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Planning Policy Team 
Planning and Place 
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 
Town Hall 
Hornton Street 
London  
W8 7NX 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
 

ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA NEW LOCAL PLAN REVIEW - PUBLICATION- 
(REGULATION 19 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (LOCAL PLANNING) (ENGLAND) 

REGULATIONS 2012 (AS AMENDED)) CONSULTATION 
 
COMMERCIAL ESTATES GROUP LIMITED REPRESENTATIONS 
 
 
Thank you for consulting us on the New Local Plan Review Publication (Regulation 19) (October 2022), referred 

to below as the ‘NLPR’. 

 

We write on behalf of our client, Commercial Estates Group Limited, (hereby known as ‘CEG’). CEG is a UK 

developer and investor who manage a number of assets in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 

(‘RBKC’) including Plaza, 535 King’s Road, London, SW10 0SZ and Sloane Square House, 1 Holbein Place, 

London, SW1W 8NS. CEG have a programme of ongoing investment in their estate across the UK and would 

like to take the opportunity to work with Local Authority, partners and other stakeholders to ensure that the 

contribution of each asset can be optimised. These representations are submitted in that vein, and we look 

forward to developing a conversation and extending existing pre-application discussions with you about how 

that objective is best achieved over the coming months. 

 

CEG welcome the opportunity to be involved in the Local Plan development process, engaging previously with 

the Local Plan Issues and Options (2019) consultation, and submitting representations to the New Local Plan 

Review Regulation 18 Consultation in March 2022.  
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National Policy Context 

 

Paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’, July 2021) states that for an emerging Local 

Plan to be found “sound”, it must satisfy the below four criteria: 

 

1. Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively 

assessed needs, and is informed by agreements with other authorities so that unmet need from 

neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving 

sustainable development; 

 

2. Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 

proportionate evidence; 

 

3. Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary 

strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of 

common ground; and 

 

4. Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance 

with the policies in the NPPF and other statements of national planning policy, where relevant. 

 

Further to the four tests above, local plans in London are also required to be in “general conformity” with the 

London Plan. 

 

Background 

 

RBKC undertook its consultation of the draft plan (Regulation18 stage) in early 2022. Within the Regulation 18 

plan the Site was not identified as part of the Site Allocations. However, CEG suggested within their submitted 

representation that there was good justification for the Site to be specifically allocated as suitable for mixed-

use development. In addition, CEG made a number of other comments/recommendations regarding the draft 

policies. CEG’s Regulation 18 Representation has been appended for background information.  

 

It is clear from the New Local Plan (Publication version)  that the Council have positively considered some of 

CEG’s previous comments/recommendations, and it is acknowledged that Plaza, 535 King’s Road has now 

been allocated for mixed-use development. Whist this is appreciated and we remain broadly supportive of the 

principles and objectives of the New Local Plan, there are draft policies which we consider require further 

amendments in order to accurately reflect the comments/suggestions made in previous representations and 

ensure the Plan is sound in accordance with the regulations and national policy. 
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Our comments/recommendations are set out below, and where the NLPR proposes policy wording this is set 

out in blue alongside any of our recommended changes which are shown in red for deletions and green for 

additions. 

 

Main Representation  

 

Introduction  

 

Paragraph 1.8 sets out that RBKC are committed to putting the community first, recognising that for the Plan 

to be successful it must draw upon the experiences of residents and local businesses. This is supported.  

 

In addition, we continue to share our support of the vision for a green, inclusive, and liveable Borough as set 

out in V1 Vision for the Borough in line with the ‘good growth’ agenda set out in the London Plan (2021), and 

welcome the promotion of “green” to the forefront of the Plan’s agenda. However, Paragraph 1.18 sets out that 

the Borough needs to build new homes and workspaces and provide the services needed for a growing 

population but that ‘development will not be allowed at any cost’. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out that there 

should be a presumption in favour of sustainable development that meets the needs of the area. It is therefore 

considered that for RBKC to apply a principle that does not allow development at any cost is not in accordance 

with those of the NPPF and should either be removed, or re-worded as set out in the proposed suggestion 

below: 

 

‘It means that we need to build new homes and workspaces and provide the services needed by a 

growing population, but and sustainable development that is in accordance national and local policy 

will be supported not be allowed at any cost.’ 

 

 

Green-Blue Future 

 

Section 2 sets out the ambition for a Green-Blue future for RBKC and highlights that the NLPR will place the 

environment at the centre of considerations for new development proposals, to ensure development contributes 

to the mitigation and adaptation to climate change. The draft Plan sets out policies for circular economy, whole 

life-cycle carbon, energy and net zero carbon; controlling air pollution, light pollution, odour, noise and vibration; 

managing flooding and flood risk; protection and enhancement of green infrastructure, biodiversity and trees; 

as well as waste and contaminated land. Ensuring that we work for environmental benefits is also a core value 

of CEG as a developer. However, it should be acknowledged that some environmental benefits have significant 
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financial implications and the Plan must recognise that where a priority is placed on requiring environmental 

benefits, these need to be balanced against financial viability and other planning merits. 

 

Policy GB4: Energy and Net Zero Carbon  

 

In CEG’s written representation for the Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, comments were made on Policy 

G3 (now GB4) which have not been addressed. As such, these comments still stand and we respectfully 

request that these are considered as part of this consultation process. They are set out in Appendix 1.  

 

Policy GB6: Air Quality 

 

In CEG’s written representation for the Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, comments were made on Policy 

G6 (now GB6) which have not been addressed. As such, these comments still stand and we respectfully 

request that these are considered as part of this consultation process. They are set out in Appendix 1.  

 

Further to previous comments made, Policy GB6 Part (C) states that: 

 

‘Major developments located in AQFAs, masterplans, development briefs and large-scale development 

proposals (that are subject to Environmental Impact Assessments) are required to deliver an ‘Air 

Quality Positive’ approach.’  

 

CEG support improvements to air quality across the Borough, and share RBKC’s ambitions set out in the new 

five-year Air Quality Action Plan (2022- 2027). It is also acknowledged that the entire Borough is classified as 

an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). Notwithstanding, it is noted that the wording of the policy has been 

become more stringent in comparison to the Regulation 18 draft policy. It is important that the Council 

recognises that setting such a stringent policy would incur additional financial burdens on developers and 

therefore could result in the minimisation of other potential benefits associated with development proposals. 

We therefore suggest the wording of the policy reverts back to the Regulation 18 wording, to state:  

 

Major developments located in AQFAs, masterplans, development briefs and large-scale 

development proposals (that are subject to Environmental Impact Assessments) are required to 

deliver an should be ‘Air Quality Positive’ approach.’  
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Policy G12: Surface Water Run-off and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) 

 

In CEG’s written representation for the Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, comments were made on Policy 

G12 (now GB12) which have not been addressed. As such, these comments still stand and we respectfully 

request that these are considered as part of this consultation process. They are set out in Appendix 1. 

 

Policy GB17: Biodiversity 

 

In Policy GB17, which sets out the Borough’s proposed approach to Biodiversity, Part (D) states that:   

 

‘Relevant development including major development must achieve a minimum on-site biodiversity net-

gain of 10 per cent in accordance with the Environment Act 2021 and forthcoming Regulations.’ 

 

While we support the requirement for development to achieve biodiversity net gain, we believe that the on-site 

requirement for this delivery is overly strenuous, and does not accord with the Environment Act 2021 and 

forthcoming regulations. In the Environment Act 2021, Section 90A states that the biodiversity value attributable 

to the development is formed of a total of post-development on-site biodiversity value, any off-site biodiversity 

gain, and the biodiversity value of any credits purchased. As such, it is considered that requesting a 10% 

biodiversity net gain to be delivered on-site is unjustified and overly restrictive, and would not be in general 

conformity with National Policy. In addition, achieving a 10% net gain may not always be feasible on-site when 

a development is seeking to deliver various other public benefits.  

 

Taking the above into account, we suggest the following amendments are made to the current draft wording: 

 

‘Relevant development including major development must achieve a minimum on-site biodiversity net-

gain of 10 per cent in accordance with the Environment Act 2021 and forthcoming Regulations.’ 

 

Homes 

 

Policy HO1: Delivery and protection of homes 

 

CEG wish to continue to work with the Council to bring forward sites across the Borough and deliver new 

homes. Therefore, we support the aspiration to meet and exceed the housing targets set for the Borough, as 

set out in HO1 below:  

 

‘Meet and exceed the London Plan target, which is currently 4,480 new homes over 10 years in the 

Borough by:  
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1. Delivering 1,500 homes in the first five years of the Local Plan with an annual target of 300 homes.  

2. Delivering 2,980 homes in years six to ten of the Local Plan.  

3. Supporting the delivery of homes on site allocations.  

4. Optimising the homes delivered on all sites using a design led approach and benchmarking against 

the nationally described housing standards.  

5. Using a design led approach on small sites.  

6. Resist very large homes by benchmarking floorspace against nationally described housing 

standards.’ 

 

Policy HO3: Community Housing 

 

Policy HO3 sets out the Council’s approach to the provision of community housing in the Borough, seeking to 

maximise the provision of genuinely affordable housing in the Borough, subject to an open book Financial 

Viability Assessment. CEG generally support the weight being given to the development's economics and 

financial viability, as set out in Part (F) of the policy. This approach is consistent with London Plan Policy H5, 

which requires a financial viability assessment to ascertain the maximum level of affordable housing deliverable 

on a scheme. 

 

Part (K) of the policy sets out the requirements for the tenure mix of community housing, stating that: 

 

‘Community housing must be provided as 70 per cent social rent (preferred) or London Affordable Rent 

in some limited circumstances such as where grant funding is available to deliver additional homes.’ 

 

As previously mentioned, CEG seek to help maximise the delivery of affordable housing on their sites in the 

Borough. Nevertheless, it is considered that the proposed tenure split is highly inflexible and overly onerous on 

development, with no acknowledgement of viability. The result of the Council’s proposed approach may limit 

the delivery of housing and affordable housing and undermine the objectives of the policy. Consequently, CEG 

believe a viability case should be capable of being advanced with the Council on sites where a policy compliant 

tenure split is not deliverable.  

 

As such, we suggest that the wording of Policy H03 is amended as follows: 

 

‘Community housing must should be provided as 70 per cent social rent (preferred) or London 

Affordable Rent in some limited circumstances such as where grant funding is available to deliver 

additional homes. Where this requirement cannot be met, development will subject to an open book 

financial viability assessment.’ 
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Policy HO4: Housing Size and Standards 

 

Draft Policy HO4 sets out the requirement for developments to provide a mix of different type and sized homes:  

 

‘New residential developments must include a mix of types and sizes of homes to reflect the varying 

local needs of the Borough, taking into account the characteristics of the site, and current evidence in 

relation to housing need.’ 

 

Furthermore, Figure 3.1 sets out the bedroom size requirement, which has been informed by the LHNA 

(January 2022). This report concludes that the Borough has a growing need for smaller homes, with an 

expected decrease in the number of households with children by 7% as follows:  

 

‘1 Bedroom = 35 per cent 

2 Bedroom = 40 per cent 

3 Bedroom = 20 per cent 

4+ Bedroom = 5 per cent’  

 

We consider that these percentages may not always be achievable across all sites due to site constraints. In 

some instances it may also be necessary to deviate from the above prescribed dwelling mix in order to facilitate 

the delivery of other benefits associated with development that may not otherwise be deliverable for viability 

reasons (for example). 

 

The supporting text in Paragraph 3.50 appears to allow some flexibility, stating ‘Residential developments 

should provide a mix of homes of an appropriate size to cater to the identified local need. The LHNA, January 

2022 identifies a different bedroom size mix for market and community housing. The interpretation of this policy 

will need to be informed by and reflect the latest LHNA.’ 

 

We therefore suggest the same flexibility is included in the Policy wording as follows: 

 

‘New residential developments must should include a mix of types and sizes of homes to reflect the 

varying local needs of the Borough, taking into account the characteristics of the site, and current 

evidence in relation to housing need, and be subject to a viability exercise.’ 

 

Policy HO6: Other Housing Projects 

 

Policy HO6 sets out the Council’s position on various housing products such as Build to Rent, Co-Living and 

student housing. Part A states the following: 
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‘Build to Rent schemes are not supported in the Borough. However, if such a scheme comes forward, 

the Council will seek community housing as London Affordable Rents and London Living Rents as per 

Policy HO3.’ 

 

We do not support the notion against BTR developments in the Borough as set out in Policy HO6, and find it 

to be inconsistent with the supporting text. The supporting text notes that the reason for the Council’s position 

against BTR in the Borough is due to indications that the Private Rental Sector has plateaued, and as such, 

BTR is ‘unlikely to contribute to meeting the housing needs of key workers and others requiring affordable 

housing.’ While we accept that this is the general position across the Bourgh at present, this is not to say that 

this will be the case in all locations throughout the entire plan period. We consider that Build To Rent (BTR) 

housing should be acknowledged in the Draft Plan as a desirable housing model for major developments, 

offering a lifestyle option for people who wish to rent in RBKC. The potential benefits of BTR schemes to both 

residents and the wider community are considered to be significant and can promote the regeneration of urban 

locations and economic benefits, as well as deliver affordable housing, environmental and sustainability 

benefits, and community facilities.  

 

As per London Plan Policy H11, the nature of any affordable element should be consistent with the 

requirements of Policy H11 around the management regime for the subsidised element of housing. Tenures 

dependent on the appointments of a Registered Social Landlord [RSL] should not be a part of this mix, but 

rather a discount to market rent. Instead, the Local Authority should seek an assessment of need that will 

enable developers to understand the appropriate level of discount to be applied to market rent within the DMR 

offer, subject to viability. 

 

Taking the above into account, we suggest that Part A of the policy is amended to state the following:  

 

‘Build to Rent schemes are not supported in the Borough. Proposals for Build to Rent schemes will 

only be supported subject to the demonstration of a market needs assessment. The subsidised 

component of the housing offer should provide discounts to market rent that meet Borough need, 

subject to viability.’  

 

Character & Design  
 

Policy CD7: Tall Buildings 

 

In CEG’s written representation for the Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, comments were made on Policy 

CD7 which have not been addressed. As such, these comments still stand we respectfully request that these 

are considered as part of this consultation process. They are set out in Appendix 1. 
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Town Centres 

 

In CEG’s written representation for the Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, comments were made on Policy 

TC3 which have not been addressed. As such, these comments still stand and are set out in Appendix 1. 

 

Business 

 

Policy BC1: Business uses 

 

In CEG’s written representation for the Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan, comments were made on Policy BC1. 

Whilst is acknowledged that the policy wording has been amended our comments remain unaddressed. It is 

considered that the approach to the requirements for the reprovision of commercial floorspace within the 

Employment Zones in the Borough is inconsistent and unjustified. While some sites in Employment Zones 

would only be required to retain or re-provide existing commercial floorspace to support the creation of 

residential floorspace, others would be required to deliver a significant uplift in the quality and quantity of the 

existing commercial use. We, therefore, echo the point made in our Regulation 18 stage representation that 

the quality of business space should not be linked directly to quantity, and either can be delivered in isolation. 

With technology continuing to improve efficiency, businesses may not require as much space as historically 

sought. Consequently, enhancement of existing business space can be achieved through generating an uplift 

in floorspace, improving the quality of the existing offer, or both. The following wording is therefore suggested: 

 

‘In the Kensal, Lots Road and those parts of the Freston/Latimer Road Employment Zone which lie 

south of the Westway: support the creation of residential floorspace within an Employment Zone where 

it is shown to support an enhancement significant uplift in both the quantity and/or the quality of the 

business uses on site’ 

 

Policy BC3: Affordable workspace 

 

In CEG’s written representation for the Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, comments were made on Policy 

BC3 Part (A) (now Part (B)) which have not been addressed. As such, these comments still stand and we 

respectfully request that these are considered as part of this consultation process. They are set out in Appendix 

1. 

 

Further to our previous point, Part C of the policy states: 

 

‘New affordable workspace must be provided on site.’ 
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Whilst we support the affordable workspace policy in principle, due to its current inflexibility it is considered that 

it would not be effective and would not be “sound”. The policy as currently drafted requires applicants to deliver 

a minimum of 10% of the net additional economic floorspace on site in all cases, even in an area that may see 

little SME demand, or for sites where it would be unviable to do so. This inflexibility may result in negative 

consequences for the delivery of other public benefits, which may have to be minimised or removed in order to 

achieve an on-site delivery. It is therefore suggested that this inflexibility be removed and the policy wording 

amended by reverting back to the Regulation 18 stage policy wording below: 

 

‘New affordable workspace must be provided on site unless in exceptional circumstances justified by 

robust evidence exist which support provision off-site or providing a payment in lieu.’ 

 

Streets & Transport 

 

We support the principles for promoting active travel across the Borough set out in Policy T6, and support the 

Council aligning any requirements with the London Plan position. Furthermore, we support the Council’s 

decision to adopt the London Plan’s position on Car Parking set out in Part (C) of Policy T8, which states the 

following: 

 

‘All new additional residential development must be permit-free. Car parking provided in new residential 

development must be at or below the adopted car parking standards. Parking in non-residential 

development must be for essential need only.’ 

 

Notwithstanding the above, in CEG’s written representation for the Regulation 18 stage Draft Local Plan, 

comments were made on Policy T4 Part (I) (now Part (C)) which have not been addressed. As such, these 

comments remain and we respectfully request that these are considered as part of this consultation process. 

They are set out in Appendix 1.  

Site Allocations 

 

Site Allocation SA11: The Plaza, 535 King’s Road 

 

As part of the Regulation 18 stage Consultation, CEG made a case for the designation of Plaza, 535 King’s 

Road as an allocated site. We are therefore pleased that as part of the Regulation 19 stage Draft Policies 

consultation this suggestion has been taken into account as per the below extract:   
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Policy SA11 goes on to set out the requirements for the site, stating: 

 

A. ‘The site will deliver a high quality mixed-use development. 

 

Land use  
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B. Retention of the existing office / business use floorspace.  

C. A minimum of 28 (Class C3) residential units.  

 

Principles  

D. Provision of active retail frontages facing Lots Road and/King’s Road should be explored.  

 

Infrastructure and Planning Contributions  

E. Development will be liable to making planning contributions in accordance with the CIL 

Regulations and other relevant Local Plan policies and SPDs.’ 

 

CEG fully support the allocation of the Site for mixed-use development, given the Site’s surrounding context 

which is typified by a variety of uses and has been identified by the Council as being suitable for optimising 

development in order to create high quality, high-density mixed-use developments, including new homes and 

employment floorspace (e.g. Lots Road South). It is of particular note that the surrounding context has also 

seen an evolving skyline in recent years as a result of taller and denser developments along the railway line 

stretching from West Brompton down to Battersea Bridge including Lillie Square, the Earl’s Court Masterplan, 

and Fulham Gasworks.  

 

CEG also welcome the Council’s acceptance of the principle of residential uses on Site. However, it is 

considered that Part C’s target of a ‘A minimum of 28 (Class C3) residential uses.’ is too low, unjustified, and 

fails to reflect the site’s true potential to make a positive contribution towards housing delivery.  It is therefore 

suggested that further analysis is conducted by the Council to ensure compliance with Paragraph 125 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework 2021 and Policy D3 of the London Plan 2021 in order that the Site’s 

capacity is appropriately optimised. Based on initial capacity studies we consider that the site is capable of 

accommodating at least 100 units, and therefore suggest that Part C is amended to state the following: 

 

 ‘A minimum of 28 100 (Class C3) residential uses.’ 

 

Furthermore, we note an inconsistency between the policy wording and the site information table. While the 

policy allows for a “minimum of 28 homes”, the accompanying site information in the “Delivery” section solely 

states “28 homes”. We, therefore, suggest that the ‘Delivery’ section of the site information table is amended 

and updated to match the policy wording once further capacity analysis has been completed, to ensure 

consistency across the plan.  

 

In terms of height, it is considered that the allocation’s omission of details in this regard is remiss, inconsistent 

with the approach taken with other allocations in the draft plan, and should be rectified. The Site’s highly 

accessible location (Public Transport Accessibility Level 5-Very good) and brownfield status, in addition to the 
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points made above, including the emergence of taller, denser buildings along the railway, demand that height 

parameters are included to ensure that appropriate, well designed development comes forward.   

 

CEG suggest that height parameters should be in the range of  8-15 storeys across the site, with the area 

suitable for greatest height identified nearest the railway and fronting King’s Road. These suggested height 

parameters would respect the existing context around the Lot’s Road South area, which has seen Chelsea 

Waterfront come forward at 25 storeys in height. Furthermore, the suggested height parameters would also 

reflect the site’s immediate surrounding context, including developments such as the Earls Court Masterplan 

and Chelsea Creek which have a range of heights, the tallest being 19 storeys. This approach would ensure 

that development would be sensitive to the nearby heritage assets, but also reflect what is considered to be a 

“gateway”, not only into the Lots Road Employment Zone, but into the Borough itself, marking the boundary 

with the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF).  

 

It is therefore suggested that the following wording is added to the “Principles” section of the policy: 

 

‘Principles  

D. Provision of active retail frontages facing Lots Road and/King’s Road should be explored. 

E. Building heights should  fall within the range of 8 storeys to 15 storeys. 

F. The development should locate taller buildings away from Lots Road.’ 

 

and the following wording is added prior to current paragraph 10.30: 

 

‘Building Heights 

10.30 This site is suitable for tall buildings and a maximum building height is expressed as a range to 

allow for a distribution and variation of heights across the site. The site is of a scale that it can 

accommodate a variety of building heights. The maximum height set out in Policy SA11 below is 

indicative only, is subject to further testing and may only be appropriate on part of the site.’ 

 

From a viability perspective and in order to meet the draft employment policy requirements (as set out in Policy 

BC1) regarding the retention or re-provision of the existing quantity of commercial floorspace on the Site, 

additional height will be required to optimise housing delivery.  

 

Furthermore, the site is adjacent to a section of Council owned land (the Council Depot) and it is considered 

that in this case, and for any other allocated sites which are adjacent to developable land, this should be 

appropriately recognised and reflected within the policy wording to ensure development is truly optimised. It is 

therefore suggested that the following wording is incorporated into the NLPR after current paragraph 10.5: 
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‘In cases where site allocations are adjacent to developable land, this should be taken into 

consideration as part of future proposals in order to optimise development.’ 

 

Finally, we would like to highlight that between the Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 stage iterations of the Draft 

New Local Plan, CEG have sought to positively and proactively engage in formal pre-application discussions 

with Planning Policy and Development Management Officers at the Council. The client wishes to continue this 

dialogue in order to progress a planning application which optimises the site’s potential.  

 

Conclusion  

 
 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to provide commentary on the New Local Plan Review Draft Policies 

Regulation 19 Consultation. Having reviewed the document we have concluded that a number of amendments 

are required to ensure that the plan is sound, and that comments/recommendations from our previous 

Regulation 18 stage representations are properly considered. Principally, we wish to emphasise the need for a 

forward-looking New Local Plan which effectively guides and optimises development in the Borough and 

recognises the opportunity that sites can bring in the delivery of tangible public benefits, including new homes 

and new  jobs. 

  

We would be grateful for confirmation of receipt of these representations and trust that these comments will be 

taken into consideration. We look forward to continuing to work with Officers to further refine the draft Local 

Plan.  

  

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
  
Savills on behalf of CEG 
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APPENDIX 1 – Regulation 18 Representation  
 
23 March 2022 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Policy 
Planning and Place 
Town Hall 
Hornton Street 
London W8 7NX 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
 
ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA NEW LOCAL PLAN REVIEW- DRAFT POLICIES 

REGULATION 18 CONSULTATION 

 

COMMERCIAL ESTATES GROUP (UK) LIMITED REPRESENTATIONS 
 

We write on behalf of Commercial Estates Group (UK) Limited. (hereby known as ‘CEG’). CEG is a UK 

developer and investor who manage a number of assets in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 

(‘RBKC’) including Plaza 535 King’s Road, London, SW10 0SZ and Sloane Square House, 1 Holbein Place, 

London, SW1W 8NS. CEG have a programme of ongoing investment in their estate across the UK and like to 

take the opportunity to work with Local Authority partners and other stakeholders to ensure that the contribution 

of each asset can be optimised. These representations are submitted in that vein, and we look forward to 

developing a conversation and extending existing pre-application discussions with you about how that objective 

is best achieved over the coming months. 

 

Thank you for consulting us on the New Local Plan Review Draft Policies Regulation 18 (February 2022), 

referred to below as the ‘NLPR’. Whilst a number of the principles and drivers of the Plan to date are broadly 

supported, there are currently a number of sections we believe require re-consideration or amending to ensure 

the plan is sound.  
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Our comments are set out below, and where the NLPR proposes policy wording this is set out in blue alongside 

any of our recommended changes which are shown in red for deletions and green for additions. 

 

Introduction 

 

Paragraph 1.2 sets out that the NLPR can help Kensington and Chelsea recover from the effects of Covid-19 

by providing a planning framework for businesses to bounce back and town centres to remain relevant. We 

support the Plan in prioritising local businesses and their recovery from Covid-19, however, would highlight that 

such a framework should allow businesses and sites with flexibility to ensure they can cater to a wide range of 

needs, or can adapt should future demand require changes. 

 

Paragraph 1.8 sets out that RBKC are committed to putting the community first, recognising that for the Plan 

to be successful it must draw upon the experiences of residents and local businesses. As a resident and local 

business of the borough this is supported, however, CEG have previously set out a number of 

recommendations to the Council as part of the previous Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation (2021), 

and in some cases it has been observed that those recommendations have not been adopted. CEG would like 

to work with RBKC to ensure genuine consultation is undertaken in accordance with Regulation 18 of the Town 

and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. 

 

We support the vision for an inclusive, green, and liveable borough as set out in V1 Vision for the Borough in 

line with the ‘good growth’ agenda set out in the London Plan (2021). However, Paragraph 1.16 sets out that 

the Borough needs to build new homes and workspaces and provide the services needed for a growing 

population but that ‘development will not be allowed at any cost’. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out that there 

should be a presumption in favour of sustainable development that meets the needs of the area. It is therefore 

considered that for RBKC to apply a principle that does not allow development at any cost is not in accordance 

with these overarching principles of the NPPF and should either be removed, or re-worded as set out in the 

proposed suggestion below: 

 

It means that we need to build new homes and workspaces and provide the services needed by a 

growing population, but and sustainable development that is in accordance national and local policy 

will be supported not be allowed at any cost. 

 

Places – Areas for Growth & Change 

 

Section 2 seeks to set out locations for growth in the Borough. Such locations are contained within five key 

categories; Opportunity Areas, areas with potential for some change, optimising employment areas, larger 



 

17 

Town Centres and Local Centres and Neighbourhoods. We support the identification of areas for growth within 

the Borough. 

 

Regarding Employment Zones, paragraph 2.31 sets out that the types of commercial activities that operate in 

the Employment Zones have naturally led to a low-intensity, low-rise form of development, however that in 

order to make best use of land there is an opportunity to optimise these sites, recognising that residential 

uses can unlock enhancements to wider improvements to the Employment Zones. We support the notion that 

Employment Zones should be optimised and consider this to be an important objective in the Council meeting 

their target job targets. 

 

Lots Road is an identified Employment Zone. This vision seeks to deliver improved and additional workspaces 

for small and medium sized businesses and any supporting uses which complement the area’s eclectic mix 

and character will seek be incorporated. The area contains one site allocation for Lots Road South (Policy 

SA5), however, in our view, the success of Lots Road as a key area of change should not be limited to one 

development opportunity, with the Employment Zone extending across a much wider area. There should be a 

presumption in favour of sustainable development for sites in this key area of change that are suitable to deliver 

these much-needed homes and jobs within the area. This should align with the London Plan’s objectives to 

make best use of land by promoting higher density development, particularly in locations that are well-

connected to jobs, services, infrastructure and amenities by public transport, walking and cycling. The policy 

should therefore set a framework for identifying suitable and specific development sites and opportunities that 

can contribute to the visions being achieved. For Lots Road, we propose Plaza 535 King’s Road is identified a 

specific site that can accommodate growth. The site already benefits from an existing planning permission for 

remodelling and extension to the building to provide high quality office accommodation, but also presents an 

immediate opportunity to optimise given it is previously developed land in an accessible, town centre location. 

CEG would welcome discussions with RBKC as to how the site can enhance the Lots Road business function 

whilst complementing the emerging proposals on Lots Road South. 

 

Section 2 also identifies the Borough's larger Town Centres, of which King’s Road (East) is identified as a Major 

centre.  PLV12: King’s Road (East) states that the rich iconic brand and history of King’s Road will be enhanced 

to ensure it remains one of London’s most vibrant shopping streets, containing a lively and diverse mix of shops, 

restaurants, and world class cultural attractions. It is supported that development should ensure the area retains 

its iconic brand and history, however, in its current form the policy does not consider the growth that the larger 

Town Centres accommodate in increasing the vibrancy and vitality if the town centre. As stated above, King ’s 

Road is an accessible location, with a significant proportion of plots across the area benefitting from PTAL 

scores ranging from 4-6a which is considered highly accessible. It is therefore proposed in line with the London 

Plan’s agenda to optimise sites through a design-led approach we propose that an additional point is made to 

Paragraph 2.66 priorities to achieve the vision. The proposed wording of which is: 
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10. Support growth for additional jobs and homes in King’s Road (East) on suitable sites that are 

accessible and well connected. 

 

Site Allocations 

 

Section 3 of the NLPR identifies sites across the Borough which are suitable for delivering RBKC’s vision for 

good growth, providing new homes, businesses, and social and community uses. These site allocations have 

been divided into three categories by their size; Opportunity areas, large sites, and small sites. 

 

Currently, both Sloane Square House and Plaza 535 King’s Road are not designated as allocated sites. In 

CEG’s response to the Regulation 18 Issues and Options Consultation, it was requested that the Council 

worked with CEG to undertake a capacity exercise to demonstrate the potential of each site, in lieu of any 

discussion set out below both site’s capabilities of delivering good growth in line with the London Plan, and 

growth that enables RBKC to meet their much-needed targets in terms of the delivery of jobs and homes. 

 

Plaza 535 King’s Road 

  

Firstly, Plaza 535 King’s Road is located within an area currently undergoing significant change, particularly 

driven through the redevelopment and optimisation of brownfield sites to create high quality, high-density 

mixed-use developments. In particular, this evolving skyline has been driven through the direction of growth 

and density along the railway line through from West Brompton down to Battersea Bridge with notable 

developments including Lillie Square, the Earls Court Masterplan, and Fulham Gasworks. These developments 

have created an established context for higher density development in this part of the borough.  The existing 

building consists of low-quality architecture which diverges from the high scenic quality and unified streetscape 

around. The existing building is also EPC rated E, and not up to standards and adaptations of current and 

future occupiers particularly following the Covid-19 pandemic. 

  

The site has very good transport accessibility, in PTAL 5, is located within the King’s Road Town Centre, and 

is positioned at a focal transport node, both on the railway line, and at the road interchange where King’s Road 

connects Chelsea to Fulham. The site is also not nationally or locally listed, or located within a Conservation 

Area, albeit it is located within the proximity of the Lots Village, The College of St. Mark & St. John and the 

Moore Park Conservation Areas. The site is also positioned within the Lots Road Employment Zone. As stated 

in RBKC adopted policy CV9, there is a need to enhance Employment Zones to function as a centre for 

innovation. The existing building is limited and would require substantial repair and upgrades to bring it up to 

current standards particularly in environmental performance. The site is well connected, brownfield land, 

positioned in an already established context for high density development where policy at all levels directs 
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growth. The site is considered capable of  a re-model, part-extension or comprehensive redevelopment and 

could take the form of commercial or residential, or mixed-use development, all of which would meet the 

Borough need and have the potential to deliver a significant amount of public and planning benefits. Any 

scheme would have consideration to the site’s business function being located within the Lots Road 

Employment Zone, in addition to being led by design and tested heavily in relation to sustainability, townscape, 

and environmental considerations.  

  

We suggest that Plaza 535 should be allocated in the New Local Plan as a large site suitable for development, 

taking into account the considerations mentioned above. We would also still be pleased to work with the 

planning authority to undertake a capacity exercise as part of this plan making exercise against which any 

presumption in favour might be considered. We consider that failure to properly consider the potential 

contribution that this site could make could result in the Plans site selection and identification process being 

found un-sound. 

  

Sloane Square House 

  

Secondly, as identified by RBKC, Sloane Square House is highlighted as being a negative feature within the 

Sloane Square Conservation Area and it is recognised redevelopment would enhance its character and 

appearance as viewed in the Conservation Area. The existing building does not perform well and is EPC rated 

E, highlighting the need to invest in the asset to improve its environmental performance. The site has excellent 

transport accessibility being located above the Sloane Square Underground Station and is located within the 

core area of the King’s Road (East) major Town Centre. The site is not nationally or locally listed. These 

characteristics should allow for a re-model, extension or redevelopment of the site, to allow the building to be 

optimised and make its fullest contribution to this significant location. For these reasons, we would also suggest 

that RBKC allocate Sloane Square House as a small site suitable for development.  We consider that failure to 

properly consider the potential contribution that this site could make could result in the Plans site selection and 

identification process being found un-sound. 

 

Green-Blue Future 

 

Section 4 discusses a Green-Blue future for RBKC and highlights the NLPR will place environment at the centre 

of consideration for new development proposals, setting out policies for circular economy, whole life-cycle 

carbon, energy and net zero carbon; controlling air pollution, light pollution, odour, noise and vibration; 

managing flooding and flood risk; protection and enhancement of green infrastructure, biodiversity and trees; 

as well as waste and contaminated land. Ensuring that we work with, rather than against, the environment is 

also a core value of CEG as a developer. However, it should be acknowledged that some environmental 
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measures come at a capital cost and the plan must recognise that where a priority is placed on environmental 

performance, other planning benefits may need to be re-appraised if a development is to remain viable. 

 

Policy G3: Energy and Net Zero Carbon  

 

Policy G3: Energy and Net Zero Carbon sets out a framework for achieving energy and net zero carbon targets. 

Part B Net Zero Carbon notes in particular:  

 

‘Major development must be net zero carbon and meet the following carbon reduction targets:  

1. On-site reduction of regulated carbon emissions of at least 45% beyond Building Regulations 2013 

Part L. 

i. Major residential development must achieve 10% of this on-site reduction through energy 

efficiency measures alone. 

ii.  Major non-residential development must achieve 15% of this on-site reduction through 

energy efficiency measures alone.’ 

 

In accordance with the London Plan we support the move towards a net-carbon zero city by 2050. However, 

due to site-specific circumstance, for instance, in cases where buildings are unsuitable for retention and 

operational carbon might be higher, the policy as it is currently worded could prevent the delivery of a scheme 

with significant benefits to the Borough. As such, further flexibility is respectfully requested in accordance with 

the following amended wording: 

 

‘Major development must should be net zero carbon and where feasible and meet the following carbon 

reduction targets:  

a. On-site reduction of regulated carbon emissions of at least 45% beyond Building 

Regulations 2013 Part L. 

a. Major residential development must achieve 10% of this on-site reduction through 

energy efficiency measures alone. 

b.  Major non-residential development must achieve 15% of this on-site reduction 

through energy efficiency measures alone.’ 

 

Part 3 of Policy G3 refers to Energy Supply (Heat Networks) and part (D) states that: 

 

‘Major development proposals should deliver low temperature communal distribution systems served 

by heat pumps. The heat source for a communal heating system should be selected in accordance 

with the London Plan heating hierarchy.’  
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Such a system would come at a capital cost on a scheme which may already be financially constrained by 

other factors. Preventing the delivery of a development should therefore not be at the cost of the planning 

benefits it seeks to offer, therefore in addition to the above, flexibility in the policy is requested in accordance 

with the following wording: 

 

‘Major development, where feasible and should deliver low temperature communal distribution systems 

served by heat pumps. The heat source for a communal heating system should be selected in 

accordance with the London Plan heating hierarchy.’ 

 

Policy G6: Air Quality 

 

Policy G6 refers to Air Quality. Part (G) sets out that: 

 

‘All major development and smaller scale development that involves potentially ‘dusty works’, such as 

basement excavation, soil removal or import, are required to produce a Dust Risk Assessment to 

identify potential impacts and corresponding mitigation measures to protect local sensitive receptors 

from the impacts.’  

 

Matters of air quality in major developments are assessed through an Air Quality Assessment, and this is 

considered an appropriate mechanism to deal with any impacts of air quality that may arise from development. 

Dust Risk Assessment’s should be submitted where it is considered absolutely necessary, and does not form 

a validation requirement, rather a policy requirement within schemes that post significant impacts to the 

surrounding environs. Therefore, we suggest the wording of the policy is changed to state: 

 

‘all major development and smaller scale development that involves potentially ‘dusty works’, such as 

basement excavation, soil removal or import, are where deemed necessary through an Air Quality 

Assessment, developments will be required to produce a Dust Risk Assessment to identify potential 

impacts and corresponding mitigation measures to protect local sensitive receptors from the impacts.’ 

 

Policy G12: Surface Water Run-off and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) 

 

Policy G12, Surface Water Run-off and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) sets out in Part (A) that: 

 

‘Major development must achieve greenfield run-off rates and minor development a reduction of 50 per 

cent of existing rates.’  
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We understand that development proposals should consider run-off rates where possible. However, we are of 

the view that it is not always feasible for all major development to achieve greenfield run-off rates in every 

single circumstance. This is also contrary to the London Plan, which requires that development should aim to 

achieve greenfield run-off rates. We therefore suggest that wording is altered as follows:  

 

‘major development must should aim to achieve greenfield run-off rates and minor development a 

reduction of 50 per cent of existing rates.’ 

 

Policy G16: Biodiversity 

 

Policy G16, Biodiversity sets out in Part (D) that  

 

‘Development must achieve an on-site biodiversity net-gain of 10% in accordance with the Environment 

Act 2021 and forthcoming Regulations.’  

 

Whilst we agree that development should seek to enhance biodiversity where possible, when designing 

buildings within constrained locations like London, in some cases, achieving 10% may not be possible on-site 

when balancing the various other demands and site constraints. Furthermore, Policy G16 appears to go beyond 

the London Plan (2021), which only expects development proposals to manage impacts on biodiversity and 

aim to secure net biodiversity gain. For these reasons, we suggest the following amendments are made to the 

current draft wording:  

 

Development must should explore opportunities to achieve an on-site net gain in biodiversity net-gain 

of 10% in accordance with the Environment Act 2021 and forthcoming Regulations. Where on-site net 

gain cannot be achieved, developers should explore options for off-site provision, or alternatively, 

councils should secure financial contributions through planning obligations.’  

 

Conservation and Design  

 

Section 6 of the NLPR sets out the strategy for maintaining and enhancing the Borough's character and 

distinctiveness while ensuring that much-needed new development is delivered using a design-led approach. 

The Borough is recognised as having an exceptional built environment, with policy seeking to maintain and 

improve the mixed-use and architectural character, quality, and inclusivity.  

 

Policy CD7: Tall Buildings 

 

Policy CD7 sets out the following requirements for tall buildings: 
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‘Definition  

 

A. Tall Buildings are defined as buildings: (i) measuring 21m or more in height from the ground level to the top 

of a building in areas not coloured in Figure 6.3 and (ii) measuring 30m or more in height from the ground level 

to the top of a building (excluding minor elements) in the shaded area shown in Figure 6.3.  

 

B. Proposals that meet or exceed the definition in criterion A will be assessed in accordance with London Plan 

Policy D9.  

 

C. Criterion B will not apply to single storey roof extensions on individual dwelling houses/homes.  

 

Appropriate Locations for Tall Buildings 

 

 D. Tall buildings will only be acceptable within those locations that are identified as suitable for tall buildings 

as shown in Figure 6.4 and specified in the relevant site allocations. 

 

 E. Introducing new buildings which are tall relative to their context should be done with careful consideration 

of the impact they may have in the surrounding townscape. Buildings that are tall in their context should 

contribute to enhancing the character and legibility of the local area.’ 

 

We would make a general point that as contexts change within urban environments, a site which currently 

unsuitable for a taller building today may be suitable for a tall building at a later date within the Local Plan 

period. Moreover, wider planning policy context can also change, for example, through the identification of 

opportunity areas, growth areas, or areas for targeted investment. Therefore, we would suggest RBKC to re-

consider prescriptive zoning of building heights, instead allowing development to be bought forward in a manner 

that seeks to optimise sites and rely on high quality design and public benefits to address townscape 

considerations. 

 

With specific regard to point (A) in Policy CD7 the area encompassing the north of Lots Road is identified in 

Figure 6.3 as being in an area where a tall building is defined as being 21m or higher. However, we would draw 

the Councils attention to the cluster of existing taller buildings within this area, many of which are 21-30m, as 

shown in the extract below. This cluster is further widened by sites outside the RBKC borough boundary 

including the buildings surrounding Stamford Bridge Football Stadium. The existence of these buildings 

effectively creates an additional character area of height in this part of the borough. As such, we propose that 
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the council look beyond the borough boundary and re-consider defining this character area as 30m or higher 

in line with the existing taller buildings present In this location. 

 

 

 

Part (D) of Policy CD7 considers that tall buildings will only be acceptable in locations identified in figure 6.4. 

However, it should be recognised that there is a clear spine of density along the railway line running north to 

south down the western boundary of the borough, with notable developments including Lillie Square, the Earls 

Court Masterplan, and Fulham Gasworks, as shown in the extract below. Policy CD7 ought to extend the areas 

to include the entirety of the spine to allow developments within this area to bring forward larger scale, high 

quality, design-led developments that contribute to, and enhance the existing context in the area and help 

deliver the overarching objectives of the plan. 
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In addition, as stated above, whilst taller buildings would normally come forward in defined areas, inevitably 

site specific opportunities that can come forward may not be identified at this stage. The Council should 

therefore consider how Policy CD7 can allow for taller buildings to come forward outside defined areas where 

demonstrable evidence can be provided that a tall building would be acceptable. In line with these points the 

following wording is proposed: 

 

D. Tall buildings will only be are acceptable within those locations that are identified as suitable for tall buildings 

as shown in Figure 6.4 and specified in the relevant site allocations. Proposals for taller buildings outside these 

areas can be acceptable should demonstrable evidence be provided. 

 

Town Centres 

 

CEG support the provision of a diverse range of town centre uses as set out in Policy TC3. However, Part (H) 

states that: 

 

‘When planning permission is required, the Council may use planning conditions to specify the 

particular use within Class E, which may be suitable within a building, or part of a building.’ 
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The Town and Country Planning (Use Casses) Order 1987 sets out that a change of use can occur within the 

same Use Class, as such a building in Class E use can change to other Class E uses. Paragraph 55 of the 

NPPF also makes clear that planning conditions should be kept to a minimum, and only used where they satisfy 

the following tests: necessary; relevant to planning; relevant to the development to be permitted; enforceable; 

precise; and reasonable in all other respects. As set out in the introduction, the Plan aims to help Kensington 

and Chelsea recover from the crisis caused by the Covid-19 pandemic. However, it is considered restricting 

the use of Class E buildings through conditions is not helpful in allowing businesses to operate as flexibly as 

the market requires. Notwithstanding this, conditioning Class E units would also go against the overarching 

objective of the introduction of Class E which is to allow for flexibility. It is therefore recommended that Part (H) 

of Policy TC3 is deleted as follows: 

 

‘When planning permission is required, the Council may use planning conditions to specify the 

particular use within Class E, which may be suitable within a building, or part of a building.’ 

 

Business 

 

Policy BC1: Business Uses refers to meeting commercial needs across the Borough. Part (J) refers to 

Employment Zones and states that: 

 

‘[the Borough will] Support the creation of residential floorspace within an Employment Zone where it 

is shown to support a significant uplift in both the quantity and the quality of the business uses on site’ 

 

CEG support the principle of optimising site potential through the delivery of residential floorspace where it 

unlocks an enhancement of employment uses on site. However, the quality of business space should not be 

linked directly to the quantity. With technology continuing to improve efficiency, businesses may not require as 

much space as historically sought. The following wording is therefore suggested: 

 

‘Support the creation of residential floorspace within an Employment Zone where it is shown to support 

an enhancement significant uplift in both the quantity and the quality of the business uses on site’ 

 

Policy BC3 refers to affordable workspace and states in Part (A) that: 

 

‘New developments that provide more than 5,000 sq m (GIA) of business floorspace must provide 

affordable workspace, equating to a minimum of 10% of the gross employment floorspace.’ 
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CEG support the delivery of affordable workspace across the Borough. However, due consideration should be 

had in areas of RBKC where SMEs are declining due to high land costs, and in those circumstances, there 

would be a clear tension between Policy BC3 and eligible proposals. For example, if an applicant was required 

to provide 10% of the gross proposed floorspace in an area with little SME demand, the space would likely be 

unlettable. This would therefore be ineffective in delivering employment land insofar as applicants may be 

deterred from proposing and delivering employment floorspace above the thresholds to circumvent the 

potentially ineffective affordable workspace policy, as currently drafted. 

 

We therefore propose the following amendments to BC3: 

 

‘New developments that provide more than 5,000 sq m (GIA) of business floorspace must provide 

affordable workspace, equating to a minimum of 10% of the gross employment floorspace with the 

quantum required calculated through an evidenced need assessment.’ 

 

Streets and Transport 

 

Section 8 of the NLPR seeks to ensure that any new development does not have any adverse impacts on travel 

and congestion, while promoting healthy streets and active travel. With regard to streetscape, Policy T4 states 

that: 

 

‘All major development must provide new public art that is of high quality and either incorporated into 

the external design of the new building or carefully located within the public realm.’ 

 

While CEG support the vision to improve the visual, functional, and inclusive quality of RBKC’s streets, 

providing public art as part of all major development could have adverse viability impacts for some 

developments. Therefore, it is suggested that policy is amended to state: 

 

‘All major development, where viable, must should seek to provide new public art that is of high quality 

and either incorporated into the external design of the new building or carefully located within the public 

realm.’ 
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Conclusion 

  

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to provide commentary on the New Local Plan Review Draft Policies 

Regulation 18 Consultation. Having reviewed the document we have concluded that a number of amendments 

are required to ensure the plan is sound. Principally, we wish to emphasise the need for a forward-looking 

document which guides the progress of the Borough and recognises the opportunity that development sites 

can bring in the delivery of homes and jobs across the Borough. 

  

 We would be grateful for confirmation of receipt of these representations and trust that these comments will 

be taken into consideration. We look forward to continuing to work with Officers to further refine the draft Local 

Plan.  

  

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
  
Savills on behalf of CEG 
 

 
 
 
 


