Pelham Residents Association Planning Policy Objection
Local Planning Authority Application References: PP/21/00471
Address: 63 - 81 Pelham Street London SW7 2NL
Proposal: Demolition of building to basement level and construction of part two storey,
part ground plus five storey office building with gym use at basement level, associated bin
storage, cycle parking plant and other ancillary works.

DEB Town Planning and Development Ltd has been instructed by Pelham Residents Association on
behalf of Thurloe Owners and Leaseholders Association and the Onslow Neighbourhood Association,
to lodge the following objection to the Wellcome Trust proposals for 63 – 81 Pelham Street, London.
This objection should be read in conjunction with:
- the Independent Transport and Waste Audit - prepared by Paul Mew Associates.
- Assessment of Socio-Economic Benefit Statement - prepared by Pegasus Group.
- 50mm Verified Views of the site – prepared by Rendered Image Ltd.

Introduction
This objection is based on the failure of the proposals for 63 – 81 Pelham Street to comply with the
relevant planning policy and guidance found in:
- the National Planning Policy Framework;
- the London Plan (2021) – Policies: E1 (G), & HC1.
- Strategic Objectives and Core Policies of the RBKC Local Plan 2019 – Policies: CV1, CV14, CO2, CF5,
CP1, CP2, CP3, CR2, CL1, CL2, CL5, CL8, CL11 and CL12.
The main issues of concern are set out below.
1. Conflict with the Vision and Priorities for South Kensington 2028
a) Failure to support the Vision for South Kensington
b) Undermines the Role of the Brompton Cross Centre
c) Not a Town Centre location
d) Over supply of office space in one location
e) Lack of current evidence for large scale office need
2. Inappropriate Scale, Bulk & Design
a) Overdevelopment
b) Conflict with Policy
3. Adverse Impact on the Conservation Area and Setting of Listed Buildings
4. Harmful Impact on Living Conditions
a) Loss of Privacy and Overlooking
b) Overbearing sense of enclosure
5. Conclusion
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1. Conflict with the Vision and Priorities for South Kensington 2028
a) Failure to support the Vision for South Kensington

The RBKC Local Plan Policy CV14 - Vision for South Kensington in 2028 - is to: “maintain two distinct
identities: a cultural destination and a residential neighbourhood of distinction”.
The proposed 7,498 sqm (GIA) of additional office floor space will undermine the CV14 Vision for this
District Centre, in that it:
• does not support South Kensington’s identity as a cultural destination, and
• is harmful to South Kensington’s identity as a neighbourhood of distinction. 1
The fourfold increase in the scale of office floor space at Pelham Street will overwhelm the existing hard
won balance between the roles of cultural destination and residential community recognised by Policy
CV14, and adversely transform the identity of this distinct neighbourhood. Clearly the proposal does
not “contribute to the visions, principles and priorities of the Local Plan” for this Centre and as such is
contrary to Policy CP3.
b) Undermines the ROLE of the Brompton Cross Centre

The RBKC Local Plan visions, principles and priorities for South Kensington does not identify a role for
large scale additional office uses. Reference is made to “diverse land uses” and “a number of office
uses, largely characterised by smaller premises on the upper floors of commercial properties”.
The site is located outside, but adjacent to, the Brompton Cross town centre. The Local Plan ‘Aim’ for
Brompton Cross is to:
“Maintain the function of Brompton Cross as a high quality specialist boutique retail centre with
international appeal.”
The proposal does not deliver this objective; nor does it assist the role of the Centre, or the
implementation of the vision for it.
The Local Plan also aims to - “strengthen the sense of place at Brompton Cross and encourage the
return of long term vacant retail units to retail use.” The scale of the office development on the
character and appeal of Brompton Cross would be undermine this aim and have a negative effect. The
imposition of 7,500m2 of additional office space would create a dominant office based culture - not a
retail culture. This diluting of the retail vibe of Brompton Cross is unlikely to attract specialist boutique
retailing, far more likely is an increase in sandwich bars and cafés to service office workers.
c) Not a Town Centre location.

Policy CF5 (Business uses), requires new large scale office development to be located within a town
centre. A consent for this single large scale office development, on the edge of Brompton Cross town
centre, will undermine other centres and efforts to direct employment uses into Employment Zones
as required by Policy CF5. The substantial scale of this proposal exacerbates the harm to the principles
of the ‘town centre first’ approach which underscore this Policy.

1

See Section 4 - Living conditions
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d) Over supply of office space in one location

The RBKC Local Plan Policy CV1 - Vision for the Borough is that “Jobs will be readily available across the
borough”. Policy CP1 goes on to state: “The Council will seek to provide 47,100sqm of additional office
floorspace to 2028”. The proposal provides 9823m2 (GIA) of office floorspace on one site. At 21% of
the overall planned total, this represents a substantial proportion of the Borough’s 10 year target. The
applicant’s Economic Benefits Statement also confirms that the additional office space to be created at
this single location will equate to:
“7.2% of the borough’s target to 2041, or the equivalent of over 1.5 years’ provision, which is a significant
contribution for a single scheme”.
This target date has a timescale well beyond the life of the current RBKC Local Plan period. In effect as regards office provision - this one edge of town centre site will do the heavy lifting for the whole
borough - for the next twenty years.
On these figures the proposal clearly represents an over supply of commercial space in one location.
This will result in an under provision elsewhere in the Borough an uneven distribution of new office
space across the Boroughs other town centres. Office space and its employment opportunities should
be reasonably distributed amongst the Boroughs’ Town Centres and Employment Zones, in accordance
with the Plan’s Spatial Strategy. This approach ensures that all of the Borough’s communities can access
the economic benefits such developments generate. The failure to manage the distribution of such
economic development is counter to the objective of Policy CV1 to create jobs across the Borough.
The CO2 Strategic Objective to foster vitality could be undermined by the scale of this development,
which may compromise the vitality of other town centres in the Borough.
According to the Economic Benefits Statement the proposal is solely for Grade A offices commanding
prime office rents – the highest in London. This is contrary to London Plan Policy E1 (G) requiring
proposals to address the need “for suitable workspace including lower cost and affordable workspace”.
e) Lack of current evidence for large scale office need

The RBKC Local Plan forecast demand for offices (47,000m2) is based on a London Office Policy Review
of 2017 ( GLA). The Economic Benefits report refers to the RBKC office vacancy results for Q3 of 2019.
It is argued that this data has been overtaken by recent events and is out of date.
S & P Global (Markets Intelligence), recognised the major shifts in the office market when they
highlighted that: The London office… faces three challenges: the pandemic and its work-from-home
consequences, strong competition from flex-office providers, and Brexit. (September 2020)
Although only briefly noted in the Economic Benefits Statement the impact of the Covid Pandemic and
widespread ‘work from home practices’, has led to a dramatic increase in office vacancy rates and a
reduction in the demand for offices. The long term impacts of these changes in work patterns have
yet to be assessed.
In addition, the retrenchment of the retail sector in favour of on line shopping is leaving largescale retail
units empty, with no obvious prospect of retail uses continuing. This could lead to a surplus of retail
floor space which would be better utilised as office space. The further impact of the Brexit
arrangements, on the London office market in particular, has also yet to be fully realised. In these
circumstances this development is considered premature and exceeds current requirements.
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2. Inappropriate Scale, Bulk & Design
a) Overdevelopment

The existing four storey building presents to Pelham Street a simple, but strong, form and fenestration.
The rear of the building includes several single storey projections towards the rail lines and a two storey
wing adjacent the rear of Crompton Court; it also includes space for vehicle access, parking and
manouevring along the rear boundary of the site.
The length and architectural strength of the building guarantees it a visually powerful presence on
Pelham Street, but its moderate height ensures that it remains visually subordinate to the key building
at this end of Pelham Street - Crompton Court. Crompton Court occupies the prominent corner site at
the junction and is the tallest building on this block.
In contrast to the existing building, the replacement development fills the entire site and comprises 6
floors, plus roof plant, with a further two floors below ground level. There are no facilities for vehicle
access or servicing into the site.
The proposal is a clear case of overdevelopment; being too large for the physical and contextual
constraints of the site. The principal concerns with the design of the development are that it is too high,
too wide and too bulky. The consequence is a building which has a poor relationship with its
surrounding built environment.
1. The increased height – The additional two storeys, with a further storey of plant and equipment at
roof level, create a structure totally out of keeping with its surroundings. It is noted that each storey
has a substantial height of some 4m, this means that floor levels do not correlate to the floor levels of
adjacent buildings. Drawings show the resulting building will be 18m taller than Pelham Street terrace
and a storey taller than the adjacent Crompton Court. See images below – view from rear of South
Terrace.
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The height of the development will dwarf 40 Pelham Street opposite; shown outlined in the image
below, and the current proposals for it. The excessive height relates poorly to the narrow width of
Pelham Street, unbalancing the streetscape and creating a “canyon effect”, again evident in the image.
2. The increased width – The whole site, (excluding the entrance to the gym), is to be developed, leaving
no external space at ground level. Filling the site (from rail line to road), creates a west gable of
substantial bulk. This is made especially prominent by the set back of the adjoining terrace 53 – 61
Pelham Street; which reveals the view of the oversized west gable flank wall to long views down Pelham
Street. See the Before and After images below.

Existing view along Pelham St

Proposed view along Pelham St
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3. The increased bulk – The cumulative effect of greater height and width is a corresponding increase
in bulk. This will be a massive building in the context of the surrounding built form. It will be by far the
longest, highest and deepest structure on Pelham Street. This will result in an incongruous building
which is of such scale it will change the local built context. This is contrary to the NPPF Paragraph 127
c) which requires that “developments are sympathetic to local character and history, including the
surrounding built environment”.
The mass of the building is exaggerated by the absence of floor hierarchy. Above ground and first floor
the exterior treatment of floors 2-5 is identical, with no change in height, or detail. The double height
of the sixth floor, with its glass curtain wall, also appears as a dominant feature rather than a subservient
roof level structure.
b) Conflict with Policy

The development will appear imposed onto, rather than integrated into, the streetscene and will cause
multiple harms which conflict with Local Plan policy. These are detailed below.
1. The height width and bulk of the development does not contribute positively to the townscape
nor does it respond to the local context as required by Policy CL1.
2. The failure of the proposal to respond well to its context is contrary to Policy CL2(iv) of the Local
Plan.
3. Due to its height, width and bulk the proposal is not considered “attractive, or pleasing in its
composition”, contrary to Policy CL2(iii)
4. This building which will be harmful to the townscape quality of the area and as such is contrary
to Policy CP3 which commits the Council to “safeguard the existing high quality townscape”.
5. The buildings’ incoherent and uncomfortable scale to street ratio is contrary to Policy CR2
which requires “building scales “ to be related to context.
6. The increasing height of buildings along Pelham Street, towards the Fulham Rd junction
denotes a sense of arrival at a ‘centre’. It is considered that this increase in the built scale and
height eastwards creates a locally distinct skyline feature. The excessive height of the proposal
disrupts this visual key to the typical urban form and hence is contrary to Policy CL8; which
does not permit additional storeys “where they would detract from significant skylines or
profiles”;.
7. The locally distinct views along Pelham Street which sit between the Conservation Area
boundaries will not be preserved or enhanced, by the proposal, which will interrupt, disrupt and
detract from … local views, and the skyline contrary to Policy CL11 of the Local Plan.

8. With a height greater than all neighbouring buildings the proposal conflicts with Policy CL12(i)
which requires development to “reflect the prevailing building heights within the context.”
9. Due to its height and scale this building will have the appearance of a local landmark, which
runs counter to Policy CL12 (iii) which says developments should “seldom use height to express
local landmarks”.
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3. Adverse Impact on the Conservation Area and Setting of Listed Buildings

The NPPF Paragraph 127 c) requires that, “developments are sympathetic to local character and history,
including the surrounding built environment”.
The site lies adjacent to and surrounded by the Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area.
At present the application site is considered to have a neutral impact upon the setting and significance
of the Conservation Area.
Policy CL1 (b) of the Plan requires development to “respond to the local context”. The context here is
the Conservation Area and the exceptional building groups within it, (the Pelhams, South Terrace and
Thurloe Square). These are identified as being of intrinsic importance and having national significance.
It is essential the development is complementary and subordinate to these heritage assets.
However, the substantial increase in mass, bulk and height will ensure the new building appears
extremely dominant within the streetscene and skyline. This will adversely affect views into and across
the Conservation Area. These impacts are contrary to Policy CL11. The ‘Verified Views’ by Rendered
Image Ltd clearly show the range of visual impacts the development will have on the Conservation Area.
Of particular concern is the setting of Pelham Crescent and Pelham Place which has a historical
relationship with Pelham Street and its terrace. The applicant’s own Heritage Statement (para 2.10)
acknowledges that “Pelham Street was a secondary street and regarded as being of ‘much less
importance’ than Pelham Crescent.” The listed buildings on Pelham Crescent and Place must retain
their architectural primacy within this building group. However, the proposal disregards this role and
lower architectural hierarchy of Pelham Street and imposes an ‘out of scale’ development,
unsympathetic to its surroundings in scale and design. This is contrary to Policy HC 1 (C) of the London
Plan which states:
“Development proposals affecting heritage assets, and their settings, should conserve their significance,
by being sympathetic to the assets’ significance and appreciation within their surroundings.”
The submitted Heritage Statement goes on to acknowledge that 51-61 Pelham Street are considered
to make a positive contribution to the conservation area in both character and appearance (para.3.8).
The image below shows the sites’ existing relationship with the Pelham Street terrace.
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The difference in scale and positioning is noticeable, but the terrace remains prominent in relation to
its neighbour. Despite the two storey gym entrance, the new block will have a dominant and
overbearing impact on the terrace. Developing the full width of the site and maintaining this
throughout five floors will dwarf this attractive terrace, destroying the existing balance (evident in the
image on the previous page) and cause significant harm to the setting of this part of the Conservation
Area.
The impacts of the development fail to “preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the
conservation area and protect the special architectural or historic interest of the area and its setting;”,
consequently the proposal is in direct conflict with Policy CL3 of the local Plan.

4. Harmful Impact On Living Conditions
The proposals for 63-81 Pelham Street will seriously harm the quality of life for the residents of
neighbouring property. This harm will manifest in the following ways.
a) Loss of privacy & overlooking into homes.

The NPPF (Paragraph 127 f) requires development to “promote health and well-being, with a high
standard of amenity”. Policy CL5 of the Local Plan “requires all development ensures good living
conditions for occupants of new, existing and neighbouring buildings”.
Policy CL5 (c) requires that: “there is reasonable visual privacy for occupants of new and existing
properties”. The development is several storeys higher than the existing building and this changes the
relationship with the existing surrounding homes. These higher floors afford substantial overlooking
into neighbouring properties. Although a distance of 18m is met the differential in heights allows
surveillance into homes. This is extremely harmful to the well - being of residents, who will be conscious
of the ability of others to monitor them. This arrangement is clearly contrary to the intention of Policy
CV1 which states: “Our residential quality of life will be improved for everyone ..”
Of particular concern is the fully glazed sixth (top) floor which affords unfettered views down into
neighbouring properties on all sides of the development; and the two roof gardens at second floor.
These large areas of elevated external spaces will result in a loss of privacy for homes on South Terrace
Thurloe Square and 61 Pelham Street. The use of these terraces for social and corporate events as well
as everyday recreational use by staff will be also be a source of constant noise and disturbance to homes
neighbouring the site.
It should be noted that the policy guidance refers to distances between dwellings; it is argued here
that overlooking from office uses is more intrusive, given that offices are in constant use by multiple
people. They are normally in use for a minimum of 12 hours throughout the day, when residents will
have curtains and blinds open. Consequently a greater distance should be required between
commercial and residential properties. The extensive areas of glazing proposed should also be factored
into the assessment of the excessive degree to which residents will experience a severe loss of privacy,
contrary to policy CL5 and the NPPF.
b) Overbearing sense of enclosure

The Local Plan states “An overbearing or over-dominant sense of enclosure can significantly reduce the
quality of living conditions both inside and outside”.
The Verified Views – 4,5,6,8,9,10, and 11 by Rendered Image Ltd demonstrate how the height, length,
mass and proximity of the building will create an overbearing sense of enclosure for existing residents,
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contrary to Policy CV1. Especially affected are the properties at Crompton Court, please see image
below. (Rendered Image view - no. 4 Crompton Court).

It is clear that existing residents will experience excessive privacy and overlooking issues. There will be
an overbearing impact on existing homes creating an oppressive sense of enclosure. As a result, the
development contravenes the NPPF, and Policies CV1, and CL5 of the RBKC Local Plan.

Conclusion
Conclusion
This application for wholesale redevelopment of 63 – 81 Pelham Street will result in multiple harms to
matters of acknowledged importance. Local residents are firmly of the view that the height, width and
bulk of this over-development is inappropriate for Pelham Street. It does not in scale, design or
materials respect the local context. It is, moreover, harmful to the character and appearance of the
Thurloe Estate and Smith’s Charity Conservation Area and the setting of listed buildings. It will result in
a loss of privacy and unacceptable sense of enclosure for local residents. In addition the overconcentration of office floor space in this location does not comply with the spatial strategy
requirements of the Local Plan and would undermine the vitality of other centres, when the need for
office space at this scale and type is not proven, particularly given recent macro events.

The scheme is in conflict with the NPPF, the London Plan and the RBKC Local Plan. There are no factors,
either individually or collectively, which are sufficient to outweigh these significant material objections.
The application should be substantively amended, or refused, in accordance with the Development
Plan.
________________________________________________________________________________________
Prepared by: Diane Baines BSC Hons Dip TP DMS MRTPI
Accompanying Reports:
- Independent Audit of Delivery and Servicing - Paul Mew Associates
- Verified Views = Rendered Image Ltd
- Assessment of Socio-Economic Benefit Statement- prepared by Pegasus Group
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