
Response to inspector’s Questions dated 25th May 2010 
 
 
 
Answers to the three questions are set out in the following sections: 
 

1) Can the Council show robust and convincing evidence that sufficient housing, 
including affordable housing, will be provided within the Strategic Allocations, 
specifically the Kensal Gasworks and Earl‟s Court Opportunity Areas to meet 
the PPS3 and London Plan requirements? 

 
2) Chapter 39 offers 3 contingency plans for alternative scenarios in the event of 

any unusual circumstances.  Can the Council provide evidence that these 
would be effective in delivering the level of anticipated development if 
required?  

 
3) Is there convincing evidence to support the expected delivery rates shown in 

the table providing Borough Housing Trajectory Data to 2027-28?   
 

In addition, further more detailed information is provided in the appendices: 
 
1: a response to questions raised by the Inspector regarding deliverability of housing 
at the Kensal Gasworks site, and the prospect of enhancing PTAL ratings through 
means other than Crossrail. 
 
2: Statements of Common Ground with Key Site Delivery Agencies 

- Transport for London (in respect of Kensal) 
- Ballymore (in respect of Kensal) 
- Sainsbury‟s  (in respect of Kensal) 
- London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham (in respect of Earl‟s Court) 

 
3: Four Housing Trajectory Scenarios and explanation 

- Scenario A: RBKC Core Strategy Housing Trajectory 
- Scenario B: Worst Case scenario for Kensal: 880 units and decreased 

„windfall‟ supply. 
- Scenario C: Kensal site delivers 1700 units; „windfall‟ supply is as assumed. 
- Scenario D: Kensal site delivers 1700 units; „windfall‟ supply is reduced by 

one-third 
 
4: A justification for windfall allowance and the likely impact of resisting loss of offices 
(Policy CF5), and Hotels (Policy CF8), on „windfall‟ site housing supply 
 
 
  



 
 
1) Can the Council show robust and convincing evidence that sufficient 

housing, including affordable housing, will be provided within the 
Strategic Allocations, specifically the Kensal Gasworks and Earl’s Court 
Opportunity Areas to meet the PPS3 and London Plan requirements? 

 
1.1 Strategic sites are set out in chapters 20 – 27 of the Core Strategy.  Kensal 

strategic site has a land use allocation of upwards of 2,500 new dwellings to 
be provided (Policy CA1).  At Earl‟s Court, 500 units are estimated to be 
delivered on the part of the site within the borough boundary – policy CA7.  
For each site, a proportion of affordable housing is expected. 
 

1.2 Crossrail will provide a high speed link from Kensal to the West End 
(approximately a 10 minute journey), The City (approximately a 15 minute 
journey) and Canary Wharf (approximately a 25 minute journey) will 
dramatically enhance accessibility and so allowing for the creation of homes 
and jobs. 
 

1.3 To this effect, the Mayor of London visited the site in December 2009 and has 
acknowledged the huge regeneration potential of a station in Kensal stating 
that the issue deserved closer examination. Further to this, he provided the 
Royal Borough with three tests with which a Crossrail station in Kensal must 
comply. These were that a station in Kensal must not:  

 
1. Degrade Crossrail‟s service or those of other rail services 
2. Add to Crossrail‟s costs 
3. Delay the Crossrail construction programme 

 
1.4 It is the Royal Borough‟s belief that these three tests can be overcome and 

are currently developing a railway timetable alongside Crossrail and will 
undertake detailed modelling work alongside Network Rail in the coming 
months, with the first stage due for September and the second stage 
expected in November. 
 

1.5 It is clear that a Crossrail station is now more than just a mere aspiration of 
the Borough and is becoming a reality.  
 

1.6 However, it is also recognised that the total delivery from the Kensal Strategic 
site is partly contingent on certain requirements which could be identified as 
risks to delivery, particularly the delivery of a Crossrail station.  In recognition 
of this, it is considered that a minimum 880 units can be delivered on the site, 
with minimal pre-development requirements in place.   
 

1.7 The 880 unit figure is based on existing planning permissions, and, in the 
event that the gas holder safety zone is to be retained.  If the PTAL rating is 
increased from 3 to 4, the site allocation would be increase to 1,732 dwellings, 
based on the Mayor‟s density matrix.  The Crossrail Station would increase 
the PTAL rating and unlock more parts of the Kensal site, but there are other 
recognised ways of increasing the public transport access without the 



Crossrail station having to be built (appendix 1 explains the measures 
required to enhance the PTAL rating).  These have been discussed with 
delivery partners who indicate their willingness to facilitate development 
through necessary measures.  Transport for London, and landowners 
Ballymore and Sainsbury‟s have been involved in the process throughout, and 
their recent signed Statements of Common Ground regarding Kensal are 
attached at appendix 2.   
 

1.8 In effect, increasing the PTAL rating for the site, acts as a Plan B to housing 
delivery at the Kensal Strategic Site.  It allows a substantially higher 
development to proceed, while the costs in infrastructure delivery are also 
reduced because a station will not be built.  It remains, however, a Plan B, as 
the delivery of a Crossrail station confers significantly wider benefits to the 
area. 
 

1.9 Contingency plans and risks are explained elsewhere – in particular the 
minimum delivery of 880 is explained in Core Strategy chapter 39, being the 
result of failure to achieve a higher PTAL rating. 
 

Impact on 5, 10 and 15 Year Housing Land Supply and Housing Trajectory 
 
1.10 The composition of the 5 year supply is based on identified deliverable sites, 

in line with PPS3 requirements.  Strategic sites are included within the supply, 
including for years 6-10.  The Housing trajectory has also been updated 
through this process as the timing of delivery of housing becomes clearer.  
Therefore, the phase one delivery at Kensal, as explained in the Core 
Strategy, is likely to be complete by 2017.  This is now reflected in the 
housing trajectory. 
 

1.11 Differing scenarios have been run through the Housing Trajectory.  These are 
attached at appendix 3.  These show that in the worst case scenario where 
880 units are delivered at Kensal, and the supply from „windfall‟ sites is 
reduced, there may be an impact on overall housing delivery.  This would 
occur towards the very end of the delivery period.  In all other cases, the 
housing delivery is achievable.  This is considered to be within acceptable 
levels of tolerance, and will allow any necessary measures to be introduced to 
remedy the shortfall. 
 

1.12 In the worst case scenario outlined above, any shortfall against the target 
would occur in later phases – from year 10 onwards.  Under these 
circumstances, the Council and it‟s partners‟ commitment to raising the PTAL 
rating  PTAL3 to PTAL4 at Kensal, means that further capacity has been 
identified and brought forward.  Because decisions about a Crossrail station 
would be known well in advance of the requirement to provide public transport 
infrastructure, the appropriate action to achieve a higher PTAL rating through 
other measures could be implemented immediately. 
 

1.13 The option is in fact, a fairly straightforward and achievable solution with 
demonstrable support (see appendices 1 and 2).  Chapter 39 of the Core 



Strategy also sets out scenarios and actions to be taken if there is an 
identified shortfall against target. 
 

1.14 The proposed Earls Court Opportunity Area provides a good level of certainty 
for delivering the estimated level of housing and affordable housing.  At 
appendix 2 a signed Statement of Common Ground between the London 
Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham and RBKC clarifies the approach to 
delivery, site capacity and the proportion which will be delivered within the 
Borough boundary demonstrated at 500 units; delivery of these units will not 
be affected by the need for decking over the railway lines as this is not 
required on that part of the site which is within the Borough. 
 

1.15 The Borough‟s affordable housing target is 200 units p.a. – equating to one 
third of the target completions p.a. (600 units).  Whilst the strategic sites will 
be expected to provide, subject to viability, the majority of these units in line 
with their allocation, other sources will also contribute.   
 

1.16 To achieve the 200 p.a. unit affordable housing target, strategic sites will 
require, on average to provide affordable housing at around 36% of their 
estimated capacity.  Although site considerations will need to be taken into 
account to assess viability of each site, the affordable housing policy of the 
Core Strategy (CH2) seeks a target of 50% affordable housing – a target 
based on identified high need.  Viability will vary over time, there are 
indications that proportions close to 50% is currently viable, based on 
strategic analysis (see Fordham‟s Dynamic Viability Model update, June 
2010). 
 

1.17 As explained in section 2 of this report – in response to Question Number 2 – 
contingency plans are sufficient to ensure continued housing supply.  In the 
event that housing delivery is shown to be below the monitoring targets, then 
appropriate actions will be taken.  For affordable housing, the identification of 
further sites above the policy threshold – which would be those identified in a 
SHLAA process – would continue to ensure the supply of affordable housing. 
 

1.18 Under the „Plan B‟ option for the Kensal site, the site would deliver up to 43% 
of the Borough‟s overall affordable housing.  This would occur if the site could 
achieve a 50% affordable housing target.  At a 33% affordable housing target, 
Plan B delivers 29% of the Borough‟s overall affordable housing supply.  The 
overall provision here will, necessarily, be dependent on detailed viability 
analysis.  It is not possible at present to build in costs for impacts on viability 
for the Crossrail turnback station, but merely to account for likely scenarios 
and differing levels of risk, as have been introduced in the various 
contingency scenarios explained further in section 2 of this report. However, if 
the level of affordable housing did not reach the anticipated level then the 
practical alternatives such as a Sites Allocation DPD discussed in relation to 
question two would be put into operation and this will assist in bringing further 
affordable housing forward.  
 
 

Conclusion 



 
1.19 The SHLAA methodology is considered robust.  Each of the sites identified as 

a Strategic Allocation has been tested rigorously through this process, and 
through ongoing work with delivery partner, such that sufficient housing 
delivery will come through their allocation.  Risk assessments have been built 
in to the allocation of the sites and where necessary, contingency measures 
identified in advance.   
 

1.20 During the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment  process each of 
the Strategic sites were assessed and discussed.  Elements of risk were built 
in to the methodology resulting in the figures used for the sites. Having 
weighed these risks and assessed capacity and probability of differing 
scenarios, both the Kensal and Earl‟s Court Areas have been designated as 
Opportunity Areas in the London Plan – a good indication that the GLA 
considers that significant development is likely to occur here. 

 
1.21 Strategic Site Allocations more generally, should be delivered in accordance 

with the estimates provided as part of the SHLAA process.  Contingency 
arrangements as set out in Chapter 39 of the Core Strategy, and explained in 
further detail in response to Question 2, below, will ensure that housing and 
affordable housing delivery continues.   

 
  



 
2) Chapter 39 offers 3 contingency plans for alternative scenarios in the 

event of any unusual circumstances.  Can the Council provide evidence 
that these would be effective in delivering the level of anticipated 
development if required?  

 
2.1 Chapter 39 of the Core Strategy sets out 3 contingency plans for alternative 

scenarios of housing delivery in the event of any unusual circumstances.  
 

“39.1.2 PPS3 states that local authorities should “identify different 
delivery options, in the event that housing delivery does not occur at 
the rate expected” (para 62). It adds that, as part of an implementation 
strategy, local authorities should identify possible risks and constraints 
to delivery and develop strategies to address any risks. The Council 
has tested its future housing growth assumptions exhaustively. 
However, in the event of any unusual circumstances, the Council has 
formulated contingency plans for three scenarios. 
 
39.1.3 Monitoring will provide the basis on which the contingency 
plans within the Core Strategy would be triggered, and where 
necessary undertake an early review of the relevant part of the Core 
Strategy monitoring identifies. 
 
39.1.4 Scenario 1 – There is a significant (more than 20%) shortfall 
in the actual delivery against the cumulative total. The Council will 
identify the reason for the shortfall and address any delivery constraint 
initially through considering amending policies on receipt of evidence 
and analysis, and encouraging land assembly. If this constraint cannot 
be overcome, the Council will return to the potential sites identified in 
the GLA SHLAA and Housing Capacity Study for assessment, and 
seek to identify further sites which would be suitable, available and 
achievable in light of changed circumstances. 
 
39.1.5 Scenario 2 – There is a shortfall against the expected 
provision in a site or allocation. The Council will identify the reasons 
for this shortfall e.g. a delivery constraint or a false assumption made 
in the assessment. The Council will encourage land assembly, and 
consider amending policies on receipt of evidence and analysis, for 
example relaxing restrictions on office conversions to residential, if this 
is deemed appropriate from an employment perspective as well as a 
housing perspective. If the shortfall is significant, and will impact on 
delivery against cumulative total as in Scenario 1, the Council will seek 
to identify further sites, again from the SHLAA, which would be 
suitable. 
 
39.1.6 Scenario 3 – Failure to deliver the level of anticipated 

development. The Council will seek to identify the reasons for the non-
delivery and seek to eliminate any constraint, for example by identifying 
specific sites and encouraging land assembly. Amending policies, as in 
Scenarios 1 and 2 will be considered, if deemed appropriate, in addition 



to the Scenario 1 option of identifying further sites. If this is not possible, 
the Council will review the spatial distribution of future housing sites and 
may need to give housing greater emphasis relative to other uses and 
the anticipated growth in the broad location will be encouraged in other 
parts of the Borough.” 

 
2.2 PPS3 advises that policies and proposed management actions should reflect 

the degree to which actual performance varies from expected performance, as 
indicated in the housing trajectory. Paragraph 64 states:  

 
“Where actual performance, compared with the trajectories, is within the 
acceptable ranges (for example within 10-20 per cent), and future 
performance is still expected to achieve the rates set out in the trajectories, 
there may be no need for specific management actions at that time. In such 
circumstances, Local Planning Authorities will wish to continue to monitor and 
review performance closely and consider the need to update the five year 
supply, of deliverable sites where appropriate”.  

 
2.3 The Council‟s housing trajectory and SHLAA demonstrate that performance is 

within acceptable ranges and that future performance is expected to achieve 
the Core Strategy targets. Chapters 38 and 39 of the Core Strategy set out 
the Council‟s commitment to monitor, review and amend polices where 
needed to secure delivery of the spatial vision.  This will be identified through 
the AMR housing policy performance analysis annually.  Indicator CP1(1) (net 
additional dwellings) contains specific, measurable targets.  Management 
actions would be introduced if analysis showed that the ten and fifteen year 
targets were not on track to be achieved and fell outside the acceptable 
range, or should the Council not be able to demonstrate a deliverable five 
year supply of housing. 

 
2.4 Future performance is expected to achieve the rates set out in the housing 

trajectory (appendix 3).  The Council does not envisage a need for specific 
management actions at this time.  Should this position change over the course 
of the plan period, this will be identified through the AMR and proposed action 
will reflect the identified obstacle or threat to delivery at that point in time after 
careful consideration of the options available.  

 
2.5 The „Plan B‟ option for Kensal – increased PTAL rating through other, non-

Crossrail measures -  which has been considered, and gained the support of 
important stakeholders, eliminates the risk from this particular strategic site. 
The scenarios 1, 2 and 3 set out in the Core Strategy paras 39.1.4 to 39.1.6 
are adequate to address most circumstances, and follow a logical sequence.  
For example, achieving a higher PTAL rating at Kensal through other public 
transport measures eliminates the constraint of failing to deliver a Crossrail 
Station. 

 
2.6 More generally, a range of measures may be required such as: 

-  revisiting SHLAA sites that had not been included in the final capacity 
figures.  This would require a further assessment of their probability and 
fully revisiting all assumptions included.  Such an exercise will be required 



periodically in any event, to maintain the Borough housing supply.  If 
monitoring indicated a reduction in housing completions against target, this 
would become necessary.   

- bringing forward a separate Site Allocations DPD; the preparation of further 
Site DPD /SPDs, either for site allocation purposes, or for development of 
specific sites which flow naturally from the above exercise.  These would be 
included within Local Development Scheme updates and reported through 
annual monitoring.   

 
2.7 The application of the three scenarios on the ground will require, and can be 

achieved, through the various measures.   Site assembly of further sites, by 
working corporately with RBKC‟s own Property Department, and with partners 
for existing known sites or those involved in infrastructure delivery.  The 
Kensington & Chelsea Partnership (the Local Strategic Partnership), for 
example, are involved in identifying site requirements and will assist with 
identification of site owners as part of a Site Allocations DPD to further add to 
the overall process. 

 
 
Conclusion 
2.8 A combination of the above approaches will sufficiently guard against failure 

to deliver the housing target through the Council‟s established monitoring 
systems.  The Council‟s AMR five year housing supply includes only schemes 
that are either under construction or have full planning permission as it can be 
demonstrated they are available, suitable and achievable in line with PPS3.  
Whilst, in reality, other identified and windfall sites will come forward and be 
developed in this timeframe that had no planning status at the time of AMR 
preparation, by close attention to the 5 year supply, necessary action can be 
taken to ensure continued housing supply.  

 
2.9 The above discussion focuses on the impact of a „Plan B‟ for the largest 

strategic site in the Borough – Kensal.  It also explains the range of measures 
at the Council‟s disposal should other sites fail.  These are the intervention 
measures referred to in the scenarios outlined in Chapter 39 of the 
Submission Core Strategy. 

 
2.10  In addition to Plan Bs or individual contingency arrangements for specific 

sites, the range of measures which would ensure delivery of housing against 
the target is achieved as explained above.  The key is to select the 
appropriate contingency for the situation which presents itself, and to have a 
package of measures available.  Clearly, it cannot be possible to identify 
every scenario, but by careful monitoring, and identification of the risks, 
housing delivery risk is minimised to an acceptable degree. 

  



 
3) Is there convincing evidence to support the expected delivery rates 

shown in the table providing Borough Housing Trajectory Data to 2027-
28?   

 
3.1 The Housing Trajectory data is underpinned by the SHLAA process, and on-

going monitoring of residential supply.  Full details of the London wide SHLAA 
methodology and results are set out in The London Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment and Housing Capacity Study 2009 published by the 
GLA in October 2009. The study was led by the GLA in conjunction with the 
boroughs and the involvement of house builders.  The Government Office for 
London (GOL) were also represented in the SHLAA process, and confirmed, 
in a joint statement with the GLA, that The 2004 HCS underpinning current 
targets was exceptionally rigorous and appropriate to the unique 
circumstances of London.  This statement forms part of the SHLAA. 

 
http://legacy.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/docs/15-yr-land-supply.pdf 

 
3.2 The GLA study identified housing capacity in London from 4 broad sources: 

 Capacity from large sites (0.25 hectares or above) through consideration of 
theoretical constraints and probability of development of large housing sites; 

 Capacity from small sites based on historical trends; 

 Capacity from non-self contained units based on historical trends; and  

 Capacity from vacant housing returning to use also based on agreed 
methodology. 

 
3.3 The process of defining the capacity for each borough has involved discussion 

with the GLA in order to agree figures.  During this process each of the 
Strategic sites were assessed and discussed in accordance with the detailed 
methodology. Having weighed risks and assessed capacity and probability of 
differing scenarios, the Kensal and Earls Court  sites have still been 
designated as Opportunity Areas in the London Plan – a good indication that 
significant development is anticipated by the GLA.  

 
3.4 The requirement for Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments is set 

out in Planning Policy Statement 31 (PPS3) as a proactive approach to 
identifying housing land supply.  The primary role of a SHLAA is to identify 
sites with potential for housing; consider their housing potential; and assess 
when they are likely to be developed. 

 
3.5 PPS3 sets out the national requirement for Local Development Frameworks 

(LDFs) to demonstrate a 15-year supply of land for housing from the date of 
adoption. This should be based on information from a SHLAA and/or other 
relevant evidence to identify deliverable sites for the first five years, 
developable sites for years 6-10 and where possible, potential housing sites 
for years 11-15.  

 

                                                 
1  CLG. Planning Policy Statement 3:  Housing.  CLG 2006 

http://legacy.london.gov.uk/mayor/planning/docs/15-yr-land-supply.pdf


3.6 National guidance on carrying out SHLAA provides flexibility in applying PPS3 
in light of local circumstances. The challenge for this study was to address 
PPS3 policy and the principles of national SHLAA guidance in the very distinct 
circumstances of inner-London, and the particularly densely built-up nature of 
the Royal Borough. The approach employed for the Royal Borough has 
addressed national requirements for: 

 An assessment which is based as far as is possible on specific sites with 
housing potential, on minimal dependence on „windfall assumptions‟, 

 An assessment of the housing potential of these sites, and  

 Realistic phasing of the development. 
 
3.7 This study was driven by the nationally set requirement to identify sufficient 

sites for at least the first 10 years of an LDF and where possible for longer 
than the whole 15 year plan period.  In line with national guidance, the study 
recognises it is not possible to accurately identify sufficient sites in London for 
the whole of the life of an LDF.  Thus, the study provides the evidence base to 
support judgements around whether broad locations should be identified 
and/or whether there are genuine local circumstances that mean a windfall 
allowance may be justified in the first 10 years of the plan.   

 
Strategic Sites 
 
3.8 Strategic Sites state their land use allocation within each chapter of the Core 

Strategy (see table below).  These are based on the SHLAA housing capacity 
study and on-going work with the relevant parties involved in delivering 
development at each site. 

 
Table 1: Strategic Site Estimated Capacity 

Strategic Site Total Estimated Housing Provision 

Kensal 2500 

Wornington 380 (new units from private sale) 

Land Adjacent to Trellick 
Tower 

60 

North Kensington Sports 
Centre 

No housing is allocated on this site. Some 
housing may be possible depending on the 
design of this site. 

The former Commonwealth 
Institute 

None/negligible 

Warwick Road (separate 
sites listed below) 

 

- Charles House 530 

- Former TA 255 

- Telephone Exchange 158 

- Homebase 300 

- 100 West Cromwell Rd 350 

Lots Road 420 

Earl's Court 500 

TOTAL 5453 

 
3.9 These allocations may vary from the data used to underpin the housing 

trajectory.  For example, and as outlined earlier, estimates built into the HCS 



and therefore the trajectory, will be lower.  Kensal is one example, where the 
lower site capacity of 880 units has been used to provide a greater certainty.   
The SHLAA process itself relies more on windfall sites than the allowance 
built into the trajectory, in effect shifting the balance away from a „windfall‟ site 
reliance.    

 
 
‘Windfall’ Supply 
 
3.10 In addition to the large sites identified there are other sources of capacity that 

are calculated by an allowance based on past trends. These additional 
sources of supply include small sites (<0.25ha), non-self contained units and 
supply from bringing vacant stock back into use.  In the unique circumstances 
of London, the SHLAA states that “these sources of housing supply have 
historically been important in addressing housing need”.  This source of 
supply is particularly important in the case of the Royal Borough. 

 
3.11 In keeping with a key principle of government guidance on SHLAA 

preparation, boroughs are strongly advised, in presenting their evidence, to 
minimise dependence on „windfall‟ capacity (in the SHLAA/HCS these are 
small sites, NSC and vacants) in order to meet their targets, and maximise 
use of evidence of capacity coming forward from identified sites – i.e. those in 
excess of 0.25ha. 

 
3.12 It recognises, explicitly, that in the unique circumstances of London many 

boroughs are nevertheless likely, in varying degrees, also to have to draw on 
evidence of the contribution of windfalls. Government policy in PPS3 provides 
flexibility to include windfall contributions, where justified, providing authorities 
have maximised the likely contribution of identified sites. 

 
3.13 It is considered that an allowance for windfall sites is justified in the case of 

the Royal Borough.  The allowance made for windfall provision in the housing 
supply trajectory has been minimised, while recognising it‟s importance to the 
Borough .   This evidence and justification was explained further to GOL in a 
paper dated 18th March 2010 (“Further Supporting Information on Windfall 
Sites submitted to GOL 18.3.10”), and forms part of the evidence library 
prepared for the Core Strategy examination in public. 

 
3.14 Therefore, the assumed „windfall‟ allowance contained within the housing 

trajectory is set at 130 units p.a.  In arriving at this assumption, past trends 
have been analysed, in addition to assumptions regarding policy changes 
(further explanation at Appendix 4).  This contains a conservative estimate of 
the „windfall‟ supply.  A further reduction in the „windfall‟ supply, is built into the 
scenarios in appendix three, which demonstrates the impact of a further 
reduction of one third.   

 
3.15 The reliance on „windfall‟ sites is not dissimilar to other London Boroughs such 

as LB Camden.  RBKC recognise that a more restrictive approach to the 
supply of housing from offices and hotels is likely to reduce the supply of 



„windfall‟ sites.  This has been factored in to the assumed „windfall‟ supply and 
should not harm overall supply further. 

 
Conclusion 
 
3.16 The full 2,500 unit capacity at Kensal has not been built in to the trajectory.  

The current housing trajectory is shown in Appendix 3.  The assumptions built 
in to this trajectory are based on known estimates for the Kensal site – at a 
reduced rate of 880. 

 
3.17 The trajectory, and the assumptions contained within the SHLAA are based 

on a sound and robust methodology, in accordance with PPS3.  This contains 
evidence to support the expected delivery rates shown in Borough Housing 
Trajectory Data. 

 
3.18 The supply of housing at strategic sites is expected to come forward as 

explained in the answer to question 1.  Sufficient contingency plans are in 
place, should circumstances dictate that delivery cannot be as high as 
anticipated, for any site.   

 
3.19 The reliance on windfall supply was previously addressed in response to GOL 

in a paper dated 18th March 2010 (Further Supporting Information on Windfall 
Sites submitted to GOL 18.3.10), part of the evidence library prepared for the 
Core Strategy examination in public.  The assumed „windfall‟ supply for the 
borough has been minimised.  It has been included, in recognition of supply 
as a useful source of housing, but has been reduced by proportion.  Appendix 
4 explains the reasons for the assumptions made in arriving at the current 
figure.  The scenarios in Appendix 3 demonstrate the impact of changing the 
„windfall‟ allowance. 

 
 
 
  



4 Overall Summary/Conclusion 
 
4.1 Overall it is considered that RBKC has identified housing sites to meet 

housing requirements set out in the current target and to potentially meet any 
higher targets in favourable circumstances.   The Core Strategy sets out how 
its vision will be implemented and delivered through a combination of private 
sector investment, the work of other agencies and bodies and the Council‟s 
own strategies and initiatives and makes a commitment to continue to work 
with all its partners to ensure that the Core Strategy policies can be delivered.  
The Core Strategy identifies broad locations which are key to implementation 
of housing delivery policies on the Key Diagram. It outlines how development 
to accommodate projected growth will be mainly located in and around the 
Borough‟s Strategic Sites.  Specific chapters set out in detail the vision for 
each site identified for growth and the obstacles and constraints which need to 
be overcome to deliver housing and other development in each location. 

 
4.2 The Core Strategy has inbuilt flexibility to ensure the continued delivery of 

housing through changes to economic cycles, but other risks to delivery have 
been identified and contingencies developed to ensure the minimum impact 
on the delivery of the Core Strategy.  However, if supply of housing 
continuously fails to meet target, management actions will be put in place to 
alter this trend, as identified in Chapter 39. 

 
4.3 This report demonstrates how the procedures in place will ensure, through 

continued joint working and monitoring of housing delivery, the borough‟s 
targets will continue to be met.  It demonstrates the commitment to delivering 
development at Kensal in the event that a Crossrail Station cannot be 
secured, it explains the procedures to implement a „Plan B‟ option, which 
enhances the transport accessibility to deliver in excess of 1700 dwellings at 
the site.  Furthermore, it demonstrates that even in the worst case scenario, 
the shortfall would be small.  It is in the event of such circumstances the 
contingency scenarios would be required for continued housing delivery – e.g. 
site assembly and policy review. 

 
4.4 The windfall allowance used is already a conservative estimate.  Past trends 

would suggest 35% of dwellings from windfalls, based on completions.  The 
housing trajectory has sought to allow for just 22% and this would be further 
reduced in later years.  This already builds in some element of change, and 
reflects PPS3 requirements that there should not be excessive reliance on 
windfall sites. 

 
4.5 Testing the windfall allowance further, by reducing by up to 50 units per year, 

should not affect the trajectory, which shows how we meet the housing target 
overall, provided that development occurs broadly as expected.  

 
4.6 The „worst case‟ scenario consists of a low level of development at Kensal – 

880 units - and a further reduction in completions from previously unidentified 
sites – by around one third.  The effect on the housing trajectory shows that 
there would be an overall shortfall in supply of housing. This is a small 
shortfall relative to the overall supply of housing.   



 
4.7 Due to the contingency plans in place, such a circumstance would be avoided 

by introducing contingency measures for Kensal, or on other sites as 
necessary.  „Plan B‟ demonstrates how additional housing can be delivered at 
the site.  It involves co-operation and joint working to which the relevant 
parties have shown their commitment.   

 
4.8 Through the SHLAA/Housing Capacity Study process risks and probabilities 

of site development and quanta were assessed.  This rigorous methodology 
concluded that development will occur at Kensal sufficient for it to be 
designated as an Opportunity Area.  By increasing the strategic site capacity 
to over 1,700, the housing trajectory demonstrates that the supply of housing 
will meet the target, with minimal reliance on „windfall‟ sites. 

 
  



 
Appendices 
 
Appendix 1: Response to questions raised by the Inspector regarding 
deliverability of housing at the Kensal Gasworks site 
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Appendix 1 
Response to questions raised by the Inspector regarding deliverability of 
housing at the Kensal Gasworks site 
 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 It is noted that the Inspector requires reassurances that the level of 

development stated in the submission Core Strategy is achievable without a 
Crossrail Station being established in the area.  

 
2. Use of PTALs to determine appropriate locations for development and 

density 
 
2.1 Consistent with PPG13 and the Mayor‟s draft replacement London Plan the 

submission Core Strategy requires in policy CT1(a) “high trip generating 
development to be located in areas of the Borough where public transport 
accessibility has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) score of 4 or 
above.” Transport for London (TfL) state in their document “Measuring Public 
Transport Accessibility Levels” (2005) that “PTALS are a detailed and 
accurate measure of the accessibility of a point to the public transport 
network, taking into account walk access time and service availability. The 
method is essentially a way of measuring the density of the public transport 
network at any location within Greater London.” The PTAL method is retained 
as the primary way of measuring public transport accessibility within the 
Mayor‟s draft replacement London Plan. PTAL four is defined as a „good‟ level 
of public transport accessibility by TfL, with three defined as „moderate‟.  

 
2.2 Table 3.2 of the Mayor‟s draft replacement London Plan seeks to ensure 

levels of new housing are optimised by setting out a density matrix. The 
matrix seeks greater housing densities as PTAL increases. The highest levels 
of housing density are appropriate only at sites that are PTAL four or greater. 
The London Plan notes that local context, design quality and public transport 
capacity are key factors relevant to optimising housing potential and therefore 
the density matrix should not be applied mechanistically. As the Kensal 
Gasworks site is relatively self contained in terms of its relationship with the 
surrounding townscape, local context is unlikely to require a reduction in 
housing density. The design quality of new development will be of vital 
importance but with careful consideration of factors such as bulk, massing 
and layout this is unlikely to require a reduced housing density, especially 
given that one of the characteristics of the Borough as a whole is low-to-
medium rise high density residential development. The capacity of public 
transport will be a key factor in achieving the desired housing densities. The 
major landowners have set out in Statements of Common Ground that they 
are willing to fund the public transport improvements necessary to realise the 
full potential of the site. TfL have also indicated in a Statement of Common 
Ground that they are willing to provide improved bus services to the site to 
meet the new demand arising.  

 



2.3 PTAL four at this site will allow the levels of development set out in the 
submission Core Strategy to be achieved in accordance with the density 
matrix of the Mayor‟s draft replacement London Plan.  

 
 
3. Consideration of alternative options for delivering high density 

development at Kensal Gasworks 
  
3.1 The provision of a Crossrail station would increase the PTAL from three to 

four. This would allow the levels of development set out in the submission 
Core Strategy to be achieved. The submission Core Strategy sets out a plan 
B should a Crossrail station not be delivered. This is to “improve local 
accessibility through bus-based improvements and off site rail improvements.” 
Off site rail improvements relate to the provision of a new West London Line 
Station near North Pole Road. For the Kensal Gasworks site to benefit from 
this station, there would need to be new pedestrian links over the railway lines 
north of the North Pole Depot site. However, the delivery of the North Pole 
Depot site for redevelopment is uncertain.  

 
3.2 Given this uncertainty the Council‟s focus is on alternative improvements. 

These improvements include additional local buses and / or the bridging of the 
Grand Union Canal to allow pedestrians easier access to the Kensal Green 
underground and overground station, via Kensal Green Cemetery.  

 
4. Summary of PTAL analysis at the Kensal Gasworks site 
 
4.1 PTAL scores are determined by using PTAL indexes and eight banded levels, 

from 1a (very poor) up to 6b (excellent).  PTAL 4 is based on a PTAL index of 
between 15.01 and 20  

 
4.2 Based on the existing provision of public transport the PTAL index in the 

centre of the Kensal Gasworks is 14.00. This means that an increase of 1.01, 
to 15.01, would be sufficient to increase the site‟s accessibility to PTAL 4. 

 
5. Impact on PTAL of bus improvements  
 
5.1 The 295 bus route already terminates at the Gasworks site. If, as it has 

indicated that it would expect to, TfL extended the route closer to the centre of 
the site and increased its frequency from 7.5 buses per hour (bph) to 10 bph 
this would increase the PTAL index of the site to 15.28. This example 
demonstrates that a comparatively small change is sufficient to increase the 
public transport accessibility of the site to a level suitable for higher density 
development. In reality existing bus capacity would also need to be assessed 
and it is highly likely that more substantial improvements would be necessary 
to accommodate the level of demand likely to be generated by a high density 
residential development. 

 
6. Impact on PTAL of pedestrian links over the Grand Union Canal 
 



6.1 The Gasworks site is bounded to the north by the Grand Union Canal and 
Kensal Green Cemetery. There is currently no pedestrian access over the 
canal. If pedestrian access was provided Kensal Green underground and 
overground station would be within an eight minute walk of the centre of the 
Gasworks site. This would increase the index of the site from 14 to 18.83 

 
7. Impact on PTAL of a combination of bus and access improvements 
 
7.1 If the example bus improvements set out in paragraph 5.1 were secured as 

well as the improvement in paragraph 6.1, the PTAL index of the site would 
increased to 20.11. This would give the site a PTAL of 5 and would provide 
residents of the site with a very good mix of public transport options.  

 
8. Summary and conclusion 
 
8.1 A PTAL score of 4 is required in order to allow the quantum of development 

envisaged in the submission Core Strategy to be delivered. This would be 
achieved by the provision of a Crossrail station. However if a Crossrail station 
could not be delivered it has been demonstrated above that it is possible to 
increase the PTAL score on the site to at least PTAL 4 using alternative 
transport improvements. 

 



  



 
Appendix 2 Statements of Common Ground with Key Site Delivery Agencies 
 
All as separate .pdf scanned documents 
 
Transport for London (in respect of Kensal) Statement of Common Ground signed by 
Colin Lovell, the Head of Land Use Planning. 
 
Ballymore (in respect of Kensal) by David Laycock, Senior Town Planning Manager, 
Ballymore 
 
Sainsbury‟s  (in respect of Kensal), signed by Jeff Wilson, Regional Town Planning 
manager, Sainsbury‟s 
 
London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham (in respect of Earl‟s Court), signed by 
John Whitwell, Assistant Director (Planning), LBHF 
 
  



Appendix 3: Housing Impact of Strategic Sites and ‘windfall’ Allowance on 
Housing Trajectory. 
 
Introduction 
4 different scenarios (A to D) are set out below, with differing assumptions regarding 
the level of development at Kensal and from „windfall‟ sites.  Only in scenario B does 
this fail to deliver the London Plan housing targets.  The combination of assumptions 
in scenario B is very unlikely to occur.  It is therefore concluded that there is 
convincing evidence that the housing target can be achieved. 
 
Scenario A 
The trajectory below demonstrates housing supply trajectory, and the „windfall‟ 
allowance as currently assumed: 
 
Trajectory A: RBKC Core Strategy Housing Trajectory 

 
 
Variables: 
Kensal Site: 880 units 
„Windfall‟ allowance: 130 p.a. (this is 22% of the total target of 600 units p.a.). 
 
This indicates that the target will be met when the supply line crosses the zero axis - 
in this case 2026/27.  It is therefore similar to the annual monitoring trajectory, 
covering the entire Core Strategy period, as advised by GOL and GLA.   
 
This shows delivery at the Kensal Strategic Site coming forward within the period up 
to 2017, at an estimated supply of 880 units.  These units are expected to come in 
phases over a number of years.  The supply of „windfall‟ units in this trajectory, is 130 
p.a. for the earlier years.  As detailed in the main report, this represents 22% of the 
total delivery of residential units per year, which is already a reduction on the actual 
delivery as a proportion of housing completions. 
 
 
Scenario B 
The trajectory below is as for Scenario A, but the „windfall‟ allowance has been 
reduced.  In this case, only two thirds of the expected „windfall‟ supply would be 
delivered.  This shows that the overall supply target would not be met.  The 
availability of sites in the very late stages of the trajectory is unknown or uncertain at 
this point in time. 
 
Trajectory B: Worst Case scenario for Kensal: 880 units and decreased 
‘windfall’ supply. 
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Variables: 
Kensal Site: 880 units 
„Windfall‟ allowance: set to two-thirds of assumed – i.e. 86 p.a. 
 
The scenario is unlikely due to the high possibility of exceeding the minimum known 
capacity at Kensal, and the fact that the supply from „windfall‟ sites is likely to 
continue as assumed – at a higher rate.  The trajectory as shown in scenario A, 
above, at around 130 units p.a. from „windfall‟ sites, is expected to continue.  As set 
out in appendix 4, this an already reduced reliance on „windfall‟ sites when compared 
to the rate demonstrated through analysis of development trends. 
 
 
Scenario C 
The trajectory below demonstrates overall housing supply trajectory where Kensal 
delivers at it‟s Plan B‟ rate (1,700), and the „windfall‟ allowance is as currently 
assumed – at 13o units p.a.  This indicates that the target will be met when the 
supply line crosses the zero axis, in this case 2024/25. 
 
Trajectory C: Kensal site delivers 1700 units; ‘windfall’ supply is as assumed. 

 
 
Variables: 
Kensal Site: 1700 units 
„Windfall‟ allowance: the assumed „windfall‟ allowance of 130 units p.a. 
 
As explained in the main report, the capacity at the Kensal site is likely to be 
increased to over 1,700 if the PTAL rating increases to PTAL4. 
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Scenario D 
The scenario below is as for C, but with a reduced „windfall‟ allowance to two-thirds 
of that expected.  This shows the target being met also, but later - in 2025/26. 
 
Trajectory D: Kensal site delivers ,1700 units; ‘windfall’ supply is reduced by 
one-third 

 
 
Variables: 
Kensal Site: 1700 units 
„windfall‟ allowance: set to two-thirds of assumed – i.e. 86 p.a. 
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Appendix 4: Justification for windfall allowance and the likely impact of 
resisting loss of offices (Policy CF5), and Hotels (Policy CF8), on ‘windfall’ site 
housing supply 
 
Through on-going monitoring, it can be seen that in the borough the proportion of 
housing delivered on small sites has been high, and is an important source of 
housing.   
 
More detailed analysis of „windfall‟ sites within the London Development Database 
from 2004 again demonstrates that for RBKC, more than one third of the Borough‟s 
housing completions are from windfall sites each year.  These range from around 74 
units per year, to 112 per year (see table 2 below).  There is a relationship between 
overall completions and the supply through windfalls, though it is not a direct 
correlation. Any assumptions about increased supply relative to overall should be, 
and have been, treated cautiously in making assumptions about future windfall 
allowances. 
 
 Table 2:Completions per year 2004-2008: Total and Windfall percentage 

Financial Year Windfall 
Completions* 

Total 
Completions 

Windfall % of 
total 

2004 92 245 37.6 

2005 74 203 36.5 

2006 86 296 29.1 

2007 112 245 45.7 

2008 92 282 32.6 

Totals 456 1271 35.8 

Source:LDD 
Completions from unstated sources not previously identified* 

 
 
This reliance on windfalls is not considered excessive, given the characteristics of 
the Borough.  While historically 36% of completions have come from „windfall‟ sites, 
varying from 29% of total completions to 45% (see table 4 above) the allowance built 
in to the Housing Trajectory is is substantially lower, at 22% of total (130 from the 
total of 600).   
 
This ensures that the reliance on windfall supply is minimised, and keeps the figure 
in accordance with the findings of the SHLAA, and accounts for the likely impacts of 
policy changes- the restrictions on office and hotel losses in Policies CF5 and CF8 
(see discussion below).  This figure used, therefore, is a conservative estimate; 35% 
of the new 600 per annum housing target, would be 210 units.   
 
Even with a further reduced reliance on „windfall‟ sites beyond that already assumed, 
due to changes in policy, it can be demonstrated that overall housing delivery 
against target will continue to be achieved. 
 
Offices 
Analysis taken from the London Development Database shows that that the 
historical contribution of office floorspace to small sites‟ residential development is 



relatively small, i.e. the enhanced protection of the loss of small offices will not 
substantially affect the supply of housing from this source. 

 
The total supply over 5 years is 187 (at an average of 37 units per year), although 
this has not been at the expense of all office floorspace – in some cases the office 
floorspace has been retained or provided elsewhere.  Of the 63 instances where 
windfalls have been provided in former office floorspace, 2 cases (PP/05/00843 and 
PP/06/00863) were known sites, and so could not be considered to be windfalls 
(these account for 15 residential units in total). 

 
A more restrictive policy as proposed could, therefore, limit the supply to housing by 
around 35 units per year, from these sources, compared with what may otherwise 
have been assumed. 
 
Hotels 
Policy CF8 resists the loss of hotels in the Borough except for Earls Court Ward.  
The Hotels Survey identified Earl‟s Court Ward as containing nearly half of the 
Borough‟s hotels.  Due to this concentration, the restrictions do not apply here.  
Analysis shows a loss of hotel space to supply 70 additional residential units across 
the borough, over a 5 year period.  The majority of these have been from the 
aforementioned ward of Earl‟s Court as well as Courtfield, although there remains a 
significant hotel stock there.  If we assume the restrictive policy of CF8 reduces the 
stock of housing by the equivalent amount – which provides an optimistic view of the 
policy use - then the supply may be reduced by a further 14 per year. 
 
Impact 
The combined effect of these policies cannot be fully assessed in advance of their 
implementation.  However, from a housing delivery perspective if we assume a worst 
case scenario – that the policies work and therefore protect the loss of these uses to 
housing - the effect may be to reduce windfall supply of housing by up to 50 units per 
year. 
 
Conclusion 
The windfall allowance assumed for housing delivery in RBKC has been minimised.  
In arriving at the allowance, past trends have been used, combined with an impact 
analysis for policies CF5 and CF8.  The reduction has therefore been factored in to 
the assumed windfall allowance.  Past trends indicate that 35% of the total 
completions have been from „windfall‟ sites, whereas the housing trajectory reduces 
this to 22%.   
 
In Appendix 3, analysis contained on housing trajectory, and on assumed „windfall‟ 
supply demonstrates what will happen if the windfall supply is further reduced.  This 
is considered to be highly unlikely due to the already minimised reliance on supply. 
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