
1  
 

APPENDIX B 

RESPONSES TO DRAFT KEY DECISION REPORT CONSULTATION 

[Responses from residents’ associations have been highlighted] 

 Comment 

1 [Kempsford Gardens Residents’ Association] 

 
I support you proposals with three observations :- 
 
1. Vehicles driving through the area via the main polluting North South roads are the biggest problem. The roads are insanely, being left out of 
TFLs extention of the Congestion Charge. Con Charge indeed.  
 
2. In reality motor cycles are more polluting than cars as they constantly accelerate breaking all speed limits. 
 
3. Before anything is done you need to update K&Cs website. It is "not fit for purpose".  
If you want to know why email me or phone and I'll give you the details.  
Please forward my comments if necessary.  

2 Could you possibly please forward me details for proposal for the above? 
My housing association forwarded me your cover letter but not the paper setting out the scheme. 
From details I have picked up from your introductory letter I am very much in favour of suggestions. 
For sake of cleaner air, I strongly agree that London as a whole needs to implement as many schemes as possible now by way of catch up for 
lapse in this direction to date and any part towards this that RBKC itself can implement towards this definitely would get my approval. 
I'd actually go step further, in next few years and only issue permits to cars which do meet environmental/green criteria - ascribed as to what is 
reasonable and available in, say 4 years. 
I would like opportunity to read your paper on the scheme and feedback process details. 

3 If you want to base res park charging rate on environmental criteria you have to look at vehicle usage within the borough. I have a petrol driven 
car with large engine capacity but i use it very little in London, probably no more than a  mile a week. I therefore cause far less pollution than a 
more frequently used vehicle with a smaller capacity engine. 
If you want to use environmental criteria you must be consistent. 
After all this is a PARKING permit, unrelated to car usage. 

4 Thank you for inviting us to comment on these proposals 
 
Whilst I have always supported the move to “discourage” diesel use and support this idea in principle I am concerned that jus t at the moment 
when finances are tight this is not the time to make this change as it will be seen to be punitive and punishing those that may be facing financial 
hardship at this time.  The severe ongoing consequences of Covid will not be over in the timescale of your proposals (in my view).   
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 Comment 

 
The cost of all electric vehicles is very high and there is no real second-hand market yet, so the allegation that this borough is only for the rich 
could be made. 
 
It would appear from your figures to be an across borough change –  (there are not dramatically different numbers in each ward so that is good) 
but I think you would need to trail and publicise this change for a longer period, so that people can make a conscious decision to change their 
car, which is what you are aiming to achieve, rather than just “punishing them”  I think you should try and present this as a  carrot rather than a 
stick – i.e. you are giving people time to make the change and this is the “reward”. 
 
People may be considering making a change over the period of the next year or so, and I think it would be consistent with giving people notice – 
i.e. when they renew their permit now, over the course of the next 6 – 9 months, put a note in the renewal that you are considering making the 
change – but NOT for 2021,  yes tell people now, but give residents more time to make the change to a new vehicle? 
 
Many of the newly installed local electric charging points are currently not working – a point that I have made before,  for example in Phillimore 
Gardens, three local residents bays were removed in February, the installation of the new charging points was done during lockdown and they 
have sat ever since, “with their hoods on” totally unusable, so can you ask your team to confirm that all the charging points that you have put in, 
as a borough, are fully functioning?  I think again, that if people see that these are being used properly then they will have the confidence to 
make that new purchase ….. 
 
You may also have a view on “self-charging” electric vehicles and those that need charging, again I think that many of the manufacturers are 
bringing in new models over the course of the next year/18 months, and I think you should signal the change as technology improves, and then 
also consider which vehicles will fall under which category…..  
 
I do hope you will give these points some consideration and whilst I welcome this idea in the longer term, I think that 2021 would be premature. 
 
Follow up email 
Thank you for circulating the potential changes for incentivising electric vehicles in the Borough 
 
Whilst I appreciate this is a good idea in the longer term, I think that electric vehicles are still so expensive that this will negatively impact on the 
poorest residents in the Borough.  Once there is a second hand market in electric vehicles and they become common place then I think that it is 
fine for the Council to take this action.  After all, RBKC were leaders in charging extra for diesel vehicles to park, so I support the idea in 
principle, but this is too early. 
 
just at the moment I think this is not the time to be the “Borough only for the rich”   
 

5 Please pass the following on to Cem 
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 Comment 

 
What the Borough’s policy amounts to is a further tax on the poor. 
 
Wealthier residents are able to buy electric and modern vehicles with reduced emissions. They get the benefit of cheaper parking permits too. 
 
Poorer residents cannot afford such vehicles and are the most likely to own old diesel vehicles. They are punished by having to pay far more for 
their parking permit also. 
 
It is, in any case, absurd to give such a large discount for electric vehicles. Such a policy ignores the high embedded energy of battery powered 
vehicles and the fact that the thermal efficiency of electricity generation in the UK, though improving remains poor with the UK emitting 0.29 kg 
CO2 equivalent for every kWh of electricity generated. Taking these factors into account, electric powered vehicles in the UK are more damaging 
to the environment than the more efficient (not Land Rovers or other large SUVs) diesel vehicles. 
 
Given that it is desirable to improve local air quality, the most effective action would be to reduce intensity of development, reduce the number of 
traffic lights and redesign road systems to reduce traffic congestion. 
 
Parking permit prices should reflect CO2 equivalent generation and the charge for electric vehicles should include the charge for the CO2 
equivalent generation of the electricity used to charge them, together with allowance for the excess embedded energy in their manufacture 
relative to conventional vehicles. 
 
Might I recommend a read of David McKay’s excellent “Sustainable Energy Without the Hot Air”. 
 
Follow up email 
A little further information, based on the BMW i3. This claims to achieve 0.14 kWh/km, which with optimistic allowance for charging and 
distribution efficiency  would result in a supply figure of 0.16 kWh/km and therefore about 50g CO2 equivalent per km. Allowing for the greater 
embedded of an electric vehicle a rational charge would be about 100g CO2 equivalent per km. 
 
I hope that is helpful. 

6 Thank you for consulting us. 
 
A couple of immediate thoughts from me personally. 
 
Hydrogen vehicles (eg Toyota Mirai ) are also zero emission so presumably should be treated and favoured the same as electric vehicles ? 
 
There are significant waiting lists for electric vehicles (the Nissan Leaf claims to be on sale but waiting lists for one have been 9 months recently) 
so you might want to give a bit more warning this is coming in if this is approved as people may not be able to comply.... 
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The cost of an electric vehicle is well over £5k more than its equivalent for a similar vehicle so this proposal will considerably penalise the 
poorest in the Borough who will be forced to pay the tax as they will not be able to afford an EV/hydrogen car.  Will there be any allowance made 
for the poorest in the Borough? 
 
How will the Council policy apply to hybrid electric vehicles? 

7 Whereas I can understand your inspiration for a cleaner environment in RBKC you clearly haven’t thought about the financial impact on the 
community, many of these people cannot afford to trade their cars in for something more ‘environmentally friendly’ especially with massive 
redundancies and high unemployment, please bear in mind not everyone live in South Kensington in luxury   
 
I have to say this makes me very angry that with all the chaos around us you are looking to increase costs for those less fortunate than yourself 
in being able to buy an electric car  
 
I suggest you abandon this until such time as life returns to normal and the less fortunate residents of RBKC lives are back to normal  
 

8 I am a resident in Stanhope Mews East and I am pleased that the council are keen to make the local air quality in London cleaner. 
However as an  OAP I need a larger car to travel and I am not ready to change my diesel car into an electric one until there are more 
proven models available for long-range reliable travel. 
  
However as you are the Transport Policy Manager I wish you could improve the junction from Pelham street on to Harrington Rd., 
Recently our council increased the pavement by  the flower shop and made it very slow and difficult for cars to exit Pelham 
street at busy times. I suggest that the council could reduce the size of the pavement back to its original size when the re-development of 
the underground station starts, and introduce some filter lights to allow taxis & cars to exit Pelham str. safely. 
  
My second suggestion is that the Mayor’s mania for more cycle lanes in other parts of London has encouraged some councils to fit 
red & white posts in main arteries, such as the |Euston rd.underpass ,thus causing dangerous traffic congestion. I hope that our Council 
will not be doing the same unnecessary experiment ! I am sure that research will show that only a few cyclists use the extra space !!!  
  
I hope that your committee will consider these comments ? I will be interested in your reply. 
 
Follow up email (on 6/10) 
I have read your E-mail re the Council’s ambitions to reduce CO2 gases. I am not in favour of this as I am an OAP (86) and need my 
diesel Volvo for long journeys, and electric cars have not yet been made with long journey availability, nor with information 
about how to dispose of the used batteries,& which cost a huge sum to replace ( I believe about £11,000 each) !!!! 
  
Is the Council aware that it is unreasonable to force extra cost on parking well ahead of the technology of electric engines ??  
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 Comment 

With the London Mayor’s policy of increased parking charges & dangerous cycle lanes causing grid-lock, I am very concerned 
that London will be a ghost city. I hope K&C will fight  him at every opportunity including your parking charges 

9 [World’s End Residents’ Association] 

 
Thank you for sending this. It's a splendid proposal but it fails to address the real issues of too much traffic too badly controlled by badly-timed 
traffic lights in the south of the borough. 
 
For the last two months, since Cadent packed up their tools and vacated King's Road,  it has taken between half an hour and 45 minutes to 
travel by bus from SLoane Square to Oakley Street, and longer to reach Beaufort Street. Every single day, from about three thirty on, the 
westbound traffic along King's Road is at a standstill.  
 
This is because: 
 
1. the timing of the traffic lights at Sydney Street, Oakley Street and Beaufort Street is out of sync,  and too many vehicles are being filtered 
onto King's Road when the traffic in King's Road is already stationary 
2. Vauxhall Bridge being closed means vastly increased traffic trying to cross the river over Chelsea, Albert and Battersea bridges and using 
King's Road as a rat run 
3. there are no yellow box junctions at Oakley Street/King's Road, Sydney Street/King's Road and Beaufort Street/King's Road 
4. buses are stuck in stationary traffic because the westbound lanes are blocked by delivery vehicles, taxis and traffic trying to turn left down 
streets which are already blocked 
5. the lack of yellow boxes means that cars try and turn off King's Road onto Oakley Street and Beaufort Street and block the junctions for 
all other traffic, even though it's obvious that the side roads are blocked 
6. These blockages are causing massive - and possibly fatal - delays to the emergency services. Even the fire station is having problems as 
the rigs aren't able to leave the station because of cars blocking the junction at Oakley Street.  
7. the lights at the south end of Oakley Street and Beaufort Street are also out  of sync and are phased to allow too many vehicles to try to 
access the very narrow and restricted bridges, hence the tailbacks to King's Road 
8. all of this results in massively increased pollution levels as cars, vans, lorries and buses sit with their engines idling for up to half an hour. 
It also means increased noise levels as drivers seem to think that honking their horns will make traffic move.  
Unless and until the council takes steps to address these appalling conditions, amending permit charges won't do very much to help lower 
pollution. The simplest and cheapest solution is to install yellow box junctions at the three major problem areas - Sydney Street, Oakley Street 
and Beaufort Street.  
 
I appreciate that certain members of the council are opposed to on-street restrictions such as box junctions, speed cameras and other measures 
commonly used in the surrounding boroughs. Nevertheless, it's now time to implement some sensible, cheap and effective systems to restore 
normality to the main road through Chelsea and to allow the emergency services, commercial vehicles and buses to go about their duties without 
these shocking and unnecessary delays. 
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 Comment 

 
It wouldn't hurt to deploy a few traffic marshals to the area, to try and prevent the idiots who insist on blocking the junctions.  
 
Do please feel free to pass my email to  Cllr Cem Kemahli.  
 
Follow up email 
A thousand apologies, Beaufort Street has a HUGE yellow box and I simply cannot believe that I didn't notice it - I am a dope! But we'd still like a 
few more, please! 
 
I've already emailed Mr Chetwynd about this... it's really a huge problem at the moment. 

10 [Earl’s Court Society] 

 
Thank you for your email. 
 
I agree with the key thrust of your proposals- namely to penalise cars which generate a high CO2 emission or dirty emission (diesels) and to 
favour low emission vehicles (eg electric). 
 
However you have omitted one important factor:  the age of the car. We need to discourage people buying new cars in the first place as the 
manufacturing carbon footprint far outweighs the ongoing emission output.  
 
I would suggest that you increase all the standard permit charging rates by say 50% and then apply a discount for older vehicles. You will need 
to work out the exact rates in order to generate the overall target parking charge revenues you have in mind, but something like a sliding scale: 
 
Vehicles aged 0-5 years     standard rate  
Vehicles aged 5-10 years    standard rate less 25% 
Vehicles aged 10 years or more   standard rate less 50% 
 
That will enable RBKC to make an even bigger contribution to reducing the carbon footprint of vehicles in the borough. 

11 Thank you for this.     I am in principle in agreement with the general thrust of the proposals but feel that they do not take sufficient account of 
either the annual milage of the vehicle or its size.     A car doing very low mileage (such as ours) produces far less CO2 than its equivalent doing 
high mileage.      The vast and ubiquitous "Chelsea Tractors", whether diesel or petrol, in addition to high CO2 output,  take up a massive amount 
of road and parking space as well as creating greater wear and tear on the road infrastructure.    The differentials should be greater to provide 
more encouragement and incentive for low mileage, and smaller cars.      

12 As a resident of RBK&C I am very supportive of this initiative. 
However, more needs to be done w/r/t charging points.  For example, there are no charging points at all on Victoria Road, St Albans Grove, 
Eldon Road, Cottesmore Gardens, Stanford Road – a residential area that would greatly benefit from having one or more charging points.  
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 Comment 

I pointed this out to the RBK&C team but there seems to be a reluctance because of historic lampposts and a desire for no additional street 
furniture.   
I also pointed out that there is a redundant parking pay station on the corner of Victoria Road and Eldon Road – right next to non-resident 
parking bays - which would seem to be a perfect candidate for a charging point.  
Sadly I will keep a petrol car on the street in the meantime. 

13 As most of my residents own Chelsea Tractors I imagine getting this through my next AGM in January might be a challenge, but I would give this 
policy proposal whole-hearted support. When measured against my own vehicle (a 2 litre Passat) the policy appears to be more a reduction for 
clean vehicles than an increase for dirty ones. If possible I’ll try to get a collective response, but over the email the problem of RAs, that only the 
negatives respond, is usually worse. 

14 I fully endorse the plan! 
Bravo. 
FYI, on the Isle of Wight, an annual parking permit is of the order of £670! 

15 I’m in favour of these changes. 

16 I was interested to read the attached review of residents parking.  I am broadly in favour. 
There is one issue I thought I would raise with you and that is parking permits for vehicles that are too wide to park within the yellow lines 
marking parking spaces.  There are more and more  large suvs and other wide vehicles in my area and can make it difficult to navigate narrow 
roads. 
Maybe the proposed new tariffs will discourage such vehicles. I should be glad to have your thoughts. 

17 Im really concerned with all these so call changes coming our way.  
All to try to clean up our air and to create a more so called sustainable future in which our kids will enjoy a guilt free conscience.   
And cleaner air by reducing Co2 emissions.  
These proposals only tell a part of a bigger picture.  
The truth is, it does not matter what we think because at the end of this consultations you will end up doing what central government had planned 
all alone.  
 
It happened this way Before when TFL launched a consultation to see if people would mind changes on bus route N23 going into central london. 
They didnt specifically explain why other than to say “it will reduce pollution in central london“. 
 
Far from that the reality was that bus N23 used go all the way to liverpool street but due that it was using a very inefficient engine and produced 
much more CO2 than the one willing to accommodate for the planned ultra low emission zone in the current congestion charge Zone.   
 
They had all these planned from long before consultation was made public, they only thing they did was to divert N23’s route to Hammersmith 
changing it from very a good connecting bus into central london to a useless route.  Despite the many objections and campaigns the council,  TFL 
or whoever planned this got what they wanted.  
 
Now this proposal seem to imply that ordinary people in this borough should “go  electric” but the reality of it its far from easy to Digest. 
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Electric cars need batteries, these batteries come from Lithium, this substance is extracted from mines and from places like [redacted] 
Then they raw material are sent to China for initial process then Sent to Japan for finalising process then sent to the rest of the world in a car, By 
the time we are using them we are guilty of causing deforestation on a massive scale.  
 
The other point is; its all very well to encourage residents that can afford To plug their teslas and Bmw’s or even a cheaper nissan, in their 
luxurious houses, And then ask all the other drivers stuck with their conventional cars to pay extra simply because they dont have a house with 
an entry ready to plug their electric cars.  
 
Are we suggesting That the borough is going to install rapid chargers in every resident bay?   
I dont think so.  
 
And by the way our electric grid comes from fossil fuel burning with the exception of some nuclear plants and some limited wind power facilities.  
 
Im not suggesting we should not seek a better and cleaner way of doing this.  
 
In reality this proposal will penalise the ordinary man in the street and will give discounts to the well off. “ Typical conservative” im not a politician 
as you can tell From my writing, nor im highly educated,  
 
If Its all decided why you even bother to ask the K&C residents? 

18 [Peabody Tenants Association] 

 
Yes it all seems like a good idea however we all, most of us anyway, have to live in the real world of making a living and paying our bills with less 
and less income.  
As much as it appears desirable to have all electric cars, not to mention trucks and lorries, with the present infrastructure for power supply being  
often on the point of collapse, all electric vehicles would grind to a halt along with the local economy already drastically affected by the draconian 
congestion and emissions charges recently increased by the Mayor.  
The provision and cost of all electric vehicles is prohibitive for most people plus the cost to the environment by the extraction of Lithium for 
batteries, which do not have a long life anyway, makes the short term view more unrealistic at this time.  
The cost of car purchase and the increased maintenance would as usual be felt most by the lower paid  plus the cost for new vehicles to support 
commerce and service in the Borough would again be worse for the poorer with these costs trickling down via the providers. 
There is possibly a case for Hybrid vehicles which would extend any period to carry out switching to total electric which would make more sense. 
So making special parking arrangements only for specific vehicles however well intentioned, would benefit only those who can afford them 
therefore being unfair, unbalanced, divisive and against diversity and equality schemes.                 
 

19 [Oakwood Court Residents’ Association] 
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Thank you for soliciting our feedback regarding the above subject. I am responding to you in my capacity as Chair of the Oakwood Court 
Residents Association (OCRA).  
 
We find the Council’s revised Parking Permit Structure well-intentioned and in keeping with its declared goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 
2040. While the majority of us are in favour of dumping our polluting cars in favour of electric vehicles ASAP, the following issues need to be 
resolved before we can take the plunge. 
• Electric cars are far more expensive than petrol cars 
• The driving distance on a fully charged basis is still too limiting to consider for long distance out-of-town travel. So, does one need a 
second car for out-of-town driving? 
• The driving distance is influenced by driving conditions, driving style, etc. So, the actual mileage one can get out of a single charge can 
vary widely from car to car. 
• Batteries are known to run down over time, so this will affect the driving distance over time. 
• The charging time for a full charge is still much too long, that is wasted time which can further increase due to having to wait in a queue. 
• One will probably have to take a big “hair-cut” in disposing their current car, then having to come up with a lot of funds for buying n 
electric car is not a viable option for many. 
 
The current Congestion zone and ULEZ charging plan ( to be expanded greatly) already offers a great incentive for switching to a less polluting 
car. However, as long as there is no real progress with respect to the issues mentioned above, only a few would take the decision to switch. So 
is it  fair for the Council to inflict additional pain on existing car owners without progress on the underlying causes that is stopping them for 
making the change? In our view, the proposed additional charges will be seen as another revenue enhancing scheme and a “cornered” car 
owner simply resigning to bite the extra bullet. 

20 I am commenting on the proposal to link parking fees to the contribution of each vehicle to the problem of pollution . I wholeheartedly support the 
proposal but I believe that for RBKC to be credible in their actions to improve the air quality in Chelsea , the problem of noise and atmosphere 
polluting , parking law-flouting delivery motorcycles (Uber eats/Deliveroo etc ) need to be addressed . I live in Royal Avenue and with the 
continuous growth of fast food outlets in KIngs Road this has become a day and night nuisance  . 

21 If your emissions are high then pay a lot more money, euro 6 engines which were produced after 2015 will not be effected and thats for both 
Dieself and Petrol.  
The question is, what is the threshold? 

22 Thanks so much for your work on this 
Being busy I have not waded through the document what would be really helpful is to give a really simple list of which vehicles would be affected 
Say an above the line ...ie electric, low emissions and below the line... ie diesel and high emissions 
I think its a move in the right direction but with Earls Court Road and Warwick road two very pollutant arterials in Earls Court Square we are on a 
losing wicket 
What must NOT happen is that these restrictions are brought in and our square excluded as we will have all the vintage cars parked here... 

23 I have received the document from the Chair of Earls Court residents committee. 
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My suggestion is that before we all purchase Electric cars we need to ensure that there are sufficient charging points in the square to enable us 
to easily charge our vehicles. 
Can you imagine the chaos, if 50% of the Earls Court Square residents owned an Electric Vehicle with only 2 charging points in place. 
So please let RBKC show it's residents how much they want to help the environment by installing sufficient charging points, before penalising the 
residents. 

24 I write as a local resident to comment on the Council’s proposed parking permit changes.  
  
I recognise that much work has gone into the exercise and that its motivation and direction is essentially in the right spiri t and direction. For this, 
obviously you deserve thanks and support from residents.  
  
However two unarticulated principles mandate improvements i.e. (i) application of the ‘polluter pays’ principle and (ii) prac tical recognition that 
brake dust and tyre particulates significantly damage air quality and thus public health. This major source of poor air quality is not addressed by 
the pricing structure.  The risk is that by ignoring a major source of pollution and favouring electric cars, the Council will fail to address its air quality 
duties.    
  
With this in mind I suggest a simple solution. This is to increase the Table 4 base cost for all vehicles, presently only addressing the cost of issue, 
by an additional fixed amount per 3 month period for all vehicles. You will have a better grasp on the detailed justification but at £20 per quarter 
Table 4 would become:  
  
Table 4: Proposed residents’ car parking permit charges based on 2021/22 prices  
  

  3 Months  6 Months  12 Months  

Base cost of a permit (this would be payable regardless of the type of 
permit or vehicle and is charged (a) to cover the cost to the Council for 
issuing a permit, which is the same regardless of the length of the 
permit- (£21) and (b) to seek to reduce the air quality damage caused 
by particulates for tyre and brake dust (£20 per quarter).   

£21+£20= £41  £21 + £40= £61  
  
  

£21 + £80= £101  

  
There is ample literature addressing brake dust and tyre particulates as a further source of damage to air quality. This cannot be ignored.  
In the interest of public health I hope the consultation will address it one way or another. 

25 I would like to comment on this please. 
Second and third cars in a household should pay a supplement. 
Charges should also take into account size of vehicles, albeit this is difficult to work out but if possible large 4x4s for instance should pay a 
surcharge. 
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Follow up email 
Sorry, I meant to say a higher supplement for additional cars. Much higher. 

26 On the whole, I am in favour of encouraging vehicles with lower emissions.  I have some concerns about when and how this is done. 
In my opinion, there are not enough charging places in the Royal Borough.  This would have to be addressed before any encouraging (punitive) 
parking permit charges were introduced.  One every 200 metres is a mere beginning.   
I feel that we also suffer from petrol and diesel emissions that are out of our control, particularly on the route through Chelsea to the 
Embankment.   
What benefit would you give to hybrid cars?   

27 In essence I agree with the idea of changing the charging system. 
However, I would be nervous to change to an electric car yet as the infrastructure is not in place enough - either in London nor out of London. 
At the moment there are 2 charging points near where I live but usually a 'normal' car is parked on them.   Partly I assume because there is a 
shortage of residents parking and there is no deterrent so they get normal use.    
Also as there is only a small sign that says the parking place is for electric cars possibly people don't notice and so just park there.     I know I 
made that mistake! 

28 I fully support charging more for diesel and petrol cars’ parking permits but would also support two further measures. Firstly a limit of two permits 
per household and secondly a zoning of the borough like every other borough in London. This latter measure would cut down on car use for 
short journeys and prevent car owners driving to park near tube stations. 

29 I am forwarding my comments as a resident in support of the proposed changes to the Residents' Parking Permit scheme, which I had sent to 
the Earls Court Square Residents' Association. 
 
Email to Earl’s Court Square Residents’ Association 
Many thanks for forwarding this - as you correctly observe, I would not as a motorist-permit holder have been aware of this unless you had 
circulated this. 
 
I strongly support the proposals - my only complaint would have been that they only move very mildly in the direction of parking permitting by 
CO2 emission (which de facto means by engine size, as the bigger the engine and usually therefore the bigger the car, the higher the CO2 
emissions). Many studies have shown that the reduction in real terms of running cars, brought about by the freezing of fuel duty since 2010, has 
reversed the trend to smaller, more fuel-efficient and therefore less environmentally damaging cars. We can see this in Earls Court Square 
where the number of monster Range Rovers and other 'Chelsea Tractors' seems to have multiplied again in recent years. I personally would 
have gone further and more sharply increased permit costs for more polluting cars. When the owners of such cars have paid £30,000 or more for 
their vehicles, it's not possible too argue they'll be cash-strapped by the changes. 
 
The Council already introduced a supplement of £47 for diesel vehicles - which I happily pay for my Fiat Panda, though I always hasten to add 
that I only very occasionally drive it into London. Considering the toxicity of the NO2 emissions from diesels, it might well be argued the 
supplement should be higher. But as the paper points out, without explicitly making the link, all older (pre-EURO 6) diesels will de facto be forced 
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off the roads in K &C by the extension of the ULEZ, which current studies have shown has been successful, along with the policy of only 
licensing new hybid black cabs, in reducing NO2 and particulate pollution.  
 
I think the Council needs to combine this progressive measure with a drive to instal an EV charging socket in every lamp-post. The two we have 
in Earls Court Square will not be adequate to cover residents' needs. I plan to switch to an EV myself next year, but the paucity of charging 
points in Earls Court remains a concern and deterrent. 

30 [Elm Park Gardens Residents’ Association] 

 
I refer to your Draft Key Decision Report In which you propose to make the price of parking permits dependent on the amount of CO2 emitted by 
the vehicle. 
 
I think this is a clear example of very poor policy making: the aim of improving air quality is a good one but as you state on pg 12 you have not 
attempted to provide any analysis of how much improvement will be made. In the meantime the vast majority of residents will have to pay more 
for their parking or buy an electric car. You recognise on pg 11 that this is a regressive policy but then simply brush aside this consideration. All 
In all the policy seems to be more about bragging rights and money raising than about clean air. 
 
Your draft repairs was sent to me as the Chairman of the Elm Park Gardens Residents Association. As regards Elm Park Gardens: 1) there are 
no electric charging points in the square or, as far as I can see, in neighbouring streets. Your claim that everyone is within 200 m of a charging 
point is dubious at best but even if it were true it would be inadequate. Within 200 m there’s about 100 cars parked: one charging point is not 
nearly enough. 
2) EPG consists of 430 apartments. At any one time there are 150-170 cars parked on the street. I have been round twice recently and saw only 
one electric car- a Tesla. Your proposal will benefit one Tesla owner while costing 150 resident car owners money. It isn’t a reasonable 
relationship. 
3) As your report recognises electric cars are currently significantly more expensive than ICEs .Hopefully this will change over time but in the 
meantime an electric car is a luxury item that not everyone can afford. In fact the very idea that a change to the residents parking charge would 
have a meaningful influence on the decision to buy an electric car is flawed. Residents aren’t going to spend thousand of pounds more to buy an 
electric car just because it’s cheaper to park. 
 
Currently the streets around EPG are clogged with traffic every day and I believe that the air quality , which improved during lockdown, has 
deteriorated again. It seems that part of the problem is that no one has confidence in the public transport system due to Covid 19. If you really 
want to improve air quality you need to find ways to get people back on to public transport rather than taxing them more for parking. 

31 Many thanks for this very interesting mail and attachment concerning the future of Residents Parking permit charges and criteria in The Royal 
Borough. 
 
Being a new all electric car owner this matter is close to my heart. But I also feel that it is very important with the huge shortage of resident 
parking spaces available for the numerous resident parking permit holders that the criteria for issuing and charging is closely examined. 
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Firstly the most important criteria I feel must be the parking availability and any other including pollution must be secondary. I believe that all 
electric cars should be totally free for residents parking permits and all parking for all electric cars in the Borough should also be free or at a 
hugely reduced rate to ICU vehicles, including hybrids.  
 
Thereafter I feel that charging should be based on both vehicle lengths and emissions – thus dealing with both availability and pollution at the 
same time. 
 
I agree with charging extra for additional vehicles per household but again this should not include all electric vehicles. However for ALL other ICU 
and hybrid vehicles I believe that the charge for the second vehicle should be twice that of the first vehicle and three times that of the higher of 
the first two vehicles and so on. It makes no sense to have the same surcharge for all permits as it is for just the first one.  
 
I also believe that if the Borough is serious about encouraging the Government’s push for cleaner air and all electric vehicles that all resident 
permit charges for such vehicles to date should be re-imbursed to the permit owners. 
 
I also believe that all council owned, controlled or managed public parks should be free for all electric car owners so long as they are registered 
in the Borough – but not necessarily having a residents parking permit. 
 
At present I feel that the borough is taking a rather half-hearted approach to this matter. This is an area where the borough can really encourage 
all electric non-polluting vehicles as we all know that RBKC makes more money from parking charges than all the rest of the boroughs in the 
country less one! More of the money made by the parking department should be spent on both encouraging drivers to switch to electric cars and 
installing a vast amount more street and car park charging units. All car parks including those at supermarkets, hospitals and parks widely used 
by the public should also have to install charging points and give free parking to electric vehicles. 
 
Let’s lead for once not simply follow others on this matter. 
 
Many thanks for letting me give my two-hapence worth on this important and very topical subject. 
 
Good luck. 

32 I was dismayed to receive the message below about residents' parking charges from our R.A. Chair, [redacted]]. It's hard to imagine a more 
inopportune moment to propose what is in any case a very foolish idea.  
The multiple erroneous underlying assumptions appear to be that the Borough is facing (1) a dangerous air quality crisis and (2) a "climate 
emergency," while (3) having any meaningful  number of residents who can afford to change their existing vehicles for electric ones and who will 
be able to charge them as needed from an electricity grid which will be increasingly dependent on unreliable "renewable" sources (of which the 
biggest, "Biomass,"  has been acknowledged by even the most vociferous  environmentalist bodies as not being genuinely "green.") 
Please think about the following facts: 
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(1) Since I was born (83+ years ago, ) London's air quality has improved almost beyond comprehension. From many hundreds of 
microgrammes of suspended particulate matter per cubic meter of air, the level has fallen to well below 20 according to recent official 
measurements. (New Delhi - a genuinely polluted city - by comparison still has many hundreds.) Similarly dramatic falls have been achieved with 
other damaging pollutants, of which nitrous oxides are probably the most relevant.  
It is largely because of pressure from you our own Council, and from other ill-advised public bodies who were concerned about the impact on 
global climate of emissions of CO2 (carbon dioxide, which is of course NOT "carbon" and is in no way dirty or a pollutant; there would be no life 
on earth without it) that there was a trend from petrol to diesel-engined car ownership a few years ago. Misguided policy from central and 
local government was thus the principal factor in the recent uptick in NOx pollution and to a not insignificant extent in particulate matter (unburnt 
carbon) also emitted from diesels  -- and here again comes the Council with more foolish policy !! 
(2) The second assumption seems to be that in the midst of a genuine and rapidly developing massive societal crisis (the already severe 

impact of COVID19 and the horrendous longer-term economic implications of the Government's reaction to it) the U.K. in general and the 
Borough in particular can somehow have a measurable effect on global temperature and other climate elements. Under the Paris agreement (on 
the premises underlying which many serious and highly qualified scientists disagree with the admittedly majority view) rapidly industrialising if not 
already well industrialised countries such as China and India are free to continue increasing CO2 emissions for another 10 years. Their  annual 
increases in CO2 emissions not to mention the added impact of the emissions of many other developing countries dwarf into complete 
insignificance what would be the impact of even a zero emissions position in the whole of the UK. Meanwhile if you go to official sources for 

actual current and historical statistics on e.g. droughts, rainfall extremes, hurricanes, tornados etc you will find absolutely nothing to justify 
extreme measures by national governments, let alone by local authorities.  
(3) These are such hard times economically for so many people that increased parking charges are unthinkable, if only because of (4) below. 
(4) (A good illustration of the utter absurdity of what is being proposed:) A parked vehicle emits nothing at all. Even if you disagree with 

everything  which I have written above on CO2, surely you can accept that it is (a) the amount of annual usage of a vehicle and (b) how it is 
driven (e.g. particulate matter from tyre wear) which affects its actual emissions, NOT its theoretical emission level when being driven at 
standard speeds and with standard driving practice. 

33 I fully agree with and support [number 32’s] erudite and succinct response below. 

34 [In reply to number 32’s email] 
Thank you so much for taking the time to write to the Council about residents’ parking charges.  I am in complete agreement with your email.  It 
is unbelievable how the Council can be spending their time on such things when the country is facing mass unemployment, small businesses are 
being put out of business, and the Government and Councils are running up massive debts.  This obsession with climate change is utter 
madness.  I think if people started to look at the facts then they might think differently.  But people don’t do that, they are like lemmings and feel 
they must embrace a cause because everybody is talking about it.  Just look at China whose energy use is made up of 60% coal.  I hope sanity 
will return at some point, but your efforts are greatly appreciated.  And in the meantime everybody should see the documentary ‘Planet of the 
Humans’ which clearly shows that there is no such thing as ‘green energy’. 

35 We fully support [number 32’s]most detailed views on the above. 

36 [in response to [number 35’s] email]  
And so do we. 
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37 Yes i absolutely agree with [number 32] too 

38 [in response to [number 37] 
AGREED 

39 Please note that I am in 100% in agreement with [number 32], as is my husband. 

40 I am writing to support the proposed parking scheme revisions intended to encourage residents to drive electric and low-emission cars. Pollution 
and climate change are the most urgent issues facing us all, and all efforts to combat them should be universally supported. There is no need for 
large, polluting vehicles to be on the streets of central London. We live on a very busy street (Camden Hill Road) and I fear for my child’s lungs 
every day. I applaud the council’s efforts to take this on in whatever ways they can. 

41 RE the parking permit structure proposed changes. I have shared some comments online on nextdoor however I have included them here. In 
short it is a terrible idea and happy to discuss the points below further.  
 
This is a bad idea on multiple levels:  
 
1. It will penalize people unfairly who can't afford electric cars--and should not buy them anyway because they drive very low miles. If you drive 
500 miles a year should you really be buying a tesla? Your emissions driving any modern petrol or hybrid car those miles will be negligible.  
 
2. It does not take into account that actual environmental impact is a also a function of how much you use a given car. Not on the stated 
emissions stats of a vehicle. In other words, driving a Ferrari (exaggerated example on purpose) 500 miles per year is much less environmentally 
damaging than driving a Prius 25k miles a year in terms of:  
a) Consumables: oil, fuel, electricity (if a plug in), rubber from tires  
b) Total emissions from the tail pipe per year.  
c) Vehicle disposal. The batteries and chassis of a Prius is junk after 10 years. The Ferrari is a classic after 10 years. Tons of waste will be 
created--and the heavier the car the more waste. Electric cars are heavy, batteries are both toxic to dispose of as well as produce!  
 
We should really avoid penalizing people based on a completely silly metric that does not even capture the problem attempting to be solved. Like 
many suggested new regulations: "the road to hell is paved with good intentions" Particularly since there are other mechanisms that penalize 
people enough as it is. Why add another layer of misguided regulation. 

42 with this proposal you are again penalising the same group of people  - those that cannot afford to buy expensive electric or hybrid cars. Aren't 
there already enough measures in places that make this group pay more? 
In addition, a charging point might be within 200ms of the resident but whenever I walk by one it is NEVER available. It is unacceptable to 
enforce people to buy expensive electric cars without a very robust infrastructure in place. 
Overall, please don't do it and don't try to hide this money draining exercise behind being green. 

43 [received 22 October 2020] 
I would like to register the following regarding the permit review proposals: 
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• This is the first I have seen of this review and only via Next Door.  Not everyone has this app and there has thus far been nothing through 
my door about the proposals so I wonder about other residents ability to reply within the specified time frame. 
• The link to you does not work which isn't helpful for anyone. 
• Whilst most of what is proposed I agree with there are several areas that I disagree.  
1. I do believe sincerely that this proposal does disadvantage older people, many of whom are on fixed incomes and unable to sel l off their 
vehicles in order to upgrade to electric vehicles. It also disadvantages those residents on low income as they too cannot just change their 
vehicles to suit current demands 
2. People were encouraged to purchase diesel cars by the government and are now told that this was wrong and are being penalised now 
for not being able to sell these vehicles on and purchase newer vehicles and will be further disadvantaged as they are forced to pay higher 
parking charges 
3.  Motorcycles should be confined to specific bays for them and not able to park in resident car bays.  Often these cycles are wedged in 
between two already parked vehicles and make it almost impossible to reverse out of parking spaces until they move on.  If there are sufficient 
spaces allocated for motorcycles, they should be required to park in them. 
4. I do not think that the charges for multiple vehicles from one household is high enough to discourage multi vehicle ownership. If you can 
afford to own multiple vehicles, the fee charged is nothing! I also think that the number of permits per household should be limited to two 
maximum. 
5. It makes little sense for us to continue to offer permits for non-resident teachers when many other key workers are not afforded the same 
opportunities and they take up places all day around schools where local residents are then unable to find parking or feel forced to keep their 
cars parked and take alternative vehicles for transporting shopping.   
6. A well maintained older vehicle that is serviced regularly should not be discriminated against and perhaps you should consider emissions 
inspections/certificates as a basis for allocating different tiers of charges. 
7. I would strongly urge the council to consider enabling residents to purchase visitor stickers so that they are able to get deliveries, services 
without those delivery people and service providers having to park streets away or clog up narrow roads whilst they double park. 

44 I am strongly opposed to your current and proposed changes to charge even more for residents driving elderly cars. This might surprise you 
since I have been concerned about climate change actively since 1972 and have contributed to various media campaigns.  It is also relevant that 
I have lived in RBK^K for almost 40years and have always suffered from medical conditions relating to pollution. One of the things I noticed was 
that, with the dramatic reduction of traffic during lockdown  some of my lung conditions significantly improved with the fall in traff ic pollution. So 
why am I opposed to your proposed changes? 
1. charging more for old cars is a progressive tax falling most heavily on the poor in RBK&C.  This is both unfair and discriminatory against the 
poorest and most vulnerable.  No one chooses to drive an old car: it is a chose thrust upon them based on their finances and they should not be 
penalised for it.  Make residents who drive posh expensive new cars pay more. 
2. Although couched in "We want to save the environment" it is lazy and pernicious to pretend that it should be based solely on the level of 
emissions. You should check mileage -- musch more accurate and telling. I drive less than 1000miles a year so my emissions are low although 
my car is old. 
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3.  The cost in terms of pollution of manufacturing a new car is not factored into account when working out emissions. It should be.   My 19year 
old car (bought second hand as I have throughout my car owning life when it was already 11 years old probably did less damage to the 
environment than if I bought a newly manufactured car. 
4. During covid the people most at risk of using public transport are the poor, the old and the sick.  These are the people most likely to own old 
cars and are using them to keep off public transport.  Your projected scheme will put them more at risk and lead to more deaths.  You should 
pause and think hard before you implement something which will both add to the death toll and to the anxiety of the old, poor and sick. 
5.  I note that it is claimed  somewhere in the document that this is not an attempt to raise more money for the council and boost its coffers. 
Really?  I would like real evidence to support that claim. 
As you can see I am strongly opposed to the new measures.  It may not affect me directly because I probably will stop driving next March for 
health, sight and financial reasons.  However this will mean that I am increasingly house bound.  Not something I look forward to, 
Please think again and perhaps change existing pricing policies so that they no longer discriminate against the vulnerable and stop hiding behind 
the important and desirable goals to reduce emissions and safe the planet. 

45 Overall, this is a good idea – but needs to be done in tandem with other measures. I sold my car several years ago and although I thought I 
would be bereft, I have hardly missed it at all. I now have an electric bike and am planning to buy a micro car. We are in a climate emergency 
and need to encourage alternative transport use by making it more attractive and accessible, whilst at the same time making private car 
ownership – especially the most polluting cars – less attractive. So yes, please revise parking permit charges and at the same time provide more 
space and infrastructure for shared vehicles, bikes, local cabs, electric cars, etc. 

46 I'd like to respond to  
 
Forward Plan ref: 05520/19/E/A 
 
Before I voice my displeasure over the new proposal, let me first build some context.  
 
I've been a resident in the area for over a dozen years now, initially in the older larger Congestions charge zone, in Bayswater, then at West 
Kensington, Holland Park Gardens, Addison Gardens and now at Norland Square and have always had a car.  
 
Prior to that, I used to live in Ealing, and I always found it ridiculously unfair that the residents of RBKC got to pay £10 a month to drive anywhere 
in the Congestion Charge zone, while others who were not as privileged to live in Central London paid £8 a day at the time.  
 
Congestion Charge, as the name signifies is about 'congestion', the definition of it is 'overcrowding' or 'clogging'. Yes it was a good idea at the 
time to reduce the congestion in Central London and build an environment of cleaner air for the residents and commuters. While it did work in 
some ways, it pushed the N-S and W-E traffic to the peripheral ring roads, which only served to reduce the quality of air for the residents of the 
outer boroughs of London. It almost appeared then that somewhere along the line, the congestion charge morphed into a 'Green Tax' and 
privileged residents of RBKC were exempt from paying it.  
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Over the years, the cost to tax our vehicles has gone up steadily. If we look at current tax rates for petrol / diesel vehicles registered prior to 
March 2017, the increase is gradual from Band A-G, and then the curve steepens significantly from Band H-M.Essentially anything above 
175g/km emission frowned upon by the Authorities. As a direct consequence, the 'Tax' that the consumer pays to drive these vehicles is already 
steep, from £240 - £580 per year.  
 
That is the first burden of a cross that a consumer pays to own a vehicle. In addition to that, RBKC already has a graded parking permit scheme 
which doesn't really represent the similar ratios of the annual road tax. Hence, rather unfairly a high-polluting V12 performance German 
sportscar would pay a peak parking rate of £242 per year, while the average BMW 3 series owner would end up paying £183 per year.  
 
While ridiculously unfair to the average user, but fine for the 0.1% with the deep pockets; this pricing model is due a change.  
 
However, the new fee structure which proposes that Electric vehicles pay £21 a year is ludicrous, while at the same time increasing other 
consumer's parking permits by 10% and upwards does not make sense. The electric vehicle is taking the same amount of space, or in the case 
of the larger Teslas or Prius; more space than the average Fiat 500 Abarth, or Mini Cooper.  
 
Parking is not a tax 
Parking is not a green tax 
Parking payments should be based on the space taken. One space for a Tesla is the same as the space for a BMW or the space for a VW 
 
We have a lot of extra green taxes that we already pay for, in addition to the road tax, the latest changes to the Congestion Charge zone to 
operate 7 days a week up to 22.00, and a new pricing structure already strains the pockets of the average road user. With the current Covid 
climate, and the need to keep distance between individuals in public spaces, a lot of us are not in a position to ride the bus or take the tube into 
the heart of Zone 1. 
 
And it only serves to move the burden of pollutants elsewhere. How do we think electricity is generated? The UK doesn't have a great many 
hydroelectric power stations. 
 
As of 2016, 42% of Britain's fuel for electricity was from natural gas, and 9% from fossil fuel burn, 21% was nuclear - which on the onset looks 
safe for now, but the long term dangers of waste disposal in the generations to come have not been sufficiently addressed as yet, and 24% was 
from renewable sources of energy.  
 
Natural Gas being the largest source is also the most questionable. The UK sources this from Russia and the USA. [redacted] 
 
Hence, 42% of Britain's fuel represent a source which is more dangerous than burning low grade coal mined in Central Wales or in Yorkshire; 
with the exception of a minor percentage from Scotland's offshore drilling.  
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Hence, until the 24% renewal source of energy becomes the majority in terms of electricity supply source, the problem we attempt to solve for 
RBKC only serves to magnify the macro-issues surrounding the source of electric energy.  
 
If the Council are determined to look for ways to dissuade residents from using high-polluting vehicles, perhaps they should look at other options, 
for instance: 
 
 - Try a Swiss model where drivers who break the speed limit are fined a proportion of their salary.  
 - Give the average resident 5 years with the standard rates, so those that have just bought a brand new car or are using their current car can 
continue to do so, without yet another 'tax' being imposed on them 
 - Delay the introduction of this, until there are sufficient electric vehicles on the new and used market. It is still quite a niche product and not all 
manufacturers offer a vast selection of cars.  
 - Perhaps look at the usage of the vehicle within the borough? Or restrict the parking permit to specific zones within the borough as done across 
the rest of the country. 
 
A majority of the time, users tend to use their vehicles on journeys outside the borough. One of the advantages and therefore a drawback when it 
comes to clean air is the fact that RBKC has a single permit for the entire borough which is probably a reason why drivers use their cars for short 
journeys where they could otherwise have walked.  
 
One of the first things I observed as Uber gained a foothold in London over the years, was the quick disappearance of the old mini-cab industry, 
and after a year or two of the old VM Sharans or Ford Galaxy MPVs still plodding about, every second Uber now seems to be a Prius or its 
equivalent. While these vehicles may be less polluting than their predecessors, or the London Black cab, their drivers are the most dangerous of 
any road user. They stop anywhere, on red routes, on hatched markings, on pedestrian crossings, pull U-turns in the middle of broad roads, pull 
out often without looking or signalling after checking their app, and are a general menace. With a good majority of homes in RBKC empty or 
owned by offshore corporations or residents, I would shudder to imagine the influx of the Uber menace for good into the borough with drivers 
effectively renting vehicles from fat-cat owners operating an RBKC taxi business of electric ubers, which can park all across the borough at £21 a 
year + a small surcharge for each additional vehicle.  
 
This plan needs a lot more thought before any implementation should be considered, and definitely not any time soon. 

47 nobody could really argue about goal of improving air quality in the borough, but proposal as drafted is a pretty blunt weapon : 
 
somebody with a medium engine doing, say, 8,000 miles p.a will produce considerably more CO2 that car with larger engine doing only 1000 
miles ?   
 
does that seem fair ? 

48 As requested - comment on the report. 
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Great that you are doing more to combat pollution.  I fear that a large majority of residents of this borough will not bat an eyelid at paying £250 a 
year for the car they want .  Could you go even further with penalties for most polluting vehicles? 
 
Also, for me one of the greatest issues with pollution from cars is idling engines.  There are a few cursory, flimsy plastic signs up which I’m afraid 
do nothing whatsoever to stop people sitting in vehicles with engines running.  This really is a major problem in this borough and needs a much 
more visible campaign to stop it with proper penalties. 

49 As usual this Proposed change  penalises the poorest in the borough. 
You talk about encouraging people to purchase the cleanest vehicles...wonderful if you can afford to. 
This would appear to be far more about supporting the council financially than about cleaner air. 
Finding ways to support people into cleaner modes of transport would be of far more use. 

50 I’d like to comment on the proposed changes to the Residents’ Parking scheme. 
The fundamental problem is that the proposal ignores usage. I drive very little (at most 2000 miles a year in normal times, and less than 50 miles 
since March, just to hospitals). So I continue to drive a Mercedes E280 which I have had for 26 years, since new. I could scrap it and buy an 
electric vehicle, but that would be far more damaging to the environment than keeping my old vehicle, and I have chosen not to do it for 
ecological rather than financial reasons. (There will be a number of constituents who have made a similar choice for economic reasons, and your 
proposal, intended to nudge the average consumer to a good choice, can penalise the old unintentionally.)  
Rated CO2 emissions are simply a small part of a complicated picture, and political discourse today ignores the grave environmental impact of 
lithium extraction, pointless scrapping of working machinery etc. At present battery power is the only realistic alternative, but it has many 
limitations, and in a few years’ time alternative technologies such as hydrogen fuel may well result in today’s electric vehicles having to be 
scrapped. 
A subsidiary point is that during a pandemic most people will not wish to buy new cars. But because public transport and taxis are not safe, many 
people will need to retain private vehicles for very occasional use. While moving to a (more intelligent, use-based) scheme is a good idea in 
principle, now is not the time to introduce it. 
Finally I would point out that older cars are already the subject of punitive taxation in various forms, most notably the Congestion Charge and 
ULEZ, now £27.50 on any day when we enter central London, and quite probably shortly to be extended to RBKC so that these charges will 
apply whenever we use the car however briefly. The burden is simply too high. 

51 I am writing to let you know that, in principle, i support the plans to restructure the cost of RBKC parking permits, based on the CO2 emissions of 
the vehicle.  
There is however one important caveat, RBKC needs to provide many, many more fast charging points for electric vehicles.  
I am buying a new care at present. I have driven a Prius hybrid for 15 years. I would very much like to buy an electric car. It is simply impractical 
for me to own one; there is nowhere for me to charge it. I don’t have a driveway and there are no charging points near where I live. The result is I 
am buying another hybrid. We need several charging points in each street. I saw someone plugged into a lamp post the other day and wondered 
how that worked. 
I hope this helps you. 

52 Please find my comments below to the; 
Review of Resident Parking Permit Structure 



21  
 

 Comment 

1. While providing incentives to increase e-car ownership is understandable this pricing structure means it will cost more to park a bike (£72 per 
year) than an e-car in RBKC. This does not fairly reflect the proportional impact & costs these vehicles have on our local communities, our 
streets, the environment & public health. 
2. Such a pricing structure undermines medium to long term council revenue generation, revenue required to help cover costs of vehicle use in 
our borough 
3. It would be better to as a minimum maintain existing £90 base rate and apply the new cost mechanism on top of this based on CO2 
emissions. This would better reflect fact that e-vehicles while a lot better than petrol/diesel still produce particulates (brake/tyres) as well as 
having an embedded carbon footprint. 
4. There should be a mechanism to support blue badge holders to transition to e-vehicles & not be penalised by increased parking fees 
5. The pricing structure aim should not just be to increase switch to e-vehicles but should be to reduce parking provision over time in a phased 
approach. The parking charges structure should equally reflect boroughs public health/active travel strategy as well as its environmental 
sustainability strategy. 
6. Parking charges for e-vehicles does not reflect the range of vehicles coming to the market, ranging from 2 seater town cars to large electric 
4x4s.  Pricing mechanism should encourage small electric vehicles but larger e-vehicles should attract higher parking charges  
7. Parking charges for e-vehicles should be covering costs of infrastructure being put in place for such vehicles  
8. Given cost of e-vehicles they are usually owned by those from higher socio-economic groups therefore this structure would seem to be 
regressive & does not take account of existing inequalities in our borough. 
9. Overall new parking charge structure is too low and takes a simplistic approach in terms of e-vehicles. Small E-vehicles should be incentivised 
but not by lowering existing parking charges thereby undermining medium/long-term revenue generation at a time when RBKC needs revenue. 

53 I read through the proposal which is very well structured and informative. 
I am in favour of greener London but I do not think this scheme will make much difference. 
I am the owner of an old vehicle and I am already struggling to find the means to replace my car with an electric/hybrid one by October 2021. 
Having to pay an additional cost for parking permit will be too much and I am sure I am not the only one in this category. 
My recommendation, if I may, is to add the higher cost after the extended low emissions zone is implemented  (currently due October 21) and to 
also increase even more the cost of parking for: 
1. diesel cars (by £120 , £10 a month) 
2. “chelsea tractors”  Range Rovers and any other big SUV (by £240, £20 a month). 
Thank you and I look forward to reading the results. 

54 The fundamental problem is that the proposal ignores usage. We drive very little (at most 2000 miles a year in normal times, and less than 50 
miles since lockdown started in March 2020, just to hospitals). So we continue to drive a Mercedes E280 which we have had for 26 years, since 
new. We could scrap it and buy an electric vehicle, but that would be far more damaging to the environment than keeping the old vehicle, and we 
have chosen not to do it for ecological rather than financial reasons. (There will be a number of constituents who have made a similar choice for 
economic reasons, and your proposal, intended to nudge the average consumer to a good choice, can penalise older residents unintentionally.)  
 
Rated CO2 emissions are simply a small part of a complicated picture, and political discourse today ignores the grave environmental impact of 
lithium extraction, pointless scrapping of working machinery etc. 
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A subsidiary point is that during a pandemic most people will not wish to buy new cars. But because public transport and taxis are not safe, 
especially for vulnerable residents, many people will need to retain private vehicles for very occasional use (in our case, only for hospital visits). 
While moving to a (more intelligent, use-based) scheme is a good idea in principle, now is not the time to introduce it. 

55 As a resident of RBKC I would like to make my views know re the propsal for introduction of the residents parking restructuring. 
 
The electric car does not in fact provide a cleaner climate overall. Only once its on the road, but it comes at a cost. [ How the batteries are 
disposed of at the end of their life is an obvious question]  
 
The back story as to how the electric car can be produced is one of the worst in the world. It involves child labour in horrific conditions in mines in 
[redacted], which in turn supplies the world’s largest battery makers of lithium-ion batteries for electric cars [as well as laptops and phones] 
 The journey alone defies world health demands. [ birth defects, severe health problems, water pollution] 
[redacted] 
A single electric car requires 15,000gms of refined cobalt [ a smart phone 5gms]  
 
This is infact a conflict mineral! 
 
https://www.rac.co.uk/drive/advice/emissions/are-electric-cars-actually-worse-for-the-environment/ 
 
Possibly none of the above makes a difference to the way the council instigates new proposals, however, it should be taken into consideration, 
as well as the fact that all new cars drive a lot cleaner and comply with the emmissions regulations. 
 
If you are serious about lowering pollution rate, I suggest that you re think the cycle lanes which are now causing endless traffic jams, there are 
so few cyclists using them and they anyway seem to prefer weaving in and out of the traffic which is at a standstill. 
 
Always willing to think tank these proposals. 

56 I have seen the document outlining the proposed proposed changes to residents’ parking charges. 
 
I am replying both in my personal capacity as a resident and also on behalf of Better Streets for Kensington and Chelsea.  I have also cc’d 
Sophia Lambert to whom I have separately given some comments as part of the Residents’ Association feedback. 
 
We support a review of parking charges with a view to encouraging changes in behaviour. 
 
We do not however think that these proposed changes are the right ones, and we have suggestions as to how they should be amended.  In the 
interests of transparency I have had a car permit throughout the 20+ years I’ve been in RBKC and happy to pay the current or higher levels. 
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In short our recommendations are: 
- To keep (at least) the current permit costs as the base 
- If possible, we would add charges according to vehicle size/weight, and would be happy also to increase existing CO2 surcharges 
- We would very significantly increase the second car surcharge as the current level, or anything close to it, is unlikely to have any elasticity 
impact on behaviour as by definition it will apply to richer residents 
- There should be a mechanism to support blue badge holders to transition to e-vehicles & not be penalised by increased parking fees 
- This should be part of an overall parking strategy in the borough to encourage walking and cycling (and therefore encourage a further 
reduction in car ownership and parking) 
 
The thinking to our recommendations is set out below.   
 
First, RBKC should be encouraging people to switch from using cars to active travel (walking and cycling), and not encouraging further 
unnecessary car use.  Over 50% of London car journeys are less then 3 kms, most car journeys have only one occupant and most journeys are 
made by able bodied people who could have walked or cycled.  Unnecessary road traffic (including form EVs) should not be encouraged 
because: 
- It causes the congestion for necessary journeys 
- Cars are inherently dangerous to others, given their weight and speed, with SUVs even more so given their height and therefore likely 
collision impact point.  Your road accident statistics no doubt will verify this 
- It encourages sedentary lifestyles 
- Any form of car consumes a very large amount of natural resources in its production 
- EVs can be preferable to combustion engines.  However, they are far from perfect.  Particulate emissions from brake and tyre dust is now 
well-documented, together with the action of a moving vehicle causing latent particulate to re-surface into the air.  The lifetime CO2 analysis 
depends of course on the distance travelled in the lifetime, and the source of energy.  Even at the most generous interpretat ion to EVs they are 
compared to walking or cycling very damaging to the environment 
 
Therefore we strongly disagree with any reduction whatsoever in the “base” price of a parking permit.  We should not be making it more 
economically attractive to drive than it currently is (assuming we want higher road safety, less congestion, more active lifestyles and cleaner air).   
It does not reflect the public health costs of cars (including EVs). We also don’t think it is a sensible way to reduce your revenue as it will really 
just be a giveaway to the affluent.  Rather than reduce your revenue in this component, you should at least maintain it.  We know you have 
financial pressures, but for example using the money to expand your active travel team whom we know are extremely busy at the moment, or 
subsidising secure bike storage.  Taking one of your examples, the Range Rover Sport, with an entry price of £63,000 – does that person really 
need cheaper parking, will it change their behaviour in a desirable way, or is it just giving some money to people who don’t need it? 
 
Second, a reduction in pricing is not justified by the benefit being provided to residents with a parking permit.  Residents are in effect being 
rented c. 20 sq m of public property for anywhere between £20 – 280 per year under this proposal.  On any assessment this is a bargain.  That 
public space could be re-purposed for many things as public space, or indeed if someone wanted a shed or allotment on a similar plot I doubt 
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RBKC would set the rent at that level.  We have also seen the size of cars increase substantially, taking up yet more public space.  EV or not, 
this is not the basis on which to make parking even cheaper than it currently is. 
 
Third, the changes risk being regressive, a one-size fits all approach to emissions does not work and we seriously question the elasticity of the 
proposed changes.  As your report states, EVs are beyond the ability of the median earner to buy.  A reduction in the permit cost will not make 
any material change to this.  Therefore the changes benefit only those on higher incomes.  Given the purchase costs and running costs of a car, 
EV or not, but certainly for a new EV, the elasticity coefficient would have to be really extraordinarily high for the change of c. £100 per year to 
have any measurable effect on behaviour.   It is therefore most likely simply a giveaway to high earners at the cost of RBKC income.  We do not 
see why a large SUV occupying a great deal of space, causing heightened road danger, should become close to free to store on our roads, and 
be the same as a car half its size. 
 
Fourth, I don’t think the report mentions the comparison with the cost of bike parking, which for secure parking in RBKC is £72.  This reflects the 
costs of secure storage but is a relevant benchmark when considering storage options for other vehicles, not least given the fact that while the 
allocation of road space to cars may seem to be “free” in fact it represents a large subsidy, and also specifically regarding  EV infrastructure, what 
allocation is made to EV owners for this benefit?  If owners of bicycles, a far better for the environment transport choice giving a net public health 
benefit rather than cost, affordable to all RBKC residents, are being charged £72 because of specific costs, one assumes there was a cost to put 
in EV charge points, and why is that not treated the same way? It may be that EV infrastructure has been installed at no charge to RBKC in 
return for a franchise to operate the network – I don’t know. 
 
Given likely price elasticities, a change in bike storage pricing is much more likely to have a positive impact on transport behaviours in the 
borough (ie, bikes affordable to all, including lower incomes; and so for example the removal of the £72 charge would have a much larger impact 
on the disposable income of a lower income resident than a £72 reduction in annual costs to the Tesla owner, and so therefore more likely to 
encourage behaviour change). 
 
To re-cap, we support a re-evaluation of parking as a tool to encourage a greener RBKC, but don’t think this set of proposals is the right one and 
think what we have set out above is more appropriate. 

57 I think the council’s plan to reduce emissions is needed. I agree with the plan.  
But how do you propose to do this if you still allow all trucks and vans and other diesel vehicles to enter ans drive through the borough at all 
times. Perhaps we should have a limit on the hours of operation that certain kind of vehicles are permitted. 

58 I am a RBK&C resident and I own an 18-year-old petrol car - for which I pay £138 a year for a parking permit, because of the council's vehicle’s 
CO2 emissions policy.  
 
In the consultation document, it states: 
 
One way to do this [cleaner air] is to help make electric vehicles a more attractive option for our residents.  
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But all this is doing is making electric cars more attractive to people who can afford these vehicles - but who are the very same people who can 
afford a parking permit no matter the cost. They can drive a lovely diesel classic car, which does not meet any of the London CO2 emissions, 
and pay the ULEZ, LEZ and parking permit because they can afford it. 
 
It feels like the council is handing the borough over to the wealthy - they'll soon find it easy to get a residents parking space because people like 
me will no longer own a car. And don't get me started on the souped up Lamborghinis and Ferraris that take to the streets at night that make the 
borough sound like it's in a war zone - but at least they can afford the parking permit! 
 
...is to help make electric vehicles a more attractive option for our residents.  

 
Who are these residents? Well, they are the ones who can afford the expense of buying an electric car... 
 
According to Car Buyer, the cheapest electric car on the market is £6,000, but this is only a two seater and not suitable for driving on a 
motorway. 
 
Then there is a big leap in price to the next cheapest car, of £11,500. This is a basic model Skoda Citigo. It may fit four people at a squeeze but it 
costs £17,500. 
 
Another big gap takes us to the Seat Mii at £23,000, and the Mini Electric at £25,000. 
 
They may be the cheapest on the market but, as much as I would like to have an electric car, I cannot afford one - just like many residents in the 
borough. 
 
And don't forget these people - they are part of why this is a great borough to live in (excluding the cycle lanes that have recently popped up, just 
when other boroughs are removing them because the traffic congestion caused by them has negatively affected air quality). 

59 While I agree that simplification makes sense I have some concerns with the proposals.  
Firstly in seems incredibly unfair and a disincentive to charge electric cars £21 to park when you charge non-polluting/non-contesting/non-killing 
bicycles £78 per annum. 
There are a lot of negatives associated with cars in our borough. 
As you point out EVs are far from pollution free and many are very large, they also spend a lot of time parked up.  £21 if far too low a rental on 
that amount of public space which would be far better used for people, not least because the majority of residents are not car owners.  
Please be bold and charge drivers more fairly for all the space, congestion, pollution, noise and road danger they are responsible for. 

60 I totally disagree with the permit being charged based on emission. 
We have a Jaguar diesel which we bought based on government advice, it was an expensive car and has an ECO start stop engine,  we very 
rarely drive it in London, but do need it to drive to see elderly parents. 
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If everyone went out and bought an electric vehicle tomorrow or over a 6 month period there would not be enough electric points for all the 
vehicles in the borough.  The government would not receive toad tax which it now desperately needs if everyone went electric. 
With the congestion and ULEZ charges approaching quickly, it will be unaffordable for anyone to own a car on a regular income. 
The borough is filled with Uber and Addison Lee cabs, charge theses company for parking idle on our streets. 
The council is already suffering on social media from a number of issues, adding extra costs for permits will cause so much more trouble and I 
think you may see picketing and possible massive demonstrations at the town hall. 
If the town hall needs money sell the building and move out to a cheaper part of the country, residents don’t need to visit that much and most 
topics are dealt with online or by telephone. 

61 I applaud RBKC's best intentions, but any move to penalise residents with petrol vehicles would be unfair while less than ten per cent of UK 
motor cars are electric. The council should also take note of the resources used to both manufacture such vehicles and generate the power 
needed to charge them, as well as the sourcing of materials needed to manufacture the presently inefficient lithium batteries and account for 
their disposal. 
All in all: a great deal of thought and research needs to be undertaken before a fundamental decision of this nature is taken. 

62 Having read the proposal I can agree with the objectives and proposals. 
We decided three years ago to reduce our vehicle CO2 footprint and have a hybrid which already falls within the lowest current CO2 emission 
band.  Regarding the lamppost charging points we have found that the ones near us on The Vale and Mallord St are rarely available to EVs or 
Hybrids as they ALLOW RESIDENT OR VISITOR PARKING.  They are therefore almost always occupied by non EV or Hybrid vehicles given 
they are just off the Kings Road. 
It is possible to book a time for a charging slot at a London Source bay in Sydney Street but these are often occupied by commercial vehicles as 
they not only provides charging facilities but also local parking (paid) included in the charging fee.  Hopefully with the looked for increase in EV 
ownership by residents, a solution will be found where they are not left at a disadvantage to visitor and/or fossil fuel vehicle owners using council 
charging points for local parking. 

63 Really, another 'tax'. I would be very interested in the 'data' around those who simply drive through the borough on a daily basis and therefore 
add to emissions. 
 
The apparent savings on parking permits if your car falls into the 'not a bad boy' category is so small that the price differential on upgrading to an 
electric car and keeping your existing model would probably only 'break even' after years and years. 
There are numerous 'white van drivers' and similar who do not even pay for parking, simply have one of them sit in the vehicle or rely on Parking 
Wardens being decent people that i assume your 'data' has failed to acknowledge. 
 
As an aside, fair enough you increase permit prices, how about doing something about the number of 'parking space' suspensions you issue 
each day/week. Alongside all the NHS workers who can now park for free we have so many suspensions you have to park your car miles from 
your actual home! Many of the NHS workers who have these 'park for free' permits are not even essential; admin staff have them, they are not 
saving lives and the Cromwell Hospital is a BUPA Hospital. 
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I would have sympathy for this scheme it if was, indeed, for the greater good but it appears to be yet another attempt to generate revenue on the 
pretence of benefitting residents but simply as i said in the above a 'tax' disguise. 

64 I fully support your proposal for reform. It would also be good to increase the charge for 4x4 / cars with a higher weight as these are more 
dangerous for children and families because of their height. 
Thank you for your help. 

65 Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
  
Firstly the road usage should be taken into consideration. I drive less than 2000 miles per year in the UK (and 3000 in France). In this 
circumstances I accepte you can not check in which country we drive and that you have to assume that it is in the UK only but If someone drive a 
lot more, they are polluting much more. Maybe like for the car insurance resident parking permit holder should provide, maybe a photographic, 
evidence of the milages on the application. 
  
Secondly If you own a car for the last 2/5/10 years (for example)  surely it is not fair to be charge extra to compare with new ownership of a 
polluting vehicle. 
An incentive to people that own the same car before you introduce the new rules should be considered. 
  
At the moment I believe it is better for the environment to "kill" my old car rather than buying a new one because of the energy/pollution needed 
to produce a new car especially as I don't use it a lot. 
  
Once again thank you for the opportunity to express my views and I will be happy to discuss it further with you would you want to. 

66 I personally don’t agree, we already pay extra for emission in our permit and is not cheap.  
Residents are being penalised by owning a car to get to work or to see families and soon the ULEZ will be coming too and the pandemic is 
already crippling us and people has lost their jobs.  How an earth will we cope this is suicidal, we all need a breather. 

67 I have just by chance seen the proposals for the reductions in residents parking fees for electric vehicles - please note my absolute support for 
this proposal.  Having recently bought a fully electric I was surprised to see that firstly the parking permit was not reduced more and secondly 
that the meter parking is not subsidised as it is in Westminster. There should be a nominal charge for electric vehicles and the same almost free 
parking on the metres - All these bonuses will greatly encourage more people to change to electric.  We live in Cranley Mews and having battled 
for 4 years to get a NO RIGHT TURN from the north end of our mews the council have at last installed enforcement cameras with a full fine of 
£130 and last month alone they issued 265 tickets!  What I am getting at is if the council need to find alternative revenues if the meters are free 
to electric then they should look at more worthwhile methods in the form of fines for driving violations  
 
May I please lodge my views on the pollution problems in this borough - the diesel vehicles are polluting the air like mad and many drivers are 
either unaware of or dismissive of the impact they are having.  May I suggest that the NO IDLING ENGINES signs are rolled out more 
extensively throughout the borough,  I’m afraid I regularly knock on the window of idling drivers and ask them to turn off engines - most are nice 
but occasionally there is an abusive one.  These signs should be put up EVERYWHERE - I was passing Harrods the other day and counted 9 
parked black cabs with Diesel engines running  waiting for rides 
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I left London  before the lockdown and returned just before Easter - it was a joy to be briefly in a pollution free borough and with clean and litter 
free streets.  Very sadly it has returned to being badly polluted and with filthy streets in the heart of South Kensington- I wear a mask when 
running not to protect against this virus but against the pollution around Queensgate/Cromwell Road/Gloucester Road etc! 
 
The current £47 increase for a diesel permit is not nearly enough to deter and if households have more than 2 vehicles they should be heavily 
taxed on a third permit, not just the £78 extra.  To be aiming to be carbon neutral by 2040 is not good enough - much more needs to be done to 
speed this up.  To have only 700 electric vehicles registered in the borough is woeful - without proper incentives people will not change, 
especially older people who basically care more for their immediate comforts rather than the long term future of our world.  
 
I am very happy to see you have an interest in the improvement of air quality in the borough  -  I met with Greg Hammond last week to discuss 
the installation of wooden planters in our mews in order to offset some of the pollution (but also to slow down the constant speeding drivers)  All 
these small moves will gradually turn peoples’ minds towards the planet and the damage we are doing to it 
 
Lastly, to install more bicycle racks on the pavements in the borough will encourage people to cycle more! 

68 I would like to object to the suggestion of cheaper pricing for permits for electric vehicles, with permits increasing in price dependent on 
emissions. 
 
Most electric vehicles or those less likely to attract a higher fee are newer vehicles that are not accessible of affordable for many less affluent 
homes within the borough. Often those that drive an older vehicle do so as they cannot afford to replace The vehicle. To be charged dependent 
on emissions is more likely to penalise the poorer resident for this reason. 

69 I am concerned about the proposal.  
 
I find the current drive to reduce "pollution" is becoming too narrowly focused, and we are starting to see policies that do not make sense if we 
think about the bigger picture and longer-term impact. I am afraid this is one of them.  
 
We must remember that pollution from vehicles occurs not only when the vehicle is in use, but also when the vehicle is produced and transported 
to customers.  
 
The current policies in London are already very punitive on car owners, particularly those who are using diesel cars registered pre 1995.  
 
The structure proposed reduced dramatically the cost of electric vehicles from £90 to £21, but increase the costs for all the other cars.   
 
If a resident owns a diesel car that has relatively low emission and uses it only occasionally, he is actually causing less pollution than replacing it 
with a brand new Tesla.  As the costs of using non-electric vehicles are so punitive, these owners typically only keep their cars if there is a 
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combination of two or more of these reasons: 1) they need a car 2) they only need to need it occasionally 3) they can't afford an electric vehicle 
4) an electric vehicle may not be suitable for their needs 
 
The structure that is being suggested is effectively financially rewarding those people who could afford an electric vehicle but punishing those 
who either can't afford one or worse still, changing to an electric vehicle brings about net pollution (e.g. the occasional users). 
 
How much £70 savings will make to people who can already afford electric vehicles? Is this an effective incentive to change car ownership 
patterns in the borough? £90 for one year of parking is already very reasonable, so why reduce it further.   
 
However, those increases from non-electric vehicle users could be important amounts to the owners.   It is not justifiable or fair for people who 
own small or medium-sized cars with relatively low emissions (e.g Band 1-3), whether petrol or diesel.   
 
If the council really wants to push for higher costs, why not increase the costs for the owners of the large and polluting diesel vehicles such as 
those in Band 6 & 7.  They cause more pollution and takes up more space! Although I doubt the increase is going to buy someone from buying a 
Ferrari, the council is at least making the point about unnecessary polluting activities.  
 
As it is, the current structure as it is proposed does very little to increase electric vehicle ownership, nor act as a possible deterrent to the more 
well off residents in their polluting big cars.  It does not cause much more than creating resentment that the less well off residents in your 
borough is "subsidizing" the more well off ones. I sincerely hope that the council will not go ahead with these proposed changes.  
 

70 I saw the piece about the survey RBKC are putting out as regards parking fees, which is what this survey, actually about. 
 
I agree, the current government has said/is//willing, to get its carbon emissions down by 2040 in the UK as I understand. 
 
The issue , being you already have a parking policy the is I believe , mirrors the currents mayor of london policy. Further, the uk currently does 
not have the technology in place round the uk to charge all the eclectic cars which would be required to replace the average person who 
currently owns a petrol car let alone being priced at a realistic cost. 
 
Nothing for working vans that need to be replaced or government schemes to assist the transition... As I am sure you are aware, restricting traffic 
and creating jams and slow downs also creates more carbon creation. To say, nothing of the average car/big wagon  that makes an average trip 
of 1.6mile when picking up and dropping children on the school run.. it would make more sense to bus children to school in electric buses and 
save money. 
 
However, I last check and the government system sanctioned some kind of new diesel vehicle that costs well over £1,00,000, each ( Prime 
Minister) 
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With all due, respect, the current people of RBKC are just trying to keep their heads above water and its bad enough traffic wards roam the 
streets generating income and you are starting  a survey with regards to finding another way to raise creative methods of new revenue streams 
and especially when the country is in the process of being in a pandemic. 
 
Thank you for your time. 

71 You already charge on car emissions. 
There are very few charging points in K & C.so who would buy an electric car at the moment. 
This is just another way of if filling the council coffers. 
Maybe you should look at your staff levels 

72 [Egerton Garden Mews Residents’ Association] 

 
Thank you for sending the Review of Residents' Parking Permit Structure. The Egerton Gardens Mews Resident's Association fully supports this 
decision because we agree that it will provide incentive for residents to choose cleaner vehicles. 

73 As a resident who will have to pay for this, these are my ‘thoughts. Our disagreement. will count for nothing, as the ‘council’ has decided to do it, 
as has been made clear in it’s statements. 
 
I have read the Councils ideological VISION CARBON ZERO. When and where was this made public? They need to be reminded they are 
accountable to the local residents who voted them in and can vote them out. 
 
They justify this as ‘going green’ but I did not vote for the them to change the world. 
 
This should not be brought in until enough charging points have been installed. 
I, and I would think most others, can’t afford to sell our cars and buy an electric one. even if there were a charging point within 200 metres of my 
home, which there isn’t, as they claim. 

74 https://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/diesel-exhaust-and-cancer.html 
 
Currently diesel cars cause far more health problems than petrol ones. Add in all the diesel HGV's etc is a huge issue.  
 
Your permits do not reflect this but are based on outdated data.  
 
The borough should have lower price permits for petrol cars and higher for diesel. Electric cars are out of most people's price points at the 
moment. 

75 Definitely should be linked to the size of vehicles. These huge 4x4s take up two parking spaces, and even if there is enough space to park 
between two of them, their extreme width makes it impossible to manoeuvre into the available space. 

76 I have recently read of RBK&C’s review of the Residents Parking System and thoughts to increase costs on older and large engine vehicles in 
order to persuade residents to switch to electric cars. 

https://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/diesel-exhaust-and-cancer.html


31  
 

 Comment 

 
In principle the concept is good, but the timing is totally wrong.  At present there are not enough electric charging points in and around Chelsea 
and there are certainly not enough to persuade all our residents to make a switch at this point. 
The concept of owning an electric vehicle is wonderful for those with a private garage, or a driveway with off -street parking.  They can simply 
install a charging unit and their problem is solved.  However unfortunately in city centres there are not sufficient off-street parking spots for 
everyone to use, so most of us must park on the street. 
 
I see that there is research done by someone at RBKC that states everyone lives within 200m of an electric vehicle charging point, that may the 
case but how do we all use it at night?   What is the number of vehicles divided by the number of charging points?  It’s high and so we can’t all 
make use of them.  There isn’t even one in the street in which I live, and even if you put one in it will be a nightmare to get use of it as all 50 cars 
in the road will need to plug in for a few hours – there are not many garages here!  And who has to get up at 3am to charge between 3am to 
4am?  It’s simply not yet practical to introduce this idea. 
 
Equally I cannot run cables from my home to my car in the street as the cables will impede the pavement and I will be in breach of Health & 
Safety rules. 
 
So while the basic concept is the future, we need to visit it again in about 3 to 5 years when things have improved dramatically in terms of 
availability and access to charging points within our borough. 
 
Therefore for now, my vote is “NO” I am against the idea at this time. 

77 Residents will see this as another attack on the poorest in this borough. 
You need to stop targeting the poor. 
At this time especially only people with good jobs can afford to pay for vechiles that will be the cheapest to park. 
There’s going to be a lot of people in financial trouble very soon. 
This is yet another can of fuel to ignite a fire you won’t be able to put out. 

78 I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed revision to resident parking permit costs based on vehicle emissions. As things stand, TFL is 
due to extend the ULEZ in 2021 to include all boroughs within the north and south circular boundary roads. This will incur a daily charge of 
£12.50 to any cars that drive within the zone including residents on a given day. The proposed rbkc parking permit fee structure will penalise 
those who cannot afford to purchase a new lower emissions vehicle at a time when they will already be paying the ULEZ charge. Furthermore, a 
parked car does not emit anything thus this proposal is in my view only a money making exercise by the council and will further impact people 
who may already be facing hardship due to job losses and the impact of Covid.   
I therefore would like to formally record my opposition to the proposal.  

79 Getting to grips with our environment is one of the most difficult and challenging issues facing us, and the council’s efforts to deal with the  
problem are welcome.  I feel, however, that the current proposal could go further to influence residents’ decisions on type of vehicle.   The chief 
barriers to switching to electric cars would appear to be price and lack of charging points; something the council can control, at least in the public 
arena.   We know the council has speeded up charging point installation, and now reckons 90% of residents are within 200 metres of one.  But 
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for those living in flats and/or with cars normally parked on the street, the installations are not easy to locate and often not available when 
needed.   
 
I live on a street with terraced housing and two charging points on lampposts.  The signs designating the charge points are small and there are 
no road markings to identify charging spaces.  Indeed, spaces next to the charging points are mostly occupied by non- electric cars due to the 
pressure on residential parking.  If the council really wants to encourage electric vehicles, it will have to consider marking spaces as ‘dedicated’ 
charging bays to be used only by vehicles charging.  This further reduces the amount of parking available to other types of vehicle and would be 
vastly unpopular.  My street has 90%+ parking occupancy at all times.  Permanently eliminating two spaces by dedicating them to charging 
would be difficult, but would certainly make the move to an electric vehicle more attractive and feasible.  At the same time, however, such a 
move would increase the over-subscription of parking permits to spaces available in the borough.  
 
According to the consultation paper, there are 6000 or roughly 20% more permits to park than there are spaces in the borough.   This excess 
demand needs to be addressed as a matter of urgency.  In these circumstances, it  is difficult for RBKC to justify allowing multiple permits to 
individual households.  Even on the grounds of fairness, parking permits should be restricted.  This is not an infringement on individual liberties, 
but a recognition that we live in a densely populated area and the price we pay is limitation on the amount of resource we individually claim, and 
the amount of harm we inflict on others. One vehicle per household seems reasonable.  If a second permit is granted, it should only be at a 
considerable premium, with exceptions for disability adapted vehicles, etc. 
 
The current RBKC parking proposal is primarily focused on diesel and carbon emissions, but perhaps it should also include weight of vehicles in 
the pricing criteria.  The weight of a vehicle is now recognised as a key contributory factor to its polluting potential, with heavier vehicles throwing 
off greater quantities of particulate matter from tyres and when braking.  In France, SUV’s weighing more than 1,800 kg will soon be subject to a 
new tax.   
 
To make a serious difference in the type and weight of vehicles we drive and so reduce vehicular pollution, changes are also needed in the road 
tax system at a national level.  But by making changes in the way RBKC handles the parking issue, people will be encouraged to consider less 
polluting options. 

80 I write on behalf of my wife and myself to comment on the proposal to introduce a parking permit tariff based on vehicle emissions. 
 
The new tariff is proposed as a measure to reduce air pollution in the Borough further.  It would aim to do so by encouraging residents to replace 
their existing motor cars, whether petrol, diesel or hybrid, with cars that are solely electric, and penalising any delay in so doing through the 
parking tariff. 
 
It is not clear to us whether the proposal has a further purpose of increasing the Borough's revenue from parking charges. 
 
The Covid-19 pandemic has already caused serious, and as yet unquantifiable, damage to the economy.  The Government has borrowed huge 
sums in an attempt to mitigate its effect, which will one day have to be repaid, raising the prospect of higher taxation.  Businesses have had to 
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close.  Many people have lost their jobs. More seem likely to do so.  This is not a time at which it is reasonable to expect people to incur the 
expense of changing their car, or to accept a higher charge for their parking permit. 
 
No doubt the day will come when most cars are powered by either electricity or hydrogen.   At present, electric cars are only just out of their 
infancy.  They do not meet the needs of car owners who make long journeys, and will not do so until their battery capacity, and the time taken to 
recharge, have both been greatly improved.   It is not as yet reasonable to expect residents to own one as their only car.   
 
If the tariff were to be introduced within the foreseeable future, we believe it would be greeted with widespread dismay.  Residents would not be 
slow to point out that owning and parking a car does not of itself affect the quality of the air in the Borough.  It is driving the car that does that.  
The proposed tariff makes no distinction between the resident who uses his car on a daily basis and largely within the Borough, and the resident 
who uses his car only for occasional journeys to destinations outside London and whose contribution to air pollution in the Borough is minimal.  
As a measure for reducing air pollution in the Borough, it lacks both logic and fairness. 
 
For these reasons, my wife and I consider that the proposal should be withdrawn.  

81 I have just learnt of the proposed changes to the  resident parking scheme pricing policy. My attention was drawn to the consultation paper by a 
link in the weekly RBK&C emails on local matters in the Borough that I subscribe to. 
 
Reading the paper raises a number of questions: 
 
• The closing date for the consultation is 11th November. The first mention in the weekly emails was on 22nd October which does not leave 
much time to consider and respond 
• I am chairman elect of the Margaretta Terrace RA. In paragraph 6.1 you refer to consultation with RA’s but unfortunately I have only just 
received notification. This response is a personal one. 
• You claim. Paragraph 3.2, that there is now an electric car charging point within 200 meters of every house and you are aiming to reduce 
that to 100 meters. How many charging points will that amount to? If the general population is to be persuaded to convert to electric I believe 
they will need much more than one charging point every 100 meters. In Margaretta Terrace there are approximately 30 parking places. How 
many electric charging point swill we need / get? We may have to move to at least 50 % electric in the not too distant future if your ambitions are 
to be realised. 
• There are only 700 electric vehicles using the resident parking scheme in the borough at present – paragraph 3.1. You point out that 
electric cars are comparatively expensive. What is the calculation CO2 of hybrids? Many people see hybrids as a natural progression to electric 
especially given the paucity of charging points. When driven locally, which will be when they are in the Borough, they typically run on electric. 
Could they not be give more of a discount? 
• In paragraph 4.4 you state that transport is the third highest contributor to pollution in the borough. What are the first and second and 
what is the Council doing to mitigate their impact especially as in 4.5 you state that transport’s contribution is falling? 
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Having raised these issues I should say that I think the proposed new approach is a good one on the basis of simplicity and fairness. However I 
think the Council would be well advised to reinforce that this is not a money making exercise. A neutral revenue outcome allowing for inflation in 
year 1 would be a good move. 

82 My note is to say we all agree with the long-term objective of a less polluted borough but "how" you are addressing it (the disincentives) misses 
some fundamental issues or is opaque: 
 
1. Why do confuse ownership with usage? By my calculations less than 20% of cars parked in the borough are regularly in use during a working 
week, they are responsible for 80% plus of the emissions. If we are thinking about emissions as a byproduct of car utility, tell us why you cannot 
charge on usage, which in this day and age is becoming increasingly easy to monitor. That would be far more equitable and fair.   
 
2.  If a significant proportion of emissions emerge from vehicles passing through the Borough, why is there not a disincentive for them? 
 
3. How do we know as residents that those framing the Resident Parking Permit Structure, RBKC employees including yourself,  truly have "skin 
in the game", a vested interested in the proposed outcome. They live in the Borough, they drive regularly, and they and their families are 
impacted personally by the proposed changes and the results that ensue. It is important we know who to trust and who to avoid.  

83 [Ladbroke Association] 
 
Thank you and Cllr Kehmali for consulting us. 
 
The intentions behind this proposal seem to us entirely admirable and we support them in principle. We suspect, however, that the chief barriers 
to greater electric car ownership are price and the lack of charging points. We know the Council has speeded up its installation of charging points 
and reckons that 90% of residents are now within 200 metres of one. But especially for those living in flats, there is unlikely to be the physical 
space to install enough chargers. Until more user-friendly charging methods are developed (possibly including a universal standard to enable 
discharged batteries to be swapped in minutes for fully-charged ones at drive-in ‘filling stations') and the price of electric cars comes down, it 
seems unlikely that there will be an explosion in electric car use in cities. I also pass on the comment of one of our members that “There are two 
charging points near me but usually they are taken with 'normal' cars due to the shortage of Resident's Parking.   Also the sign on the post is 
quite small and maybe people park on the space in error”. So maybe better signage is also needed 
 
We also doubt whether most owners of top-of-the-range petrol and diesel cars would find the extra cost of a permit much of an incentive to 
change.  So these proposals are unlikely to provide more than the gentlest of nudges and could be regressive.  
 
There is also a question-mark over how far going electric will deal with pollution. There is evidence that harmful particulate matter from tyres and 
brakes is a growing environmental problem, exacerbated by the increasing popularity of large, heavy vehicles such as SUVs.  The growing 
demand for electric vehicles will not help as they tend to be heavier than standard cars because of their batteries. In the longer run, the only way 
forward may be to reduce car usage (and ownership) generally, unpalatable though that may be for many Kensington and Chelsea residents.  
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We notified our members of the proposals, and I know that some have been in touch with you direct. Not many people replied direct to us, but 
several thought there should be charges based on size and weight (although electric ones would need to be excluded from the weight element of 
any charge while batteries remain so heavy). We do think that this is something that you should look at. There is quite a lot of unhappiness about 
the use of  “Chelsea tractors” in central London. Not only do these vehicles tend to emit more pollution (if only from tyres and brakes), but they 
take up more parking space and are more dangerous to other road users if involved in a collision. They are, we suspect, owned almost 
exclusively by those well able to afford to pay extra. We note that the French Government has just announced that vehicles such as SUVs that 
weigh more than 1,800 will be subject to a new tax.  
 
[redacted], who is one of our committee members, has suggested to you that the Council should increase the base charge so that it covers not 
just the Council’s costs but includes an extra element to reflect pollution from tyres and brakes, which is otherwise not taken into account in the 
proposed new charging structure. This seems worth considering, though no doubt some would see it as a revenue raising device. 
 
On the question of whether no more than two permits should be allowed per household (not in your consultation paper, but something on which 
we sought views), there seem to be strong views on both sides of the argument, with some feeling that it would be wrong, as more than two cars 
may be needed when there are several adults living in the household (e.g. parents plus adult children). 
 
In summary, we are generally in favour of the proposed changes, but do not expect them to have much effect by themselves. We think, 
therefore, that you should also consider other changes. 

84 [Pembridge Association] 
 
I am writing to express the views of the Pembridge Association representing the Pembridge Conservation area which covers parts of the 
Pembridge and Colville wards. 
 
We have discussed the  proposed changes to the charging structure for residents parking in Committee and have also consulted our members. 
 
• we are largely in agreement with the proposal to encourage a full move to electric cars, but are concerned that the price of these vehicles, 
especially at this difficult time,  and nervousness about  long distance travel  out of town may inhibit full  uptake.   
• To favour hybrid cars is a good stepping stone, but there is wariness of buying these vehicles because of the constant thefts of catalytic 
converters 
• We applaud the Council’s increase of electric charging points. 
• We agree that the price of a permit for a second car within one household should be increased as suggested 
• The proposal to link permit costs directly to the CO2 emissions of vehicles appears logical 
• With the increase in on-line deliveries more attention should be given to insisting that delivery vehicles be only electric 
• In the interim period in order to deal with poor air quality here should be wider awareness and policing of idling engines 
 

85 [Campden Hill Residents’ Association] 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your proposals for changes in the structure of resident’s parking charges. I am commenting both as 
vice chair of the Campden Hill Residents' Association and as an individual resident. My professional background is in engineering and as part of 
my education I completed a PhD in a physics based discipline and have followed the issues on which you base you proposed policy change 
quite closely. This is both because environmental policies have a large impact on my business activities and because of my natural technical 
interest in the field. I have, for example, regularly attended the Winton Symposium on the Physics of Sustainability at the Cavendish Laboratory 
in Cambridge.  
 
I will be as brief as possible, commenting on specific points by referring to the reference numbers in your proposal.  
 
As a fundamental premise your proposal is entirely wrong headed. There are a lot of problem with residents' parking in the borough but 
emissions from parked cars, which emit nothing, is not the major one. If we are going to skew council charges for the reduction of CO2 
emissions, it would be far more effective and rational to base the Community Charge on the size of each households gas and electricity bills! (I 
realise you are not able to do this but the underlying point is valid) If you are really determined to try and reduce the emissions from cars, then 
you would abolish the concession that allows residents to park anywhere in the borough for free. This would reduce the use of cars for short 
journeys- all journeys within the borough are so short that most cars will not reach normal operating temperature and their emissions are 
therefore far higher than the tested values. This would of course be hugely unpopular! 
 
2.1: You suggest that the proposed scheme would act as an incentive to change to more efficient or electric vehicles: Even a very cursory 
examination of the economics of this make this aspiration highly improbable. A simple example: A resident with a 4 year old Golf with emissions 
of 112 gms/km sells his car and buys the equivalent VW electric car the ID3. The Golf will have a value of about £12-14,000 while the 
replacement will cost in excess of £35,000. The resident will save less than £15 per year on parking, a rounding error in any budget calculation! 
Against this he will have a technology that has and will continue to have for some years, serious disadvantages. For many people an electric car 
will necessitate having a second car for any journey beyond the limited range of current electrics. There are much more serious objections to 
encouraging people to buy new cars: the energy costs of manufacture are generally put at about 50% of the total lifetime energy consumption of 
a conventional vehicle. For an electric or hybrid, these costs rise substantially, a round number is probably around 60% depending on where and 
how the battery is made. It is a very questionable green policy to encourage such behaviour. Under all of this, is the issue that it penalises the 
less well off who inevitably run older cars and can least afford to trade up to something shinier and greener. 
 
3.2: Yes the council is working to increase street charging points. Most residents do not have off street parking so this is the only solution 
available to them. But you need to consider why people own cars. For many it is an essential mode of transport for a multitude of reasons. 
Anything that creates a doubt that their vehicle will be available for use seriously erodes its utility. Given that electric cars cannot be charged at a 
moment’s notice means that they are unattractive if you cannot charge it without lurking next to your nearest charging point waiting for it to 
become available. Again, with present technology you push residents to running a second car. 
 
3.3: The incentive is just not persuasive in view of the related costs- see above 
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4.4: Third largest source of CO2- again waht about emissions from heating? Incentives for insulation would give you a much larger improvement. 
 
4.9: There is a fundamental tension between reducing CO2 emissions, a function of thermodynamic efficiency, and reducing other emissions. 
High efficiency requires the highest possible combustion temperature while this unfortunately creates the NOx emissions which are so 
undesirable. This is why diesels were encouraged but then became near pariahs. It is possible that the same might happen to batteries, when 
the total costs are properly understood. Discounting generation emissions because they do not occur here is no different to exporting toxic waste 
to third world countries. 
 
4.11: This point is at the kernel of my objection to this policy. Given that we cannot increase the length of residents’ park ing bays, surely the 
charges should be based on the size of the car being parked? Unnecessarily large cars both take up more parking space but they also consume 
more energy both in their manufacture and in their use. The energy budget, as a first order approximation, is proportional to the vehicle weight. 
But not only that. Whether parked, where they narrow already narrow streets or in use, where they block the circulation of traffic, they contribute 
disproportionately to congestion and higher emissions. Has the council considered a charging system based on what you are actually providing, 
length of curb-side space? 
 
5.1: Again, the theoretical financial and emission savings are tiny in relation to the outlay in cost and energy consumption required to achieve 
them. The changes hugely penalise those who cannot afford other than quite elderly vehicles and if that were not enough, hugely increase 
depreciation costs for everyone, who buys a new or newer vehicle. 
 
8.6: I cannot say that I am surprised that the proposed changes produce an estimated net gain in income to the council of one quarter of a million 
pounds. If I were to be cynical I would suggest that the function of this proposal is to produce this increase in funding, but wrapped in attractive 
green paper, as justification.  
 
The problem for me is that the policy will not materially advance the green agenda that it espouses while at the same time not addressing the 
real issues surrounding parking and vehicle use. It will also burden those with the least financial ability to absorb and mit igate the extra costs that 
it will generate. It is just not a good way forward. 
 
One final point on motorcycles: As a driver and also a part time motorcyclist, I am dismayed at the shoddy way motorcyclists are being treated, 
and to a certain extent to how car users are short changed by allowing motorcycles to be parked in car bays. Allowing motorcycles to park in car 
bays is bad for both. Bikes are unsafe in car bays because they are not chained down and can easily be stolen, and also because clumsy 
parking by cars can so easily knock over a motorcycle causing very expensive damage, often running to thousands of pounds for a large 
motorcycle. Very often the perpetrator does not report or own up to what they have done. The other side of this is that motorcycles inserted into 
narrow spaces between cars can make it virtually impossible to extract your car safely, or motorcycles parked parallel to the curb take up a car’s 
space completely unnecessarily. Below are two examples of incredibly selfish parking. Do the decent thing, stop this crazy mixed parking and 
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provide more motorcycle bays with tie down points. Motorcycles are efficient ways of moving around a city, they have low emissions, low energy 
costs in manufacture, do not contribute to congestion, do not cause road damage. Treat them more fairly! 
 

86 [Lots Road Chelsea Committee] 

 
First we consider this Review is too narrowly focussed to be able to play a really effective role in tackling excessive pollution particularly in the 
shorter term. Instead of pursuing a more comprehensive approach by analysing the sources, scale and health impacts of traffic congestion and 
pollution in Chelsea, and so the scope for more effective traffic management, this Review limits itself to just one specific proposal---incentivising 
moves to electric vehicle ownership. Sadly as the cost of buying such a vehicle is considerable this proposal is unlikely to trigger an early  and 
positive impact on Chelsea’s pollution, particularly as the extra cost of permits for vehicles with significantly greater CO2  emissions will initially be 
capped. 
   
Second this Review has missed the opportunity to raise the surcharge for a second permit which has remained unchanged since 2008. It has 
also not proposed any surcharge for extra large vehicles which do not actually fit within a pay and display bay and so take up a disproportionate 
amount of residents parking bays which are in short supply in West Chelsea. Such surcharges should dampen demand. 
 
Third this Review hardly acknowledges that a gradual shift to electric vehicles will not be a significant way of overcoming the extremely poor air 
quality in the Borough when this is in the main due to poor traffic flows leading all too often to large scale congestion/tai l backs. The means to 
makes more rapid progress in overcoming urgently very bad air quality must lie in adopting really effective Active Traffic Management in the 
Kings Road by means of dedicated wardens and CCTV Cameras. The junctions with  both Oakley Street and Beaufort Street both need Camera 
Enforced yellow boxes. The ECOWS has also long been due for amendment to overcome its negative impacts 

87 [Clarendon Cross Residents’ Association] 
 
Thank you for sending us details of this consultation on proposed changes to the residents’ parking permit charges to base them more 
specifically on vehicle emissions. The Clarendon Cross RA committee have discussed the proposals and have the following points: 
 
- We are in agreement that the Council needs to take positive steps to reduce carbon emissions across the borough and as part of that 
endeavour to discourage the purchase and ownership of higher polluting Diesel and petrol vehicles going forward for all of our benefits.  
 
- We believe that most residents would look to replace their existing vehicle with an electric or hybrid one when they come to change, however, 
for those who are not due to change their vehicle in the near future, they should not be penalised unfairly in the meantime. Many people will have 
taken the Government’s advise a few years ago to buy diesel over petrol (when electric & hybrid were not readily available) and may not be able 
to afford to replace their vehicle yet, much as they may like to. So the proposals impact the poorer members of our ward more negatively than 
those better off who can afford to change their vehicle more regularly. 
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- Electric and Hybrid vehicles are generally more expensive to buy than petrol & diesel models in the first place and are impractical to charge if 
residents don’t have access to off-street parking.  The majority of the Norland residents and almost all of our members do not have access to off-
street parking so would have to rely on lamp post or fast charging units and there are not that many in the ward currently. The proposals penalise 
those who do not have access to off street parking and their own home charger as well as those who cannot afford electric or hybrid vehicles. 
 
- We appreciate that the Council has rolled out a number of additional charging points across the borough but, currently there are still too few to 
realistically support a significant increase in pure electric vehicle purchase, leading to anxiety about the ability to regularly an conveniently charge 
them amount residents. Perhaps the proposals are a year or two too early and the changes should be staged in such a way as to not penalise 
the poorer members of the community who own petrol & diesel vehicles in the middle bands. 
 
 In summary, once there are more lamp post and fast charging points across the borough, taking away the anxiety of owning an electric vehicle, 
as well as more owners of older, more polluting vehicles having been able to switch to newer less polluting models these proposals would be 
more appropriate. As things stand however, we feel that something closer to the current level of charges, which already favour low emission 
vehicles would be fairer for the next 12 months at least. 
 
I hope this is helpful 

88 I live at [redacted] Campden Hill Road. I own a 1981 model car which for which I have a resident’s permit. 
  
I have read the relevant paper but do not support the introduction of the proposed permit structure. I believe that the proposed changes 
discriminates against residents who, like me, drive an older car. The increase in the cost of the permits for those who drive older cars will also 
create hardship for older, disabled or vulnerable residents and could very well force them to abandon/sell their car as they will not be in a 
financial position to purchase a new car, but also not able to afford the steep increase in the price of permits.   
  
I drive the car generally only once a week to see my 95 year old mother in North London and to visit my brother, who has Parkinson’s, in 
Hertfordshire. Thus the amount of emissions from my car in the Borough (or indeed anywhere) are infinitesimal. 
  
I will already be penalised next year when ULEZ extends to this Borough; and it is grossly unfair, and indeed a practice of age discrimination, to 
introduce your proposed permit structure in cases like mine. 
  
Finally, although this may of little interest to the Council, my car is a classic MG, part of our heritage, and your proposals would mean 
condemning it to the scrap heap. 
  
Please reconsider implementing this discriminatory new parking permit structure. 

89 [Holland Park Residents’ Association] 

 
The HPRA would like to make the following comments in respect of the RBKCs proposed review of its parking permit scheme. 
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1.        The reduction of carbon emissions throughout the Borough is an excellent, indeed imperative, initiative.  This is particularly true in the 
residential areas and on the residential roads of the RBKC. 
 
2.        The HPRA supports the initiative to charge residents for parking on the basis of their vehicles’ actual emissions, as this seems eminently 
fair and reasonable. 
 
3.        An annual review would indeed allow the Council to assess the efficacy (or otherwise) of the scheme and of the level of the parking 
charge. 
 
4.        Exceptions should perhaps be made for residents who, on a proven needs basis, are not able to afford newer, less polluting cars and 
higher parking charges. 
 
5.  We believe it would be critical as part of this scheme and in order meaningfully to encourage residents to change their cars to electric 
vehicles, that far more electric charging points should be installed.  The Council’s commitment to encouraging the uptake of electric cars by 
installing charging points in residential streets is noted, but in this regard, we would like to suggest that: 
 
a.  the charging points be ‘universal’ in the sense of being adaptable for all types of chargers (to the extent that they are not already); and 
 
b.  many more residents’ bays next to the charging points should be reserved exclusively for use by electric cars needing the  charging points.   
This would reduce the number of bays available for non-electric cars, which would send a clear message as to the strength of the Council’s 
commitment to this initiative.   And, more importantly, in fact drive more people towards acquiring electric vehicles in replacement of their current 
petrol or diesel cars.  Enforcement of this should not be problematic, as the Borough already has, we believe, a large number of very efficient 
parking wardens. 
 
Thank you for asking for our comments on this. 

90 The attached Key Decision Report had not had wide circulation to residents of the borough, although it directly affects almost one in four of them.  
I am not sure to whom I should address these comments but, as affected Councillors, I imagine that you will have some input. 
  
I list below some of the immediately obvious flaws in the document and attach a consideration of both pollution and residents’ parking issues in 
the borough.  Without wishing to detract from the seriousness of the problems, this Key Decision Report appears misguided, partisan and largely 
irrelevant to making any proposals that will make a difference, even a marginal one, to its declared objective of reducing pollution.  Far from 
being the ‘ground-breaking initiative’ it claims to be, it misses the point completely! 
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This “REVIEW OF RESIDENT PARKING PERMIT STRUCTURE” seeks to address pollution issues through the Residents’ Parking Permit 
Scheme.  Please bear in mind two simple things: 
1. A parked car creates no pollution 
2. According to the published DfT road traffic statistics, the average daily traffic flow through Chelsea along the embankment alone is 
roughly equal to the total number of residents’ parking permits issued in the whole of the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea.  Multiply 
that by all the other routes into and out of the borough and it becomes clear that transient traffic has hundreds/thousands of times more effect on 
pollution than residents’ vehicles (a number of which barely move from one day to another).  Yet Council Officers seek to address pollution in the 
borough by charging residents more for vehicles that potentially emit higher levels of CO2. Government already does this, so Council Officers 
are effectively creating double taxation, while achieving virtually no improvement in pollution levels.  It’s like whistling in the wind! 
   
Detailed comments on paragraphs 4.12 to 4.14 of the proposal: 
  
These paragraphs attempt to provide statistical support for the propositions advanced elsewhere in the proposal.  However:  
  
Table 3 (which doesn’t identify its source data) reports 6,014 pre Euro 6 diesels in the borough which contradicts table 2’s number of 5,776 (a not 
insubstantial difference of 5%).  Table 3 identifies a total of 9,273 diesel engined cars (not substantiated in table 2 or anywhere else in the 
document) out of a total residents’ permit population from table 2 of 33,747, or 27.5%, which is higher than the UK national average for 2019.  
Given the relative average income of the residents of RKBC, their awareness of green issues and the frequency with which they change their 
vehicles, a worse than national average performance by RKBC residents must cast doubt over the veracity of the figures underpinning this 
paper.   
  
Paragraph 4.14 makes some extraordinary and misleading assertions, dividing the borough into north and south and concluding that the wards in 
the south are far more polluting, “In general, residents’ vehicles in the south of the Borough emit more CO2 than those in the north of the 
Borough and are also more likely to be diesel.”  In fact, the most polluting wards based on average CO2 reported in table 3 are those in the 
middle of the borough – Brompton & Hans Town, Queen’s Gate and Abingdon – neither to the north or the south.  With regards to the comment 
that wards in the south, “ are also more likely to be diesel,” there is no supporting evidence adduced for that claim whatsoever! 
  
I would hope that you will have some input on this far-reaching and ‘ground-breaking’ decision before it is made. 

91 [Cheyne Walk Trust] 
 
The Cheyne Walk Trust (CWT) is the Residents’ Association for the River Thames area of Chelsea with some 200 members by subscription and 
represents their interests in maintaining and improving the quality and heritage aspects of the area in which they live. 

Our members are very concerned by pollution levels in South Chelsea and strongly support measures to promote a healthier atmosphere and 
enhance our environment. 



42  
 

 Comment 

Data Background 

At the outset it would be helpful to understand clearly the present status of data and broad objectives for local conditions as well as the wider 
metropolitan context in which these need to be considered.  The first step in designing a future vehicular control scheme should be to develop a 
clear understanding of existing and developing pollution factors including how these may be diminishing already through present trends and 
controls. 

From the RBKC website, recent work would appear to be based on the GLA Air Quality in RBKC (GAQ RBKC) paper dated November 2012, 
which seems to be the basis of the RBKC Air Quality Action Plan 2009 -2014. Given Govt and GLA initiatives, these sources are clearly 
somewhat out of date and it would be helpful to know how far they have been reviewed or updated to reflect present monitoring and objectives, 
both agreed and emerging. 

Sources of Pollution 

Data on the causes of pollution are, it seems, somewhat historic and quite confusing. The most significant cause of pollution by PM appears to 
be that introduced from outside London, given as 54% - 62%. For direct Borough generated pollution, the first source is Commercial and 
Residential Heating Systems (40/50% and forecast to rise further) with Buses/LGVs/HGVs the next. Cars come some way behind as a group; 
motor cycles not being identified it seems (although included in the Residents’ Permit scheme), despite the substantial growth in MC delivery 
services. There are also significant contributions from work and construction sites as well as vehicle brake and tyre wear. It would be helpful to 
understand what proportion of vehicle engine pollution can be attributed to residents’ vehicles. The quoted estimates are rather dated but any 
plan should require a current, comprehensive and informative data set as its start point and to provide a current baseline for reference. Not least, 
it is perhaps too easy to pursue simplistic resident penalising systems not favoured by most of those who live in the Borough and create very 
little of the actual pollution that is of concern. 

The present state of pollution monitoring seems to be both patchy and inadequate. For example, there appear to be only three PM10/2.5 
monitoring sites in the Borough: Earls Court, North Kensington and Cromwell Rd. There would seem to be nothing in South Chelsea, either in the 
Kings Rd or on the Embankment with the exception of a residents’ monitoring station at Oakley St/CE. There are rather more CO/NOx sites, 
clearly also important. We welcome advice by Cllr Kemahli that the Imperial College Inhale Project will use the Borough as a test bed, together 
with plans to digitize recording systems enhanced by access to DVLA data enabling more comprehensive understanding and modelling of traffic 
activity. 

Traffic Factors 

Taking road transport specifically, we consider the wider impact of the present Earls Court One Way System (ECOWS) is an area requiring 
review. The gyratory system is a relic of the long-abandoned scheme for a bypass along the River Thames. The present and potential impact 
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requires detailed survey and assessment, but it appears likely, for example, that the frequent one-way backlogs in the system, as well as the 
complex, indirect and possibly nugatory movement of coaches, including the informal holding pen arrangements in Royal Hospita l Road for the 
Victoria Coach Station in Westminster, are likely to generate excessive pollution. 

It might also be helpful to seek an update on the impact, relevance and current management of the London Boroughs Lorry Ban (LLCS) that is 
designed to control the movement of HGVs above 18 tons into and through London in quiet hours in order to minimise noise and disturbance. It 
appears there are only 5 wardens to police this Scheme across the whole of London. There is no use of CCTV or ANPRS monitoring. It was last 
surveyed in May 2017 when no mention was recorded of any pollution considerations or objectives. It perhaps justifies review in the context of 
current pollution and congestion concerns. A one-time monitoring exercise in the early nineties indicated that some 60% of HGVs entering 
London during controlled hours were ignoring the LLCS.  

Pollution is caused by moving traffic including vehicles in traffic queues, not by parked vehicles. This suggests that improving traffic flow should 
be a priority. A major cause of pollution would seem to be the actions of TfL that have effectively reduced the average speeds of traffic through 
London by a policy of seeking to restrict rather than promote traffic flow. This is a matter that might be dressed in the data studies called for in 
the data background paragraphs of our submission. 

Regardless of present conditions, it would seem that the most significant pressures on residents to dispose of polluting combustion engine 
vehicles will be (as noted in the Council’s consultation paper) the progressive increase in costs of vehicle licencing of older more polluting 
vehicles and the extension of the London ULEZ with its zone movement charges to RBKC from October 2021, followed possibly by a subsequent 
objective of Zero Emissions in London and some other city centres by 2025. Apparently, it is already the case that the overall number of 
Residents’ car permits is decreasing. In view of ULEZ and Zero Emission plans It may be prudent to consider delaying any new scheme at least 
to October 2021. This would also provide scope better to establish and assess present and emerging pollution data. The point has also been 
made that seeking to accelerate the conversion to electric vehicles is itself a net carbon generating activity as compared with running on older 
vehicles.  

Minor Adjustments 

 CWT members, as stated, broadly support pollution reduction initiatives but their views on detail measures vary widely: 
 

 Limit Residential Car Permits.  Some support but concerns on how this might be controlled, for example for HMOs or low wage f lat 
sharers. The present number of multi permit households with more than 2 permits in any event is currently insignificant. 
 

 Limit use of some roads to residents only. Difficult to administer and with adverse impact on family or other visitors such as friends or 
tradesmen. Non-consulted LTN schemes in adjacent Boroughs have proved extremely problematic and are being vigorously opposed. 
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 Directional or alternate (even/odd number plate schemes). Confusing, difficult to administer and problematic in respect of routine 
movements in and out of the borough by residents. How would this apply to non-residents? 
 

 Basing Permits on Vehicle size. Some support for this since it relates to parking bay usage although permits already penalise older 
and/or more polluting vehicles. May tend to be regressive in impact, adversely affecting those less able to afford the cost of replacing or 
upgrading their vehicle. 
 

 More effective control of casual parking areas and undisciplined parking, including delivery drivers, such as in the central Kings Rd area. 
Very significant support for better planned parking zones and more effective control of what is regarded largely as disruptive and polluting 
activity, often by visitors working or otherwise. 
 

 Greater provision of cycle lanes. Some support for this but highly contentious, many consider increasing cycle lane provision a direct 
factor in increasing traffic problems and pollution through resultant greater road congestion and not justified by the minimal use of cycle 
lanes frequently noted as well as the traffic dangers that often prove adverse in narrow residential streets with little road-space. 
 

 Both road excavation works and the prevalence of potholes generate significant traffic hold-ups and pollution. There is a clear need for 
more effective co-ordination of excavation works and the use of penalties for delay. These may serve to encourage more efficient 24/7 
work and better management of linked supply chain problems frequently quoted in defence of delayed excavation completions. 
 

 The progressive switch to electric vehicles clearly is inevitable but the provision of charging facilities may well be inadequate in the urban 
residential area of the Borough. At present it appears that despite the well-intentioned plans of the Council to accelerate such provision 
only a very small number of vehicle charging points exist and a number of these (lamp-post models such as Ubitricity) are not reserved 
for electric vehicles. It will no doubt prove extremely difficult and costly to increase the number of charging points from the 700 or so now 
in place to anything remotely approaching the number of some 30,000 permits presently in issue. 
 

 There is an argument that more vehicle parking spaces should be introduced, such as by the provision of echelon and perpendicular 
parking where practical. 
 

 Retain the Status Quo. It has been pointed out that the existing Residents Permit Scheme is already pollution based and the major 
revised system being proposed will be an administratively costly means to quite minimal pollution reduction in the light of the small 
degree of this caused by residents’ vehicles. 

 



45  
 

 Comment 

CONCLUSION 

Members of the Cheyne Walk Trust share the concern to reduce atmospheric pollution in the Borough and welcome the Council’s initiative to 
address this, in part by proposing a residents’ parking scheme based directly on a vehicle’s emissions. 

The CWT considers that a significant first step in this matter should be to understand clearly what the present patterns, causes and developing 
trends are in generation and control of atmospheric pollution and the ratio of th is generated by residents’ vehicles. This should provide a base 
line against which specific proposals may be evaluated in terms of gain, practicality and cost effectiveness. 

Traffic generated pollution reduction should be considered in the context of the Borough’s location in the Metropolis and as part of the wider 
national and Mayoral transport and environmental improvement policies, as well as those of other London (in particular adjacent) urban 
boroughs. Review should therefore assess wider policies that may affect traffic reduction through and in London, including Tf l management and 
legacy schemes such as the ECOWS and the LLCS. 

Recognising that current data capture capability is probably inadequate, the initial stage should address the need for useful data and how best to 
obtain this. It may therefore be beneficial that introduction of a new regime should be delayed to align with GLA plans for the extension of the 
ULEZ to include RBK&C in October 2021.  

A significant number of Minor Improvements should be evaluated, reviewed and trialled and as far as possible be put to consultation with the 
residents of the Borough for practicality, impact and acceptability. 

 

Ends 


