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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
TOLA’s objection to the scheme is based on multiple, deeply-rooted concerns about the
application. This section of our objection gathers the conclusions of this document; the underpinnings
for these conclusions follow in each of our sections, with the expert evidence in the appendices.
First, there is a paucity of true public benefits. The completion of step-free access is a significant
public benefit, but it is independent of the scheme. The Community Housing benefit is well short of
what it should be. The Community Housing dwellings are welcome but there are only seventeen of
them. The other gross socio-economic benefits claimed by the applicants suffer from deadweight,
leakage and displacement, so that the net benefits are a small fraction of what has been claimed.
Finally, there are significant public disbenefits associated with the proposal, both economic and
environmental. In the round, it is doubtful that there are any net public benefits at all when the
analysis is done correctly.

Second, when each of the four components of the scheme is examined separately, each breaches a
large array of clearly-worded, well-established national and RBKC planning policies.
• The Bullnose: the demolition of the Bullnose breaches the requirements of paragraph 195 of the
NPPF because the applicant has not demonstrated that the demolition 'is necessary to achieve
substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm...’ Furthermore, the proposed replacement building
is highly problematic. It is in contradiction to Martin Lomas’s laying-out of RBKC point of view with
respect to the building in 2016, and it presents substantial heritage issues due to its excessive height
(and design). Finally, the scheme is also environmentally insensitive, and damaging from a macroeconomic perspective.
• 20-34 Thurloe Street terrace: the facading of the terrace, the removal of the spines of the
townhouses, and the addition of an unsympathetic and over-tall mansard breach many clear RBKC
policies, including respect for the environment. Furthermore, the substantial harm done to the terrace,
as acknowledged in pg. 57 of the application’s Heritage Report, breaches the requirements of Policy
CL3c)i because the applicant has not shown the demolition to be necessary to deliver substantial
public benefits that would outweigh the harm caused.
• Thurloe Bridge: the proposal is grossly excessive and at odds with the sensitive ‘repair' the
applicant is touting. As a result, it is harmful to the setting of Grade 2* Listed Pelham Place and Grade
ll Listed Thurloe Square, both designed by the highly acclaimed nineteenth-century architect George
Basevi (also responsible for Grade l Listed Fitzwilliam Museum in Cambridge, and Grade l Listed
Belgrave Square). Its excessive height also fails to respond to the local context, thereby breaching
CL12a)i and ii, and its design is seriously flawed due to overenthusiastic glazing and issues around
the sustainability of its construction materials.
• Pelham Street: it faces the same issues as Thurloe Bridge (see above), but it is also plagued by
further problems. Because the street is narrow, and in fact 2.5 metres narrower than when Basevi
designed it, the height creates major light and privacy issues on the opposite terrace. It also increases
pollution in the street because of the acknowledged 'street canyon effect.’ Its four retail shops are in
breach of RBKC policy because they are located outside of a designated town centre. Finally, the
scheme will create unnecessary office space.

Third, taken as a whole, the scheme faces four major challenges.
• Its cumulative harm to the Conservation Area is greater than simply adding the levels of harm of
each of its four parts.
• The scheme drowns under the weight of its waste management, servicing, access and
pedestrian comfort/safety failures. While the applicant waxes lyrical about the ‘greater sense of place
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and arrival’, the scheme could well deliver more than a doubling of the already unacceptably high
amount of rubbish in Thurloe St, as well as increased car congestion and serious pedestrian
comfort/safety issues in Pelham St.
• The extraordinary level of noise produced during many, many months of construction (both
during the day and from 1am-5am) will prevent the local residents from working from home during the
day and from sleeping at night.
• The scheme’s financial viability assessment has seriously underestimated its profitability and
therefore its ability to deliver Community Housing. The applicant attempts to justify its noncompliance
with respect to RBKC Community Housing targets by maintaining that the scheme is not sufficiently
profitable to deliver any more. However, the profitability of the scheme in the applicant’s financial
viability appraisal has been significantly underestimated.

Fourth, the applicant has sought to deceive both the Council and residents on the history of the site,
the way it will look, and the way it will operate in practice. At first sight, these deceptions are not a
planning issue, as the task at hand is a planning process, not an ethics display. When one looks
more closely, however, the link becomes apparent. Conditions are an important tool of planning, but
often rely on the good faith of applicants because the Council does not have the resources to put an
enforcement officer behind each applicant. This applicant has demonstrated bad faith in so many
areas that the Council should have a reasonable expectation that this will continue in the future:
leopards do not change their spots. Therefore, we respectfully suggest that the Council should not
use conditions with this applicant to regulate the scheme, unless their enforcement is automatic.

Fifth, we understand that, in contrast to individual owner schemes where planning policy breaches
are paramount, large schemes focus on the cumulative balance of planning policy breaches vs. public
benefits. Schemes where the planning policy breaches are few, and the public benefits are many, get
approved. But this is not the case here. Even if we were to temporarily ignore the major heritage and
construction noise issues, the planning balance would already point towards refusal because the
scheme breaches tens of planning policies. Even though these policies do not carry great weight, they
should be sufficient to overbalance the public benefits, given their paucity.
But the balancing doesn’t stop there. The heritage issues we have identified carry great weight, and
this great weight will tip the scales further in the direction of refusal. And so do the noise construction
issues, given that the SOAEL are breached—which, in turn, provides another presumption towards
refusal.
Finally, the applicant has failed to even address the necessity test of paragraph 195 of the NPPF and
of CL3c)i of the CLP, let alone pass it. This failure provides a very strong presumption towards
refusal, and the breach of the UAEL has the same effect.

Sixth, we would like to draw the attention of the Council to the deleterious long-term consequences of
approving this flawed scheme. To recap, despite the paucity of public benefits, it: (i) breaches tens of
RBKC policies that do not carry any specific weight, (ii) breaches heritage policies that do carry great
weight and reaches Level 3 of the noise hierarchy table, and (iii) breaches the requirements of
Paragraph 195 of NPPF and CL3c)i as well as reaching Level 4 of the noise hierarchy table.
Approving the scheme will make a bonfire of a large swath of RBKC policies. While a common
defence is to argue that each scheme stands or falls on its own merits, this defence is actually weak
in practice because a future applicant's legal team would have little difficulty in demonstrating that
approval of the South Kensington ASD marked a radical departure in the planning balancing process
of RBKC. That shift would become a highly relevant precedent, paving the way for similar schemes of
large-scale demolition and re-build-higher anywhere in the Conservation Areas of the Borough.
The rest of this document will provide the evidence that supports these conclusions, along with expert
reports in the Appendices.
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1. THE PAUCITY OF PUBLIC BENEFITS
Overview
The applicant’s socio-economic benefit statement, written by Hatch Regeneris, puts forward a set of
superficially attractive socio-economic benefits, but, as the report readily acknowledges, it suffers
from the fatal flaw of assessing gross benefits rather than net benefits, and therefore ignores
deadweight, leakage and displacement. It also mentions the CIL as a public benefit, even though it is
not considered a public benefit because it represents a reimbursement for extra costs incurred.
In light of this, we commissioned Pegasus, a planning and economics consultancy, to provide a more
accurate calculation. This section of our objection is best read in conjunction with both the Hatch
Regeneris and Pegasus reports.
The report shows that, while there are indeed some benefits during the period of construction, they
are more than cancelled out by the disbenefits of the construction process, even before the
environmental damage is taken into account. Please see Section 2 of the Pegasus report, pages 3-7,
and Table 2.2 in particular (Appendix 8.1).
Turning to the alleged benefits of the scheme after it is constructed, the report shows that the benefits
of the incremental space created as a result of the development are largely non-existent, and, in fact,
likely negative on a net basis. Given that this is a crucial point, we will expand on it further here.

Zoom on Post-construction benefits/disbenefits
In a nutshell, the Pegasus report shows that, even before Covid 19, bricks and mortar retail and office
space were facing significant headwinds and over-capacity in RBKC. It is a matter of public record
that these trends are being exacerbated by the advent of Covid 19.
The report also shows that private luxury residential space, while not negative, do not bring noticeable
public benefits. This was true before Covid 19, and is also likely to be exacerbated by it. The report
acknowledges that Community Housing is a clear public benefit generator, but notes that the amount
of it is modest, and, in fact, is below what’s required by RBKC policy.
Building on the Pegasus report, the scheme can be thought of as being comprised of two parts: (1)
what the refurbishment of the existing space could be if it were not being largely demolished to start
with, and (2) incremental space. The former consists of the ground floor of the Bullnose, the Arcade
and the existing 20-34 Thurloe Street terrace, while the latter consists of the three new storeys of the
Bullnose, the basement and mansard floors of 20—34 Thurloe Street terrace and the Pelham
Street/Thurloe Bridge development.
Out of the total NIA of 8,800 square meters, about 2550 sqm is existing and about 6250 sqm is new.
The scheme is about 29% existing and 71% new, so its current size is multiplied by about 3.45. These
figures are sourced from page 273 of the applicant’s DAS.
As we have long supported a sensitive refurbishment of the existing space, we will focus what follows
on the additional part of the development. It has three components: about 1435 sqm of retail and
office space, about 3465 sqm of luxury private residential space, and about 1350 sqm of Community
Housing space.
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Starting with the 1435 sqm of new retail units and offices, this unnecessary space has two distinct
dynamics. First, its construction is a misallocation of scarce economic and environmental resources in
the same way as a bridge to nowhere would be. Secondly, once built, it will exacerbate the
overcapacity issues that already exist, and put further economic pressure on small retailers and
landlords who are already struggling. In other words, vacancies will be created elsewhere in the
Borough, which will lead to situations where retail sales and office rents are going down, but mortgage
payments are not.
Given these two effects, it is clear that this new space has negative public benefits, even though it
might contribute positively to the private developer. Accordingly, whatever private concentrated
commercial benefit might be created by the building will be off-set by private diffuse disbenefits from
small retailers losing sales and small landlords losing their tenants.

The scheme also puts forward 3465 sqm of luxury private residential space, where the top penthouse
unit is expected to sell for £6.75M. The Savills report, which is in Appendix 5 of the applicant’s FVA,
shows 32 units on Thurloe Bridge and the Thurloe Street terrace, ranging from £1.55M to £6.75M,
with an average price in excess of £2.8M and an average price per square foot in excess of £2400
psf.
Please note that the average price of the residential units of this development is twice the £1.4M
average price in SW7, hence the average earnings threshold for a mortgage for these new units is
£600,000 a year (rather than the £300,000 mentioned in the Pegasus report using the SW7 average
price. As a result, while the results of the Pegasus report on this point are directionally correct, they
are even more extreme than what is indicated in the report.)
A decade ago, this might have been welcome. But times have changed, and it is doubtful that the
Borough has needed more luxury private residential housing, either before or after Covid 19. So this
space can be best seen as having a neutral impact from a public benefit point of view.
The disbenefits of the negative and neutral space are emphasized by the heavy environmental
damage associated with their construction, a significant part of which requires unnecessary demolition
(see pages 6-7 of the Pegasus report for a brief discussion the environmental disbenefits of the
scheme). English Heritage is also highly aware of this issue, and so is RBKC. Please see
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/heritage-counts/pub/2019/hc2019-re-use-recycle-to-reducecarbon/ for the former. Please see Chapter 24 of the CLP for an overview of the latter, and 24.1.4.,
24.3.13 and 24.3.14 for points of specific interest.
Finally, the scheme also proposes 1350 sqm of intermediate Community Housing, a modest amount
which is about 15% of the entire 8800 sqm total development. This is a positive, albeit lower than it
should be.
Taking it in the round, 1435 sqm are negative from a public benefit point of view, 3465 sqm are
neutral, and 1350 sqm are positive, for a small net negative of 85 sqm.
The construction cost of the scheme is about £81.4M as per Core-Five in the application, so, when
divided by the 8800 sqm of the scheme, is about £9250 per sqm.
We are now in a position to quantify the public disbenefits of the scheme beyond the public disbenefit
of the construction phase and the environmental disbenefits identified by Pegasus.
We can think of the bridge to nowhere as costing £13.3M (£9250 x 1435 sqm) of misallocated
resources. Post-construction, the space is a small net negative with the positive effect of the 1350
sqm of Community Housing being broadly cancelled out by this 1435 sqm of over-capacity which will
put an economic drag on small retailers and landlords in the Borough.

7

Step-free Access
We note with some concern the pausing of the Station Upgrade Works (SUW) but acknowledge the
pause may be temporary. We also note that TfL has not been forthcoming in publicizing the pause
and its impact on the delivery of full SFA between platform and street. But the applicant has been so
deceptive on so many issues that we are not surprised by this latest deception. In any case, RBKC , if
it chose to grant planning permission for the ASD, could (and we would argue should) make the
planning permission contingent upon delivery of the part of the SUW that delivers SFA between the
platform and the ticket hall. So, overall, we do not see this pause as a major planning issue.
We also agree that completing SFA for the Circle and District lines by linking the ticket hall with the
street with a pair of lifts is a public benefit that the Station needs. So, our perspective is twofold:
-SFA is actually independent of this scheme
-even it were not independent, the proposed scheme is disproportionate

SFA is independent of the scheme
To demonstrate this, we have analysed TfL SFA strategy. Improving SFA throughout the network has
long been an important goal of London Underground, and of the Mayor. So how has LU delivered
against this goal? Put simply, it has delivered SFA by prioritising busy stations where the
engineering challenges of providing SFA are not too great.
This engineering challenge is the reason why stations that are served by the deep tube lines in
Central London generally don’t have SFA, even if they are very busy, such as Oxford Circus. This is
also the reason why SFA in South Kensington for the deep Piccadilly line is not part of the SUW, or
why a busy station such as Waterloo has SFA for some lines but not for the deep ones.
More specifically, we have studied the 21 stations in the LU network that had more than 30 million
passengers in 2017, the last date for which the data are readily available on the LU website. The list
is as follows, with South Kensington being 17 th.
Oxford Circus, Piccadilly Circus, Leicester Square, and Holborn are served by deep lines, so do not
have SFA; Euston and Bond Street will gain it as part of HS2 and Crossrail/Elizabeth Line
respectively, and the works to achieve SFA at Bank station have been confirmed. The other 13
stations, except for South Kensington, have had SFA for some time. SFA was largely delivered
because it was correctly seen as an operational requirement and the right thing to do given LU
objectives, not the consequence of a commercial project from adjacent commercial surplus
assets.

Passengers per year, and SFA on at least some lines from platform to street:
1. Kings Cross, 97.92M, SFA
2. Waterloo, 91.27M, SFA
3. Oxford Circus, 84.09M, NO-three lines that are deep at this station (Bakerloo, Central, Victoria)
4. Victoria, 79.36M, SFA
5. London Bridge, 69.05M, SFA
6. Liverpool Street, 67.74M, SFA
7. Stratford, 61.99M, SFA
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8. Bank, 61.80M, plan to install has been re-confirmed post-Covid
9. Canary Wharf, 50.91M, SFA
10. Paddington, 48.82M, SFA
11. Euston, 43.07M, NO-will be delivered as part of HS2
12. Tottenham Court Road, 41.33M, SFA
13. Piccadilly Circus, 40.82M, NO-Piccadilly and Bakerloo lines deep at this station
14. Green Park, 39.34M, SFA
15. Bond Street, 38.80M, NO-will be delivered as part of Crossrail/Elizabeth Line
16. Leicester Square, 36.73M, NO-Northern and Piccadilly lines deep at this station
17. South Kensington, 33.86M, NO-despite Circle/District lines being shallow at this station
18. Brixton, 32.84M, SFA
19. Holborn, 32.54M, NO-Piccadilly line deep at this station
20. Finsbury Park, 31.32M, SFA
21. Vauxhall, 30.83M, SFA
TfL announces the next batch of SFA deliveries at regular intervals. For instance, in 2018, the Mayor
announced a £200M investment to make tube travel more accessible by delivering SFA in thirty
stations.
Here is a £200M modernization program that delivers SFA in thirty stations, but South
Kensington was not included.
This is despite South Kensington station being first in line as the single busiest station in the network
with a shallow line and without SFA.
Twenty-three of the thirty stations were announced in early 2018. The passenger per year figures of
these stations are: Harrow-on-the-Hill (10.96M); Newbury Park (5.53M); Buckhurst Hill (2.30M);
Knightsbridge (17.21M); Collingdale (7.14); South Woodford (5.28M); Mill Hill East (1.38M);
Amersham (2.32M); Osterley (2.19M); Cockfosters (1.93); Burnt Oak (4.49M); Debden (2.47M);
Hanger Lane (3.89M); Ickenham (1.17M); Northolt (5.18M); Sudbury Hill (1.88M); Wimbledon Park
(2.18M); Boston Manor (2.29M); North Ealing (0.83M); Park Royal (2.02M); Rickmansworth (2.71M);
Ruislip (1.99M); and Snaresbrook (2.93M).
It is important to note that SFA in these stations is not contingent on adjacent commercial
projects getting planning permission as a quid pro quo. This fact alone demonstrates the
independence of SFA in a particular location from the ownership of adjacent surplus commercial
assets.
While some of the thirty stations have been paused as a result of Covid 19, the message behind the
TfL SFA strategy is clear. Amersham is a typical station in this list of twenty-three, in the sense that
eleven of the twenty-three have a higher passenger count than it, and eleven of the twenty-three have
a lower count. Its count is 2.32M passengers a year, whereas South Kensington--at 33.86M--has
nearly 15 times its traffic.
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Knightsbridge has the highest passenger count of these 23 stations, but even its 17.21 million
passenger count is barely more than half of the South Kensington passenger count, and the
challenges of delivering SFA there to the Piccadilly line (which is deep at that point) are significant.
So why are such stations prioritized over South Kensington?
It is not because the District and Circle lines run deep at South Kensington: they are open-air, which
reduces the engineering challenge. While space is constrained, it is not as constrained as in many
central London stations which have been given SFA in the past.
The inescapable answer is that TfL would have delivered SFA to the District and Circle lines a
long time ago, if it had not thought it could hold RBKC to ransom by inappropriately seeking
to leverage SFA to get its way with an overdeveloped scheme.
Out of all the deceptions in this application, this one is the most damaging because it has denied the
benefit of SFA to literally tens of millions of passengers while pretending, against the odds, that
delivery of SFA was contingent on an inappropriate application being approved.

Even if SFA were not independent of the scheme, the proposed scheme is disproportionate
Page 61 of the application’s Financial Viability Assessment (FVA) sets out the net development value
of the completed scheme. It is circa £217M. Against this large figure, we set out to determine what the
cost of delivering SFA actually was.
SFA from the platform to the ticket hall has already been consented, so it is not part of the public
benefit of the ASD. Therefore we have focussed on the building cost of providing SFA from the tunnel
and the ticket hall to the street, and we commissioned RPP Construction Consultants to assess the
cost. The report is attached in Appendix 8.2.
To do so, RPP considered two scenarios:
• building the proposed scheme without SFA from the ticket hall and tunnel to the street
• building the proposed scheme with SFA from the ticket hall and tunnel to the street
The calculation focussed on assessing the incremental cost of the second scenario over the first one.
(This cost is lower than what the cost of a SFA stand-alone project would be, but we believe that the
incremental approach is the correct one here because it makes operational sense to deliver SFA at
the same time as other works rather than separately.)
This incremental cost amounts to about £660,000. While this is a significant figure in absolute, it is
only 0.3% of the net development value of the scheme.
This insignificant 0.3% figure clearly demonstrates that this overlarge scheme is unnecessary
to deliver SFA at South Kensington, even if one accepted the dubious premise that SFA is
contingent on a development scheme to start with.

Conclusion regarding Public Benefits

It is highly likely that the overall public benefits of this scheme are actually negative.
Pegasus has quantified the net disbenefits of the construction phase at about £332,000 per year (see
Table 2.2 of the report), so circa £913,000 of disbenefit for the two and three-quarter year
construction phase. Please note that this negative figure exceeds the £660,000 cost of SFA (only
relevant if one accepts the dubious assumption that SFA is not independent of the scheme).
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‘The bridge to nowhere’ costs about £13.3M of misallocated scarce economic resources. Pegasus
has not quantified the environment disbenefits of large-scale demolition and rebuild-higher, but they
are clear for all to see.
Once constructed, the scheme has 1435 sqm of negative public benefit space, which puts pressure
on the local economy of the Borough. This will broadly cancel out the benefit of the 1350 sqm of
intermediate Community Housing.
To summarize, the analysis has shown that, while the scheme has some public benefits such as the
Community Housing and SFA (if one accepts the dubious assumption that SFA is contingent upon the
development scheme), these benefits are more than outweighed by the large negative socioeconomic and environmental disbenefits of the scheme.
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2. REASONS FOR REFUSAL EMANATING FROM EACH OF THE FOUR
COMPONENTS OF THE SCHEME
It is not surprising that the applicant’s Baxter Heritage Report and our Humble Heritage Report
(Appendix 8.3) agree on certain points and take sharply different perspectives on others. As you may
know, our heritage report was commissioned jointly by three local residents associations.
TOLA’s perspective is that the Humble report is very well-researched and thorough, and that all the
individual points made have a sound basis. While we fully support the strength and breadth of the
arguments made, we also consider that some of the conclusions are over-enthusiastic. As such, we
would respectfully request that you give the substance of the report’s findings your full consideration,
while understanding that your judgement will temper overenthusiasm where you find it.

1. The Bullnose
A. Background
Martin Lomas’s Level 4 preapplication advice, written in 2016, provides a very useful background to
the issue at hand. To summarize, a one storey addition to the Bullnose, as long as it was set back
and of a sufficiently low height to remain subordinate to the main ground floor structure, would be
acceptable; anything more would not be.
This advice was based on policies of the 2016 CLP. However, the 2019 CLP is virtually identical to
the 2016 CLP with respect to the issues concerning the Bullnose. It would be reasonable for the
residents of RBKC to expect consistency in public assessments, and that the current assessment,
based on the 2019 CLP, should yield the same result as the 2016 assessment based on the 2016
CLP.
This is particularly so given that Mr. Lomas is not a junior planning officer who could have made an
error due to inexperience. We understand him to be a highly experienced officer. We fully support the
view he expressed at that time.

B. Heritage Issues
To best understand the heritage issues associated with the demolition of the Bullnose and its
replacement by a 20-metre-plus high building, we have found it useful to actually split the demolition
of the building itself from its replacement with a modern building, as the issues associated with the
two phases are different.

1. Demolition of the existing Bullnose
The first question is whether the demolition of the Bullnose is substantial harm to the building itself,
which is acknowledged by both the Baxter report and the Humble report to be a distinct building with
its own heritage even though it is also part of the broader station complex.
In the Guidance on Historic Environment, revised as of 23/07/19, para. 18 provides the answer as to
whether the proposal to demolish the Bullnose constitutes Substantial Harm (SH) or less than SH to
the building.
This paragraph acknowledges that SH is a high test, but also makes it clear that this test is met in the
case of demolition. The guidance takes as a given that total destruction is SH (“while the impact of
total destruction is obvious…”) and builds on that to explain that less than total destruction may or
may not be SH, depending on the circumstances.

12
Having confirmed that the demolition of the existing Bullnose is SH to a heritage asset, the next
question is whether para. 195 of the NPPF is engaged. This depends on whether the heritage asset is
designated, in which case it does, or non-designated, in which case it doesn’t.
Para. 23 of the Guidance on Historic Environment, also revised as of 23/07/19 answers this question:
“Listed building – a building which has been designated because of its special architectural or historic
interest and (unless the list entry indicates otherwise) includes not only the building itself but also:
• any object or structure fixed to the building
• any object or structure within the curtilage of the building which, although not fixed to the building,
forms part of the land and has done so since before 1 July 1948”
The fact that demolition of the Bullnose engages para. 195 has major implications which are detailed
at the end of this section.

2. Impact of the New Bullnose
Let’s turn to the impact of the new four-storey building. Please note that this building is equivalent in
height to a six-storey office building, as can be seen by comparing it with the height of the proposed
storeys in Pelham Street: on average a Bullnose storey is about 50% taller than a Pelham Street
storey! The artificially high floors are obviously designed to allow the developer to add a mezzanine
on the fourth floor by reducing the height of the second and third floors by a barely noticeable amount.
The impact of the building will be on various listed structures in its vicinity and on the Conservation
Area. The Humble report shows that its height and design will cause harm to the Grade 2 Listed
Station and Station Arcade, the Grade 1 Listed Victoria and Albert Museum Landmark, the Grade 1
Listed Natural History Museum Landmark, the Grade 2 Listed Queen’s Tower Landmark, Grade 2
Listed Cromwell Place and the Conservation Area itself. It also destroys key views such as from
Harrington Road towards the Bullnose. We will not attempt to summarize here the very detailed
findings of the Humble report as to the multiple areas of harm caused.
We consider that less than substantial harm (LTSH) can be established here. By contrast to SH,
which is a high bar, LTSH encompasses a very wide range of harm. In 2019, the High Court case, R v
City of Bradford made it clear that LTSH extended down to including impact that is ‘limited or even
negligible but that nevertheless has a harmful impact.’ Given the wide range of LTSH, we believe it is
entirely reasonable to take the view that the height and design of the new Bullnose would constitute
LTSH to these important structures.
The question of the level within LTSH, or whether a small minority of these cross into SH, is a
planning judgement for RBKC to make, and we hope that you will find the Humble report research
useful as you make your determination.
Finally, an important factor is that the geographical position of the Bullnose at the apex of the
Conservation Area means that the new proposed building affects many structures. While the
individual impact on each of these structures may be manageable, the cumulative impact is a serious
problem.

C. Planning Implications
There is a contrast between the planning implications of the new Bullnose building with the planning
implications of the demolition itself. The impact of the new proposed building is fundamentally a
matter of RBKC judgement.
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By contrast, the impact of the demolition of the existing Bullnose is more clear-cut in the sense that it
engages para. 195 of the NPPF: “...LPAs should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that
the SH or total loss is necessary to achieve substantial benefits that outweigh that harm or loss….”
In the thousands of pages of the application, we are not aware of a single line that addresses this
issue. To our knowledge, the applicant has not attempted to take the test, let alone demonstrated that
they have passed it (and we understand that passing it is a high bar).
There is a strong case for the application to be refused on these grounds alone, given that the
applicant has not bothered to engage with the test. So let’s suppose for a moment that the applicant
belatedly engaged with the test in an attempt to pass it. We believe it would fail for the following
reasons:
(1) we are not talking here about a large infrastructure project where the demolition of designated
heritage assets is a physical necessity to build a new railway line, road, airport, etc. Step-free access
does not require physical demolition of the Bullnose, and neither does the provision of Community
Housing.
(2) Therefore the applicant would have to argue that the demolition constitutes ‘enablement works.’
This would also likely fail because, as we have shown, the public benefits are likely negative, and in
no way substantial.
We have already addressed this issue in Section One, The Paucity of Public Benefits. To recap,
demolishing buildings than can be refurbished is environmentally problematic. The office space that is
being built is unnecessary and will simply create vacancies elsewhere in the Borough.

2. 20-34 Thurloe Street terrace
We have four areas of concern with respect to this part of the scheme.

A. The Demolition and Facading of the Building
1. The proposal breaks a full array of clearly-worded RBKC planning policies.
• Paras. 22.3.22 and 22.3.23 of the 2019 CLP set the scene. As an example, 22.3.23 states “the
presumption is to retain the original built fabric, whether it faces the street or not, where it contributes
positively to the character of the conservation area”. This terrace, erected by John Whittlesea and
probably designed by Edwin Wyatt, is explicitly recognized as making a positive contribution to the
Conservation Area in RBKC documents; the presumption against demolition is clear.
• The 2019 CLP could also not be any clearer with respect to the South Kensington District Centre:
-“Protect any new Retail units from amalgamation into larger units, where control exists”
-“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”. Restoration is incompatible
with demolition, so this is also very clear, and it refers specifically to this terrace.
• The proposal is also in breach of various parts of CL10 because it removes the existing front doors
and staircases of the buildings.

-CL10b : “require new and alterations to existing shopfronts to: i) respect the building original
framework,…v)maintain existing independent access to upper floor accommodation”
-CL10d: “resist new shopfronts that would involve the removal of existing separate access to
residential accommodation”
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The Humble report expands on these points as well as making some others.

2. The demolition constitutes Substantial Harm to the non-designated heritage asset.
The Humble report makes cogent points on this issue, and the applicant’s Baxter report appears to
agree, see pg. 57. SH to the non-designated heritage asset triggers CL3c, which has similar
dynamics to para. 195 of the NPPF but covers all heritage assets, whether designated or not. As is
the case with the Bullnose, the applicant has not, to our knowledge, attempted to take the necessity
test, let alone demonstrated that they have passed it (and passing it is a high bar).
We believe the attempt would fail for the same reasons the Bullnose would fail: there is no physical
necessity because step-free access does not require the physical demolition of the terrace and,
indeed, the 2016 proposal, which contemplated refurbishment of the terrace, had step-free access
with the upper lift lobby being positioned in No. 30 Thurloe St. The Community Housing is positioned
in Pelham St. and no incremental residential space is being provided in this terrace apart from the two
luxury penthouses on the extra mansard floor.
Therefore, the applicant would have to argue that the demolition constitutes ‘enablement works.’ This
will also fail because the public benefits are not substantial to start with, as we have shown.
Further, the applicant’s financial viability appraisal document (FVA) demonstrates the financial
attractiveness of refurbishment. Page 43 of the first section of the FVA shows on Table 14 that a
£644,000 refurbishment would increase the market value of the residential part of the 20-34 Thurloe
Street terrace from £5.904M to £11.375M, i.e. an increase of £5.471M, and a profit of £4.827M.
This is an 88% profit rate, demonstrating the high financial attractiveness of refurbishment, compared
to the 17.5% standard profit rate. While we are not saying that this approach is the financially optimal
way of refurbishing the terrace, it shows that demolition is unnecessary.
The applicant’s FVA provides further evidence of this point: one of the key reasons why the applicant
is proposing demolition is to create large retail basement units. However, the FVA makes it clear that
the basements are not expected to be profitable, at least on the figures provided.
Table 4 of the P-THREE report (page 121 of the first part of the FVA) shows that out of the £917,000
of annual rent, only £112,00 will come from the 379 sqm basement, whereas £805,000 will come from
the slightly smaller 348 sqm ground floor. The modest rent that the basement will generate suggests
(on the applicant’s figures) that the incremental costs of demolition over refurbishment will not be
recouped.
Finally, a refurbishment of the terrace would deliver fit-for-purpose private residential housing rather
than unneeded luxury residential housing. This would be more relevant to the wider needs of the
Borough. We will return to this point later.

B. The Creation of Large Retail Basement Units
The historical basements still exist. They are low-ceilinged because they were the workshops and
storage areas of the Victorian retail and artisan units above, and they retain a similar staffroom and
storage room function today.
The demolition process enables the removal of the spines of the eight current townhouses, and the
creation of two large basement units whose natural use is likely to be fast food for one or both of
them. In fact, looking at the plans, the useable retail space moves from eight ground floor units
(excluding the basements, which are currently not trading areas) to six ground floor units plus the two
basements, which corresponds to an increase of about 40% of space. Looking at the small print of the
plans, it appears that the intention could be to end up with four separate units in total, two large ones
connected to the basements, and two smaller ones. Each unit is on average likely to be about 2.8
times the size of the current units.
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This is precisely the process of amalgamation which is contrary to the 2019 CLP which seeks to
protect any new retail units from amalgamation into larger units, where control exists. In this case,
the planning process provides the required control.

C. Mansards and Service Area Above
We have two areas of concern.
1. The Principle of the Mansards Themselves on This Terrace
First, we note that the terrace opposite 20-34 Thurloe Street received approval for mansards under
the different circumstances of CL8a, but we also note that this is not a relevant precedent. Alison
Long, in one of her emails to the previous Chair of TOLA, William Fall, dated 4/10/2019, explained:
“With regards to the proposals for an additional storey to the terrace, each proposal is considered on
its merits at the time of submission, in accordance with relevant development plan policies and you
are correct in that the presence of a mansard roof to the terrace across the road would not set a
precedent.”
Second, we believe that a mansard would break both the letter and the spirit of CL8b)i. The letter part
is clear. CL8b)i states “resist additional storeys and roof level alterations on complete terraces or
groups of buildings where the existing roofline is unimpaired by extensions, even when a proposal
consists of adding to the terrace or group as a coordinated design”. Please note the water-tight
wording of the policy, which also covers roof-level alterations and, hence, the large service area on
top of the mansard.
With respect to the spirit of CL8b)i: (1) case law indicates that LPAs need to exercise restraint in
overturning the “natural and ordinary” meaning of words in black and white policies, and (2) para.
22.37.4 is particularly apposite because the proposed mansard and the service area on top dwarf the
adjacent Grade 2 Listed 2-18 Thurloe Street, making the listed building subordinate to the new
building, in turn creating LTSH to it. This would be true even if the mansard were of more traditional
height and had no service area on top.
Third, the mansard also breaches CL8b)iv. The terrace is already higher than the existing Bullnose,
and, when the mansard is added, slightly higher than the proposed Bullnose as well! More
importantly, with the mansard and service area, it will be 7.7m higher than the Grade 2 Listed 2-18
Thurloe Street terrace, and will dwarf its neighbour.

2. The Awkward Design and Excessive Height of the Mansard and Service Area
The LTSH just mentioned is made even more impactful by the design of the terrace. This is
particularly important because the design can be seen from quite a number of places, including the
key view from the south of Exhibition Road, and it affects the setting of the Grade 2 Listed Station and
Grade 2 Listed Cromwell Place. In turn, it creates LTSH to the Conservation Area.
Many of these points are detailed further in the Humble report.

D. Overall Issues with the Proposed Approach
Tthe demolition, digging out the basements, piling and reconstruction process will create large
amounts of unnecessary pollution and noise.
This creates public disbenefits relative to refurbishment. Large-scale demolition can make sense in
regeneration areas, but not in Conservation Areas. Indeed, it is antithetic to the very idea of
conservation.
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3. Thurloe Bridge
Our concerns on this part of the development centre on both heritage issues and the extraordinary
amount of noise that will be generated at the dead of night (between 1am-5am) for many months of
the construction process.
A. Heritage Issues
As the Humble report goes into detail on this issue, we will only provide a short summary here. First, it
is not even clear that any building is appropriate on the Bridge, given the century and a half that has
passed since there was a building there, and given the cherished rare open aspect that has been
created in an otherwise dense urban skyline. Please see CL11, which is being breached.
Second, if buildings were deemed acceptable, their scale should be of Pelham Place scale (three
storeys) rather than five storeys plus a service area which is equivalent to a sixth storey and is two
Thurloe Square houses wide. Given that Thurloe Square is now architecturally closed by No. 5 and
No. 52 Thurloe Square, and that neighbouring No. 29 Pelham Place was originally three storeys, this
is the scale that should prevail. By contrast, the current Thurloe Bridge building is 4.6m higher than its
immediate neighbours (including the service areas).
Third, the design is incongruous for the setting, being a site surrounded by Grade 2* and Grade 2
Listed Basevi designs. In particular, there is oversized glazing and a lack of respect for the historical
hierarchy of floors. Please see the Donald Insall Architects report (Appendix 8.5).
Fourth, the choice of materials is inappropriate for the area and has dubious longevity. Please also
see the Donald Insall Architects report on this point.

B. The Extraordinary Amount of Nightime Noise during Construction
We will come back to this issue in detail in Section 3.3 below. Suffice it to say here, not only will the
SOAEL be breached, but the UAEL will be breached as well, and that has even more important
planning implications.

4. Pelham Street

A. Heritage Issues
As the Humble report makes clear, these are mostly driven by the excessive height of the building,
which is made even taller by its prominent service areas (in breach of CL12) and by its unsympathetic
design.
To mention just a few of the heritage issues, we would point to the:
• harming of the setting of Grade 2* Listed Pelham Place due to both excessive height and a
discordant style of architecture;
• harming of the character and appearance of the Conservation Area as the scale and massing fails to
respect the historic townscape character of the street;
• blocking of views of open space across the Station; and
• blocking of views of the V&A cupola from Nos. 2-12 Pelham Street.
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B. Increased Pollution
The applicant’s Air Quality Assessment Report explains the 10% increase in NO2 pollution postdevelopment in Pelham Street as the: “…the result of the street canyon that will be created by the
proposed development on the northern side of Pelham Street.” (see page 36, para. 8.1.1).
We would note that the applicant’s report seeks to help its case by assuming a 6% per year NO2
reduction going forward, whereas the historical rate is only 3.6% per year.

C. Impact of the Narrow Width of the Street
The street is narrower by about 2.5 metres relative to Basevi’s design, and it is now well below the 18
metre guideline. This has major implications with respect to privacy and overlooking. Please see
Sections 2 and 3 of the DEB Town Planning and Development report (Appendix 8.7).
The height of the proposed buildings compared to the width of the street creates major light issues in
Malvern Court and 2-24 Pelham Street. The applicant’s GIA report makes it clear that the excessive
height of the proposed Pelham Street development blights the light of the entire Pelham Street terrace
opposite. It then attempts to minimize the importance of the damage in two ways:
(i) assessing light issues throughout the development allows it to make the argument that, as a
percentage of the total, the light issue in Pelham Street is not as significant as if all parts of the
development affected all of its neighbours. While this is true, it is also irrelevant to the damage done
specifically in Pelham Street. The fact that light issues outside of Pelham Street are minor in no way
diminishes that this entire terrace is being blighted.
(ii) the GIA report also argues that the problem is manageable. We completely disagree with this
conclusion, and we put forward a complete rebuttal of this argument in Appendix 8.9.
The bottom line is that the street is too narrow to accommodate such tall buildings on its north side,
and the proposed design is contrary to CR2, which requires a ratio of building height to street width to
give a coherent and comfortable scale to the street, to CR5 and to many others.

D. Pedestrian Comfort and Safety and Congestion Issues
The Paul Mews Associates Waste and Traffic and DEB Town Planning and Development reports
address these issues in more detail (Appendices 8.6 and 8.7). In a nutshell, the pavement is too
narrow to accommodate pedestrian traffic, significant waste traffic, and the interaction between
cyclists and pedestrians due to the large cycle store at the edge of the pavement.
In addition, the street itself is already congested and will not take kindly to the extra traffic necessary
to both formally and informally service the development. While the applicant says Pelham St. has
single yellow lines, this is not the case: it has double yellow lines, and the double yellow lines are
there for a reason.

E. Issues related to Construction
Like the Thurloe Bridge part of the development, the podium deck and associated piling on which the
buildings will be erected is planned to be constructed at night, between 1am and 5am. This will create
an extraordinary amount of noise. Please see the SPL Acoustics Consultants Report in Appendix 8.8.
We believe that the work needs to be done at night only because the proposed Pelham Street
buildings extend to the airspace directly adjacent to the track. By contrast to Thurloe Bridge, which
can only be built at night or not at all because it sits directly above the tracks, the Pelham Street
scheme is adjacent to the tracks. We very much suspect that a less ambitious scheme, designed
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with an appropriate distance between the back facade of the buildings and the track, could be
built during the day.
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3. OVERARCHING REASONS FOR REFUSAL OF THE SCHEME
1. Substantial Harm to the Conservation Area
We believe that the proposed development amounts to LTSH to the Conservation Area. The visual
impact alone, as demonstrated by the photomontages by Rendered Images Ltd, attached here in
Appendix 8.4, are sufficient to establish this. The more difficult question is whether the high bar of SH
to the Conservation Area is reached. As we think about this issue, we are acutely aware that, while
the Humble report finds SH, the Historic England report does not.
What would a case for SH look like? Its starting point would be the LTSH position of Historic England,
which focusses primarily on the 20-34 Thurloe Street terrace, the Pelham Street undercroft,
unresolved design issues, and key views such as the one towards the Natural History Museum.
It would then turn to realizing that there are more individual cases of LTSH than Historic England
recognized in its brief assessment. For instance it would also mention LTSH to a swathe of Grade 2
Listed structures (South Kensington Station itself, the Queen’s Tower, 2-18 Thurloe Street, the
southwest side of Thurloe Square, and Cromwell Place), as well as LTSH to Grade 2* Listed Pelham
Place (and, to a lesser extent, Grade 2* Listed Pelham Crescent). It would then turn to the wellrecognized argument that a large cumulative sum of LTSHs is capable of reaching the SH level. In
this case, while demonstrating heavy LTSH is not a difficult task, establishing that the sum of LTSHs
is enough to breach the SH threshold may require something more.
Substantial Harm to this Conservation Area is not only driven by a sum of factors related to excessive
height, loss of views, challenge to the setting of heritage assets, inappropriate design, etc. It is also,
and perhaps primarily, driven by an intangible: an utter and irreversible destruction of the unique
sense of place that it currently bestows on residents and visitors alike.
What has provided, until now, a sense of place that is quite unique in the Borough, would become an
anonymous town centre like many others. This is the overarching issue for this scheme: it will forever
destroy the unique sense of place and atmosphere of the heart of this Conservation Area.
If one thinks about attributes and adjectives which one would use today to describe the area around
the Station, the following words would spring to mind: village-y, open, airy, quaint, low-built, Victorian,
Edwardian, immediately recognizable as unique and different. Would any of these attributes survive
this scheme?
The answer is an emphatic No. The loss of these unique attributes is what we believe moves the
needle from heavy LTSH to SH.

2. Waste Management, Servicing, Access and Pedestrian Comfort/Safety Failures
The Paul Mews Associates Waste and Traffic report (Appendix 8.6) and the DEB Town Planning and
Development report (Appendix 8.7, Sections 2 and 3) address these issues. They have unearthed
serious issues surrounding the operation of the site, which have major environmental and health and
safety implications.
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1. With respect to the Environment:
• there is likely to be a more than doubling of the already unacceptable level of rubbish bags on the
street, in blatant breach of CE3f (including, but not limited to, ii).
• The carting of waste from the Bullnose over a 100 metre distance through a residential area is an
example of the poor design of the scheme.
• There are unresolved issues with the rubbish store on Thurloe Bridge, which is in a prominent
position aligned with South Terrace and the south side of Thurloe Square, and is inappropriate for the
Grade 2 Listed setting.
• The single-space loading bay will create problems, ranging from the difficulty of accessing it from the
west (as currently planned) because of the awkward turn in this crowded area, to the conflict with
pedestrians on both the piazza and Pelham Street, to the question of what to do when a second lorry
arrives.
• Informal servicing in Pelham Street will exacerbate congestion, given that the double yellow lines
mean there is nowhere to stop. This is true more broadly around the development, which is double
yellow lines or residents parking around the whole development (except for one short section with a
single yellow line at the recycling bins at Thurloe Bridge).

2. With respect to Health and Safety:
• The north pavement of Pelham Street is already narrow and congested at peak hours. For two wide
vehicles to pass each other, the eastbound one often has to climb the pavement. This situation is not
satisfactory today, and it will get significantly worse.
• The large cycle stores and rubbish stores positioned in the middle of the Pelham Street buildings are
bound to create serious pedestrian/cyclist conflict issues and, to a lesser degree, pedestrian/wastecarting conflict issues. Furthermore, the interaction of car and lorry drivers versus pedestrians and
cyclists will also cause safety issues, both around the loading bay and opposite the cycle stores.
• Equally concerning is the potential for an increased accident rate on the piazza as a result of lorry,
pedestrian and cyclist interaction.
As an aside, the applicant’s report on these issues, prepared by Momentum, has significant
inaccuracies which the Paul Mews Associates report draws attention to. While it is clear that some of
these inaccuracies have a de minimis impact, it is not clear that all of them are benign, which
undermines the confidence that can be placed on the applicant report conclusions.
In many instances, the sort of issues identified above can be addressed by condition, but we do not
believe that this approach would be successful here. These are structural design problems that
need to be addressed by re-thinking the cycle stores, the rubbish stores, the loading bays, and
the width of the Pelham Street pavement holistically.
While such a redesign would likely improve the situation, it is not clear that it would be entirely
successful because the limitations of the site cannot bear multiplication by 3.45 of its size! Put
simply, this overlarge development is bursting at the seams, and here is one of the areas where this is
highly visible.
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3. Extraordinary Level of Noise During Construction
The Acoustic Report shows that the level of noise during construction will be extreme, and that it will
breach the standards protecting residents from excessive and unhealthy noise levels.

A. Background
In general, a degree of disruption from noise during construction is unavoidable, and nothing would
ever be built if noise were to be avoided at all costs. But this is not what is at stake here.
The development combines a very high amount of noise during the day, coming from the Bullnose
and Thurloe Street parts with an extraordinary amount of noise between 1am and 5am in the morning,
from the Thurloe Bridge and Pelham Street parts, for months on end.

B. Noise during Construction and the Planning System
Noise issues during construction are informed in large part by the following:
• The RBKC Code of Construction (which explicitly forbids noisy nightworks) and CE6 (which covers
both the construction and operational phase of development). Both have been informed by WHO
guidelines.
• The Noise Policy Statement for England, which covers both the construction and operational phase
of development “(including the impact during the construction phase wherever applicable)”. This
statement provides a gradation of noise levels ranging from totally acceptable to totally unacceptable.
It provides a Noise Exposure Hierarchy Table and defines the limits, called NOAEL (No Observed
Adverse Effect Level), LOAEL (Low Observed Adverse Effect Level), SOAEL (Significant Observed
Adverse Effect Level), and UAEL (Unacceptable Adverse Effect Level).
• The Control of Noise (Code of Practice for Construction and Open Sites) (England) Order 2015. This
statutory instrument sets out BS 5228 as the “go-to” standard to deal with the highly technical issues
associated with noise generation, mitigation, and propagation on construction sites. In particular, it
sets out approaches to quantify the SOAEL, and provides grids in its Appendix C that provide the
typical noise levels of different types of construction equipment.
Taken together, the last two of these provide a practical way to set noise limits. The Noise Policy
Statement for England provides the conceptual framework to address noise issues while the Control
of Noise Order focusses on the operationalisation and practical quantification of the Noise Policy
Statement in any particular construction situation.

C. Zooming On The Language of The Noise Policy Statement for England
Its language is very interesting because of four paragraphs that explain how to think about noise, and
because it puts meat around the bones of the four levels of the Noise Exposure Hierarchy Table
attached to it. We will quote from paragraphs 2-4 of the relevant paragraphs below (the bolding is
ours), with comments.

Paragraph 2
“As the exposure increases further, it crosses the “lowest observed adverse effect” level boundary
above which the noise starts to cause small changes in behaviour and attitude, for example, having to
turn up the volume on the TV or needing to speak more loudly to be heard. The noise therefore starts
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to have an adverse effect and consideration needs to be given to mitigating and minimising
those effects (taking into account of the economic and social benefits being derived from the
activity causing the noise)”
This paragraph corresponds to level two in the Noise Exposure Hierarchy Table. It indicates that the
planning process should proceed in the usual way, which is to balance the negative of the noise, as
well as whatever other negatives there may be, against the positive public benefits. So noise is
one more negative. If the cumulative of the negatives is higher than the cumulative of the positives,
permission should be refused; if it is lower, it should be granted.

Paragraph 3
Turning to paragraph three: “Increasing noise exposure will at some point cause the SOAEL boundary
to be crossed. Above this level, the noise causes a material change in behaviour such as keeping
windows closed for most of the time or avoiding certain activities during periods when the noise is
present. If the noise exposure is predicted to be above this level the planning process should be
used to avoid this effect occurring, for example through the choice of site at the plan-making stage,
or by use of appropriate mitigation such by altering the design and lay-out. While such decisions
must be made taking into account of the economic and social activity causing or affected by
the noise, it is undesirable for such exposure to be caused”
The tone of paragraph three is different to the tone of the preceding paragraph. To start with, it
mentions the word “predicted”, indicating that the planning process needs to be forward looking
before the fact, rather than reactive after the fact.
In addition, while the language is different to that of ‘great weight,’ it is nevertheless more prescriptive
than most guidance. In particular, it uses the words ‘should’ and ‘undesirable,’ which is not that
frequent in national planning guidance.

Paragraph 4
The tone changes again for the fourth level of the Noise Exposure Hierarchy Table: “At the highest
extreme, noise exposure would cause extensive and sustained adverse changes in behaviour and/or
health without an ability to mitigate the effect of the noise. The impacts on health and quality of life are
such that, regardless of the benefits of the activity causing the noise, this situation should be
avoided”.
We find the word “regardless” compelling, particularly when read in conjunction with the way public
benefits are accounted for in paragraphs 2 and 3. The phrasing indicates that the public benefits test
inherent in the overwhelming majority of planning is being “turned off”. The other interesting phrase
is “should be avoided”. It does not quite say “must be avoided”, so it is not as prescriptive as if “must”
had been used, but it comes pretty close.

D. The Acoustic Report
The SPL Acoustics report show that both the SOAEL and UAEL are breached at key sensitive
residential receptors in the immediate vicinity of the site. It also shows that the noise
increases are massive.
Noise is measured in decibels, a logarithmic scale, so if 50 db is the base noise level, 60 db is double
the loudness, 70 db is four times, 80 db is eight times, and so on.
The report makes for sobering reading. For instance, in 52 Thurloe Square, next to the site, noise
levels between 1am and 5 am are currently 45 db. During the night piling work they will go to 74.4 db,
which is nearly eight times the previous noise.
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Meanwhile, in 18 Thurloe Street, another home adjacent to the site, the noise will be overwhelming
both day and night. The piling during the day will move day noise levels from 60 db to 80 db, so four
times the previous noise level. Between 1am and 5 am, it will move the current 52 db to 69 db, again
nearly four times the level. This will prevent working from home during the day and sleeping at
night, inevitably affecting the health of children and adults alike. This house, and others, will be
uninhabitable.
The noise calculations take into account the mitigation measures that the applicant is considering but
has not yet committed to, namely the use of acoustic hoardings and the use of ‘quiet’ piling such as
CFAs and mini-pilers. In an attempt to reduce noise, SPL Acoustics went beyond what the applicant
had proposed, and assumed that the retained Thurloe Street facade would be acoustically blocked.
The applicant has indicated that the ‘quiet’ CFA method may not be usable on Thurloe Bridge.
If this is the case, SPL Acoustics will need to raise its figures accordingly.
E. The Applicant’s Strategy
As you may know, the applicant skirted the RBKC guidance for engaging with residents before
creating the draft CTMP. It appears that the applicant’s strategy has been to delay the day of
reckoning for the noise problem for as long as possible. We believe this makes sense from their
perspective for the following reasons.
Assuming they get planning permission, they know that they will need to produce a full CTMP. But
they also know it may be impossible to physically mitigate the noise sufficiently to ever meet the
BS5228 standards at night, to say nothing of the RBKC Code of Construction. So what to do?
The applicant is likely to push the can further down the road by saying that they will agree to noisemonitoring and noise limits during night works in the full knowledge that these night limits are unlikely
to be achievable in practice.
We need to remember that the night work may not start immediately, and there is a good chance that
the Bullnose, the Thurloe Street terrace, the Pelham Street wall, etc. would be in the process of being
pulled down, and ground works prepared, before the night piling work even starts. At this point, the
dynamics of altering the plan become highly problematic because there are only two equally
unpalatable options: (i) allow the noise breaches to take place, or (ii) slow down the works so much
that months become years.
For our part, we know that a proactive, forward-looking perspective is required, and are supported in
this view by the Noise Policy Statement for England, as mentioned above, because the guidance
favours a forward-looking approach when there is a reasonable expectation that the SOAEL will be
breached.

F. Conclusion
Even with implementation of the noise mitigation measures which the applicant is currently
considering, and the addition of a further recommended improvement, the SOAEL is breached in all
five of the receptors of the study and the UAEL is breached in four out of the five receptors.
Furthermore, the noise levels can go up to nearly eight times ambient levels. These are very serious
issues, and strong grounds for refusal. We will discuss the planning implications of these findings in
Section 5 below.

4. Incorrect Justification for the Non-compliant Amounts of Community Housing
To justify its non-compliant amount of Community Housing, the applicant has produced a Financial
Valuation Appraisal which indicates that they have given as much as, if not more than, what could be
reasonably expected of them. We are not in a position to fully review the FVA. For instance, we do not
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know whether the cost estimates by Core-Five are realistic. What we have done is review what we
could. This partial exercise nevertheless demonstrates that the profitability of the scheme has been
grossly understated, and we will share what we have found below.

First Issue: underestimating the value of the project by overestimating the value of the existing site
The easiest place to see the systematic sleight of hand that the applicant has used is the Arcade
because the scheme simply refurbishes it and does not increase its size, as is the case elsewhere.
The passing rent for the Arcade shops is £622,700/year. Its pre-refurbishment ERV is £940,800/year,
and its post-refurbishment ERV is £733,000/year. The first two figures are provided in the valuation
appendices of the Cushman & Wakefield report in part two of the FVA, and the third is provided in the
P-THREE report towards the end of part one of the FVA.
The first figure corresponds to the recent reality, so it is a matter of fact, while the latter two are
estimates. What is extraordinary is that the FVA says that the refurbishment will actually lose rent to
the tune of £208,000/year. With such figures, it is no surprise that the applicant finds the development
unattractive!
More broadly, the large discrepancy between the actual passing rent and the ERV of the existing
buildings is not confined to the Arcade. The total passing rent for the commercial part of the site can
be gleamed from the valuation appendices of the C&W report, and amounts to about £2.02M, but the
corresponding ERV is £2.84M—so £820,000 higher.
We do not accept that such a difference between the ERV and the passing rent is warranted. TfL has
a large property portfolio that is professionally managed. It is simply not tenable to assume
that the ERV is significantly different from the passing rent for such a landlord. We therefore
consider that the £820,000 difference is pure overvaluation.
This overvaluation in rent translates into an overvaluation in both the EUV and the BLV. To calculate
the EUV, we have used a 5% capitalization rate, similar to C&W’s, and we have used the same 8.3%
premium of BLV over EUV as Gerald Eve have to calculate the latter.
This difference in rent corresponds to circa £17.8M (£820,000 divided by 0.05 and multiplied by
1.083). This overstatement of the BLV correspondingly understates the profitability of the scheme.

Second issue: underestimating the value of the future site
a. Thurloe Street basements
The sleight of hand doesn’t stop there. We have noted that the FVA values the basement in 20-34
Thurloe St. at only one-eighth of the ground floor (£25 psf vs. £200 psf). This is plainly ridiculous,
given the likely fast food use of those linked two-entrance units and the high passing traffic at
basement level because of the tunnel to the Museums. Given the high passing trade from the tunnel,
and the link to the ground floors, it is unclear that those basements should attract any discount to the
ground floor at all.
If we use, for example, a reasonable estimate for the rent of the basement, such as a 33% discount
relative to the ground floor, this corresponds to an extra £440,000 extra rent per annum generated
compared to what the FVA states. Using the same 3.5% capitalization rate for retail as Gerald Eve,
this extra rent adds about £12.6M to the value of the site.

b. The secret Bullnose mezzanine
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As mentioned earlier, the Bullnose is suspiciously tall for a four-storey building. Some of this is the
mezzanine on the ground floor, which is part of the design requirement in light of the history of the
Bullnose. But, in aggregate, the next three storeys are also much taller than one would expect for
office floors. This can be seen by comparing the aggregate height of the first, second and third floors
of the Bullnose to the lower aggregate height of the equivalent first, second and third floors of the
Pelham Street offices. (Please note that this extra ceiling height does not attract a premium in the
FVA.)
While there may or may not be room to squeeze an entire extra floor out of 2nd, 3rd and 4th floors and
keep within the total height, there is certainly room to add a mezzanine on the fourth floor by
marginally reducing the excess height of the 2nd and 3rd floor storeys. This reduction would be so
marginal that it would easily gain planning permission for a variation because the external visual
impact would be unnoticeable.
Assuming a conservative mezzanine coverage of 50%, 123 sqm of extra space would be added at a
very marginal building cost. Assuming a 33% discount relative to the full floors, this corresponds to
approximately £70,000 of extra rent generated per annum. Gerald Eve uses a 4.5% capitalization rate
for the office part of the development, so the £70,000 corresponds to about £1.55M.
The impact would be significantly larger if an extra floor could be squeezed in, because the £70,000
would become in excess of £200,000 per annum. It is not certain that a planning permission variation
would be granted for such an attempt because it would visually change the proportions of the building.
So we have not assumed this increase in our base case.
Between the basements and the missing mezzanine, the top line of the project has been
underestimated by £14.15M. So the £217M top line is actually about £231M of NDV.

c. Overall Implications: adding it up
To summarize, the profitability of the scheme has been understated from both ends. The BLV has
been overstated by £17.8M (and hence the cost of the development has been overstated by this
amount) while the revenues have been understated by £14.15M. Taken together, the profitability of
the scheme has been understated by about £32M.
While the applicant assesses the profit rate of the scheme as being 4.1%/£8.9M, the reality is that the
profit is actually £40.9M, which corresponds to a 17.7% profit rate (£40.9M divided by £231M).
Please note that this profit rate is slightly above the 17.4% target.
We’ve shown above that the applicant has been able to squirrel away £32M, but these £32M
only corresponds to the parts of the report we were able to review. In particular, we were not
able to look at the building cost side of the FVA. We would not be surprised to hear that the
building costs had been overestimated as well.
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4. APPLICANT’S SYSTEMIC DECEPTIONS AND THEIR INDIRECT PLANNING
IMPLICATIONS
As we mentioned in the Executive Summary, the applicant has sought to deceive both the Council
and residents on the history of the site, the way it will look, and the way it will operate in practice. At
first sight, these deceptions are not a planning issue, as the task at hand is a planning process, not an
ethics display. When one looks more closely, however, the link becomes apparent.
Conditions are an important tool of planning, but often rely on the good faith of applicants because the
Council does not have the resources to put an enforcement officer behind each applicant. This
applicant has demonstrated bad faith in so many areas that the Council should have a reasonable
expectation that this will continue in the future: leopards do not change their spots. Therefore, we
respectfully suggest that the Council should not use conditions with this applicant to regulate the
scheme, unless their enforcement is automatic.
For the record, the above argument is contingent upon the applicant having actually been deceptive.
We wish to formally put on the record thirteen deceptions we have uncovered to date.
Deception 1: the new development will provide a “gateway and celebratory sense of arrival to
this historic museum quarter.”

However, there will be no celebratory sense of arrival. The amount of rubbish on Thurloe St. and the
Bullnose is already unacceptably high, and there is no provision for effective waste management for
the ground and basement of those buildings, except for bags left on the streets.
The new basement units, designed for fast food outlets, and the switch of use from retail to fast food
or equivalent, will lead the doubling or more of bags of rubbish on the pedestrian route to Exhibition
Road and the Museums.

Deception 2: the Station will remain open and active throughout the construction phase.
It depends…..
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If the applicant is allowed to pile drive on Thurloe Bridge and Pelham Street, but has to follow the
RBKC Code of Construction (which forbids pile driving from 1am to 5am), the Circle and District Lines
will have to close for the duration of that work.
If (as planned) the applicant is allowed to pile drive along the section of Pelham Street which is above
the escalators for the Piccadilly Line, the escalators from the ticket hall will be inaccessible for months
on end.

Deception 3: the applicant will use ‘quiet’ pile driving.
It is true that the applicant will use a quieter method of pile driving for the 265 piles required than the
very noisiest method available, yet the CFA method of pile driving is still 80 decibels (and the vast
majority of the piling will be done in the dead of night, from 1am-5am). So it will hardly be quiet. In any
case, the applicant has not committed to using the CFA method on Thurloe Bridge, and the
alternative method is likely to be even noisier.
Please listen to the CFA method by turning your laptop volume to max for the effect. Please skip this
if you are wearing headphones, to prevent hearing damage. (A phone is not strong enough for a
realistic sound.) https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W67KeS5c8vQ

Deception 4: a misleading omission.
There is a striking silence in the application’s DAS and Heritage Statements about the large service
areas being added on top of the inhabitable parts of the buildings to house large air-conditioning
condensing units. They will be highly visible from the public space:
-The bullnose: the service unit is about 11m by 7m and about 1.9m high
-Thurloe Street: the service unit is about 10.4m by 7.7m and about 2m high
-Thurloe Square: the service unit is about 12m by 9.0 m and about 3m high
-Pelham Street: the three distinct service units combine to a total of about 22m by 6.5m by about 3m
high.
These are not discreetly positioned lift overruns or the odd water tank. They are massive structures,
particularly on Pelham Street and Thurloe Bridge, where their height is higher than a traditional
mansard floor.
As a result, the Thurloe Bridge buildings are a full 4.6 m higher than the buildings on either side. The
width of the service area is as wide as two Thurloe Square houses. (See red arrow.)
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The service units on Pelham Street, taken together, are as wide as four of the Pelham Street houses
opposite. They are shaded here cunningly by the applicant to match the colour of the sky:

The application’s photos are very discrete about the service area on Thurloe Street:
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The service areas on the Bullnose, Thurloe St. and Pelham Street:

Deception 5: the numbers don't add up.
The applicant says it will provide 50 new homes, but it omits to tell the public that it will demolish 25 to
do so. So the increased benefit is only 25 homes.
The applicant is providing zero affordable housing, not the 35% it states; it is providing intermediate
housing (more expensive than affordable, but below market level), but not even 35% of that--only
27% by floorspace. This is not compliant with RBKC’s requirements for Community Housing,
despite the true profitability of the scheme being sufficient to deliver more Community Housing than it
has.

Deception 6: the applicant has reduced the Bullnose by one storey as a result of public feed-back.
This suggests to the public that the building will end up a storey shorter. There is now one less storey
on the Bullnose, but the top remaining storey has a higher ceiling to partially compensate for that loss.
The building is slightly shorter now, by about 1.7m, but that is less than half a storey reduction in
height.
On the left is how the Bullnose was presented at the May 2019 public exhibition. On the right is the
current proposal. Although the building is slightly shorter, it is deceptive to simply say that it is a storey
lower without saying that the new top floor is suddenly a lot higher than it was previously.
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On top of that, this reduction in the height of the Bullnose is more than compensated by an
increase at the same time in the size and volume of the Pelham Street development, so net-net
there is more volume now than there was before the change.

Deception 7: servicing the site will be easy.
According to the applicant, “residents, staff and visitors who rely on community transport, taxis or
minicabs will be able to be dropped off/ picked up informally within 50 metres from the entrance to
their buildings surrounding the site as they are single yellow line roads.”
However, the entire perimeter of the site is double yellow lines or residents parking on both sides of
the streets (except for a small length opposite Thurloe Bridge for the recycling bins). Pelham Street
desperately needs its double yellow line because it is so narrow, and the rest are double because of
the traffic where seven busy streets intersect at the Bullnose.
The applicant has not only made no provisions for access and mobility, but it is pretending that a need
for accessibility does not even exist. Both the access and deliveries to the residential part of narrow
Pelham Street relies on stopping on double yellow lines (unless residents parking is removed).

Deception 8: mansards are generally the norm in the Borough
The applicant wants to add an extra mansard floor to the Thurloe Street terrace. They say that the
building is “something of an oddity in the streetscape, where mansard roof extensions (are) generally
the norm”.
Yet the adjacent terrace (2-18 Thurloe Street) does not have mansards, and RBKC has a clear policy
against adding mansards where they do not already exist (RBKC Policy CL8 b). The proposed
mansards are much taller than traditional mansards, and they sit awkwardly on top of the traditional
facade.
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Deception 9: using trick photography
The applicant showed photo montages at the public exhibitions, and submitted them in the
application, that show us how the development will look. But they don’t show us how the development
will look to humans.
This is how the proposed Bullnose looks with their wide-angle lens (not quite a fish-eye lens, but
pretty much how a fish would see South Ken).

32
This is the building with a 50mm lens, taken at the same position, which is how we humans see it.

Deception 10: a brazen statement of intent
This one is not so much a deception as a brazen statement to only follow the rules when it suits them.
This is why the applicant says it will adhere to RBKC policies and codes of construction “when
practicable” and “where possible.”
It is physically impossible to build the development, as proposed, by following the RBKC rules which
apply to everyone else.
The application already advertises that they won’t follow these rules:
• hours of construction (they will do very noisy work from 1am-5am)
• hours of lorry delivery (the trucks will need to service the night-time work with concrete and earth
removal)
• they have already ignored the requirement to consult residents and publish their comments before
submitting the application’s draft traffic management plan (CTMP)

Deception 11: using CGI to create a reality that never existed
The applicant wants the proposed Thurloe Bridge buildings to have mansards, so the application
shows that the south side of Thurloe Square already has them.
On the left is their CGI-ed photo of the south side of Thurloe Square, showing a row of mansards, and
on the right is the reality.
There is a mansard on No. 8 Thurloe Square, but the ones on No. 6 and 7 simply do not exist, so the
applicant added them digitally. This sort of behaviour creates a mockery of the planning application
system.
RBKC policy does not allow adding actual mansards to the terrace where the applicant has digitally
added them. (No. 7 did apply for a mansard roof but permission was denied.)
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Deception 12: reinventing the past
The applicant claims that the original Pelham Street buildings had three storeys above ground. This
would be a stepping-stone towards justifying the excessive height and mass proposed for Pelham
Street.
The applicant’s own application shows a photo of Pelham Street while the tube was being built. You
can see that the central white buildings, which they actually acknowledge as Pelham Street in the
application, were only two storeys above basement.

After the tube was finished, some new building were added to Pelham Street, and photos show that
they were also low-built with two storeys. There is no history of taller buildings at all.
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Deception 13: reinventing the past--again
The applicant says it should be allowed to build five storey buildings (with large service areas above)
on Thurloe Bridge to replace Nos. 57, 58 and 59 Thurloe Square. They say they are ‘repairing’ the
streetscape, and that the history of the site supports their massing and height proposals.
There was never a No. 57, 58, or 59 Thurloe Square. Thurloe Square always stopped at No. 56, and
next to it was Pelham Place North.
Pelham Place North was occupied by six houses of the same height as the Pelham Place houses that
still exist today. The houses were never part of Thurloe Square, and belonged to a different estate.
Here is the map from the applicant’s own application, which clearly shows these six different houses
at the end of the street.
But, in spite of using this map in their application, the applicant draws in some pretend Thurloe
Square houses, the imaginary No. 57, 58, and 59—they dwarf the Pelham Place houses on the left
below, which are the size of the houses that should actually be in this drawing.
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The Pelham Place houses don’t have mansards anywhere near as high as the applicant has drawn
for us. This drawing is labelled as 1845-1868, but those bigger white buildings in the back did not
exist then, and are so far away that they are not visible today in this way. And the Pelham corner
house, which is being used as a benchmark here, did not originally have that top floor either. The red
arrows show the correct benchmark height for what was actually located in place of the imaginary
Thurloe Square houses.
Here is a photo for the Survey of London of a Pelham Place house, and of an old Pelham Place North
house before demolition. This is the only height that the applicant can honestly claim to replace.
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5. THE LOPSIDED PLANNING BALANCE
As mentioned in the Executive Summary, we think it is useful to organize the planning balance
exercise of cumulative breaches of planning policy versus cumulative public benefit into three
separate layers.
The first layer of the balancing exercise comprises all of the public benefits, balanced only against the
planning policy breaches that do not carry any particular weight. The second layer adds SOEAL
breaches and planning policy breaches that statutorily carry great weight, while the final layer adds
breaches that carry a very strong presumption for refusal that is particularly difficult to overturn.

Layer One Balancing
This layer starts with assessing the cumulative public benefits. We have already addressed their
paucity early in this report, so we will only provide a brief summary here. The completion of SFA from
ticket hall and tunnel to street is a universally-acknowledged positive.
Having said that, the pausing of the SUW, while not necessarily a technical planning policy issue, is
problematic in practice. So is the continued social media and online advertising, which misrepresents
the situation by claiming SFA as one of the benefits to expect from the scheme. Below are social
media ads which started running weeks after the SFA was paused, and the current
Southkensingtonstation.co.uk website.
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We have previously shown (a) that SFA should have been delivered long ago independently of this
scheme and (b) that such a large scheme is unnecessary to finance the relatively modest outlay of
the incremental cost of construction.
We have shown earlier that the scheme is likely to deliver net disbenefits. Ultimately this is because
only 1,350 sqm of the 8,800 sqm scheme are socially useful, and these are cancelled out by the 1435
sqm that are economically destructive to the small retailers and landlords of the Borough. Further,
while we do not consider the 3,465 sqm of luxury private residential space at over £2400 psf as a
negative per se, we also believe it is a missed opportunity for a refurbishment-led scheme at a much
lower psf which would be more relevant to the broader private residential needs of the Borough.
Please note that the 3,465 sqm mentioned above exclude the circa1550 sqm of existing private
residential space that is being converted from lower-cost private residential to luxury private
residential. It is useful to compare a fit-for-purpose approach to private redevelopment versus a
luxury-led approach to private redevelopment.
Right now the residential part of the terrace is valued at about 5.9M (see part 1 of the FVA), which is
about £350 psf. The luxury-led approach, which requires expensive and environmentally-damaging
full demolition, is expected to yield in excess of £2000 psf. A less costly, refurbishment-led approach
would be able to create an intermediate product from a psf point of view, which would be much more
relevant to the broader private residential needs of the Borough. The applicant makes the argument
that such refurbishments are not necessarily capable of meeting modern standards. While true, this is
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irrelevant, as most heritage assets do not, and cannot, meet modern design standards, and this has
never been a good reason to demolish them.
All of this is even before the unquantified but large environmental costs of the protracted and
congestion-driving demolition/re-build process have been taken into account.
Embracing this analysis settles the balancing process. Even if one does not embrace it fully, and
makes a determination of some positive public benefits, those benefits should be weighed against the
large array of RBKC planning policies that do not statutorily carry great weight. They cover many
areas, such as the light issues and pedestrian safety issues in Pelham Street, the non-heritage-led
policy breaches associated with the demolition and re-build higher of 20-34 Thurloe Street, CL8b)i
and )iv, CL10, the stated desire of RBKC to restore the terrace, and the overall issues around the
day-to-day functioning of the new development, such as waste management servicing.
In our view, the planning balance is already tilted towards refusal at this level.

Layer Two Balancing: Heritage and Noise Issues
The Humble report establishes a striking number of heritage issues which statutorily carry great
weight. While we believe that some of the determinations are over-enthusiastic, many of the points
made are not controversial, and are likely to lead to multiple LTSH determinations, given the large
number of Grade 2, Grade 2*, Grade 1 Listed Buildings and Landmarks being harmed. In addition, we
note that the Humble report and the Baxter report appear to agree on the facading of 20-34 Thurloe
Street as constituting SH to the terrace, which is an undesignated heritage asset. This in term
engages CL3c)i. (We have put this issue in Layer 2 rather than Layer 3 because we suspect CL3c)i
has a lower heft than para. 195 of the NPPF.
Furthermore, the SOAEL is massively breached for months on end, particularly at night. This breach
is not minor. The presumption against refusal from a sustained breach of the SOAEL is not absolute,
but it is not weak either.
Taken together, heritage and SOAEL breaches add two very heavy counterweights to the mass of
counterweights already identified in Layer One.

Layer Three Balancing: Heritage and Noise Issues

1. Effect on the Conservation Area
The Humble report puts forth a cogent case as to why the development meets the high bar of SH to
the Conservation Area, which is in itself a designated heritage asset. The Baxter report does not
concur on this point, and neither does Historic England. For our part, we have made a case that the
SH is cumulatively reached when one includes the softer, more intangible issues. Ultimately the
question of whether the SH level is breached is one of RBKC planning judgement rather than of
incontrovertible fact. (If the planning judgement concluded that the SH level was not reached, this
point would belong to, and strengthen, Layer Two instead.)

2. The Bullnose
The Bullnose is a designated heritage asset, and the Guidance on Historic Environment indicates that
demolition is a case where a planning judgement is not needed for the determination of SH/total loss
because “…the impact of total destruction is obvious…”.
This in turn engages paragraph 195 of the NPPF. As discussed earlier in this report, the applicant has
not even attempted, let alone succeeded, in surmounting the high hurdles of paragraph195 raises for
demolition to be acceptable.
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3. Noise
In addition to the heritage issues at Layer Three, the SPL Acoustics noise report demonstrates that
the UAEL is breached by the extraordinary noise that the applicant is planning to make during the
1am-5am nightworks.
As we set out earlier in the report, breaching the UAEL has more stringent planning implications than
simply breaching the SOAEL. The Noise Policy Statement for England is prescriptive in
recommending refusal regardless of the amount of public benefit.

In conclusion, these last two points are different in nature to the ones inherent in Layer Two because
they put nearly insurmountable obstacles in the way of an approval.
In the case of SH to the Bullnose, the applicant has not engaged with the necessity test, in the current
state application. Even if the applicant did so over the coming weeks, he would have to exceed a very
high bar, given the circumstances of this case.
Similarly, the applicant has not engaged with the serious breach of the UAEL during the night works.
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6. BOROUGH-WIDE REPERCUSSIONS OF GRANTING PERMISSION
In the Executive Summary of this document, we made the case that allowing this scheme will
decisively shift RBKC’s planning balance from the status quo towards allowing large-scale demolition
and rebuild-higher throughout RBKC’s Conservation Areas.
Let’s consider a hypothetical non-listed terrace in a RBKC Conservation Area that is a positive
contributor to the CA. Let’s say that this terrace is lower than some local high points that could
credibly be used as benchmarks for context.
What would prevent the demolition of this terrace (apart from its facade), then rebuilding it a few
storeys higher to match the local high points, and then adding a large service area on top of that?
For instance, if this hypothetical project was less uncompliant than the current scheme (for instance
by not blocking views of Landmarks or not doing pile-driving in the middle of the night), what would
prevent it from going forward?
The Planning Officers and the Planning Committee may well resist this point on the basis that each
case should be judged on its own merits, but we believe that any large developer’s high-powered
legal team would have little difficulty in getting the refusal overturned on appeal by leveraging to the
full this ASD precedent.
And, with each such instance, the environmental vandalism of large-scale demolition would be
triggered, transforming much of the Borough in the process.

7. CONCLUSION
We believe this scheme should be refused primarily because it overwhelms the site, and secondarily
because its design and choice of materials is inappropriate to the locale.
With respect to the overwhelming of the site, all of the signs point in the same direction:
• Its excessive mass and height create multiple heritage issues, covering the entire gamut from light
LTSH through heavy LTSH, and all the way to incontrovertible SH to the Bullnose as a result of its
demolition.
•It also breaks a multitude of non-heritage-led RBKC planning policies--the light issue in Pelham St. is
one of many examples.
• Its operation will be highly problematic in terms of waste management, pedestrian safety and traffic
congestion.
• The noise during construction will prevent many residents from WFH during the day and sleeping at
night.
• Its very size also turns what could have been public benefits into a net public disbenefit in light of the
environmental consequences of unnecessary large-scale demolition and the negative consequences
on already-struggling small retailers and landlords in the Borough.

Secondarily, the design and choice of material is highly problematic in this setting:
• There is too much glazing.
• Traditional materials are not used.
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• The proposed materials, while they may look acceptable when new, are likely to age in an
unwelcome fashion.
• The style is too monotonic, particularly in Pelham Street.

We are also alert to danger signs in the systematic deceptions of the applicant. Unless RBKC, in
granting planning permission, is willing to commit the resources to watch every step of the applicant, it
should expect many rules in the book to be broken. This would likely be true both during construction
and afterwards, given the operational challenges of the site.
Finally, we would be remiss not to highlight the fact that approving this application, despite its many
flaws, would radically change the RBKC planning balance process for years to come. It would herald
a wave of environmentally-insensitive large-scale demolition and rebuild-higher in all of the CAs of the
Borough.
It is no wonder that residents, local businesses, all of the local Residents Associations and all of the
elected representatives (Councillors and the local MP) are united in opposition to this ill-conceived
scheme.
But there may be light at the end of the tunnel. The area around the Station would benefit from
sensitive redevelopment, and some of the figures we have seen in the FVA indicate that a smaller
scheme would not only be more appropriate from a planning and precedent point of view, but also
more profitable.
To summarize, we believe a future win-win is possible, that would reconcile Heritage, RBKC planning
policies, the environment, the welfare of the residents during construction, and the applicant’s
profitability.
But this scheme is not it.

