




























THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL

From: Sean Bashforth 
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2024 9:39 PM
To: Delves, Gemma  
<
Subject: LONDON WALL WEST PLANNING AND LISTED BUILDING APPLICATIONS (LPA REFS.
23/01304/FULEIA & 23/01277/LBC: RESIDENT OBJECTION

Dear Sir/Madam

I refer to the above planning application, submitted on behalf of the City of London
Corporation.

I am a resident of Mountjoy House which overlooks, and will be directly impacted by, the
construction and operation of this project.  I am also a chartered town planner with over 27
years experience of promoting major regeneration proposals in London and a  Board
Member of one of the largest independent planning consultancies in London. 

Whilst I am not personally opposed to the principle of redevelopment, I object to several
aspects of this poorly conceived scheme.   I commented on the applicant’s pre-application
consultation and also contacted City Planning Officers (Gemma Delves and David
Horkan) to express concern about what could be proposed and the lack of meaningful
consultation.  It is therefore very disappointing to see that the application, as now
submitted, has failed to address concerns.  As I explain below,  that application should be
withdrawn and redesigned in a way that takes into account the policy conflicts  and
properly reflects the views of Barbican residents and others. 

Conflicting Interests

The City Corporation’s multiple role as the promoter of the development, the planning
authority (decision maker) and  freeholder/managing agent of the Barbican Estate means
that it has a great responsibility to demonstrate objectivity and best practice.  Sadly, this is
not the case.    The application appears to have followed a standard template which the
Applicant’s team has used elsewhere and has not taken into account the unique nature of
the site, including its various listed buildings/conservation areas and the immediate
proximity of residents and the City of London School for Girls.  

Procedural Errors

The red-line for both applications directly overlaps Mountjoy House, including the south
western corner of the building itself and the ancillary areas beneath.  It will directly have
an impact on the areas to which leaseholders own or have rights over within the terms of
their lease.  As well as connecting to the podium walkway, major changes are proposed to
the resident car parking area which also provides the only resident access to adjacent open
space.

I note:

1. None of the residents where formally served notices on as required by the
DMPO (as confirmed by the Applicant’s application form).  If an error has been
made, the only course of action is withdraw the application and address it through
full resubmission/ reconsultation.



2. Aside from high level engagement in 2021, I and other residents have not been
made aware from the City (in its role as freeholder/managing agent) of specific
changes including providing the servicing for two major office buildings in areas
which residents and visitors use regularly for car parking and for access to
neighbouring open spaces.   Aside from the basic lack of courtesy,  such changes
are likely to directly affect the day to day enjoyment of residents and indeed may
require changes to residents’ leases.

Amenity (particularly noise)

Table 4.1 of the Environmental Statement  (ES) indicates construction commencing in
January 2028 and completing in November 2033.  Piling is estimated to take nearly 69
weeks (nearly a year and a half), completing in July 2029.   Mountjoy House directly
adjoins the Site along with Thomas More House and the City of London School for Girls
(particularly the playground/sports pitches).   In ES terms the site is therefore surrounded
be sensitive receptors, whose day to day activities will be directly affected by the
construction process during the daytime in particularly, including school lessons, sports
activities and the residents (including myself) working from home.

Within Chapter 7 of the ES, Mountjoy House (reference R03), like nearly all of its
neighbours, is described as having a high sensitivity (Table 7-8) and existing daytime
background noise of up to 52db (Table 7-12).  During the construction period this is
predicted to increase to up to 82db and exceed the SOEAL.  In my experience, these levels
of noise are extremely high when judged against the absolute  noise levels and the relative
change (up to 30db on a logarithmic scale) and the description in 7.5.7 of the ES which
describes them as ‘relatively high level, worst case set of predictions’ is plainly
misleading.

In my experience, such a level of noise which will be experienced for circa 5 years, will
mean that my flat that that of my neighbours will be uninhabitable during the daytime.  I
note that:

1. The specific characteristics of the flats in Mountjoy House make it particularly
susceptible to additional noise (they are single aspect, single glazed and have with
floor to ceiling high windows).   Given the listed status of the Barbican complex,
enhanced noise insultation is not a realistic option.

2. There would be no opportunity to open windows for ventilation during summer
months due to noise and inevitably dust from construction.  None of the flats have
air conditioning nor mechanical ventilation.

3. Such noise levels are likely to severely disrupt the use of the sports and play
areas of the School which are also used by the Barbican tennis club outside of
school hours.

4. There is a significant risk that the levels of noise could exceed the
Unacceptable Adverse Effect Level (UEAEL)– which national policy in the Noise
Policy Statement for England (NPSE) and the Noise PPG state should be avoided
to prevent significant medically definable harm.   This level of noise can not be
brushed to one side as being capable of being dealt with through a code of
construction practice or through environmental health noise nuisance measures.

5. Such levels of noise are clearly contrary to DM15.7 of the City of London



Also of significant concern is the potential for noise from the completed development, with
no information being provided about the use and potential restrictions on the cultural uses
and amenity areas.   Given the proximity and characteristics of the flats described above,
there is a significant risk of unacceptable impacts on noise particularly during the evening
and nighttime period where policy and guidance make it clear that noise can have a
particularly detrimental effect on health and well-being.

Design

Policy D4 of the London Plan makes it mandatory  for proposals to undergo a thorough
independent design review process   This is particularly important to these proposals,
where the City are both the Applicant and Planning Authority.  However, there is no
evidence of such a process being undertaken in the submitted material.  The Design and
Access Statement simply makes limited comment on refinements to the facades of the two
tallest buildings in response to feedback.

To meet policy requirements, it needs to be shown how independent expert advice has
truly influenced the design.    This is particularly important given the inclusion and
proximity of heritage assets and the bulky nature of the new large round office buildings. 
Based on my experience, I would be very surprised if the layout, form and massing of the
two largest buildings meet the ‘exceptional design test’ for buildings in planning policy.

Servicing

The proposals will fundamentally change the character and function of the car parking area
beneath Thomas More House and Mountjoy House.    Over the last 12 months, a
portakabin and various outbuildings have been located next to the rear of Bastion House
without planning nor listed building consent, adding clutter and inhibiting resident access
to the adjacent open space. 

This will be worsened significantly with these proposals with the main servicing point for
‘Bastion Yard’ encroaching into the service area and removing visitor car parking spaces.

Hidden Agenda?

In my experience it is common practice to ‘bank permissions’ with a view to sell on a site
for others  to bring forward future proposals.  I expressed concerns about this approach at
the pre-application stage given that a public authority is promoting the scheme rather than
an experienced developer.   In this instance, I note that the designs of  two main office
buildings appear to have commercially unattractive irregular floorplates and elaborate
(expensive) facades. 

As already noted, the ES indicates that construction is due to begin in 2028, some 4 years
away.  However, it is unclear why there is such a delay.  Standard time limit conditions
require development to commence within 3 years from the grant of consent and there is a
good reason for such conditions (to prevent uncertainty). 

Of particular concern would be early demolition of the existing buildings and then
allowing the site to remain vacant until construction commences.  This would create an
unacceptable blight for residents and neighbours and also inhibit the already limited north
south permeability in this part of the Barbican. 

Local Plan and D14 of the London Plan.

Lack of detail/limited analysis

Despite the number of documents submitted there is often a lack of detail and incomplete
analysis, which makes it impossible for consultees to reach  a reasoned judgement on the
proposals.  For instance, the ES states that there is an increase in open space provision, but
no analysis (comparable amounts and diagrams) to support such an assertion.



The Planning Statement also states that the emerging local plan should not be given any
weight yet, then seeks to draw support from it in the justification for the proposals.

Conclusion

For the reasons explained, I strongly object to the scheme.  Poor design and other concerns
(particularly unacceptable noise impacts during construction) are symptomatic of a flawed 
process which has not been informed by proper engagement and a proper understanding of
the site constraints. Proper analysis and informed sensitive design could have led to a
different approach which could have, for instance, re-used existing buildings (with
additional climate change benefits). 

Given the multiple roles that the City of London Corporation has on the project (Applicant,
Decision Maker and Freeholder), there was a real opportunity for the process and scheme
to be class leading.  Instead, its hard not to come to the conclusion that this is not the case.

I trust that you will keep me informed of the progress of the application.

Yours sincerely

Sean Bashforth BA, MA, MRTPI













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 21:08:28

I object.

Many of the objections submitted to date have rightly focussed on
the critical issues of substantial environmental and heritage harm;
challenges to the need at this time in history for the construction of
new offices and of new offices in such an historic and strategic
location as London Wall West; the major inadequacies of the City’s
consultation programme throughout; questions about process and
governance not least with the City having spent £11.5 million
pounds to date to get London Wall West to this stage only to sell
the site onto a developer who would have no intention of
proceeding with the current scheme that has cost this sum; and the
City as the developer of this scheme then passing it to its own
planning department and committee for determination: in other
words the City 'marking its own homework'; and finally the multiple
ways in which the proposed development wilfully contravenes so
many of the City’s own policies - most notably its laudable Net Zero
commitments and its recent and very welcome retrofit first
planning guidance - consequently bringing the City’s international
reputation into question. All of these are very serious objections
and I’m in 100% agreement with them so I do not feel that I need
to add any further but rather outline below some other issues in
opposition to the deeply flawed, incoherent and damaging London
Wall West proposal.

1 Where did the City’s vision go? 

We could not live and work in a more fascinating, complex,
mysterious, compelling and energetic city that has shifted and
morphed for over more than a millennia. It has gone through many
major crises - plagues, the Great Fire, the Second World War and
most recently COVIS-19, the worst pandemic in more than a century
- and each time it recovers and reinvents itself with courage,
determination and optimism.

In the case of the dark years after the devastation of the Second
World War the City showed the most extraordinary vision,
imagination and boldness in the creation of the Barbican and
Golden Lane Estates and its environs including the Museum of



London and Bastion House, the latter being acknowledged from the
outset as being a core part of the overall forward-thinking
development. Together they represent one of the greatest
treasures of the City of London and now attract diverse and
enthusiastic visitors from across London and the UK and from across
the world.

With its plan to incorporate not just housing but also public space,
education, arts and culture, sports facilities, retail and hospitality
the City pursued what is now acknowledged as a utopian vision,
unmatched at the time or since. Indeed the government’s
Independent Panel on UNESCO World Heritage Status has said: “As
a masterpiece of brutalist architecture and town planning reflecting
the standards of its time the Barbican is one of the best examples
of municipal urbanism in the brutalist style in the world that has
maintained its authenticity and integrity despite periods of
adaptation and change”

Or at least it maintained its authenticity and integrity until now.
Today the City’s plans for London Wall West abandon its
extraordinary, globally-celebrated and utopian vision of the past as
it seeks permission to vandalise if not destroy the very treasure
that it created. It is for this reason that this reckless planning
application should be rejected, not least to protect the reputation of
the City on the world stage.

The City can and should do better with all the incredible resources
it has at its finger tips. It can and should show the same vision as it
has in the past, if not exceed it, and swiftly reject the London Wall
West plans.

2 The privatisation of public space at London Wall West

At a time when cities across Europe and across the world are
significantly increasing public, civic and green amenity space for all
to share, the City of London regrettably appears to be moving in
exactly the opposite direction with its London Wall West
development proposals. Paris has audacious plans to pedestrianise
most of the Champs Elysees, arguably already one of the most
beautiful boulevards in the world, alongside other visionary city
centre public realm investments in the run up to the Olympics and
Paralympics. Many other of the City of London’s global competitor
cities are similarly investing in bold schemes that prioritise citizens



and humanised public facilities and infrastructure in the recognition
that, in the post-pandemic world, greater amenity has to be
provided for people of all kinds to boost their health and wellbeing,
their productivity and their sense of belonging as well as
recognising the need to respond, with unprecedented urgency, to
the climate emergency including through the ingenious retrofitting
of buildings and structures rather than demolition, in the case of
New York including the conversion of thousand of offices into
homes on Manhattan. Not so in the Square Mile where newly-
constructed ever taller, carbon-hungry office towers are resulting in
a miserable and degraded everyday experience down at pavement
level for workers, businesses, visitors, tourists and residents alike.

The LWW site is currently free-to-use, open public space with the
highwalks an important pedestrian route for people from North to
South and East to West and thus represents a vital public amenity.
The new proposal significantly changes this. Most people would use
the street rather than pass through the meandering site should the
development go ahead. And whilst the land would continue to be
owned by the City it would be managed, on an every day basis, by
the occupier of the property who would have the right to expel
anyone that they choose to. This has been the case in many other
privately-managed ‘public’ spaces in London, such as Paternoster
Square and Granary Square and its environs at Kings Cross, where
over-zealous security guards regularly chase off people that they
deem to be undesirable, particular younger people. Should planning
permission be granted and the site sold on to a developer, that
developer is unlikely to proceed with the current scheme and in
time come forward with an alternative office-based proposal but the
same arrangement would be in place: the occupier’s management
and securitisation of the formerly public, civic realm.

In addition the planning application makes clear that at times the
‘public’ space at LWW would be closed to accommodate private
events, though how often is not specified. As with so many aspects
of the planning application there is vague detail or contradictory
detail. Nevertheless the conclusion has to be that the London Wall
West proposal is a clear case of the privatisation of the public realm
and amenity, amenity that is needed now more than ever for post-
pandemic flourishing. It is therefore a indisputable case of
irreversible public harm that will be regretted for generations to
come. A shameful legacy from those in the Corporation of London



now making critical decisions about the future of this amazing city.

3 Culture washing

The Culture Plan is not a culture plan. Disappointingly it is rather a
lazy, vague and unimaginative declaration of intent missing all the
elements that are vital for an effective C21st culture plan: a crystal
clear vision; the establishment of need; the comprehensive
description of data and evidence gathered and the conclusions from
this; detailed capital and revenue models and a persuasive business
case; a thorough risk assessment; a compelling strategy for
delivery and for monitoring and evaluation; convincing proposals
for the management and curation of the cultural facilities and
services proposed, other than the hazy suggestion that they be
managed by, the currently under review, Destination City; and,
vitally in this particular case, comprehensive details of the types of
people, organisations and institutions who were proactively
approached, during the creation of the plan, to explore potential
partnerships and direct involvement in the London Wall West
development. With this critical information missing the plan is
nothing more than a statement of loose aspirations and timeworn
cliches that could be applied almost anywhere in London and
beyond. The City and its workers, businesses, visitors, tourists and
residents deserve better than this.

And deserve better than this because of the thrilling creative
regeneration that will take place in the London Wall West area in
the decade to come with over £1 billion to be invested in major
arts, cultural, creative economy and public realm developments
including the Barbican Centre, the new London Museum and the
market buildings at Smithfield East that will put the neighbourhood
even more firmly on the international map. Yet whilst referencing
these developments the plan makes little suggestion of how London
Wall West would be coordinated with them to enhance the cultural
offer, build a neighbourhood-wide cultural and creative campus and
avoid wasteful duplication. In this plan London Wall West stands
alone. As with so much else in the City nothing joins up but is
rather in isolation.

But then in the end London Wall West is not a cultural
development, unlike the Centre for Music that preceded it, but
rather an office development with a hint of cultural provision tacked
on: cultural provision being only a small part of the development.



With such a weak plan loaded with unsubstantiated aspirations it
will be left to any future developer to interpret as they wish. It is
very likely therefore that the generic arts, culture and creative
propositions for London Wall West will be value engineered
downwards or disappear completely, as has been the case with so
many developments in the City in the past. This therefore has all
the appearance of being yet another case of knowing culture
washing as part of a planning process.

4 Learning and Skills Development?

As with the Culture Plan this report is a thin and unconvincing
contribution to the case for the London Wall West development,
leading to the conclusion that it is nothing more than virtue
signalling. Again there is no convincing plan but rather a wishlist of
desirable outcomes without proper evidence to back it up. The City
has a commendable track record in supporting learning and skills
development, as do the Livery Companies who are comprehensively
referenced in this report. But the proposals here, as currently
described, promise much but would deliver little, not least given the
limited space provided and the demand suggested for a commercial
return on the use of space that would inhibit the opportunities for
reaching those most in need of the spaces for learning purposes.
The priority as outlined is on young people which is admirable and
necessary but there is little regard to post-school and university
students, to other age groups, to intergenerational learning, to the
substantial needs of City workers, businesses and SMEs. Nor to how
learning programmes on the London Wall West privatised site
would be delivered. And astonishingly , as with the Culture Plan,
little regard to the world-class education and learning programmes
of the major cultural institutions adjacent to the site. But then it is
likely that the learning dimension of the development would likely
be value engineered downwards or disappear altogether, just as the
cultural dimension would be.

5  Conclusion

Given all of the above I hope that members and officers in the
Corporation of London will see sense, realise that it is capable of
much better than what it currently proposes, reconnect with its
astonishing vision and imagination of the past, think not just of
current but also of future generations in the context of the climate
emergency and consequently abandon its toxic and delusional



London Wall West proposal. Failure to do so will result in the City’s
primary strategy of Destination City being rebranded locally and
beyond as Desperation City or Demolition City. And the City of
London's precious reputation severely damaged.

Peter Jenkinson
205 Seddon House
Barbican
London
EC2Y 8BX










