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South Kensington Around Station Development 

Material Planning Considerations 

 

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

Address: South Kensington Underground Station; 20-48 (even) and 36-46 (odd) Thurloe 

Street; 1-9 (odd) Pelham Street; 20-34 Thurloe Square, London 

 

This Assessment is an objection to the above applications. The objection is based on  the 

failure of the South Kensington Around Station Development  to comply with relevant 

planning policy and address the Material Planning Considerations related to the proposal.  

This Assessment has been prepared by DEB Town Planning and Development Ltd and has 

been commissioned by the following Resident Associations and Groups (Ras):  The Onslow 

Neighbourhood Association, Pelham Residents Association and Thurloe Owners and 

Leaseholders Association. 

This objection is accompanied by the Resident Associations’ detailed objections relating 

Heritage, and Transport and Waste considerations.  These objections are submitted under 

separate cover and comprise the following reports. 

 Heritage Appraisal  - Harm to Heritage Assets  - prepared by Humble Heritage Ltd. 

 Transport and Waste Assessment - prepared by Paul Mew Associates, and; 

 50mm Lens Verified Views – South Kensington – prepared by Rendered Images   

Ltd. 

with further reports to follow.  

Introduction 

This objection deals with the Material Planning considerations which are pertinent to the 

South Kensington Around Station Development (ASD) proposals.  The issues discussed 

are: 

1. Scale & Design 

 

2. Living Conditions: 

a) Loss of Privacy and Overlooking 

b) Overbearing Impact 

c) Loss of Daylight & Sunlight 

   

3. The Public Realm: 

a) Diminishing of the Public Realm 

b) Sense of enclosure in the Public Realm 

c) Harm to pedestrian safety in the Public Realm 

d) Loss of Trees 

 

4. Socio and Economic “Benefits”: 

a) Step Free Access at the Station 

b) Economic Activity 

c) Affordable Housing   
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The following analysis of the application documents clearly demonstrates that the proposal 

as submitted is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, the Intend to publish 

London Plan(2019) and Strategic Objectives and Core Policies of the RBKC Local Plan 

2019; the applications should therefore  be refused.    Set out below is policy based 

evidence justifying a refusal of the development on grounds of conflict with  planning policy 

and national guidance. 

 

1. Scale & Design 

1.1  The heritage objection to the development produced by Humble Heritage Ltd describes 

the application site and its setting in the following terms: 

"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." 

This description aptly sets the context for the scale of change  proposed by the ASD.  The 

negative impact of the scale and design of this change upon different elements of the site 

is considered below. 

1.2  The Bullnose – currently this is a unique, signature building in the streetscene 

precisely because of its modest scale and low profile. (As noted by the Victorian 

Society). The proposal will obliterate this distinctive character by introducing to this 

Bullnose group of buildings a four storey plus monolithic structure, which will also destroy 

protected conservation area key views.   

 

1.3  The applicant considers the Bullnose “lacks presence”, ignorant of the fact that  it’s  

low scale form and design is what marks it out from the ‘norm’ at this main junction site. 

The four plus storeys proposed for the Bullnose is  contrary to  Policy CL12 iii. which states 

that developments should “seldom use height to express local landmarks”. 

 

 

The Bullnose 
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1.4  This treatment of the Bullnose site fails to ensure “no diminution in the excellence we 

have inherited” as required by Policy CO5 of the Local Plan. The Policy commits to take 

“great care to maintain, conserve and enhance the glorious built heritage”. It is obvious  

that the  proposals do not maintain and conserve the principal features of the Bullnose 

site, (its modest scale); and the proposals are not considered an enhancement for the 

reasons given in this Design & Scale assessment.  The development is therefore contrary 

to Policy CO5. 

1.5  Thurloe Street – the redevelopment of  Thurloe Street, retains only the façade of 

this traditional terrace, but includes the addition of an  extra storey across the entire block, 

with its servicing equipment on top visible from street level and impacting a protected 

conversation area key view. This is in direct contravention of Policy CL8 of the Local Plan 

which resists additional storeys on existing buildings. 

1.6  Pelham Street – the new build elevation proposes a repetitive eight ‘bay’ five storey 

block, running into a nine ‘bay’ repetitive four storey block, terminating in five storeys on 

the junction with  Thurloe Square.  This continuous elevation extends for a length of 130 

metres. Opposite, on the south side of Pelham Street, the corresponding 130 metre 

elevation  comprises five distinct building styles with clearly  defined plot widths, varying 

proportions, form,  roofscape and interchanging heights, ranging from 8 storeys to 3 & 

half storeys.   This highly attractive frontage forms the immediate context for the proposed 

Pelham Street elevation, yet the proposed scheme reflects none of the existing built 

character, varied style, rhythm, height, materials, or architectural detail.  The failure to 

address the context and character of the area in its “scale, height, bulk, mass, proportion, 

plot width, form, rhythm, roofscape, materials and historic fabric as well as vistas, views, 

gaps” is contrary to Policy CL1  of the Local Plan. 

Pelham Street -south side 

 

 

1.7  The proposed elevation for Pelham Street is visually boring.  The roofline is uneventful 

and dull. At street level  it presents a dead frontage, with the central 45m section of the 

building  comprising only “utility” uses with two entrances and seven service doors. This  

does not create the “animated residential street” claimed by the architects. The 

development thus fails to meet the requirements of  Policy CL2 of the Local Plan as it is 

not attractive, nor locally distinct and does not respond to its context, neither does it 

respond to the varied townscape character of the site. 
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1.8  Thurloe Square – the proposals’ treatment of the prominent Thurloe Square / Pelham 

Street corner seeks to dominate, rather than complement the Grade II* listed building at 

29 Pelham Street.  Whilst no. 29 has one principal elevation, facing into Pelham Place, the 

heavily glazed Thurloe corner has two principal elevations - Pelham Street and Thurloe 

Square -  and thus will demand primacy in the streetscene.  This domination of the 

streetscene is exacerbated by the new build appearing a full storey taller than Pelham 

Place.  This overbearing and excessive corner development will disrupt the building 

hierarchy on this junction and be harmful to the prominence of 29 Pelham Place.  This is 

contrary to Policy CP3 of the Local Plan which commits the Council to “safeguard the 

existing high quality townscape”. 

 
29 Pelham Place  

 
 

 

1.9 To conclude on the issue of Scale & Design - the proposal does not satisfy Strategic 

Objective CO5;  which embraces 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. Development must be  ‘good enough to approve’ .  The current proposals for 

and around South Kensington Station are simply “not good enough to approve.”  RBKC 

needs to demonstrate its commitment to its Core Objective  CO5 and refuse this 

application. 

1.10 The scale and design of the development also fails the policy tests of Policy CL1, CL2, 

CL8, CP3 and CL12.  
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1.11 The NPPF at Paragraph 127 c)  requires that “developments are sympathetic to local 

character and history, including the surrounding built environment”.  It has been demonstrated that 

the scale, design, form and detailing of the development as  proposed fails this critical test. 

1.12 The Resident Associations’  Objection on grounds of Design and Scale in relation to 

impact on Heritage Assets is dealt with in the Assessment by Humble Heritage Ltd.  This 

concludes that the proposal causes substantial harm to the Thurloe Estate and Smith’s 

Charity Conservation Area. 

 

2. Living Conditions 
 

2.1  The NPPF (Paragraph 127 f) requires development to  “promote health and well-being, 
with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users”.   Under Policy CL5 of the Local Plan  

- Living Conditions – “The Council will require all development ensures good living 

conditions for occupants of new, existing and neighbouring buildings. To deliver this the 

Council will: 

a. require applicants to take into account the prevailing characteristics of the area;” 

 

2.2  The prevailing characteristics of the area around the Station is of an open streetscape 

with: 

 generous distances between opposing frontages; 

 small front gardens, or stepped back and raised entrances; 

 Breaks in frontages; 

 Space for street trees. 

All these characteristics create a sense of space and openness; the undeveloped space 

around and above the Station and rail tracks on Pelham Street and Thurloe Square is a 

major contributor to this sense of spaciousness.  The new development fails utterly to take 

into account these characteristics. 

 

2.3 The proposal will be shown to be in conflict with the objectives of Paragraph 127 of 

the NPPF in its adverse impact on the amenity of existing and future users / residents. 

 

2.4  The developments’  disregard of the  need to protect the living conditions of existing 

and future residents under Policy CL5 will also be demonstrated. No efforts are made to 

address the impact  on the living conditions of residents and the effect of the development 

on their quality of life.  These seriously adverse impacts are explained below. 

 

 

a) - Excessive Loss of Privacy/ Overlooking – (See Drawing 1 below) 

 

2.5  The south side of Pelham Street comprises mainly residential properties, with their 

principal and habitable rooms all facing north towards and across the Station site.  

 

2.6  The new development will form a continuous wall of development some 20m high not 

including roof garden.  All the upper floors will be office or residential use.  The Pelham 

Street elevation will, on all levels, be fitted with floor to ceiling glazing.  This will afford 

the office workers and residents of the new development complete and unimpeded views 

into the homes of existing residents. 

 

2.7  Criteria (c) of Policy CL5 requires that: 

 “there is reasonable visual privacy for occupants of new development and for occupants 

of existing properties affected by new development” 
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2.8  Paragraph 22.3.38 of the Local Plan identifies a privacy distance of about 18 metres 

between opposite habitable rooms in order  to reduce inter-visibility to a degree acceptable 

to most people.   

 

2.9  The failure to consider the Living Conditions of existing and future residents means 

the development ignores  the guidance to achieve an 18 metre distance between habitable 

rooms on Pelham Street.  Instead it proposes a grossly substandard 14-15m window to 

window distance.  This foreshortened distance falls far below the best practice  distance 

of 21metres and the prevailing window to window distance in the area of  22-23m, which 

is to be found in Pelham Place and Thurloe Street.  See  Drawing 1 (overleaf). 

 

2.10 The combination of a substandard separation distance and extensive glazing in the 

new development  will result in a severe and harmful loss of privacy for existing and future 

residents.  This means the development is contrary to Policy CL5 (c) which requires  

reasonable visual privacy for occupants of new development and for occupants of existing 

properties affected by new development.  
 
Drawing 1 shows the multiple impacts of substandard proximity between the existing and 

proposed buildings.  
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2.11 The situation is exacerbated by the new development having all of its residential 

habitable room windows facing onto the existing homes on Pelham Street.  

 

2.12  The development also introduces storeys higher than the existing homes on Pelham 

Street and so creates conditions for substantial overlooking into existing homes from 

higher floors opposite.  This is extremely harmful to heath and well - being as existing 

residents will be conscious of the ability of others to monitor their homes.  The close 

proximity and arrangement of glazing creates an intrusive development which causes 

excessive loss of privacy and unacceptable levels of overlooking.  This is clearly contrary 

to Policy CV1 which states: “Our residential quality of life will be improved for everyone  

and we will remain the best place to live in London...” 

 

 

b) - Overbearing Impact – (See Drawing 1) 

 

2.13  The development provides for five storey and fours storeys along the length of 

Pelham Street.  The vast majority of homes on the south side of Pelham Street will be at 

a lower height than the new development.  The excessively close positioning of the 130m  

continuous frontage will have a deleterious and overbearing impact on the residences 

opposite.  Clearly those on lower floors will be impacted the greatest, but every property 

between 4 and 24 Pelham Street will experience the development rising above the height 

of their home at  a substandard distance.  The height, proximity and unrelenting mass and 

bulk of this long and unvarying  elevation will create an overbearing sense of enclosure fo 

existing residents on Pelham Street.  This is contrary to Policy CL5 (d) which require that 

there is no harmful increase in the sense of enclosure to existing buildings.  

 

2.14  The extent to which the development has an overbearing impact on residents in 

Pelham Street can be measured by the loss of sky visible from within their homes.   The  

applicants’ Daylight  / Sunlight Assessment submitted with the application  acknowledges 

that every property between 4 and 24/26  Pelham Street will have their “visible sky” levels 

reduced. Ten of the properties will have their habitable rooms, mostly living rooms, 

experience  a reduction of over 50% in the amount of sky visible  - of those, seven will 

experience  a 70% plus reduction in visible sky. 

 

2.15  Such a substantial loss of visible sky from an existing room will create an oppressive 

and uncomfortable sense of enclosure.  The development will be experienced as an 

overbearing and oppressive intrusion into homes.  Again this is contrary to Policy  CV1 and 

Policy CL5 (d). 

 

 

c) -  Loss of Daylight  / Sunlight 

 

2.16 Because of this substandard distance between the existing and proposed 

development on Pelham Street the development can not maintain acceptable levels of 

daylight and sunlight currently experienced by existing properties.  

 

2.17 The applicants’ Daylight / Sunlight report demonstrates that sixteen (16) separate 

homes will  suffer a serious reduction in the daylight and sunlight  as a result of the 

development.  This reduction is to such a harmful degree that the  Building Research 

Establishment guidance Guidelines for daylight and sunlight will be breached.  The 

development is therefore contrary to Policy CL5 (b) which demands good standards  of 

daylight /sunlight be achieved in existing homes affected by new development and insists 

there should be no “material worsening of conditions.”  
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2.18 The conclusions to be drawn regarding the consideration of Living Conditions created 

by the proposal is that significant and substantial harm will result to the residential amenity 

and quality of life of existing residents and future residents.  The development contravenes  

the NPPF, Policy CL5 a), b), c), d), and Policy CV1 of the RBKC Local Plan. 

 

 

 

3. The Public Realm 

 

3.1  The London Plan describes the Public Realm as: 

 'the space between and within buildings that is publicly accessible, including streets, 

squares, forecourts, parks and open spaces”.   

 The RBKC Local Plan affords it considerable importance -  (Chapter 21) states: 

The public realm is the full three-dimensional space of streets and parks, and 

how they connect together… An Engaging Public Realm is an integral part of the Local 

Plan’s central vision..… and also underpins the national and international reputation of 

Kensington and Chelsea. 
 
 a) A diminished public realm 

3.2  The application site is surrounded by streets,  pedestrianised areas, open space and 

forecourts and yet (on the grounds of lack of ownership) the application fails to include 

proposals to improve or enhance the public realm. Unfortunately,  this has not prevented 

the applicant proposing considerable physical, visual and experiential  harm to the public 

realm.  These harmful impacts are identified below. 

1. Permanent loss of a large area of public open space to form a loading bay; reducing 

the area available for pedestrian traffic, informal public enjoyment, event and 

public art use. 

 

2. Introduces an unsafe space   - a HGV loading bay -  into the public realm.  Large 

vehicles manouevring in very close proximity to pedestrians will create a sense of 

danger / fear. 

 

3. Vehicle engines idling during loading / unloading,  will create noise and pollution 

within the public space; degrading its quality as a place to experience / meet / 

enjoy. 

 

4. Noise and pollution from a high frequency of delivery vehicles will make the public 

realm harmful to public health. 

 

5. Removal of two (2) semi mature Oak trees from the public open space to construct 

the loading bay diminishes the visual quality of the public realm. 

 

6. Potential removal of up to three  (3) additional semi mature Oak trees from the 

public open space to facilitate access to the relocated pedestrian crossing will 

further diminish the appearance of the public realm. 

 

7. Potential damage to existing trees in the public realm from closely sited bike stands 

on Old Brompton Rd, will diminish their contribution  to the public realm. 
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8. Reducing the space and usability of the public realm through the siting of additional 

55 to the existing 30 bike stands within the public realm around the station. 

 

9. Increasing street clutter in the form of bike stands, and  bollards and signage for 

the loading bay. 

 

10. High frequency of deliveries and waste collections using the public open space and 

streets to service the development.  This activity will impede the safety and 

freedom of movement within the public realm. 

 

11. Increase in frequency of on street storage of refuse sacks and waste bins will 

adversely affect the safe passage of people within and appearance of the public 

realm. 

 

12. Obstruction of Pedestrian Flows out of and into the Station by on-street cycle 

stands. 

 

3.3  The cumulative impact of these degradations of the public realm are extremely 

harmful to the quality, appearance and contribution it makes to the quality of place and 

public life. Policy CR4  states: The excellent quality of our public realm is constantly under 

threat from poorly designed or uncoordinated development and the paraphernalia used to 

control traffic and pedestrians, public utility equipment, street furniture.  The development 

poses a substantial threat to the existing quality of the public realm and is therefore 

contrary to policy CR4. 

3.4  Furthermore, the permanent loss of the open space to form a loading bay is also contrary to 
Paragraph 97 of the NPPF which states that: 

“Existing open space,… should not be built on unless: a) an assessment has been 

undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, buildings or land to be surplus to 

requirements;”.  No such assessment has been provided to show the areas to be used as a loading 
bay is ‘surplus to requirements’ as required. 

 

The public realm around the Bullnose 
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3.4  RBKC places high importance on the Boroughs’ public realm and especially areas 

around visitor attractions and arrival points. Policy CO4 is the  Strategic objective for An 

Engaging Public Realm.  This states: 

 “Our strategic objective for an engaging public realm is to endow a strong local 

sense of place by maintaining and extending our excellent public realm to all parts 

of the borough.” 

The harm caused by the proposals to the public realm as set out above is clearly  contrary 

to  Policy CO4 as the public realm is diminished. 

 

3.5  The objectives of CO4 are echoed in Policy CV14  - Vision for South Kensington  -  to: 

“Maintain a high quality public realm to ensure the area is accessible and attractive to 

residents, visitors, students and workers”.    For all of the above reasons the development 

is in conflict with the vision in Policy CV14.   

 

 

b) Sense of enclosure in the public realm 

 

3.6  The ‘back of pavement’, four and five storey development, runs the entire length of 

Pelham Street and will create a “canyon” like effect for pedestrians.  The development 

design also includes ‘overhang’ of the pavement by upper floors – further enclosing and 

oppressing the pedestrian.  Pelham Street is a main street, but unusually narrow with 

substandard pavement widths.  The position of the development façade abutting and 

above the pavement creates an uncomfortable conflict between pedestrians and the 

building.  This is contrary toPolicy CR2  which requires “the ratio of building height to street 

width to give a coherent and comfortable scale to the street”.   

 

  



12 
 

__________________________________________________________________________________
DEB Town Planning and Development Ltd 

 

c) Pedestrian Safety in the public realm 

3.7  The Resident Associations’ Transport and Waste Assessment Objection produced by 

Paul Mew Associates, sets out in detail  the Servicing deficiencies of the proposal.  It 

concludes that the development is not self-sufficient in servicing facilities, but relies wholly 

on the public realm to accommodate: 

- Deliveries 

- Loading / unloading 

- Transferring refuse to refuse holding areas 

- Providing on street holding space for refuse awaiting collection 

- Transferring refuse to waste collection vehicles 

The lack of  self-sufficient servicing facilities means the proposal  fails to comply with Policy 

CR7 which requires new developments to include “sufficient on-site servicing space”. 

 

3.8  The vast majority of this servicing takes place from and along Pelham Street meaning 

most of the deliveries and waste transference  will occur over very long distances (up to 

100m) on the footway. This servicing of the new Pelham Street refuse stores will lead to conflict 
on the adjacent footway and congestion on Pelham Street.  
 

3.9  Policy CE3 of the Local Plan requires developments to provide for innovative well-

designed, functional and accessible refuse and recycling storage spaces which allow for 

the ease of collection. The application proposes excessive use of the pedestrianised areas 

on Thurloe Street and Pelham Street.   It is evident that the scheme wholly fails to meet 

the requirements of Policy CE3 as  the refuse storage is remote, overcentralised, 

inaccessible and poorly designed. 

3.10 Pedestrian will face new hazards and  increased street clutter, especially on Thurloe 

Street with the siting of four additional cycle stand bays, (total of 27 bikes),  plus a bike 

hire docking station.  The impediment to pedestrian flows is exacerbated by the siting of 

cycle stands opposite to and surrounding the entrances  to the Station as well as four bus 

stops of 7 major bus routes. This arrangement fails the test of Policy CR3 which commits 

to “maintain the free, safe and secure passage of pedestrians”. 

3.11 In addition Pelham Street is to host direct from pavement access to two stores for 

97 bikes; plus a delivery office, two waste holding bays and two main entrances to upper 

floors.  Pedestrians using the north side pavement of Pelham Street will have to navigate 

a series of cross pavement, (road to entrance door) and along pavement, (loading bay to 

waste and delivery points) hazards, including large wheeled waste bins and bicycles.  There 

is no proposal to widen Pelham Street where the north pavement is already substandard 

at 2.8m wide (maximum). 
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The above extract from the Transport Assessment Objection amply shows the hazards and 

obstacles which will the increased pedestrian flows along Pelham Street. 

 

3.12  As a pedestrian route Pelham Street will be seriously diminished by the proposal.  It  

will become the external servicing facility for the development.  Users of the delivery, 

waste and bike facilities will leave users waiting on the pavement to enter, or suddenly 

emerging from them into the path of pedestrians. This arrangement is a direct 

contradiction to  the objectives of  Policy CV14 which seeks pedestrian improvements for  

Pelham Street. 

 

3.13 A potential new hazard to pedestrian safety is the relationship between the relocated  

informal pedestrian crossing facility and the loading bay.  The crossing has been  moved  nearer 
the junction with Old Brompton Road reduced in width  - which will cause pedestrians to “crowd”; 
added to this is the danger posed by HGVs manouevring into and out from the loading bay within 
1m of the crossing.  No assessment is provided to demonstrate this pedestrian  / vehicle 
arrangement is safe.  .In truth the proposal will introduce numerous safety hazards to 

pedestrians using this public realm.  This is contrary to Policy CR3 which commits to 

“maintain the free, safe and secure passage of pedestrians”.  

 

3.14 Policy T2 Healthy Streets of the Intend to Publish London Plan (D) states that: 

“Development proposals should: 1) demonstrate how they will deliver improvements that support the 

ten Healthy Streets Indicators in line with Transport for London guidance”.   The above analysis shows 

how the development will undermine the Healthy Streets Indicators, in particular  - “people fee safe” 

and “easy to cross”.  The ASD  use of the public realm as a servicing area directly conflicts with the 

Healthy Streets objectives. 

3.15 The Intend to publish London Plan  in Policy D8 requires that  “proposals should ensure 
the public realm is well-designed, safe, accessible,” .  It is clear from  the above assessment that the 
ASD proposed works in and use of the public areas adjoining the Station will not satisfy Policy D8, but 
will create a public realm which is  poorly designed, unsafe and inaccessible.  
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d)  Loss of Trees 

 Loss of Trees from the public realm 
 

 

 

3.16  Policy CR6 says the Council will resist the loss of trees which are of townscape or 

amenity value.  The applicants’ arboricultural report states that the two Oak trees to be 

removed to construct the loading bay  are healthy, in good condition, visually prominent 

and provide good visual context.   Despite these qualities the trees are to be felled because 

the development is not self sufficient in Servicing. The relocated informal crossing will 

mean pedestrians are impeded on the west side by three remaining trees.  It is likely that 

to allow the passage of pedestrians these will also have to be felled. The loss of 2 or more 

of these public street trees  is contrary to Policy CR6. 

3.17  The NPPF at Paragraph 127 states that  Planning decisions should ensure that 

“developments will function well and add to the overall quality of the area”,  It has been amply 

demonstrated that the ASD will not ‘function well’ in terms of its relationship with the surrounding 

public realm.  In fact, the development interacts not only poorly, but dangerously with the public realm 

and is thus in contravention of the NPPF, Intend to publish London Plan and RBKC Local Plan policies. 

3.18  In conclusion it is clear that the development fails the Policy and guidance tests relating to the  

the public realm.  The developments’ impact on the existing public realm is wholly negative  - and in 

parts dangerous.  The misuse of the public realm for servicing purposes; the reduction, cluttering and 

obstruction of the public realm with delivery vehicles, bike stands, waste storage and  moving of goods 

is  unacceptable in Policy terms.  The development and its proposed operation is contrary to the NPPF, 

Policy T2 of the Intend to publish London Plan; and policies  CE3, CR2, CR3, CR4, CR7, CO4 and CV14 

of the RBKC Local Plan. 
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4. Social and Economic ‘Benefits’ 

a) Step Free Access at the Station 

4,1 Policy D5 of the Intend to publish Local Plan states  that developments “be convenient 

and welcoming with no disabling barriers, providing independent access without additional undue 

effort, separation or special treatment”.  

4.2  The applicant includes step free access as part of the proposal and considers it a key 

element of the social benefits delivered by the scheme. Transport for London (TfL) have 

since  announced that it is not going ahead with the Station Upgrade Works (SUW) for 

which it already has permission, including the step free access works from the District and 

Circle Line Platforms to the ticket hall.  Although the step free access from street level to 

the ticket hall remain part of the application there is considerable and reasonable doubt 

as to whether full Step Free Access from street to the platforms, which also requires the 

completion of the currently paused ticket hall to platform component, would be 

implemented if the ASD application were to receive planning approval. 

 

4.3  Policy CT1.K. of the Local Plan requires this redevelopment to deliver step-free access 

at the Station; stating that the Council will: 

 “work with partners to ensure that step-free access is delivered at all Underground 

and rail stations by 2028, require new developments to contribute toward step-free 

access and ensure it is delivered at Underground and rail stations in the borough 

where there is a redevelopment opportunity.” 

4.4 The application provides no guarantee that operational full step free access from street 

level to the District and Circle Line Platforms will be delivered as part of the redevelopment 

of the scheme, consequently it cannot be relied upon as a benefit of the proposals.  The 

failure of RBKC to secure step free access as part of this redevelopment of the Station 

would be contrary to Policy CT1 K of the Local Plan. 

 
b ) Economic Activity 
 
4.5  The applicants’ report on Socio Economic benefits  of the proposal claims the 
development will create 250 (gross) FTE jobs.  This fails to calculate the existing number of 
jobs; however, a resident survey of businesses has recorded that there are already 100 jobs  
existing on site.  The job creation benefits of the scheme are far lower than the claims made. 
 
4.6  These existing jobs and businesses will also  undergo severe disruption as a result of any 
redevelopment.  Any temporary construction jobs need to  be offset against those lost as a 
result of construction. 
 
4.7  The report anticipates that the majority of the new jobs will come from the increased 
office space.  The recent Covid 19 crisis has led to a rapid and seismic re-evaluation of the 
need for office space, especially in London.  According to British Land (August 2020) 

coronavirus will cause companies to rethink office spaces entirely, from how much space 

they need, to which locations suit best.  This means the pre – Covid projected job creation 

figures in the  Socio- Economic Benefits report are now totally unreliable; as they fail to 

take into account the massive culture change in work patterns and the long term 

implications of home working caused by the pandemic. 
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4.8  The layout of the new retail units will allow easy amalgamation into larger retail units, which 
may pose a threat  to jobs in existing independent small retail businesses. Policy CF2 (b) Retail 
Development in Town Centres states the council will: “require a range of shop unit sizes in 

new major retail development, and resist the amalgamation of shop units, where the 

retention of the existing units contributes to achieving the vision for the centre.”  The size 

range of units proposed is limited and it is not clear how their amalgamation would be 

prevented.  

 
4.9 The report is also overly optimistic is its assessment of the estimated  monetary benefits 
referring to gross income, not  net additional income. None of the figures provided in the Socio-
Economic Benefits Statement take the existing income generation on site into account. For 
example,  the additional £0.90mn in gross business rates revenue yet retail floor space is 
effectively reduced from an existing GIA of 2.502 m2 to a proposed 2.282m2.  No account is made 
of how the new retail shops and restaurants, with their large floor layouts could negatively impact 
the smaller A1/A2 and A3 retailer in neighbouring roads (Old Brompton, Harrington Gardens and 
Bute Street) and in turn reduce revenue from business rates.    
 
 
c) Affordable housing provision 
 

4.10 The proposal creates only  25 residential units rather than the stated 50 units; of these only 
17 are affordable residential units. Of the 17 affordable units the majority or 11 units are 1- or 2-
Beds, whereas only 6 are much needed 3- or 4-Beds.  The affordable housing element will only 
approximately meet the minimum requirement of 35% of habitable room set by RBKC, despite 
the large scale of this development.   Due to the lack of information provided there is considerable 
uncertainty  as to whether the development meets  the requirement as it is based on a minimum 
of 35% of all residential floor space.   There is concern that the proposal is contrary to Policy 

CH2 (Affordable Housing) of the RBKC. Further information is required regarding individual 

unit sizes. 

 

4.11 Local Plan Policy CH4  -  Specific Housing Needs  states “The Council will ensure that 

new housing development meets the housing needs of a range of specific groups”.  There 

appears no provision within the proposal for housing which meets the needs of specific 

groups such as the elderly, and as such is in conflict with  Policy CH4 of the RBKC Local 

Plan.  

 

4.12 to conclude - the redevelopment proposals do not guarantee to deliver the range of socio - 
economic benefits claimed by the applicant and there is justifiable reason to doubt that it ever 
will.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies CT K 1, CF2 and Ch4 of the RBKC Local Plan. 
 

Conclusion 

This assessment of the general planning issues has identified significant failings in the  

planning application reference PP/20/03216.  The development is of an inappropriate scale 

and design; will be harmful to the living conditions of existing and future residents and 

will adversely impact the physical, visual and experiential  quality of the public realm.  The 

considerable uncertainty surrounding ‘step free access’ seriously undermines the 

perceived  benefits  of the scheme.  The  development is in clear  conflict with a host of 

policies in the Intend to publish London Plan the current RBKC Local Plan and  the  NPPF, 

as such the  planning application and linked listed building consent application 

(LB/20/03217) should be refused consent. 


