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1. Introduction  
 
Review of the Core Strategy  
 
1.1 The Council adopted its Core Strategy in December 2010, a document which looks 

ahead to 2028 setting a clear policy framework with regard to where new development 

should be located, the nature of this development and what uses should be protected.  
 
1.2 Central to the Local Development Framework system is the recognition that planning 

should readily adapt to changing circumstance. So some eighteen months on, the Council 

has in monitoring the effectiveness of its newly adopted policies asked two questions: are 

the Council's ambitions articulated by the policies within the Core Strategy still appropriate; 

and secondly if they are, are the policies within the Core Strategy working as expected?  
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2. The issue  
 
The current policy position  
 
2.1 A central tenet of the Core Strategy, a theme running strongly within the Keeping Life 

Local and Fostering Vitality Chapters, is that of 'diversity'. What makes the Borough the 

special place that it is? The Core Strategy sets out that central to our distinctiveness is the 

finely grained mix of uses such as shops, businesses and arts and cultural facilities, and 

what the Core Strategy termed, 'local borough functions', or the local shops and community 

facilities which support the Borough's residential character.  

 

2.2 The Council cannot simply let the market decide what uses go where, for despite the 

current period of austerity residential land values will continue to out compete nearly any 

other use. Left to its own devices the market will preside over increasing homogenisation of 

Kensington and Chelsea as a high quality residential area.  
 
2.3 One of our strategic objectives in the Core Strategy is for Keeping Life Local so that 

residential communities can flourish. In effect this means curbing the excesses of the 

market, and protecting uses that have lower land values, but remain of high value to the 

community. As such, Policy CK1 sets out to protect a wide range of social and community 

uses, uses which include medical facilities and care homes; hostels; launderettes; libraries; 

petrol filling stations; places of worship; places of education and sports facilities. The full list 

is set out in paragraph 30.3.5 of the Core Strategy.  
 
2.4 Particular reference was made to the Borough's public houses. Whilst these were 

considered to be a form of social and community facility, the Council concluded that given so 

few public houses had been lost in the last decade, there is too little evidence to resist their 

loss at the present time. The Core Strategy did, however, recognise that any loss is of 

concern and that this position would be "kept under review".  
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3. The Evidence  
 
3.1 The function of the Council's Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) is, as the name would 

suggest, to monitor net changes of land use within the Borough. The AMR confirmed 

information provided by some of our residents - that public houses continue to be lost to 

other uses.  

 

3.2 It would not be appropriate to suggest that the Borough has experienced such a decline 

in public houses as to threaten their very existence. However, a Council survey undertaken 

this year, indicates -that 110 public houses remain or one per 1,600 people living in the 

Borough. However, as the table below shows, after a period of relative stability, the last five 

years has seen a slight increase in their loss compared with the period 2002 to 2007.  
 
 

 
 
 
3.3 It should also be noted that whilst the rate of loss has not accelerated over the longer 

timescale, there has been a steady decline in the number of premises from 168 in 1980 to 

110 today, a net decline of 35%. The appended map shows the distribution of existing public 

houses and those that have been lost since 1980.  
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4. Why is the loss of public houses of concern to the Council?  
 
The loss of public houses raises two main issues:  
 
A. The loss of a social and community function  
 
Public houses are in an unusual, although not unique, position in that they are commercial 

operations that can serve a valuable community function, providing a foci which can help 

bind the community together. This 'community function' can be direct in the form of the 

provision of function rooms and the like, but is more often than not provided in a more 

nebulous, but no less valuable, manner. They are places where people meet. However, 

when considering the options there may be other uses which are considered valued meeting 

points and this should be borne in mind.  
 
B. The loss of a heritage asset  
 
The Borough has inherited a remarkable historic townscape and a large number of historic 

buildings, which contribute immensely to local distinctiveness both within the Borough and to 

London as a whole. The Borough's townscape is unique in its high quality, finely grained, 

historic built environment with a strong context and character. A large proportion of the pubs 

in the Borough contribute positively, either through their architectural merit or use, to the 

character and appearance of the area. The loss of these heritage assets could therefore 

cause irreversible damage to the character and appearance of our high quality townscape.  
 
The Council is of the view that the policies within the Core Strategy need to be revised in an 

attempt to arrest this decline in public houses.  
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Issue  
 
Do you agree that the Council should amend policies within the Core Strategy to try to 
resist the loss of public houses within the Borough?  
 
Please select one option from the list:  

 
 

Agree 
 

Disagree  
 
Other (please 

specify)  
 
Please type your answer here if you selected ‘Other’ (please specify) above or have another 

comment to make. 
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4.1 The Council recognises that the planning system, and in particular the intricacies of the 

Planning Use Classes Order, can make the protection of public houses difficult.  
 
4.2 The Use Classes Order 1987 (as amended) is a Government statutory instrument which 

puts uses into various categories known as 'Use Classes'. Broadly the A Class includes 

different types of 'retail' use; the B Class, offices and industry; the C Class various types of 

residential uses; and the D Class non residential institutions and leisure uses. The A Class is 

then subdivided into the following:  
 

Class A1 -Shops  
 
Class A2 -Financial and Professional Services (including estate agents and 

banks)  
 
Class A3 -Restaurants and Cafes  
 
Class A4 -Drinking Establishments (including public houses)  
 
Class A5 -Hot Food Takeaways  

 
4.3 Planning permission is not required to change to another use that falls into the same Use 

Class. Such a change is not considered to be 'development'. Changes of use that move 'up' 

the Use Class, for example from an A5 use to an A3 use is considered to be development, 

but it is development that is permitted by Government legislation.  
 
4.4 This is significant with regard the protection of public houses as planning permission is 

not required for the change of use of a public house to a bar (another Class A4 use), or to a 

restaurant, estate agent or to a shop.  
 
4.5 There is a mechanism to resist the normal provisions of permitted development, the 

Article 4 direction. Where the Local Planning Authority considers that the "exercise of 

permitted development rights would harm local amenity or the proper planning of the area" it 

can make an Article 4 direction, curtailing those rights.  
 
4.6 It must, however, be noted that the Council is liable to pay compensation where it 

refuses planning permission which would have been permitted development if an Article 4 

direction was not in place.  
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4.7 This compensation could be considerable, as it would not merely relate to the cost of 

making the application, but also to the difference in value between the public house and the 

refused use.  
 
4.8 As part of this Issues and Options process the Council must consider whether the costs 

which are likely to be associated with the use of Article 4 directions are a proper use of 

Council funds.  
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5. THE OPTIONS  
 
5.1 This section of the document seeks your views on possible options as to how the Council 

can protect public houses.  

 

5.2 These options are not intended to be exhaustive, and the Council would be keen to hear 

about any other possibilities. No inference is intended, or should be made, as to the order of 

the options or the case for and against each option, they are simply there as an aid for 

making an informed decision.  
 
Option One  
 
The Council should resist the loss of Class A4 uses (drinking establishments 
including public houses) across the Borough where a public house acts as a 
community facility and/or contributes to the character or appearance of the area.  
 
Pros  
 
This would allow the Council to protect those public houses that are considered to contribute 

positively, in one way or another, to the area, but release those that do not to other suitable 

uses outside of the A Class of the Use Classes Order.  
 
It should be noted that, as with all other options, changes of use within the A4 Class 

(drinking establishments), and to Class A1, A2 or A3 uses could not be protected as they 

would not require planning permission, unless the Council were to decide to make use of 

Article 4 directions.  
 
Cons  

 

It would not offer protection for other A Class uses, such as cafes and restaurants which 

may be considered as fulfilling a valuable community role and/or contributing to the 

character and appearance of the area. Planning enforcement is also problematic in so far as 

it is difficult to distinguish between a predominantly drinking use (Class A4) and a food use 

(Class A3) -it also raises the question as to whether it would be expedient to enforce in any 

case. 
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Option Two  
 
The Council should resist the loss of loss of Class A4 uses (drinking establishments 
including public houses) and Class A3 uses (restaurants and cafes) across the 
Borough where the facility acts as a community facility and/or contributes to the 
character or appearance of the area.  
 
Pros  
 
This option would protect most A Class uses that can be considered as community facilities. 

Different types of drinking and eating establishments would be given the same importance 

and it would avoid the difficulty of choosing between them for planning enforcement 

purposes, this presuming that it would be expedient to take action in the first place.  
 
Cons 
 

Shops (Class A1) uses are largely protected by existing Core Strategy policies. However, 

financial and professional uses (Class A2) would not be protected and unless an Article 4 

direction was used public houses and eating establishments could still change to a Financial 

and Professional Services use (Class A2) without the need for planning permission. It would 

then be easier to change a Class A2 use to another non A Class use as the loss of Class A2 

uses would not be resisted by choosing this option.  
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Option Three  
 
In consultation with residents groups, land owners and other interested stakeholders, 
the Council will draw up a list of public houses which it would like to see protected. 
The loss of any public houses on this list will be resisted. 
 
Pros  
 
This would remove the uncertainty of having to apply a-criterion to determine whether or not 

a particular drinking establishment is recognised as a social and community asset and/or 

contributes to the character and appearance of the area. 
 
Cons  
 
It may have a negative effect on the land value of the public houses included on the list. At 

the same time, such public houses could be converted into a different type of drinking 

establishment which could not be controlled through the planning system. It would also not 

protect those non -drinking establishments which may also fulfil a valuable community role 

and/or contribute to the character and appearance of the area.  
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Option Four  
 
The Council should resist the loss of all A Class uses where the facility acts as a 
community facility and/or contributes to the character or appearance of the area.  
 
Pros  
 
Some A Class uses are not considered as desirable as drinking and eating establishments, 

and a policy to protect these uses would not normally be considered necessary. However, by 

protecting all A Class uses, the risk of public houses being converted into another A Class 

use and then into a residential or another non A Class use may be reduced. Another 

advantage may be that in the case of Financial and Professional Services (Class A2), there 

are occasions where such services can provide a valued community facility and this option 

would allow them to be determined on their own merits.  
 
Cons  
 
There is still a possibility that a public house could change to a Financial or Professional use 

(Class A2) outside of a town centre in order to then change to a non A Class use. However, 

the business would have to be set up and operate as a Class A2 use before this could 

happen and it is considered such a scenario would be rare.  
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Your preferred option  
 
Please select your preferred option from the list: 
 

Option One  

Option Two  

Option Three  

Option Four  

Other (please specify)  
 
Please type your answer here if you selected ‘Other (please specify)’ above or have another 

comment to make in relation to the options on offer.  
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Suggestions  
 
Please let us have other suggestions as to how we can best protect public houses  
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