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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Site Name/Address: South Kensington around Station Development (ASD) 

Local Planning Authority: Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 

Local Planning Authority Application Reference: PP/20/03216; LB/20/03217 

Designations: Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area with various Grade II*, Grade II and 

non-designated heritage assets effected, including the Grade II listed South Kensington Railway Station 

itself. Also affected is the setting of the Grade I listed Victoria & Albert Museum, Grade II listed Imperial 

College Queen’s Tower and Grade I listed Natural History Museum  

Report Production: Liz Humble, Director, Humble Heritage Ltd 

Enquiries To: Liz Humble, Director  

  Humble Heritage Ltd 

  Highfield House 

Street Lane 

Highfield 

Selby YO8 6DL 

Telephone: 01757 289 095 / 07548 624 722 

  Email: contact@humbleheritage.co.uk 

  Website: www.humbleheritage.co.uk 

 

Humble Heritage Ltd is a professional built heritage and archaeological consultancy operating in 

the specialised area of the historic environment. The practice has extensive experience of 

historical and archaeological research, assessing significance and heritage impact and preparing 

Heritage Statements, archaeological desk-based assessments, statements of significance, 

conservation management plans and so forth. Humble Heritage Ltd provides heritage and 

archaeological advice on behalf of a wide variety of clients across much of England. The Institute 

of Historic Building Conservation (the IHBC) recognises Humble Heritage as a professional 

Historic Environment Service Provider. 

 

This report has been prepared by Liz Humble (MA Dist. MA Cantab. CMIfA IHBC) Director, Humble Heritage 

Ltd and it concludes that there is a strong objection to proposed development of South Kensington Station 

and surrounding land (planning application reference PP/20/03216 (around station) and LB/20/03217 

(listed building consent for station)). It has been prepared on behalf of the Pelham Residents Association, 

ONA, TOLA and BA and sets out serious and substantial concerns with regard to the heritage impact that 

would arise from the TfL/Native Land applicant team proposals as currently detailed. This is because overall 

the proposals are considered to result in substantial harm to designated heritage assets with a range of 

harmful impacts identified.    

 

Liz Humble was appointed to assess the impact of the proposals upon the special interest of the listed 

buildings at South Kensington Station, nearby heritage assets (due to a change to their setting and due to 

physical impacts) and upon the character and appearance of the Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity 

Conservation Area. She is a full professional member of both the Institute of Historic Building Conservation 

and Chartered Institute for Archaeologists and has over 18 years of professional experience working within 

the historic environment. Using specialist expertise to assess the heritage impact of the proposals, this 

report finds that they are contrary to legislation and planning policy governing the preservation of the special 

interest of heritage assets. This conclusion has been guided by specialist advice and considerations set out 

within the Historic England documents The Setting of Heritage Assets and Making Change to Heritage Assets 

and BSI Standards Publication Guide to the Conservation of Historic Buildings and also the legislative and 

planning context with regard to the historic environment.  

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.humbleheritage.co.uk/
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The Application Site 

The application seeks to redevelop the area at and around South Kensington Station. This is a uniquely 

special and distinctive place within the Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area with high 

sensitivity to change given its national significance and prominence (as it provides a sense of arrival and 

orientation for museum and other visitors). The major elements of the proposals are set out below. 

 

Location Proposal 

Thurloe Street (Nos. 20-34) 

 

Demolition with only façade retention of the Thurloe Street 

building with refurbishment of the shop fronts and Use Class 

A1/A3 at ground floor, redevelopment of residential use behind 

the retained facade (Use Class C3) above the ground floor. 

Addition of a mansard to the new building with additional 

rooftop service area. Also basement excavation works  

 

Thurloe Square (railway bridge) 

 

Construction of a five storey (including mansard) building to 

resemble a terrace to provide residential use (Use Class C3). 

Large rooftop service/plant areas  

 

Pelham Street 

 

Demolition of the brick boundary wall and erection of a four-

five storey terraced building comprising residential use (Use 

Class C3), retail use (Use Class A1, A2 and A3), and office use 

(Use Class B1). New terrace building to have large service / 

plant rooftop areas 

 

The Bullnose, South Kensington Railway 

Station  

Demolition and replacement of existing single storey building 

with a four plus storeys building  

 

The Arcade, South Kensington Railway 

Station  

 

Alterations to shopfronts. Future of original features within the 

arcade shop units uncertain  

Pedestrian subway and other elements 

within the South Kensington Railway 

Station (underground)  

Alterations to South Kensington Station to facilitate the 

completion of the step-free access to the District and Circle 

Lines and fire escape, including alterations to the layout of the 

Ticket Hall, construction of two retail facades within the 

subway, and provision of cycle parking. However, Tfl have 

confirmed to local press outlets that the step-free access 

improvements are unlikely to happen 

 

 

Heritage Objections 

The current Native Land / TfL proposals for development at and around South Kensington Station will have 

a major, irreversible negative impact upon the significance of a number of Grade I, Grade II* and Grade II 

listed buildings, the townscape and key views within the conservation area, and the significance of buildings 

of local interest. This is contrary to national and local policies as summarised below. 

 

Proposal: Railway Station Environment: demolition and replacement of single storey Bullnose with a four 

plus storey building and changes to the arcade, revetments, views to and across the station from the overall 

proposal  

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm  

Grade II listed (curtilage) Bullnose (Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed Railway Station (Substantial Harm)   

Grade I listed Natural History Museum, Landmark L6 (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed Queens Tower to the Imperial College London, Landmark L5 (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade I listed V&A Museum, Landmark L7 (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed Nos.15-18 Cromwell Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 
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Grade II listed Nos.6-14 Cromwell Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Conservation Area (Substantial Harm) 

 

Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

 Sections 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990  

 Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

 Paragraphs 192, 193, 195, 196 and 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

 Local Plan Policies CL1, CL2, CL3a, CL3c, CL4a, CL4b and CL4c, CL11a, CL11b, CL11c, CL11d, CL12a 

and CL12b. Local Plan Policy CO4 

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.5, 7.6, 7.7 & 7.8  

 

 

 

Proposal: New entrances formed in South Kensington pedestrian subway walling to proposed lower ground 

floor retail units 

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm  

Grade II listed Victorian subway (Less than Substantial Harm) 

 

Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

 Sections 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

 Paragraphs 193 and 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

 Local Plan Policies CL4a, CL4b and CL4c  

 The London Plan Policy 7.8  

 

 

 

Proposal: Proposed Pelham Street and Thurloe Square (Railway Bridge) four-five storey 

housing/commercial blocks with substantial service areas to rooftops  

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm  

Conservation Area (Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed South Kensington Railway Station (Substantial Harm)  

Grade I listed V&A, Landmark building L7 (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade I listed Natural History Museum, Landmark building L6 (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade II* Listed Pelham Place (Less than Substantial Harm – higher end of spectrum) 

Grade II* Listed Pelham Crescent (Less than Substantial Harm – lower end of spectrum) 

Grade II listed Nos.2-18 Thurloe Street (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed Nos.45-51 Thurloe Square (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed No.52 Thurloe Square  (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed Nos.2-18 Thurloe Street (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed Nos.15-18 Cromwell Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed Nos.6-14 Cromwell Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Non-designated heritage asset Nos.4-24 (even) Pelham Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Non-designated heritage asset No.49 Pelham Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 

 

Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

 Sections 16(2), 66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

 Paragraphs 192, 193, 195, 196, 197 and 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework  

 Local Plan Policies CL1, CL2, CL3a, CL4a, CL11a, CL11b, CL11cv, CL11d, CL12b and CO4 

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.5, 7.6, 7.7 & 7.8 
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Proposal: Demolition, New Development and Alterations at Nos.20-34 Thurloe Street including excavation 

works to existing basements and addition of mansard with large area of service units atop 

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm  

Conservation area (Substantial Harm) 

Non-designated heritage asset at Nos. 20-34 Thurloe Street (Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed South Kensington Railway Station (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Grade II listed Nos.2-18 Thurloe Street (Less than Substantial Harm) 

 

Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

 Sections 16(2), 66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  

 Paragraphs 192, 193, 196, 197, 200 and 201 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

 Local Plan Policies CL1, CL2, CL3, CL4, CL8bi, CL10a, CL10b, CL10d and CL11 

 Local Plan priority and principle (overarching aim) (2019, 111) 

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.6 & 7.8.  

 
 

This reports finds that the proposal represents over-development in terms of scale, height, massing and 

density, and displays a design philosophy that does not respect the key attributes and qualities of this 

cherished place. The scale, height, modern design and use of largely modern materials in an area where 

construction materials are primarily brick, stone, stucco and metal railings, with Italianate and Neoclassical 

designs generally favoured by their Regency and mid-Victorian builders, the proposed buildings are 

discordant, overly dominant with too much use of modern materials like glass, steel, reconstituted stone 

and coloured cladding panels. They will block multiple key views (identified in the conservation area 

appraisal) across the historic townscape and towards major landmark buildings and will overshadow listed 

buildings, destroying the sense of openness, airiness and human-scale that is so important to the sense of 

place.   

 

This application does not follow any of the principles of the 2016 Design Brief that was created over two 

years between TfL and local residents. Furthermore, the applicant has failed to engage in a meaningful way 

with, and respond to, the views of local residents and their elected representatives.  

 

The proposals do not respond to the special qualities of the area as identified in RBKC’s Conservation Area 

Appraisal (October 2016) for this neighbourhood. The proposals are contrary to the national and local 

planning context and various conservation advice such as the Guide to the conservation of historic buildings 

(BSI Standards Publication BS 7913:2013) which includes the following: ‘New developments should 

complement their surroundings…making a positive contribution to streets and spaces, topography, views, 

and site characteristics’ (paragraph 6.13). And ‘Alterations should be carried out only if there is no suitable 

alternative option. They should be designed to minimize their impact on the significance of the historic 

building, and should avoid losing features that contribute to that significance. The principle of reversibility 

should be used, for example, new insertions, such as sub-dividing walls, should be contoured around original 

features and mouldings so they can be removed in the future, leaving the original fabric intact’ (paragraph 

6.16). 

 

The applicant’s Heritage Statement appears to be an advocacy document. As they state in the first sentence 

of their introduction, it has been prepared to “support” the planning application. The report does not provide 

an independent assessment and either omits consideration of – or considers in a very cursory manner – the 

impact of the development as a whole on the character and appearance of the conservation area. It also 

fails to consider the full range of elements that contribute to significance, for example, omitting to examine 

the significance of the interior of Nos.20-34 (even) Thurloe Street that is proposed for demolition retaining 

only the façade. Furthermore the applicant’s Heritage Statement does not appear to have been written with 

reference to The Setting of Heritage Assets, Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 

(Historic England) or Making Changes to Heritage Assets Historic England Advice Note 2 (Historic England) 

or the BSI Standards Publication - Guide to the conservation of historic buildings (BS 7913:2013). These 

documents are the standard guidance for assessing both significance and direct impacts to historic buildings, 

and also impacts to townscape and the contribution made by setting. Given these failings, the Heritage 
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Statement submitted by the applicant presents conclusions that are not supported by relevant analysis or 

by planning law, policy and guidance. 

 

The applicant’s Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual Assessment found that the listed buildings at Thurloe 

Street, Thurloe Square, Cromwell Place, Pelham Place, Pelham Crescent and the wider area all have a high 

sensitivity to change in their settings. The report also found that the Thurloe Estates and Smith’s Charity 

Conservation Area and neighbouring Queens Gate Conservation Area have high townscape value and a high 

sensitivity to change. The report stated that the proposed development would constitute a major change to 

the South Kensington area.  

 

Given that the applicant's Assessment acknowledges the high significance of the heritage assets, their high 

sensitivity to change, and the high degree of change that will result from the proposals it is clear that the 

risk of causing harm to heritage significance is high. It is therefore surprising that the Assessment concluded 

that there will be no harm at all caused by the proposals. Instead the applicant’s Assessment concluded that 

the scale of the effect of the development would be major but beneficial to the character and appearance of 

the Thurloe Estates and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area while to “Albertopolis” in the Queens Gate 

Conservation Area the scale of the effect would be minor and beneficial. The effect on listed buildings was 

considered to range from moderate to none with the impact being beneficial or neutral.  

 

This report finds it difficult to account for how the assessment in the applicant’s Townscape, Built Heritage 

and Visual Assessment could identify the significance of the area as being high, the sensitivity to change at 

and around the application site being high but the heritage impact of such a major development being 

somehow neutral or beneficial. Perhaps relevant is that the report omits assessment of the loss of key views 

(both designed and fortuitous), the loss of, and disruption to, both historic skyline and panoramic townscape 

views, and the heritage impact from severing visual links between nationally and internationally important 

heritage assets that include Grade I, Grade II* and Grade II listed monuments, civic architecture and 

compositions of terraced housing of the highest townscape quality. Such views allow visitors and residents 

alike to appreciate historical connections between different elements of the historic environment, the history 

of development, the work of nationally important architects and builders and to appreciate harmonious and 

interesting architectural compositions. Despite this the views will be permanently lost, an irreversible 

change.  

 

This appraisal of the development provides an independent objective assessment written with reference to 

especially relevant Historic England and BSI guidance. It has also reviewed and considered consultee 

concerns and objections to the proposals received from Historic England, the Victorian Society, local 

residents and their elected representatives. Where the heritage impact of proposals is considered to be 

neutral or positive no objection (or comment) is made with objections limited to those elements of the 

scheme that will result in harm to the area’s heritage and with recommendations made as to opportunities 

where the proposals could be improved to minimise harm.  

 

The conclusion of this appraisal is that the proposals fail to preserve the special architectural or 

historic interest of a large number of listed buildings and non-designated heritage assets (causing 

harm to their significance – sometimes physically and sometimes through eroding the significance that they 

derive from their setting). Substantial harm will result to the Grade II listed Bullnose and wider Railway 

Station as a historic entity and also to the non-designated heritage asset at Nos.20—34 (even) Thurloe 

Street through demolition. The local planning authority will not be fulfilling its statutory duty under the 1990 

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act (sections 16(2) and 66(1), paragraphs 192, 193, 

195, 196 and 197 of the National Planning Policy Framework, and multiple policies in both the Local Plan 

and London Plan if it fails to give special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the special 

interest of the listed buildings and significance of the non-designated heritage assets when it considers this 

application. 

 

The proposals also fail to preserve or enhance the significance of the conservation area. Substantial harm 

will be caused to the character and appearance of the Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity 

Conservation Area. This is partly due to the loss (and high level of harm) to key views identified in the 

Conservation Area Appraisal. As these are a key element of the conservation’s area special architectural or 
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historic interest - allowing visitors and residents to appreciate the historic environment and connections 

between heritage assets within the conservation area and landmark buildings adjacent to it – this loss will 

result in substantial harm. Cumulatively the large and wide ranging extent of the examples of less than 

substantial harm to the conservation area will result in substantial harm when considered holistically. As 

observed in the Conservation Area Appraisal, the loss of historic features is a loss to the integrity and historic 

character of the conservation area as a whole. 

 

The historic environment is a finite and non-renewable resource but the damage done to the conservation 

area, listed buildings and buildings of local interest will be permanent and non-reversible. Given the harm 

caused, the application, based upon the current proposals, should be refused consent.  

 

 

 

HERITAGE ASSETS AND THE PROPOSALS 

 
 

Heritage Assets 

1.01 This report finds that the special interest (heritage significance) of the following heritage assets will 

be harmed by the proposals (see figure 1):  

 

 Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area and associated listed and historic buildings, 

open spaces, and public realm 

 South Kensington Station (listed Grade II) 

 Bullnose (curtilage listed Grade II) 

 South Kensington Station Pedestrian Subway (listed Grade II) 

 Victoria & Albert Museum (listed Grade I and landmark building L7) 

 Natural History Museum (listed Grade I and landmark building L6) 

 Queen’s Tower, Imperial Institute (listed Grade II and landmark building L5) 

 Nos.1-29 Pelham Place (listed Grade II*) 

 Nos.2-14 Pelham Place (listed Grade II*) 

 Nos.16 & 18 Pelham Place (listed Grade II) 

 Nos.1-14 Pelham Crescent (listed Grade II*) 

 Nos.15-27 Pelham Crescent (listed Grade II*) 

 Nos.2-18 (even) Thurloe Street (listed Grade II) 

 Nos. 20-34 (even) Thurloe Street (non-designated heritage asset) 

 Nos.45-51 Thurloe Square (listed Grade II) 

 No.52 Thurloe Square (listed Grade II) 

 No.5 Thurloe Square (non-designated heritage asset) 

 Nos.15-18 Cromwell Place (listed Grade II) 

 Nos.6-14 Cromwell Place (listed Grade II) 

 Nos.4-24 (even) Pelham Street (non-designated heritage asset) 

 No.49 Pelham Street (a probable non-designated heritage asset)  
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Figure 1: Heritage assets. Note that “positive” buildings are non-designated heritage assets and key views have 

been identified as such in the conservation area appraisal  

 

The Proposal: Planning and Listed Building Consent Applications  

1.02 The applicant’s Planning Statement describes the proposed development as follows: 

 

‘Mixed use development of the land around South Kensington Station providing for: the demolition 

and redevelopment of the Bullnose (including Use Classes A1, A2, A3 and B1), demolition and façade 

retention of the Thurloe Street Building, refurbishment of the retail facades and Use Class A1/A3 at 

the ground floor of Thurloe Street, redevelopment of residential use behind the retained facade on 

Thurloe Street (Use Class C3) above the ground floor, refurbishment of the Arcade, construction of 

a building along Pelham Street comprising of residential use (Use Class C3), retail use (Use Class 

A1, A2 and A3), and Office use (Use Class B1), construction of a building along Thurloe Square to 

provide for Use Class C3, alterations to South Kensington Station to facilitate the completion of the 

step-free access to the District and Circle Lines and fire escape, including consequential alterations 

to the layout of the Ticket Hall, construction of two retail facades within the Subway, provision of 

cycle parking and other works incidental to the application proposal.’ 

 

1.03 The applicant’s Planning Statement describes the application for listed building consent as follows: 

 

‘Restoration and refurbishment of the retail facades within the Arcade, alterations to the Ticket Hall 

within the South Kensington Station to facilitate the completion of the step-free access, construction 

of a fire escape stairwell, construction of two retail facades within the subway, demolition of the 

brick wall along Pelham Street and other associated works.’ 
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RELEVANT LEGISLATIVE AND PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 

 

 

2.01 There is a statutory duty placed upon Local Planning Authorities to have special regard to the 

desirability of preserving listed buildings, their settings and any features of interest that a listed 

building possesses and also a statutory duty to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of 

a conservation area. Great weight must be given to these designated heritage assets when 

considering planning decisions.  

 

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

2.02 Section 16 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that ‘In 

considering whether to grant listed building consent for any works the local planning authority or the 

Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting 

or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses’.   

 

2.03 For planning applications Section 66(1) of the same 1990 Act states that ‘In considering whether to 

grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local 

planning authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special regard to the 

desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic 

interest which it possesses’.   

 

2.04 Section 72(1) of the Act states that ‘In the exercise, with respect to any buildings or other land in a 

conservation area…special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 

character or appearance of that area’. 

 

National Planning Policy Framework 

2.05 Paragraphs 189-197 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) deal with proposals affecting 

heritage assets and provide great protection to designated heritage assets seeking to avoid harm to 

their significance unless it can be fully justified as set out below. 

 

2.06 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires in the case of all designated heritage assets 

that local planning authorities should give 'great weight' to the asset's conservation, regardless of 

the level of harm that will be caused to the heritage asset. Paragraph 193 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework states, ‘When considering the impact of a proposed development on the 

significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation 

(and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether 

any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its 

significance.’  Paragraph 194 states that ‘Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated 

heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting), should 

require clear and convincing justification…’ 

 

2.07 Paragraphs 195 and 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework make a distinction between 

proposals that will lead to ‘…substantial harm to (or total loss of significance of)…’ a designated 

heritage asset (paragraph 195) and proposals which will have ‘…less than substantial harm…’ 

(paragraph 196). If the development will lead to 'substantial harm' to the significance of a designated 

heritage asset, paragraph 195 of the NPPF indicates that the development should be refused consent 

by the local planning authority, unless it can be proved that the loss or damage to the asset can be 

outweighed by substantial benefits to the public or if the proposal fulfils four specific conditions. If 

the development leads to 'less than substantial harm' to the significance of a designated heritage 

asset, paragraph 196 indicates that this harm still needs to be assessed against the public benefit 

of the scheme and whether or not the viability of the site is being optimised.  

 

2.08 When assessing substantial harm the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide advises that: ‘In 

general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases.  For example, in 

determining  whether works to a listed building constitute substantial harm an important 
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consideration would be whether the adverse impact seriously affects a key element [emphasis 

added] of its special architectural of historic interest…..works that are moderate or minor in scale 

are likely to cause less than substantial harm or no harm at all’. 

 

2.09 Paragraph 197 states that the effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated 

heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing applications 

that directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be 

required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset. 

 

2.10 Paragraph 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework covers Conservation Areas, World Heritage 

Sites and the setting of heritage assets.  Paragraph 200 states that, ‘Local Planning Authorities 

should look for opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas and World Heritage 

Sites, and within the setting of heritage assets, to enhance or better reveal their significance. 

Proposals that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to the asset 

(or which better reveal its significance) should be treated favourably.’   

 

2.11 Paragraph 201 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that: ‘…Loss of a building (or other 

element) which makes a positive contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area or World 

Heritage Site should be treated either as substantial harm under paragraph 195 or less than 

substantial harm under paragraph 196, as appropriate, taking into account the relative significance 

of the element affected and its contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area or World 

Heritage Site as a whole.’ 

 

Local Plan  

2.12 The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea’s Local Plan is dated September 2019 and forms part 

of the development plan.  At its heart is key development plan policy, strategic objective five (CO5): 

‘Renewing the Legacy – quality design, conservation and enhancement’: 

 

‘Our strategic objective to renew the legacy is not simply to ensure no diminution in the 

excellence we have inherited, but to pass to the next generation a borough that is better than 

today, of the highest quality and inclusive for all. This will be achieved by taking great care to 

maintain, conserve and enhance the glorious built heritage we have inherited and to ensure 

that where new development takes place, it enhances the borough.’ (emphasis in bold added) 

2.13 Chapter 22 addresses what CO5 means for the borough including at 22.2.2 (which is pertinent in 

this case):  

 

‘Over and above the pure preservation of our historic urban fabric, the Council has embraced the 

principle of resisting design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character 

and quality of the area and the way it functions. Assessment of planning applications is therefore 

based on whether they are ‘good enough to approve’ rather than ‘bad enough to refuse’ to ensure 

the continuation of our existing high quality environment.’ 

 

2.14 Delivering CO5 are key development plan policies CL1-CL12 set out in Chapter 22 at pages 181- 203 

of the Local Plan.  

 

 Policy CL1 on context and character requires development (inter alia) to contribute positively to 

the townscape through the architecture and urban form, addressing matters such as scale, height, 

bulk, mass, proportion, plot width, building lines, street form, rhythm, roofscape, materials and 

historic fabric as well as vistas, views, gaps, and open space; to respond to the local context.  

 

 Policy CL2 on design quality requires all development to be of the highest architectural and urban 

design quality, taking opportunities to improve the quality and character of buildings and the area 

and the way it functions. 

 

 Policy CL3 on heritage assets – conservation areas and historic spaces - requires development to 

preserve and to take opportunities to enhance the cherished and familiar local scene including 
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requiring development to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation 

area and protect the special architectural or historic interest of the area and its setting. To deliver 

this the Council will: 

‘a. require development to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation 

area and protect the special architectural or historic interest of the area and its setting;… 

c. resist substantial demolition in conservation areas unless it can be demonstrated that: 

 i. in the case of substantial harm or loss to the significance of a heritage asset it is necessary 

to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss; 

 ii. in the case of less than substantial harm to the significance of a heritage asset, that the 

public benefits, including securing the optimum viable use, outweigh that harm…’ 

 

 Policy CL4 on heritage assets - Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Archaeology 

requires development to protect the heritage significance of listed buildings, scheduled ancient 

monuments and Archaeological Priority Areas. To deliver this the Council will: 

‘a. require all development and any works for alterations or extensions related to listed buildings, 

scheduled ancient monuments and Archaeological Priority Areas, to preserve the heritage 

significance of the building, monument or site or their setting or any features of special 

architectural or historic interest; 

b. resist the demolition of listed buildings in whole or in part, or the removal or modification of 

features of architectural importance, both internal and external; 

c. require the preservation of original architectural features, and later features of interest, both 

internal and external…’ 

 

 Policy CL8 Existing Buildings – Roof Alterations / Additional Storeys requires these to be 

architecturally sympathetic to the age and character of the building and group of buildings; to 

deliver this the Council will: 

‘b.resist additional storeys, and roof level alterations on:  

i. complete terraces or groups of buildings where the existing roof line is unimpaired by 

extensions, even when a proposal involves adding to the whole terrace or group as a 

coordinated design.’ [bold emphasis added] 

 

 Policy CL10 Shopfronts requires shopfronts to relate well to the buildings above and to either side 

to provide an attractive setting for the display of goods and to drive up the quality of the area. 

To deliver this the Council will: 

‘a. require alterations to existing shopfronts to preserve those elements that contribute to their 

traditional character, such as corbels, part-glazed doors, fascia, glazing bars, pilasters, and 

stallrisers, awnings and blinds… 

b. require new, and alterations to existing, shopfronts to: 

v. maintain existing independent access to upper floor accommodation; 

d. resist new shopfronts that would involve the removal of existing separate access to residential 

accommodation.’  

 

 Policy CL11 Views - the Council will require all development to protect and enhance views, vistas, 

gaps and the skyline that contribute to the character and quality of the area. To deliver this the 

Council will:  

‘a. resist development which interrupts, disrupts or detracts from strategic and local vistas, views, 

and gaps and the skyline;  

b. require developments whose visual impacts extend beyond that of the immediate street, to 

demonstrate how views are protected or enhanced;  

c. require, within conservation areas, development to preserve or enhance views: i. identified in 

conservation area appraisals; ii. generally within, into, and out of conservation areas, including 

the rear of properties; iii. that affect the setting of and from development on sites adjacent to 

conservation areas and listed buildings;  

d. require development to respect the setting of a landmark, taking care not to create intrusive 

elements in its foreground, middle ground or background.’  
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 Policy CL12 Building Heights - the Council will require new buildings to respect the setting of the 

borough’s valued townscapes and landscapes, through appropriate building heights. To deliver 

this the Council will:  

‘a. require proposals to strengthen our traditional townscape in terms of building heights and 

roofscape by requiring developments to: i. reflect the prevailing building heights within the 

context ii. provide, for larger developments, a roofscape that reflects that of the context of the 

site; iii. seldom use height to express local landmarks so the prevailing building height is 

maintained;  

b. resist buildings significantly taller than the surrounding townscape other than in exceptionally 

rare circumstances, where the development has a wholly positive impact on the character and 

quality of the townscape.’ 

 

The London Plan  

2.15 The Local Plan is required to be in general conformity with the London Plan (March 2016). The 

following policies in the London Plan are particularly relevant: 

 

 Policy 7.1 Lifetime Neighborhoods includes planning decisions item D – ‘The design of new 

buildings and the spaces they create should help reinforce or enhance the character, legibility, 

permeability, and accessibility of the neighbourhood’. 

 Policy 7.4 Local Character item A states that – ‘Development should have regard to the form, 

function, and structure of an area, place or street and the scale, mass and orientation of 

surrounding buildings. It should improve an area’s visual or physical connection with natural 

features. In areas of poor or ill-defined character, development should build on the positive 

elements that can contribute to establishing an enhanced character for the future function of the 

area.’ And ‘Buildings, streets and open spaces should provide a high quality design response that 

allows existing buildings and structures that make a positive contribution to the character of a 

place to influence the future character of the area and is informed by the surrounding historic 

environment’. 

 Policy 7.5 Public Realm – ‘London’s public spaces should …. relate to local context, and incorporate 

the highest quality design ….’ 

 Policy 7.6 Architecture – ‘Architecture should make a positive contribution to a coherent public 

realm, streetscape and wider cityscape. It should incorporate the highest quality materials and 

design appropriate to its context.’ With buildings and structures to be of the ‘highest architectural 

quality’, ‘be of a proportion, composition, scale and orientation that enhances, activates and 

appropriately defines the public realm’ and ‘comprise details and materials that complement, not 

necessarily replicate, the local architectural character’. 

 Policy 7.7. Location and Design of Tall and Large Buildings item A – ‘Tall and large buildings 

should be part of a plan-led approach to changing or developing an area by the identification of 

appropriate, sensitive and inappropriate locations. Tall and large buildings should not have an 

unacceptably harmful impact on their surroundings.’ In planning decisions tall and large buildings 

should ‘…only be considered in areas whose character would not be affected adversely by the 

scale, mass or bulk of a tall or large building; c relate well to the form, proportion, composition, 

scale and character of surrounding buildings, urban grain and public realm (including landscape 

features), particularly at street level…b should not impact on local or strategic views adversely…’ 

 Policy 7.8 Heritage Assets and Archaeology item D – ‘Development affecting heritage assets and 

their settings should conserve their significance, by being sympathetic to their form, scale, 

materials and architectural detail.’ 

 

The Setting of Heritage Assets  

2.16  All heritage assets have settings. Setting is defined as the surroundings in which a heritage asset is 

experienced and as per Historic England’s guidance on setting, it is not only a visual matter but is 

also affected by ‘our understanding of the historic relationship between places’ (2017, 2). 

 

2.17 The setting of a heritage asset is defined in the NPPF as 'The surroundings in which a heritage asset 

is experienced...Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the 

significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral.' 
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(Annexe 2: Glossary). Historic England's The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic Environment Good 

Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 (2nd Edition) states that therefore there are 'twin roles' of setting; 

a heritage asset's setting can contribute to its heritage significance and/or it can allow that 

significance to be appreciated (2017, 1).  

 

2.18 Although views of or from a heritage asset will play an important part, the Historic England guidance 

notes that: ‘…the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also included by other 

environmental factors….and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places’ (2017, 

2). Contextual relationships can include the relationships of one heritage asset to another of the 

same period or function, or with the same designer or architect (2017, 3).  

 

2.19 Harm to the significance of a heritage asset through a change to its setting can arise in a variety of 

ways, and this includes the implications of cumulative change. Particularly relevant considerations 

to this analysis are:- 

 

Significance: Physical Surroundings 

 Other heritage assets (including buildings and structures) 

 Definition, scale and grain of surrounding streetscape and spaces 

 Formal design including hierarchy and layout 

 Historic materials 

 Openness, enclosure and boundaries 

 Functional relationships and communications 

 History and degree of change over time with views from, towards, through, across and including the 

railway station and other heritage assets 

 Intentional intervisibility with other historic features. In particular the Natural History Museum, 

Imperial College tower and Victoria & Albert Museum were designed to be viewed from a variety of 

points 

 Visual dominance, prominence or role as a focal point 

 

Assessment of Harm from new Development 

 Proximity to heritage assets 

 Position in relation to key views to, from and across heritage assets 

 Degree to which new development will physically or visually isolate heritage assets 

 Prominence, dominance or conspicuousness  

 Competition with or distraction from the heritage assets 

 Dimensions, scale and massing 

 Proportions 

 Materials 

 Introduction of movement or activity 

 Change to skyline 

 Noise, vibration, dust etc 

 Lighting effects and “light spill” 

 Anticipated lifetime/temporariness i.e. whether harm will be permanent or temporary 

 Reversibility of the development   

 

Assessment of Heritage Impact 

2.20 In assessing heritage impact particularly useful guides, applied to this appraisal, are the following: 

 

 The Setting Heritage Assets, Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 

(Historic England).  

 Making Changes to Heritage Assets Historic England Advice Note 2 (Historic England).  

 Guide to the conservation of historic buildings (BSI Standards Publication BS 7913:2013).  
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UNDERSTANDING THE STATION AREA 
 

 

3.01 In order to inform the design of any development in the station area, it is important to understand 

both its historical development and its current character and appearance. Detailed information is 

provided in the Conservation Area Appraisal and also primary archival information such as 

cartographic evidence and historic photographs. The following section provides a brief summary. 

 

3.02 The earliest records show the land within this area was part of the parish of Kensington and the 

manor of Earl’s Court. The ancient lane from London linking the once isolated villages of 

Knightsbridge, Brompton and Earl’s Court Road along its northern border is preserved today as the 

Brompton/Old Brompton Road. Kensington probably grew out of a Saxon settlement. By the middle 

of the 17th century it was a village, centred on the Parish Church of St. Mary Abbots. In 1689 

Kensington Palace was established by King William III and Queen Mary II and from this date 

Kensington slowly grew into a town. In 1750 the parish had a population of between 4,000 and 

5,000. But although Kensington itself developed as a town, the parish remained essentially rural for 

another 100 years or more. 

 

3.03 John Roque’s map of 1745 shows the area surrounded by gardens with orchards and open fields 

beyond and captures the old road pattern which survives to-day. In general the houses at this time 

would be expected to have been modestly sized farmhouses and cottages. The major landowners 

during this period were the Alexander family and the Smith’s Charity Estate. During the late 18th 

century small-scale housing developments occurred on land that was principally given over to market 

gardening. With the cessation of the market garden business in 1832, combined with the post-

Napoleonic Wars building boom that began an era of dramatic expansion for London as a whole, 

there was a growing tide of speculative building starting in the 1820s/1830s.  

 

3.04 The phased plan below (figure 2) charts the historical development of the area with most terraced 

housing in the immediate vicinity of South Kensington Station being 1830s-1840s in date. The fact 

that the major part of this area was held by two large estates had a profound effect on the way in 

which it was developed. There was, and still remains, a unity of design throughout the Alexander 

and Henry Smith’s Charity Estates and, although the style changed in response to the dictates of 

taste as time passed; the layout of terraces, squares and crescents is remarkably consistent as also 

reflects the limited number of architects and builders used.  
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Figure 2: Phased plan: the railway station originated in the 1860s with most surrounding terraced housing dating 

from the 1830s-1840s  

 

3.05 After these waves of house building, the Great Exhibition in 1851 stimulated additional development 

nearby. The Commissioners for the Exhibition of 1851 bought their South Kensington Estate for the 

erection of museums and institutions of art and science and they included in their plans for the area 

the construction of three major roads: Cromwell Road, Exhibition Road and Prince Albert’s Road 

(now Queen’s Gate). The ensuing development “Albertopolis” – attracted wealthy residents to the 

whole area with the cultural quarter attracting large numbers of visitors. 

 

3.06 As part of a proposal to link the recently opened London main line railway termini, the Metropolitan 

Railway (MR) obtained an Act of Parliament in 1854 to construct an underground railway between 

Paddington and Farringdon Street via Kings Cross; this was to become the first section of London’s 

underground railway system. Construction of the cut-and-cover line started in February 1860 and 

the new Metropolitan line opened to the public on 10 January 1863. The construction of the 

Metropolitan and District Railways during the 1860s brought rapid access to central London and this 

in turn encouraged further expansion. The enabling Acts of 1864 allowed for the compulsory 

purchase of land required for the lines and this caused physical change to the area through which 

they ran as well as the demolition of recently built houses. The southern part of the Alexander Estate 

was sold to the Metropolitan Railway Company in 1864 for the creation of the new underground 

railway, the sale comprising some 47 houses in total.   

 

3.07 The Metropolitan Railway extended their line southwards from Praed Street (Paddington) to 

Gloucester Road on 1st October 1868 with a further extension to South Kensington to join the 

Metropolitan District Railway (MDR) which was building a line west from Westminster. The joint MR 

and MDR station at South Kensington opened on 24 December 1868. As built, South Kensington had 

two island platforms and two side platforms with four lines. The island platforms had a fifth track 

between them used for terminating and reversing Metropolitan trains arriving from the west. It was 
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built in a cutting and there was a single arch bridge at Thurloe Bridge.  The station had north and 

south brick revetments and the two were joined by a single train shed wrought iron roof. 

 

3.08 South Kensington underground station and associated Circle and District Lines here was built in 

1867-1868 to designs by Sir John Fowler, engineer to the Metropolitan Line. It was originally called 

Brompton Exchange.  

 

3.09 To create this station, the west end of Alfred Place (now Thurloe Street) south side was demolished, 

Alfred Mews in its entirety, ten houses in the south west corner of Thurloe Square, the two villas at 

the west end of the north side of Pelham Street and three buildings where the station entrance was, 

then facing westwards (figure 3). 

 

 

Figure 3: Housing on site of later station, c.1855 with the area only lightly developed 

 

3.10 In 1871 the Metropolitan District Railway constructed two extra platforms and a separate entrance 

here. There were by then two tracks on the north side of the station, one central terminal track for 

westbound trains and two tracks on the south side of the station, each track having its own platform. 

The southern revetment was moved southwards and a second roof was built over the southern 

platforms, resting on the south side on wrought iron stanchions, which also supported a floor for the 

shops in Pelham Street (added much later).  An extra arch was added to Thurloe Bridge, south of 

the initial one.  It was at this time that all the remaining houses on the north side of Pelham Street 

were demolished and four of the houses in Pelham Place North. The 1872 Ordnance Survey map 

captures the newly built line and station with booking office at its west end where the line terminated 

(figure 4). The surroundings also evolved at this period with increasing residential development of 

terraces and crescents with communal garden spaces for the residents. 
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Figure 4: 1872 Ordnance Survey map showing the development of the residential area and the creation of the 

railway lines and South Kensington Station with booking office at its west end. Note that the railway had replaced 

houses on part of the north side of Pelham Street, those to Thurloe Square Bridge and those at the western end 

of the south side of Thurloe Street giving an open aspect around the station  

 

3.11 In 1885 the MDR opened a long pedestrian subway from the station beneath the length of Exhibition 

Road giving sheltered access to the newly built museums; there was a toll on using the passage 

until 1908. 

 

3.12 The 1895 Ordnance Survey map shows some change to the booking office and accesses to the 

platforms, which are now labelled (figure 5).  

 

 
Figure 5: 1895 Ordnance Survey map showing the development of the booking office and platforms and associated 

accesses. Note Nos.20-32 (even) Thurloe St have been built on land acquired and cleared by the railway. Housing 

had been developed on the site of Brompton Hall and grounds at the junction of Harrington Road and Old Brompton 

Road  
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3.13 The Edwardian period witnessed various changes and improvements to South Kensington Station. 

In 1905-1906 the deep-level Piccadilly Line link was constructed. As part of this expansion architect 

Leslie Green designed a separate entrance on Pelham Street that survives today and features his 

trademark oxblood red glazed terracotta tiled exterior façade (figures 17 & 23). An abandoned 

partially-built MDR platform tunnel found a number of later uses. During World War I it was used for 

the safe storage of treasures from the Victoria & Albert Museum and china from Buckingham Palace. 

In about 1927 it housed a signal school. At this time a section of the tunnel was also converted into 

a lecture theatre. At the outbreak of World War II, the signal school closed and the tunnel was used 

as an emergency headquarters for the London Passenger Transport Board’s engineering services 

and it was divided into two levels to increase the available space. It also housed equipment for 

detecting bombs with delayed action fuses that had been dropped into the Thames.  

 

3.14 In 1907 the two original entrances, once on each side of the station in Pelham Street and Thurloe 

Street were rebuilt by George Sherrin (engaged by the Metropolitan Railway) in white faience divided 

into three by a pair of Doric columns. Ornate wrought-iron screens and gates bear the names of the 

station (South Kensington Station and Metropolitan and District Railway) and the two companies in 

art nouveau lettering. Sherrin remodelled the entrance and booking hall and designed an arcade of 

shops between Thurloe and Pelham Streets under a glazed barrel roof that spans the station between 

the entrances. The roof replaced Fowler's iron spans over the platforms with the present wood roof 

carried on iron columns. 

 

3.15 The Bullnose and its shops were built c.1908 (they are shown on the 1920 Ordnance Survey map 

that was surveyed in 1915 but also captured on a photograph dated c.1908 (figure 20).  They were, 

and continue to be, single storey (replacing the collection of single storey shops seen in figure 19). 

 

3.16 Between 1908 and 1916 thirteen shops were built eastwards from the station to about two thirds of 

the way down Pelham Street towards Thurloe Bridge. Each shop had a single storey of 

accommodation over it (figures 66-67). They were built over the sidings (removed many years 

later). Nothing appears to have been built further eastwards down Pelham Street towards Thurloe 

Bridge beyond the thirteen shops.  A builders’ yard seems to have occupied the space on the corner 

of Thurloe Bridge behind some hoardings. All these shops were demolished in 1973/4 and the area 

has remained open (other than a part modern / part Victorian brick wall and modern hoardings to 

the railway cutting from Pelham Street).  

 

3.17 There have been various changes in the decades following the Second World War. These include to 

the reversing track between the two island platforms that was taken out of use in 1957 and the gap 

filled forming one wide island. The two side platforms (Platforms 1 and 4) were taken out of use in 

January 1968 and March 1969 respectively. The tracks for these platforms were also removed and 

platform 4 was subsequently demolished. New escalators to the Piccadilly line were added in 1973 

(replacing 1907 lifts), at the same time the combined booking hall used today was renovated. 

Following the replacement of the original lifts, the Leslie Green station building on Pelham Street 

has not been used to provide access to the tube platforms and now houses station offices. One of 

the lift shafts is now used for forced air ventilation with a fan being installed on the top while the 

adjacent shaft remains open. The Pelham Street Edwardian terrace was demolished as part of this 

work. The deep-level tube platforms, one above the other, were remodelled in the 1980s but retain 

the original tile banding and platform entrances.  
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Figure 6: Ordnance Survey map 1920 (surveyed in 1915 and capturing the early 20th century development)l it 

shows the development of the Bullnose, glazed arcade and reconstructed ticket halls and also the two storey 

shops/flats along two thirds of the north side of Pelham Street  

  

 
Figure 7: Ordnance Survey map 1952 with address numbers shown and the booking hall moved underground. The 

apartment buildings at Melton Court and Malvern Court had demolished earlier historic housing  
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Figure 8: Publicity material associated with the application shows the construction date of various elements of the 

station. The original west wall of the booking hall survives towards the rear of the later Bullnose separating it from 

the Edwardian arcade   
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STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 

 

 

4.01 This section of the assessment draws together the overarching significance of the area to provide a 

holistic overview, as harm to one component can often cause harm to nearby heritage assets by 

virtue of a change to their setting that erodes their significance. The assessment of heritage impact 

in sections 5-6 considers the significance of the elements within the historic environment affected 

by the proposed development of the station area in more detail, together with the nature and level 

of harm to this significance. 

 

4.02 The application site falls within a uniquely special and distinctive place formed by an historic 

environment that contains an extensive number, range and type of heritage assets of national 

significance. Cherished by local residents, the area falls within the Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity 

Conservation Area and is bound by adjacent conservation areas. To the north are a series of Grade 

I listed museums and cultural buildings of international interest including the Natural History 

Museum, Victoria & Albert Museum, Royal Albert Hall and various educational establishments that 

fall within the Queen’s Gate Conservation Area. Several of these are landmark buildings of 

international cultural and heritage significance.   

 

4.03 South Kensington Railway Station itself is listed Grade II (including the station building, 

infrastructure, shopping arcade). The Bullnose is a separate structure with its own distinct identity 

within the wider station environment and is curtilage listed. Accessed off Pelham Street, opposite 

the station cutting and railway bridge, is the Grade II* listed Pelham Place and Pelham Crescent, 

described in the Conservation Area Appraisal as ‘…One of the most charming pieces of urban design 

in South Kensington’ (2016, 21). Indeed there are many highly attractive terraces that display a 

delicacy of touch and design harmony that strongly contribute to the special quality of the area. 

Most of the  Regency and Victorian terraces in the immediate vicinity have been added to the national 

list on the basis of their special architectural and/or historic interest. There are also terraces that 

form non-designated heritage assets of at least local interest. These positively contribute to the 

character and appearance of the conservation area. There are very few modern buildings in this area 

or buildings that have no significance (see figure 1) and there are no buildings that detract. This 

report finds that the modern fencing to the corner of Pelham Street and Thurloe Square Bridge is a 

detracting feature that can – and should – be removed.  

 

4.04 The Conservation Area Appraisal (CAA) identifies key views within the area. This includes key views 

to (and including) the Bullnose and station entrances along Harrington Road, Old Brompton Road 

and Onslow Square, a  key view along Pelham Place that includes the railway environment, and a 

key view from Thurloe Bridge to Thurloe Square that includes the station to the west (see figure 

1). These views capture the historic townscape environment and the importance of its human-scale, 

open and airy character. They also reveal historical and design relationships between different 

elements in the area (i.e. enhance its legibility) and capture fortuitous views that have developed 

over time and today positively contribute to the ability of visitors and residents alike to appreciate 

this special place.  

 

4.05 When assessing the architectural and historic interest of the buildings and townscape the following 

levels of significance are used. For consistency, this follows the definitions given in the applicant’s 

Heritage Statement but with some explanatory text added with regard to the level of designation 

that would be expected to reflect their significance.  
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High significance  Original features that contribute to the historical and architectural interest of 

the heritage asset; or non-original features which are of sufficiently high 

quality that they maintain a high degree of architectural or historic interest. 

Overall the place is likely to be of at least national importance such as listed 

buildings and conservation areas  

Moderate significance  Original features that contribute to the historical and architectural interest of 

the heritage asset, but which are not in themselves (or as a group) of special 

interest; or non-original features which contribute to maintaining the overall 

architectural or historic interest of the asset. Overall the place may be locally 

listed or form a non-designated heritage asset  

Limited significance  Features, original or later, which make a minor contribution to the historic and 

architectural interest of the asset.  

Negligible or no 

significance  

Features of little or no heritage interest, which do not contribute positively to 

the historic and architectural interest of the asset but neither do they detract 

from its significance.  

Detracts from 

significance  

Features that obscure or detract from the significance of the heritage asset.  
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ASSESSMENT OF HERITAGE IMPACT UPON DESIGNATED HERITAGE ASSETS 

 

 

5.01 The Conservation Area Appraisal (CAA) observes that ‘Historic areas are sensitive to change as once 

a historic feature is lost it can only be reinstated in replica and never in veracity. The loss of historic 

features is therefore a loss to the integrity and historic character of the conservation area as a whole’ 

(paragraph 5.2, p65). The same consideration applies to all the special attributes that make up the 

conservation area.  

 

5.02 The heritage significance of the following designated heritage assets are directly (physical impacts) 

or indirectly (changes to setting/views) harmed by the proposal: 

 

 Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area and associated listed buildings and open 

spaces, public realm 

 South Kensington Station (listed Grade II) 

 Bullnose (curtilage listed Grade II) 

 South Kensington Station Pedestrian Subway (listed Grade II) 

 Victoria & Albert Museum (listed Grade I and landmark building L7) 

 Natural History Museum (listed Grade I and landmark building L6) 

 Queen’s Tower, Imperial Institute (listed Grade II and landmark building L5) 

 Nos.1-29 Pelham Place (listed Grade II*) 

 Nos.2-14 Pelham Place (listed Grade II*) 

 Nos.16 & 18 Pelham Place (listed Grade II) 

 Nos.1-14 Pelham Crescent (listed Grade II*) 

 Nos.15-27 Pelham Crescent (listed Grade II*) 

 Nos.2-18 (even) Thurloe Street (listed Grade II) 

 Nos. 20-34 (even) Thurloe Street (non-designated heritage asset) 

 Nos.45-51 Thurloe Square (listed Grade II) 

 No.52 Thurloe Square (listed Grade II) 

 No.5 Thurloe Square (non-designated heritage asset) 

 Nos.15-18 Cromwell Place (listed Grade II) 

 Nos.6-14 Cromwell Place (listed Grade II) 

 Nos.4-24 (even) Pelham Street (non-designated heritage asset) 

 No.49 Pelham Street (non-designated heritage asset)  

 

 
Heritage assets and key views assessed below (see figure 1 for larger image) 
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Assessment of Harm to Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area  

 

Significance: High 

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm:  

Conservation Area (Substantial Harm) 

Grade I, II* and II listed buildings and non-designated heritage assets as identified in paragraphs 5.02 

(Substantial Harm to South Kensington Railway Station and Bullnose, and to Nos.20-34 Thurloe Street, rest 

Less than Substantial Harm). 

 

This assessment finds that the proposals will result in substantial harm to the character and appearance 

of the conservation area through the loss of several key (protected) views and overdevelopment that harms 

its special attributes in terms of historic (and listed) buildings, views, vistas and skylines. The number, range 

and extent of instances of less than substantial harm to the conservation area that have been identified also 

cumulatively constitute substantial harm to its character and appearance. The ability of residents and visitors 

to appreciate the historic environment and the airiness and human scale of the area will be substantially 

harmed and the legibility of the historic townscape significantly compromised with listed buildings 

overshadowed and dominated by new development and visual townscape compositions lost.  

 

 

5.03 The Local Plan (2019, 111) describes the area: ‘The surrounding residential area includes some of 

the best Georgian architecture in the borough. The buildings around Pelham Place, Pelham Crescent, 

Thurloe Square and Alexander Square are listed, as are many of the houses in the surrounding 

streets. South Kensington Station, the station arcade and the pedestrian tunnel are also listed.’ The 

pedestrian subway tunnel and Exhibition Road link to the nearby cultural and educational quarter to 

the north in Queen’s Gate Conservation Area and there are visual and historical links between these 

two conservation areas.  

 

5.04 The Conservation Area Appraisal (supplemented with research as part of this report) identifies the 

following as being key parts of the special architectural and historic qualities of the conservation 

area:  

 

 Historical Associations: ‘development within the area was carried out by some of the great names 

of the Victorian building world; architect George Basevi and large scale builders James Bonnin 

and Charles James Freake. Furthermore, the charity set up by Henry Smith in 1620, to create 

profit from development to give relief to the poor and other charitable purposes, is still in 

operation today.’ (2016, 5). George Basevi (1794 – 1845) was a cousin of Benjamin Disraeli and 

trained as an architect at the Academy Schools and in the office of John Soane from 1810 to 

1816. Apart from his work in this area, his best known buildings are probably the Fitzwilliam 

Museum in Cambridge, built between 1836 and 1845 and Belgrave Square. Charles James Freake 

was highly successful and achieved his baronetcy in 1882. The RBKC’S CAA described him as a 

‘titan of the Victorian building world’ (2016, 26). 

 Architectural History and Design: ‘The area displays a remarkable slice of South Kensington’s 

architectural history from the elegance and restraint of the Georgian period, through late Regency 

designs and Italianate pomp to the red brick Queen Anne style at the end of the Victorian period. 

The area displays both highly typical features of these periods such as decorative fanlights, timber 

sash windows and a wealth of stucco detailing as well as more unusual details such as the 

Pantheon inspired doors in Thurloe and Alexander Squares and the hatchet shaped finials and 

horizontal glazing bars in Beaufort Gardens.’ (2016, 5). The aesthetic quality of the conservation 

area is very high indeed. 

 Architectural Design: ‘The houses are arranged in terraces with fine vertical proportions, often 

with a palace front, and sharing matching features resulting in a unified design across the whole 

group. They mostly conform to the standard London town house plan internally.’ Many share an 

external decoration inspired by the Classical Greeks and Romans. ‘The main floor – or piano nobile 

– was for entertaining and is usually given prominence by a continuous balcony with decorative 

iron railings and sash or French windows. Above this level, the bedroom windows decrease in 

size. Elevations are usually two or three windows wide and front doors are usually offset unless 
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the house is double fronted and symmetrical (rare in this area). Most of the terraces have lower 

ground or basement levels accessed from a front lightwell with cast iron railings to guard them.’ 

(2016, 17). 

 Townscape Quality: ‘Development of the area was speculative and there was no overall plan for 

each whole estate, but each Victorian street is designed as whole piece with terraces having 

palace fronts, set in crescents and built around private garden squares. The streets therefore 

have a coherent design, character and charm, that has mostly been maintained in impeccable 

condition to the present day. The high number of listed buildings, including a number listed at 

grade II*, is indicative of the quality of the conservation area.’ (2016, 5). The heterogeneous 

building design manages to achieve a harmonious unified appearance given the guiding hand of 

only a small number of architects, builders and owners, and by following general principles such 

as the human scale of building and incorporation of views and open spaces. 

 Pelham Crescent and Pelham Place: are described as ‘one of the most charming pieces of urban 

design in South Kensington’ (2016, 21). RBKC’s CAA identifies a key view along Pelham Place 

towards South Kensington Station. 

 Scale: massing and scale is an important part of the conservation area. For example, the terraces 

that line Thurloe Street and the Exhibition Road to the cultural quarter have a modest scale with 

shops typically independent and small, a number retaining 19th century frontages. This is an 

important part of the character of the area as it pleasingly contrasts with the larger more ornate 

and monumental character of the cultural quarter with the V&A and Natural History Museum 

being on the opposite side of Cromwell Road. The grander scale and detailing of these buildings 

befits their public use as internationally significant civic architectural pieces. The Edwardian 

shopping arcade and Bullnose are a single storey in height containing a range of traditionally 

sized commercial units. Within the conservation area the scale and massing varies between 

principal street and former mews (with the latter being more modest). The “human scale” and 

traditionally sized commercial units (often independent and bespoke outlets) strongly contributes 

to the traditional character and appearance of the conservation area.  

 Views: the human-scale buildings facilitate a number of key views within the conversation area 

and towards adjacent conservation areas. These have been identified in RBKC’s CAA and are 

discussed in more detail later in this assessment with their location reproduced on figure 1. 

Some of these views are probably fortuitous and others planned. In either case they are 

significant for visually showcasing the architectural richness of the townscape both within the 

conservation area but also in neighbouring conservation areas, with the corona of the V&A 

Museum and towers to the Natural History Museum and Imperial College being particularly 

important. These views highlight historical associations within the area between planned terraces 

by a limited number of architects in various areas around the station, with the towers of the 

cultural institutions providing cultural associations. The views allow the legibility and heritage 

qualities of the historic railway station, Georgian and Victorian terraces, traditional shopfronts to 

Nos.20-34 Thurloe Street, and cultural institutions nearby to be appreciated. The observation in 

the Historic England advice on the setting of heritage assets is pertinent in that: ‘Composite or 

fortuitous views which are the cumulative result of a long history of development, particularly in 

towns and cities, may become cherished…The ability to experience these same views today can 

illuminate the design principles and taste of our predecessors (2017, 11-12). 

 South Kensington Station: the ‘geographical nucleus of the conservation area centres on South 

Kensington Underground Station which has a plaza to the south surrounded by fastigate oaks and 

is a modern but welcome construct’. (2016, 9). The station is widely visited and connects both 

physically but also intellectually/culturally with a range of major heritage assets – most notably 

the internationally significant cultural institutions at Albertopolis – and also the very high-quality 

nineteenth-century terraces and squares that define the character of the conservation area. 

 Atmosphere: the historic environment in the South Kensington area around the station is more 

than any one listed or historic building. It is a collective and often intangible sense of place. At 

South Kensington the human-scale with good survival of modestly sized traditional commercial 

premises, special collection of terraces with harmonious designs, and railway architecture 

combined with a sense of openness and good panoramic townscape views are all features that 

both by design and fortuitous development have created a sense of airiness, good light levels, 
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sense of openness and an atmosphere that is more typical of a small town than a city location. 

These are key attributes to the sense of place that is so special to the area.   

 

5.05 Negative buildings are those which are out of keeping with the prevailing character of a conservation 

area. One of the strengths of this area is that no buildings are identified in RBKC’s CAA as negative 

buildings. This reflects the success of the Georgian, Victorian and Edwardian developments but also 

the care given to the design of later interventions. The palisade at the corner of Pelham Street and 

Thurloe Square Bridge is a detracting feature that can be easily removed to enhance the area.  

 

5.06 The architectural and historic special interest of the conservation area i.e. its character and 

appearance have only been briefly assessed in paragraph 4.2.5 of the applicant’s Heritage 

Statement. A failure to thoroughly consider the elements that are key to the significance of the 

conservation area perhaps accounts for the harm that will result to this nationally significant area 

from the proposals as they have not been sufficiently informed by an analysis of the special qualities 

of the conservation area. This harm is set out below.  

 

Heritage Impact to the Conservation Area (Substantial Harm) 
5.07 The pre-application advice from Historic England dated 16 August 2019 (reference PA01002799) 

warned that ‘This very large site has the potential to affect the setting of several listed buildings and 

terraces, including highly significant historic places such as Exhibition Road, Pelham Crescent, and 

Thurloe Square…The Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area Appraisal identifies 

several views that are relevant to this application. They include: 

· The view eastwards along Harrington Road terminating in the bullnose of the station’s external 

shops;  

· The view towards the station from Onslow Square / Onslow Crescent; 

· The view towards the station along Old Brompton Road; 

· Views along Pelham Place; 

· The view from the top of Pelham Place across the railway bridge towards Thurloe Square, 

terminating in the corona of the Victoria and Albert museum seen above the treetops of the 

garden square; 

· The view southwards along Great Exhibition Road.’ 

 

5.08 Building upon this advice the historic environment is harmed in the following ways: 

 Views – total loss and considerable erosion of key views, for example to listed buildings and also 

major landmark buildings such as the Grade I Natural History Museum, Grade II listed Queens 

Tower to Imperial College and corona to the Grade I listed V&A Museum. These form Landmarks 

L6, L5 and L7 respectively, and are three of only 15 landmarks identified by the Local Planning 

Authority within the borough townscape. Also loss of and disruption to the historic urban 

townscape and skyline that includes a large number of listed buildings and structures and 

celebrates the inter-relationships between different heritage assets while helping to tell the story 

of the development of this part of South Kensington. The visual impact is shown on the applicant’s 

verified views and also on verified views produced by Rendered Images Ltd, some of which are 

reproduced in this report (see figures 32-33, 35-37, 42-43, 47-48, 50-51 and 69-70) .  

 Character - erosion of the distinctive character and attributes of the conservation area (and how 

this differs from the adjacent Queen’s Gate Conservation Area’s museum/cultural quarter i.e. 

human scale terraced buildings, modestly sized, often independent commercial units, sense of 

openness). Further harm is caused to character by the inclusion of substantial service areas atop 

the proposed Bullnose, Thurloe Street, Thurloe Square and Pelham Street developments. These 

utilitarian plant structures will be visible from various important public views within the 

conservation area.  

 Design - proposed buildings that in materials, scale, massing and height do not relate to the 

either the historical or current local context. The design makes little if any reference to its context, 

local townscape, the heritage of the historic station, or the wider character of the conservation 

area and its cherished Georgian and Victorian architecture, grain and scale of the existing historic 

environment. This constitutes overdevelopment of the area that will create an oppressive, 

overbearing development that fails to integrate.  
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 Atmosphere - the human scale character of the conservation area, that distinguishes it from the 

Queen’s Gate Conservation Area neighbouring to the north will be much eroded and in places 

(such as Pelham Street and the Thurloe Square railway bridge) entirely lost. The additional four 

and five storey buildings with large service areas atop will greatly increase height and massing 

in an area that currently benefits from breathing spaces of either low rise buildings (such as the 

Bullnose and railway station) or areas where there has not been buildings for many decades 

(railway bridge and north side of Pelham Street). This will lose the sense of airiness, openness 

and good light levels that currently significantly contribute to the character of the place (in 

particular the Edwardian arcade, Pelham Street and the railway bridge). In addition to lost views 

of a special historic townscape and a change in character that will considerably erode these special 

qualities, the intensity of development will inevitably result in considerably more refuse bags on 

bin collection days, bins stores, refuse collections, lorry deliveries with more noise and heavy 

goods vehicles. This will spoil Pelham Street (which already suffers from congestion) and create 

utilitarian and potentially ugly features in the public realm outside the station (i.e. the lorry 

parking space and refuse sacks outside the Bullnose and Nos.20-34 Thurloe Street on waste 

collection days).  

 Public Realm – the plaza to the station is complimented for its quality in RBKC’s CAA but will be 

spoilt in these proposals due to the lorry loading bay insertion and extra refuse sacks to be 

deposited here on collection days. It will no longer provide a good sense of arrival to the station.  

 Historic Buildings – the total loss of the Bullnose and the extensive loss of Nos.20-34 Thurloe 

Street is a loss to the integrity and historic character of the conservation area as a whole and 

seriously undermines the historic townscape.  

 

5.09 The highly harmful impact on the atmosphere, openness and friendly human scale appearance of 

the area around the station means that the applicant’s claim in the Planning Statement that ‘The 

proposed ASD development is consistent with Policy CO1 of the Local Plan which encourages 

developments to “Keep life local”, by providing strong neighbourhood centres, shopping facilities and 

residential developments’ is directly contradicted by the evidence. The proposals will erode the 

neighbourhood qualities as is clear by the scale of opposition expressed by local residents, every 

local residents association and their elected representatives.  

 

 
Figure 9: South Kensington Station in the geographical heart of the conservation area with excellent views from 

Pelham Street across station platforms, canopies, revetments to rear of listed Thurloe Square and Thurloe Street 

terraced housing (top) and railway entrances and Bullnose panoramic view (bottom). Reducing the boundary 

wall slightly along the length of Pelham Street will provide further excellent viewpoints 
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Figure 10: Grade II* listed Pelham Crescent, a 

nationally significant architectural composition by 

George Basevi (built by Bonnin), built 1833-1838 

 

 
Figure 11: Grade II listed Thurloe Square, a 

nationally significant architectural composition 

designed by George Basevi, built 1840-1846  

 
Figure 12: Grade II listed Nos.2-18 Thurloe Street, a 

nationally significant architectural composition 

designed by George Basevi, built 1844-1846 

 

Figure 13: Scale of building is increasingly modest 

for mews, for example at the Thurloe Place Mews 

 
Figure 14: Retail units and terraced housing along 

even busy streets towards the station is typically of a 

human scale with many independent shops and 

restaurants, view along Thurloe Street to station. The 

same observation can be made of Exhibition Road in 

this locality   

 
Figure 15: The modest building scale, especially at 

the Bullnose and across the station, allows long 

range views to key landmarks including the towers of 

the Natural History Museum (Grade I listed and a 

landmark building) from Onslow Square 
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Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

5.10 The proposals fail to meet the following planning policies with regard to heritage provisions:  

 Sections 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as 

the development fails to preserve the special interest of a number of listed buildings causing 

substantial harm to the Bullnose and Railway Station and less than substantial harm to many 

other buildings. 

 Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as the proposals 

fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area, instead causing 

substantial harm. 

 Paragraph 192 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the scale, density, materials and 

design of the new development will harm local character and distinctiveness. 

 Paragraph 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework as designated heritage assets are 

harmed rather than conserved. 

 Paragraph 195 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to designated heritage assets (the conservation area and railway station, including the 

Bullnose).  

 Paragraph 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause less than 

substantial harm to the special interest of a number of listed buildings. 

 Paragraph 197 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to a non-designated heritage asset and harm to other heritage assets.  

 Paragraph 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to the special interest of the conservation area and harm elements that strongly positively 

contribute to it.  

 Local Plan Policies CL1 and CL2 as the proposed development does not contribute positively to 

townscape and will harm both townscape and the local context. It will harm the quality and 

character of the area. 

 Local Plan Policy CL3a and CL3c as the proposed development will harm the cherished and familiar 

local scene and block several key views. It will result in demolition of heritage assets.  

 Local Plan Policy CL4a, CL4b and CL4c as the listed Bullnose will be demolished and the original 

station wall will be part lost with new accesses removing fabric and modifying it thus losing its 

original design and legibility. Original architectural features and later features of interest at the 

railway station (and Nos.20-34 Thurloe Street) are lost rather than preserved. RBKC policy 

requires that attractive historic hidden features such as the western wall should be made visible 

where practical and the applicant has made no attempt to show it was not practical in this case. 

 Local Plan Policy CL11a, CL11b, CL11c and CL11d as key views are lost and the historic skyline 

(that includes Grade I listed landmark buildings) will be lost with views to other designated and 

non-designated heritage assets in wider townscape views either lost or heavily disrupted. The 

development does not respect the setting of landmark buildings (notably the Grade I listed 

Natural History Museum and V&A and Grade II listed landmark at the Queen’s Tower). 

 Local Plan Policy CL12a and CL12b as the development fails to respect the setting of the area’s 

valued townscape (including existing urban grain and height/scale/design of the historic 

environment). It will overshadow and dominate listed buildings. 

 Local Plan Policy CO4 Strategic objective for An Engaging Public Realm as the public realm is not 

maintained, or extended, but diminished due to the loading bay and additional refuse sacks and 

collections needed to support the development. This will spoil the sense of arrival to and departure 

from this part of South Kensington at the station.  

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.5, 7.6, 7.7 & 7.8.  
 

Recommendations / Enhancement Opportunities  

5.11 The source of the harm that flows from the development is the fact that it is overdevelopment of a 

highly significant and sensitive historic environment. The area here is capable of accommodating 

sensitively designed change but that must respect and work with the significance of the place and 

its special qualities. Key views should be protected (and enhanced where possible) and the historic 

and architectural significance of historic buildings should be preserved and enhanced, for example 

through sensitive refurbishment. The refurbishment of individual, often, independent, traditionally 
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sized retail units along Exhibition Road illustrates the potential that working with, not against, the 

historic character can bring to both the area and its local community.  

 

Assessment of Harm to South Kensington Station (Listed Grade II)  

 

Significance: High 

Railway Station Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm:  

Conservation Area (Substantial Harm) 

Grade II (curtilage) listed Bullnose (Substantial Harm)  

Grade II listed Railway Station (Substantial Harm) 

This assessment finds that the proposals will result in substantial harm to the significance of the curtilage 

listed Bullnose through demolition (total loss). The proposals would also result in substantial harm to the 

significance of the Grade II listed station overall, mainly due to harm to the Edwardian arcade, partial loss 

of the original booking hall west wall, loss of overall original and Edwardian design intention and loss of 

character as a low rise long linear place, overshadowing of Edwardian entrances from new buildings, physical 

impact to revetment walls and loss of views across the station and to major components such as the 

revetment walls from within it. The four-storey replacement Bullnose is an incongruous addition in scale, 

design and materials that blocks and harms key views and is over dominant in relation to the single storey 

Grade II listed railway station. The development will also spoil the public realm that forms the entrance to 

the station. It will result in substantial harm to the character and appearance of the conservation area 

through the loss of key views and historic skyline and townscape. The loss of the historical visual relationship 

between the Grade I listed Natural History Museum and the Grade II listed Cromwell Place viewed in the 

middle and background above the Grade II listed railway station is particularly harmful to the special interest 

of the conservation area.  

 

 

5.12 The Historic England listing entry records that: ‘The special interest of South Kensington Station 

resides in the survival of the arcaded 1867-68 revetments, which belong to the first generation of 

underground architecture anywhere in the world. Sherrin's arcade possesses special interest as a 

fine survivor of Edwardian retail architecture. The rest of the station is not regarded as possessing 

special interest, although the 1907 Leslie Green-designed frontage on Pelham Street clearly makes 

a positive contribution to the conservation area. The underpass to Exhibition Road is separately 

listed.’ 

 

5.13 This assessment finds that significance resides in: 

 Historical Associations: this station terminated the southward continuation of the world's first 

underground railway line and was designed by Sir John Fowler, engineer to the Metropolitan Line. 

Edwardian arcade and platforms/canopies by architect George Sherrin. Sherrin also designed the 

arcade at High Street, Kensington station and another at Victoria station and was an early pioneer 

of shopping arcades. Leslie Green designed the entrance to the Piccadilly Line link. He designed 

similar station facades across the Piccadilly network, creating a strong corporate identity. The 

Bullnose forms part of these Edwardian period enhancement works. 

 Engineering Quality: the arcade retains its original roof structure. At upper platform level, used 

by the District & Circle Lines, original arcaded revetments of pale yellow brick remain in situ. The 

Heritage Statement observes that these are amongst the earliest underground railway structures 

in the world and display some architectural embellishment such as brick niches, cornices details 

and arches with keystones contributing to an Italianate railway architectural style. The Victorian 

and Edwardian platform canopies and other fabric positively contributes to historic, engineering 

and design interest.  

 Evidential/Archaeological Interest: disused lift shafts, platforms, subways, and other railway 

infrastructure hidden from public view but of considerable interest as part of earlier phases of the 

development of the station. This includes original fabric and late Victorian and early 20th century 

schemes hidden behind later decorative work such as within some of the arcade shopping units 

and the ticketing hall. The west wall of the original booking hall built 1868 survives with its original 

arches and detailing in the Bullnose. On page 49 of the applicant’s Heritage Statement this is 

referred to as ‘a highly significant Victorian wall’. As a rare, possibly sole surviving part, of the 
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original John Fowler Victorian station to survive at street level this wall is indeed of high historic 

significance and of moderate-high architectural significance given evidence of Fowler’s Italianate 

‘Railway Architecture’. It is of national significance.  

 Architectural Quality and Materials: the Edwardian arcade is entered through original Edwardian 

entrances with original and finely detailed ornate wrought ironwork and lettering denoting the 

station and line names. The arcade is lined with shops; several retain original shop fronts of high 

quality (listed in the Heritage Statement as Units 1, 4, 6, 13); others retain varying degrees of 

historic character but are less intact. The historic frontages have either bronze or timber frames 

and stallrisers and each shop is divided by a stucco Doric pilaster. RBKC’s CAA observes that, ‘A 

double frontage survives at nos. 4-6 with the old name surviving above the windows. The frontage 

to no. 34 Thurloe Street also continues into the arcade as no. 10 and other historic frontages 

survive at nos. 1 and 13 and there are perhaps others concealed under later additions. The 

modern shutters and colours used are not compatible with the historic station which would benefit 

from a scheme of research and restoration’ (2016, 47). The original lantern lights the arcade 

which is light and airy. Glazing and good light levels are important with views through the glass 

roof to both sky and the side and rear of part of Thurloe Street. Sherrin’s wrought iron grilles at 

the entrances to the arcade are important decorative elements that highlight the arcade’s integral 

connection with the Underground station. The Heritage Statement observes that the interior 

fittings of the shops appear to have been lost, but some may survive, obscured by later fabric.  

Indeed this is the case and special access to one of the units (the chemists that was originally 

the “Anglo Persian Carpet Company” founded 1910 revealed an embellished ceiling rose, moulded 

cornicing and pedimented door surround with carved plaster decorative panel between the door 

head and pediment. 

 Group Value: the railway station infrastructure and architecture (such as revetments walls, 

platforms with historic canopies, evidence from original booking hall, former lifts, tunnels etc) 

has a group value with the Edwardian arcade and entrances and the Edwardian Bullnose. The 

significance of the latter is considered in greater detail below given that it is proposed for complete 

demolition and replacement.  

 Prominence: the station is located at the geographic heart of the conservation area in a highly 

visible location. It is a busy station and also serves the arts and science district established as a 

legacy of the Great Exhibition of 1851. It is connected to the Science Museum, Victoria and Albert 

Museum, and the Natural History Museum by a pedestrian subway that the District Railway built 

in 1885. 

 

5.14 The entire historic station is significant and positively contributes to the character and appearance 

of the conservation area. The stretch of Victorian red brick walling along Pelham Street, as the 

railway passes below, also positively contributes and would be enhanced through a modest reduction 

in height that will enable excellent views across the station (to include the north revetment wall that 

was a major reason for the listing). 

 

5.15 In broad terms the assessment of significance of the station concurs with that in the applicant’s 

Heritage Statement. However, there are some key differences, one of which is the assessment of 

significance of the Bullnose. The Heritage Statement claims that the Bullnose has some significance 

but that this is limited, with the exception of the curved plan form that is of historic interest as it 

‘outlines the shape of the pre-Victorian rural lane of Brompton and Victorian railway cutting as it 

disappeared beneath the junction of Alfred Place West (now Thurloe Street) and Pelham Road (now 

Pelham Street).’  

 

5.16 This report concurs that the curved form positively contributes to the conservation area and listed 

station for the reasons given above. Moreover, RBKC’S CAA states that ‘The rotunda design 

contributes to the character of the conservation area’ (CAA 2016, 48) and its importance is 

recognised in that it provides the termination point to a key view along Harrington Road and an 

important part of the key views along Onslow Sqaure and Old Brompton Road.  

 

5.17 The significance of the Bullnose is both greater and more wide ranging than simply the curved form. 

The Bullnose has historic interest as part of evolution of the Edwardian retail offer at the station. It 



33 

 

 

was plausibly designed by Sherrin being broadly contemporary with the arcade to which it adjoins 

i.e. part of the wider suite of Edwardian improvement works. However, it is clearly a separate (but 

complementary) structure with its own identity and it may have followed the arcade in recognition 

that a greater range of retail units would benefit the station and its environment economically. The 

Bullnose has both intrinsic significance but also a group value with the arcade given the same use 

(single storey retail units), consistency of materials (with bronze detailing to shop fronts), and the 

same scale. If it followed soon after the arcade it carried across the design and materials used in the 

arcade and has a clear group value with it. The site inspection has revealed evidence of surviving 

Edwardian pilasters separating the retail units and original moulded cornice to the roof of the 

Bullnose. Original fabric may survive beneath modern cladding and some can be easily recaptured 

as seen at No.36 where the “Edwardian” bronze stallrisers and part of the shop framing to ‘More 

than Just Subs’ is apparently a modern replica (Heritage Statement 2020, 45) but appears authentic. 

Given the surviving character of historic units in the arcade and old photographs of the Bullnose it 

would be a straightforward exercise to recapture its original Edwardian character externally. For 

these reasons, the Bullnose has both historic interest and architectural interest.  

 

5.18 The curved form, single storey height and survival of original pilasters and cornicing positively 

contributes to the character and appearance of the conservation area as recognised by it forming 

the culmination or major part of three key views identified in the RBKC’s CAA.  

 

5.19 In the RBKC Conservation Area Policy Statement for the Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity produced 

in 1982 the Bullnose is described as a “landmark” and there is specific commentary in Section 4.0 

on “Important Views” that ‘Another important view is along Old Brompton Road to South Kensington 

Underground Station.  The curved wall of the station acts as a visual stop, but also draws the eye 

around and up the streets adjacent to it’. Such as view is made possible by the low (single storey) 

height of the Bullnose.  

 

  
Figures 16-17: Piccadilly Line station in Pelham Street shortly after completion in 1906/1907 (left image is c.1929) 

reveal that the Edwardian entrances designed by Green and Sherrin retain much of their original character, materials 

and appearance 
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Figures 18-19: The station entrance and curved building line captured in 1907 (left) and single storey shops (c.1907) 

that were replaced by the current Bullnose in c.1908-1915. The form, scale and nature of the Bullnose today continues 

these Victorian precedents  

 
Figure 20: Bullnose rebuilt in c.1908 as single storey retail units, possibly by George Sherrin given similarity with the 

arcade adjacent. Note how the Bullnose respected the form, scale and curved footprint of the Victorian shopping parade 

that it replaced. The rear of Thurloe Street rises in the background. The pilasters and moulded cornice all survive 
 

Heritage Impact (Substantial Harm) 

5.20 Edwardian Arcade: the station entrances with ornate lettering and fine detailing, a key part of the 

significance of the station, will become subservient in height and massing to the rebuilt Bullnose 

(and due to the adjacent development at Pelham Street and Thurloe Street that forms part of the 

application). Instead of being a celebrated feature of the station they will become visually innocuous. 

Furthermore, once a visitor reaches the interior the sense of light that was a critical part of the 

design will be compromised by the new Bullnose development that will overshadow the lantern. The 

demolition of the rear of Nos.20-34 Thurloe Street and rebuilding it with an additional mansard 

storey with large service units atop will again result in greater overshadowing. It is unclear if 

Edwardian fixtures and fittings within the arcade are to be retained. If they are lost this will 

significantly compromise the original design intention and character of Sherrin’s vision and work. 

The historic (early 20th century shopfront) that links the station entrance at Sherrin’s arcade to 

Nos.20-32 Thurloe Street will be swept aside.  The loss of a historic shopfront to the Thurloe Street 

terrace would be harmful to the terrace, conservation area and setting of the listed station, eroding 

the historical integrity and character of the area.  
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5.21 Bullnose: the level of harm to this Edwardian building is substantial as it will be entirely demolished 

above ground with the existing single-storey shops replaced with a four plus storey building with a 

curved frontage onto Cromwell Place. The original fabric, materials and detailing such as the 

surviving pilasters and eaves cornice will be swept away. Also lost is the original height and massing 

that respected its Victorian predecessors. Other than the curved end to the building and use of 

bronze coloured finishes, the proposed replacement does not appear to take any design cues from 

the Edwardian Bullnose or the local context. Facing materials comprise modern reconstituted rather 

than natural stone and large ahistorical glazed areas. As part of these demolition works the original 

1868 booking hall wall that survives will be part removed with the insertion of accessed points 

through it. This loss of historic structure and fabric will harm the remaining parts of the listed railway 

station given the strong group value.  

 

5.22 Kensington Station and Public Realm: the diminishment of the arcade with some loss of 

Edwardian fabric, character and light and the loss of the Bullnose that forms part of the Edwardian 

design is harmful to the significance of the overall station. Also harmful is the loss of some of the 

1868 booking hall. Harm also arises to the station from the development in the public 

realm/streetscape immediately around it. This is because refuse sacks associated with the greater 

intensity of uses will be intrusive close to the Bullnose and along Pelham and Thurloe Streets and 

the loading bay that replaces the flower stall will place ugly and/or utilitarian elements directly in 

front of the station environment. This erodes the welcome it should make as a destination point for 

residents and the travelling public. The existing public realm has been enhanced in recent years and 

was complimented in the RBKC’s CAA. A fundamental part of the character of the station from its 

inception has been a long low linear building form with an open aspect across the cutting and low 

rise buildings (which the Edwardian work continued to respect). This character will be fundamentally 

altered by the proposed development at the Bullnose and along Pelham Street, Thurloe Square 

Bridge and Thurloe Street which pays no respect to the scale, form and massing. Furthermore, the 

highly significant revetments and platforms will be harmed by the development (see below). Such a 

range of harmful impacts affecting its special interest, original design intention, historic fabric and 

overarching legibility will cumulatively result in substantial harm.  

 

5.23 Kensington Station Revetments and Platforms: A further area of harm arises from the 

undercroft that will be created beneath that proposed buildings along Pelham Street and the railway 

bridge. Historic England have expressed concern in their pre-application and application consultee 

responses as follows: ‘A…significant area of harm is the undercroft that will be created beneath the 

new buildings along Pelham Street and the Thurloe Square railway bridge. These will have an impact 

on the way the Grade II listed station is experienced; in particular the ability to appreciate the highly 

significant revetment walls on the south side of the station.’ These revetments are a key part of the 

station’s special interest and there are currently good public views to them. The view to the 

revetments and platforms / platform canopies will be entirely lost from Pelham Street and the railway 

bridge due to the four-five storey buildings proposed here.  
 

5.24 Conservation Area Key View: the proposed development interrupts, disrupts and detracts from 

the open vista around the station and its skyline. Of greatest concern are the following: kinetic views 

from Onslow Square towards the Grade II listed Nos.6-14 & 15-18 Cromwell Place (a key view in 

the RBKC’s CAA) will be largely lost and the view to the internationally significant towers of the 

Grade I listed Natural History Museum will also be lost due to the proposed four plus storey Bullnose. 

The historical visual relationship between Cromwell Place and the museum (which has been 

important for approximately 140 years) will be lost and the visual setting of the museum 

permanently harmed as a result.  

 

5.25 Conservation Area Key View: the view from Harrington Road eastwards towards the station is 

identified as a key view in the Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity CAA. The proposed height of the 

Bullnose would totally mask that view. As noted above, views to the revetments and platforms from 

the public realm outside the station will be lost while views to the south revetment from within the 

station will be heavily compromised. This erodes the visual integrity of the station and our ability to 
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appreciate its Victorian and Edwardian character, thus harming both the significance of the station 

itself and also the special interest of the conservation area.  

 

5.26 The loss and adverse impact on these key views (key attributes) within the conservation area 

represent substantial harm to the character and appearance of the conservation area as they are 

part of its special interest. Furthermore, views to the Edwardian entrances by Green and Sherrin will 

become subservient to the much higher more dominant developments planned at the Bullnose and 

Pelham Street when viewed from the culmination of the key view along Old Brompton Road. In their 

consultee response the Victorian Society object to the height of the proposed Bullnose. They state 

in letter dated 23 July 2020 reference 159573 that: ‘The existing one-storey buildings are certainly 

eye catching by the very nature of their small scale in an area otherwise dominated by taller 

buildings. Moreover, they allow the turrets of the central bay of the Natural History Museum to be 

visible from Onslow Square, an important long view which contributes to the character of the area. 

Whilst we understand the desire to capitalise on this prominent corner location, we are unconvinced 

that the harm which would be done to the conservation area by the construction of anything above 

two storeys, would be outweighed by the benefits. Two storeys should be considered the maximum 

appropriate height in this location.’  

 

5.27 Pre-application advice from Historic England dated 16 August 2019 (reference PA01002799) notes 

there is capacity for enhancement at the Bullnose but observes that ‘In addition to the loss of the 

existing Edwardian shops the new building will alter the setting of the listed station and appear in 

several Conservation Area views.’ This assessment finds that the proposals will harm the character 

and appearance of the conservation area as protected key views will be lost entirely or considerably 

eroded through the much higher Bullnose building which includes a visible rooftop service unit 

measuring about 11m by 7m and approximately 1.9m high. The scale and form of the existing 

Bullnose is well suited to the local context, allowing the arcade and station to ‘breathe’ and allowing 

long range views to internationally significant buildings. The single storey height is also based upon 

the Victorian precedents.  

 

5.28 The significance of the Bullnose in terms of its history as an Edwardian shopping parade, its single 

storey form allowing medium and long range views and interconnectivity between heritage assets 

and importance of the original booking hall wall is not discussed in the applicant’s Heritage 

Statement. Therefore the conclusion in the report that its demolition will result in a neutral heritage 

impact is flawed. The importance of the light levels in the arcade, the visibility and prominence of 

the Edwardian entrances, importance of the low level linear form of the station are also either not 

discussed or rapidly dismissed in the Heritage Statement. Yet the erosion of these special qualities 

are fundamental reasons why a four plus storey Bullnose, four-five storey development along Pelham 

Street and Thurloe Square Bridge and rebuilding the Thurloe Street terrace with a high mansard and 

rooftop services/plant in this sensitive highly visible location will result in substantial harm.   

 

   
Figure 21: Original station revetment with Italianate design and Sherrin’s Edwardian platform canopy (top) and 

original Fowler designed revetment walls visible in panoramic views from the railway bridge (bottom) (this view 

would be lost were the proposed housing to be built thus eroding the legibility of the station 
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Figure 22: Edwardian entrance with fine detailing (top) and view of Grade II listed landmark Queen’s Tower 

(bottom). This arrival experience would be lost were the development to be approved with the station entrance 

heavily overshadowed by the four-storey bullnose and public realm to include a lorry parking area and piles of 

refuse sacks on bin collection days 

 

 
Figure 23: Entrance designed by Sherrin adjacent to 

entrance and extension designed by Green shortly 

earlier  

 
Figure 24: Edwardian arcade provides light, views to 

Thurloe Street terrace and sky. All risk being lost from 

the Bullnose and Thurloe Street works  

 

 
Figure 25: Edwardian decorative doorhead and 

pediment survives within the arcade (chemist, 

formerly the Anglo Persian Carpet Company) 

 

 
Figure 26: Edwardian decorative plasterwork to ceiling 

survives above suspended ceiling/m&e. This glimpsed 

view probably obscures much more decoration (within 

the chemist) 



38 

 

 

 
Figure 27: Part of original Victorian station, thought to 

be the western wall of the booking hall, survives 

within the Bullnose (roof level view) 

 
Figure 28: Detail of blocked and glazed window 

openings within this Victorian station wall in the 

Bullnose 

 

 
Figure 29: Italianate railway architecture favoured by Fowler seen in the original designs of the booking hall 

(the western wall of this original structure survives at the Bullnose) 

 

   
Figure 30: Detail of surviving original pilaster and moulded cornice to Bullnose (left) and Towers of the 

internationally significant Natural History Museum rise above the station and Bullnose, viewed from Onslow 

Square (right). These views will be masked through the four plus storey Bullnose proposal. The view to the 

listed Cromwell Place will also be lost  
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Figure 31: Towers of the internationally significant 

Natural History Museum (landmark L6) rise above the 

station and Bullnose, viewed from Onslow Square 

 
Figure 32: The view to the Grade II listed Cromwell 

Place terrace will be lost and the view to the Grade II 

listed Queens Tower of the former Imperial College 

London (landmark L5) will be lost due to the proposed 

four-storey Bullnose development (see figure 33 and 

visualisation on page 73 of the applicant’s DAS) 

 
Figure 33: Four plus storey Bullnose building shown in rendered image. Note domineering effect on Grade II 

listed Edwardian entrances, which will lose all prominence and become visually isolated. Note also loss of key 

view to Cromwell Place with landmark buildings also lost to view (view 2, 50mm lens Verified Views by Rendered 

Images Ltd.) 
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Figures 34-35: Key view (left) towards the Bullnose from Harrington Street as identified in the RBKC’s CAA. This 

view would be lost in the proposals as the Bullnose will be replaced and Thurloe Street will no longer be visible 

(with Nos.20-34 (even) substantially demolished). Also lost would be the view from the junction (right) that 

includes the Grade I listed V&A (corona) (landmark L7) 

 

        
Figures 36-37: Four plus storey Bullnose building shown in the 50mm lens Verified Views by Rendered Images 

Ltd. (including rebuilt Nos.20-34 Thurloe Street with mansard and new rear elevation). These reveal the loss of 

the key view along Harrington Road (left) and key view along Old Brompton Street (right). These highly 

significant views encompass the Grade II listed station with Victorian terraces in the background that have high 

townscape value, positively contributing to the conservation area. Rising in the background of the view is 

currently the corona of the Grade I listed V&A Museum. The Bullnose will dominate its surroundings losing any 

townscape balance and losing the open, airy character that is a key part of the conservation area. The impact 

from the development is highly adverse on these views (substantial harm) as the rear of Nos.20-34 Thurloe 

Street will be lost due to demolition, the view to the Grade I listed corona will be lost and the Grade II listed 

two Edwardian entrances will be visually subsumed within the mass of the proposed Bullnose, Thurloe Street 

and Pelham Street developments  (as captured in views 6 & 8 by Rendered Images Ltd and views 2 and 5 in 

the applicant’s verified views). A major part of the history of the area and its historical legibility will be 

permanently lost. The harmful impact to the character and appearance of the conservation area is substantial 

 

Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

5.29 The proposals fail to meet the following planning policies with regard to heritage provisions:  

 Sections 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as 

the building does not preserve the special interest of the Grade II listed railway station or its 

setting instead causing substantial harm. 

 Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as the proposals 

fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area, instead causing 

substantial harm. 

 Paragraph 192 of the National Planning Policy Framework as new development at the Bullnose 

will harm the local character and distinctiveness. 

 Paragraph 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the designated heritage asset is 

harmed rather than conserved. 
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 Paragraph 195 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to designated heritage assets (the Bullnose, railway station and conservation area).  

 Paragraph 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to the special interest of the conservation area and harm elements that strongly positively 

contribute to it.  

 Local Plan Policies CL1 and CL2 as the proposed Bullnose does not contribute positively to 

townscape and will harm both townscape and the local context. It will harm the quality and 

character of the area. 

 Local Plan Policy CL3a and CL3c as the proposed Bullnose will harm the cherished and familiar 

local scene and block two key views. It will result in total demolition of the existing Bullnose and 

part demolition of the original railway station west wall.  

 Local Plan Policy CL4a, CL4b and CL4c as the listed Bullnose will be demolished and the original 

station booking hall wall part lost with new entrances removing fabric and modifying it thus 

further losing its original design and legibility. Original architectural features and later features of 

interest at the railway station are lost rather than preserved.  

 Local Plan Policy CL11a, CL11b, CL11c and CL11d as three key views are blocked and the historic 

skyline (that includes Grade I listed landmark buildings) will be lost with views to other designated 

and non-designated heritage assets in wider townscape views either part lost or heavily disrupted. 

The development does not respect the setting of landmark buildings (notably the Grade I listed 

Natural History Museum and V&A) but also compromise the legibility and ability to appreciate the 

station itself through loss of views. 

 Local Plan Policy CL12a and CL12b as the new Bullnose does not respect the setting of the area’s 

valued townscape and height of the existing single storey Bullnose or previous single storey 

Victorian retail units here. It will overshadow and dominate the single storey listed railway station 

entrances and arcade to either side.  

 Local Plan Policy CO4 Strategic objective for An Engaging Public Realm as the public realm is not 

maintained, or extended, but diminished due to the loading bay and additional refuse sacks and 

collections. 

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.5, 7.6, 7.7 & 7.8.  
 

Recommendations / Enhancement Opportunities  

5.30 The station and its immediate setting (Bullnose and arcade) have developed over time and this has 

not always been sympathetic. Rather than cause further (cumulative) harm to their special 

architectural and historic interest, the following are recommended as enhancements. 

 

 Opportunity for public realm improvements outside the station with removal of clutter due to the 

proliferation of traffic management signs, markings, barriers and equipment. 

 Opportunity to remove clutter and temporary hoardings etc within the station environment and 

improve somewhat scruffy and neglected spaces such as the south side of the station and 

revetment walls by removing overgrown vegetation and removing redundant cabling runs.  

 Opportunity to retain the original station booking hall wall and expose this to view so that it 

becomes legible and can be experienced and appreciated by passengers or shoppers travelling 

through the station.  

 Opportunity to upgrade modern shopfronts to the Bullnose with replacements to recapture the 

Edwardian character, materials and appearance (as seen on historical photographs) and 

recapture the architectural coherence that has been eroded through ad-hoc development. This is 

recommended in the RBKC’s CAA (2016, 48). It could potentially be funded through raising the 

Bullnose by a single storey to increase the retail offer while ensuring the building remains 

subservient to the station and townscape setting as per the original design intention. Indeed in 

2016, Martin Lomas set out RBKC’s position in his response to the TfL Brief for the station. This 

letter, included in the Brief, amounts to a statement of pre-planning advice. A single storey 

addition to the bullnose, as long it was set back and of a sufficiently low height to remain 

subordinate to the main ground floor structure, would be acceptable to RBKC-anything more 

would not be. 

 Opportunity for station improvements. The Local Plan (2019, 111) notes that ‘South Kensington 

underground station acts as a gateway to the area but fails to provide an appropriate sense of 
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arrival for a major cultural destination. It lacks step-free access and the listed pedestrian tunnel 

to the museums is in need of refurbishment’. These economically modest improvements would 

result in public benefit and would not been contingent upon a large-scale development in a highly 

sensitive location given their modest nature. Rather than lose the historic shopfront to No.34 

Thurloe Street, the step free access could accommodate this. The Heritage Statement indicates 

that the framing dates to the c.1920s and has some significance, positively contributing to the 

conservation area.  

 The applicant’s Heritage Statement omits to note that there are viewing opportunities above the 

north wall of Pelham Street and from the railway bridge from which you can see the station. 

These could be enhanced through modest height reductions on the Pelham Street wall to show 

the station, and particularly the revetment walls of the station, which Historic England consider 

are a key part of its special interest. Improving the visibility of historic features whenever practical 

is part of best conservation practice so that they can be appreciated and enjoyed.  
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Assessment of Harm to South Kensington Pedestrian Subway (Listed Grade II) 

 

Significance: High  

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm:  

Grade II listed South Kensington Pedestrian Subway (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Harm arises through loss of original fabric, erosion of historic integrity and erosion of tunnel character 

 

 

5.31 The listing entry for the subway notes that it is ‘Of special interest as a relic of South Kensington's 

function as an international exhibition centre, of the application of engineering methods to create a 

new means of managing foot traffic in a brand new quarter of London, and in the development of 

'Albertopolis' - a unique and internationally important complex of cultural and educational amenities. 

The subway is well-preserved, its structure and finishes largely original.’  

 

5.32 The significance of the subway, principally resides in: 

 Largely intact example of a Victorian pedestrian subway.  

 It provides an important link to several major cultural institutions including the Royal Albert Hall, 

the V&A, the Natural History Museum and the Science Museum from South Kensington Station. 

It played an important part in the development of South Kensington as a cultural destination.  

 Demonstrates the role of the private sector during this period in helping to develop useful public 

services whilst increasing the Metropolitan District Railway’s revenue by encouraging visitors to 

use the railway. It is part of the history of the development of South Kensington, forming part of 

the legacy of the Great Exhibition and Prince Albert’s aspirations for improving Victorian culture 

and industry. It embodies the Victorian approach to providing public works and social 

improvement through access to culture for the masses. 

 It was designed by Sir John Wolfe Barry, a highly acclaimed engineer who was responsible for 

many other high-profile projects during this period including Tower Bridge.  

 In engineering terms it is a long tunnel that provides a good example of Victorian cut-and-cover 

construction technique.  

 Aesthetically the materials used in its construction, including patented metallic concrete flooring, 

and electric lighting, demonstrate Victorian technical innovation and industrial development.  

 

Heritage Impact (Less than Substantial Harm) 

5.33 An important aspect of the significance of the subway is its largely intact subterranean character 

with the Victorian design intention and materials apparent. The proposals to insert two new openings 

to retail units will adversely affect both these elements of significance with the loss of Victorian 

brickwork, erosion of integrity and link to shops that lessens the effect of the subterranean tunnel 

character.  

  

 
Figure 38: Route of subway marked above ground 

along Exhibition Road that links Thurloe Street and the 

station with the internationally renowned cultural 

quarter  

 
Figure 39: Largely intact Victorian pedestrian subway 

linking the station and cultural quarter   
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Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

5.34 The proposals fail to meet the following planning policies with regard to heritage provisions:  

 Sections 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as the building 

does not preserve the special interest of the Grade II listed pedestrian subway. 

 Paragraph 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the designated heritage asset is 

harmed rather than conserved. 

 Paragraph 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause less than 

substantial harm to the special interest of the designated pedestrian subway. 

 Local Plan Policy CL4a, CL4b and CL4c as the removal of original fabric to form new entrances 

will erode the original design intention (for blind walling) and compromise the visual and physical 

integrity of the subway walling.  

 The London Plan Policy 7.8.  
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Assessment of Harm to Pelham Place and Pelham Crescent (almost entirely Grade II*) 

 

Significance: High  

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm:  

Conservation Area (Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade II* Nos.1-29 Pelham Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade II* Nos.2-14 Pelham Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade II Nos.16-18 Pelham Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade II* Nos.1-14 Pelham Crescent (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade II* Nos.15-27 Pelham Crescent (Less than Substantial Harm) 

 

Harm arises from separating and visually isolating Pelham Place and Pelham Crescent from nationally 

important heritage assets to their immediate north i.e. South Kensington Railway Station, Thurloe Square, 

Thurloe Street and also from breaking visual connections with the Natural History Museum towers and 

eroding a key view that terminates at the V&A corona. The houses at Pelham Place nearest Pelham Street 

will be overshadowed by the proposed large new development. 

 

 

5.35 Pelham Place and Pelham Crescent are almost entirely Grade II* listed. The western side of Pelham 

Crescent was started in 1835 and completed in 1840, and the rest completed by 1843. These are 

terraced houses with basement, three storeys and a mansard floor. George Basevi was its architect 

and James Bonnin was builder. The east side of Pelham Place was all occupied by 1841 and the west 

side was completed by 1844. These houses were smaller than Pelham Crescent, comprising a 

basement and three storeys. In 1840 two cottages (Nos.16 and 18) were constructed by James Jolley, 

a builder who had taken leases from Bonnin. They were one storey lower than the Pelham Place 

terraced houses, comprising a basement, ground and first floor only and are Grade II listed. 

 

5.36 The terraces are of very high (national) significance and are arguably the most significant component 

of the conservation area. The applicant’s Heritage Statement observes that: ‘They are some of the 

earliest ‘planned’ streetscapes in London and have high significance in townscape terms as well as 

for the high quality, detailing and uniformity of the architecture’ (2020, 40). This part of the 

conservation area is therefore very sensitive to change as inappropriate change risks damaging their 

significance. The Georgian architecture is amongst the most elegant and successful in the conservation 

area. The RBKC’S CAA describes these streets as ‘one of the most charming pieces of urban design in 

South Kensington’ (2016, 21). ‘The fully stuccoed terraces which were designed by George Basevi 

(built by Bonnin) date from 1833-38 and are situated around a densely planted horseshoe shaped 

garden. The terraces are beautifully maintained and painted the same colour to emphasise their unity. 

The design of these houses demonstrates a transition between the simple late Georgian designs….and 

the elaborate Italianate designs of the mid Victorian period. Remnants of Georgian design are found 

in the delicate fanlights in arches over the doors in Pelham Place and the six-over-six paned sash 

windows without any decorative surrounds. Later features include the shallow porches (in Pelham 

Crescent only) with acanthus leaf capitals and the bottle balustrade to the roofline which has remained 

unbroken and intact’ (2016, 21).  

 

5.37 This significance is reflected in the designations intended to control development to protect the 

significance of the area. Thus the RBKC’S CAA identifies key views along Pelham Crescent and a further 

key view along Pelham Place towards South Kensington Station and towards Pelham Crescent. This 

reflects the importance of the composition of the Grade II listed station, Grade II listed terrace at 

Thurloe Street, Grade II listed terrace at Thurloe Square and the historic townscape. It also reflects a 

highly significant skyline as the view includes the Grade I listed V&A corona.  

 

Heritage Impact (Less than Substantial Harm) 

5.38 The protected key views identified in RBKC’s CAA and the Grade II* listing status mean that the setting 

is highly sensitive to change. This assessment identifies harm to the significance of these highly 

significant terraces that will arise from the scheme as a result of development along the northern edge 

of Pelham Street, replacing an existing part modern and part historic wall with a terrace of four-five 



46 

 

 

storey buildings with an additional mansard level at the eastern end where it meets Thurloe Square 

(bridge) and then a four plus storey building plus mansard at Thurloe Square (bridge). These will also 

have large rooftop service units.  

 

5.39 This assessment strongly disagrees with the applicant’s Heritage Statement (2020, 53) where the 

development is described as an enhancement to the conservation area and setting of these listed 

terraces. The assessment fails to take into account the harm that will arise from the following: 

 

 Loss of long range (key) views towards the V&A corona, a landmark building. This is highly visible 

from the south side of Pelham Street between 2 Pelham Street and 12 Pelham Street. Loss of 

townscape views across South Kensington Station towards the Grade II listed terraces at Thurloe 

Square and Thurloe Street. 

 The proposed design appears blocky with large coloured panels, reconstituted (not natural) stone 

bays/bands and heavy grey cladding panels to mansard above which are large areas of service 

units. The houses proposed closest to Pelham Place have large blocky bare brick panels and modern 

proportions and detailing. This design does not positively respond to the elegance of the Georgian 

terraces with their delicacy of touch. The design, materials and strong colours are inappropriate in 

this sensitive historic setting.  

 The proposed ‘single-family house’ will bridge the gap between the proposed Pelham Street terrace 

and the flank elevation of the houses proposed on Thurloe Square (bridge). Historic maps reveal 

that there has not been development in this area previously.  

 There has not been a building at Thurloe Square (bridge) since the 1860s when the railway 

construction replaced building here. For approximately 150 years the character of this area has 

been open facilitating a sense of space and enabling medium-long range views in what is a busy 

city location. It provides a breathing space in the townscape that will be lost.  

 The loss of the view westwards along Pelham Street to the Grade II listed Nos.6-14 Cromwell Place 

and the loss of views to and across the Grade II listed station to the Grade II listed Nos.45-52 

Thurloe Square and Nos.2-18 Thurloe Street are harmful impacts both to the setting on the listed 

buildings in the Pelham area but also to the conservation area as a whole (see figure on the 

applicant’s DAS 2020, 90).  

 There are large rooftop plant/service units that will be visible in sensitive views. That to Thurloe 

Square Bridge measures about 12m x 9m and approximately 3m high (i.e. 4.6m higher than the 

buildings on either side) and that to Pelham Street where three distinct service units combine to 

measure circa 22m x 6.5m x 3m high. 

 

5.40 The applicant’s rely heavily on the presence of buildings formerly along part of Pelham Street to 

support their proposals. However, this terrace was modest in scale and did not extend the full length 

along Pelham Street (see for example the 1920 Ordnance Survey map at figure 6). There has been 

open space opposite Pelham Place where there are views towards the V&A corona and listed buildings 

(described above) for at least 150 years. Proposals need to be assessed against the existing and 

current situation, not the scenario of decades or even centuries in the past and the significance of 

places can arise fortuitously as a result of historic change. The openness that allows a small breathing 

space in the urban townscape and a range of important medium and long range views that connect 

this highly important historic environment are a long established part of the setting of the listed 

buildings and the character and appearance of the conservation area.   
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Figure 40: Openness of corner of Pelham Street and 

Thurloe Square - buildings in the foreground would 

block views from Pelham Place to the listed 52 Thurloe 

Square, Grade II listed rear of Nos.2-18 Thurloe Street 

and result in the loss of prominence of the currently 

open view (key view in CAA) along Thurloe Square 

terminating at the corona to the Grade I listed V&A. 

Also key view (bottom) along Pelham Place 

 
Figure 41: Looking from Thurloe Square to the Grade 

II* Pelham Place. The view to Pelham Place would be 

largely lost due to the development (see figure 43) 

 

       
Figures 42-43: Openness at Thurloe Square railway bridge allows a range of panoramic townscape views, 

including this view from the south side of Thurloe Square looking towards the Grade II* listed Pelham Place, 

Grade II listed No.52 Thurloe Square and non-designated heritage asset at Nos.4-24 (even) Pelham Street. The 

effect of the development along the railway bridge will be to lose the sense of openness and panoramic views 

that allow visitors to appreciate the historic environment. Furthermore the listed buildings will lose their 

prominence becoming partly blocked and partly subsumed within nearby views such as that captured here where 

the new development will clearly dominate and enclose this area (this effect is shown on view 8 of Rendered 

Images Ltd 50mm lens Verified Views and viewpoints 14 and 15 in the applicant’s views representations)  
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Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

5.41 The proposals fail to meet the following planning policies with regard to heritage provisions:  

 

 Sections 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as 

the development does not preserve the special interest of the Grade I, Grade II* and Grade II 

listed buildings identified above due to inappropriate change in their setting that erodes the 

contribution that their setting makes to their significance.  

 Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as the proposals 

fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area instead causing 

substantial harm to it through blocking and eroding key views. 

 Paragraph 192 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the new development will harm the 

local character and distinctiveness. 

 Paragraph 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework as a large number of designated 

heritage assets are harmed as a result of the proposed development. 

 Paragraph 195 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to a designated heritage asset (conservation area).  

 Paragraph 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause less than 

substantial harm to the special interest of the designated listed buildings noted above, a number 

of which have a high level of significance. 

 Paragraph 197 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause less than 

substantial harm to Nos.4-24 (even) Pelham Street, a non-designated heritage asset identified 

as positively contributing to the conservation area in the Conservation Area Appraisal.  

 Paragraph 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to the special interest of the conservation area by harming key elements that strongly 

positively contribute to it.  

 Local Plan Policies CL1 and CL2 as the proposed buildings will not contribute positively to 

townscape and will harm both townscape and the local context. They will harm the quality and 

character of the area. 

 Local Plan Policy CL3a as the proposals harm the character and appearance of the conservation 

area.  Local Plan Policy CL4a as the development would harm the special interest of a range of 

Grade I, Grade II* and Grade II listed buildings due to harming the significance that they accrue 

from their setting.  

 Local Plan Policy CL11a, CL11b, CL11cv, and CL11d as one key view is largely blocked and another 

seriously negatively affected and the historic skyline (that includes Grade I listed buildings) will 

be lost with views across and towards other designated heritage assets completely or almost 

completely lost. The development does not respect the setting of landmark buildings (notably the 

Grade I listed Natural History Museum and Grade I listed V&A) and creates an intrusive terrace 

in the foreground to these important views. 

 Local Plan Policy CL12a as the proposals do not respect the historical context of two storey 

buildings along Pelham Street and no buildings towards its eastern end) and CL12b as the 

proposals do not respect the height of the single storey Grade II listed Edwardian entrance to the 

Railway Station. The proposals will overshadow and dominate the railway station, the Pelham 

Street terrace opposite and the terminus to Pelham Place where it meets Pelham Street.   

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.6, 7.7 & 7.8.  
 

Recommendations and Opportunities 

5.42 It is important to respect the current character and appearance of the conservation area where this 

positively contributes. This includes the key views noted above and the visual relationships between 

important historic buildings. However, there are features in this area which do detract and there is 

an opportunity for enhancement by removing the temporary hoarding to the railway cutting near 

the corner of the bridge and Pelham Street and repairing and exposing the traditional (probably 

Victorian) brick walling to the rear. This will maintain the current views and sense of openness while 

reinforcing traditional character. There is also an opportunity to enhance viewing opportunities 

through modest reductions in the height of the boundary wall. 
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Assessment of Harm to Nos.2-18 Thurloe Street (Listed Grade II) and Nos.45-51 and 

No.52 Thurloe Square (Listed Grade II)  

 

Significance: High  

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm:  

Conservation Area (Less than Substantial Harm - at the higher end) 

Listed Grade II Nos.2-18 Thurloe Street (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade II Nos.45-51 Thurloe Square (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade II No.52 Thurloe Square (Less than Substantial Harm) 

 

Harm arises mainly from the loss of important townscape views, the visual separation of Thurloe Street and 

Thurloe Square from their historic setting to the south (including other Basevi designed terraces), erosion 

of the distinction between railway and domestic architectural forms and loss of an important open space 

that allows Thurloe Square to be appreciated from views along Pelham Place and Pelham Street. 

 

 

5.43 Thurloe Square Bridge now crosses the railway line between Pelham Street and Thurloe Square.  

However, before the construction of the railway this was called Pelham Place North (and formed part 

of the Smith’s Charity Estate), whereas the part north of the kink in the road formed part of Thurloe 

Square (and part of the Alexander Estate). On both corners of Pelham Place North, aligned with 

Pelham Place, there were formerly three town houses on either side of the street belonging to the 

Smith’s Charity estate. The height of these was the same as houses at Pelham Place. Those on the 

west side were demolished in 1867, and they appear to have abutted the southern range of terraced 

houses of the west side of Thurloe Square. The northern most white stuccoed house on the east side 

was also demolished for the construction of the railway in 1867, but two of the white stuccoed 

Smith’s Charity Estate houses designed by Basevi remained until they were demolished at the turn 

of the century. They were replaced by the United Electric Railway Company’s building on the south 

east corner of Pelham Place North, which was built as an electricity sub-station in 1904 (No.49 

Pelham Street). It was originally designed by Leslie Green for a ground floor with two floors of offices 

above, but was actually built merely as a single storey electricity sub-station.  Two additional floors 

were eventually added in 1924 to provide a dining club for the Metropolitan and Metropolitan District 

Railway Company, designed by Stanley Heap. 

 

5.44 Thurloe Square is of national significance with all the terraced houses that enclose the garden being 

of special architectural or historic interest (listed Grade II) with the only exception being No.5 that 

is instead a non-designated heritage asset of local architectural and historic interest. Those closest 

to the application site (Nos.45-51 were built by George Basevi in 1839-1844) with No.52 replacing 

a demolished building to the designs of architect, A. Benyon Tinker in 1888-89. ‘Thurloe Square was 

built between 1840-46 on the Alexander estate and is one of the few developments for which original 

plans by Basevi survive. In contrast with the earlier terraces (and with Basevi’s plans) the houses 

are built of gault brick to the upper floors with channelled stucco to the ground floors. All have single 

projecting Doric columned porches, an early introduction of a feature that was to become ubiquitous 

in mid Victorian Kensington terraces’ (CAA 2016, 24). These neo-classical terraces have high 

townscape value. RBKC’s CAA identifies a key view in the area running along both the east and west 

sides of the square. The key view to the east includes Thurloe Bridge and the railway station thus 

highlighting the importance of this area. No.49 Pelham Street lies immediately outside the 

conservation area boundary but does positively contribute to it given its design interest and 

association with the architect of the Piccadilly Link Line entrance at the South Kensington Station. It 

scale/height is also much more appropriate to the historic environment, in particular Pelham Place, 

than what is proposed in this application.  

 

5.45 Houses at Thurloe Street were built between 1844 and 1846 and Nos.2-18 survive from this period 

and are of high (national) significance as reflected in their Grade II listing. The rear of this terrace 

overlooks the later railway station and cuttings. ‘Thurloe Place and Alfred Place West (now Thurloe 

Street) were added and building continued until 1848. Although the houses here are also built of 

stock brick with stucco facing, reveals and cornices, the ornamentation is more elaborate than that 
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in Alexander Square and reflects not only the later date but also Basevi’s sophistication as an 

architect. Bonnin was prominent as a builder and he and/or his son were responsible for the south 

side of the Square (leased 1841 to 1842) and most of the east side (leased 1843 to 1844). Builders 

on the west side included Thomas Holmes, John Gooch and William Atkinson: these three also built 

much of Thurloe Street and Thurloe Place.’ (CAA page 70).  

 

Heritage Impact (Less than Substantial Harm) 

5.46 The proposals to develop open land at Pelham Street and the bridge with buildings will result in harm 

to this nationally significant built and townscape heritage – both to the listed buildings by virtue of 

a change to their setting and also to the character and appearance of the conservation area. This is 

due to the unsympathetic scale, massing, use of materials, and discordant architectural design of 

the proposals that include a prominent corner site.  

 

5.47 As with the Pelham Street proposals, the applicant’s rely heavily on the former presence of Victorian 

buildings along part of what is now the bridge to support their proposals. However, this has been an 

open bridge (part of the railway architecture rather than a residential area) for over 150 years and 

is legible and successful as such. The site as it is positively contributes to the character and 

appearance of the conservation area and setting of the listed and historic buildings through allowing 

a breathing space between railway and domestic architectural forms and enabling important medium 

and long range views the visually connect landmarks and historic buildings within the nationally 

important townscape. The proposals should be assessed against the existing situation, not the 

scenario of previous centuries and fortuitous change over time can contribute to significance. The 

openness is a long standing established part of the setting of the listed buildings and the character 

and appearance of the conservation area that would be lost as a result of the proposals.  Also lost 

would be the distinction in character between the railway and domestic architectural forms.  

 

5.48 The height of the proposed development on the corner of Thurloe Bridge and Pelham Street will 

dwarf the Grade II* Pelham Place and confuse the architectural relationship with Thurloe Square. It 

is also an architecturally confusing building and it appears to have two frontages (facing both streets) 

but with that facing the Grade II* Pelham Place having a number of blank cladding panels. This  

further disrupts the architectural language and character and combined with the prominent location 

and height gives it an undue prominence. The extent and character of Thurloe Square as it meets 

the railway bridge has been defined by the Nos. 5 Thurloe Square and 52 Thurloe Square which 

post-date the construction of the original square and now terminate it at this corner. It is now 

architecturally inappropriate to continue the scale of the square beyond these book-ends.  

 

5.49 With specific reference to Nos.2-18 Thurloe Street the terrace will suffer further harm through the 

proposed addition of a mansard storey to the neighbouring terrace at Nos.20-34 Thurloe Street. This 

additional height will make the listed terrace increasingly subservient to the later terrace. This is the 

opposite of best practice conservation where the visual primacy of listed buildings should be 

respected and indeed celebrated when considering development in their setting. Harm is 

exacerbated by the addition of large service units on the rooftop that will be visible from the public 

realm. 

 

5.50 The Victorian Society (letter dated 23 July 2020 reference 159573) comment that: ‘the current 

designs do little to respond to the detail or delicacy of the surrounding architecture, particularly 

George Basevi’s’. This will be due to the blocky contemporary appearance of the designs which lacks 

the architectural richness and delicacy of the surrounding historic houses, in particular those to 

Pelham Place that it most closely relates to spatially.  

 

5.51 The scheme fails to respond to the key characteristics of good design set out in the October 2019 

National Design Guide. Its design makes no reference to its context, local townscape, the heritage 

of the historic station, or the wider character of the conservation area. The consultant architect for 

the Anstruther Kensington Estate Management System has lodged an objection to the application 

on their behalf on the basis of the elevational design proposed (excessive glazing, failure to resect 

established hierarchy of the different floors, materials), and on the basis of height (being significantly 
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taller and more dense than any previous houses here). In this regard No.29 Pelham Place has been 

altered and has clearly had an additional storey built above the original parapet level. The objection 

also included significant concerns about the proposed service and plant area projections, balustrade, 

and refuse store amongst other issues.  

   

 
Figure 44: View from Pelham Place to the V&A corona 

taking in Thurloe Square (Bridge) and Thurloe Square 

is a key view in RBKC’s CAA. The prominence of the 

Grade I listed corona would be eroded from the 

development of the bridge. The modern design that is 

proposed would jarringly contrast with the historic 

environment rather than harmonise with it thus giving 

the proposed building an even greater visual 

prominence at the expense of the historic listed 

buildings   

 

 
Figure 45: The open nature of the bridge area allows a 

range of medium and long distance views that connect 

this highly significant townscape. This view across the 

bridge include the towers of the Natural History 

Museum (Grade I listed) and Thurloe Square (Grade II 

listed). The views to the Museum would be lost 

following the development as would the sense of 

openness. Compare this to the loss of historic views 

and interconnections between nationally significant 

buildings from the development where modern blocks 

of no heritage interest will dominate the view (e.g. 

viewpoint 12 in the applicant’s visual representations) 

 

 
Figure 46: Note the distinct character between railway 

and domestic architecture and the openness of the 

bridge allowing views to 5 Thurloe Square, a building 

erected in 1887 associated with Kensington’s 

community of artists and built as artist’s studios that 

positively contributes to the conservation area and has 

an interesting narrow triangular form and footprint. 

The garden and part of the listed terrace of Thurloe 

Square is also visible in this view  

 
Figure 47: Interesting medium-long range views to 

listed buildings (Thurloe Square) and positive 

contributors to the conservation area (5 Thurloe 

Square – known as the “Thin House” in some London 

guide books) are possible from Pelham Street but 

would be lost were the bridge and Pelham Street (north 

side) to be developed with loss of connection between 

the Pelham and Thurloe areas and loss of openness 

and views  
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Figure 48: The height and scale of the proposed Pelham Street development will entirely lose views of this 

important townscape - (50mm lens Verified Views by Rendered Images Ltd., view 11 – compare to figures 44-

45). Instead of a light airy character Pelham Street will become an enclosed overshadowed tunnel like street 

with no visual connection with Thurloe Square or Thurloe Street  

 

Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

5.52 The proposals fail to meet the following planning policies with regard to heritage provisions:  

 

 Sections 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as 

the building does not preserve the special interest of the Grade II listed buildings identified above 

due to inappropriate change in their setting that erodes the contribution that their setting makes 

to their significance.  

 Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as the proposals 

fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area instead causing 

harm to it. 

 Paragraph 192 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the new development will harm the 

local character and distinctiveness. 

 Paragraph 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework as a large number of designated 

heritage assets are harmed as a result of the proposed development. 

 Paragraph 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause less than 

substantial harm to the special interest of the designated listed buildings noted above, many of 

which have high (national) significance. 

 Paragraph 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause harm to the 

special interest of the conservation area from erosion of the integrity of the historic townscape 

and views within it. 

 Local Plan Policy CL1 as the proposed buildings will not contribute positively to townscape and 

will harm both townscape and the local context. It will harm the quality and character of the area 

by failing to respond to local context in use of materials, design, scale/height, rhythm, roofscape, 

vistas, views, gaps and open space. 

 Local Plan Policy CL2 as the proposed buildings will not contribute positively to townscape and 

will harm both townscape and the local context. It will harm the quality and character of the area 

as the resultant street form and character will not draw from the traditional qualities and form of 
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the existing high quality streets or historical precedent. The ratio of building height to street width 

does not give a coherent and comfortable scale to the street and the proposed building lines and 

building scales are not consistent and related to context. The proposed new buildings fail to 

improve the quality and character of buildings and the area and the way it functions. The 

architectural style is not informed by the local context with overly large scale monolithic terracing 

proposed with a blocky style and use of modern cladding materials that do not respond to the 

architectural richness of detailing, historic materials and delicacy of styling that is so important 

to the surrounding housing.  

 Local Plan Policy CL3a as the proposals harm the character and appearance of the conservation 

area.  Local Plan Policy CL4a as the development would harm the special interest of a range of 

Grade II listed buildings due to harming the significance that they accrue from their setting.  

 Local Plan Policy CL11a, CL11b, CL11cv, and CL11d as attractive townscape views are harmed 

with views across and towards other designated heritage assets completely or almost completely 

lost.  

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.6, 7.7 & 7.8.  
 

Recommendations and Opportunities 

5.53 It is important to respect the current character and appearance of the conservation area where this 

positively contributes. This includes the attractive townscape views noted above and the visual 

relationships between important historic buildings that contribute to the historic integrity of the 

conservation area. However, there are features in this area which do detract and there is an 

opportunity for enhancement by removing the temporary hoarding to the railway cutting near the 

corner of the bridge and Pelham Street and repairing and exposing the traditional (probably 

Victorian) brick walling to the rear. This will maintain the current views and sense of openness while 

reinforcing traditional character while modest reductions in the height of the brick wall will enable 

more viewpoints. 
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Assessment of Harm to Cromwell Place (Listed Grade II) 

 

Significance: High  

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm:  

Conservation Area (Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade II Nos.15-18 Cromwell Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade II Nos.6-14 Cromwell Place (Less than Substantial Harm) 

 

Harm arises mainly from the loss of prominence of these splendid terraced rows and blocking of key views 

that include them as a major part of the composition. Also loss of attractive local views that will no longer 

include this Italianate terrace but instead be dominated by large modern buildings of no heritage interest.  

 

 

5.54 Nos.15-18 Cromwell Place (listed Grade II) and Nos.6-14 Cromwell Place (listed Grade II) will be 

harmed due to inappropriate development in their setting. Cromwell Road was laid out for the new 

museums area on land owned by the Alexander Estate and developed between 1861 and 1862 with 

Cromwell Place being built just before in 1859-1860. Completion of Nos.15-18 was delayed until 

1873.  Cromwell Place contains generous fully stuccoed Italianate terraces. In Cromwell Place the 

houses share a continuous decorative cast iron balcony. The terracing is nationally significant on the 

basis of its fine Italianate architecture. These houses are all completely stuccoed and larger and 

more ornate than those built by Basevi in Thurloe Square only 20 years before. They are of historic 

interest being designed and built by Charles James Freake, a titan of Victorian house building as 

part of the development of the Alexander Estate in the Victorian period. The size, white stucco finish 

and ornate architectural details ensure that the terraces are a prominent and positive contributor to 

the conservation area and form a major part of a key view from Onslow Square (identified in the 

CAA) and also views from Pelham Street, Thurloe Street and elsewhere in the conservation area.  

 

Heritage Impact (Substantial Harm to the Conservation Area, Less than Substantial Harm 

to Cromwell Place Grade II listed terracing) 

5.55 The application will harm the significance of the listed terraces at Cromwell Place for the following 

reasons: 

 The Bullnose development will replace the existing single storey shops with a four-storey building. 

Given its prominent location on a junction, combined with its large size and tall height, the 

proposed Bullnose will visually dominate the area becoming a visual focal point from Onslow 

Square, Harrington Road, Old Brompton Road (all key views in RBKC’s CAA), and from Cromwell 

Place. Cromwell Place, which due to the generous size, more ornate architectural details and 

white stucco finish of the terraces, has always enjoyed a celebrated role in the area as an excellent 

example of Victorian Italianate architecture. However, it will lose its visual prominence due to the 

new Bullnose.  

 The development of the Bullnose with a four plus storeys building will block views to the terraces 

from Onslow Square. The current visual relationship from this key view with the Bullnose/station 

in the foreground, Cromwell Place in the mid ground and the towers of the Natural History 

Museum in the background is an outstanding townscape composition that will be lost as the 

modern Bullnose will block most of the view (see figures 33, 51, 53).  

 Views to Cromwell Place across the railway station from Thurloe Square (bridge) and Pelham 

Street will also be blocked due to the proposed housing in these currently open areas.  
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Figure 49: Fine Victorian Italianate design with stucco 

finish to Cromwell Place 

 

 
Figure 50: Raising the Bullnose and four plus storey 

development along Pelham Street would block views 

to Cromwell Place from Pelham Street  

 
Figure 51: Views to the Grade II listed railway station 

and Grade II listed Nos.6-14 Cromwell Place would be 

lost as a consequence of the proposed development 

along Pelham Street. This substantially erodes the 

legibility and ability to appreciate the historic 

environment from the public realm within the 

conservation area (Rendered Images Ltd)  
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Figures 52-53: This outstanding townscape composition of the Grade II listed station in the foreground, 

Cromwell Place in the mid-ground and the Natural History Museum rising up in the background would be lost 

due to the four plus storey Bullnose (left). Comparison with viewpoint 3 in the Rendered Images Ltd. 50mm 

lens Verified Views (right) and the applicant’s visual representations report viewpont 8 demonstrates the loss 

of view. The key view is essentially obliterated as its special qualities will be gone  

 

Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

5.56 The proposals fail to meet the following planning policies with regard to heritage provisions:  

 Sections 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as 

the building does not preserve the special interest of the Grade II listed buildings identified above 

due to inappropriate change in their setting that erodes the contribution that their setting makes 

to their significance.  

 Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as the proposals 

fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area instead causing 

substantial harm to it. 

 Paragraph 192 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the new development will harm the 

local character and distinctiveness. 

 Paragraph 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework as designated heritage assets are 

harmed as a result of the proposed development. 

 Paragraph 195 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to a designated heritage asset (conservation area).  

 Paragraph 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause less than 

substantial harm to the special interest of the designated listed buildings noted above.  

 Paragraph 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to the special interest of the conservation area.  

 Local Plan Policies CL1 and CL2 as the proposed buildings will not contribute positively to 

townscape and will harm both townscape and the local context. They will harm the quality and 

character of the area. 
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 Local Plan Policy CL3a as the proposals harm the character and appearance of the conservation 

area.  Local Plan Policy CL4a as the development would harm the special interest of two Grade II 

listed terraces due to harming the significance that they accrue from their setting.  

 Local Plan Policy CL11a, CL11b, CL11cv, and CL11d as a key view to Cromwell Place will be 

blocked and attractive townscape and historic skyline views (that includes the Grade I listed 

Natural History Museum in the background) will be lost. 

 Local Plan Policy CL12a as the proposals do not respect the historical context. 

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.6, 7.7 & 7.8.  
 

Recommendations and Opportunities 

5.57 The Bullnose presents an enhancement opportunity but this needs to enhance, rather than block or 

dominate, key views within the conservation area. Development at the Bullnose could beneficially 

work with the existing form and seek to recapture lost Edwardian shopfronts together with a modest 

increase in height (such as by a single storey) that would cause only a modest impingement to 

views, likely offset by the aesthetic improvements. Recommendations for Pelham Street are 

discussed further in section 6 below but in essence two storey development would likely cause limited 

harm providing that views to the V&A, Cromwell Place and other important historic features can be 

preserved. It may be that leaving gap sites would allow for channelled views to landmarks and 

historic buildings.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



58 

 

 

Assessment of Harm to the Natural History Museum, Victoria and Albert Museum and 

Imperial College Tower (Listed Grade I and Grade II) 

 

Significance: High  

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm:  

Conservation Area (Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade I and Landmark Natural History Museum (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade I and Landmark Victoria and Albert Museum (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Listed Grade II and Landmark Queen’s Tower, Imperial College (Less than Substantial Harm) 

 

Harm arises mainly from the loss of prominence of these splendid landmark buildings, amongst the pinnacle 

of Victorian design that were intended to be prominent landmarks in the townscape. The loss of visual 

connection with the conservation area around the station environment also lessens its visual interest and 

harms the historic city skyline   

 

 

5.58  These landmark buildings, including museums of international significance, form a major part of the 

townscape and cultural significance of the City of London. They have been deliberately designed with 

a monumental character to celebrate their civic architecture and cultural importance and include 

ornate tall towers with coronas and cupolas to make them a visible part of the skyline. They have 

become much cherished buildings and are a major part of the cityscape. The V&A is  classified as 

L7, the Natural History Museum as L6 and the Queens Tower as L5 – three of only 15 landmark 

buildings in the Borough, and the museums are two of only four that are Grade I listed.  

 

5.59 The Local Plan (2019, 111) describes the area: ‘Originally the vision of Prince Albert, Queen Victoria’s 

husband, the land was purchased with part of the proceeds of the Great Exhibition of 1851. 

‘Albertopolis’ became the world’s first designed cultural and educational destination and has been 

the blueprint for all subsequent centres of this kind. Straddling the border with the City of 

Westminster it is home to three international museums; the Victoria and Albert Museum, the Natural 

History Museum and the Science Museum, education institutions such as Imperial College, and the 

Royal Colleges of Art and Music and cultural institutions such as the Polish Club, Goethe Institute 

and Ismaili Centre. The museums have expanded their visitor numbers considerably in the last 

decade and now receive 12 million visitors a year…High quality public realm improvements to the 

‘spine’ of the cultural quarter Exhibition Road and Thurloe Street have shown the way in 

contemporary urban design and greatly improved the experience for users, ease of movement and 

the setting for the area’s world-class cultural institutions.’ This ‘spine’ along Exhibition Road and the 

pedestrian subway links the conservation area to the adjacent cultural quarter in the Queensgate 

Conservation Area containing the museums etc. 

 

Heritage Impact (Substantial Harm to the Conservation Area, Less than Substantial Harm 

to these Listed Buildings) 

5.60 The significance of this collection of buildings will be harmed by the proposed development as it 

blocks several key (and other locally important) views to these buildings from various vantage points 

within the Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area. They will lose their prominence 

from within the conservation area. They were designed to be visible from various vantage points 

and it is typically very harmful for modern buildings to compete with and block views to such 

internationally significant buildings. The proposals will result in less than substantial harm to the 

significance of these buildings. 

 

Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

5.61 The proposals fail to meet the following planning policies with regard to heritage provisions:  

 Sections 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as 

the prosed development does not preserve the special interest of the Grade I and Grade II listed 

buildings identified above due to inappropriate change in their setting that blocks views (including 

key views) to them making them less visible and eroding the historic integrity of the townscape.  
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 Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as the proposals 

fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area instead causing 

substantial harm to it through the loss of these landmark buildings in key views.  

 Paragraph 192 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the new development will harm the 

local character and distinctiveness. 

 Paragraph 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework as designated heritage assets are 

harmed as a result of the proposed development. 

 Paragraph 195 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to a designated heritage asset (conservation area).  

 Paragraph 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause less than 

substantial harm to the special interest of the designated listed buildings noted above.  

 Paragraph 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to the special interest of the conservation area.  

 Local Plan Policies CL1 and CL2 as the proposed buildings will not contribute positively to 

townscape and will harm both townscape and the local context. They will harm the quality and 

character of the area. 

 Local Plan Policy CL3a as the proposals harm the character and appearance of the conservation 

area.  

 Local Plan Policy CL4a as the development would harm the special interest of Grade I and Grade 

II listed buildings due to harming the significance that they accrue from their setting.  

 Local Plan Policy CL11a, CL11b, CL11cv, and CL11d as attractive townscape views are harmed 

with views across and towards other designated heritage assets completely or almost completely 

lost.  

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.6, 7.7 & 7.8.  
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ASSESSMENT OF HERITAGE IMPACT UPON NON-DESIGNATED HERITAGE ASSETS 

 

 

6.01 A heritage asset will have a ‘degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, 

because of its heritage interest’ (NPPF 2019, 67). It includes designated heritage assets such as 

listed buildings and conservation areas but also non-designated heritage assets such as locally listed 

buildings and buildings that positively contribute to a conservation area due to their architectural or 

historic interest. The significance of the non-designated heritage assets that form Nos.20-34 (even) 

Thurloe Street and Nos.4-24 (even) and No.49 Pelham Street will be harmed by the application 

proposals and are therefore discussed below.   

 

Assessment of Harm to Nos. 20-34 (Even) Thurloe Street  

 

Significance: Moderate 

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm: 

Conservation Area (Substantial Harm) 

Non-Designated Heritage Asset at Nos.20-34 (even) Thurloe Street (Substantial Harm) 

 

Facadism, demolition of non-designated heritage assets that retain significant floor plan, circulation pattern 

and historic fixtures and fittings, development that harms the setting of listed buildings (in this case through 

Nos.2-18 Thurloe Street and the Edwardian entrance to the railway station becoming overshadowed and 

dominated by the enlarged scale of this terrace) is all highly harmful. The historical authenticity and legibility 

of the terrace will be lost resulting in substantial harm to its architectural and historic significance. The 

proposals result in a high level of less than substantial harm to the Grade II listed neighbouring buildings  

and substantial harm to the character and appearance of the conservation area given the scale of change, 

it’s inappropriate and unsympathetic nature and the loss of historic integrity.  

  

 

6.02 Nos.20-34 (even) Thurloe Street form a commercial and residential terrace built between 1880 and 

1881 by John Whittlesea and probably designed by his surveyor Edwin George Wright. In a recent 

application for spot listing Historic England recommended that the terrace does not meet the criteria 

of special interest (in a national context) but that the terrace does have significance. Their 

assessment dated 15 May 2020 (number 1469741) found that: ‘20 to 32 (even) Thurloe Street is of 

clear local interest including for the contribution it makes to Thurloe Estate and Smith's Charity 

Conservation Area’. The shopfront to No.34 to the west was rebuilt in the early 20th century as it 

formed part of the composition of shopfronts and associated arcade at South Kensington Station 

designed by George Sherrin in 1907 and is also significant.  

 

6.03 The assessment below strongly disagrees with the assessment in the applicant’s Heritage Statement 

(2020, 37) that dismissed the interior as being of ‘neutral significance’ and concluded that the 

building had limited (mainly townscape) significance. This assessment did not appear to draw upon 

historic research or an internal site visit. However, it concurs with the Heritage Statement’s finding 

on page 57 that the demolition of this terrace (with only façade retention) will cause substantial 

harm to the historic building. The following observations can be made which support the contention 

here that this terrace makes a highly positive contribution to the character and appearance of the 

conservation area and has intrinsic heritage significance: 

 Conservation Area: the terrace is identified as making a positive contribution to the conservation 

area in RBKC’s CAA. 

 Architectural Design - Frontage: elegant and embellished Italianate inspired frontage with flat 

roofs with bracketed eaves, pediments to windows set in groups of three, plastered sill bands and 

pilasters with rustication (to first floor) and moulded stucco detailing to windows heads and 

pediments. The parapet is decorated by scrolled consoles and a dentil course. The increasing 

trend for ostentatious treatment reflects the growth of middle class consumerism in the mid-late 

Victorian period. The architectural and townscape quality of the frontage is acknowledged in the 
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applicant’s Heritage Statement.  

 Architectural Design – Rear: the rear of the terrace is much simpler with more monolithic 

brickwork punctuated with sash windows (mainly to the side elevation of the rear projecting 

wings) and with brick chimneys. This more robust style is architecturally appropriate as it 

complements the robust architectural treatment to the railway station and its original arcaded 

revetments built in the 1860s that lie to the rear of the site. The limited number of windows was 

probably intended to reduce noise and smoke from the adjacent railway locomotives reaching the 

residences, again illustrating how design followed function all influenced by local context. This 

significance, and the relationship with the railway station, is not acknowledged in the applicant’s 

Heritage Statement.   

 Shopfronts: several of the shopfronts retain their original materials and character; they 

considerably enhance the significance of the shopping parade. The listing description for the 

adjacent South Kensington Railway Station notes that the arcade designed by architect George 

Sherrin ‘possesses special interest as a fine survivor of Edwardian retail architecture’. In a similar 

vein the historic timber shopfronts to Nos. 20 & 26 retain a late Victorian character that has been 

increasingly lost in London (and other towns and cities) due to commercial pressures for larger 

commercial outlets and modern frontages with deep fascias etc that have replaced such smaller 

original frontages. The ground floor and frontage of No.34 was remodelled in the early 20th 

century after the adjacent shopping arcade to South Kensington Station (listed Grade II) was 

formed, and part of its ground floor extends into the arcade. 

 The survival of the original moulded fascias with dentil moulding and property divisions marked 

with elaborate console brackets featuring garlands of fruit and human face motiffs, slender 

columns with tiny capitals and moulded spandrels, narrow stallrisers which have a deep sill etc 

are important and capable of being reproduced in those shopfronts where they have been lost or 

eroded.  

 Internal Character - Fixtures, Fittings and Decorative Schemes: the distinguished architectural 

character continues internally with surviving examples of large rooms with high ceilings (with 

some easily reversible insertions of stud walling and suspended ceilings) and historic features 

with evidence of skilled craftsmanship in the enriched cornices, moulded door and window 

architraves, timber staircase with turned balusters, moulded handrails and moulded newel posts 

and decorative ceiling roses (in No.26). These provide aesthetic quality to the internal spaces – 

in particular the residential accommodation. The Medici Gallery retains an original fireplace and 

cornice and original or early timber panelling with egg and dart motifs to the rear ground floor 

room. Similar original features may survive in other parts of the building that were not inspected 

and may be hidden behind later decorative schemes and finishes. All the original staircases to 

the former townhouses appear to survive.  

 Townscape and Group Value: the site is a highly visible part of the townscape in this area of 

South Kensington and be can appreciated in important views to the Grade II listed Nos.2-18 

(even) Thurloe Street terraced block, in views along Exhibition Road that include the Grade II 

listed pedestrian subway with decorative ironwork to ventilation shafts and a number of 

commercial and residential terraces (mainly dating from 1800-1840s). There is a key view 

identified in RBKC’s CAA along Exhibition Road terminating at the site thus illustrating its high 

townscape value and aesthetic qualities. The rear is also prominent in views across the Grade II 

listed railway station and its listed canopied platforms and revetment. There is a particularly 

strong group value with the Grade II listed Edwardian shopping arcade and shop units associated 

with the railway station site with No.34 Thurloe Street physically linking Nos.20-32 (even) with 

the arcade.  

 Historic Interest: built shortly after South Kensington Station was established, the parade of 

shops was deliberately  intended to benefit from the increased levels of pedestrian traffic in this 

area. The site is a well preserved example of a fully-fledged mid-late Victorian shopping parade 

with capacious upper-floor accommodation (forming town houses each with its own front door 

and staircase) and external architectural embellishment to attract growing middle class 

consumerism. The history of the terrace can be pieced together through various historical sources 

such as the Survey of London, old Ordnance Survey maps, the Conservation Area Appraisal, 

street directories, drainage plans and so forth. The terrace was erected by a known builder, John 

Whittlesea of St Stephen’s Avenue, Shepherd’s Bush between 1880 and 1881. It was probably 
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designed by his surveyor, architect Edwin George Wyatt. The terrace was designed with a parade 

of shops at the outset and the original uses of these are known - a bric-a-brac dealer, a glass 

manufacturer, bakers, a furrier, tailors, a jeweller, florists and a dairy. A history of occupation 

can also be traced. For example a later resident of the houses was Alan Cole, younger son of Sir 

Henry Cole (a British civil servant and inventor who facilitated many innovations in commerce 

and education in 19th century in the United Kingdom and is credited with devising the concept of 

sending greetings cards at Christmas time, introducing the world's first commercial Christmas 

card in 1843). Sir Henry Cole was a key figure in the Great Exhibition and was instrumental in 

the development of what became the Victoria & Albert Museum. Alan Cole lived at No. 20 from 

1894 until 1908. Various documents survive which help illustrate the historical development of 

the terrace. Most useful of these are the drainage plans held by the Local Studies Department at 

Kensington Central Library as in showing the development of bathrooms, WCs and kitchens they 

reveal a changing pattern of ownership, tenancy uses and developments of domestic and 

commercial hygiene in the wider floor plans. The 1970 photographic survey of the area also 

includes the terrace capturing its appearance at that date. 

 Plan Form and Circulation: Historic England state that: ‘The plan form of a building is frequently 

one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircase…and other features are 

likely to form part of its significance. Indeed they may be its most significant feature’ (Making 

Changes to Heritage Assets 2016, 11). It is clear that the shops occupied the ground level with 

use of a basement level for ancillary workshop/storage uses and the shop owners or tenants 

living above in townhouses. Each house had private access from a separate entrance to the shop 

entrance creating an interesting pattern of shop and accommodation entrances. The houses have 

been subdivided to form flats in the intervening years but the original house distinctions have 

been preserved and the flats are horizontal i.e. occupying a floor rather than vertically arranged 

thus helping to preserve the essential floor plan. The “mansion flat” arrangement with a shared 

entrance doorway on the main street elevation and shared internal hall and staircases had 

originated around 1870 (Historic England 2016, 9) making the site a very early adopter of such 

an arrangement. This greatly contributes to its significance. The specific rhythm between the 

domestic accommodation and shop entrances is very well preserved. In general the shops display 

recessed entrances while the entrances to the apartments are flush with the shop window and 

are further differentiated by the use of curved fanlights over the panelled doors.  

 

6.04 The terrace was not considered by Historic England to meet the test of national interest due to the 

presence of modern shop units that mean that the retention of late 19th century shop fronts, although 

elegant, is partial. The external and internal Italianate-style, particularly well expressed in the 

residential areas of the buildings, and the use of building materials is typical of this date, and 

although the decorative elements display some detailing, the finish is not of sufficient quality or 

craftsmanship to raise the architectural interest of the terrace. In terms of historic interest the 

integration of shops with separate mansion-flat style entrances is important but is not intact with 

around half of the original residential entrance doors or door frames replaced in later materials and 

styles, albeit in the same position. While this accounts for their recommendation not to add the 

building to the national list, their response is clear that the building has architectural and historic 

interest and positively contributes to the conservation area.  

 

Heritage Impact (Substantial Harm) 

6.05 The proposal will result in substantial harm to the significance of the terrace itself and to the 

character and appearance of the conservation area for the following reasons:  

 Historic England state that: ‘The historic fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s 

significance…It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new’ (Making 

Changes to Heritage Assets 2016, 10). Contrary to the applicant’s DAS that claims that the 

proposals represent “historic reinstatement” almost all the terrace will be demolished. This is a 

clear case of facadism with only the front façade and a side return bay retained. The entire rear 

elevation and all the interior is to be demolished and rebuilt to new designs, a permanent change 

and irreversible loss. Even at the front façade, a new mansard level will be introduced to a building 

which was not intended for this i.e. a new introduction with no historical precedent and the visual 

representations (views 18-20 provided by the applicant) indicate that plant will be visible on the 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christmas_card
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christmas_card
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mansard roof, and changes to the proportions, degree of projection and recess at the shops which 

is not historically authentic. Historic England’s consultee response expresses concern with the 

design of the mansard which it finds would have a harmful impact. 

 The demolition of the building will lose all evidence of the original floor plan and its historical 

development. The surviving arrangement of basement workshops and ground floor retail units 

with separate entrance to residences above would be obliterated. For example, the basement 

would become an open plan retail area and the interior of the rebuilt Thurloe Street provides for 

a central access, rather than individual accesses from street level. Furthermore, although the 

original townhouses are now flats, the houses have not been laterally converted so that from the 

street the three bay first floor front rooms retain their original configuration. This architectural 

integrity is entirely lost in the proposals due to the lateral plans of the new flats so room sizes 

bear no relation to the original fenestration creating dividing walls dividing up the three bay 

arrangement of the fenestration. This will be particularly obvious at night when it will be 

abundantly clear with lights on that the retained façade is just that: architecture that is skin deep 

with no real meaning or legibility. 

 The demolition of the interior will lose all the original and historic features that survive such as 

original staircases, cornicing, ceiling roses, fireplaces, skirting boards, doors, architraves, 

chimney breasts and so forth. These are irreplaceable due to their authenticity and the damage 

would be permanent. Indeed the applicant’s Heritage Statement notes that ‘original features that 

contribute to the historical and architectural interest of the heritage asset’ will have high 

significance (2020, 26) but fail to apply this to the assessment of harm at this Terrace.  

 The demolition of the interior would also remove any trace of the multiple separate original period 

staircases accessed from multiple entrances from Thurloe Street. Instead an entirely 

inappropriate single residents’ access point and single staircase and elevators are proposed with 

no respect given to the historic floor plan/circulation.   

 Historic England note in their listing advice that No.34 Thurloe Street retains a historic timber 

shop that is of ‘good quality and have heritage significance’. This is one of three particularly good 

survivors of historic shops at Thurloe Terrace yet will be demolished as part of the works to create 

step free access. The Heritage Statement recognizes its importance.  Replica shopfronts are not 

a substitute for losing an authentic historic shopfront as they lack intrinsic significance and in this 

case no attempt is made to recapture any historic character. Historic England state that ‘Removal 

of, and change to, historic shopfronts may damage the significance of both the building and the 

wider conservation area…’ (Making Changes to Heritage Assets 2016, 12) as is clearly the case 

here.  

 The original rear elevation, of interest for its robust character with lack of openings being a 

response to its proximity to the railway but with massing broken through blocks that recess and 

project with windows to side elevations, is to be demolished. It currently sits attractively within 

the conservation area and complements the near contemporary railway station revetment walls 

and station platforms and canopies and its visible in wide ranging views from the station and 

Pelham Street. The large areas of red cladding proposed to the replacement rear elevation would 

give the building an undue prominence compared to the Grade II listed traditional terrace along 

the rest of this south side of Thurloe Street and would erode the Victorian character of the 

conservation area, sitting uncomfortably alongside neighbouring Victorian and Georgian 

buildings.  

 The addition of a mansard would lead to this section of terrace dominating the neighbouring 

Grade II listed terrace at Nos.2-18. This also erodes one of the special qualities of the 

conservation area, namely the human scale of the buildings here. Furthermore, the modern 

design of the mansard and its window openings pay no respect to the traditional frontage and 

are an incongruous discordant feature. The height and massing of the mansard is compounded 

by the fact that unlike most traditional mansards it is not part sunk below a parapet wall and 

proposes modern materials rather than traditional coverings with plant/services visible atop. Both 

Historic England and the Victorian Society have concerns with the design of the mansard in their 

consultee responses. The Victorian Society state how it makes ‘little reference to the Victorian 

terrace’ as it is continuous mansard rather than relating to the party walls of the original houses 

below. They also note the incongruous choice of materials and form of the dormers. This harm is 
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captured on view 17 of the applicant’s visual representations and would be a highly visible view 

as it terminates a key view along Exhibition Road.  

 The service units on the rooftop measure about 10.4m x 7.7m x2m high thus exacerbating height, 

massing and introducing a large utilitarian structure visible in a key view.  

 

6.06 The applicant’s Heritage Statement acknowledges that the proposals will cause substantial harm to 

the building (2020, 57). Historic England in their consultee response state that: ‘The demolition of 

20-34 Thurloe Street behind a retained façade is an unfortunate impact that will result in a level 

of harm to the Conservation Area’. Sadly, this harm is compounded by other aspects of the 

development such as the domineering scale of the proposed replacement Bullnose.  

 

 
Figure 54: View to Thurloe Street along Exhibition 

Road is a key view in RBKC’s CAA reflecting the high 

townscape value of the terrace and its traditional 

Victorian shop fronts. A modern ahistorical mansard 

storey would be a highly visible change that would 

lead to the terrace dominating the Grade II listed 

Nos.2-18 (left end of photo) and eroding the 

traditional character (see viewpoint 17 of the 

applicant’s visual representation) 

Figure 55: Prominent view to terrace from junction with 

Cromwell Place. A mansard extension would visually 

subsume the view to the single storey Grade II listed 

South Kensington Station entrance, exacerbated by the 

proposed four plus storey Bullnose in the foreground 

(this harm is illustrated on the applicant’s views 

representation view 20) 

 
Figure 56: Example of one of several well-preserved 

original Victorian shopfronts with delicate timber 

framing including sprandels, moulded cornice with 

dentilation, flanking pilasters with decorative console 

brackets. Note also pattern of entrances to shop and 

apartments 

 
Figure 57: Example of adjoining shop and residential 

entrances, a fundamental aspect of the significance of 

the terrace as it is part of the original circulation pattern. 

This significance would be lost if the scheme to demolish 

the interior, creating open plan retail areas and a single 

shared access points with single staircase is approved 
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Figure 58: The original pattern of pairs of doors with fanlights above and then pairs of shopfronts with recessed 

entrances that survives so well today has been illustrated by conservation architect Peregrine Bryant together 

with original architectural detail to the shopfronts 

 

 
Figure 59: Detail of console bracket to shopfront with 

human face motif, carved capital and garland of fruit 

and flowers. All the original carved brackets survive 

  

Figure 60: Original fireplace within the ground floor rear 

room to the Medici Gallery at 26 Thurloe Street. The 

room here retains wooden wall panelling with egg and 

dart moulding and a plaster or polished stone panel with 

figurative carvings and an original cornice (see below)  
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Figure 61: Wooden wall panelling to rear room in 

Medici Gallery with egg and dart moulding and a 

plaster or polished stone panel with figurative 

carvings. Note also original moulded cornice 

 

 
Figure 62: Original turned baluster dog leg staircase 

with landing corridors linking the current apartments 

above No.26. Note also carved newel post. All the 

original staircases will be demolished and replaced 

with a single new staircase 

 

 
Figure 63: Original floor plan with commercial units on 

ground floor with warehouse/stores at basement level 

and domestic accommodation above. Within the hallway 

in No.26 is a blocked door to the commercial unit (a 

reminder that originally the owner of the commercial 

unit lived in the house above). This floor plan will be 

demolished and lost 

 

 
Figure 64: Enriched decorative cornice within the 

current first floor apartment above No.26. This 

indicates the high status piano nobile residential use. 

All original cornices will be demolished 

 
Figure 65: Original ceiling rose within the current first 

floor apartment above No.26. All original ceiling roses 

will be demolished 
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Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

6.07 The proposals fail to meet the following planning policies with regard to heritage provisions:  

 Sections 16(2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as 

the proposed replacement building and additional mansard level will not preserve the special 

interest of the Grade II listed railway station (its setting) nor the Grade II listed Nos.2-18 Thurloe 

Street (its setting). 

 Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as the proposals 

fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area, causing 

substantial harm to it. 

 Paragraph 192 of the National Planning Policy Framework as new development will harm the local 

character and distinctiveness due to the loss of the rear of the terrace and a new poorly designed 

mansard. 

 Paragraph 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework as designated heritage assets are 

harmed rather than conserved. 

 Paragraphs 195-196 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause less 

than substantial harm to the special interest of the designated railway station, Nos.2-18 Thurloe 

Street and substantial harm to the conservation area due to overshadowing and loss of 

prominence of listed buildings and unsympathetic change to a key view in the conservation area 

and loss of most of a building (Nos.20-34 Thurloe Street) that strongly positively contributes. 

 Paragraph 197 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the significance of a non-designated 

heritage asset will be substantially harmed. 

 Paragraph 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to the special interest of the conservation area and harm elements that strongly positively 

contribute to it.  

 Paragraph 201 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to (though almost entire demolition with only the façade retained) a non-designated 

heritage asset that makes a strong contribution to the conservation area and its loss will result 

in substantial harm to the conservation area. 

 Local Plan Policies CL1 and CL2 as the proposed building does not contribute positively to 

townscape and will harm both townscape and the local context. It will harm the quality and 

character of the area. The design of the mansard is particularly weak. 

 Local Plan Policy CL3 as the proposal involves substantial demolition and the proposed building 

will harm the cherished and familiar local scene and harm a key view.  

 Local Plan Policy CL4 as listed buildings are harmed through overbearing and unsympathetic 

development in their setting.   

 Local Plan Policy CL8b i) seeks to resist additional storeys and roof level alterations on complete 

terraces or groups of buildings where the existing roofline is unimpaired by extensions. The 

existing roofline here is original and is unimpaired by extensions. The additional storey and roof 

alterations are not architecturally sympathetic in either materials or design to the age and 

character of the building and its history as a terrace of townhouses.  

 Local Plan Policy CL10a, CL10b, CL10d as a historic (Edwardian) shopfront at No.34 will be entirely 

lost and the changes to the other shopfronts will result in the loss of original independent accesses 

to upper floor accommodation. 

 Local Plan Policy C11 as one key view is harmed due to the introduction of a mansard, 

compounded by the poor design and use of modern materials to it.  

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.6 & 7.8.  
 

6.08 The importance of this terrace is specifically recognised in the Local Plan (2019, 111) where a priority 

is to ‘Protect any new retail units from amalgamation into larger units, where control exists’ and 

‘Restore the listed station arcade and the block to the south of Thurloe Street, retaining or reinstating 

the historic shop fronts and entrances to the flats above’. Principles (Overarching Aims) within the 

Local Plan (2019, 111) also seek to ‘Preserve the residential and historic character of the area’.  
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Recommendations and Opportunities 

6.09 The protection of historic shopfronts and respecting the historic character of shopfronts where this 

has been lost is welcomes as part of the regeneration of this area. In addition there are opportunities 

to work with, not against, the existing terrace to achieve thermal improvements through retrofitting 

(for which there is extensive best practice guidance provided by Historic England, SPAB, The Princes 

Regeneration Trust, the STBA). Historic Environment Forum’s latest Heritage Counts research finds 

that reusing rather than demolishing buildings generally delivers more sustainable environmental 

impacts when whole life carbon emissions are considered. The sustainable option that will deliver 

public (environmental benefits) is therefore to retain and refurbish the existing building. The historic 

floor plan is not intact and later interventions could be removed or altered to improve the size of 

internal accommodation or provide lift access. Such interventions would still cause some harm to 

the historic building but the level of harm will be low or even negligible (likely to be offset by the 

benefits from the townscape shopfront improvements). A mansard level and visible service units 

should be omitted from the scheme. This will preserve (and enhance) the character and appearance 

of the conservation area and the non-designated heritage asset. 
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Assessment of Harm to Nos.4-24 (Even) and No.49 Pelham Street 

 

Significance: Moderate 

Heritage Assets Affected and Level of Harm: 

Conservation Area (Substantial Harm) 

Non-Designated Heritage Asset at 49 Pelham Street (Less than Substantial Harm) 

Non-Designated Heritage Asset at Nos.4-24 (even) Pelham Street (Less than Substantial Harm) 

 

The historic buildings will be harmed through inappropriate development in their setting. The design, 

materials, scale of the development is inappropriate and does not respond to local context. The fundamental 

character of this part of the conservation area will be lost and heritage assets will become visually isolated 

with the historic integrity and legibility of the historic environment within the conservation area significantly 

harmed.  

 

 

6.10 To the south side of Pelham Street Nos.4-24 (even) form a historic terrace that identifies as a positive 

contributor to the conservation area having a local level of historic and architectural interest.  

 

6.11 Pelham Street was historically regarded as being of lesser status compared to nearby Pelham 

Crescent and Pelham Place and the building hierarchy reflects this with the houses here smaller in 

scale. Nos.2-10, 20-26 and 51-61 Pelham Street were built in the 1840s to designs of George Basevi 

using a similar palette of materials and details but as smaller houses with some having been planned 

as villa pairs. Nos.4-10 (completed in 1848) and Nos.20-24 (completed in 1843) still survive from 

the original development, but all have had balustrades and an additional mansard floor added 

subsequently, thought to have been in the 1980s. Nos.12-18 were apparently demolished in 1884 

and replaced with Victorian brick terraced town houses which had two additional storeys (basement, 

ground floor, two storeys above, plus a mansard storey), thought to have been designed by Charles 

Jones. In 1931 the large block of flats, Malvern Court was constructed on the extreme west end of 

the south side of Pelham Street.  It is a seven storey block of flats, now with an eight floor in the 

roof area. Seven houses originally built by Charles Freake at the northern end of the east side of 

Onslow Square were demolished to allow the building of Malvern Court. On the north side of Pelham 

Street, but east of Thurloe Bridge there remain a row of six white stuccoed terraced houses (Nos.51-

61) each of which have a basement and two storeys above, no balustrades and no mansard floor.  

They all are set back from the road, having a small garden in front.   

 

6.12 A row of similar white stuccoed houses also existed on the north side of Pelham Street and west of 

Thurloe Bridge. There is record that they remained in existence after 1867 when the first 

Underground Railway Station was built, except for two villas at the very west end of Pelham Street 

which were demolished at that time to allow access to the station. The station was enlarged 

southwards in 1871 with new platforms being created for the District line and it was at that time 

that the remaining houses were demolished and the street was narrowed.  They were seemingly 

similar to the houses on the south side, white stuccoed buildings comprising a basement, ground 

floor and single storey above.  There is record that all the houses were similar in size, but not all the 

houses were identical. The 1863 OS map suggests there were two semi-detached villas on the north 

side at the west end of Pelham Street beyond the terraced houses and where the underground 

station now stands, plus a large villa and two houses where the Underground Station entrance was 

initially located.  Between 1908 and 1916 thirteen shops were built eastwards from the station to 

about two thirds of the way down Pelham Street towards Thurloe Bridge. Each shop had a single 

storey of accommodation over it. They were built over the sidings and were removed in the 1970s. 

Nothing appears to have been built further eastwards down Pelham Street towards Thurloe Bridge 

beyond the thirteen shops.   
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Figure 66: Edwardian development of Pelham Street 

shops, demolished in early 1970s 

 
Figure 67: Development of Edwardian shopping parade 

in the 20th century along Pelham Street. Note modest 

height and scale  

 

Heritage Impact (Less than Substantial Harm to Terrace; Substantial Harm to 

Conservation Area) 

6.13 Along the northern edge of Pelham Street the existing boundary wall will be replaced with a terrace 

of four-five storey buildings with an additional mansard level at the eastern end by the railway 

bridge. Leaving a small gap between the edge of the terrace and the wall of the listed oxblood 

station, the development will extend to the eastern end of Pelham Street where it meets Thurloe 

Square (bridge) in a single terrace. The result of the work will be primarily (in heritage terms) to 

harm the character and appearance of the conservation area, the historic terrace on the south side 

of Pelham Street at Nos.4-24 and the Grade II listed railway station. However, the changes to the 

setting of Pelham Place and Crescent and Thurloe Square is also harmed to the detriment of the 

significance that these terraces derives from their setting (as has been explored in section 5 of this 

assessment).  

 

 Pelham Street Boundary Wall: part of this wall is Victorian and was presumably erected during 

the 1871 station works. It will be demolished and historic brickwork and fabric cleared. The loss 

of modern brick walling will result in a neutral impact but the loss of the Victorian sections of wall 

will harm the character and appearance of the conservation area (as it erodes historical legibility).  

 Conservation Area: the development would result in the blocking of various views within the 

conservation area as has been explored in section 5 above. It would also disfigure the public 

realm to the station (which contributes to its significance) and to the character and appearance 

of the conservation area. The character of Pelham Street will also change from an open aspect to 

a narrow tunnel like heavily enclosed street. This is exacerbated by the 4-5 storey height, first 

floor overhang, presence of three large service units c.3m high and continuous frontage of the 

proposed terrace. The shops previously on this side of Pelham Street did not extend the full length 

leaving open views from Pelham Place and Pelham Street across the railway site but were also 

only two storeys in height. In general the proposed design appears blocky with large coloured 

panels, reconstituted (not natural) stone bays/bands and pre-cast concrete and heavy grey 

cladding panels to the mansard. The terrace will have modern proportions and detailing. This 

design does not positively respond to the traditional character, appearance, materials, 

proportions etc of either historical precedents along the north side of Pelham Street nor the 
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surviving terrace on the south side. The design, materials, use of strong colours, scale, height 

etc are all inappropriate in this sensitive historic setting. Historic England have also expressed 

concerns in their consultee response with elements of the design (monolithic roof profiles, 

mansard design and large plant rooms) that are out of character with the conservation area and 

would cause harm to it.   

 No.49 Pelham Street is a building with an interesting design due to bands of stone and orange-

red brickwork at ground-floor level with attractive Portland Stone door surrounds and bases for 

the oriel windows of the floors above. It is also of historic interest as the 1907 ground floor was 

designed by the architect of the oxblood station building, Leslie Green, supports the later, upper 

floors, forming a dining hall for Underground workers, which were added in the 1930s by UERL 

architect Stanley Heaps. This building has local significance for its historic interest as a Leslie 

Green substation, subsequently completed by another prolific UERL architect, Stanley Heaps and 

for its unusual and interesting design with neo-Georgian character above the ground floor. Within 

the immediate setting of the conservation area it positively contributes to its character and 

appearance. This building would lose its visual prominence on the corner of the railway bridge if 

the scheme were to proceed. 

 Nos.4-24 Pelham Street form a terrace of local interest that positively contributes to the 

conservation area. The terrace would be overshadowed by the development harming the 

significance that it currently makes to the traditional character and appearance of the 

conservation area.  It will also lose views and visual connection with the railway station, Thurloe 

Street and Thurloe Square.  

 

6.14 The applicants rely heavily on the presence of buildings along part of Pelham Street to support their 

proposals. As noted above, the former terrace here was modest in height, respecting the historical 

building hierarchy which this scheme ignores. It also did not extend the full length along Pelham 

Street (with approximately 45m of open land - including a builders yard) enabling views towards the 

V&A corona and other listed buildings within this highly important historic townscape. Pre-railway 

station era houses here were set back with front gardens (as they pre-dated the railway cutting) and 

therefore had a sense of openness which combined with their modest scale suited the area. Since 

this period the street has become narrower as a result of the railway cutting works. Furthermore, 

proposals need to be assessed against the existing situation, not the scenario of decades or even 

centuries in the past. The openness that allows a small breathing space in the urban townscape and 

a range of important medium and long range views that connect this highly important historic 

environment are a long standing established part of the setting of the non-designated heritage assets 

and listed buildings and the character and appearance of the conservation area.  

 

6.15 This is supported by the Historic England advice on the Setting of Heritage Assets where Historic 

England state that ‘settings which have changed may also themselves enhance significance, for 

instance where townscape character has been shaped by cycles of change over the long term’ (207, 

4). The removal of the former buildings along the north side of Pelham Street and the formation of 

the railway bridge with associated building clearance has facilitated the open character and long range 

townscape views that are such an important part of the conservation area and setting of various 

heritage assets today. This does not necessarily preclude any future development but the sensitivity 

of the site does place constraints upon future development, which must respond to local context and 

character and respect important views.  
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Figure 68: Nationally significant architectural and historical townscape composition visible from Pelham Street 

showing the Grade II listed Edwardian station platforms and canopies, the original north revetment wall with 

Italianate styling, the gable and rear of the Grade II listed Nos.45-51 Thurloe Square, the rear of the Grade II 

listed Nos.2-18 (even) Thurloe Street and the non-designated heritage assets at Nos.20-34 (even) Thurloe 

Street. The Grade II listed Nos.6-14 Cromwell Place are also visible with trees softening the urban realm 

  

 
Figure 69: Attractive terrace that forms Nos.4-24 

(even) Pelham Street and view to No.49 Pelham Street 

which has a group value with the railway given that the 

ground floor was designed by Leslie Green in the early 

20th century and has notable design quality with neo-

Georgian facades above  

 
Figure 70: The openness along Pelham Street will be 

lost as will good views to No.49 which is likely to be a 

non-designated heritage asset given its historic and 

architectural interest (see also figure 48) 

 

Conflict with Legislation and Planning Policies 

6.16 The proposals fail to meet the following planning policies with regard to heritage provisions:  

 

 Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as the proposals 

fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area instead causing 

substantial harm to it. 

 Paragraph 192 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the new development will harm the 

local character and distinctiveness. 

 Paragraph 193 of the National Planning Policy Framework as designated heritage assets are 

harmed as a result of the proposed development. 

 Paragraph 195 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to the character and appearance of the conservation area.  

 Paragraph 197 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause less than 

substantial harm to Nos.4-24 (even) and No.49 Pelham Street, non-designated heritage assets.  

 Paragraph 200 of the National Planning Policy Framework as the proposals will cause substantial 

harm to the special interest of the conservation area and harm key elements that positively 

contribute to it.  

 Local Plan Policy CL1a as the proposed terraced buildings to Pelham Street fail to respect the 

existing context, character and appearance of the surroundings. They fail to respond to local 
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context in use of materials, design, scale/height, rhythm, roofscape, vistas, views, gaps and open 

space. 

 Local Plan Policy CL2 as the proposed buildings will not contribute positively to townscape and 

will harm both townscape and the local context. It will harm the quality and character of the area 

as the resultant street form and character will not draw from the traditional qualities and form of 

the existing high quality streets or historical precedent. The ratio of building height to street width 

does not give a coherent and comfortable scale to the street and the proposed building lines and 

building scales are not consistent and related to context. The proposed new buildings fail to 

improve the quality and character of buildings and the area and the way it functions. The 

architectural style is not informed by the local context with overly large scale monolithic terracing 

proposed with a blocky style and use of modern cladding materials that do not respond to the 

architectural richness of detailing, historic materials and delicacy of styling that is so important 

to the surrounding housing.  

 Local Plan Policy CL3a as the proposals harm the character and appearance of the conservation 

area.   

 Local Plan Policy CL11a, CL11b, CL11cv, and CL11d as local vistas, views, gaps and skyline are 

not protected but will be lost. 

 Local Plan Policy CL12a and CL12b as the proposals do not respect the historical context of two 

storey buildings along Pelham Street and no buildings towards its eastern end. 

 The London Plan Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.6, 7.7 & 7.8.  
 

Opportunities and Recommendations 

6.17 The current proposals do not respect the historic character and urban grain/building hierarchy in 

this area. They are not a “repair” of the historical street scape as is claimed in the application 

documents because it adds two additional storeys to the height of what was previously there and 

extends the former building line further east to the railway bridge. It also uses materials and a 

design alien to the character of the area. However, if building along this northern side of Pelham 

Street is essential and will result in substantial public benefits then it should better reflect the 

historical character i.e. two storey buildings with gap sites for views at strategic positions and a 

breathing space closer to the railway bridge in which to appreciate the setting of Pelham Place, 

Pelham Crescent and Thurloe Square. There is also an opportunity to enhance views through a 

modest reduction in the height of the wall along Pelham Street and removal of unsightly modern 

hoardings to make this area a viewing promenade with panoramic views across the open station 

environment.  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 


