal regime, while the
policy approaches set out in the NPPF differ for designated and
undesignated heritage assets. There are likely to be benefits in terms of
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clarity to separate Local Plan policy in relation to these different kinds of
heritage assets more clearly through a restructuring and rewording of
this policy.
13.32

Furthermore, given that there are a number of Registered Parks and
Gardens within the Borough, this policy should be expanded to address
these designated heritage assets.
Policy CL1 Context and Character. Further reference should be added
with regards to Opportunity Areas and other strategic development sites
to take into account the emerging context and the potential for these
sites, due to their scale, to create a context of their own.

13.33

Policy CL2 Design Quality, subsection v. Add further emphasis on the
use of sustainable design principles early on in the design process. i.e
considering passive design measures and building-in efficiency.

13.34

CR1 Street Network, subsection b – provide further emphasis on a
design that prioritises pedestrians and cyclists over motor vehicles

13.35

CR4 Streetscape – reference to new streets to be added. These should
be designed so that they feel as a continuation of the surrounding
streetscape.

13.36

CR5 Parks, Gardens, Open Spaces and Waterways, emphasise the role
of open space post-Covid and the need to maximise open space within
the Borough in response to current under provision
Questions
Q 13.7 We consider that most parts of the following existing
policies are still fit for purpose, but some of them can be
updated to be further strengthened as described above.
We would be guided by the community on this. Please
provide us with your views on this.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Policy CL5 Living Conditions
Policy CL6 Small-scale Alterations and Additions
Policy CL7 Basements
Policy CL8 Existing Buildings – Roof Alterations/
Additional Storeys
Policy CL9 Existing Buildings – Extensions and
Modifications
Policy CL10 Shopfronts
Policy CL11 Views
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Evidence
Character Study
13.37

The Character Study will describe the character of each part of the
borough, so that new development can be incorporated sensitively and
relate to its context. It will also help us understand, area by area, where
there are opportunities to accommodate some intensification and
improvements that might strengthen the existing character.

13.38

The study is also looking at how new development can be best
integrated, exploring which forms of development may be more suitable
in different areas, responding to character, context and development
potential. The study can also be used to help define building heights in
the Borough. The high-level design guidance can also be developed into
more specific guidance or design codes. See section 13.18 above for the
options in relation to design guidance and codes.

13.39

The Character Study will therefore be an evidence base and framework
supporting good growth in RBKC.
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14

Integrated Impact Assessment
You told us
You suggested that the impact of Covid-19 be reflected in the
objectives and that some further objectives such as creative
biodiversity and transport added.

14.1

Supporting Covid-19 recovery is a key aim of the NLPR as stated in the
introduction. It, along with the other suggested objectives sit within the
broad objectives as proposed. The integrated Impact Assessment (IIA)
looks at a variety of potential factors that could be affected by policies of
the Local Plan review. These factors include social, environmental,
economic, health and equalities effects. The IIA includes a Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) as well as integrated assessments of potential impacts on
health and equalities.

14.2

There are five stages to the assessment of these factors that align with
stages of the NLPR. The IIA is currently at the beginning stage of
assessment similar to the NLPR. We have produced an IIA Scoping
Report that has been published alongside this consultation and are
interested to hear your views on it.

14.3

The IIA objectives have been considered around the three key elements
of sustainability. These are shown below.

Questions
Q 14.1 We have produced an IIA Scoping Report published
alongside this consultation. Please have a look and give us
your views.
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City Hall
The Queen’s Walk
More London
London SE1 2AA
Tel: 020 7983 4000
www.london.gov.uk

Andrew Boff AM
Chair of the Planning and Regeneration Committee
2 September 2021
Dear councillor,
Housing typologies investigation findings
In Autumn 2020 the Planning and Regeneration Committee conducted an investigation into COVID19, Housing Typologies and Design in London. A key emphasis was on housing density and the
development of tall buildings for residential use in London.
As Chair of the Committee, I wanted to write directly to local councillors to share our findings from
this investigation, which I hope you will find of interest and relevance to your work. This letter may
have particular interest for those with planning responsibilities or those commenting on local
planning applications.
This letter discusses the following issues:
• The costs of tall buildings
• Density
• The impact on families
• Quality of design
• Post-COVID 19
Our key finding is that the Committee does not believe that tall buildings are the answer to
London’s housing needs and should not be encouraged outside of a few designated and
carefully managed areas.
Background
At our Committee meeting on 21 October 2020, we heard oral evidence from the following experts:
Yolande Barnes, Chair of the Bartlett Real Estate Institute at University College London (UCL);
Professor Philip Steadman, from the UCL Energy Institute; Matthew Carmona, Professor of Planning
and Urban Design at The Bartlett School of Planning at UCL; Jo McCafferty, Director at Levitt

Bernstein; and Michael Ritchie, Place Shaping Team Leader at the London Borough of Tower
Hamlets.
Our investigation also formed the basis of our response to the ‘Good Quality Homes for All
Londoners’ Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) public consultation which closed in January
2021, in which we focused on the ‘tower’ housing type.
The costs of tall buildings
During the Committee investigation, we heard about the relationship between high building density
and building and maintenance costs, including how the whole life-cycle costs of tall buildings are
not always fully considered at the development stage. Servicing tall buildings can be costly and this
often results in high service charges to residents. High management costs and service charges often
preclude affordable tenures, and well-designed family homes are harder to achieve as they are
remote from shared amenity space. Jo McCafferty told us that there is a direct relationship between
density, but specifically tall buildings and high cost. Drawing on the Tower Hamlets experience,
Michael Ritchie reflected that tall buildings are a “system and they need constant maintenance and
they need to be efficiently run”.
Professor Philip Steadman told us about a study conducted by UCL1 a couple of years ago into tall
office buildings, mostly in London that found the increase in storeys from six storeys to 20 doubles
the energy intensity per square metre. As set out in the Committee’s subsequent SPG consultation
response, energy use is higher in tall buildings, with electricity use twice as high due to increased
solar gain, as well as other conditions prevalent at higher altitudes, including more wind and colder
temperatures. The taller the building, the higher the amount of embodied energy required per
useable square metre as low-carbon materials such as timber are not viable. Tall buildings also suffer
more from heat loss for the same amount of insulation as lower buildings because of the higher wind
speeds.
The Committee finds there is a growing evidence base demonstrating that tall buildings are less
sustainable than those which provide a similar quantum of development in other configurations. The
Committee advocates that the long term and lifetime costs associated with tall buildings should be
carefully considered in development proposals. It particularly believes the development of towers
should only happen after robust evidence has been presented about how their social impacts will be
mitigated.
Density
The Committee is of the view that proposals for tall buildings should be required to demonstrate that
other building configurations, which would achieve similar densities, have been considered. During
the investigation, Matthew Carmona indicated his view that up to a medium density of 56 dwellings
per hectare better enables access to local facilities within a neighbourhood. The Committee has
specific concerns relating to density, and has called on the Mayor to distinguish between high
density and ‘superdensity’ (above 350 dwellings per hectare) in the final SPG. The Committee also

1

UCL Energy Unit’s 'High-Rise Buildings: Energy and Density' project which ran from 2015-2017

https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/energy/news/2017/jun/ucl-energy-high-rise-buildings-energy-and-density-researchproject-results

takes the view in general that bed spaces per hectare is the most appropriate way to measure
density.
The impact on families
The Committee is concerned that while delivering higher densities may seemingly make more
effective use of land, tall buildings will not produce the high-quality homes and neighbourhoods
that London needs. During the investigation, Matthew Carmona said that “… in general families are
disadvantaged if they are living in tall buildings. The sociability that children are able to gain in
terms of opportunities for play, for meeting others and so forth within tall buildings is often not
great.”
Furthermore, Jo McCafferty expressed that “direct access to external space for families is absolutely
crucial to the successful and healthy functioning of that household and that becomes incredibly
difficult with tall buildings.” She explained that a high-density, medium- to low-rise model can work
more easily for families, enabling communal or individual gardens at lower storeys that are closer to
individual family homes than tall buildings allow. She said “There are lots of opportunities whether it
is in higher-density development or even medium-density development where those opportunities
with social spaces for children and children of all ages, in fact, to gather in small groups is really
important.”
Following research conducted within Tower Hamlets, Michael Ritchie reflected that opportunities to
make other parts of buildings playable, as in the public realm around entrances, have been
considered within the Tower Hamlets High Density Spatial Planning Document2. He commented that
the tall buildings guidance in Toronto and other international examples had also informed the
Borough’s design guidelines. Professor Steadman similarly described the case of San Francisco where
there is a “general limit on height of about 12 metres or four to five storeys” and where a height limit
is driving developers to “find ingenious ways of achieving high density other than tall buildings.”
Tall buildings tend to contain a majority of mainly studios and one- beds, and a proportion of twobedroom flats, resulting in a lack of family-sized housing and poor use of space. The Committee has
long advocated for more family-sized housing to be built in London but believes that family homes
in tall buildings are only appropriate with certain design measures in place, for example access to
amenity such as play space and suitable positioning within a development. The Committee is of the
view that families should not be housed above the fifth floor in public housing, and that
consideration should be given to design of access and surveillance of children’s play space and
amenity space for children in relation to tall buildings. Overall, it believes that high density housing
can be achieved by approaches that are more suitable for families, more in keeping with London’s
traditional form, and are less intrusive on the skyline.

2

Tower Hamlets Borough Council, High Density Living Supplementary Planning Document, December 2020

https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lgnl/planning_and_building_control/planning_policy_guidance/supplementary_gui
dance/supplementary_guidance.aspx

Quality of design
In its investigation, the Committee heard about the importance of building mixed environments that
combine different housing densities. Professor Yolande Barnes expressed that “The characteristic
and experience of a neighbourhood is a very complex thing. It has to do with street layouts, the
space syntax… the global connectedness, right down to access to amenities, the ability to work from
home, exercise, socialise and so forth.” She conveyed that street design has a “profound impact on
(a) your ability to achieve mid-rise density and (b) how it is then experienced by people.” Similarly,
Michael Ritchie told us about the holistic nature of housing quality – the building, residential quality
and contribution to surroundings. He commented that there “should be standards, metrics and
things that we can measure, but it is also how all these things work together to produce a place.”
The Committee also heard comments about the contribution of Design Review Panels, such as Urban
Design London (UDL)3 and Mayor’s [Design] Advocates4. It was the opinion of Matthew Carmona
that “The huge success in London has been design review and the spread of design review over the
last 10 years with increasingly more professionally run panels in local authorities giving advice to
planning authorities.” He also drew attention to the Place Alliance’s5 ‘Home Comforts’ report6,
published in October 2020. Based on a nationwide survey of 2,500 households, it found a link
between “lack of comfort” and the age of the property. The newer the home, the less comfortable it
was found to be. He told the Committee the same survey found: “Those in social housing tended to
be less comfortable than those in private or private rental. Also, the higher you got off the ground,
the less comfortable you were in terms of your living environment and your happiness with your
neighbourhood.” While Jo McCafferty advocated the importance of amenity space being directly
connected to living space and being “big enough, robust and have the right outlook and
orientation”, including ‘acoustic privacy’ between and within homes.
Post-COVID 19
During the investigation, reference was made to housing standards in the light of the potential
changing context post-COVID 19, which the Committee also addressed in its consultation response.
Professor Philip Steadman commented that “One of the interesting things that is going on at the
moment with COVID is how the use of the existing stock is being transformed by people working from
home, by offices being emptied, by people planning to move out.” Jo McCafferty highlighted that
creating flexibility in housing design will be an important post-COVID 19 response. Although
Michael Ritchie warned against a “kneejerk reaction to design a new world based on COVID-19”,
Matthew Carmona said “our homes have to cater for a lot more different functions than they did in
the past, particularly space for many of us to work at home, either full-time or part-time. That is
something that we certainly need to be thinking about in London.” The Committee believes the
pandemic and the lockdowns that resulted have highlighted the critical importance of access to
greenspace, private outdoor space, outdoor play space, and adaptability needed for home working.

3

Urban Design London (UDL) www.urbandesignlondon.com

4

Mayor’s Design Advocates and Advocate Organisations https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-

do/regeneration/advice-and-guidance/about-good-growth-design/mayors-design-advocates
5

The Place Alliance is Chaired by Professor Matthew Carmona and hosted by UCL Bartlett School of Planning. It

increasingly has a campaigning role and “provides a forum for its supporters to come together, debate and work towards
raising the national consciousness regarding the importance of place quality” http://placealliance.org.uk/about-us/
6

UCL, Place Alliance Launches New Report: Home Comforts 28 October 2020

https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/planning/news/2020/oct/place-alliance-launches-new-report-home-comforts

Overall, the performance of tall buildings should be considered against the standards relating to
diversity and housing mix, and whether or not tall buildings are suited to meet London’s diverse
housing needs, particularly in respect of family and affordable housing and creating inclusive
communities.
We hope that these findings may be of use to you in your role as councillor. I would be very happy
to discuss our investigation and findings with you in more detail, should that be of interest.
Yours,

Andrew Boff AM
Chair of the Planning and Regeneration Committee

A6
THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
ENVIRONMENT SELECT COMMITTEE 28 SEPTEMBER 2021
REPORT OF THE SCRUTINY MANAGER
SELECT COMMITTEE WORK PROGRAMME
1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1

This report sets out the select committee’s work programme for the municipal
year 2021/22 detailing reports, and scrutiny activities outside formal meetings.

2

RECOMMENDATIONS

2.1

Select committee members to discuss the work programme for the municipal
year.

3

WORK PROGRAMME 2021/22

3.1

The select committee’s work programme for the municipal year was agreed by
Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 8 July 2021 and is set out in appendix 1.

3.2

The September select committee will focus on the New Local Plan Review. As
confirmed by Overview and Scrutiny Committee this will include reviewing the
issues, and options report and consultation process. Policy areas will include
how the draft Local Plan relates to the London Plan, the Government’s Planning
White Paper and alignment with the Our Council Plan 2019-23 as well as
delivering council policies on Carbon Zero 2030 and Carbon Zero 2040. Other
policy areas will include the plan’s consideration of biodiversity, trees and
community gardens, and how it will help to balance housing delivery with
density, design quality, conservation areas, and sustainable communities.

3.3

Street management and the borough’s high streets will be the substantive item
for the December select committee. The scope will include the Customer and
Resident-focused Environmental Services Transformation (CREST)
programme and its integration with community safety, wardens and customer
services access and the customer journey. The select committee will also
review streetscape management and repurposing the high street.

3.4

Carbon Net Zero 2040 will be the focus for the February 2022 select committee.
The scope for the meeting will include three areas. Firstly, decarbonisation of
housing provided by housing associations, the social care sector, and the
private rented sector; secondly conservation area issues such as heat pumps
and double glazing. The third area will be transport issues including logistics,

the impact of home working and development of the shift to electric vehicles.
The review of the Carbon Net Zero 2040 commitment will mean that the local
authority’s development of partnerships and work with stakeholders will be
important in considering how the policy will be achieved.
3.5

A select committee can input into policy development through a working group.
In September 2020 a working group to review the council’s Net Zero 2030
commitment was set up and chaired by Councillor Pascall to review the
objective. The Government has now pledged that before the UN Climate
Change Summit COP 26 hosted by the United Kingdom from 1 to 12 November
2021, it will publish a national strategy setting out the balance of responsibilities
and clarifying the roles of local government and other organisations, in
achieving this national target. 1 In light of expected strategy announcements, it
would be timely to discuss this working group report, and council’s Net Zero
2030 progress at a select committee in early 2022.

3.6

Visits are an important method for select committee members to review and
scrutinise the council’s objectives and priorities as part of the work programme.
To ensure there is an item focusing on Grenfell recovery, members will visit
Lancaster West, one of the council’s flagship zero-carbon housing projects. The
visit will review the work being carried out, specifically around the heat network
and energy efficiency as a carbon net zero programme, and how this project
can be an exemplar for the council’s Net Zero 2030 progress. This visit has
been scheduled for early October and will be discussed with members.

3.7

Members of the select committee should note that details of support for the
work programme, and governance arrangements are set out in appendix 2.
FOR DISCUSSION
Jacqui Hird
Scrutiny Manager

Background papers used in the preparation of this report: None other than
previously published documents.
Contact officer: James Diamond, Scrutiny and Policy Officer
(E) james.diamond@rbkc.gov.uk (M) 07971 982 073

1

Local Government and Net Zero in England (National Audit Office, 2021) pp.6-8

Appendix A:
Select Committees 2021-22
Date of
Meeting
28
September
2021

Item

Outcomes

Source of Item

Lead Member/Officers

New Local Plan
Review: Issues
and Options
Consultation

Pre-scrutiny of Local Plan
Issues and Options
Consultation prior to Local
Plan drafting.

Annual Work
Programme

Lead Member for Planning, Place and
Environment, Cllr Johnny Thalassites

Urban Forest in
North Kensington
Proposal

To review the residents’
proposal for an urban forest.

Jon Wade, Head of Spatial Planning
and Place
Sue Harris, Executive Director for
Environment
Petition to Council Lead Member for Planning, Place and
Environment, Cllr Johnny Thalassites
Lisa Cheung, Head of Development
Management
Terry Oliver, Director of CGCS

Select Committee
Work Programme
Report

Select Committee to review
the work programme.

Annual Work
Programme

Sue Harris, Executive Director for
Environment
James Diamond, Scrutiny and Policy
Officer
Jacqui Hird, Scrutiny Manager

Date of
Item
Meeting
6
Borough’s High
December Streets
2021

Outcomes

Source of Item

Scrutiny of objectives and
performance for street
management service
improvement.

Annual Work
Programme

Sue Foster, Interim Programme Director
Place Shaping

Policy development for
repurposing borough’s high
streets.
Select Committee
Work Programme
Report

Select Committee to review
the work programme

Lead Member
Officers
Lead Member for Planning, Place and
Environment, Cllr Johnny Thalassites

Sue Harris, Executive Director for
Environment
Annual Work
Programme

James Diamond, Scrutiny and Policy
Officer
Jacqui Hird, Scrutiny Manager

Date of
Meeting
2
February
2022

Item

Outcomes

Source of Item

Lead Member/ Officers

Achieving RBKC
Net Zero 2040

Post-decision review of
implementation, outcomes
and performance to date in
delivering net zero for the
borough.

Annual Work
Programme

Lead Member for Planning, Place and
Environment, Cllr Johnny Thalassites

Environment
Select Committee
1 July 2021

Sue Harris, Executive Director for
Environment

Environment Select
Committee Report:
Delivery of the
2030 Net Zero
Commitment

Response to the report’s
recommendations for policy
development delivering 2030
Net Zero objective for local
authority.

Annual Work
Programme

Lead Member for Planning, Place and
Environment, Cllr Johnny Thalassites

Select Committee
Work Programme
Report

Select Committee to review
the work programme

Annual Work
Programme

Sue Harris, Executive Director for
Environment
James Diamond, Scrutiny and Policy
Officer
Jacqui Hird, Scrutiny Manager

Date of
Meeting
24 March
2022

Item

Outcomes

Source of Item

Lead Member/Officers

Culture Plan
Update

Review of outcomes in
delivering the one-year
Culture Plan

Annual Work
Programme

Cllr Emma Will, Lead Member for
Culture, Leisure and Community Safety

Environment elect
Committee 1 July
2021
Annual Work
Programme

Verena Cornwall, Head of Culture and
Place

Select Committee
Work Programme
Report

Select Committee to review
the work programme

James Diamond, Scrutiny and Policy
Officer
Jacqui Hird, Scrutiny Manager

Select Committee Visits 2021/22
Date of
Visit
October
2021

Item

Outcomes

Source of Item

Lead Member/Officers

Lancaster West
Estate carbon net
zero scheme

Review the implemenation of
carbon net zero programme,
and lessons learned from
this exemplar project in the
Grenfell Recovery area.

Annual Work
Programme

Cllr Kim Taylor-Smith, Deputy Leader,
Grenfell, Housing and Property
James Caspell, Neighbourhood
Director
Doug Goldring, Director of Housing
Management

Appendix 2
SUPPORTING THE WORK PROGRAMME
The Scrutiny Team will:
•
•

•
•
•

Work with the Chair and Vice Chair to manage the annual work programme;
Provide support for scrutiny members including providing advice on scrutiny
in line with the 2019 Statutory Guidance and best practice, and producing
briefing papers, background materials, key lines of enquiry, and arranging
seminars or briefings for members.
Carry out and commission qualitative and quantitative research to support
topics including data gathering and analysis, case studies and examples of
good practice to inform the scrutiny process;
Source external experts to contribute information to agenda items at formal
meetings and to working groups;
Support working groups, including managing the project plan; drafting terms
of reference; providing advice on virtual and remote techniques to gather
evidence and engage with stakeholders during the health emergency, and
drafting reports in consultation with the chair; and promote scrutiny across
the council and externally including production of reports and publicity to
show what has changed as a result.

Each select committee has an allocated Governance Administrator who will:
•

•
•
•
•

Co-ordinate and administer agenda planning meetings with the Chair, Vice
Chair, scrutiny and senior officers in advance of committee meetings. This
will include advising officers and partner agencies of the information
required;
Administer the committee meetings including sending out agenda papers to
councillors;
Produce the minutes of the meeting and update the action and
recommendations trackers;
Provide governance support to working groups and conferences including
arranging venues and providing administrative support; and
Develop and manage a database of residents and other stakeholders who
wish to be kept informed of scrutiny work.

As part of the implementation of the work programme in the year, the select
committee will:
•
•
•
•

Meet formally five times a year to review evidence gathered and agree
recommendations in relation to scrutiny reviews they are conducting;
Call the relevant Lead Member to attend a meeting to set out their plans,
and to return at the end to be questioned on progress;
Hold additional evidence gathering sessions and events as appropriate to
the topic of each review. These will hear from a range of experts from the
local area and beyond (including residents);
Proactively promote and encourage public participation in reviews;

•
•
•

Ensure that the voice of vulnerable residents is heard;
Consider appointing co-optees (from appropriately constituted and
representative relevant organisations) for specific reviews;
Monitor, track and communicate progress in responding to scrutiny
recommendations.

Environment Select Committee
Recommendation

Decision
Maker

Status

The SC recommended that the Lead Member undertake a pilot scheme (including
RAs and Amenities Societies) to assess the case for using modern (double, triple, or
selective) window glazing on historic buildings within conservation areas. The study
could specifically assess: the thermal insulation benefits of modern glazing; the
degree to which improved glazing might contribute to the Borough’s 2040
decarbonisation deadline; and whether the heritage impact of modern glazing could
be mitigated using new and innovative techniques. Subject to the findings of this
pilot, the Lead Member could then consider revising local policy to authorise wider
use of modern glazing in heritage settings.

Cllr
Thalassites
Lead
Member for
Planning,
Place and
Environment

Accepted

The SC recommends that the Lead Member revises planning policy to require 100%
of on-site parking in new developments to make active provision for electric vehicle
charging

The SC recommended that the Leadership Team commits to its full implementation
in the shortest possible timeframe.
The SC further recommended that the Lead Member undertakes a pilot study
involving the housing service to trial the implementation of this procurement
approach in a real-world setting.

The SC recommends that the work on the Tall Buildings SPD and the Kensal SPD
are aligned and prioritised by the Lead Member and officers.

Cllr
Thalassites
Lead
Member for
Planning,
Place and
Environment
Cllr Weale
Lead
Member for
Finance
Cllr Weale
Lead
Member for
Finance
Cllr
Thalassites
Lead
Member for
Planning,
Place and
Environment

Accepted

Accepted

Partially accepted

The SC recommends that officers check if the SPD document in the Consultation
presentation is sufficiently legible on the website. The document circulated to the SC
was presented with double width landscape format and was very difficult to read.

The SC supports the provision of shorter reports focused on Conservation Areas,
cross referenced to generic topic reports as proposed. It also recommends that Lead
Member and officers prioritise a topic report on the thermal and acoustic upgrading of
glazing, together with full consultation with resident amenity societies and report
progress to this SC within six months
The SC supports the proposal that the Council’s 2030 Carbon Zero commitment, its
known costs, and current estimated risks are an integral part of the Medium Term
Financial Strategy. Due to this emerging at pace, the Lead Member and officers
should ensure all business streams, including Procurement, Risk, Audit and
Transparency are regularly updated.

Cllr
Thalassites
Lead
Member for
Planning,
Place and
Environment
Cllr
Thalassites
Lead
Member for
Planning,
Place and
Environment
Cllr Weale
Lead
Member for
Finance

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

The SC welcomes the increasing exploration of sources additional funding to fill the
currently perceived £100+m shortfall in resources identified to fulfil the Council
Carbon Zero 2030 commitment. The SC recommends prioritising the further
development of the RBKC Carbon Offset Fund to include a carbon offset payment
annually from any Council asset that does not achieve the Carbon Zero 2030
commitment and that this resource be ring fenced to invest in achieving and maintain
that commitment.

Cllr Weale
Lead
Member for
Finance

Partially accepted

The SC welcomed the Integrated Neighbourhood Community Safety Model and
recommended that the Lead Member prioritises further alignment with CREST,
including ongoing work with Customer Services and IT systems, to enable a single
point of track and trace access service for residents, businesses and visitors.

Cllr Will
Lead
Member for
Culture,
Leisure and
Community
Safety

Accepted

The SC recommended that Lead Members and officers ensure that the shortfall of
money required to take housing stock to Carbon Zero by 2030 and potential solutions
are regularly fed through to the finance department.

The SC recommended that Lead Members and officers ensure that the implications
of this programme of work for leaseholders is fully researched and communicated.

The potential fuel poverty resilience benefits of the welcome Fabric First approach
are communicated to occupants and that the emerging data relating to behavioural
change understood.

The detail practical lessons from the Lancaster West pilot are learnt for wider
implementation across the stock to achieve in practice the Carbon Zero 2030
commitment. These include sufficiently skilled site labour/management, product
accreditation, market maturation of cost and performance for the supply and
maintenance of new items including heat pumps and their Carbon Zero energy
supply.

Cllr Taylor
Smith
Lead
Member for
Grenfell,
Housing and
Social
Investment
Cllr Taylor
Smith
Lead
Member for
Grenfell,
Housing and
Social
Investment
Cllr Taylor
Smith
Lead
Member for
Grenfell,
Housing and
Social
Investment
Cllr Taylor
Smith
Lead
Member for
Grenfell,
Housing and
Social
Investment

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

The SC recommended to the Lead Member for Culture, Leisure and Community
Safety that the Kensington and Chelsea Festival and the Summer of Love is brought
under a singular overarching brand, to help ensure there is full engagement with local
populations and maximise attendance.

Cllr Will
Lead
Member for
Culture,
Leisure and
Community
Safety

ENVIRONMENT SELECT COMMITTEE
ACTIONS TRACKER
The Actions Tracker allows Members to monitor responses and actions against their
requests for further actions or information. The Tracker is updated following each
meeting. Once an action has been completed, it will be shaded out to indicate that it
will be removed from the Tracker at the next meeting.
Date of
meeting

Item

Actions

To

03
February
2021

A4 Customer
Services and
CREST

Tim Davis
and Sophie
Ellis

03
February
2021

A5 Green Plan

03
February
2021

A7 E-Scooters

20 April
2021

A4 Integrated
Neighbourhood
Community
Safety Model

The Chair asked
for a further
update from
Officers as
progress was
made
Cllr Thalassites
and officers to
continue to work
towards the
document
demonstrating
the scope, scale
and pace
required to
achieve
2030/2040
commitments.
The Chair asked
for further
evidence to be
provided to the
Committee in the
future regarding
management
intentions from
providers.
Members asked
if there was any
data available
regarding how
the model
worked in
practice and the
monitoring of its
effectiveness.
Officers agreed
to provide such

Terry Oliver

Mark
Chetwynd

Stuart
Priestley

Response

To note: The
current Work
Programme for
2021/22 plans
to look at the
topic of
2030/2040
Commitments
in the February
2022 ESC
Meeting.

20 April
2021

A7: How RBKC
Social Housing
goes to 2030
Carbon Zero

1 July
2021

A5: Culture
Update

1 July
2021

1 July
2021

1 July
2021

1 July

information to the
Committee.
The Select
Caroline
Committee
Scott/ Anca
welcomed this
Giurgui
update, asked
that there be a
further report of
2030 progress in
the autumn.

The Select
Committee
asked for further
information
regarding how
small grants of
~£500 can be
spent.
A5: Culture
The Select
Update
Committee
asked for a
further paper
regarding the 4
Year Culture
Plan to be
presented in the
autumn.
A7: RBKC 2040 Officers to
Carbon Net Zero circulate
information
regarding RBKC
having the
fastest reduction
of carbon
emissions in
London.
A7: RBKC 2040 Officers to
Carbon Net Zero provide further
information about
the different
types of
offsetting
schemes being
considered for
use in RBKC.
A7: RBKC 2040 Officers to
Carbon Net Zero provide further

Nick Kasic

To note: The
current Work
Programme for
2021/22 plans
to look at the
topic of
2030/2040
Commitments
in the February
2022 ESC
Meeting.

Nicholas
To note: The
Kasic/Verena current Work
Cornwall
Programme for
2021/22 plans
to look at the
Culture Plan in
the March
2022 ESC
Meeting.
Jeremy
Plester

Jeremy
Plester

Jeremy
Plester

Completed: list
of partnerships

1 July

feedback,
potentially in the
form of a paper,
regarding the
coherence of
different
partnerships
across the
Borough.
A7: RBKC 2040 Officers to
Jeremy
Carbon Net Zero provide further
Plester
information to the
Committee
regarding the
breakdown of
costs towards
this goal, in
terms of the
distribution of
costs over time,
where these
funds are coming
from/being
diverted from.

circulated to
the Chair
9/9/21.

FOR INFORMATION

