Notice of Meeting
Council
26 June 2019 at 6.30pm
The Council Chamber, Kensington Town Hall, Hornton
Street, W8 7NX
Contact: Mr M Carver

E-mail: martyn.carver@rbkc.gov.uk

Tel: 020 7361 2477

Website: www.rbkc.gov.uk
Issue Date: 18 June 2019

Chief Executive – Barry Quirk
FILMING, BROADCASTING AND BLOGGING – Please note that this meeting is open
to the press and public and may be filmed for live or subsequent broadcast via the
Council's website. Additionally members of the press and public may film, tweet, blog
etc. from those parts of the meeting room allocated as public seating. It is important,
however, that councillors can discuss and take decisions without disruption so any
activity of a manifestly disruptive nature will not be permitted. Generally the public
seating areas, especially those further back, are not ‘in shot’, however the Council
cannot guarantee that any part of the room or any seat cannot or will not be filmed and
as such, by entering this meeting room, you are consenting to being filmed.

Agenda
72 SECONDS SILENCE
At the start of the meeting there will be 72 seconds silence to remember those who lost
their lives in the Grenfell tragedy.
1.

MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING
The minutes of the meeting of the Council held on 22 May 2019 are submitted for
confirmation.

2.

SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE MAYOR

3.

CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

(i)

Apologies for absence

(ii)

Declarations of interest
Any Member of the Council 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
Chamber 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, 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 their continued participation, in the matter relating to the interest, would be reasonable
in the circumstances, particularly if the interest may give rise to a perception of a conflict of
interests, or whether they should leave the Chamber while any discussion or vote on the matter
takes place.

4.

PUBLIC SPEAKING
An opportunity for members of the public to speak to the meeting on any matter of
local interest or concern.

5.

PETITIONS

(i)

Sheppard Trust Homes ACV

(ii)

Save the trees on Notting Hill Gate and Holland Park Avenue

(iii)

Presentation of other petitions (if any).

6.

STATEMENT BY THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL AND RESPONSE BY LEADER
OF THE MINORITY PARTY (STANDING ITEM)

7.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
The Mayor to announce the order of business for the remainder of the meeting.

8.

REPORTS FROM THE LEADERSHIP TEAM
None.

9.

REPORTS OF COUNCIL-SIDE COMMITTEES
Annual Treasury Report 2018-19

10.

MATTERS REFERRED TO THE COUNCIL BY SCRUTINY COMMITTEES
Report from the Public Realm Scrutiny Committee – Maintenance of Historic Built
Features

11.

QUESTIONS ASKED OF LEAD MEMBERS

(i)

By Cllr Wade of the Lead Member for the Environment:
“In light of the fact that Earl's Court has achieved the unenviable status of coming first
in Poor Air Quality and High Street Kensington fourth, please can the Lead Member
provide information as to the reasons for the change of Air Quality Monitoring in the
Borough from the pan London Air Quality Network managed by King’s College, London
to Air Quality England hosted by Ricardo Energy & Environment? It is not clear as to
why this decision to terminate the contract with this London wide organisation – i.e. was
it budgetary or another reason. How is the monitoring data being collated, processed,
used and is the data in a comparable format to that of the LAQN and are there any

differences in the range pollutants that are being monitored? Also, in recognition of
these results are there any plans to extend monitoring sites at present at Chelsea,
Cromwell Road, Earl's Court Road, Knightsbridge and North Kensington?”
12.

MATTERS OF LOCAL CONCERN RAISED UNDER S.O. 11
Members may draw to the Council’s attention Ward or other ‘live’ issues of general /
broad principle. Each member raising such an issue under this Standing Order should
speak for not more than two minutes in addressing the Council. No more than three
Majority Group members and one Minority Party member may raise issues in this way
per meeting. Members wishing to raise such matters should register their intent with
the Chief Executive prior to the meeting.

13.

MOTIONS FOR DEBATE

(i)

Serious youth violence
“We know from our recent youth survey that safety was one of the four key priorities for
our young people and their families. This Council recognises the urgency but also the
complexity of the issues around serious youth violence and the need for all agencies
including the police to work together. It therefore welcomes both the Council’s new
strategy to tackle these issues and the additional £1m of funding from Public Health.”
Proposed by: Cllr. Emma Will
Seconded by: Cllr. Gerard Hargreaves

(ii)

Holiday Inn, Cromwell Road
"This Council calls on the Mayor to listen to the overwhelming view among West London
residents about the redevelopment of the Holiday Inn on the Cromwell Road that the
proposals are too tall, too dense and inappropriate, as reflected in the decision by the
RBKC Planning Committee on 27th September 2018 to refuse planning permission.”
Proposed by: Cllr. Janet Evans
Seconded by: Cllr. Josh Rendall

(iii)

Air Quality Improvement
“This Council notes the poor quality of air in the Borough. Over four million tons of
carbon dioxide and thirty thousand tons of nitrogen oxide enters the environment in
London as a whole each year. Even though the solutions are largely beyond the
Borough's control, this Council welcomes the specific measures taken to contribute local
solutions addressing the problem.
Targets for environmental protection across UK cities are not being met. This Council
calls for Kensington and Chelsea to be an exemplar in leading local solutions with a
vision dedicated to changing this statistic.”
Proposed by: Cllr. Dr. Max Chauhan
Seconded by: Cllr. Greg Hammond

14.

APPOINTMENTS TO COMMITTEES AND OUTSIDE ORGANISATIONS

15.

ANY OTHER ORAL OR WRITTEN ITEMS WHICH THE MAYOR CONSIDERS
URGENT
Standing Order 8 requires every Councillor attending a Council meeting to sign the
attendance book.

[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 Mayor 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
There are no 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 Mayor agree to
discuss any other such matters on the grounds of urgency, the Council 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 Council is scheduled to be held on
24 July 2019

Minutes of the Annual Meeting of the Council
held at The Town Hall, Hornton Street, London
W8 7NX at 5.30pm on 22 May 2019

PRESENT
Members of the Council
THE MAYOR: CLLR. WILL PASCALL
THE DEPUTY MAYOR: CLLR. WALAA IDRIS
ADDENBROOKE, Sarah
ADOURIAN, Hamish
ALI, Kasim
ARETI, Aarien
ATKINSON, Robert
BAKHTIAR, Mohammed
BERRILL-COX, Adrian
BLAKEMAN, Judith
CAMPBELL, Elizabeth
CHAUHAN, Dr Max
CYRON, Anne
DENT COAD, Emma
ELNAGHI, Marwan
EVANS, Janet
FAULKS, Catherine
FREEMAN, Robert
HAMMOND, Gregory
HARGREAVES, Gerard
HEALY, Pat
HENDERSON, Ian
HUSBAND, James
JACKSON, Alison
KEMAHLI, Cem
1.

LARI, Sina
LINDSAY, David
MASON, Pat
McVEIGH, Sof
MILLS, Julie
NAIL, Nadia
PRESS, Monica
RENDALL, Josh
ROSSI, Mari-Therese
ROUND, Laura
SCHMETTERLING, Dori
SPALDING, Malcolm
TAYLOR-SMITH, Kim
THALASSITES, Johnny
THAXTER, Portia
WADE, Linda
WASON, Ian
WEALE, Mary
WILL, Emma
WILLIAMS, Charles
WOODGER, Maxwell

ELECTION OF MAYOR
The Mayor, Cllr. Marie-Therese Rossi, in the chair.
The Mayor said that it would be appropriate for the meeting to start by standing in silence
for 72 seconds to remember all those who lost their lives in the Grenfell tragedy.
Councillors, officers and members of the public stood to observe the 72 second silence.
It was then moved by Cllr. Rendall and seconded by Cllr. Hargreaves:
that Cllr. Pascall be elected Mayor of the Royal Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea for the ensuing year.
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The motion was put to the vote and the Mayor declared that the vote was in favour of
Cllr. Pascall.
The elected Mayor, having been introduced by Cllr. Rendall and Cllr. Hargreaves, made
and subscribed the statutory declaration of acceptance of Office and was invested with
the Chain and Badge of Office.
The Mayor, Cllr. Pascall, in the chair.
2.

APPOINTMENT AND INVESTMENT OF DEPUTY MAYOR
The Mayor appointed Cllr. Walaa Idris as Deputy Mayor and invested her with the
Badge of Office.
Cllr. Idris addressed the Council.

3.

APPOINTMENT OF MAYOR'S CHAPLAIN
The Mayor appointed Rev. Emma Dinwiddy Smith as his Chaplain.

4.

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 24 APRIL 2019
The minutes of the meeting held on 24 April 2019 were confirmed as a correct record
and were signed by the Mayor.

5.

MAYOR'S ANNOUNCEMENTS
With great sadness, the Mayor reported the death of former Cllr. David Hudson on 29 April
who had served from 1986-2002 as a Member for Brompton Ward.
The Mayor said that he was honoured and excited to have been chosen as Mayor for
the coming year. He looked forward to building on the excellent work of his predecessor
and ensuring the Mayoralty continued to play a major role in bringing communities and
the Council together. He added that he was aware of the enormous challenges in
representing the borough and would ensure that the legacy of the Grenfell tragedy was
at the forefront of his Mayoralty. He also spoke of his desire to be inclusive and work
with everyone across the borough. From the start of his Mayoralty, the Mayor said he
would cease using the Mayoral Jaguar, which would be sold, and use an electric vehicle
thus making a modest contribution to improving the Borough’s air quality. He concluded
by saying that he aimed to launch his Charity on 20th June at 6.30pm in the Mayor’s
Parlour.

6.

VOTE OF THANKS TO RETIRING MAYOR AND DEPUTY MAYOR
It was moved by Cllr. Freeman, seconded by Cllr. Atkinson, and
RESOLVED That the hearty thanks of the Councillors of the Royal Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea be tendered to Cllr. Marie-Therese Rossi and Cllr. Mohammed Bakhtiar
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for the valuable services which they had rendered to the Royal Borough and to
the Council during their terms of office as Mayor and Deputy Mayor respectively;
and that the Council record its high appreciation of the able manner in which they
had performed the many duties of their offices.
The Mayor thereupon invested Cllr. Rossi with her Past Mayor's Badge.
Cllrs. Rossi and Bakhtiar responded.
At 6pm the Mayor adjourned the meeting until 6.30pm.
7.

PUBLIC SPEAKING
The Mayor said that the Council was keen to encourage public involvement in this
meeting. Up to one hour had been set aside for questions from Residents and
responses from the Council. The format was for those Residents who had registered to
speak for up to five minutes and for there to be up to two minutes for a short reply from
the Lead Member and also from a spokesperson from the opposition. The effectiveness
of this format would be reviewed to ensure such sessions were as well run and
productive as possible.
The Mayor added that this Council meeting was taking place a day before an election.
Therefore, he reminded Members of the pre-election guidance: during debate and when
answering questions Members must avoid comments that would affect or influence
public support for a political party or a candidate.
The Mayor introduced Dr. Catherine Howe from the Democratic Society who facilitated
the session. A summary of the speeches is set out below:
Speaker 1 – Abdurahman Sayed
Mr Sayed spoke about a plot of land opposite Al-Manaar Muslim Cultural Heritage
Centre on Acklam Road. Mr Sayed said that in July 2006 the Council’s Cabinet had
granted Al-Manaar first option on the land. However, Al-Manaar had been unable to
raise the £2million required for the 999-year lease and the offer was withdrawn in 2015.
Since May 2018, Al-Manaar had met with Councillors and officers, including with Cllr.
Kim Taylor-Smith, for discussions. Al-Manaar was now in a more financially secure
situation and Mr Sayed therefore asked the Council to reconsider the original lease
agreement.
Cllr. Taylor-Smith said that Acklam Road was one of four sites given a grant by the
Mayor of London to deliver new social housing. Given the high regard that the Council
had for Al-Manaar, Cllr. Taylor Smith said that the best action would be to continue
discussions to see whether the benefits of what was being provided to the Council by
the Mayor of London, the Council’s housing objectives and Al-Manaar’s objectives for
community space could all be met. Cllr. Taylor-Smith could not comment on whether
the 2006 figure of £2 million could still be offered, given the Council’s requirement to
provide best value. Cllr. Taylor-Smith thanked Mr Sayed for coming.
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Cllr. Bakhtiar expressed his support for Al-Manaar, reminding the Council of the work
that Al-Manaar did for the community. Cllr. Bakhtiar said that Mr Sayed had transformed
Al-Manaar over the past three years and thanked him for coming.
Speaker 2 – Tabassum Awan
A volunteer for Al-Manaar and a trustee of the Westway Trust, Ms Awan outlined the
activities that Al-Manaar undertook, citing many examples of the good work carried out
by the community centre. Ms Awan briefly described Al-Manaar’s plans for the land,
including: a hub community kitchen; an alternative medicine and wellness centre; a
community nursery; a vocational training and adult training centre and a business and
career centre. Ms Awan asked the Council to support the requests of the centre,
arguing that Al-Manaar needed to be supported to continue with its varied and farreaching community work.
Cllr. Cyron thanked Mr Sayed and Ms Awan for speaking, congratulated Al-Manaar on
its awards, thanked Ms Awan for becoming a trustee of the Westway Trust and also
thanked Cllr Press for her work at the Westway Trust. Cllr Cyron welcomed Cllr Elnaghi
to the Westway Trust and offered her full support to Al-Manaar.
Cllr. Mason, as a Councillor for Golborne Ward, endorsed the requests that the
speakers had made and thanked them for attending. He said that Al-Manaar had built
up respect on this Council, and nationally, for the work it carried out. Cllr. Mason said
that Al-Manaar, having served the community for 25 years, would be best placed to
decide what should happen with the land.
Speaker 3 – Eve Allison
Ms Allison spoke on behalf of 15 women who were attending the meeting. They were
facing potential eviction and had created a petition which gained 2,000 signatures in
two weeks. Ms Allison read a speech prepared by the residents as they feared that
making themselves known would put them at risk of eviction. In the speech, the
residents asked the Council to protect the 29 almshouses in Lansdowne Walk. The
residents requested that the Council designate the buildings as an Asset of Community
Value, for social and community use. Ms Allison said that the Elizabeth Sheppard Trust
was established in 1855 to take care of residents who were no longer able to look after
themselves, but now their homes could be sold. Ms Allison said that when residents
put their names on the waiting list, they thought their houses would be safe, but they
had in fact become more vulnerable.
Cllr. Thalassites thanked Ms Allison for raising this distressing issue. Cllr Thalassites
said that buildings in residential use could not be designated as Assets of Community
Value. However, he would meet with residents to see how the Council could help.
Cllr. Mason thanked Ms Allison for attending, saying that regardless of whether the
buildings could be designated as Assets of Community Value, the Council could
publicise their opposition to landlords that evict their tenants, including private landlords
and Housing Associations. Cllr. Mason said that it would cost the Council nothing to be
vocal in their opposition to this but would shame the companies responsible.
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Speaker 4 – Joseph Batty
Mr Batty introduced himself as Senior Community Development and Engagement
Officer at Kensington and Chelsea Social Council (K&CSC) and outlined the K&CSC’s
work. Mr Batty expressed K&CSC’s desire to be involved in the Governance Review
currently being carried out. Mr Batty said that, due to the initial speed of the decision,
K&CSC felt remote from the decision and had therefore invited Ed Hammond from the
Centre for Public Scrutiny to discuss the changes. While initially pleased with Mr
Hammond’s recommendations, K&CSC had some issues which were submitted to the
Review Panel but were never discussed. Mr Batty said that K&CSC were committed to
see North Kensington have control of a meaningful budget and wanted to be the
architects in the reshaping of their community. He asked that the recommendations put
forward in the K&CSC papers be considered by the Council.
Cllr. Campbell thanked Mr Batty for attending the Council’s Borough and Area
Governance Review consultation sessions but was unaware of any missing papers. Cllr.
Campbell confirmed that, as Co-Chair of the panel, all of the papers that were presented
to the panel had been discussed. She said that she and Mr Batty might disagree on the
amount of power that should be devolved, but that she also wanted people to be at the
centre and to hold the Council to account.
Cllr. Mason said that he had found the paper that Mr Batty submitted. He said the paper
ended by saying that the Council’s recommendations would not reflect the radical
changes that were suggested by the Centre for Public Scrutiny. Cllr. Mason said that
real devolution to ward level was not being considered and that the devolution that was
being offered already existed. Cllr. Mason told Mr Batty that, as the Council won’t
decide until its meeting on 24 July, Mr Batty had time to lobby again.
Speaker 5 – Diana Rendall
Ms Rendall talked about traffic nuisances, particularly noise and speeding of super cars.
Ms Rendall said that a working group had sat on Monday, chaired by Cllr. McVeigh, and
that she hoped that those meetings would continue and lead to some actions being
taken to address this ongoing problem. Ms Rendall asked that the Council support any
recommendations that emerge from the working group.
Cllr. Thalassites thanked Ms Rendall for coming in and confirmed that a new residentled working group had been formed by Cllrs. McVeigh, Weale and Idris. Cllr.
Thalassites said that officers would be drafting a paper to look at this issue and offer
potential solutions.
Cllr. Mason gave his support to the working group but said that follow up work must take
place to make sure that recommendations were implemented. Cllr Mason said that
police cuts had reduced the authorities’ ability to deal with the problem and urged Ms
Rendall to be persistent.
Speaker 6 - Danny and David Lidgate
The Lidgates presented the view of the Holland Park Traders’ Association on the new
proposals for a TfL cycle highway, claiming that the proposals would cause shop
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closures around Holland Park due to reliance on daily deliveries and lack of customer
parking. They cited recent paving works undertaken by the Council, which saw sales
drop by 10-15%. The Lidgates suggested that removing one lane would cause
congestion, which would make crossing the road harder and therefore adversely affect
passing trade. They also suggested that increased congestion, and the loss of trees,
would contribute towards poor air quality. They therefore asked for support from the
Council.
Cllr. Thalassites thanked Danny and David for their comments on the TfL and City for
London cycle way. He said that councillors had met with residents and heard their
concerns. Cllr Thalassites said that leaflets had been delivered to the four most affected
wards and that a public meeting would be held 30th June to gather residents’ views.
This would be fed back to TfL before the Council formally responded to the proposals.
Cllr. Dent Coad said that in 2015 the Council had refused to allow the super cycle road
to be built along High Street Kensington, to the disappointment of cyclists. It had also
not introduced 20mph speed restrictions in residential areas. She said that the Notting
Hill Improvement Group fought to improve the environment by planting trees but now all
18 are to be cut down, though TfL said they were willing to replace these with more
trees.
The Mayor thanked all speakers for taking the time to come and address the meeting.
8.

PETITIONS
Cllr. Mills presented a petition with the following prayer:
“We, the undersigned, petition the Council of the Royal Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea to use its best endeavours to protect our 29 homes located in the Alms Houses
also known as the Sheppard Trust which are situated in Lansdowne Walk, London, W11
3LN. Several of these 29 flats have been there since the 1950s. We, the present
residents and beneficiaries are vulnerable, elderly women or limited means with roots
throughout the Royal Borough.
We must not be moved against our will out of the area.
We implore the Cabinet and Councillors to instruct its Planning Department to designate
all Sheppard Trust houses on Lansdowne Walk as ‘Assets of Community Value’ to
protect the buildings by designating that they have social community use thereby
demonstrating the value Kensington and Chelsea places on housing its elders within
the heart of the community and the importance that its long term residents bring to the
rich diversity of the borough.”
Cllr. Mills also read a letter in support submitted by Hon. Alderman Buckmaster.
Pursuant to Standing Order 10 the petition was referred to the Executive for
consideration and reply.
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9.

CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S COMMUNICATIONS
Apologies of absence
Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Cllrs. Bennett, Marshall, O’Connor
and Palmer.
Apologies of lateness
Apologies for lateness were submitted by Cllr. Round.

10.

REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE
The reception of the report was moved by Cllr. Campbell and seconded by Cllr. Lindsay.

(i)

Governance Review
The Mayor drew the Council’s attention to the two Amendments which had been
circulated. Referring to Standing Order 15, the Mayor said that Amendment No.2 had
been received just after the deadline for submission of Amendments to reports. It was
then moved by Cllr. Lindsay and seconded by Cllr. Lari that under Standing Order 42,
the Council to suspend Standing Order 15 on this occasion to allow Amendment 2 to
be considered.
The motion was put the vote and was declared by the Mayor to be carried.
It was then moved by Cllr. Lindsay and seconded by Cllr. Lari that in accordance with
Standing Order 42, Standing Order 30 be suspended to allow the Leader and Cllr
Mason up to 10 minutes each for their speeches on the Governance review.
The motion was put the vote and was declared by the Mayor to be carried.
The Mayor then said that after the speeches by the Leaders on this matter, the two
Amendments would be moved and seconded. There would then be a general debate
on the governance review among Members before the votes on the Amendments and
on the recommendations in the report.
Cllr. Campbell spoke of the improvements which the proposals in the report would bring.
Council decisions were becoming more open, with greater resident involvement. The
Council would be experimenting with the format of meetings to get people more
engaged, thereby creating tougher scrutiny. Cllr. Campbell said that next year there
would be a new Youth Parliament and a Charter for Public Participation. She said that
the Council would be changing the way it published its key decisions by putting these
on the Forward Plan earlier and increasing their relevance. She spoke of changes to
the way scrutiny works, introducing proposals for a new Overview and Scrutiny
Committee.
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Cllr. Mason replied that Labour had campaigned to change scrutiny, but past Executives
had refused to listen. He raised several questions about the proposed new scrutiny
system:





Would it be an improvement on the current system?
How would it answer the issues that residents face?
How it would work and whether it was ready to go live?
Whether it was designed to deal with issues that people want to scrutinise and/or
issues that Committees are legally obliged to scrutinise?

He said that City Living Local Life was already a devolved budget and therefore did not
represent devolution. Cllr. Mason concluded by saying that the Labour Group would
wait to see the final proposals in July before deciding whether to support them.
Amendment No. 1
It was then moved by Cllr. Rendall and seconded by Cllr. Evans:
“This Council notes the plans for a period of consultation prior to the meeting of Council
on 24 July in relation to the detail of new arrangements for scrutiny, and prioritisation of
the scrutiny work programme. This consultation will take place through a residents’
conference, all existing Scrutiny Committees, and a public appeal for views and
priorities.
In order to ensure that this consultation is as effective as possible, this Council resolves
to agree the following amendments to the recommendations in the report of the
Administration Committee as follows:
i)

Not to elect a Chair and Vice Chair designate of the Overview and Scrutiny
Committee at this meeting;

ii) To appoint a Panel of four non-Executive members (three majority party and one
minority party members) to oversee the process of consultation and for the
Administration Committee to bring back proposals to the Council meeting on 24 July
having considered the results of that consultation;
iii) To consider as part of the consultation how all non-Executive members can have
the opportunity to serve on one Scrutiny Committee, if they so wish.”
Amendment No. 2
It was then moved by Cllr. Ali and seconded by Cllr. Dent Coad:
“Good scrutiny comes from working collectively and efficiently with our residents taking
the time it needs to get a representative outcome. The Council will achieve a better
scrutiny system by improving engagements with residents to develop a deep
understanding of local people’s needs and aspirations. This must form part of a wider
programme of community engagement and empowerment that will bring the benefits of
true participation.
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However, very few residents were engaged and consulted for the new scrutiny
programme, in fact, less than 1.9% of about the 160,000 residents of RBKC were
consulted during four Council Plan consultations in a short period of time. The resident
input to the Borough & Area Governance Review Panel hearings was also small in
number, and many of their ideas were ignored.
Therefore, this consultation process is not adequate to deliver a scrutiny programme fit
for a 21st Century local authority as it does not reflect the voices and concerns of the
borough-wide residents.
In order to ensure that this consultation is as successful as possible, this Council
resolves to agree the following amendments to the recommendations in the report of
the Administration Committee:
 To consult with more residents in the borough and increase the number of
residents consulted for the new scrutiny programme from less than 2% to 1520% of the 160,000 residents that will furthermore ensure proportional
representation of all the wards in the borough.
 To extend the period of the boroughwide consultations to March 2020.
 To appoint a panel of four non-Executive members to oversee the process of the
consultation before starting to pilot whatever new scrutiny arrangements emerge
from this process, from May 2020 for 2 years, with a review to be scheduled after
18 months.”
Debate then followed among Members. The following key points were made:













The Borough and Area Governance Review panel had met in public seven times
to discuss changes.
Ward forums were welcomed and local spending priorities would involve
residents in the heart of decision-making.
There was a need for change to the scrutiny process.
Scrutiny committees currently had overloaded agendas and recommendations
were rarely made.
Disappointment was expressed that there were only plans for a residents’ panel
in Notting Dale ward. Panels should also be set up for other wards.
The Labour Group had not put forward any Members for the scrutiny panel as it
was understood that meetings would be during the day not evening.
The Council should take another 7 to 8 months to consider the proposals.
The proposals would build on the best parts of scrutiny. New scrutiny
arrangements would be more resident facing and dynamic.
Scrutiny committees should do more work outside the Town Hall.
Many key decisions did not need to go through scrutiny committees which had
overloaded agendas. Increasing consultation to 15-20% of residents as
suggested in Amendment 2 defied credulity.
Changes to budget scrutiny would be of particular benefit.
Delaying the introduction of the proposals was not ideal but more residents
should be consulted.
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The time being 8.20pm, it was moved by Cllr. Lindsay, seconded by Cllr. Lari and
RESOLVED – that Standing Order 24.01 be suspended and that the meeting terminate
no later than 9.30pm.
In summing up and addressing the points rasied, Cllr. Campbell said that discussions
had been ongoing for a year and there would be time to come up with further proposals
before the July Council meeting. There should be no further delay. There would be a
review of the new system after a year.
Amendment No.1 was then put to the vote and was declared by the Mayor to be carried,
with the Labour Councillors and Liberal Democrat Councillor abstaining.
Amendment No.2 was then put to the vote and was declared by the Mayor to be lost.
RESOLVED (with the Labour Councillors and Liberal Democrat Councillor abstaining) that the five recommendations in paragraph 1.2, as amended by Amendment No.1, be
adopted.
(ii)

Proposed Appointments Policy
RESOLVED - that the recommendation in paragraph 2.3 be adopted.

(iii)

Change to the Planning Committee
RESOLVED - that the recommendation in paragraph 3.2 be adopted.

11.

APPOINTMENTS TO THE LEADERSHIP TEAM AND COMMITTEES
The list of Lead Members had been circulated round the Chamber. Cllr. Lindsay
informed the Council that Cllr. Faulks would have responsibiliy for library services. The
Council noted the appointments.
The nominations to Committees standing in the names of Cllrs. Lindsay and Lari and
circulated at the meeting were before the Council.
RESOLVED That the appointments to Committees be agreed.

12.

APPOINTMENTS TO OUTSIDE ORGANISATIONS
The nominations standing in the names of Cllrs. Lindsay and Lari and circulated at the
meeting were before the Council.
RESOLVED That the appointments be agreed.
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OTHER URGENT MATTERS
None.

The meeting ended at 8.50pm.

Mayor
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5(i)
THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
COUNCIL MEETING – 26 JUNE 2019
PETITION FOR DEBATE – SHEPPARD TRUST HOMES ACV

The following petition was presented to the Council meeting in May:
“We, the undersigned, petition the Council of the Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea to use its best endeavours to protect our 29 homes
located in the Alms Houses also known as the Sheppard Trust which are
situated in Lansdowne Walk, London, W11 3LN. Several of these 29 flats
have been there since the 1950s. We, the present residents and
beneficiaries are vulnerable, elderly women or limited means with roots
throughout the Royal Borough.
We must not be moved against our will out of the area.
We implore the Cabinet and Councillors to instruct its Planning Department
to designate all Sheppard Trust houses on Lansdowne Walk as ‘Assets of
Community Value’ to protect the buildings by designating that they have
social community use thereby demonstrating the value Kensington and
Chelsea places on housing its elders within the heart of the community and
the importance that its long term residents bring to the rich diversity of the
borough.”
The report explains:





What an Asset of Community Value (ACV) is.
The correct process for applying to designate buildings as ACVs
The impact of an ACV designation.
The likely chances of Sheppard Trust homes being designated
as an ACV.
FOR DISCUSSION

1.

THE PETITION

1.1

We have received a petition with over 1500 signatories attached (online and in
hardcopy). The petition asks:
“the Cabinet and Councillors to instruct the Planning Department to
designate all Sheppard Trust houses on Lansdowne Walk as ‘Assets of
Community Value’ to protect the buildings by designating that they have
social and community use thereby demonstrating the value Kensington and
Chelsea places on housing its elders within the heart of the community and
1

the importance that its long term residents bring to the rich diversity of the
Borough”
2.

PETITION GUIDANCE

2.1

The Council’s Petition Guidance states:
“A petition may be referred to a meeting of the full Council for debate where:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

2.2

a petition addresses a broad and current issue of interest or relevance
to residents across the Borough as a whole; and
the Mayor so agrees; and
the petition achieves at least 1,500 valid supporting signatures.”

As the above applies:
“… the lead petitioner will be asked to confirm that s/he would like the petition
handled in that way and, if s/he does, will be invited to address, or nominate
someone else to address, the meeting in question. Council or Scrutiny
consideration of any petition will be based upon a written report from the relevant
Council officer, published with the relevant agenda. The response to any petition
that is considered in these ways will be given, usually by the relevant Lead
Member, after they have had the opportunity fully to consider the points raised
at the meeting in question.”

2.3

This report sets out the key issues following confirmation from the Lead
Petitioners of their wish for the petition to be debated at Council.

3.

THE SHEPPARD TRUST HOMES

3.1

The Sheppard Trust is a charitable housing trust with roots in the Victorian
period who provide sheltered housing to single Christian elderly ladies living on
limited means. The Trust owns two sites in the Borough on Lansdowne Walk,
at Nos. 2-4 (15 one bed flats and a studio) and Nos. 12-14 (12 one bed flats and
one studio).

3.2

There are a total of 29 self-contained flats across both sites, which remain
occupied by elderly women. Although there is a warden at the sites, the Trust
does not provide any element of care to the occupants. In planning terms, the
flats at the site are viewed as 29 separate homes in class C3 residential use.

3.3

The Trust state publically on their website that they have agreed in principle to
develop new extra care housing outside the Borough. This has led to concerns
that the Trust may vacate their current premises in Lansdowne Walk and seek
redevelopment of those sites. Concerns about the future intentions of the Trust
are very likely to have triggered the petition to list the buildings as ACVs as a
means to protect the current occupants and the current charitable use.

4.

WHAT IS AN ACV?

4.1

The Localism Act in 2011 created a new power for qualifying local community
groups to nominate buildings or other land to be listed as ‘Assets of Community
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Value’. ACVs are defined in legislation as buildings or land that “further the
social interests and social wellbeing of the local community”. To qualify for the
designation, it must “be realistic to think” that the community use within the
building can continue into the future (Section 88 of the Localism Act).
4.2

Buildings and land that cannot be designated as an ACV are set out in Schedule
1 of The ACV Regulations. Residential uses are specifically excluded from
ACV listing (see Schedule 1 of ACV Regulations).

5.

HOW DO YOU APPLY TO DESIGNATE A BUILDING AS AN ACV?

5.1

The petition requests the Cabinet and Councillors to instruct the Planning
Department to designate the Lansdowne sites as Assets of Community Values.
This is not a lawful approach.

5.2

The Council cannot legally designate buildings as ACVs on its own initiative. An
ACV designation can only be made in response to a formal nomination
submitted by a qualifying community group and containing all the information
required by legislation. There is a formal process to be followed, which is set
out in statute, with obligations on the Council to notify owners and occupiers
that a nomination has been made, prior to any decision being made.

5.3

If the petitioners wish the Council to consider their nomination, they must first
submit the information and evidence that is required by the legislation. The
nomination must be made by an eligible community group. The most common
type of eligible groups are local charities or neighbourhood forums. An individual
cannot submit a nomination on their own. It is possible that a group of 21 local
electors can seek a designation.

5.4

The nomination form and full guidance notes are available on the Council’s
website. This explains what information is required to be submitted with the
nomination. The nomination is free and a decision takes 8 weeks. The decision
is usually taken under delegated powers by the Director of Planning.

5.5

A council officer will provide help to community groups to make the nomination
(contact: james.preece@rbkc.gov.uk).

6.

THE EFFECT OF AN ACV DESIGNATION

6.1

Once a building is designated as an ACV certain restrictions are placed on the
owner. These restrictions bite at the point at which an owner seeks to sell their
building or land. They are designed to give community groups time to raise
funds to purchase the property themselves.

6.2

Once designated, owners must formally notify the Council that they intend to
sell their ACV. The Council in turn notifies local community groups and invites
these groups to register their intention to bid to buy the building.

6.3

If a community group does express an interest in bidding for the asset, a sixmonth moratorium on any sale comes into place. This allows time for the
community group to raise funds to submit a bid. After the six-month period is
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over, the owner of the property is free to sell it to whoever they chose and at
whatever price.
6.4

An ACV designation may be given weight when considering planning decisions.

7.

COULD AN APPLICATION TO DESIGNATE THE SHEPPARD TRUST SITES
SUCCEED?

7.1

No. Even if the petitioners were to submit a valid nomination, the Sheppard Trust
sites cannot be designated as ACVs. They are a collection of self-contained
flats and studios in residential use. The ACV Regulations are very clear that
residential uses (including land connected with that residence) are excluded
from ACV listing (See Schedule 1 of the ACV Regulations).

8.

RECOMMENDATION

8.1

Council invites Lead Members to note the petitioners’ representations and any
views expressed by councillors.

Sue Foster OBE MRTPI
Interim Director of Planning and Place

Background papers: None

Contact officer:
James Preece, Senior Planning Policy Officer, Planning and Place
Tel: 0207 361 2232 E-mail: james.preece@rbkc.gov.uk
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5(ii)
THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
COUNCIL MEETING – 26 JUNE 2019
REPORT BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNITIES
PETITION FOR DEBATE – SAVE THE TREES ON NOTTING HILL GATE AND
HOLLAND PARK AVENUE

A petition calls for trees not to be cut down on Notting Hill Gate and
Holland Park Avenue.
The report explains:





Transport for London proposes the removal of 26 trees to
accommodate a segregated cycle route on Notting Hill Gate and
Holland Park Avenue.
the Council does not support Transport for London’s proposals
the Council is the highway authority for Notting Hill Gate and
Holland Park Avenue and is responsible for the trees
the Council has no plans to remove trees from Notting Hill Gate
or Holland Park Avenue
FOR DISCUSSION

1.

THE PETITION

1.1

There is a petition online signed by around 6,500 people addressed to the Mayor
of London, Transport for London and the Royal Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea:
“Save the trees on Holland Park Avenue and Notting Hill Gate. Transport
for London want to cut down multiple historic trees in a heavily congested
area where they are desperately needed to defend against the relentless
pollution. Three billion trees must be planted by 2050 to end Britain's
contribution to global warming, yet TFL seem to want to take steps in the
opposite direction, in their proposal to cut down 19 trees.
Transport for London will be putting cyclists lives at risk to introduce a
new cycle lane in this traffic-heavy area, chopping down trees to
accommodate it. While cycle lanes are undoubtedly crucial to reduce
carbon footprint, it is vital that they do not come at an environmental cost.
TFL's cavalier, careless attitude towards the loss of almost twenty mature
trees demonstrates that their primary concern is not the environment,
revealing their project to be nothing more than a box-ticking strategy to
appear more environmentally-friendly”.

1

2.

PETITION GUIDANCE

2.1

The Council’s Petition Guidance states:
“A petition may be referred to a meeting of the full Council for debate where:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

2.2

a petition addresses a broad and current issue of interest or relevance
to residents across the Borough as a whole; and
the Mayor so agrees; and
the petition achieves at least 1,500 valid supporting signatures.”

As the above applies:
“… the lead petitioner will be asked to confirm that s/he would like the
petition handled in that way and, if s/he does, will be invited to address,
or nominate someone else to address, the meeting in question. Council
or Scrutiny consideration of any petition will be based upon a written
report from the relevant Council officer, published with the relevant
agenda. The response to any petition that is considered in these ways
will be given, usually by the relevant Lead Member, after they have had
the opportunity fully to consider the points raised at the meeting in
question.”

3.

THE SUBJECT OF THE PETITION

3.1

The petition relates to Transport for London (TfL)’s proposals for Holland Park
Avenue and Notting Hill Gate that would create a segregated cycle route across
the borough. As part of these plans, TfL proposes to cut down three trees on
Holland Park Avenue and 23 trees on Notting Hill Gate. TfL has identified a
number of potential planting sites to replace some but not all of the lost trees.
The feasibility of the potential planting sites, which depends on the nature of
proximate underground utilities, is yet to be established.

3.2

TfL consulted on its proposals between 1 May 2019 and 16 June 2019. The
Council has issued a position statement on TfL’s proposals (see Appendix A)
that confirms the Council does not support them. Our position statement
explains that we have listened to our residents and businesses, and we share
their concerns: principally about the loss of trees, increased congestion and the
loss of bus stops. On trees, the statement notes:
“The scheme requires the loss of the 23 trees in the central reservation
on Notting Hill Gate. Since this is incompatible with TfL’s Healthy Streets
philosophy, which places great value on the benefits of trees, we share
our residents’ and businesses’ concerns that even with every incentive
to avoid this negative feature of proposals, TfL have not been able to
produce a scheme that keeps our trees. We want to save our trees”.

3.3

The Council is the highway authority for Notting Hill Gate and Holland Park
Avenue and is responsible for the trees on those streets. The trees cannot be
removed without the Council’s approval. The Council has no plans to remove
trees from Holland Park Avenue or Notting Hill Gate.
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4.

RECOMMENDATION

4.1

Council invites Lead Members to note the petitioners’ representations and any
views expressed by councillors.

Sue Harris
Executive Director, Communities and Environment

Background papers: None

Contact officer:
Sue Harris, Communities and Environment
Tel: 07901 650222 E-mail: Sue.Harris@rbkc.gov.uk
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TFL PROPOSALS FOR HOLLAND PARK AVENUE AND NOTTING HILL GATE
POSITION STATEMENT BY THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
14 JUNE 2019

As a Council that wants to listen to and support our local residents and local businesses, we
have sought to engage widely to hear what people think about TfL’s proposals for Holland
Park Avenue, Notting Hill Gate and surrounding streets, before setting out our position. We
understand that some residents and some businesses are frustrated that we did not set out
a clear position from the outset. For the avoidance of doubt, these are proposals designed
by TfL, after a lengthy period of engagement with Council officers, and it is for the Council to
decide whether it wishes to approve or reject them.
However, we think it was right that we should seek to hear as many voices as possible, in
order to best represent our vibrant and dynamic local residents and local businesses in
relation to these proposals. Now that the consultation period nears its end, we think it is right
that people should know what the Council thinks.
Whilst the Council supports cleaner and more active modes of transport in our
borough and across London - indeed, whilst the Council wants to promote healthier
city living and to reduce air pollution - we cannot support TfL’s proposals for Holland
Park Avenue, Notting Hill Gate and surrounding streets.
In recent times, the Council has expanded Cycleway that provide local cycle routes for
residents, workers and visitors to our borough. Even over the last few weeks, the Council
has spent time consulting with residents on a proposed new Cycleway route, which would
support cycling in the very area that TfL’s proposals are pitched. We have begun to convert
car parking to cycle parking, and we are just about to introduce a 20mph speed limit across
two wards and a number of streets (including several of our first generation Quietways). We
know that if we want more people to cycle in our borough, then we must be prepared to
make changes to our roads.
But the Council’s first priority must be to represent local residents and local businesses: and
we have been struck by the strength of feeling and the volume of correspondence from
people who oppose TfL’s plans. It is true that the Council could have urged TfL not to consult
on these proposals. We thought that would be wrong. We do not want to discourage TfL
from engaging with our residents and businesses. We want to listen to our communities and we think we have done just that, in particular at productive and well-attended TfL drop-in
events at St George’s Church. We are grateful, too, to the Kensington Society, who hosted a
productive and well-attended meeting at our own Town Hall towards the end of the
consultation period. In that meeting, we heard from many people, - including some cyclists –
with deep concerns about TfL’s plans.
The Leader of the Council has received more than 450 e-mails from residents in relation to
TfL’s proposals. Local councillors also engaged widely, responding to hundreds of e-mails
from residents in relation to these proposals. What is abundantly clear - on the basis of this
thorough engagement process - is that the vast majority of our residents, whom we are
determined to serve and to represent, do not support these proposals. Our residents’ and
our businesses’ concerns about the proposals are numerous; some highly-localised.
On a closer examination of the detail of these proposals, which we spent considerable time
reflecting upon, three concerns stand out:

1. Concern about a tree deficit in one of the city’s most picturesque areas, which also
prompted a local petition;
The scheme requires the loss of the 23 trees in the central reservation on Notting Hill Gate.
Since this is incompatible with TfL’s Healthy Streets philosophy, which places great value on
the benefits of trees, we share our residents’ and businesses’ concerns that even with every
incentive to avoid this negative feature of proposals, TfL have not been able to produce a
scheme that keeps our trees. We want to save our trees.
It has been suggested that we can have our cake and eat it - a new cycle lane, with no loss
of trees - by removing loading bays and a bus stop, or a lane of traffic. But in avoiding one
problem with the scheme, this would simply exacerbate others. For example, removing
loading spaces for local businesses would run contrary to our aim of revitalising local high
streets.
2. Concern about increased congestion on a busy arterial road and surrounding streets due
to the removal of a traffic lane, and confirmed by TfL’s own modelling;
TfL’s traffic modelling, provided in the consultation material, acknowledges that westbound
journey times in particular would increase as a result of the scheme, despite a number of
modifications to junctions and traffic signal phasing to mitigate the reduction in capacity. We
accept that the impact of removing one of two traffic lanes is more complicated than some
assume, and we note the efforts that TfL has made to retain two lanes on the approaches to
most junctions – unlike, for instance, the junction at Lancaster Gate, which very many
residents have pointed to as an example of a cycle scheme that has reduced general traffic
capacity, resulting in much slower journey times for bus and car users.
However, it is clear that for large numbers of our residents, any significant increase in
congestion along this corridor is unacceptable. The published journey time impacts are
necessarily expressed as ranges, so there are best case and worst case scenarios. But a
four-to-five minute increase on a 20-30 minute journey could mean a 20 per cent increase
(Routes 94 and 148 Westbound, morning peak). And on Route 31, the potential increases in
journey time are over 40 per cent (Eastbound, evening peak).
For general traffic, the forecasts show several instances where journey times could increase
by two-thirds, and some by more than that. While some of the eastbound journey times
would be shorter, all of the westbound journey times shown in the three sections of road in
our borough, for both morning and evening peaks, would be longer.
The Council and our residents note, too, that congestion is not only a transport issue, but
also a health issue - tied up, as it is, with poor air quality. Those who live close to the
proposed route are worried that slower-moving traffic and longer queues at junctions would
mean poorer air quality - and on a road that already breaches the annual limit value for
nitrogen dioxide. TfL has not published its assessment of the forecast air quality impacts of
the scheme. In the absence of any information to the contrary, many residents have
understandably drawn the conclusion that if the traffic modelling forecasts longer journey
times, then their local air quality would be made worse rather than better if the scheme were
implemented.
3. Concern about the impact of the proposals on public transport users
Many of our residents have been surprised that TfL, which is responsible for running bus
services, should come up with a scheme that removes two westbound bus stops and leaves
a gap of over 650 metres between the remaining stops. Surprised, and also very concerned,
about the impact that this could have on their daily lives – particularly those for whom

walking any distance is a struggle. We know that TfL’s own planning guidelines aim to keep
the distance between bus stops to no more than 400 metres, and we believe that the
engineers who designed this scheme simply could not find a way to save the bus stops
without creating other problems. We accept that in a major redesign of a road, it is likely that
there will need to be some difficult choices. Sometimes, it makes sense overall to move a
bus stop, or even to remove it completely. But to leave only one westbound bus stop
between the Hilton Hotel and Campden Hill Road, is asking bus passengers to accept a
huge reduction in access to the bus network.
The Council does see some benefits to TfL’s proposal. For someone wishing to cycle along
Holland Park Avenue - and we want more of these - this may be a good set of proposals. We
note specific concerns about the potential for collisions between cyclists on a bi-directional
track on a gradient. But we accept that many people would feel safer using such a track than
they would do in the main traffic lanes. Nor do we consider that the lane would necessarily
be dominated by people cycling at great speed, to the detriment of very young or very old
cyclists. The Council recognises that evidence from other protected cycle lanes suggests
otherwise. So we expect that TfL will receive a substantial number of responses from people
who support the cycle lane and that they would feel more comfortable riding on it than riding
in traffic.
We are grateful to TfL for their constructive engagement on these bold proposals to support
cycling across London. Indeed, the Council notes that TfL officers have suggested that some
of the unwelcome features of their proposals are not intrinsic to the overall concept. It is
possible that the designs could be reviewed in the light of our residents’ and the Council’s
comments during the consultation period. For example, the proposal to ban the left turn from
Royal Crescent into Holland Park Avenue is not fundamental to the viability of the wider
scheme. It could be dropped. We would suggest that the locations of specific pedestrian
crossings could be reviewed, too, as could some of the changes proposed to parking and
the removal of the cycle hire docking station near Princedale Road.
Despite the Council’s opposition to TfL’s proposals in the round, we do wish to state there
are several elements which we think are worthy of taking forward to detailed design. We
have seen very little criticism of the proposal for a walking and cycling path across the
middle of the Holland Park Roundabout, which would improve conditions dramatically at a
location that currently provides a very hostile environment for pedestrians and cyclists alike.
We think this part of the proposal should be progressed. Likewise, some of the new or
improved pedestrian crossing facilities that have been proposed are in locations where we
know there is local demand for such schemes – most notably across the western arm of
Royal Crescent, and across Campden Hill Road. We will also consider what can be done to
reduce collisions at locations such as the junction of Holland Park Avenue with Holland Park
(east). We would like to continue to work with TfL on these and potentially other aspects of
the scheme, subject to the outcome of the whole consultation.
We recognise that TfL have worked hard to prepare designs for consultation, and it is a
matter of regret that this has not resulted in a scheme that (a) meets the strategic demand,
and (b) commands local support. The Council will consider alternative options for cycle
routes that have been put forward by residents and others, and we will continue to build on
our network of Cycleways on quieter roads, which will be of particular value for local
trips. However, we cannot support the TfL scheme that has been put to consultation and
which has been so clearly rejected by our residents and our businesses.
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THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
AUDIT AND TRANSPARENCY COMMITTEE – 4 JUNE 2019
COUNCIL MEETING – 26 JUNE 2019
REPORT BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF RESOURCES AND ASSETS.
ANNUAL TREASURY REPORT 2018/19

The Council’s treasury management practices require this report to be
made to the Lead Member for Finance and Modernisation and to the
Audit and Transparency Committee. The latter is the body identified as
being responsible for the scrutiny of treasury management. The report
must also be presented to the full Council for information.
FOR INFORMATION
1.

Introduction

1.1

This is the Treasury Management outturn report for 2018/19.

2.

Background

2.1

The purpose of this report is to present the Council’s annual Treasury
Management outturn for 2018/19 in accordance with the Code of Practice on
Treasury Management 2017, adopted by the Chartered Institute of Public
Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA). It is a regulatory requirement for this outturn
report to be presented to Council by the 30 September of each year.

2.2

This annual treasury report covers:
• the treasury position as at 31 March 2019;
• the borrowing strategy for 2018/19;
• the borrowing outturn for 2018/19;
• compliance with treasury limits and Prudential Indicators;
• investment strategy for 2018/19; and
• investment outturn for 2018/19.

1

3.

Current Treasury Position

3.1

The Council’s debt and investment positions at the beginning and end of the year
were as follows:

£m

Principal
31 March 2018

Rate

Principal

Rate

31 March 2018 31 March 2019 31 March 2019

Fixed Rate Borrowing
Public Works Loan
Board
Total / Weighted
Average

226.35

4.68%

218.84

4.52%

226.35

4.68%

218.84

4.52%

119.31

0.47%

83.00

0.96%

3.63

0.15%

1.88

0.30%

100.00

0.44%

70.30

0.78%

N/A

55.10

0.76%

210.28

0.84%

Investments
Fixed Term deposits
Call Account
Money Market Funds
Treasury Bills

0.00

Total / Weighted
Average
3.2

0.45%

The table below shows the allocation of external interest paid and received during
the year compared to the original budget:

Fund
General
Fund
Housing
Revenue
Account
Total
3.3

222.94

Interest Payable (£M)
Over/(Under)
Budget
Actual
spend

Interest Receivable (£M)
Over/(Under)
Budget
Actual
spend

3.68

2.70

(0.98)

(0.30)

(1.53)

(1.23)

8.21

7.75

(0.46)

(0.03)

(0.10)

(0.07)

11.89

10.45

(1.44)

(0.33)

(1.62)

(1.29)

In addition to the above the HRA has paid interest totalling £1,306,000 to the
general fund for use of general fund cash balances.
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4.

Treasury Borrowing

4.1

During 2017/18, the Council adopted a strategy of buying properties in the
aftermath of the Grenfell Tower Fire. A report reviewing the Council’s borrowing
strategy was agreed by Council on 25 October 2017. New long-term borrowing
totalling £100 million was undertaken in November 2017 through the Public
Works Loans Board (PWLB) with interest rates and maturity periods varying
respectively from 2.64% to 2.78% and from 20 years to 35 years.

4.2

The Council has an increasing capital financing requirement (CFR) and officers
continue to monitor long term interest rates for suitable borrowing opportunities.
The 2018/19 Treasury Management Strategy anticipated £10 million of new
borrowing during the year, with £7.5 million of PWLB debt being repaid. The £7.5
million loan matured in January 2019 (an HRA loan originally placed at a rate of
9.25%). Cash balances remained relatively stable during 2018/19 and therefore
no new external borrowing was required in the financial year. This led to the
Council’s average cost of borrowing being reduced as the table in paragraph 3.1
shows.

4.3

The following table shows highs and lows of PWLB rates during the financial year
at various example maturity periods. These rates have been adjusted for the
0.20% certainty rate discount:
Fixed

29/03/2019

1.84%
1.55%

2.22%
1.85%

2.43%
2.14%

2.53%
2.35%

2.55%
2.40%

2.51%
2.37%

2.42%
2.31%

2.27%
2.23%

1
month
variable
1.29%
1.58%

High

2.07%

2.50%

2.74%

2.89%

2.93%

2.90%

2.86%

2.79%

1.58%

Low
Average
Spread
High
date
Low
date

1.50%
1.80%
0.57%

1.80%
2.19%
0.70%

2.09%
2.45%
0.65%

2.28%
2.61%
0.61%

2.33%
2.65%
0.60%

2.30%
2.62%
0.60%

2.24%
2.56%
0.62%

2.16%
2.46%
0.63%

1.29%
1.50%
0.29%

10/10/2018

10/10/2018

10/10/2018

10/10/2018

10/10/2018

10/10/2018

12/10/2018

12/10/2018

11/09/2018

28/03/2019

28/03/2019

26/03/2019

26/03/2019

26/03/2019

26/03/2019

26/03/2019

26/03/2019

03/04/2018

Years
03/04/2018

5

10

Rates

15

20

25

30

35

50

5.

Housing Revenue Account (HRA) Self-Financing

5.1

Following the implementation of the self-financing initiative, the HRA has
continued to be partly funded using the Council’s general fund cash reserves.
The HRA has paid interest to the general fund for the use of this money.

5.2

The balance of the general fund cash used to fund the HRA averaged £85.17
million over the year and was charged at an average rate of 1.53% based on
PWLB three-month variable rates.
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6.

Capital Expenditure and Borrowing Limits

6.1

Capital expenditure to 31 March 2019 totalled £50.7 million for the General Fund
and £25.8 million for the HRA.

6.2

The table below shows the capital expenditure and financing in 2018/19.
General
Fund
£m

Total Capital Expenditure
Financed by:
Capital Receipts
Grants and Contributions
Earmarked Reserves
Revenue Contributions
Use of Major Repairs Reserve
Prudential Borrowing
Total Financing
6.3

HRA

Total

£m

£m

50.74

25.82

76.56

6.64

8.42

15.06

10.67
0.28

0.30
0.00

10.97
0.28

0.14

11.95

12.09

0.00
33.01

5.15
0.00

50.74

25.82

5.15
33.01
76.56

The impact on the Council’s Capital Financing Requirement (CFR) is also shown
in the table below:
General Fund

HRA

Total

£m

£m

£m

160.76

210.16

370.92

Prudential Borrowing in 2018/19

33.01

0.00

33.01

Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP)

-0.83

0.00

-0.83

192.94

210.16

403.10

Opening CFR 31/03/2018

Closing CFR 31/03/2019
6.4

External borrowing was well within the Capital Financing Requirement,
Authorised Borrowing Limit and the Operational Boundary.

7.

Compliance with Treasury Limits

7.1

During the financial year, the Council operated within the treasury limits. The
detailed outturn for Treasury Management Prudential Indicators is shown in
Appendix A.

7.2

Other non-Treasury related Prudential Indicators are set and monitored as part
of the Council’s Budget process.
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8.

The Strategy for 2018/19

8.1

The Council strategy allowed investments in the following areas:
• investments in UK and overseas financial institutions with long term credit
ratings of A or above;
• no more than 50% of the portfolio placed with other local authorities
meeting the Council’s local authority lending criteria;
• the purchase of government securities on a buy to hold basis with maturity
dates of up to two years;
• no more than £50 million to be invested in corporate bonds or commercial
paper with up to one-year maturity in institutions with a UK Government
guarantee;
• no more than £50 million to be invested in European Investment Bank
(EIB) bonds with up to one-year maturity;
• no more than £150 million to be invested with money market funds; and
• the balance to be deposited with the UK Government Debt Management
Office (DMO).

8.2

The treasury management strategy for 2018/19, approved by the Council on 7
March 2018, was based on the expectation that the bank base rate would rise
twice more from 0.50% up to 1.00% by 2020. The Bank of England increased the
base rate to 0.75% in August 2018. Forward guidance indicates that in order to
keep anticipated inflation in line the bank rate is expected to rise twice more in
the next two years and reach 1.25% by the end of 2020. However, if the UK
suffers a disorderly exit from the European Union later in the year, the MPC have
said that rates could go up or down, though it is probably more likely to be down
in order to support growth.

8.3

Taking into account the worldwide economic climate, it was considered
appropriate to keep investments short-term and only invest with AAA rated Money
Market Funds or UK Government backed institutions, resulting in capital
preservation and relatively low returns compared with borrowing rates. This
practice was relaxed as part of the 2019/20 strategy to enable the Council to
place some limited investments with A rated banks going forward in 2019/20.
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8.4

The following table shows how the portfolio was invested at 31 March 2019:

Counterparty Name

DMO
Treasury Bills
Other Local Authorities
Royal Bank of Scotland
Money Market Funds
Total

Investment Type

Fixed Deposit
Fixed Rate Bond
Fixed Deposit
Call Account
MMF

Amount £M

0.00
55.10
83.00
1.88
70.30
210.28

Percentage of
Total Investment
0.00%
26.20%
39.48%
0.89%
33.43%
100.00%

This breakdown reflects the decision to keep the Council’s deposits with the local
authorities, Money Market Funds and the UK Government during the year. The
credit ratings shown in the Appendix are those in force at the end of the financial
year and the limits shown are calculated using these ratings and the limits agreed
in the 2018/19 Strategy.
9.

Investment Outturn for 2018/19

9.1

The investments outstanding at 31 March 2019 amounted to £210.28 million
invested in short-term deposits. This compares with £222.94 million short-term
investments at 1 April 2018.

9.2

The investments outstanding during the year together with the average return are
shown in the following diagram:
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9.3

The average return achieved on investments managed internally for the year
2018/19 was 0.65% compared with the average 7-day money market rate
(uncompounded) of 0.51%. The Bank of England base rate was increased from
0.50% to 0.75% with effect from 2 August 2018. The Council follows a low risk
strategy and does not seek potential higher returns which would increase
counterparty risk. The following graph show the weekly average return on
investments held compared with the base rate and the Benchmark 7-day London
Interbank Bid (LIBID) rate:

Average Return
0.90%
0.80%
0.70%
0.60%
0.50%
0.40%
0.30%

RBKC Performance

9.4

7 Day LIBID

Base Rate

The following table shows the average balances of short-term deposits that
were placed during the year, and the range of interest rates achieved on the
deposits compared to the average 7-day rate:

Period

Average Balance

Quarter 1
Quarter 2
Quarter 3
Quarter 4

267.34
268.06
272.47
243.28

Weighted
Average Rate
0.44%
0.59%
0.75%
0.83%
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Average 7 Day
Rate
0.36%
0.51%
0.58%
0.57%

10.

Future Changes

10.1

The Council’s financial environment remains challenging and officers have begun
undertaking a more detailed review of the Council’s treasury management
strategy to investigate whether the Council may be able to improve its treasury
returns through exploring additional investment opportunities.

FOR INFORMATION
Mike Curtis
Executive Director of Resources and Assets
Background papers: CIPFA Code of Practice on Treasury Management for the Public Sector
CLG Guidance on Local Government Investments
Contact Officer E-mail: lmccusker@westminster.gov.uk
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APPENDIX A
RBKC – TREASURY MANAGEMENT PRUDENTIAL INDICATORS
2018-19
Indicator

Approved
Limit
£m

Actual Debt
£m

No. of days
Limit
Exceeded

Authorised Limit1

281.00

218.84

None

Operational Boundary2

267.00

218.84

None

Capital Financing Requirement
(CFR)

445.64

403.10

None

Lower Limit

Upper Limit

Actual at
31 March
2019

Interest Rate Exposure

Fixed Rate Debt

50% of
total debt

100% of
total debt

100% total
debt
0

Variable Rate Debt

0

50% of total
debt

Maturity Structure of
Borrowing

Lower Limit

Upper Limit

Actual at
31 March
2019

Under 1 year

0%

10%

2%

1 year to 2 years

0%

10%

5%

2 years to 5 years

5%

30%

11%

5 years to 10 years

10%

50%

12%

Over 10 years

30%

85%

70%

1

The Authorised Limit is the maximum requirement for borrowing taking into account maturing debt, capital
programme financing requirements and the ability to borrow in advance of need for up to two years ahead.
2

The Operational Boundary is the expected normal upper requirement for borrowing in the year.
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APPENDIX B
RBKC – AUTHORISED INVESTMENTS – ACTUAL USAGE 2018-19

Credit Rating as at 31st
March 2019
(see below for definitions)

Limit
£m

Peak
Exposure
£m

Year End
Exposure
£m

Long
Term

Short
Term

Support

Debt Management Account Deposit
Facility

AA

N/A

N/A

Unlimited

135.20

0.00

Treasury Bills

AA

N/A

N/A

Unlimited

81.58

55.10

UK GOVERNMENT

UK GOVERNMENT TOTAL

55.10

LOCAL AUTHORITIES
Cheshire East Council

10.00

5.00

0.00

Conwy County Borough Council

10.00

5.00

0.00

Darlington Borough Council

10.00

5.00

5.00

Denbighshire County Council

10.00

8.00

8.00

Doncaster Metropolitan Borough
Council

10.00

10.00

10.00

Dumfries and Galloway Council

10.00

5.00

0.00

Fife Council

10.00

5.00

0.00

Highland Council

10.00

5.00

5.00

Kingston upon Hull City Council

10.00

5.00

5.00

Leeds City Council

10.00

10.00

0.00

Lincolnshire County Council

10.00

0.06

0.00

London Borough of Barking and
Dagenham

10.00

5.00

5.00

London Borough of Croydon

10.00

10.00

10.00

London Borough of Southwark

10.00

10.00

10.00

London Borough of Waltham Forest

10.00

5.00

5.00

North Lanarkshire Council

10.00

10.00

0.00

North Tyneside Metropolitan Borough
Council

10.00

5.00

0.00

Plymouth City Council

10.00

10.00

0.00

Reading Borough Council

10.00

10.00

0.00

Rhondda Cynon Taff County Borough
Council

10.00

10.00

10.00

Rotherham Metropolitan Borough
Council

10.00

5.00

5.00

South Ayreshire Council

10.00

10.00

5.00

Stockport Metropolitan Borough
Council

10.00

10.00

0.00

Swindon Borough Council

10.00

5.00

0.00

LOCAL AUTHORITIES TOTAL

83.00
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MONEY MARKET FUNDS
Federated Prime Rate Sterling Liquidity AAA
Fund

30.00

30.00

30.00

JP Morgan Sterling Liquidity
Institutional Distributing Fund

AAA

30.00

28.90

10.10

Morgan Stanley Sterling Liquidity
Institutional Fund

AAA

30.00

30.00

29.90

Blackrock ICS Institutional Sterling
Liquidity Fund

AAA

30.00

30.00

0.30

MONEY
TOTAL

MARKET

FUNDS

70.30

UK BANKS – Partially Nationalised
Royal Bank of Scotland

BBB+

F2

1

£10m

3.63

1.88

UK BANKS TOTAL

1.88

TOTAL INVESTED

210.28

CREDIT RATING DEFINITIONS:
Fitch

Moody’s

S&P
Definition

Long Term
AAA

Aaa

AAA

Highest credit quality. ‘AAA’ ratings denote the lowest
expectation of credit risk. They are assigned only in
case of exceptionally strong capacity for payment of
financial commitments. This capacity is highly unlikely
to be adversely affected by foreseeable events.

AA+
AA
AA-

Aa1
Aa2
Aa3

AA+
AA
AA-

Very high credit quality. ‘AA’ ratings denote
expectations of very low credit risk. They indicate very
strong capacity for payment of financial commitments.
This capacity is not significantly vulnerable to
foreseeable events.

A+
A
A-

A1
A2
A3

A+
A
A-

High credit quality. ‘A’ ratings denote expectations of
low credit risk. The capacity for
payments of financial commitments is considered
strong. This capacity may, nevertheless, be more
vulnerable to changes in circumstances or in economic
conditions than is the case for higher ratings.

BBB

Baa

BBB

Good credit quality. ‘BBB’ ratings indicate that there
are currently expectations of low credit risk. The
capacity for payment of financial commitments is
considered adequate but adverse changes in
circumstances and economic conditions are more likely
to impair this capacity. This is the lowest investment
grade category.

Short Term
F1+
F1

P1
P1

A1+ A1 Highest credit quality. Indicates the strongest capacity
for timely payment of financial commitments; may have
an added “+” to denote any exceptionally strong credit
feature.

F2

P2

A2

Good credit quality. A satisfactory capacity for timely
payment of financial commitments, but the margin of
safety is not as great as in the case of the higher
ratings.

F3

P3

A3

Fair credit quality. The capacity for timely payment of
financial commitments is adequate; however, near term
adverse changes could result in a reduction to non
investment grade.

Support
1

n/a

n/a

A bank for which there is an extremely high probability
of external support. The potential provider of support is
very highly rated in its own right and has a very high
propensity to support the bank in question. This
probability of support indicates a minimum long-term
rating floor of ‘A-‘.

2

n/a

n/a

A bank for which there is a high probability of external
support. The potential provider of support is highly
rated in its own right and has a high propensity to
provide support to the bank in question. This
probability of support indicates a minimum long-term
rating floor of ‘BBB-‘.

3

n/a

n/a

A bank for which there is a moderate probability of
support because of uncertainties about the ability or
propensity of the potential provider of support to do so.
This probability of support indicates a minimum longterm rating floor of ‘BB-‘.
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THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
PUBLIC REALM SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 17 JUNE 2019
REPORT OF THE MAINTENANCE OF HISTORIC BUILT FEATURES
WORKING GROUP
This report outlines the findings of the Public Realm Scrutiny Committee’s
Working Group on the Maintenance of Historic Built Features and sets out
its recommendations. The Committee is recommended to agree the report,
to agree any amendments, and agree that the report with its
recommendations be referred to the Lead Member and Full Council.
FOR COMMENT AND APPROVAL

1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

The Public Realm Scrutiny Committee agreed to establish a working group
looking into the maintenance of historic built features. This was in response to
the following motion to the full Council meeting on 8 March 2017, which was
moved by former Councillor Moylan, seconded by Councillor Palmer, and
subsequently carried:
“That the Council note that there are many built features of historic interest in the
Royal Borough, some listed, some in Conservation Areas, that are important to
public amenity but have no registered owner, many mews arches being examples
of such, and recognise that it has a responsibility, not legal but as a public body
exercising community leadership, to ensure that they do not decay utterly; and
that the Council, taking note in particular of the collapsing condition of the historic
wall in Kynance Mews, request the Cabinet to consider how it might find resources
from the Capital Budget to maintain historic fabrics with no registered owner.”

1.2

In October 2017 a key decision on ‘Reserve for Community Projects to Maintain
Unowned Heritage Assets’ (KD05080/17/P/A) was implemented. This decision
set out how community groups could access a fund to partially finance the
maintenance of historic assets, and the criteria that would need to be met in order
to secure this funding. The Key Decision is attached as Appendix 2. This funding
mechanism is limited to projects of <£50k in total value and private funding must
be found to match the Council’s contribution. No bids have been made against

1

this fund since its establishment, while residents have continued to highlight to
ward councillors cases of historic built assets that are visibly deteriorating.
2.

MEMBERSHIP AND TERMS OF REFERENCE

2.1

The Working Group was established with the following membership:
Councillors Greg Hammond (Chairman), Aarien Areti and Tom Bennett.



The terms of reference are set out in Appendix 1.

3.

MEETINGS AND SOURCES OF ITS FINDINGS

3.1

The Working Group has met on five occasions. It has heard evidence from
Council officers in the Planning and Place directorate, and the Director of
Planning and Place led advice to the Working Group.

3.2

The Working Group invited representatives from other organisations to learn
how they maintained historic built features, including the Wellcome Trust and
Cadogan Estate. Enquiries were also made of Westminster City Council
(WCC). External organisations were unable to attend working group
meetings or share their knowledge, though informal contacts had established
the estates’ practices. Through officer contacts it was reported that WCC
had no particular maintenance issues with unowned historic built assets.

3.3

The Working Group also heard evidence directly from a resident in Gaspar
Mews, whose Grade 2 listed entrance arch was badly deteriorated, and
sought written inputs from residents associations.

4.

IDENTIFYING ASSETS

4.1

Working Group members had knowledge of features in their individual wards
but recognised that, for the purposes of the review, a reliable and
comprehensive database of assets was needed.

4.2

In order to have a baseline against which to measure the future condition of
assets, it was important to establish a reliable list of all built features of historic
interest, whether owned or unowned. Neil Armour, Planning Enforcement
Officer, compiled a matrix of features known to the Planning and Place
Directorate and visible from on-street searches. His compilation of this
information included:





description of the feature;
listed status and grade;
ownership status; and
general state of repair (based on visual observation from site
visits, not full structural assessments).
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4.3

Many of the features identified were mews arches and walls, but also
included statues, sculptures, cabmen shelters and features such as stone
drinking fountains. The Working Group decided to exclude categories of
assets such as pillar boxes that had obvious owners and were in current
usage. A copy of the matrix is at Appendix 3. Its contents are a snapshot in
time and some of the recorded information, notably the condition of assets,
is likely to evolve. Furthermore, even after this study it is unlikely that the list
of features is exhaustive, so it may expand if new information emerges.

5.

CONSULTATION EXERCISE

5.1

The Working Group wanted to harness the interest and knowledge of
residents’ associations and residents to ensure that the database of assets
was as comprehensive as possible across the borough. The initial list of built
features was circulated to residents’ associations and ward councillors in
January 2019, inviting comments and contributions. Appendix 4 and
Appendix 5 are copies of the consultation letters respectively.

5.2

From the number of responses from residents’ associations it became clear
that many shared the interest in historic features and a concern for their
protection. These assets were felt to be part of our heritage and worth
preserving. Comments on the review included the following:






“The Trust welcomes this initiative and would willingly participate”
(from an amenity association);
“I see that all the entries in the list are gateways to Mews – which
certainly need taking care of.” (from a residents’ association);
“Great to see this initiative” (from a residents’ association),
“Good idea” (from a councillor);
“I think this is a great initiative, I am sure various RAs have sent you
lots of info - but here’s mine too!” (from a councillor)

6.

OWNERSHIP

6.1

HM Land Registry searches confirmed that few of the historic assets on the
database were owned. The working group heard from a resident who had
investigated the damaged Gaspar Mews arch. Her solicitor had advised her
that liability for rectifying the damage was for the organisation or person that
owned the arch. In the absence of a registered owner, anyone who
conducted maintenance would be accepting responsibility for the asset in
perpetuity. In the case of Gaspar Mews, with only ten properties in the mews,
it was assessed to be highly unlikely that the owners of these houses would
be willing or able to take on the maintenance costs for the arch in perpetuity
when the current cost estimate for its repair was at least £100k. This situation
was assessed to be not untypical.
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6.2

Officers advised that the same legal liability would arise if the Council
conducted maintenance on features. This could provide a significant ongoing
liability for the Council. However, were the Council to undertake works to the
features under a statutory power, that risk would be minimised.

6.3

Should a feature become dangerous then the Council’s Building Control
dangerous structures officers have a duty to make them safe. Should a
structure become dangerous to users of the public highway then the Highway
Authority also has a duty to keep users of the public highway safe.

6.4

Where neither of these circumstances apply, but the appearance of a feature
needs improving in the interests of the appearance of the area, the Working
Group was advised that serving notices under Section 215 of the Town and
Country Planning Act can help. Such a notice could require the improvement
works to be undertaken but, if they were not complied with, the Council could
do the required works in default as Local Planning Authority. In the absence
of a legal owner, compliance with a Section 215 notice would be highly
unlikely. It was noted that a Section 215 notice had already been served to
get the appearance of Gaspar Mews improved.

6.5

The Working Group explored the links between Assets of Community Value
(ACV) and the features covered by this review. Officers advised that it would
be unlikely that such historic built features would be deemed ACVs because
such assets do not provide venues for delivering services to the benefit of the
community.

7.

FUNDING OPTIONS

7.1

The Council’s current approach is to make funds available from a capped
reserve for specific projects of <£50k in value, if residents have raised half
the project cost, in accordance with the October 2017 Key Decision
(KD05080/17/P/A). Continuing with this approach alone is the ‘Do Nothing’
option and is not recommended. As the historic built assets deteriorate to
the point where they need rectification work, such as the Gaspar Mews arch
has now, project costs could well exceed the maximum value set aside for
this approach. Furthermore, it was considered that occasions when residents
were able or willing to raise a half-share of a <£50k project would be the
exception rather than the norm. Continuing this policy and doing nothing else
would result in most of the assets deteriorating gradually over time, with the
Council probably having to step in from time to time as they became
dangerous, using the revenue budget for emergency works. Moreover,
examples from many fields show that emergency repairs on any kind of asset
often turn out to be more expensive than conducting maintenance at an
earlier stage.
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7.2

The Working Group considered six approaches for acquiring additional
funding to create a more sustainable future for the unowned assets, as
outlined below:

1

Funding source

Comments

Capital programme

A bid for funds from the RBKC capital
programme could be made in time for the
2020/21 programme.
This could take the form of, a long-term
rolling programme expecting to spend an
average of, say, £50,000 a year on
extending the life of the features. The
priority would be those in worst repair.
The bid would be assessed against other
bids and the available capital funds. Those
projects which are demonstrated to meet
the Council’s priorities are then funded in
order of priority.
The Working Group considered this to be a
realistic option that was worth taking
forward to the next stage.

2

Revenue budgets

It is unclear which budget would provide
funds as this issue does not neatly fit into
any existing departmental budget line.
These features are not highway structures,
nor are they the Council’s property, nor are
they a leisure or community facility.
Irrespective of these challenges, existing
revenue budgets are decided in advance
through the budget setting process. Were a
‘home’ budget selected, spending on this
project would need to be a ‘growth’ item in
the next budget round and would need to
be justified against other budget growth
bids and savings measures. Spending on
the unowned historic assets would require
savings elsewhere in the overall budget
and the Working Group recognised that the
timing for this option was not propitious.
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3

City Living Local Life
(CLLL)

Councillors can already allocate their CLLL
ward spending (up to £20,000 in FY18/19
for a three-member ward) to projects
relating to unowned historic built features if
they wish. Unspent funds currently cannot
be rolled over to the next year.
CLLL can fund all or part of a project and
can be used as part of the existing crowd
funded approach.
However, larger projects such as repair of
the damaged Gaspar Mews arch, would be
too expensive to fund exclusively through
CLLL.
Nevertheless,
the
Working
Group
considered that CLLL will continue to
provide a realistic option for small scale
works in some instances (such as small
repairs and painting), and has the potential
to do more if its scope is expanded by the
ongoing Governance review.

4

Neighbourhood
Community
Infrastructure Levy
(NCIL)

Under
national
legislation
new
developments
pay
Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) at a level
dependent on the size of the development.
The collected funds are then used to fund
community infrastructure like transport
improvements, schools and community
facilities to provide the infrastructure
needed to support development.
15%
of
CIL
collected
(25%
in
neighbourhood forum areas) is required to
be spent in the area local to the
development which led to the payment.
The projects to benefit must be consulted
on locally and, if supported by the
consultation, could include historic built
features.
However, distribution of NCIL funds, being
based on the location of new developments
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around the borough, is unevenly spread,
with some wards or areas likely to receive
nothing in certain years. Therefore there is
a high chance that the availability of NCIL
funds in each area will not be correlated
with the requirement for funds for the
maintenance of historic assets
Nevertheless, with governance over the bid
process for NCIL currently being
developed, the Working Group considered
that this option has enough potential to be
worth more detailed exploration.
5

Establish a charity to Consideration
could
be
given
to
raise funds
establishing a ‘Friends of’ type charity to
raise funds from those interested in
supporting such a cause. The Working
Group considered that such an approach
would probably have most success if it
were hyper-localised and focused in each
case around individual assets. While it had
potential for success in limited cases, the
Working Group did not consider it worth
pursuing as a solution to the whole problem
and noted that it would likely be a significant
administrative burden to coordinate if it
were run by the Council.

6

Funding from other
organisations such
as Heritage Lottery
Fund or other grantgiving organisations

A search of charitable organisations and
other funding streams did not reveal any
which might fund a general programme of
the type required, though the Working
Group recognised that this might change in
the future.
A bid to the Heritage Lottery Fund was
unlikely to meet the current funding criteria.

8.

RECOMMENDATIONS Recommendation One
The Working Group recommends that the Director for Planning and Place
ensures that the database detailing the description, location and condition
of historic built assets continues to be maintained.
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Recommendation Two
The Working Group recommends that the Director for Planning and Place
drafts a capital bid from the financial year 2020/21 for the next capital
programme for £50k per year over a five-year period to use for the
maintenance of unowned historic assets on the database.
Recommendation Three
Once governance arrangements for the Neighbourhood Community
Infrastructure Levy (NCIL) are in place, the Working Group recommends
that the Director for Planning and Place should advertise how community
bids can be made to use NCIL funds, where these are available, for the
maintenance of priority historic built assets in need of repair.
Recommendation Four
Following approval and implementation of new arrangements governing
City Living Local Life (CLLL), the Working Group recommends that ward
councillors consider CLLL bids for maintenance of historic assets when
potential projects fall within scope.
8.

CONCLUSION
The Working Group was grateful to all the officers involved for their
dedication to, and enthusiasm for, this task. Particular thanks are due to
Graham Stallwood for his expert advice, and to Carolyn Goddard and Neil
Armour, who supported the project from the Planning department, and to
Jerome Treherne in Governance Services who provided administrative and
secretarial support to the Working Group meetings.
The Working Group hopes that its recommendations are adopted, and that
these will make a positive contribution to preserving historic built assets that
are part of the fabric and heritage of our borough, and can be enjoyed by
future generations of residents as much as they are appreciated today.
COUNCILLOR GREG HAMMOND (CHAIRMAN)
COUNCILLOR AARIEN ARETI
COUNCILLOR TOM BENNETT

Background papers: All reports submitted to working group meetings and notes of working
group meetings
Contact officer: Jerome Treherne Tel 020 7361 2782 E-mail: Jerome.treherne@rbkc.gov.uk
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APPENDIX 1
MAINTENANCE OF HISTORIC BUILT FEATURES WORKING GROUP
TERMS OF REFERENCE
This review is in response to a motion to the full Council meeting on 8 March 2017 on
the maintenance of historic built features – moved by Cllr Moylan and seconded by
Cllr Palmer: “That the Council note that there are many built features of historic interest in
the Royal Borough, some Listed, some in Conservation Areas, that are important to public
amenity but have no registered owner, many mews arches being examples of such, and
recognise that it has a responsibility, not legal but as a public body exercising community
leadership, to ensure that they do not decay utterly; and that the Council, taking note in
particular of the collapsing condition of the historic wall in Kynance Mews, request the Cabinet
to consider how it might find resources from the Capital Budget to maintain historic fabrics with
no registered owner.” Debate ensued. The Motion was then put to the vote and was declared
by the Mayor to be carried.
In October 2017 a key decision on ‘Reserve for Community Projects to Maintain Unowned
Heritage Assets’ (KD05080/17/P/A) was implemented. This decision set out how community
groups could access the fund and the criterial that would need to be met in order for the
Council to commit funds from the reserve.

Review Scope





To establish a reliable list of all built features of historic interest in the Royal Borough, listed
and unlisted, in Conservation Areas & outside such areas, that are important to the public
amenity;
From the list, to identify the ownership status, the listed status & grade & the state of repair
of built features;
To identify best practice in maintenance of these built features, &
To explore some options for meeting maintenance costs and consider how resources
could be made available to maintain this historic fabric in the medium to long term.

Out of Scope


Historic built features which have a registered owner. Assets of Community Value are
unlikely to fall within the scope of the review.

Membership: Cllrs Greg Hammond (Chairman), Aarien Areti & Tom Bennett
Contributors: Internal - Graham Stallwood & Neil Armour (Planning Officer)
External - Researcher
Sources of information and evidence





Site information
Conservation Area Appraisals
Welcome Trust
RBKC Legal Services

Resources: Governance Services Administrator to arrange meetings and clerk.
Scrutiny Manager to provide support as directed.

Appendix 2

Executive Decision Report
Decision maker(s) at
each authority and
date of Cabinet
meeting, Cabinet
Member meeting or
(in the case of
individual Cabinet
Member decisions)
the earliest date the
decision will be
taken

Councillor William Pascall, Deputy Leader
and Lead Member for Borough Services

Date of the report 2 October 2017

Forward Plan reference: KD05080/17/P/A

Report title (decision
subject)

Reserve for Community Projects to Maintain Unknown Heritage
Assets

Reporting officer

Executive Director, Planning and Borough Development

Key decision

Yes

Access to
information
classification

Public

1.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report seeks approval to earmarked a capital reserve of
£250,000, created to be available for community projects to maintain
arches, walls and other important heritage assets in the Borough
which have no registered owner. The Lead Member is asked to agree
the ‘crowdfunding’ approach and the identified criteria for the
community accessing the fund described in paragraphs 3.2 and 3.3.

2
2.1

RECOMMENDATIONS
I recommend that the Lead Member approves Option 2 (as detailed
in paragraph 7.2), of Creating a fund with projects led and
managed by the community. This approach requires accessing the
funds and criteria for their release, noting that the pledges will be
made by the Executive Director, Planning and Borough Development
under existing delegated powers.

1

3

REASONS FOR DECISION

3.1

In response to a motion at the Council meeting on 8 March 2017
Council resolved:
“That the Council note that there are many built features of historic
interest in the Royal Borough, some Listed, some in Conservation
Areas, that are important to public amenity but have no registered
owner, many mews arches being examples of such, and recognise
that it has a responsibility, not legal but as a public body exercising
community leadership, to ensure that they do not decay utterly; and
that the Council, taking note in particular of the collapsing condition
of the historic wall in Kynance Mews, request the Cabinet to consider
how it might find resources from the Capital Budget to maintain
historic fabrics with no registered owner.”

4.

BACKGROUND

4.1

Georgian and Victorian development laid out in a network of streets
often with garden squares, followed by Edwardian mansion blocks,
has left the borough with a legacy of a high quality built environment
that is one of the finest in country with over 4000 listed buildings and
38 conservation areas.

4.2

Privately owned buildings and other structures are generally well
looked after and the Council has a proud record of decluttering streets
and maintaining a very high quality public realm.
Where the
maintenance of privately owned buildings and structures has fallen
short of the surrounding standards a successful project over the last
few years using powers under S215 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 has seen the owners held responsible and significant
improvements secured.

4.2

However, there are also important features of the borough which have
no registered owner. Sometimes these features were built at the time
of the original homes and were not subsequently transferred to new
owners. This applies to many mews arches, but can also apply to
other features such as walls.

5.

A NEW EARMARKED CAPITAL RESERVE

5.1

In response to the Council motion, a new earmarked capital reserve
of £250,000 has been created by the Director of Finance so the
Council can support local residents and/or businesses wishing to
undertake one off projects to maintain such heritage features. The
funds would be available on a matched funding basis, with the
2

community being responsible for leading the project and raising the
balance of funds.
5.2

To access the reserve those promoting the project would use the
already well established Mayor of London’s Spacehive crowdfunding
platform to create the project and raise funds from the community to
test support for the project in the community. The Council would
contribute:

 Up to 50% of the total project cost including professional fees but
excluding VAT up to a maximum of £25,000 once at least 50% has
been raised, in order to reach the project’s required funding total;
 A lower level of funding where another source of Council funds is also
contributing (such as ward councillor pledges under City Living Local
Life) to avoid a circumstance where the Council funds more than 50%
of the project.
5.3

The funds would be released for one off projects which:

 Have a total project cost of between £10,000 and £50,000 including
professional fees but excluding VAT;
 Will undertake essential maintenance to heritage assets which have
no registered owner, have not had ownership de-registered and have
no obvious owner (for example, that the absence of a registered
owner is not an indication of no ownership);
 Have been scoped by an appropriately qualified person for the project
and declared as no more than essential for the maintenance of the
asset;
 Will be supervised by an appropriately qualified person;
 Where necessary, have any planning permission and/or listed building
consent in place; and
 Have no requirement for recurring expenditure.
6.

CONSULTATIONS

6.1

Public Realm Scrutiny Panel has been consulted. The Chairman and
Vice Chairman consider are content with the approach in this report.

6.2

Opposition members of the Panel take a different view. They consider
that financial resources should be focussed on rehousing and
supporting the Grenfell recovery and that the Council’s role should be
in encouraging the community to raise the full amount or use
community fundraising to attract non-Council funds. Council funds
should only be used where there is documented evidence that
ownership is unknown.

7.

OPTIONS
Option 1 – Creating a fund with projects led and managed by
the Council

7.1

Rather than the proposed community-led model, the Council could
take full responsibility for leading projects. The project scoping,
tendering, contract and project management process would need to
3

be prioritised alongside existing projects unless funds were made
available for new staff to support the implementation of the reserve,
with the associated potential for that to be a recurring cost. The
Council would take on all project costs and risks. Were matched
funding to be part of this model, there would be associated costs for
securing and managing funders.
Option 2 – Creating a fund with projects led and managed by
the community (recommended option)
7.2

The community takes responsibility for scoping, tendering and
running the project, with the Council supporting the community’s
efforts with up to 50% of the project costs. The potential for staff
(and recurring) costs to the Council and the projects are kept to a
minimum by maximising the capacity of the community to use its
skills and experience for common good. Matched funding tests the
community’s support for the project before the Council commits funds
and the crowdfunding platform bears the costs and risks of securing
and managing funders.
Option 3 – Create no fund and contribute on a one-off basis
where there is evidence of no ownership

7.3

Creating no fund and instead encouraging the community to raise all
the funds would be inconsistent with the ambition of the Council
resolution. Documentary evidence generally shows ownership rather
than ‘non-ownership’. Demonstrating non-ownership in documents
will generally require the commissioning of specialist surveyors and
solicitors to establish boundaries and ownerships, resorting to the
courts if necessary. This is likely to be far more expensive than the
required works themselves.

8.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

8.1

Some hitherto unallocated funds within the Council’s accounts, have
been legitimately diverted to create the proposed earmarked capital
reserve in response to the Council motion. The reserve will be added
to the capital programme in due course.

8.2

The reserve is a one off allocation of £250,000 that will not be
replenished. The Council’s contributions to schemes from the reserve
will not exceed 50% of the total project cost, including fees.

8.3

It is intended that the form of agreement to provide a matched
funding contribution will limit the Council’s liability and there will be
no ongoing financial risk in respect of the projects funded from the
reserve.

8.4

Funding from the reserve will be on a “first come, first served” basis.
There is risk associated with this that potentially high priority/profile
4

schemes may not be funded if the reserve has diminished to a level
where there is not sufficient resource remaining to fund a scheme.
8.5

The maximum level of contribution proposed precludes implications
associated with State Aid rules.

9.

LEGAL, RISK AND EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

9.1

The Lead Member has power under Part 3A, Para 1.15 of the Council’s
Constitution to approve the recommendations set out in this report.

9.2

Legal Services is advised that the Council subscribes to the Mayor of
London’s Spacehive, which includes provisions for raising money by
means of crowdfunding, and that this will be the proposed mechanism
for promoting the project. The terms and conditions have been
provided to Legal Services to ensure that they afford the Council
protection against the risks identified below.
Legal comments provided by Margaret O’Connor, Solicitor, TriBorough Legal Services (Tel 020 7641 2782)

9.3

Relying on the community to lead the projects and providing funding
to maintain unowned assets has associated risks including the
potential for:







9.4

an unknown owner to challenge works taking place;
pledged funds not being used for the intended process;
tender processes not securing best value to the same extent
as public sector procurement;
non-compliance, negligence or breach of legislation;
future liability falling to those who have maintained the
structure previously; and
projects to falter or for funding to be insufficient to complete.

These risks are minimised by the framing of the criteria for matched
funding including:









limiting the scale of project by capping its cost;
limiting the scale of the Council contribution;
testing community support through crowd funding;
requiring confirmation that projects are no more than
essential maintenance;
requiring supervision by an appropriately qualified person;
the Council providing part funding to others to do the work
rather than undertaking the work itself;
using an established crowd funding platform with its built-in
mechanisms to collect, distribute and return funds; and
requiring planning permission and listed building consent to
be in place if necessary before funding is pledged.
5

9.5

The risk of the reserve creating new pressures on existing staff are
minimised by the criteria and using the crowdfunding platform.
Applying criteria and consequent automatic funding means the
reserve is available on a ‘first come, first served’ basis rather than on
a priority basis. The capping of the project size also rules out larger
projects. Inherent in the approach is the risk that larger projects or
those that arise after the reserve has been exhausted will not be
funded. That situation is no different to the status quo with no specific
reserve. It remains the case that specific exceptional projects could
arise and request Council support and they can be considered on their
merits.

9.6

The Council is already a supporter of Spacehive and has therefore
already undertaken necessary due diligence checks. Requiring use of
this platform removes the cost of having to undertake such checks
with every new platform used by community groups. Spacehive
charges 5% of the project cost for providing its services. If we did
not use a crowdfunding platform then the Council would need to
provide a staff resource to undertake the platform’s roles and would
also take on the additional risks associated with those roles.

9.7

The recommended option takes the opportunities of using skills and
experience embedded in the community, using local initiatives to
engender civic pride and commonality of purpose and using public
funds to attract other funds. All threats and opportunities have been
considered and risk mitigation actions where appropriate.

9.8

The fund is equally available to all residents and businesses across
the borough who can meet the criteria, albeit that some areas of the
borough have a richer heritage than others. There is some limited
potential for indirect discrimination from the requirement that
projects are set up online through the crowdfunding website should a
protected person or group be considerably less likely to be able to
meet that requirement. It is justified by the need to minimise risk
and keep costs of supporting the reserve proportionate and to a
minimum.

10.

RECOMMENDATIONS

10.1 It is recommended that the Lead Member approves the approach to
accessing the funds and criteria for their release, noting that the
pledges will be made by the Executive Director, Planning and Borough
Development under existing delegated powers.
Graham Stallwood
Executive Director, Planning and Borough Development
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Name/Location

Address

Ward

Designations/const Listing description
raints
& date
Inscription

Thurloe Square Cattle Trough

South side of Cromwell
Gardens (east end of
Cromwell Road) just west of
the junction with Thurloe
Place.

Brompton & Hans
Town

n/a

Centre of Warwick Gardens
Central reservation of Warwick Gardens just south of the junction with
Cattle Trough
Kensington High Street.
Abingdon

West side of Portland Road,
in a pedestrian section just
south of the junction with
End of Portland Road pedestrian island Hippodrome Place and
Cattle Trough
Clarendon Cross.

Chelsea Embankment - Fountain

Sloane Square Foutain

Norland

On the north-west corner of
the centre of Sloane Square. Royal Hospital

Avondale Park Fountain

In the north-east corner of
Avondale Park, Walmer
Road, Kensington.

Dante Rossetti Memorial, Chelsea
Embankment

In Chelsea Embankment
Gardens on the north side of
Chelsea Embankment to the
east of Oakley Street.
Chelsea riverside

Pelham Crescent Drinking Fountain

West side of Fulham Road,
built into the wall of the
gardens of Pelham
Cresecent.

Colville

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Pembridge

n/a

Brompton & Hans
Town

Abingdon

II

Thurloe/Smith's Charity

Kensington

None relevant

Side inscription - Metropolitan Drinking Fountain & Cattle Trough
Association

Side inscription - Metropolitan Drinking Fountain & Cattle Trough
Association. Front & End Inscription - The Bequest of R. McC 1899

Side inscription - Metropolitan Drinking Fountain & Cattle Trough
Association. Front - A RIGHTEOUS MAN
REGARDETH THE LIFE OF HIS BEAST Prov 12:10. End - A THANK
OFFERING TO THE GOD OF ALL MERCIES

Front - IN AFFECTIONATE REMEMBRANCE OF THE LATE. End - IN
PIAM MEMORIAM GEORGII SPARKES QUI RELICTO APUD
ETONENSIS NOMINE CELEBERRIMO ET AVITAM VIAM IN INDIAS
SECUTUS FAMAM INDE AC LAUDEM AMPLISSIMAM RETULLIT HANC
FONTEM UT FESSOS AQUIS VIATORES FESSA RECORA REFICIAT
SICUT ILLE AMICOS INCENIO PRAESENS LIBRIS ETIAM MORTUUS
DAT DICAT VIDUA EJUS NUMQUAM CONJUGGII OBLITURA A.D.
MDCCCLXXX GEORGE SPARKES OF BROMLEY IN KENT FORMERLY
JUDGE AT MADRAS IN THE EAST INDIA COMPANYS CIVIL SERVICE
A GREAT AND GOOD MAN GIFTED WITH EVERY REFINED FEELING
AND MUCH ESTEEMED BY ALL WHO KNEW HIM DIED 30 JANUARY
1878 IN HIS 68TH YEAR ERECTED BY HIS WIDOW A.D.1880

Inscription - Metropolitan Drinking Fountain & Cattle Trough Association.
TO A REVERED HUSBAND & FATHER FROM HIS LOVING WIFE &
CHILDREN 1882

nscription - Metropolitan Drinking Fountain & Cattle Trough Association.
Erected by S.F.K

September 1876

14-Apr-00

December 1878

Notes

Ownership

Good condition

Thurloe Square opposite Kensington Museum V & A.
£80.0.0. The gift of the Hon Mrs. Grosvenor and others.

Unowned

Good condition - planting

Kensington Crescent, South side. Erected in memory of
the late Mr. R.McCheane by his family (H.D.McCheane
Esq, 90 Palace Gardens Terrace, Kensington). Now at
Warwick Gardens.

Unowned

Good contion - planting

The gift of Mrs. R.Trotter. Originally at the junction of
Pelham Crescent and Fulham Road, £80.0.0. This trough
is a non-standard size at 12ft. This trough was originally
at Pelham Crescent - it is not the lost trough that was at
Westbourne Grove. This trough is one of several erected
in memory of Robert Trotter. The faux trough at
Westbourne Grove was erroneously modelled on this
trough (the trough that was originally at Westbourne
Grove was 9ft 6in in length).
Unowned

Fountain and four cattle troughs. Granite design No. 9.
Chelsea Embankment near Chelsea Old Church,
£525.0.0. The gift of Mrs. Dowling as a memorial to her
late husband Mr George Sparkes formerly judge in
Madras. For further information on George Sparkes see
here. This special trough/fountain is the same design as
a structure in Dulwich.

April 1881

February 1883 (originally July
1882)

Sep-00

Good condition

This fountain was originally erected in Elgin Road in July
1882 for a cost of £50.0.0 paid for by a Miss Nightingale.
It was removed in December 1882 by order of the
Paddington vestry and re-erected at Sloane Square. In
August 1889 it was removed at request of the Chelsea
vestry because of an alteration of the roadway and reerected on the opposite side of road. This is one of
several Design-124 drinking fountains.
Owned

Some water staining

The original location described as Westbourne
Grove/Archer Street. The fountain is described as design138, red granite which doesn’t quite match the current
structure. Also, according to the MDFCTA records this
fountain was donated by C.F.Kirby so why are the initials
in the inscription "S.F.K"? The fountain is close to this
faux cattle trough. This is one of several Design-138
drinking fountains.
Unowned
Presented by the Association and funded by the Reardon
Memorial Trust. This is one of several Design-124
drinking fountains

Description - Metropolitan Drinking Fountain & Cattle Trough Association.
Erected by S.F.K

22-Jul-09

Thames CA. See Listing for
listing dscription

DANTE GABRIEL ROSSETTI

July 1887

Good

The Rossetti Memorial. Transferred to care of the
association at time of erection.

n/a

WHOSOEVER DRINKETH OF THIS WATER SHALL THIRST AGAIN
BUT WHOSOEVER DRINKETH OF THE WATER THAT I SHALL GIVE
HIM SHALL NEVER THIRST JOHN IV 13-14. IN
MEMORY OFROBERT TROTTER ESQ WHO DIED DECR 27TH 1877 I
THESS I.3

April 1879

Good

The gift of Mrs Trotter as a memorial to her husband the
late Mr R Trotter. Cost £70.0.0.
Owned

unvarified

North side of Kensington
High Street, oustide No. 98A
opposite High Street Ken’
station.
Campden

On the east side of Marloes
Road on the wall of St. Mary
Abbot’s hospital (now a
private estate) opposite
Stratford Road, W8 6LA

n/a

unvarified

On ‘Turquoise Island’ in
Westbourne Grove.

Marloes Road Infirmary Wall

n/a

North-west corner of Chelsea
Embankment and the
western section of Cheyne
Walk.

Westbourne Grove Urn drinking
fountain

High Street Kensington Drinking
Fountain

n/a

Date of installation Description

n/a

A D 1900

n/a

Light stone/ concrete. Built into wall with fountain extending outwards. Sun
pattern at top in good condition but slightly dirty. Inscription of 1893.
Sign: LORD FROM THY BLESSED THRONE
THE GRIEFS OF EARTH LOOK UPON GOD BLESS THE POOR!
TEACH THEM TRUE LIBERTY MAKE THEM FROM STRONG DRINK
FREE LET THEIR HOMES HAPPY BE GOD BLESS THE POOR.

1900

February 1894

Drinking fountain. Dated 1900.
Portland stone. Classical style;
angle consoles, niches front and
back with shells and cherub's
heads. Arched top. Good
condition
This is almost certainly not an MDFCTA fountain.

Good

Unowned

Owned

Transferred to care of associaion at time of erection. The
association not responsible for repairs to stonework.
Replaced by a Bubble Fountain May 1935. This almost
agrees with a structure in the MDFCTA records but there
is no inscription to confirm. The date in the inscription
slightly disagrees but it could be the date it was taken
over in the case of the association.
Owned

Name/Location

Address

Ward

Designations/const Listing description
raints
& date
Inscription

Chelsea Town Hall Fountain

On the south side of King’s
Road in the wall of Chelsea
Old Town Hall at the corner
with Chelsea Manor Street

Urn Drinking fountain on pavement
outside St Johns Church

West side of Ladbroke Grove
opposite Kensington Park
Gardens, outside St. John’s
church.
Norland

Exhibition Road junction of Cromwell
Road

North side of Cromwell Road
at the front of the Natural
History Museum.

Holland Park drinking fountain

Within Holland Park just
outside the Reception Office. Holland

PRESENTED BY THE FRIENDS OF HOLLAND PARK WITH THE
DRINKING FOUNTAIN ASSOCIATION 1990

Royal Crescent Drinking Fountain

Fronting the highway, on the
north side of Holland Park
Avenue, situated in the
boundary wall of Royal
Crescent gardens.

ERECTED IN MEMORY AND AT THE COST OF MISS MARY GRAY
RATRAY OF 41 TAVISTOCK SQUARE LONDON WHO DIED ON THE
6TH JULY 1873 EDWIN BEDFORD ESQ AND CHARLES JELLICOE
ESQ EXECUTORS

Kensington Gardens Fountain

West side of The Broad Walk
south of Kensington Gardens
Black Lion Gate.

METROPOLITAN DRINKING FOUNTAIN & CATTLE TROUGH
ASSOCIATION

unvarified

Ladbroke CA

n/a

C.S.P JUNE 18 1879 JESUS SAID COME UNTO ME ALL THAT LABOUR
AND ARE HEAVY LADEN AND I WILL GIVE YOU REST

unvarified

Norland

Norland CA

n/a

unvarified

METROPOLITAN DRINKING FOUNTAIN AND CATTLE TROUGH
ASSOCIATION. THE GIFT OF JOHN WAGGETT M.D. 1882

THIS FOUNTAIN WAS ERECTED 1909 TO THE MEMORY OF A
BELOVED SON AND OF ONE WHO LOVED LITTLE CHILDREN

Date of installation Description
01-Oct-14

January 1883

Notes

Ownership

One of several Design-75 drinking fountains.

Good

The gift of Dr Waggett. Cost £50.0.0. Dr Waggett was a
local doctor who lived at 40 Ladbroke Grove. This is one
of several Design-124 drinking fountains.
Unowned

April 1882

Good

May 1875

1909

Good

Cost defrayed out of legacy from Mrs Rathay.
Association paid £180.0.0.

Unowned

Name/Location

Address

Ward

Designation

Listing description if applicable

Date of
Listing

Planning policy Description
constraints

Ownership

Memoriale Kensington

MEMORIAL AT CORNER OF
KENSINGTON HIGH STREET AND
KENSINGTON CHURCH STREET

Campden

II

War Memorial, circa 1918. Portland stone shaft on
inscribed base, with figure of monk carrying scroll.
Surmounted by angels, pinnacles and cross.

7/11/1984

Kensington

Well kept, unblemished fabric

Owned

Sentry Shelter

ALBERT BRIDGE

n/a

Chelsea Riverside

n/a

n/a

Thames

Maintained, recently painted

Unowned

Stanhope Communal Garden STANHOPE GARDENS
Railings

Courtfield

II

Queens Gate

Well maintained

Owned

Sloane Square War Memorial SLOANE SQUARE WAR MEMORIAL,
SLOANE SQUARE
Kensington Park Road Green OUSTIDE NUMBERS 8-10
Cabmen's Shelter

Royal Hospital

II

Dated 1867. Cast iron garden railings, with ball finials 07/11/1984
and spikes, and cast iron gatepiers, with arched tops,
bearing date and market below. Part of Stanhope
Gardens layout
See listing
05-Sep-05

Sloane Square

Well maintained

Owned

Pembridge

II

Cabmen's shelter. 1909, erected by Cabmen's Shelter 10-Jun-88
Fund under the supervision of M. Starmer Hack,
architect to the fund. Timber frame with timber
cladding and overlapping timber boards to low pitched
roof with overhanging eaves. 1 storey. 7 main bays by
3 bays. Entrance to ends. Horizontal and vertical
members of frame expressed, with panels of vertical
boarding set between. 3 square headed sashed
windows to sides, 6 paned with timber glazing bars;
pivoting lights above

Ladbroke

Well maintained

Owned

Chelsea Embankment
Cabmen's Shelter
Pont Street Cabmen's
Shelter
Thurloe Place Cabmen's
Shelter

CLOSE TO JUNCTION WITH ALBERT
BRIDGE
CLOSE TO JUNCTION WITH SLOANE
STREET
CABMEN'S SHELTER IN CENTRE OF
ROAD OUTSIDE ORATORY HOUSE,
THURLOE PLACE, KENSINGTON

Chelsea Riverside

II

See listing

See listing

Thames

Closed - moss growing on roof

Owned

Brompton and Hans
Town
Brompton and Hans
Town

n/a

n/a

n/a

Hans Town

In use - well maintained

Owned

II

See listing

See listing

Queens Gate

In use - well maintained

Owned

Statue of Atalanta - France
Derwent Wood Memorial

CHELSEA EMBANKMENT - WITHIN
SMALL PARK DIRECTLY WEST OF
ALBERT BRIDGE

Chelsea Riverside

II

Bronze figure of Atalanta by F Derwent Wood, R A
(1871-1926).

April 15, 1969

Thames Conservation
Area

Well maintained

Unowned

St Mary Abbott's Hospital
Gatepiers

PAIR OF GATEPIERS TO NORTH
Abingdon
ENTRANCE AT ST MARY ABBOTS,
MARLOE ROAD OPPOSITE STRATFORD
ROAD, W8 6LA

II

1848. Thomas Allom architect. Red brick with white
10 January 1989
brick dressings and stone cornices,finials and bases.
Square piers, with prominent cornices surmounted by
octagonal stage with decorative panels and ogee
finial, to each pier. Entrance to the former Kensington
Workhouse.

No 100 and 104 Article 4 Concrete gate piers with pattern on top arched
feature. Moss growing on them with signs of
ageing but no disrepair.

Owned

Boy with dolphin bronze

CHEYNE WALK

Chelsea Riverside

n/a

n/a

n/a

Thames Conservation
Area

Unowned

Telephone Kiosk Norland
Square

OUTSIDE NORLAND SQUARE,
HOLLAND PARK

Norland

II

Telephone Kiosk. 1927. Designed by Giles Gilbert
Scott. Cast iron. Square kiosk of K2 type with domed
roof, perforated crowns to top panel and glazing bars
to windows and door

24/03/1987

Norland Conservation
Red telephone box, old design, with phone inside. Owned
Area, Norland
Generally good, some signs of age and
Neighbourhood Area,
weathering.
Critical Drainage Area, No
100 and 104 Article 4,
archaeological priority
area

Norland

II

Telephone Kiosk. 1927. Designed by Giles Gilbert
Scott. Cast iron. Square kiosk of K2 type with domed
roof, perforated crowns to top panel and glazing bars
to windows and door.

24/03/1987

Notting Dale

II

Former pottery kiln. Now a dwellinghouse. Rebuilt
1879. Brick, cone shaped. Sole surviving tile kiln
relating to "The Potteries" established during the
1830s between Clarendon Road and Latimer Road

07/11/1984

Norland Conservation
Area, Norland
Neighbourhood Area,
Critical Drainage Area, No
100 and 104 Article 4,
archaeological priority
area
No 100, 102, 104 Article
4, archaeological priority
area

Telephone Kiosk at junction PRINCEDALE ROAD, JUNCTION WITH
HOLLAND PARK AVENUE
with Holland Park Avenue

Pottery Kiln Walmer Road

WALMER ROAD, 80M NNW OF THE
CHURCH OF ST FRANCIS ASSISSI

Statue of child and dolphin on concrete stand.
Generally good condition, some signs of age and
weathering.

Red telephone box, old design, with phone inside. Owned
Generally good, some signs of age and
weathering- particularly on windows which could
do with repair or cleaning.

Large pottery kiln. Exposed cement. Blue sign on
front. Moss growing up sides, with graffiti. Poor
superifical condition, with some cracks and
damage.

Owned

Name/Location

Address

Ward

Designation

Listing description if applicable

Colville gardens, Pillar box

JUNCTION BETWEEN TALBOT ROAD
AND COLVILLE GARDENS

Colville

II

Mid C19. Hexagonal Penfold pillar box on corner with 07/11/1984
Talbot Road.

Norland

n/a

n/a

n/a

Montpelier Garden Gate and MONTPELIER GARDENS,
LANDSDOWNE RISE
Fence

Date of
Listing

Planning policy Description
constraints
Colville Conservation
Area, No 100, 102, 104
Article 4
Ladbroke Conservation
Area, site of nature
conservation importance,
critical drainage area, no
100 and 104 article 4
Pembridge Conservation
Area, no 100, 102, 104
article 4, special
neighbourhood shopping
area
Site of nature
conservation importance,
critical drainage area, no
100 102 104 article 4

Ownership

Description on listing is different to what is actually ?
there- in its place is just a normal pillar box.
Black fence and gate along length of garden, with Owned
paint peeling to expose old red paint. Part of fence
has also been replaced by cladding.

Pair of Sphinx statues
outside 233 Westbourne
Grove

233 WESTBOURNE GROVE

Pembridge

n/a

n/a

n/a

Avondale Park Gate Pier

AVONDALE PARK, WALMER ROAD

Norland

n/a

n/a

n/a

Café Sign

LANCASTER ROAD, JUST NEXT TO
LADBROKE GROVE

Notting Dale

n/a

n/a

n/a

Ladbroke Conservation
Large old blue café sign with white writing up high Owned
Area, 100 102 104 article on side of building. Weathered and aged slightly,
4, critical drainage area
with letters fading

Holland Park Avenue Wall

WALL OPPOSITE HOLLAND PARK
STATION, HOLLAD PARK AVENUE

Norland

n/a

n/a

n/a

Norland Conservation
Area, Norland
Neighbourhood Area, no
100 and 104 article 4,
archaeoglogical priority
area

Brick wall with white painted piers and sections
extending along the road. Brick is in good
condition but some damage on white areascracks, grafitti and dirt.

Owned

Small recessed sculpture

3 EARL'S WALK W8 6EP

n/a

n/a

n/a

Edward's Square,
Scarsdale and Abingdon
Conservation Area

Small, circular sculpture, embedded into the wall
of 3 Earls Walk. Face of an elderly man, a
decorative feature. It is framed by circular
brickwork.

Owned

Pair of K6 telephone kiosks
on forecourt of post office

CORNER OF STANHOPE GARDENS,
HARRINGTON GARDENS AND
GLOUCESTER ROAD

Courtfield

II

Queen's Gate
Conservation Area

Typical red K6 telephone boxes, with domed roof
and 3 vertical colums on each face with red
glazing bars.

Owned

Letter box

CORNER OF OLD BROMPTON ROAD
AND CRANLEY PLACE

Courtfield

II

Designed 1935 by Sir Giles Gilbert Scott. Made by W 29/05/1990
McFarlane. Cast iron. Square kiosk with domed roof.
Unperforated crowns to top panels and margin glazing
to windows and door.
Letter box. Mid C19. Stucco. Designed as square pier 07/11/1984
with pyramidal top. Horizontal aperture. VR emblem
over

Thurloe and Smith's
Charity Conservation
Area

Front fascia of letterbox painted red, 3 other sides Owned
white with white pyramidal top.

Cornwall

Good condition

Unowned

Not RBKC

Lille Road Canal Bridge

1825-ish Canal Bridge on former Chelsea
Creek/Counters Creek/Kensington Creek
Aug 16 1988
Pillar box. Penfold type 1860s. cast iron.
Hexagonal, with moulded base and top, and
horizontal slit. Front has VR insignia and Royal
coat of Arms. Top has cornice with beading,
moulded leaves and ribs and egg-shaped finial.

Small white marble statues, part woman part cat, Owned
sat on top of brick stand. Generally good
condition, some green moss and brown marks all
over. A few small cracks.
Concrete pillars attached to concrete and metal
Unowned
fencing (at two different gates). Pattern on head of
piers with metal structure and light on top.
Generally good structural condition, with some
small cracks and scratches on each.

Pillar Box adjacent to
Cornwall House

CORNWALL GARDENS

Queens Gate

II

Cornwall Gardens Railings

RAILINGS TO THE EAST OF CORNWALL Queens Gate
HOUSE AND GARDEN HOUSE

II

See listing

November 7 1984

Cornwall

Good condition

Owned

Queen Victoria Monument

CENTRAL RESERVATION OF WARWICK Abingdon
GARDENS

II

November 7 1984

Unowned

LOCATED IN HOLLAND PARK

II

Edward's Square,
Scarsdale and Abingdon
Conservation Area
Holland Park

Some discolouration otherwise good condition

Statute of Lord Holland

1904. H L Florence. Monument to Queen
Victoria in form of granite column with bronze
Corinthian capital.
Statue of Lord Holland (1773-1840). Bronze,
seated statue on grey granite plinth.

Holland

April 15 1969

Name/Location

Address

Ward

Designation

Listing description if applicable

Date of
Listing

Planning
policy
constraints

Ornate arch off Wrights
Lane

ARCH LOCATED TO THE SIDE Abingdon
OF 151-161 KENSINGTON
HIGH STREET ACCESSED
FROM WRIGHTS LANE

n/a

n/a

n/a

Edward's Square /
Arch comprising of sandstone sections interspersed with red brick. No
Scarsdale & Abingdon, There is elaborate work on both pillars, with an ornate carved
Article 4, No 100 -104 upper section. The top of the arch has included an inscribed date
(1894), and a woman's face.

Owned

ENTRANCE ARCH TO PARK
Brompton and Hans
Entrance arch to Park
House between Numbers 7 HOUSE BETWEEN NUMBERS Town
7 AND 11, ONSLOW SQUARE
and 11
SW7

II

Circa 1846. Stucco. Segmental arch springing from simple
piers, cornice over, Joins the terraces of Nos 1-7 (odd) and
Nos 11-25 (odd) Onslow Square.

6/8/1973

Thurloe/ Smith's charity
conservation area,
critical drainage area,
No 100 and 104 article
4

Plain arch rendered in white with a wrought iron electric gate, some No
notices including a CCTV warning sign. A retractable car boom is
situated internally to the arch. Wooden panel lining interior of arch,
with some splintering and scratches.

Owned

Ennismore Gardens Mews MEWS ARCH ADJOINING
NUMBER 37, ENNISMORE
Arch
GARDENS SW7

II

Mews arch adjoining No 37 14.1.70 [formerly listed as
Entrance Gateway to the Mews (adjoining No 37)]Mews arch.
Mid C19. Stone. Roman Ionic colonnade with paired columns
supporting entablature. Southern half in Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea.

14/1/1970

Brompton

Tall Ionic arch with twin columns to either side of the highway. Arch No
partly support by the structure of No 37 Ennismore Gardens. Some
discolouration with vegetative growth.

Unowned

Brompton and Hans
Town

Description

At Risk
Ownership
Register?

Notes

Significant presence of
security features, flanked
by Grade II listed buildings
(9-25, 1-7 Onslow Square)

The asset was previously listed twice as List entry 1358148.
This entry was removed from the List on 18/10/17

Shafto Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
CADOGAN SQUARE, WITH
FLANKING PAVILIONS,
SHAFTO MEWS SW1,
CHELSEA

Brompton and Hans
Town

II

Archway. Circa 1880. Semi-circular arch of rusticated red brick 6/8/1973
with stone dressings and copings. Pilasters and entablature
with Dutch gable above. Channelled brick walls on either side
of the archway.

Cadogan Square

Stereobate on front right hand side different to that on left hand
No
side (one brick, other rendered which is discoloured). Front of arch
in generally good condition

Unowned

Shafto Mews rear
boundary

REAR WALL FORMER REAR
BOUNDARY OF SHAFTO
MEWS AND BACKING ONTO
CADOGAN SQUARE

Brompton and Hans
Town

n/a

n/a

n/a

Hans Town

Ornate rear wall comprosing of red brick

Owned

Egerton Garden Mews

ENTRANCE FROM EGERTON
TERRACE

Brompton and Hans
Town

n/a

n/a

n/a

Thurloe/Smith's Charity Two central columns crown main high way. Does not consitute a
n/a
full arch. Two minor arches above each pedestrian footpath. Lower
section of one half of pair coming away from wall. Arch derives
support from wall and not the damaged pier. The remaining pier
does not theoretically need the support base.

Unowned

Onslow Mews West

Courtfield Mews West ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
CRANLEY PLACE, ONSLOW
MEWS WEST SW7.

Courtfield

II

Circa 1865. Plain segmental headed stucco arch with dentil
cornice over.

6/8/1973

Thurloe/ Smith's charity Rendered white, dentils. Signange- road sign and parking warning. No
conservation area, no Some dark marks, especially from weathering at the bottom. Some
100 and 104 article 4
areas where paint has peeled.

Unowned

Attached to grade II listed
building on right hand side
(11-19 Cranley Place)

Onslow Mews East

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
CRANLEY PLACE, ONSLOW
MEWS EAST SW7

Courtfield

II

Circa 1855. Plain segmental headed stucco arch with dentil
cornice over.

6/8/1973

Thurloe/ Smith's charity Rendered white & dentil cornice. Width signage, road signage,
conservation area, no warning, all in good condition. Car boom situated internally to the
100 and 104 article 4
mews.

No

Owned

Attached to grade II listed
building on left hand side (110 Cranley Place)

Ensor Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH AND
SCREEN WALL ON CRANLEY
GARDENS, ENSOR MEWS
SW7

Courtfield

II

ENSOR MEWS SW7 TQ 2678 SE 55/4 6.8.73 Entrance Arch 6/8/1973
and Screen Wall on Cranley Gardens II Circa 1870. White
brick semi-circular arch flanked by 3 blank bays on the north,
divided by pilasters and with recessed blank arches. Above is
a parapet with a balustrade. Between Nos 79-91 (odd) Onslow
Gardens and Nos 1-11 (odd) Cranley Gardens.

Thurloe/Smith's Charity Weathered patination. Ensor Mews signage affixed to southern
column

No

Unowned

SW7 3BT - (off Cranley
Gardens) directly
conntected to 17 Onslow
Gardens (Welcome Trust)

Colbeck Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
COLLINGHAM ROAD,
COLBECK MEWS SW7

Courtfield

II

Circa 1875. Stucco carriage arch and side arches In the form 6/8/1973
of triumphal arch. Round headed central arch with moulded
architrave and vermiculated keystone and panels in the
spandrels. Cornice and parapet above. The side arches havesquare heads with raised panels above.

Courtfield Gardens
conservation area no
100 and 104 Article 4,
critical drainage area
Kensington

No

Unowned

SW5 0LS - integral to 10
Colbeck Mews. Works to
construct basement have
structurally supported
mews

Ensor Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH AND
SCREEN WALL ON ONSLOW
GARDENS, ENSOR MEWS
SW7, CHELSEA

Courtfield

II

Circa.1870. White brick semi-circular, arch flanked by.-3 bays 3/8/1973
on the north and 6 on the south each with a blank recessed
arch supported on pilasters. Above the whole facade runs a
balustraded parapet. Adjoins Nos 79-91 (odd) Onslow Gardens
and Is opposite Nos 80-92 (even).

Thurloe/Smith's Charity Good condition

No

Owned

Southern section - RBKC.
Northern section - 94
Onslow Gardens

Appearance in good condition. Some vehicle damage the right
handside pillar a few years ago.

n/a

Name/Location

Address

Ward

Designation

Listing description if applicable

Date of
Listing

Planning
policy
constraints

Description

At Risk
Ownership
Register?

Gaspar Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
COURTFIELD GARDENS,
GASPAR MEWS SW5,
CHELSEA

Courtfield

II

Circa 1870. Stucco carriage arch with foot arches on either
side. Plain piers channelled arch, vermiculated keystone,
pediment.

6/8/1973

Courtfield

Very poor condition.

Yes

Unowned

Manson Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
QUEEN'S GATE, MANSON
MEWS, CHELSEA

Courtfield

II

Archway. Circa 1860. Channelled stucco. Carriage arch and
two foot arches. Raised central portion supported by scrolled
ramps. Vermiculated keystone and cornice.

6/8/1973

Queen's Gate
conservation area,
Courtfield
neighbourhood area,
critical drainage area,
no 100 and 104 article
4

Black paint at the feet of columns, remaining structure painted in
light colour. Signage for mews and rubbish warning affixed to
columns. Signs of weathering/ damp marks, and weeds growing
on top of arch.

No

Unowned

Grade II listed buildings
either side- 88-99 Queen's
Gate and 100-107 Queen's
Gate

Stanhope Mews East

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
Courtfield
CROMWELL ROAD,
STANHOPE MEWS EAST SW7,
KENSINGTON

II

Circa 1868. Stucco carriage arch with small flanking arches,
channelled stucco piers, simple moulded architrave and
keystone, cornice over.

6/8/1973

A handsome Classical type arch, with simple but elegant detailing. No
Some very light discolouration but otherwise in good condition.
Historic signifiace of the arch is somewhat diminished by the
adjacent BT phone box.

Unowned

Adjacent to Derwent House
& 57B Cromwell Road

Stanhope Mews West

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
STANHOPE GARDENS,
STANHOPE MEWS WEST
SW7, KENSINGTON

Courtfield

II

Circa 1868. Carriage arch with small flanking arches.
Channelled stucco piers and spandrels with rusticated
architrave cornice and parapet over. Balustrade over side
arches.

6/8/1973

Queens Gate
conservation area no
100 and 104 Article 4 ,
critical drainage area
Kensington
Queens Gate
conservation area, no
100 and 104 Article 4

The front faceade on the left handside has patches of plaster and
paintwork missing. Paint has also come off the bottom of the left
pillar. No visible cracks. Dirty at the bottom of all pillars.

No

Unowned

Sumner Place Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
Courtfield
SUMNER PLACE, SUMNER
PLACE MEWS SW7, CHELSEA

II

Circa 1850. Segmental stucco arch with channelled piers and
moulded architrave dentil cornice over. Adjoins Nos 13-23
(odd) Sumner Place.

6/8/1973

Thurloe/ Smith's charity The colums of the arch are partly encloused by black railings.
conservation area, no CCTV camera and warning signs affixed to the columns of the
100 and 104 article 4
arch. Dentils run along the top sectio of the arch below a coping
stone. The façade is partingin white and in good condition.

No

Unowned

Stanhope Mews West

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
CROMWELL ROAD,
STANHOPE MEWS WEST
SW7, KENSINGTON

Courtfield

II

Circa 1868. Single carriage arch. Channelled stucco piers,
simple moulded architrave and keystone, cornice over.

6/8/1973

Queens Gate
conservation area, no
100 and 104 Article 4

Slight crack to the right handside of upper arch. Dirty rain marks
along the top and bottom.

No

Unowned

Gaspar Close

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
COURTFIELD GARDENS,
GASPAR CLOSE SW5,
CHELSEA

Courtfield

II

Archway: Circa 1870. Stucco. Plain piers, channelled arch,
vermiculated keystone pediment.

6/8/1973

Courtfield

General weatherng but nothing substantial. White rendered
facades. The asset comprises of an important Classical arch.

No

Owned

Legacy arch Courtfield
Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
COURTFIELD ROAD INTO
COURTFIELD MEWS

Courtfield

n/a

n/a

n/a

Courtfield

Lower footings retained from an arch which stood at the entrance n/a
into the mews at some point in time - a likely remant of bomb
damage. The footings of the former arch are discoloured and have
moss/light vegetation growing from the top most surface,

Owned

Dove Mews

COLUMNED ENTRANCE
FROM BINA GARDENS

Courtfield

n/a

n/a

n/a

None

Tall white square columns with a horizontal band and top stone.
Rendered in white with very light discolouration. Comprise two
columns to either side of the higway which flank the entrance into
the mews. Although non listed the columns have amenity value
which is worth safeguarding.

n/a

Unowned

Holly Mews

COLUMNED ENTRANCE INTO Courtfield
HOLLY MEWS

n/a

n/a

n/a

White columns with decorative capping stones.

n/a

Unowned

Sydney Mews off Fulham
Road

LOCATION BETWEEN 50 AND Courtfield
48 FULHAM ROAD

n/a

n/a

n/a

Thurloe/Smith's Charity White arch incorporated into the built form of shop frontages and
residential premises

n/a

Owned

Sydney Close

LOCATED BETWEEN 74 AND
76 FULHAM ROAD

Courtfield

n/a

n/a

n/a

Thurloe/Smith's Charity White arch incorporated into the built form of shop frontages and
residential premises

n/a

Owned

Astwood Mews

ENTRANCE COLUMNS
ACCESSED FROM
COURTIELD ROAD

Courtfield

n/a

n/a

n/a

Courtfield

n/a

Unowned

Unrendered brick columns set behind sweeping black railings.

Notes

Attached to grade II listed
building on left hand side
(13-23 Sumner Place)

Stucco carriage arch,
c1870, with foot arches on
either side. The central
arch has plain piers, a
central channelled arch with
vermiculated keystone, and
pediment. The stucco has
deteriorated and resultant

Name/Location

Address

Ward

Designation

Listing description if applicable

Kensal Green Cemetery
Arch

ENTRANCE GATEWAY
OPPOSITE WELLINGTON
ROAD, HARROW ROAD W10,
KENSAL GREEN CEMETERY,
KENSINGTON

Delgamo

II*

Laverton Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
LAVERTON PLACE,
LAVERTON MEWS, CHELSEA

Earl's Court

Holland Park Mews

Date of
Listing

Planning
policy
constraints

Description

At Risk
Ownership
Register?

Also Known As: Entrance Arch, HARROW ROAD W10,
15/4/1969
KENSAL GREEN CEMETERY Entrance Archway. 1832-34 by
John Griffith for the General Cemetery Company. Portland
stone, with rendered brick additions. Central arched opening,
coffered within, flanked by fluted Doric columns, with attic
above; side sections with blind windows (open to rear), pylonshaped to ground floor, square to first floor, with pilasters at
ends; continuous Doric frieze. Chimneys lowered in recent
years. Cast iron gates with spearhead finials. Single-storey
extensions to each side containing offices (on west side,
considerably extended in C20) and former superintendent's
quarters (on east). Interior of arch contains living quarters.

Kensal Green cemetry
conservation area, site
of nature conservation
importance (Kensal
Green cemetry),
archaeological priority
area (Kensington and
Chelsea cemetries), no
100 and 104 article 4

Very large arch, goes back a few metres with columns and
No
buildings either side. Vegetation climbing up arch, with a large
amount on left hand side of exterior and right hand side of interior.
Exposed cement, generally good condition but some signs of
weathering and age, particularly at feet of columns. Also some
small structural damage with cement missing on left hand side.
Painted in walkway internal to arch, which is in poor condition with
cracks, peeling, and mould. Notice board and door inside archway.
Small areas on column inside cemetry have been painted on
(presumably to test for repainting)

II

Archway. Circa 1866. Carriage arch with side arches. White
brick with semi-circular heads, stucco architraves and
vermiculated keystones. Bracketted cornice over.

6/8/1973

Courtfield conservation No paintwork, brickwork is exposed. Some vegetation growing on
area, no 100 and 104 the right handside (front and back; appears to be vines).
Article 4

ENTRANCE FROM HOLLAND Holland
PARK (WEST) INTO HOLLAND
PARK MEWS

II

Archway. 1862 onwards. Roman cement. Giant archway of
triumphal character in thin screen form. Rusticated walling.
Segmental headed carriage arch; lower smaller pedestrian
arches with round heads. Entablature over. Panelled attic with
pilasters, cornice and blocking course.

15/4/1969

Linden Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
LINDEN GARDENS, LINDEN
MEWS W2, KENSINGTON

Pembridge

II

Cornwall Mews South

WEST ENTRANCE ARCH
FROM GRENVILLE PLACE,
CORNWALL MEWS SOUTH
SW7, KENSINGTON

Queens Gate

Grenville Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
HARRINGTON GARDENS,
WITH FLANKING PAVILIONS,
GRENVILLE MEWS,
KENSINGTON

Cornwall Mews South

Owned

Notes
Grade II listed perimeter
wall on left hand side.
Buildings with windows
form either side of arch,
notice board owned by
Friends of kensal Green
cemetry affixed internally to
arch

No

Unowned

Holland Park
conservation area,
critical drainage area,
no 100 and 104 article
4

Exposed cement, not painted over. Some discolouration,
No
particularly green marks from weathering at the feet of the columns
and lots of small white marks and other significant weathering
marks along top cornice. Some damage to curve of arch,
presumably from lorries but not significant. 'Holland Park Mews'
carved into had of arch at exterior, in good condition. Damage to
feature below sign

Unowned

Archway. Circa 1875. Stucco arch with moulded architrave and 6/8/1973
vermiculated keystone. Plain piers and pilasters. Pediment
enclosing foliage and an escutcheon, urn finials.

Pembridge
conservation area, no
100 and 104 article 4

Painted white, with paint slightly off-colour, and some cracks and
No
peeling, could do with sanding and repainting. Walls attached to
either side of arch, with metal fence across arch and door system
attached to inside. Weeds growing at top left hand side of arch and
around the bottom. Urns at top on either side of arch, right one has
dark marks on it. Other decorative features in good condition, with
no structural damage. Large crack mid-way up left hand side of
arch. Some other small marks of damage.

Linden Mews Limited

Closed gate across arch
blocking entrance to mews,
significant security signage

II

Circa 1865. Rusticated semi-circular stucco arch with cornice
over.

6/8/1973

Cornwall conservation
area no 100 and 104
Article 4 , critical
drainage area
Kensington

Plane undocrated arch with cornice. Light weathering to the main
elevations and darker discolouration below the cornice. Cornwall
Mews South aign afixed to column.

Unowned

NGL510771

Queens Gate

II

Circa 1870. Stucco. Rusticated carriage arch with squareheaded foot arches on either side. Pilasters, entablature and
pediment to the main arch. The side pavilions have 5 bays of
blank round-headed arches with a crowning balustrade.

6/8/1973

Queens Gate

Subsumed in the built form of the building. Arch retained as a form No
of detailing within the rear façade of Glouster Hotel, Harrington
Gardens

Owned

EAST ENTRANCE ARCH
FROM GRENVILLE PLACE,
CORNWALL MEWS SOUTH
SW7

Queens Gate

II

Circa 1865. Rusticated semi-circular stucco arch with cornice
over.

Cornwall conservation
area, no 100 and 104
Article 4. Kensington
Critical Drainage Area

Weathered patination. Climbing vegetation affixed to front façade
at some stage. Budlia growing from top of capping stone.
Discolouration below top. Sign affixed to southern column.

No

Unowned

Elvaston Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
ELVASTON PLACE,
ELVASTON MEWS SW7,
KENSINGTON

Queens Gate

II

Archway. Circa 1865. Two stone Ionic columns support
entablature and broken segmental pediment with floral swags
and escutcheon.

6/8/1973

Queens Gate
conservation area, no
100 and 104 Article 4.
Kensington Critical
Drainage Area

Strong discolouring at the top of the arch. Discoloiring presnt along No
both pillars. Faints cracks presnt on both pillars.

Unowned

Kynance Mews

EAST ENTRANCE ARCH
FROM LAUNCESTON PLACE,
KYNANCE MEWS SW7,
KENSINGTON

Queens Gate

II

Archway. Circa 1860. Simple stucco arch with rusticated piers
and vermiculated architrave, cornice over.

6/8/1973

No. 100 -104 Article 4.
De Verre Conservation
area. Kensington
Critical Drainage Area

High quantities of vines hanging from top of arch apprearing to
have been spread from the neighboring buliding obstructing the
sinage to the mews which is affixed to the pillar. Evidence of
weathering.

No

Unowned

Kynance Mews

WEST ENTRANCE ARCH
FROM LAUNCESTON PLACE,
KYNANCE MEWS SW7,
KENSINGTON

Queens Gate

II

Archway. Circa 1860. Simple stucco arch with rusticated piers
and vermiculated architrave, cornice over.

6/8/1973

No. 100 -104 Article 4. Wooden panels surround base of pillars. Evidence of weathering
De Verre Conservation and cracks are present at the back of the arch
area. Kensington
Critical Drainage Area

No

Unowned

Queens Gate
Queen's Gate Place Mews ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
QUEEN'S GATE PLACE,
QUEEN'S GATE PLACE MEWS
SW7, KENSINGTON

II

Mid C19. Elaborate triple archway; stuccoed Ionic order,
6/8/1973
segmental pediment (connecting Nos 18 and 19 Queen's Gate
Place SW7).

No. 100 -104 Article 4. Good condition, signs of weathering/marks on the top of the
De Verre Conservation western pillar
area. Kensington
Critical Drainage Area

No

Unowned

No

Name/Location

Address

Ward

Designation

Listing description if applicable

Date of
Listing

Kynance Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
GLOUCESTER ROAD,
KYNANCE MEWS SW7,
KENSINGTON

Queens Gate

II

Archway. Circa 1860. Simple stucco arch 'with rusticated piers 6/8/1973
and vermiculated architrave, cornice over.

Albert Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
VICTORIA GROVE, ALBERT
MEWS W8, KENSINGTON

Queens Gate

II

Circa 1845. Round-headed stucco arch with rusticated
architrave and a keystone with a male head; cornice over.
Adjoins Nos 19-26 (consec.), Victoria Grove.

6/8/1973

Osten Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
EMPEROR'S GATE, OSTEN
MEWS, KENSINGTON

Queens Gate

n/a

n/a

n/a

Redcliffe Mews

ENTRANCE ARCH FROM
HARCOURT TERRACE,
REDCLIFFE MEWS SW10,
CHELSEA

Redcliffe

II

1869. Stucco. Round headed arch flanked by paired Roman
6/8/1973
Doric half columns; broken pediment over. The name and date
is engraved in the pediment.

Planning
policy
constraints

Description

At Risk
Ownership
Register?

No. 100 -104 Article 4.
Queensgate
Conservation area.
Kensington Critical
Drainage Area
No. 100 -104 Article 4.
De Verre Conservation
area. Kensington
Critical Drainage Area

Marks visible at the top of the arch on the side facing Gloucester
Road, otherwise in good condition.

No

Unowned

Paint is in good condition as is the overal state of the arch. No
evidence of cracking, weathering or instability

No

Owned

Cornwall conservation Arch is built out of red brick, and seems to be in relatively good
No
area, Article 4, No 100 - condition. There is evidence that some of the brick work has been
104
replaced, and black marks in certain locations.

Unowned

The Boltons
Conservation Area,
Numbers 100 & 104
Article IV

Owned

Front of arch in reasonable condition. Rendered white, dentil
cornice. CCTV sign on front right hand side.

No

Notes

Unable to find on Historic
England, however the
website 'Everchanging
Mews' posted this: Osten
Mews is a cobbled cul-desac and through road off
Emperor’s Gate in the

APPENDIX 4
17 January 2019

Dear Councillors,

HISTORIC BUILT FEATURES
Following up a Full Council motion in May 2017, a working group comprising myself and Councillors
Areti and Bennett has been established under the auspices of the Public Realm Scrutiny Committee.
Our project focuses on built features of historic interest within the Borough, some listed, some not,
that are important to public amenity but many of which have no registered owner.

Project aims
The project's aim is to explore how to best maintain unowned assets which contribute to the public
amenity. The review will establish a reliable database of such assets which will include information
on the ownership status, the listed status and grade, and the state of repair of the built features.

Our database
We have already identified 90 assets that meet our criteria for built environment features that are
important to the public amenity, mews arches being obvious examples of such assets. Other
features so identified include historic walls, statues, water fountains and troughs. Enclosed with this
letter is the matrix of assets already identified.

Next steps
This is only the first iteration of a comprehensive database, and we now seek to tap into the deep
local knowledge of residents' associations and ward councillors to identify any assets which have
been missed from the database and you believe should be included - or indeed to correct any
mistakes which you spot in the information already recorded about your local areas. Private
property or gardens are not in scope.

How you can help
We would be grateful if you could please send information about any assets that have not been
identified in the list, and that you believe should be included, to planning@rbkc.gov.uk marked
‘Unowned Assets for the attention of Neil Armour’. Information that would be useful to include
would be: the name of the asset; its address or approximate location; a description of its condition;
photographs if possible.
We aim to complete this phase by mid-March with the final report and recommendations completed
before the summer recess.
On behalf of the working group, my thanks in advance for any assistance you can give to this effort
to preserve our heritage.
Greg
G B T (Greg) HAMMOND
Councillor for Courtfield, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
The Town Hall, Hornton Street, London W8 7NX

APPENDIX 5
17 January 2019

Dear Residents Associations,

HISTORIC BUILT FEATURES
Following up a Full Council motion in May 2017, a working group comprising myself and Councillors
Areti and Bennett has been established under the auspices of the Public Realm Scrutiny Committee.
Our project focuses on built features of historic interest within the Borough, some listed, some not,
that are important to public amenity but many of which have no registered owner.

Project aims
The project's aim is to explore how to best maintain unowned assets which contribute to the public
amenity. The review will establish a reliable database of such assets which will include information
on the ownership status, the listed status and grade, and the state of repair of the built features.

Our database
We have already identified 90 assets that meet our criteria for built environment features that are
important to the public amenity, mews arches being obvious examples of such assets. Other
features so identified include historic walls, statues, water fountains and troughs. Enclosed with this
letter is the matrix of assets already identified.

Next steps
This is only the first iteration of a comprehensive database, and we now seek to tap into the deep
local knowledge of residents' associations and ward councillors to identify any assets which have
been missed from the database and you believe should be included - or indeed to correct any
mistakes which you spot in the information already recorded about your local areas. Private
property or gardens are not in scope.

How you can help
We would be grateful if you could please send information about any assets that have not been
identified in the list, and that you believe should be included, to planning@rbkc.gov.uk marked
‘Unowned Assets for the attention of Neil Armour’. Information that would be useful to include
would be: the name of the asset; its address or approximate location; a description of its condition;
photographs if possible.
We aim to complete this phase by mid-March with the final report and recommendations completed
before the summer recess.
On behalf of the working group, my thanks in advance for any assistance you can give to this effort
to preserve our heritage.
Greg
G B T (Greg) HAMMOND
Councillor for Courtfield, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
The Town Hall, Hornton Street, London W8 7NX

