
From: Steve Sinclair 
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2024 5:49 PM
To: Delves, Gemma < >
Subject: Objection to 23/01304/FULEIA

Hi Gemma

I hope you don t mind me emailing you my objection to the proposed development at
London Wall West (Ref: 23/01304/FULEIA), I was having problems with the portal.

I am a local architect, restaurateur and, I also teach at post-graduate level.

My full objection to the proposed demolition and development is as follows:

Objection to 23/01304/FULEIA

There are several valid objections in relation to policy compliance and legal responsibility
that are significant enough for at least a deferred decision, and possibly a refusal.

The policy related objections are: 1) Negative impact on numerous high quality heritage
assets; 2) negative impact on the character of the conservation area; 3) Carbon ; and 4)
Impacts on neighbouring amenity (daylight/sunlight, and sense of enclosure. This I will
expand on a little, however, an important and essential issue to raise before the lack of
policy compliance is the matter of legal responsibility and financial viability.

The proposed LWW development will not gain the maximum financial return, and due to
market position, location, and the construction cost will not be financial viable. There is no
public (or internal) evidence that this has been sufficiently scrutinised and checked.

The City of London Corporation s, Policy Chairman, Chris Hayward formally stated in his
letter dated 29.09.2023 to the BQAG:



the City Corporation is under duty to achieve best consideration  for the London Wall
West site. This means that the Corporation, as a local authority, is under legal obligation
to gain the maximum financial return, as with all local authorities in a comparable
situation

The maximum financial return is not immediately apparent when looking closer at the
proposed LWW development. The construction cost for the proposal  should councillors
be prepared to do a quick checking exercise  is a conservative estimate of £59m. This is
based on low BCIS rates for a high-end new build office, demolition, mix of uses,
landscaping, highways works, statutory costs and professional fees. It is not incorporating
overheads and profits or any bank costs.

With construction cost at £43m (a cautiously low estimate) you would expect the values to
far exceed this figure to maximise the financial return . However, the gross development
values (including non-office space) for a top-end commercial sale in this area would only
be in the region of £61m.

So, bearing in mind these figures, what would be the offer to City of London Corporation
for site acquisition? It would likely be in the region of £10-15m for the scheme to be
viable, and be of value to a developer. This is amount would be viewed by councillors and
financial journalists as simply irresponsible and illegal. And for this reason the LWW
proposal should be at least deferred until viability is properly scrutinised.

Obviously, there are unique buyers for high end developments where value is no
consideration. These may be overseas investors seeking to extend a asset portfolio.
However, this too has no transparency or apparent scrutiny  why would such a
stakeholder seek to pay high inflated values for a development that is: 1) at the south east
side of the Barbican Estate; 2) removed from the proximity of the city s high value cluster;
and 3) located where there is a known low rate of office occupancy within the city. Do
councillors or financial journalists trust the words of planning officers and policy chairman
that this scheme is really truly viable? Again, even on these grounds the LWW proposal
should be deferred until viability is properly scrutinised and understood because there is no
evidence that the City of London Corporation is achieving maximum financial return.
Would this be deemed illegal, if the proposal is approved?

In short, I object that the proposal is not (and nowhere near) going to provide maximum
financial gain and is therefore unviable. For that reason I would urge councillors to defer
or refuse, to avoid the City to be seen as legally and financially irresponsible.

On the other points of objection:



Heritage

The impact on several Grade I and II* listed properties is too severe. The proposed
development does very little to convince on townscape, orientation, urban grain and setting
of the development within the surrounding area. The design also demonstrates little
architectural merit on how it weaves together with the listed Barbican Estate, it could be
situated anywhere and makes no attempt to integrate with scale, dimension, built form and
typology. There is little or no urban design idea or skill demonstrated, and subsequently
this adds to the sense of loss of the neighbouring heritage buildings in this key (almost
crucial) Central London context that links the square mile with St.Pauls, the river,
Clerkenwell and the Barbican Estate.

The other heritage objection is the loss of the Powell & Moya designed Museum of
London and Bastion house buildings. As demonstrated by 20th Century Society, and an
array of prominent architects/architectural historians, and many people in the
neighbourhood and members of the public, there is great interest and acknowledgment of
the qualities and values of this building assemblage. It is part of the City of London s
history and a reminder of the ambitions and celebration of the growth of the City of
London as seen in promotional films of the 1970s, and 1980s.

On this point, the submitted studies show very little on how a development project could
sustain adaptive reuse or reworking of the existing whilst achieving value. Out of 11
presented scoping options, this possibility seemed to have little traction despite strong
urban trends (regionally, nationally and globally) for retaining, altering or adapting
existing buildings rather than the environmentally and culturally challenging issue of
complete tabula rasa. I suspect that there are many more viable options utilising the
existing with new development, and could create more cultural and financial value. Again,
this application needs to be deferred at least, to test this further rather than embarrass the
City of London leaders with a development that erases cultural value and erodes financial
value. Especially, in light of increasing and emerging attention of reuse within the news
media and broadcasting sectors (including the Financial Times).

Height & Mass (design)

Building height is often seen as an easy target to object on. However, the combination of
height and mass is more meaningful as planning policy (local, regional and national) seek
compliance with contextual conditions. Arguably, the developments on the south side of
London Wall address this  through building form, orientation, varied/stepped heights and
massing. The proposed development fails to achieve this contextual understanding and
goes against the grain of all buildings (old and new) in the vicinity. Considering the short
distance from Paternoster Square and St.Pauls to the south and St.Barts/Clerkenwell to the
east, and being part of the Barbican Estate, the proposal has no relationship in height, mass
and form. The proposal has more in relation to the townscape of Canary Wharf or the high-
rise cluster around St.Mary Axe  not the Barbican Estate/Clerkenwell/St.Pauls. I object to
the proposal on the grounds of non-compliance of planning policies on height, mass, form
and townscape.

Sustainability & Environment



1

It has been shown in recent studies that planted trees and foliage at regular high level
storeys of high rise buildings do not sustain any long term benefits. Maintenance becomes
highly expensive and repair is often not fully considered. In the UK planting trees and
foliage at high-level storeys is wholly untested and there are no examples of any success of
living facades consisting of the amount of trees and planting as seen in the proposal. On
these grounds I object to the short-sightedness and unresearched proposition of biodiverse
species in this location. It is not sustainable.

2

The complete demolition and tabula rasa of the site is not in keeping with sustainable
development policies. As mentioned above the case for demolition has not been fully
tested and could legally be exposed as misleading and mis-representative as not all
discussion on options and offers made on the site have been made evident. I object to the
irresponsible over-riding of sustainable policy directions, promoting this particular
development as an exception to the rule .

3

The whole life carbon study does not seem credible. The proposal to demolish
demonstrates very little reality on circular economy and reuse, and the report has minimal
information on retention/adaptation/reuse/extension of the existing buildings. The
submission does contain studies showing the low carbon footprint of the proposed
buildings, but misleadingly does not compare this adequately or realistically with
alternative options combining retention of existing buildings. The objection here is clear,
the evidence provided suggests misleading representation that this tabula rasa &
maximised  development is good for the environment. It is not. It is not in keeping with

policy.

4

Has the new road system been resolved as something that will not cause congestion and
sitting cars in the neighbourhood? This information was not easy to find in the application
and there are concerns about long-term effects of the change to the road system.

To conclude, this is a flawed and irresponsible proposal that could become embarrassing
for council leaders and London generally if the unchecked viability is not properly
reviewed prior to consent. To proceed with a consent at this stage could harm many
including the City of London, it s members, it s workers, it s residents and of course it s
reputation. Much of the submitted material seems unreliable and many of the council s
planning policies are not been complied with.

Please accept this as a formal objection

Yours faithfully



Steve

---







































Once again, I note with dismay the City of London’s abandonment of the proposed Centre for Music, 
London and wish to express, all aspects of the proposed 

and 
 .  

The documents published by the scheme promoter (City of London 
 

Simply put  
represents the wrong kind of development, in the wrong place, and . 

CULTURAL DEGRADATION  

The planning a high school , infused with hyperbole, 
, and specious pronouncements that  greenwashing. Far from the concise, 

factual summary to be expected from a neutral applicant. B
land owner and Local Planning Authority (in other words judge, jury, . 

 represents no more than  the latest 
(forget the 

 Culture Mile, the Centre for Music, London, the numerous nearby 
but also a 

agrant disregard for the site’s historical and urban context, both of which it aspires to enhance.  

Far from delivering world class design, the proposed glass boxes would merely replicate the 
anonymous corporate blandness of the majority of City buildings. By contrast, the former MoL 
building not only mirrors the listed architecture of the Barbican Centre in scale and , but in 
many way trumps it in terms of visual interest and ingenuity. The Rotunda, a -purpose 
pedestrian haven from the perennially over besieging it on all sides, 

, let down only by poorly maintained public realm 
and pedestrian accesses. 

Similarly, frequent references 
 and the growing number of empty units 

developments such as Number 1 Poultry and One New Change and, more locally, the Alban Gate 
 also neglects that the old MoL building previously provided a 

range of popular food and beverage outlets, unparalleled public outreach 
events such as Gresham College lectures. 

INAPPROPRIATE LAND USE 

The proposed development site is bounded on three sides by several areas, notably the 
Grade II Barbican Estate and Grade II* 

gardens, a uniquely successful mixed density urban has 
in excess of £2 billion and hosts Europe’s largest arts centre together with the Guildhall School of 
Music and Drama. alter the use of this site, but especially to increase building 
density, expand the periods of use, to introduce noise- that spill out into the 
public realm, and to overload  site accesses, would prove detrimental to all 
residents. 

The misguided decision to relocate the Museum of London to a defunct part of the 
(itself   will no doubt 



enter the annals of notable planning blunders in due course. But this is a further 
compounded by MoL’s proposed replacement not with the now defunct Centre of Music, London 
proposals (which might actually have propelled London into the global top 10  but with two bulbous 

and an appendage of around 
10% of ill- .  

Even  monomaniacal world view , 
there is no demonstrable   . Goldman Sachs 
have recently raised concerns about oversupply across the City, while the most recent 
rental data, from a variety of 
London 
limited . Indeed, City vacancy rates have already started to rise, to around 10% (in itself a misleading 

that that occupancy levels and loadings remain consistently below pre-
pandemic levels .  

Furthermore, the majority of recent in the City appear to have been made on 
behalf of  from older developments (typically from the City or Canary 

,  as part of corporate 
. The more popular 

sites are, inevitably, adjacent to mainline rail termini. Ironically, the chosen site for the new Museum 
 . 

 , 
unavoidable (despite the recent 

  (many  
- , further reducing long-

term .  

A far more appropriate use of the site would be a mix of cultural (closely aligned with the Barbican 
Arts Centre and the Guildhall School

using  

ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION  

As the UK’s already  unravel, hasten 
the trend, since  would be one of increased nuisance: from street noise; light 

;  air turbulence; and a net 
increase in the urban  

 sustainability analysis appears to rely to heavily on a  carbon 
assessment, which conveniently 

-structures with a high concrete content.  

Even  the 60-year assessment period , and of course 
ignoring the 

 would fail to achieve neutrality, let alone contribute towards a much-needed 
 carbon emissions. The somewhat dubious claims of the towards 

‘sustainable development’ goals can be ignored since there is ample space in the 
  any 

remodelling.  



And yet the 60-year design life current trend 
historical 

refurbishment cycles of a decade, and apparent ignorance of real world tenant behaviours which, to 
date (according to research by 

 

There are other reasons to suspect the supplied assessment. For example buildings with a high 
 are intrinsically t, 

component of whole life costs  problem further exacerbated in this case by the proposed building 
. 

The emphasis on BREEAM and neatly sidesteps the 
need for resilience  such as the ILFI Living Community Challenge or even the 
UN Sustainable Development G .  

contribute to 
, are risible. Almost as 

(which, by 
design, would result in increased levels of disturbance  would increase biodiversity. 

Frequent references to the site as a major gateway (an already redundant label given the proximity of 
Alban Gate and 200 Aldersgate, neither of which fully comply with the 

ny major public transport 
interchange (the nearest with step-free access being Farringdon some 700 m away  nor does it lie on 
a well- pedestrian . Indeed, nothing 

of the 
adjacent developments to incorporate anchor retail units could achieve this. 

Even the  to the somewhat 
 simply want 

provision (free from the growing intrusion of feral cycle and scooter hire 
(ideally in public garden spaces

 

To conclude, i at contribute to 
spread of shabby, third rate commercial and retail space, erase yet more of the city’s dwindling 

area as a global centre for world-class arts
foresight and  



THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL

From:
To:
Subject: Planning objection - London Wall West
Date: 31 January 2024 19:04:26

I object to the planning proposal for London Wall West - application references 23/01304/FULEIA, 23/01277/LBC, 2301276/LBC ‘London Wall West’.

The proposed development threatens residents' well-being by diminishing daylight and sunlight, causing solar glare, disrupting familiar routes, and construction expected to last a decade. Residents'
access, air quality, and peace will be compromised.

The development contradicts the City's environmental goals, disregarding a "retrofit first" approach. It will release substantial embodied carbon, and doubts linger about the accuracy of current plan
emission data and structural safety claims. Viable alternatives for refurbishment were sidelined, undermining environmental commitments.

The mass and scale of the proposed redevelopment, notably Bastion House and the Museum of London, should be a last resort. The impact extends beyond the current footprint, affecting nearby
heritage sites. The development sets a perilous precedent for future projects, ignoring the site's historical importance and cultural potential and placing it incredibly inconsiderately close to residents’
homes. 

The proposed development sacrifices the Museum of London's gateway role. There is no adequate replacement consideration, jeopardizing the City's cultural aspirations.

You must consider office development as the last resort due to volatile demand, changing work patterns, and AI automation. The City already has excess office space, with shifting demands visible in
failing retail outlets. Alternative uses through refurbishment should be seriously considered.



THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL

From:
To:
Subject: Objection to Planning Applications 23/01304/FULEIA, 23/01277/LBC and 23/01276/LBC
Date: 31 January 2024 19:05:23

I write to object to all three applications, 23/01304/FULEIA, 23/01277/LBC
and 23/01276/LBC, which make up the project known as “London Wall
West”. 

This is a highly damaging proposal, which undermines the significant value
of this important historic and strategic site and the City’s own aspirations for
carbon reduction and policies for retrofit first.  The proposed development
will cause substantial harm to heritage assets, our environment and the
City’s cultural potential.

Against City of London Sustainability SPD  

Supplementary Planning Guidance, adopted by the City on 12 December
2023 seeks to ‘set exemplary standards for sustainability’ stating as a
key principles: Retrofit and reuse - Outlining the ‘retrofit first’ approach,
promoting the reuse of existing buildings where this is the most
sustainable and suitable approach for a site, in line with the City
Corporation’s adopted Carbon Options Guidance. But this is a scheme to
demolish and rebuild, despite there being ‘credible’ options for retention
and reuse as demonstrated by the City’s own ‘soft market test’.  This
alone should be grounds for refusing this planning application.

Unacceptable and unnecessary carbon impact

The carbon impact of this scheme is also not in line with stated City
policy and admirable aspirations within the Climate Action Strategy which

aims to be ‘modelling good practice’.  Over 56,000 tonnes of CO2 will be
produced by this proposal during demolition and construction - that would
take somewhere between 1,736,00 and 2,576,000 trees to offset. This
level of carbon is not acceptable and unnecessary given there are viable
alternatives to this scheme.

Damage to Heritage Assets with overdevelopment

This scheme has no regard to the surroundings and the historic and local
character of the area. It is not a proportionate scheme in response to the
urban context but an attempt to maximise development.  It is completely
out of scale with and fails to ‘have due regard to the general scale,
height, building lines, character, historic interest and significance, urban
grain and materials of the locality’ particularly the Grade II Barbican
Estate and Grade II* public realm of which this site is considered to be an
integral part.. Its height, massing and design will cause severe harm to



significant heritage assets including St Botolph’s and St Gile’s churches
and Postman’s Park. It also pays no attention to the immediately
adjoining Conservation Area.

Demolition of heritage assets

Bastion House and the Museum of London buildings are considered to
be part of the south Barbican estate.  They are noted as buildings of
architectural merit and Bastion House currently sits on the C20th
Society’s At Risk list of the top 10 most threatened twentieth and twenty-
first century buildings across the UK. If approved, this application is an
act of architectural vandalism which would lose and damage heritage
assets that can never be recovered.

Flimsy Cultural Plan proposals on a cultural site

This site was given over to cultural use for the first post-war museum to
be built in London and the largest urban history museum in the world. 
With the move of the Museum of London to Smithfield, a Centre for
Music was planned to occupy the site.  The scheme proposed now is for
massive office development with cultural add-ons to ameliorate an
overdeveloped proposition. The Cultural Plan is aspirational at best in its
recommendations but none of these have been tested or shaped.  This
flimsy set of propositions cannot compensate for the loss of a significant
public and cultural offer.  It also fails to recognise how this site could
valuably contribute to the creative and cultural development and
investment being undertaken in this quarter of the City.

This planning application should be rejected for the environmental
and heritage damage it will inflict and for the loss of cultural
development opportunity on this site.  If approved, none of these
things can be undone.  I urge those making the decision within the
City to reconsider this flawed and inappropriate application and
reimagine what is possible and desirable for the City as custodians
of our heritage, our environment and our future.  If this site is lost to
yet more offices, its value will not be returned to current and future
generations.

Shelagh Wright
205 Seddon House
Barbican
London EC2Y 8BX
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