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Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details

Name: Mr Philip Ridley

Address:  Galliard Road London

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

- Other

- Traffic or Highways

Comment:A tulip, in financial circles is symbolic of the Dutch Tulip Mania that caused the collapse

of European financial markets in 1637.

Approve this monstrosity and what you will get, is images of it plastered over TV worldwide as a

symbol of financial excess and the whole world will ridicule London.

A viewing tower should have positive symbology or none at all. The Monument for example has

deeply thought out symbology indicating the re-birth of the City after the fire, whereas a tulip is not

only symbolic of one of the world's worst and most stupid financial bubbles, but it is in fact a short

lived flower that blooms only in the spring.

This will all be solved by the City of London creating a competition for the design. That way, the

world's greatest and best architects have a chance to design a tourist viewing platform that will be

the tallest building in the City of London for potentially hundreds of years to come.



 

Regarding transportation, a visitor attraction close to Liverpool Street alongside this being the

terminus for Stansted Express and Stansted Coaches reinforce the recommendation of Southwark

Council that rather than cancel the Tourist focussed RV1 that serves the Southbank and Tower of

London, that it should be extended to Liverpool Street. The City of London should also be mindful

of a strategy for managing the inevitable flow of highly polluting and disruptive private tourist buses

that this tower will likely encourage to clog the streets of the City. An extend RV1 is a far better

approach to managing tourist flows to the area.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr John Safa

Address:  Wimbledon Hill Road London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Great addition to the London skyline that will break up the boxy towers nearby and

compliment the Gherkin.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Felipe Pelaez

Address: Folgate Street Linnell House,  London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I live in the area and would love for this to get build. It would attract turism and add to

the unique London skyline.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Bob  Slater

Address: Brecknock Road London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:I object, as should you, on the following grounds:

 

- The proposal would dominate and overwhelm the Tower of London World Heritage Site.

- The proposal would clearly cause chaos at street level,to the detriment of all local road user.

- It makes little more than a derisory offer to London and Londoners. A symbol of of exclusivity

which will infiltrate and be a symbolic reminder to some of London's poorest communities to the

east, of who is still boss.

- Past the glossey and air-brushed GCI images, it stikes me an an average design which, following

actual egineering and the inevitable value-engineering, will actually be quite poor, compounded by

its dominance on the London skyline.

 

Most importantly the proposal is a folly and a ruse. How is this a viable venture? Come on City of

London Corporation - can you not see this? It is not real. It is the lovechild of narcissistic self-

indulgance - a Billionaire in Safra and a mere millionaire (Foster) - a play thing and ultimate status

symbol for the power hungry. It is a desperate final role of the dice.



 

Once built it is there. There is no escaping it. Remember 'the Stump'? Left empty, it will stand as

an everpresent symbol of terminal decline. What will you do then? Private flat? The most luxory Air

Bnb in the world? Bit of both? You will be left with no choice. Your good work in reclaiming height

for the average Londoner, those free galleries in 22 Bishopsgate, 1 Undershaft etc, will be in vain

and undermined.

 

To top it all off the moniker is genius. Fair play to them - indeed they are brash. The Dutch Tulip

Bubble of the 17th Century was the original market bubble to be followed by an almighty crash. I

can't help but feel that history is repeating itself.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr A Quinn

Address:  The Dell london

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:This is a superb development making clever use of an unused plot and will surely add to

the City of Londons cultural offering.

 

The design is a fantastic compliment to the Gherkin with similar design echos and although there

appears to be a concerted effort to say the desing is not in keeping with the City. Much the same

was said about the original gherkin which is now a global icon for London.

 

The current City's policy in the eastern for huge, blocky towers is a bit of a mess with all of them

merging into one large lump, the skyline needs this slender design to break up this mass and give

it a defining crown.

 

The complaints that this slender building is overwhelming and too near to the Tower of London is

nonsense. Apart from the fact that this excuse seems to be trotted out by the heritage lobby every

time a new tower is proposed in the City shows how weak the argument is. You only have to

spend 5 minutes on Tower bridge to observe the masses of tourists taking pictures of the

juxapostion of the Tower of London with the emerging 21st Century city behind. It would also allow



a great many a wonderful view of the tower of London from above.

 

The design is slender and jewel like and it less than 30 seconds walk from proposed and already

built towers ranging from 180-300m . All these office towers, seen in exactly the same views that is

supposedly ruined by this design, are much larger and wider than this so it is crazy to suggest this

development will ruin the setting of the Tower of London when it is nestled between much larger

officer towers. As a sister development to the original Gherkin it is mere feet away & in the same

views.

 

The City culturally is still a bit of a desert, particularly at weekends with a growing number of

tourists wandering and snapping pictures of the new towers. This will not only draw more in but

five them something new to do with its innovative viewing opportunity & would be a huge asset

and boost to the City utilising a wasted space.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr David Fitzgerald

Address: Manor Way Ruislip Middlesex

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:A great addition to the City of London's Cultural and Tourist attractions. Has the added

benefit of helping to visually "thin out" the bulk of the Eastern Cluster of towers. Fully support!



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Nick Llewellin

Address: ,LITTLE BRITAIN LONDON

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I fully support this proposal and it should be delivered asap. A great innovative design

by Fosters again which complements the Gherkin. Well done! We should be thankful for the

investment by the developers creating something special out of this unused plot and trying to

make the most our of the point less height limit and viewing corridors..

 

The views look awesome and will benefit locals not just tourists! London needs a mix of more tall

buildings with restaurants and viewing galleries.

 

The City of London would benefit from this. London would benefit from it. It will add cultural &

economic benefits. It is in keeping with the rest of area and adds to the juxtaposition in

architecture of this great city.

 

The Education facility is a brilliant idea for local school kids in the area.

 

Can you push CAA/government to increase the height limit and go higher so there are no

obscured views? There is no reason why not as the current limit is purely arbitrary (the line had to



be drawn somewhere) there are no safety issues. This needs political will to achieve.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Miss Marie Marie

Address:  Canonbury Road  Canonbury Road London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Alderman

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Noise

  - Other

  - Residential Amenity

  - Traffic or Highways

Comment:Hello

 

I am reaching out to find out whether you need any business leads for your niche?

 

We have American business contact details from over 5,000 niches.

 

To find your business niche, simply go to https://wowitloveithaveit.com and search for your

keywords.

 

All of our business leads come in an Excel spreadsheet and have the following information:

 

Company name



Address

Telephone number

Website

E-Mail

 

Upon purchase, your B2B list will be delivered to your inbox automatically. You will also receive

free future updates directly to your inbox for free.

 

Our B2B leads are ideally for growing your newsletter list, e-mail campaigns, telesales, social

media matrketing and much more.

 

Our business lists have been trusted by over 2,300 businesses and our reviews have an average

rating of 4.7 / 5 stars which is a testament to our commitment to delivering results in the B2B

marketing field. You will find that our leads are 80% cheaper that the leads provided by other

companies.

 

All of our B2B lists are currently on sale which will be ending in one week.

 

Do not miss this opportunity to bolster your B2B marketing.

 

Kind regards

 

Marie



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Rob Hutchings

Address: Upper St London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Is this a joke proposal?

 

Arguably the best modern building in London (The Gherkin) is going to be completely lost under

this weird looking thing.

 

I'm really suprised to see Norman Foster's name on this! It really does look like an April fools

proposal.

 

With public galleires in the walkie-talkie and 22 bishopsgate - whats the point in this?

 



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Oliver Goldstein

Address:  Well Road Hampstead London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Both myself and all of my friends strongly believe this would be a brilliant addition to the

London skyline.

 

A beautiful skyline attracts people from across the world and will increase the standing of London

as an international city purely through its aesthetic appeal.

 

The City of London needs to deregulate and encourage innovative design in order to compete with

the likes of other developing nations.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Mark Banks

Address:  Montagu Gardens Wallington

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:Dear Madam,

 

As a life-long resident of Greater London, and someone who has a long family history relating to

the city of London, I write to object to the construction of the so-called 'tulip tower', at the land

adjacent to Bury Street.

 

The plans, as I have seen them, add nothing positive to contribute to the unique and world class

architectural portfolio of the city of London - but in fact add to its degradation as a centre of world

heritage.

 

More specifically, I recognise that the city of London already has a number of distinctive modern

skyscrapers, and indeed that there is a need for such high-density office space. At present, these

buildings at least have some semblance of existing for commercial purposes, and are therefore in-

keeping with the city of London's world renown as a global financial centre. However, this current

proposal has nothing other than the appearance of an ephemeral gimmick, and would at once



become an embarrassing blot on the horizon that only serves to cheapen London's world-class

reputation. Already, as I am sure you are aware, many commentators have likened the

appearance of the 'tulip' to something far less graceful. Furthermore, the eccentric design,

particularly standing adjacent to the current 'Gherkin' building, risks London's architecture drifting

into nothing more than one further nondescript capital city, on a par with Shanghai and its 'Oriental

Pearl Tower'.

 

I do not believe this design is worthy to stand alongside and cast a shadow (literally and

metaphorically) over our architectural treasures of the Tower of London, St Paul's Cathedral,

Tower Bridge and The Guildhall, to name but a few.

 

Respectfully, I ask you to reject this proposal.

 

Yours sincerely,

 

Mark Banks



From: Watson, Rianne
To: Adjei, William
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA
Date: 22 March 2019 10:57:58

 
 
From: PlnComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk <PlnComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk> 
Sent: 20 November 2018 21:56
To: PLN - Comments <PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk>
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA
 

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is
provided below.

Comments were submitted at 9:47 PM on 20 Nov 2018 from Mr Manuel Kaiser.

Application Summary
Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal:

Demolition of existing building and structures and
construction of a building to a height of 305.3m AOD for a
mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas
[2,597sq.m GEA], an education facility [567sq.m GEA]
(Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4)
[1,535sq.m GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground
floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building
[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal
visitor attraction entrance with retail at ground floor level
(Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden;
provision of ancillary cycle parking, servicing and plant
and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:
17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied
by an Environmental Statement. A CD copy of the
Environmental Statement may also be obtained from
Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Click for further information
 

Customer Details
Name: Mr Manuel Kaiser

Email:

Address:  East Parkside London
 

Comments Details
Commenter
Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons
for
comment:

- Noise 
- Other



Comments: Dear Sir or Madam,

I would like to file my objection to this building. While I find
the design objectionable I acknowledge that this lies in the
eye of the beholder. The main reason I object is because the
project stands for many things that are undesirable and in
my view incompatible with the needs of Londoners and aims
the City of London should prioritise. In short the proposal
- reeks of desperation in its straining after ostentatious
effect
- is unsympathetic to its surroundings
- leads to the disneyfication of the area, leading to tourist
crowds and undesirable side effects (rubbish, sellers of
assorted tat to unsuspecting tourists)
- is wasteful and out of step with the public's desire for
sustainable buildings (thousands of tons of steel and
concrete wasted on the 'shaft' of the building to achieve
minimal usable floor area at the top)
- offers nothing new (London has more than enough
restaurants, bars, and viewing platforms both on the ground
and high up - Tower 42, London Eye, the Shard, the Orbit). 
- wastes the finite space (on the ground and vertically) that
is available for development of high rise buildings in London
and the City in particular in exchange for minimal floor
space. 
- if approved, sets a bad precedent by creating the
impression that planning permission for any type of
development can be 'bought' by inclusion of an education
space (or a public park as seen elsewhere). 

We all want bars, restaurants, education spaces and
architectural statement buildings but all of these can be
done in a much better way than what is proposed here.
Ideally they should also include residential, commercial and
community space, all of which are sadly lacking here.

I would also like to remind you of the universal praise the
Bloomberg building has received and anyone who
understands why will have to agree that none of its qualities
are represented in the Tulip proposal.

 



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Nicholas Fryett

Address: Drummond Penshurst

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:What an absolutely phenomenal and sensational concept and design. Are we really

going to let our European neighbours steal away the crown from the City of London, because of a

loud minority? This is exactly what is missing, and fantastic to see it proposed. Trust this will be a

very easy pass by the planning committee to electrify the skyline and bring more business in.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Richard Rowlands

Address:  Gawber Street London London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:I support the building as I think it would be a beautiful and striking addition to London

that would make its skyline even more unique and recognisable. I would like the architects and

planners to consider making it taller as if the structure is principally to be used as a viewing

platform then it should be clearly taller than the other buildings around it. I think people will not

understand why this isn't the case? I have read that the aviation authorities require a limit on the

height, but I suggest that it should be challenged as other cities have airport approaches near tall

buildings, so why can't London?



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: M  Joseph Mc Hale

Address:  Brent view road, London, Hendon NW9 7EJ

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:I am so terribly appalled by this insult to architecture that I believe that it is my duty to

voice my concern.

 

What is quite magical about modern London is the the marriage of new and old, and "the tulip"

would disturb this delicate balance, and destroy the quite harmonious skyline of the city of London.

 

Furthermore it is quite comical that such a respected architecture firm would propose a building

that quite frankly resembles a phallus, I truly believed that this was a publicity stunt ment to

outrage, but after reading some peoples support of this building, I am truly worried.

 

I understand that taste is subjective but this building is a case of, you love it, or you loath it, and

though highly controversial buildings can sometimes be the most respected pieces of architecture,

this is just too much of a risk, it is just too obvious in the skyline, not only is it a risk to the beauty of

the London skyline but also the reputation of the whole of London, and England, so many tourists

would laugh at the vulgarity of the design.



And to be quite honest, this does not have enough grace to be an iconic piece of architecture.

 

For all the reasons above, I therefore must make my strong objection known, and I urge any

authority capable of refusing, planning permission, to either demand a total redesign of this

building, or to refuse, to grant planing permission for this disgrace to architecture.



From: Watson, Rianne
To: Adjei, William
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA
Date: 22 March 2019 10:59:12

 
 
From: PlnComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk <PlnComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk> 
Sent: 29 November 2018 08:39
To: PLN - Comments <PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk>
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA
 

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is
provided below.

Comments were submitted at 8:30 AM on 29 Nov 2018 from Mr Doug Ayling.

Application Summary
Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal:

Demolition of existing building and structures and
construction of a building to a height of 305.3m AOD for a
mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas
[2,597sq.m GEA], an education facility [567sq.m GEA]
(Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4)
[1,535sq.m GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground
floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building
[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal
visitor attraction entrance with retail at ground floor level
(Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden;
provision of ancillary cycle parking, servicing and plant
and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:
17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied
by an Environmental Statement. A CD copy of the
Environmental Statement may also be obtained from
Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Click for further information
 

Customer Details
Name: Mr Doug Ayling

Email:

Address:  Petticoat Tower, Petticoat Square, London E1 7EF

 

Comments Details
Commenter
Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons
for
comment:

- Noise 
- Other 
- Residential Amenity 
- Traffic or Highways



Comments: Remarkable. The Safra family wants to draw a giant penis
on the historic skyline of London. Can we rightly consider
this an act of vandalism? 

In the age of #metoo, this braggadocio seems in poor taste.
Currently the building exterior is planned to be white. And
it's easy to see how this large white erection has reassured
those in power. 

We live in the neighbouring Petticoat Tower. The City of
London should be made aware that if this venture is
approved, we will be listing our property (that we own) on
Airbnb, in direct contravention of the onerous terms of our
lease. The Corporation of London is breaking their covenant
with residents. Clearly they regard our city as a tourist trap
on the payroll of oligarchs. Not as a home. Not a
community. And not the carefully curated work of
generations.

 



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Miss Mari Shahin

Address:  Thurston Road London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Wow, such an innovative idea, can't wait to visit once it's done!!



From: Watson, Rianne
To: Adjei, William
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA
Date: 22 March 2019 10:59:52

 
 
From: PlnComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk <PlnComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk> 
Sent: 24 November 2018 14:47
To: PLN - Comments <PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk>
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA
 

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is
provided below.

Comments were submitted at 2:38 PM on 24 Nov 2018 from Miss Astrid Kirchner.

Application Summary
Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal:

Demolition of existing building and structures and
construction of a building to a height of 305.3m AOD for a
mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas
[2,597sq.m GEA], an education facility [567sq.m GEA]
(Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4)
[1,535sq.m GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground
floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building
[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal
visitor attraction entrance with retail at ground floor level
(Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden;
provision of ancillary cycle parking, servicing and plant
and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:
17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied
by an Environmental Statement. A CD copy of the
Environmental Statement may also be obtained from
Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Click for further information
 

Customer Details
Name: Miss Astrid Kirchner

Email:

Address:  Petticoat Tower London
 

Comments Details
Commenter
Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons
for
comment:

- Noise 
- Other 
- Traffic or Highways



Comments: To whom it may concern,

I personally don't see the point in this building at all and
object to the proposed plans for 'The Tulip' for the following
reasons:

- No need for elevation: The 12th story building can be
erected on the existing site at 'ground level' in replacement
of the current 8 story building.
- Height: There are enough tall skyscrapers in the city of
London already, so there is no need to artificially create an
elevated 12th story building towering over the existing
buildings at a height of 350 meters. As it stands the
Gherkin, which was once an exciting landmark is now
already in the shadow of other (in my view less attractive)
buildings. It feels to me like 'The Tulip' would fit better into
Dubai than London.
- Views: I am unsure it adds anything aesthetically to the
skyline. There are a myriad of viewing platforms in the city
already (Shard, Tower 42, Skygarden, etc)
- Sustainability: From an environmentally sustainable and
health and safety perspective I am sure there are better
solutions available at 'ground level'.
- Noise: The increased traffic and construction noise. The
city is grid-locked construction site as it is.

Many thanks for taking my comments into consideration
Astrid

 



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Diane Howard

Address:  Richmond Avenue London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

  - Residential Amenity

Comment:I STRONGLY OBJECT on the grounds of PUBLIC DECENCY.

 

This proposed recreational structure takes the form of an . Whereas past towers

have always had a certain phallic quality, this erection crosses a clear societal boundary of

unconsentual public exposure. This proposal would constitute a crime under the Sexual Offences

Act 2003.

 



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Ray Tang

Address:  Harcourt Street London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:Well done Fosters. This must be the ultimate example of British Sense of Humour. I

would support any Architectural joke which resemble a 'Carry On' film, a perfect emblem for the

City of London and a mascot for the greedy Bankers. I guess the true intention is for these pigs to

look out their ivory towers at this massive c0kk up, what better way to show the world here's is the

City of D1ckHeads. May be next they can insert a massive big hole next door and call it 'The

Urethra'? Let's make the City the cesspool of vanities, who needs Planning!



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Adam Caddy

Address:  Sequoia London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Fantastic proposal - and great to see the square mile being more diverse. It's a shame

the proposal cant quite break through the height ceiling - can it not be extended a little further to

allow the tulip to rise further above the sky line and provide a true vista of London?

 

Fosters are a great architectural firm and this will be a great extra addition to London.



From: Watson, Rianne
To: Adjei, William
Subject: FW: Planning Ref 18/01213/FULEIA
Date: 22 March 2019 11:00:21

 
From: Cronain O'Kelly <  
Sent: 19 January 2019 13:21
To: Depala, Bhakti <Bhakti.Depala@cityoflondon.gov.uk>
Subject: Planning Ref 18/01213/FULEIA
 

Name Cronain O'Kelly

Email

Address  Market Yard Mews
London England SE1 3TJ
United Kingdom

Phone

Your comments to the planning
officer

This is a poor and unattractive design which add to th visual
clutter of the London skyline whilst obscuring what is good
and beautiful. The educational facilities are a poor substitute
for what the Museum of London provides.

Powered by 123FormBuilder

Attention: The person who made this submission did not receive the autoresponder or submission copy
because one of the following situations occurred:
- the form user did not enter a valid email;
- your form is not configured correctly.

The solution to this problem can be found here:
http://www.123formbuilder.com/docs/the-form-is-not-configured-correctly-the-form-submitter-did-not-enter-
a-valid-email-what-to-do/



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Scott Lebon

Address:  Dobson Close London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I support this impressive proposal by Norman Foster. It will contribute to making the City

of London an attractive place to work and visit.

 

With Brexit looming, it is very important that the City keeps building and developing. It is great that

private investors are willing to invest in such an attraction at no cost to the taxpayer.

 

The Shard attracts millions of visitors a year, and there is no reason why a similar attraction north

of the river shouldn't be similarly successful. When the Gherkin opened to the public on Open

House day in 2003, people were queuing up to 7 hours to get in! This shows that there is a huge

demand and even affection for new, modern landmarks in this part of London.

 

The arrival of Crossrail will give Canary Wharf a big boost. If the City wants to retain its preeminent

position, it needs to continue innovating. Simply resting on its laurels and hoping for the best is not

an option. Reducing the City's dependence on the financial sector is also a good thing. This

building will give a boost to the surrounding retailers, bars and restaurants. It will help turn the City

into a 7-day a week destination.



 

Heritage groups have consistently undermined the City's development. We should remember how

Historic England (English Heritage) fought tooth and nail against a shorter version of Heron Tower.

All they did was waste time and money. They lost the right to be listened to on such matters.

 

Historic Royal Palaces have been equally obstructive in trying to stop development in the City.

Their objections are NIMBYism in its purest form. Their arguments seem to revolve around the fact

the views in the City should be frozen in their current form, which of course is a nonsense. These

people always complain no matter what, and should be ignored.

 

This building will fit in nicely with the other approved buildings in the tall buildings cluster. It will be

a popular attraction and contribute to the City's success.





Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Ivan Arenas

Address:  Harold road London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:This would be a perfect oppotunity to increase the number of unique attractions in this

city, and keep London at the forefront of turism and capital cities in the world.

I think it looks rather genuine and would rapidly become another recognisible london sight.

Furthermore I think this project is so special and different that would attract a new kind of turist into

the city.





From: PlnComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk
To: PLN - Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA
Date: 26 November 2018 21:47:18

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is
provided below.

Comments were submitted at 9:38 PM on 26 Nov 2018 from Mrs Anastasia Shteyn.

Application Summary
Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal:

Demolition of existing building and structures and
construction of a building to a height of 305.3m AOD for a
mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas
[2,597sq.m GEA], an education facility [567sq.m GEA]
(Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4)
[1,535sq.m GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground
floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building
[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal
visitor attraction entrance with retail at ground floor level
(Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden;
provision of ancillary cycle parking, servicing and plant
and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:
17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied
by an Environmental Statement. A CD copy of the
Environmental Statement may also be obtained from
Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Anastasia Shteyn

Email:

Address:

Comments Details
Commenter
Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons
for
comment:

- Noise 
- Other 

Comments: I don't understand why we need this phallic-shaped
attraction, with little aesthetic merit. As a resident of
Petticoat Tower, I object to this construction project. It will
create noise, and turn the neighbourhood into a construction
site for years to come, affecting property prices and
residents' daily comfort. I would also like to second Mr.
Manuel Kaiser's comments, as he hit the nail on the head.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr R Waldegrave

Address: McGregor Road, London W11 1DE

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:I am objecting to the proposed building on purely aesthetic grounds. It is a repulsive

design which has no place in London's skyline.

 

No doubt the architects, Foster & Partners, believe that they have come up with a building that will

be "iconic" but the problem is that every other building in London's new cluster of tall buildings

("the gherkin", "the cheese grater", "the walkie-talkie" etc.) is also trying to be"iconic". The result is

a complete mess - not every building can be an icon.

 

Furthermore this building gives no "sense of place" - it is yet another piece of glass and steel

hubris that could be in any of the major modern cities of the world from Dubai to Shenzhen. Surely

planners cannot believe this building will be a unique attraction for London, when its main effect is

to make London's skyline even more generic - just another modern city where the likes of Foster,

Rogers, Piano etc. have been given free rein to express whatever wacky idea has popped into

their head? Unlike Dubai and Shenzhen, London has a 2000 year history, and the City of London

in particular has a unique built environment. THAT is why tourists come to London - not to see the



freakshow of ill-conceived buildings from the last 20 years.

 

If the property developers wanted to do something truly radical, how about a low-rise stone

construction built according to traditional principles of architecture? You could have just as much

floor space (due to the incredibly inefficient design of the "tulip") and, who knows, it might actually

look nice and bring some pleasure to the people who are forced to look at it every day.

 

I also note that the property development company is registered in Luxembourg. If we are going to

grant these extraordinary licenses, it could at least be to companies willing to pay tax in Britain.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Simon Hancock

Address: Belvedere Buildings Walworth London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:The building looks horrible. It is a monument to arrogance. Stop destroying London!

Spend the money on restoring some of the beautiful historic buildings instead. There's no point

having a viewing tower if there's nothing nice left to view!



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Miss Rachel Harris

Address:  Nodders Way Biddenham Bedford

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:Please consider this a strong objection to the plans by Foster's and Partners 'tulip tower'

proposal.

 

We have been told by key scientists that we have 12 years to drastically change our ways of life -

in order to sustain life for future generations and prevent catastrophic climate change. I do not

believe that approving this planning proposal is in keeping with setting a precedent that protects

and restores the environment. I believe that this tower obliterates any regard for the environment

by creating massive amounts of emissions and using vital resources just for the sake of it and for

the benefit of one rich man.

Please consider long term environmental conservation ahead of any short term economic gains

that this tulip might bring! And please, as a London lover, do not aesthetically turn your city into

Dubai! In an age where technology and engineering are expanding building capabilities beyond

the imaginable, the questions are no longer 'can we do this' but 'should we?'. THE ANSWER IS

NO!



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Daniel Roberts 

Address:  sycamore drive Lache Chester

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Amazing development, can't wait to visit. About time London had a really tall purpose

built viewing tower like this. Great attraction.



From: Watson, Rianne
To: Adjei, William
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA
Date: 22 March 2019 11:00:48

 
 
From: PlnComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk <PlnComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk> 
Sent: 20 November 2018 00:09
To: PLN - Comments <PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk>
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA
 

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is
provided below.

Comments were submitted at 12:00 AM on 20 Nov 2018 from Ms Marianne Harris.

Application Summary
Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal:

Demolition of existing building and structures and
construction of a building to a height of 305.3m AOD for a
mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas
[2,597sq.m GEA], an education facility [567sq.m GEA]
(Sui Generis) and restaurant / bar use (Class A3/A4)
[1,535sq.m GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground
floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building
[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal
visitor attraction entrance with retail at ground floor level
(Class A1 / A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden;
provision of ancillary cycle parking, servicing and plant
and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:
17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied
by an Environmental Statement. A CD copy of the
Environmental Statement may also be obtained from
Peter Twemlow , DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Click for further information
 

Customer Details
Name: Ms Marianne Harris

Email:

Address: Ladbroke Walk London

 

Comments Details
Commenter
Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons
for
comment:

- Noise 
- Other 
- Traffic or Highways



Comments: unbelievable. is there a competition for the ugliest skyscaper
in Nwe? 
and if we seriosly thought the City is suffering from a lack of
visitor attractions, why don't we improve the transort
infrastucture first.

 



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Tim Widden

Address:  Kelday Heights  Spencer Way Shadwell

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Great addition to the City. London currently seems to waste the square mile with

regards to it being a destination for the public. This will help bring energy to the area on the

weekends and invite visitors to see our unique mix of ancient and modern architecture on

medieval streets. The slim design also breaks up the 'clump' effect that the close proximity of the

current and upcoming skyscrapers are creating. Great to have a project in the pipeline that is

designed for the public to experience and enjoy the City.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Ray Moore

Address:  Coppins Road Clacton-on-Sea

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:This tower will make a great addition to an already iconic global city like London.

 

This will enhance the skyline by breaking up the wall of blocky towers nearby, and will give London

yet another iconic structure that would stand up against similar viewing platforms giving London its

own version of CN Tower, Space Needle or Stratosphere in Vegas.

 

My only complaint against this proposal is that it is far too short. It should be at least 320-metres or

more to really stand out on the cityscape.

 

Otherwise, i as a regular visitor to London and a proud Britain wholeheartedly support this

proposal to bring some futurism to an ever expanding metropolis.



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Steve Crew

Address:  Vicarage Road Rochester

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:I assume the usual killjoys will be against this?

 

This is stunning, the more the better. Close City Airport and double the height!



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Miss Rebecca Alexander

Address:  The Pyke Rothley Leicester

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Other

Comment:This scheme is aimed entirely at attracting tourists and has no benefit to real people

who live in the area. It's height is entirely determined by an egotistical desire to have the largest

structure in the City of London given the diminishing prominence of the Gherkin building on the

neighbouring site. It would make zero architectural or townscape contribution to the surrounding

area, particularly the tower which is blank for the majority of its 305 metres.



From: Peter Rose
To: PLN - Comments
Cc: Jude Goffe
Subject: 18/01213/FULEIA Land adjacent to 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX
Date: 13 March 2019 16:29:32

I object to this proposed development

It would lead to further pedestrian flows in an area which is already suffering from 
overdensification of development.
The City already has difficulty in controlling anti-social activities and litter collection in 
this area particularly related to the nighttime economy.

Kind regards
Peter Rose tel 









From: Nick Llewellin
To: PLN - Comments
Subject: RE: Application Consultation (18/01213/FULEIA)
Date: 14 February 2019 17:08:33

Thank you.
 
As a local business, we think this is a great innovative design and fully support the proposal.
 
The City of London would benefit from this. Cultural & economic benefits are welcomed.
 
The enlarged Education facility is welcomed.
 
Best regards
Nick Llewellin | Membership & Operations Manager 
Society of Occupational Medicine | 20 Little Britain
| London | EC1A 7DH Tel: 
Why not become a member?    

Monthly e-bulletin, legal helpline, peer support & access to regional group meetings near you

Occupational Medicine Journal 9x a year

Access to indemnity insurance and free appraisal toolkit (from 2018) for occupational health nurses 

Career support, with regular job adverts, webinars, CPD events & annual conference 

Campaigning on occupational heal h & medicine    

Money-saving discounts (40% off occupational health & wellbeing magazine)

We welcome all health professionals interested in occupational health & medicine

 

Join at www.som.org.uk or e-mail 

Like us on Facebook https://www.facebook.com/SocietyOccupationalMedicine/
 
Advertise your job with us at www.som.org.uk/oh-jobs/advertise-oh-jobs/

 
Come to GDPR in Occupational Health - One Year On, 17th April in London – book now
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk <PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk>
Sent: 14 February 2019 11:07
To: Nick Llewellin <nick.llewellin@som.org.uk>
Subject: Application Consultation (18/01213/FULEIA)
 
Dear Sir/Madam
 
Please see attached consultation letter for planning application 18/01213/FULEIA (Land Adjacent
To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX  ).
 
Kind Regards
 
Planning Administration
Department of the Built Environment



City of London
THIS E-MAIL AND ANY ATTACHED FILES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If
you are not the addressee, any disclosure, reproduction, copying, distribution or other
dissemination or use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
transmission in error please notify the sender immediately and then delete this e-mail. Opinions,
advice or facts included in this message are given without any warranties or intention to enter
into a contractual relationship with the City of London unless specifically indicated otherwise by
agreement, letter or facsimile signed by a City of London authorised signatory. Any part of this e-
mail which is purely personal in nature is not authorised by the City of London. All e-mail through
the City of London's gateway is potentially the subject of monitoring. All liability for errors and
viruses is excluded. Please note that in so far as the City of London falls within the scope of the
Freedom of Information Act 2000 or the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, it may
need to disclose this e-mail. Website: http://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.|cr||cr|(RECONSULTATION - An amended plan has been received

increasing the proposed area for education floorspace (from 190 sq m to 314 sq m.) -

Supplementary supporting information has been submitted in the form of an Economic Impact

Assessment)|cr|

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Sam Resouly

Address:  Lime Street  Lime Street London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

  - Noise

  - Residential Amenity

  - Traffic or Highways

Comment:We represent the owner of Holland House and Renown House, Bury Street. These

office properties are the place of business for a wide range of enterprises who enjoy the micro

location and amenity of the Gherkin Plaza. The proposed development has extremely limited

access for the delivery of materials and labour. With the expected 5 year development program,

there will be an extended period of disruption, with restricted access and periods of extremely

noisy works. In addition to the occupiers of the building, there are many members of the public

visiting these premises throughout the day and we have serious concerns for the safety of all. With

the very significant number of lorry movements expected along the extremely narrow Bury St, this

will create a very hostile and dangerous environment. There appears to have been no

consideration given for the welfare of neighbours and the impact of these works on all of the



businesses and residents in the area. We strongly encourage the City of London to refuse

permission for this proposed development and we would appreciate an opportunity to comment in

greater detail, with a specific focus on site traffic management, noise, vibration and dust expected

from these proposed works.



 

 

7th March 2019 
 
Bhakti Depala 
Development Division 
Department of the Built Environment 
City of London 
Guildhall 
PO Box 270 
London   EC2P 2EJ 
 
 
Dear Ms Depala 
 
Planning application ref 18/01213/FULEIA – The Tulip 
  
I am submitting these comments on behalf of the London Sephardi Trust and the Spanish & 
Portuguese Sephardi Community in relation to the impact on the Bevis Marks Synagogue of the 
‘Tulip’ development as proposed in planning application 18/01213/FULEIA. 
 
You will recall that our planning consultants J Watson Consulting Ltd wrote to you on our behalf 
in December 2018 explaining that we were liaising with the applicants and were awaiting the 
results of studies into the daylight/sunlight and heritage impacts of the proposed development 
on the Synagogue.  We are still liaising with the applicants but given that I understand the 
planning application is due to be presented to the City’s Planning & Transportation Committee 
on 2nd April I set out below our position. 
 
I should firstly advise you that we have established a constructive dialogue with the applicants 
who have been most helpful in clarifying the potential impacts on the Synagogue, including 
through assistance with our technical studies. 
 
We have received independent advice on Daylight/sunlight (Point2 Surveyors Ltd), Heritage 
(Caroe Architecture Ltd) and Town Planning (J Watson Consulting Ltd). 
 
Setting of the Synagogue and courtyard 
We can see that the Tulip would introduce a dramatic new feature into the western skyscape of 
tall buildings viewed from the Courtyard.  It will be particularly dominant in views both from the 
Courtyard on the north side of the Synagogue building and from within the glass roofed 
restaurant extension to the south of the Synagogue. 
 
We are advised that the harm to the heritage significance of the Synagogue would not be 
‘negligible’ as suggested by the applicants’ advisors but would amount to ‘less than substantial’.  
We are also advised that under the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 (para 193-194) 
the City Corporation should give great weight to the conservation of this Grade I listed building 
irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than 
substantial harm to its significance, including from development within its setting. 
 



 

 

We must therefore object to the proposed development’s harm to the heritage significance of the 
Synagogue and its setting. 
 
Benefits 
We understand that where a development proposal will lead to ‘less than substantial’ harm to 
the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public 
benefits of the proposal (NPPF, para 196). 
 
We acknowledge that there are potential public benefits to the Synagogue which could go some 
way in counteracting the harm the Tulip would have on its heritage significance. 
 
In particular, the Trust wishes to increase public understanding of the Synagogue’s history and 
is planning to improve visitor facilities along with an expanded educational programme.  The 
Tulip structure would be some 30m-40m from the Synagogue and visitors would look down 
upon the Synagogue building so there is obviously potential for the Synagogue’s history and 
symbolic importance to be featured in the Tulip’s educational facilities.  Visitors to the Tulip 
could also be encouraged to visit the nearby Synagogue. 
 
We are in discussions with the applicants about how these and other benefits to the Synagogue 
could be secured. 
 
Without such benefits, the Trust would maintain its objection to the scheme on the grounds of 
harm to the heritage significance of the Synagogue including its setting. 
 
Daylight and sunlight 
We understand that the Tulip would have virtually no overshadowing impact on the Synagogue 
or courtyard and, considered in isolation, would have a very small impact on daylight levels.  
However, when considered in the context of the cumulative impact of other proposed 
developments we are advised it would contribute to a noticeable reduction in daylight levels. 
 
The Trust must object to the Tulip’s contribution to any reduced daylight levels in the courtyard 
or Synagogue which are already sensitive to further reductions in levels of light. 
 
Construction 
Given the proximity of the site to the Synagogue (30m-40m) we are concerned that appropriate 
measures should be put in place to ensure no damage or disturbance to the Synagogue during 
construction.  The Synagogue building is 318 years old and has shallow foundations so will be 
particularly susceptible to construction vibration.  We note that the Environmental Statement 
accompanying the application refers to the uncertainties over predicting construction vibration 
impacts on nearby buildings and that monitoring will be necessary. 
 
We request that appropriate conditions are attached to any planning permission requiring the 
most sensitive level of construction vibration monitoring and accompanying measures to ensure 
that no damage is caused to the Synagogue. 
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The significance of the likely effect on heritage significance is described as Negligible. 
 

In terms of the cumulative effects 
of consented and proposed 
developments, the TVBHA says: 
The consented 100 Leadenhall 
Street would be highly visible in 
southward views from the 
courtyard and along Heneage 
Lane appearing in front of 52 
Lime Street. Although 100 
Leadenhall would be seen from 
the courtyard of the synagogue 
with a noticeable effect on 
upward southerly views, it would 
be seen in relation to existing tall 
buildings and in views in other 

directions it would not be visible. It would not materially diminish the heritage significance of the 
Grade I listed synagogue. 
 

The TVBHA commentary suggests that The Tulip will be visible 
(‘not highly visible’) in the view southward but the 
viewpoint/angle of the rendered view provided in the TVBHA 
(A20) does not show the new structure (see Figure 3). 
 
Although of a slimmer profile than The Gherkin (30 St Mary 
Axe) and of considerably greater height, the proposed 
development will certainly be prominent in the Courtyard view 
looking south-west (View A21 in the TVBHA), appearing in 
front of The Gherkin and obscuring quite a large portion of it.  
This adverse ‘crowding’ effect is further heightened in the 
cumulative view (Figure 6 below) which shows the Tulip in 
concert with the consented scheme at 100 Leadenhall. 

Figure 2 - Tavernor Consultancy Viewpoints in Bevis Marks Courtyard 

Figure 3 - View 20 (Proposed) in the TVBHA 
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At the S&P Community’s request, the developers have 
provided additional rendered images of how the 
proposed development will appear from a range of other 
viewpoints within the Courtyard directly in front (to the 
west of), and to the north of the Synagogue building..  
These are views numbered 5 to 12 in the document 
appended to this paper, augmented by additional images 
which show the full-sky view of the proposed structure 
from the selected viewing points.  
 
These additional images show that The Tulip will be 
particularly dominant in views from the Courtyard on the 
north side of the Synagogue building (views 9-12) with 
quite a significant adverse aesthetic impact.  This not 
only changes ‘the composition of the upward looking 

view’ as asserted by the Tavenor Consultancy but the very nature of the view by introducing an 
element that is quite alien (in terms of form, scale and materials) to the surrounding buildings, both 
old and new. 
 
In these images, the proposed shaft of The Tulip is somewhat reminiscent of a factory chimney 
looming over the Courtyard and Synagogue building.  Unlike a chimney which tends to taper towards 
the top and where the visual impact might arguably diminish with height, however, the proposed 
structure grows larger at the top, appearing somewhat like a mushroom, which will have the effect 
of increasing the visual impact.  One other building in the City does this: 20 Fenchurch Street (known 
as The Walkie-Talkie), with the effect that it is dominant in every view in which it appears. The Tulip 
is not the same shape as this of course, but the increasing girth it achieves at height will have a 
similar overbearing effect on the restricted view out from Bevis Marks Synagogue Courtyard.   

 
 

Figure 5 - Existing view of 30 St 
Mary Axe from the Courtyard 

Figure 4 - View A21 (Proposed) in the 
TVBHA 

Figure 6 - View A21 (Cumulative) in the 
TVBHA 

Figure 7 - Additional viewpoints from within the 
Courtyard and Annexe Building 
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A significant element of the proposed design is the external moving gondola ride on all four sides of 
the glazed structure at the top of the building.  This constantly moving feature with its track-like 
mechanism (which will be clearly visible from the Courtyard on three sides of the proposed 
structure) has the potential to provide a fairly significant adverse visual and aural impact on the 
experience of visiting Bevis Marks Synagogue, an immensely important religious and historic place.  
It will particularly affect the views from, and the experience of being within, the historic Courtyard 
where, upon entry, it is currently still possible to experience a sense of discovery and being 
transported from the bustling city streets to a place with a strong historic character, and one of 
sanctuary and spiritual refreshment. 
 
The Tavernor Consultancy also states that the proposed development ‘would not change [the] taller 
modern character’ of the upward looking view.  We would argue that the new building would 
significantly change the taller modern character of View A21 (and views 9-12) in that The Tulip (at a 
proposed height of 305 metres) will appear an order of some magnitude higher than 30 St Mary Axe 
(180 metres high), or indeed even 100 Leadenhall as it appears in Cumulative View A21 from the 
Courtyard.  The combined effects of The Tulip and 100 Leadenhall (not to mention other consented 
schemes at 1 Undershaft and 40 Leadenhall) are likely to significantly change the taller modern 
character of the surrounding area. 
 
With regard to the statement on p.54 of the TVBHA:  

‘….The proposal would not 
harm the ability to appreciate 
the relationship of the 
synagogue to the surrounding 
tight grain of the historic street 
layout that survives in the 
courtyard and Heneage Lane 
and provides a remnant of the 
synagogue’s contemporary 
early 18th century setting. The 
visibility of the Proposed 
Development would not change 
the character of the 
synagogue’s modern setting in 
the heart of the City of London. 

Its visibility would not diminish the heritage significance of the Grade I listed synagogue.’ 

Due to its height and visual dominance over the surrounding area, and its proximity to the 
Synagogue and Courtyard, the overall impact of the proposal is likely to further diminish the historic 
character of the Synagogue and its immediate Courtyard setting.  The historic tight grain of this area 
was based on buildings of a domestic/small commercial scale, height and mass whilst the new 
development is of a completely different and unprecedented form and height. 
 
As noted above, a highly dominant element of the proposed building experienced from within the 
Courtyard will be the solid concrete shaft of The Tulip which, unlike the glazed structure of 30 St 
Mary Axe (in front of which it will sit), will not reflect light but is more likely to have a ‘deadening’ 
effect, somewhat arresting the play of light around the Courtyard and Synagogue building. 

Figure 8 View 12 from the north-east Courtyard outside of the Beadle’s House 
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day begins.  Therefore, this is not simply an issue of visitors being able to appreciate the historic 
significance of the splendid interior nor those worshipping inside simply to maintain an appreciation 
of the outside world. 

 

Further to the impact of the 
gondola ride as set out above, 
the Design and Access 
Statement prepared by Foster 
+ Partners sets out the lighting 
strategy for the new 
development.  Lighting is 
proposed to come mostly from 
within the glazed upper 
elements of the new building 
(described as ‘interior glow’).  
The illuminated head of the 
structure will be clearly visible 
in views from the Courtyard 
and we note from the 
illustration on p.162 of the 
Design and Access statement 
(shown above as Figure 11) 
that there will also be external 

façade lighting present on the linear elements of the concrete shaft as well as a layer of ‘Base 
uplight’, which according to the rendered image appears to extend to some considerable height.  
The proximity of the new structure to Bevis Marks Synagogue suggests that the effects of the 
‘interior glow’, uplighting and linear façade lighting could be quite considerable, also adversely 
affecting the experience of the Courtyard with its restrained historic lamp lighting and the 
Synagogue building (which retains its original brass chandeliers and is lit by candlelight for special 
services and events), when attending for evening worship or other events taking place on site.  This 
will also adversely impact upon evening use of the Annexe Building where the illuminated shaft of 
the Tulip, and the head of the structure with its moving elements will loom overhead. 
 

4. The potential impact on the fabric of the Synagogue and the experience of worship and 
visiting during the construction period. 

The S&P Community is seeking advice on the potential structural implications of the development.  
Although we acknowledge that this is not a planning issue as such, the potential for harm to the 
structure of the Synagogue building due to, for example, the vibrations for groundworks and piling 
to support such an immense structure are a significant concern and one which will require very 
careful modelling and management.   
 
There is also likely to be considerable noise and disturbance during the construction period which 
will affect Shabbat morning services if work takes place on Saturdays (permitted construction times 
in the City are 0900-1400 on Saturdays3).  Weekday daily worship commences before the 0800 
permitted start time of construction.  Visits to the Synagogue during the day will certainly be 
impacted. 
 
 
                                                           
3 Revised hours effective from 2 January 2019. 

Figure 11 – Image illustrating the proposed lighting strategy for The Tulip with 
three layers of light including ‘Interior glow’, lighting of the linear elements and 
‘Base uplight’ 
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Conclusion 
Although of less than substantial harm, in summary we do not agree with the Tavernor 
Consultancy’s conclusion that the significance of the likely effect of the proposed development on 
the heritage significance of Bevis Marks Synagogue is Negligible.  It is our view that the proposed 
development will have a considerable negative impact on the heritage significance of the Synagogue 
and its historic Courtyard setting due to its proximity, form, scale, visual dominance, materials, 
lighting, and the elements of the building that will be in perpetual movement.   
 
The historic Synagogue and Courtyard have accommodated and enjoy a happy visual relationship 
with 30 St Mary Axe which provides an attractive juxtaposition and point of contrast where it 
appears from within the Synagogue site.  30 St Mary Axe is clearly present in the views but it does 
not dominate Bevis Marks Synagogue nor adversely affect its historic character.  The Tulip will 
change and in our opinion spoil this relationship, asserting itself in the manner of an enormous 
chimney-like structure that mushrooms at its crown; and which will effectively supplant 30 Mary Axe 
in key views, with the additional potential distractions of movement, light and noise.   
 
Public benefit is a concept supported by the NPPF where there is less than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset.4  Although it may be argued that the proposed 
development may bring more potential visitors to Bevis Marks Synagogue which would be 
welcomed, the public benefits of the proposal, do not in our view outweigh the harms – there are 
other consented and constructed tall buildings in the Eastern Cluster with public viewing galleries, 
‘sky bars’ and restaurants.  There are also many public benefits currently provided by Bevis Marks 
Synagogue, the quality of which will undoubtedly be eroded by what is being proposed and this 
should not be overlooked.    
  

                                                           
4 Paragraph 196, Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government (2018), National Planning Policy Framework, p.56. 
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Background Information/Analysis  

The Courtyard is not only the immediate setting to the Synagogue but also an intrinsic part of the 
Bevis Marks complex (comprising Synagogue, Courtyard, Beadle’s (Rabbi’s) House and twentieth 
century Annexe) and the operation and functioning of the Synagogue.   

Today, the Courtyard is used for the celebration of festivals and Holy Days and is an important area 
for guests to assemble in before and after weddings at the Synagogue. As an historically and 
aesthetically significant part of the designed ensemble, the Courtyard could possibly even be argued 
to not only be the setting of the Synagogue but also a feature of its special architectural and 
historical interest.  The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Area) Act 1990 sets out that: 
 

In considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed 
building or its setting, the local planning authority … shall have special regard to the 
desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest which it possesses.5 

By its nature the Courtyard is an enclosed space contributing to the historic character of the 
Synagogue building, which is not easily discernible from the street and revealed fully only upon entry 
to the Courtyard.  The Courtyard is a public space with restricted access, however, Historic England’s 
good practice advice document on the setting of heritage assets notes: 

The contribution that setting makes to the significance of the heritage asset does not depend 
on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that setting. This will vary 
over time and according to circumstance.6 

Views are acknowledged as a key contributor to the setting of heritage assets: 
 
Views and setting  
The contribution of setting to the significance of a heritage asset is often expressed by 
reference to views, a purely visual impression of an asset or place which can be static or 
dynamic, long, short or of lateral spread, and include a variety of views of, from, across, or 
including that asset.7  

 
Views across and out of the Courtyard, as well as visibility of the sky are important contributors to 
the setting of the Synagogue, not to mention the Courtyard’s amenity value.  These will be 
detrimentally affected by the proposed development.   

Bevis Marks is situated in a densely built area which is undergoing considerable development.  A 
number of buildings are already visible in views upwards and outwards from the Courtyard and the 
cumulative effects of new development are a key consideration in the evaluation of impact on 
setting.  100 Leadenhall alone will have a significant impact on the setting of Bevis Marks Synagogue.  
Therefore, the anticipated cumulative effects of the proposals for 100 Leadenhall and The Tulip, 
when considered in conjunction with consented schemes at 1 Undershaft and 40 Leadenhall are by 
no means small-scale incremental incursions on Bevis Marks Synagogue.  They will significantly 
affect its setting, the views and atmospheric qualities of the Courtyard, particularly as experienced 
upon coming through the entrance gates.   

 

                                                           
5 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Area) Act 1990 S.66(1)   
6 Historic England, The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 (Second 
Edition), p.2 
7 Ibid. p.6 
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Historic England good practice advice is that if the setting of a heritage asset has been compromised 
by what has happened previously this does not mean further impact from new development should 
not be considered harmful, and opportunities should be taken to improve the setting of the heritage 
asset: 

Where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by 
unsympathetic development affecting its setting, to accord with NPPF policies consideration 
still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from, or can 
enhance, the significance of the asset. Negative change could include severing the last link 
between an asset and its original setting; positive change could include the restoration of a 
building’s original designed landscape or the removal of structures impairing key views of it.8 

 
Economic viability of the Synagogue and the impact on the vital commercial aspects of its operation 
are other important considerations in the case of Bevis Marks.  Reduction in the amenity and 
spatial/atmospheric qualities of the Synagogue, Courtyard and the glazed roofed Annexe building by 
the new development could potentially make Bevis Marks a less attractive tour group/visitor 
destination, wedding venue and function/café venue reducing business and income levels and 
having a detrimental impact on the financial sustainability of Bevis Marks.  This is another relevant 
aspect highlighted in Historic England’s good practice advice on setting: 

Setting and economic viability  
…..the economic viability of a heritage asset can be reduced if the contribution made by its 
setting is diminished by badly designed or insensitively located development. For instance, a 
new road scheme affecting the setting of a heritage asset, while in some cases increasing the 
public’s ability or inclination to visit and/or use it, thereby boosting its economic viability and 
enhancing the options for the marketing or adaptive re-use of a building, may in other cases 
have the opposite effect.9 

 
City of London Tall Buildings Policy 

Bevis Marks Synagogue is located in one of two areas identified by the City of London as not 
inappropriate for tall buildings, namely the Eastern Cluster which is considered the most appropriate 
area for a group of tall building developments.  The City selected the Eastern Cluster area on the 
basis that it is less constrained by views protection policies.  The City of London recognises, however, 
that all locations within the City are sensitive to tall buildings, and point 3 of the Core Strategic Policy 
CS7: Eastern Cluster (City of London Local Plan 2015) states that tall building developments within 
the Eastern Cluster must adhere to ‘the principles of sustainable design, conservation of heritage 
assets and their settings’ as well as taking account of their effect on the wider London skyline and 
protected views. 

The City of London must also determine planning applications in accordance with the relevant 
policies set out in the Mayor of London’s London Plan (2016).  These include 7.7 Location and Design 
of Tall and Large Buildings which states that ‘…tall buildings should not affect their surroundings 
adversely in terms of …overshadowing…’ and 7.8 Heritage Assets and Archaeology which states 
amongst other things that ‘Development affecting heritage assets and their settings should conserve 
their significance, by being sympathetic to their form, scale, materials and architectural detail.’ 
 
 

                                                           
8 Ibid. p.4 
9 Ibid. p.6 
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The TVBHA places value on the ‘modern character’ of this part of the City.  It should be 
acknowledged, however, that tall buildings of the scale of The Tulip and 100 Leadenhall (in excess of 
200m AOD) have only been a feature of the City of London in the 21st Century, and even buildings in 
excess of 100m AOD were rare before the 1980s10.  This is a very short period in the long history of 
Bevis Marks Synagogue. The individual and cumulative effects of these tall building developments on 
the significance of relatively diminutive heritage assets like the Synagogue and its setting, were not 
factored into the City’s identification of the Eastern Cluster and there was no specific consideration 
of the Synagogue in the City of London Tall Buildings Evidence Paper (2010).  
 
The Significance of Bevis Marks Synagogue 

The following overall Statement of Significance is taken from the Bevis Marks Synagogue 
Conservation Plan (Caroe Architecture Ltd): 
 
Bevis Marks Synagogue is a Grade I listed building of 1699-1701, red brick, steep roofed, a major 
single volume galleried interior, original ‘Ark’ (Ehal), as well as original benches and related furniture, 
Bevis Marks is the oldest Synagogue in use in the UK and has remained in continuous use since 1701.  
No other Synagogue in Europe has this continuity of practice, of community, of building, of 
collections and minhag.  The Synagogue is widely regarded by architectural historians as a building of 
national and international significance.11  The Grade I listing places Bevis Marks in the highest 
category of importance among designated buildings - on a level with St Paul’s Cathedral and the 
Tower of London. 

Widely recognised both within and without the Jewish community Bevis Marks is the repository of a 
layered inheritance. This consists of the building, its Courtyard setting, and the space and fittings it 
contains, as well as the associated important and irreplaceable physical collections (Torah scrolls, 
pictures, ritual silver, textiles and furniture) and a significant intangible heritage – minhag – of 
customs and melodies used in worship, handed down since the re-establishment of the Jewish 
community in England in 1656.  

It is this extraordinary combination of significance to the history of Anglo-Jewry, the historic and little 
altered architecture, as well as continued daily use for prayer and heritage that is the heart of the 
significance and value of Bevis Marks Synagogue.  This brings the overall significance of the building 
and site as a whole up to the Exceptional level, meaning it is of international significance. 

Overall significance of Bevis Marks Synagogue: Exceptional (International)  

  

                                                           
10 Buildings in excess of 100m AOD completed by 1980 include 1 Undershaft (1970), Barbican’s Lauderdale, Cromwell and 
Shakespeare Towers (1972), 99 Bishopsgate (1976), and 25 Old Broad Street (completed 1980).  Before the start of this 
century, they were joined by 6-8 Bishopsgate (1982), the Lloyd’s Building (1986), 125 London Wall (1992) and 200 
Aldersgate Street (1992). 
11 Dr Sharman Kadish, and various others 
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Appendix – Additional Views 1-12 from within the Courtyard and Annexe Building 
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#1 (Inside Atrium) 
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#2 (Inside Atrium) 
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#3 (Inside Atrium) 
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#4 (Inside Atrium) 
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#5 (On Corner) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6 
 

 

#6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



7 
 

#7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



8 
 

#8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



9 
 

#9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



10 
 

#10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



11 
 

#11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



12 
 

#12 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comments for Planning Application 18/01213/FULEIA

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/01213/FULEIA

Address: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height

of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an

education facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m

GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building

[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at

ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary

cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm. [Total Scheme Area:

17,441sq.m GEA].|cr||cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD

copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.|cr||cr|(RECONSULTATION - An amended plan has been received

increasing the proposed area for education floorspace (from 190 sq m to 314 sq m.) -

Supplementary supporting information has been submitted in the form of an Economic Impact

Assessment)|cr|

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Jamie MacArthur

Address:  Terlings Avenue Gilston

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Other

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I support this very creative proposal. It will contribute to making the City of London an

attractive place to work, visit, invest and live.

 

With Brexit around the corner, it's key that the City keeps pushing on. As someone who works,

invests and has lived in the area, it's important to keep alive the city and offer something different.
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copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall

Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.|cr||cr|(RECONSULTATION - An amended plan has been received

increasing the proposed area for education floorspace (from 190 sq m to 314 sq m.) -

Supplementary supporting information has been submitted in the form of an Economic Impact

Assessment)|cr|

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

 

Customer Details

Name: Ms Diana Eltree

Address: London London

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I really find it hard to believe it is from Foster. It's certainly a miss in terms of design!

 

I doubt that objections from the public can have an effect on stopping a mistake being built (the

Walkie Talkie, 22 Bishopsgate, and many others). The countless pre-planning meetings seem to

cement approval before any public consultation has taken place.

 

I don't object to a viewing tower being built here. I understand that there are free ones in the

neighbouring skyscrapers anyway, but I do object to the design. When did London want to

emulate Doha?
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planning report GLA/4868/01 

14 January 2019 

Land adjacent to 20 Bury Street  
in the City of London  

planning application no. 18/01213/FULEIA 

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; Town & 
Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008. 

The proposal 

Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height of 305.3m AOD for 
a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas, restaurant/bar area, and retail use at ground floor 
level; construction of a two storey building comprising visitor entrance and public roof garden. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Bury Street Properties and the architect is Foster + Partners.  

Strategic issues summary 

Principle of development: The principle of a visitor attraction within a CAZ location would complement 
the strategic functions of the CAZ. However, the proposal fails to provide free to enter publicly accessible 
viewing areas and is therefore contrary to London Plan Policy 7.7 and Policy D8 of the draft London Plan. 
(Paragraphs 17-24) 

Historic Environment: The development would compromise the ability to appreciate the Outstanding 
Universal Value of the Tower of London World Heritage Site and would cause harm to the historic 
environment. Accordingly, the application does not comply with London Plan policies 7.7, 7.8, 7.10, 7.11 
and 7.12 and Policies D8, HC1, HC2, HC3 and HC4 of the draft London Plan. (Paragraphs 39-68) 

Design: GLA officers have significant concerns with the design approach. The height appears unjustified and 
the introduction of significant expanse of solid and inactive building frontage would appear incongruous in 
the existing faceted context of the Eastern Cluster, drawing significant attention in this heritage sensitive 
location. The site layout and loss of public realm at street level is also of significant concern. (Paragraphs 25-
35) 

Strategic Views: The appearance of the proposed development within LVMF views 10A.1 and 25A.1, 2 and 
3 would cause harm to these strategic views, contrary London Plan Policies 7.11 and 7.12 and Policies HC3 
and HC4 of the draft London Plan (Paragraphs 36-38 and 47-59). 

Transport:  The proposals are considered to result in a poor quality, unwelcoming and unnecessarily 
confined pedestrian environment contrary to Policy 6.10 of the London Plan and Policy D1 of the draft 
London Plan. The proposals would not reflect the Healthy Streets approach detailed within Policies T2 and 
T4 of the draft London Plan. The level of cycle parking would not accord with draft London Plan Policy T5. 
(Paragraphs 72- 80).  

Further information on Energy is required. (Paragraphs 70-71) 

Recommendation 
That City of London be advised that the scheme does not comply with the London Plan and draft London 
Plan for the reasons set out in paragraph 84 of this report.   
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Context 

1 On 19 November 2018, the Mayor of London received documents from the City of London 
notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above site 
for the above uses.  Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) 
Order 2008, the Mayor must provide the City of London with a statement setting out whether he 
considers that the application complies with the London Plan and draft London Plan, and his 
reasons for taking that view.  The Mayor may also provide other comments.  This report sets out 

 

2 The application is referable under Category 1C(c) of the Schedule to the 2008 Order: 

 
 

3 Once the City of London has resolved to determine the application, it is required to refer it 
back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own 
determination; or allow the Council to determine it itself. 

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 has been taken into account in the 
consideration of this case.  

5 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

6   The proposals relate to a site within the Eastern Cluster of the City of London currently 
occupied by 20 Bury Street, a 6 storey building, and an area of public realm at the base of, and 
surrounding much of, 30 St Mary Axe - colloquially known as the Gherkin. The site is bound by 
100 Leadenhall Street to the south east, Bury Street to the south west, Bury Court to the north 
east and St Mary Axe to the north west.  
 
7 The surrounding area contrasts numerous modern tall buildings with the low rise historic 
buildings of the City of London. The site is adjacent to the Grade II listed No. 38 St Mary Axe, to 
the north west of the Grade II* listed Holland House, and to the west of the Grade I listed Bevis 
Marks Synagogue and Grade I listed . Aside from the immediately adjacent 41 
storey 30 St Mary Axe building, other notable tall buildings in close proximity include 122 
Leadenhall Street (also known as the Cheesegrater), containing 48 levels of predominantly office 
accommodation to the west of the site and 110 Bishopsgate (also known as the Heron Tower), 
containing 46 levels of predominantly office accommodation to the north west. A number of other 
tall buildings are also either under construction, or have recently been granted planning permission. 
These include, 22 Bishopsgate (62 storeys), 52 Lime Street (39 storeys) and 100 Bishopsgate (37 
storeys) which are under construction. In addition, 1 Undershaft (73 storeys), 6-8 Bishopsgate (52 
storeys) and 100 Leadenhall Street (57 storeys) currently have s planning 
permission.   

8  Although the site is not within a conservation area, it is adjacent to the St Helens Place 
Conservation Area and Bishopsgate Conservation Area. The site is also within close proximity to the 
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9   The site has an excellent Public Transport Access Level (PTAL) rating of 6b (on a scale of 0-
6b where 6b is the most accessible). Bus stops within 300m serve routes 8, 25, 26, 35, 47, 48, 100, 
149, and 242 providing connections to key destinations such as Oxford Circus, London Bridge, 
Tottenham Court Road, Waterloo, Clapham Junction, Dalston, and Hackney. The nearest station is 
Aldgate approximately 330m east of the site, giving access to the London Underground (LU) Circle, 
and Metropolitan lines. Liverpool Street station approximately 400m northwest gives access to the 
Central, Circle, Hammersmith & City, and Metropolitan LU lines, TfL Rail, and national rail services. 
It will also be served by the Elizabeth Line (Crossrail), planned to be operational from autumn 
2019. 

10   The nearest part of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) is A10 Bishopsgate, 
approximately 250m northwest of the site. The nearest part of the Strategic Road Network (SRN) is 
Bevis Marks approximately 60m northeast. The nearest cycle docking station is at St Mary Axe, 
100m to the south and provides 21 docking points. 

Details of the proposal 

11   The proposal would see the demolition of existing buildings and structures (including 20 
Bury Street and the existing servicing ramp from St Mary Axe) and the construction of a new 
mixed-use visitor attraction, comprising ground and basement levels, supporting structure, 
lifting equipment and service risers; and a 12-storey high-level visitor area which includes a mix 
of leisure, education, bar, restaurant and back of house uses. The proposal would also include a 
distinct pavilion building serving as the visitor entrance and including a publicly accessible 
rooftop terrace, short and long stay cycle parking provision, two servicing and delivery vehicle 
lifts and a separate retail unit. 
 
12 The breakdown of the proposed floorspace is as follows: 

Use GIA (sq.m.) GEA (sq.m.) 

Visitor attractions (sui generis) 4,512 sq.m. 4,879 sq.m.  

Restaurant/Bar (A3/A4) 1,454 sq.m. 1,535 sq.m. 

Retail (A1/A3) 9 sq.m. 11 sq.m. 

Ancillary (basement/plant) 8.910 sq.m. 11.016 sq.m. 

Total Floorspace 14,885 sq.m. 17,441 sq.m. 

 
Case history 

13 On 31 October 2018, a pre-application meeting was held with GLA officers regarding the 
above proposal (GLA/4868). Whilst the applicant requested that no formal response be provided 
by GLA officers, at the meeting officers raised concerns with regard to the following strategic 
issues; strategic views, heritage, design quality, public accessibility, transport and public realm.  

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

14 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plan in force for the area is the City of London Local Plan 2015 and the London Plan 
2016 (consolidated with alterations since 2011). 
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15 The following are also relevant material considerations:  

 The National Planning Policy Framework;  
 National Planning Practice Guidance; and 
 Draft London Plan (December 2017) and the Minor Suggested Changes to the draft 

London Plan (August 2018), which should be taken into account on the basis explained 
in the NPPF. 

 Draft City of London Local Plan (November 2018), which should be taken into account 
on the basis explained in the NPPF. 
 

16 The relevant issues and corresponding policies and guidance are as follows:  

 Central Activities Zone London Plan; Central Activities Zone SPG 
 Urban design London Plan; Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and Context 

SPG;  
 Tall Buildings  London plan; London View Management Framework SPG; 
 Heritage London Plan; Character and Context SPG; London View 

Management Framework SPG; London World Heritage Sites SPG 
 Inclusive design London Plan; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive 

environment SPG; 
 Climate change 

Environment Strategy; 
 Transport , Crossrail SPG. 

 
Principle of development 

Visitor attraction 

17 The London Plan and Draft London Plan seek to reinforce the position of the London as a 
world-leading destination for tourists. Whist there is no specific policy relating to the provision of 
new visitor attractions, London Plan Policy 4.5 states that decision makers should 

aking into account the needs of business as 
. 

18 Policy E10 of the draft London Plan 
enhancing and extending its attractions, inclusive access, legibility and visitor experience. With 
specific regard to the CAZ, draft London Plan Policy SD4 states that the attractiveness of CAZ 
locations should be enhanced to residents, businesses and visitors.  

19 While the London Plan and draft London Plan primarily seek to promote the strategic 
function of the City of London as a nationally important location for globally-oriented financial and 
business services, the provision of a visitor attraction in this location would be complementary to 
this function and would accord with the wider policy aspirations for the CAZ.  

Loss of 20 Bury Street 

20    The existing building at 20 Bury Street was granted planning permission in August 2000 
as part of the original application for 30 St Mary Axe and serves as building management and 
back of house support for 30 St Mary Axe. The demolition of this building would result in the 
loss of 428 sq.m. of office space, 352 sq.m. of retail and approximately 3,899 sq.m. of back of 
house and plant space.  
 
21   Policy 2.10 of the London Plan and Policy SD5 of the draft London Plan require that 
mixed-use developments within the CAZ do not result in a net loss of office floorspace. Given 



 page 5 

the proposals would not re-provide office floorspace, the resulting loss of this space would be 
contrary to the London Plan and draft London Plan. It is however accepted that the loss would 
be relatively minor in nature and could potentially be offset were the proposals to result in 
significant enhancements to the functioning of the CAZ, along with wider public benefits.   
  
Public access 

22 London Plan Policy 7.7 and Policy D8 of the draft London Plan require free to enter 
publicly accessible areas to be incorporated into tall buildings, particularly those that are more 
prominent such as the proposed development. Whilst there would be some limited space for free 
use by schools (88 sq.m. classroom and a further 102 sq.m. of ancillary space), the remainder of 
the floorspace on the upper 12 levels of the proposal would be accessible only to those paying an 
entrance fee (2,353 sq.m.),or making use of the restaurant/bar (1,034 sq.m.) on a booked basis.  

23 In order to accord with the above policies, the proposals should include free to enter 
publicly accessible viewing spaces. Furthermore, any publicly accessible viewing spaces should 
provide a 360 panoramic view of the surrounds, and in this regard it is noted that the proposed 
educational space would suffer from constrained viewing angles owing to ancillary functions also 
located on the same level. 

24 Furthermore, and in line with London Plan, draft London Plan and City of London policies, 
there is an increasing amount of free to enter viewing gallery space within the City of London, and 
in the Eastern Cluster in particular. Recently approved applications within the Eastern Cluster at 1 
Undershaft and 100 Leadenhall, contain 1,800 sq.m. and 829 sq.m. of free to enter viewing gallery 
space respectively, with that at 1 Undershaft also including an education centre. Given that these 
viewing galleries are free to enter publicly accessible spaces offering views from similar vantage 
points to that proposed, it is difficult to ascertain the benefit of a paid for viewing gallery in this 
location.  

Urban design  

25 The design principles in chapter seven of the London Plan and chapter 3 of the draft 
London Plan place expectations on all developments to achieve a high standard of design which 
responds to local character, enhances the public realm and includes architecture of the highest 
quality that defines the area and makes a positive contribution to the streetscape and cityscape. 

Tall building and architectural quality  

26 As discussed above the site is located within the Eastern Cluster of tall buildings in the 
City of London. Notwithstanding the heritage considerations detailed in paragraphs 39 to 63 
below, this is a location where the principle of tall buildings is generally accepted, subject to the 
highest standards of architecture and urban design as set out in London Plan Policies 7.7 and 
Policy D8 of the draft London Plan. 

27 The proposed building would rise to 305.3 metres AOD and, at approximately 0.35m 
higher than 1 Undershaft, would be the tallest building within the Eastern Cluster. The rationale 
for this significant height appears unjustified and unrelated to the context of the emerging form 
of the cluster. This lack of justification is particularly acute given that the building supports a 
very limited amount of functional floorspace and fails to provide free to enter public viewing 
spaces as noted above.   

28 Furthermore, the highly distinctive design approach steps away from the predominantly 
faceted form of the surrounding cluster. The vast majority of this height, approximately 255 
metres, would constitute a concrete shaft  which rises from ground level up to the base 
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of the domed, bulb structure. The introduction of significant expanse of solid and inactive 
building frontage - with only the very upper parts being animated by glazed projecting oval 

 - would appear incongruous in the existing 
crystalline context of the cluster and would draw significant attention to the buildings form and 
presence. In line with the heritage concerns outlined below, this design approach is questioned.   

29 The submitted townscape assessment also demonstrates that the proposed massing and 
form would represent a departure from the shaping of the cluster from multiple long and short 
range views. A new high point to the cluster, sitting at its eastern extremity, would likely lead to 
the further eastward spread of the cluster, thereby resulting in potential conflict with a number 
of highly sensitive heritage views. Further discussion of the impacts of the proposals on strategic 
views and the historic environment are set out in the respective sections below.  

Layout and public realm 

30   The application site, which as noted above extends around much of the base of 30 St 
Mary Axe, equates to 2,900 sq.m. or 0.29 hectares. The existing building at 20 Bury Street 
occupies a floor area of approximately 225 sq.m. and, notwithstanding the servicing ramp, is the 
only area of built structure within the application site. The footprints of the two separate 
buildings - the tower building and the entrance building - would occupy approximately 1,000 
sq.m. and would therefore result in a significant erosion of the open, non-built upon area within 
the site. 
 
31   The area of public realm surrounding 30 St Mary Axe is understood to have been 
provided as a justification for the height of the building in relation to its context at time of 
construction. This public realm now plays an important amenity role within the wider cityscape 
offering relief and circulation space for pedestrians, workers and visitors from the dense urban 
form of the City of London. The public realm is also well used and has become home to a weekly 
street food market as well as catering for outdoor events and acting as an outdoor seating area 
for the restaurant/bar at the base of 30 St Mary Axe.  
 
32   It is noted that the proposals offer a degree of mitigation for this loss of public realm 
through the notional public space at roof level of the two-storey entrance building, however, 
access to this space would be overseen by the applicant via an internal lift within the entrance 
building, and as such any sense of public ownership of this space would be negligible.  
 
33   New landscaping, also suggested to mitigate for the reduction in quantum of public 
realm, is proposed in the form of a 137 sq.m. pocket park located at north of the site between 
the tower building and the entrance building. Whilst it is noted that the pocket park, along with 
the roof garden, would increase the quantum of green space across the site, the introduction of 
a water feature and new semi-mature trees - understood to act as a buffer preventing adverse 
wind conditions - would act to further clutter and crowd the remaining public realm. 
 
34   The application documentation states that the proposals would result in increased 
pedestrian permeability through the site as a result of the removal of the exist
walls also serve as well-used informal seating areas and 
complement the existing attractive public realm offer. Further discussion of the impacts on 
pedestrian flows is detailed in paragraphs 67-74 below.  
 
35   Having regard to the above, the reduction in quantum of public realm arising from the 
proposals would be detrimental to the pedestrian and visitor experience in this part of the 
Eastern Cluster of the City of London. In addition, the remaining areas of public realm would 
suffer from an increased sense of enclosure resulting from the introduction proposed 
development. The net effect of the development would therefore be smaller, less appealing 
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areas of public realm and the proposals would be contrary to Policy 7.5 of the London Plan and 
Policy D1 of the draft London Plan.  
 
Strategic Views 

36 The site is not over sailed by any strategic viewing corridors, however, given the scale of 
the proposal, the building would be visible in various strategic view panoramas and river 
prospects as defined by the London view Management Framework (LVMF) SPG. As part of the 
environmental assessment which accompanies the scheme, the applicant has presented a wide 
range of verified view studies (including visualisations of the proposal from LVMF views 1A.1 & 
2; 2A,1; 3A.1; 4A.1; 5A.2; 6A.1; 10A.1; 11B.1 & 2; 15B.1 & 2; 16B.1 & 2; 17B.1 & 2; 19A.1; 
25A.1 & 2 & 3; and 26A.1).  

LVMF panoramas 

37 The proposals are shown to impact on a number of LVMF London Panoramas.  These 
include Alexandra Palace, assessment points 1A.1 and 2; Parliament Hill 2A.1; Kenwood 3A.1, 
Primrose Hill 4A.1;  Greenwich Park 5A.2; and Blackheath 6A.1.  In each of these Panoramas, 
the proposed building would be clearly visible on the skyline and would appear as a distinctive 
element, due to its unique form and silhouette. From these distant viewing points, the proposed 
building would appear alongside other existing and consented buildings and would be perceived 
as part of an established grouping of tall buildings within th astern Cluster.  
As such, the proposed building would preserve the ability to appreciate the various strategic 
landmarks identified by the LVMF SPG for above mentioned views.   

LVMF river prospects 

38   The proposals are shown in the context of a number of LVMF River Prospects.  These 
include Tower Bridge upstream 10A.1; London Bridge downstream 11B.1 and 2; Waterloo Bridge 

Footbridges downstream 17B
25A.1, 2 and 3.  In the majority of these views, the proposed building would be screened behind, 
or would sit centrally within, the cluster of existing and consented buildings within the City of 
London. The images illustrate that the proposed building would be highly visible in views 10A.1, 
25A 1, 2 and 3, and would appear in the context and setting of the Tower of London WHS, as 
discussed in further detail below.  
 
Historic Environment 
 
39 The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 sets out the tests for 
dealing with heritage assets in planning decisions. In relation to listed buildings, all planning 

have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting 
 and in relation to 

conservation areas, special attention must be paid to 
the character or appearance of that ar .  

40 The NPPF states that when considering the impact of a proposal on the significance of a 

more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance is the value of the 
heritage asset because of its heritage interest, which may be archaeological, architectural, 

designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be 
demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits 
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that 
the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its 
optimum viable use. 

41 London Plan Policy 7.7 and Policy D8 of the Draft London Plan state that tall buildings, 
such as the proposal, 
heritage assets and their settings. Proposals resulting in harm will require clear and convincing 
justification, demonstrating that alternative have been explored and there are clear public 
benefits that outweigh that harm.  

42 With respect to heritage assets, London Plan Policy 7.8 and Policy HC1 of the draft 
London Plan require that developments affecting the setting of heritage assets - including 
conservation areas, listed buildings, scheduled monuments and WHS - should conserve their 
significance. Additionally, London Plan Policy 7.10 and Policy HC2 of the draft London Plan 
state that development should not cause adverse impacts on WHS or their settings, and, in 
particular, should not compromise the ability to appreciate Outstanding Universal Value (OUV), 
integrity, authenticity or significance.   

43 With respect to strategic views, London Plan Policies 7.11 and 7.12 and Policies HC3 and 
HC4 of the draft London Plan identify strategically important views of the Tower of London 
WHS and state that development should not harm and seek to make a positive contribution to 
the characteristics, composition and landmark elements of these views.   

44 The submitted Townscape and Visual and Built Heritage Assessment (TVBHA) considers 
the impact of the proposal on the WHS and its OUV, as well as a number of other designated 
heritage assets in close proximity to the application site. This document is considered to assess 
an appropriate range of views of the Tower of London WHS and nearby heritage assets. 
However, a number of findings within the document, particularly with respect to the impact on 
views and the setting of the WHS are questioned, as discussed further below. 

45 Whilst the verified views within the TVBHA demonstrate that the proposal may be seen 
in the wider setting of a number of WHS (including Maritime Greenwich), its impact is most 
significant on the Tower of London WHS which is situated approximately 0.6km to the south-
east of the application site.  four WHS, and its history, 
development and significance are widely recognised and form the basis of the site s OUV. This 
OUV is derived from several attributes which include but are not limited to; the site s status as 
an internationally famous monument; the site s strategic and landmark siting; the site s role as a 
symbol of Norman Power, the physical dominance of the 11th century Norman White Tower at of 
centre of the site; the concentric defences around the site; the surviving 11th to 16th century 
ruins at the site and their symbolism of royal power; and the site s historical association with the 
institutions of the state. The Tower of London is also a Scheduled Monument, contains a 
number of listed buildings and is within a conservation area. 

46   The submitted views study within the TVBHA provides the basis for considering the 
impacts proposed. Important views looking towards and across the Tower of London from the 
south side of the River (LVMF 25A.1, 25A.2 and 25A.3) and Tower Bridge (10A.1) as well as 
views from within the Tower of London have been assessed.  
 
LVMF View 10A.1 

47   This view looks upstream and originates from the North Bastion of Tower Bridge, a 
Grade I listed building of national significance. The elevated view enables the fine detail and 
layers of history of the Tower of London WHS to be readily understood.  The significance of this 
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viewing place is also highlighted within the World Heritage Site Management Plan Setting Study 
as being one of the best places from which to view the WHS.  

48   From this viewing location, the White Tower is clearly visible at the heart of the WHS and 
retains its landmark value and high level of visual dominance on the skyline for the following 
reasons:  The Tower of London is located in the foreground of the view and is in close proximity 
to the viewer, allowing the detail of the building to be clearly visible; the White Tower appears as 
a stand-alone element due to the retention of clear sky behind its distinctive corner towers and 
retention of a clear gap between its west elevation and the cluster of existing and consented 
taller buildings within the City of London and; the solid stone elevations of the Tower of London 
contrast significantly with the emerging glazed and faceted form of the modern buildings within 
the emerging City of London cluster.  

49   TVBHA 

This is considered to be an accurate representation of the significance of this view. 

Impact of proposals on View 10A.1 

50   The proposed building would appear to the right-hand side of 30 St. Mary Axe, rising 
marginally higher than the tallest consented building in the Eastern Cluster, 1 Undershaft.  
Whilst the neighbouring existing and consented tall buildings within the City cluster appear to 
form shoulders rising up to the height of 1 Undershaft, the proposed building would stand 
separate from the cluster at the upper levels, being surrounded by clear sky for over half of its 
apparent height.   The majority of the proposed building would appear as a solid construction 
with only the very upper parts being animated by glazed projecting oval sections and the 

 

51   In relation to the setting of the Tower of London WHS in this view, the proposed 
building would appear to be located very close to the Tower and would be seen to encroach 
upon the clear sky gap between the White Tower and the City cluster, particularly at the upper 
levels.  For much of its height, it would appear to be a vertical solid shaft that would be seen to 
abruptly terminate the eastern side of the City cluster.  Its solid and highly distinctive form 
would be in direct contrast to the emerging form of the City cluster and to the architecture of 
the Tower of London, thereby making it a new focal point and landmark in this view.  This would 
serve to challenge the dominance of the Tower of London as a key feature in the view.   

52   It is noted that the applicants (TVBHA) 
quality and very high sensitivity to change of the view of the White Tower and the proximity of 
the proposed development to this element of the view, the major magnitude of change to the 
composition of the view would result in a very major scale of effect, the qualitative nature of 

GLA officers concur with this opinion and conclude that the proposals 
are contrary to the Visual Management Guidance for View 10A.1 of the LVMF and cause a high 
degree of harm to the setting of the Tower of London WHS in this view.   

LVMF Views 25A 1, 2 and 3 

53   This kinetic set of views encompasses a series of viewing locations on the south bank of 
the Thames close to the two public open spaces on either side of City Hall.  These locations 
provide good views of the Tower of London with a relatively clear background setting to the 
White Tower.  The WHS Management Plan Setting Study notes that views from these locations 

rk 
siting on the River Thames, its role as a symbol of Norman Power, as an outstanding survival of 
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Norman keep architecture in England, as a model example of a medieval fortress palace, and its 
associations with State institutions. 

54   The juxtaposition of the WHS with the modern city is noted as being a central 
characteristic in these views and there are a rich variety of landmark elements.  It is noted that 
the White Tower still appears as a large and dominant feature on the skyline and these views 
provide the best places from which to see the Tower of London in its riverside context and to 
understand the complex historic relationship between the Tower and the City of London, which 
still exists today as illustrated through the challenges for dominance in these views.  Whilst other 
heritage assets feature within these views, the Tower of London WHS is very much the key 
landmark feature.  

55   TVBHA 
enerally high sensitivity to change.  This assessment is 

considered to be accurate. 

Impact of proposals on View 25A 1, 2 and 3 

56  The proposed building would appear to the right-hand side of 30 St. Mary Axe and other 
consented buildings in the emerging City cluster notably 100 Leadenhall Street and 22 
Bishopsgate.  From these viewing locations, the consented buildings on the eastern side of the 
cluster appear to rise steeply. The proposed building would rise to a height comparable with 1 
Undershaft, located at the centre of the cluster.  The proposed building would stand separate 
from the existing cluster in the most easterly view (view 3) and would gradually move alongside 
the consented buildings at 100 Leadenhall Street and 22 Bishopsgate as the viewer moves west 
(views 1 and 2).    

57   As with view 10A.1, the majority of the proposed building would appear as a solid 
construction with only the very upper parts being animated by glazed projecting oval sections 

 

58   In relation to the setting of the Tower of London WHS in this view, the proposed 
building would appear to have a close relationship to the City cluster and to retain a clear sky 
gap between the City and the Tower of London.  

59   The building would appear to contrast in form, materials and design from the emerging 
buildings within the City cluster, which are largely glazed and faceted in form. It would rise 
steeply on the eastern side of the cluster and would have clear landmark value in relation to its 
distinctive architectural form and materials. As such, it would become a focal point within these 
views and would compete for visual dominance with the Tower of London. As such, the 
proposals are considered to cause harm to the setting of the Tower of London WHS and to be 
co
should respect the setting of the Tower of London and should not dominate the World Heritage 

GLA officers the impact of the 
, but do not concur that this change is  and consider that the 

proposals cause harm to the setting of the Tower of London WHS through their visual 
dominance. 

Views within the Tower of London 

60   Further impacts on the setting of the Tower of London would be experienced from views 
towards the application site from within the Tower, which are also assessed within the 
Townscape and Visual and Built Heritage Assessment. The proposal would be visible in views 26, 
29, 30 and 31 within the assessment. Most notable is the impact on view 26 from Inner Ward 
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towards the Chapel Royal of St. Peter ad Vincula.  In this view, the top of proposed development 
would be visible above the roofline of the Chapel building. The consented buildings at 22 
Bishopsgate and 1 Undershaft would also intrude into this view when complete, however, the 
distinctive form of the proposal would draw increased attention and result in impacts on this 
view, particularly in the winter scenario.  GLA of

neutral  
 
Other heritage sensitive impacts 
 
61   As mentioned in paragraph 7 (and assessed within the submitted TVBHA), there are 

 and 
Bishopsgate Conservation Areas, the Grade II listed No. 38 St Mary Axe, the Grade II* listed 
Holland House, Grade I listed Bevis Marks Synagogue, and Grade I l
Aldgate) as well as various others which the proposal would be seen in conjunction with in 

 
 
62    the proposals would be visible in key views of the 
southern elevation of the church looking along Aldgate High Street. The Grade I listed church 
dates from 1744 and was designed by renowned architect Dance the Elder. As illustrated in View 
54 of the TVBHA, the church addresses the street with a fine symmetrically composed facade 
and distinctive central tower with a spire over. This view is considered to be of high significance 
in relation to the setting of the church, because it is one of the few places from which the tower 
and spire of the church can be seen to stand proud of backdrop development.  The proposed 
building would appear directly to the left-hand side of the tower and spire in this view and 
would form a contrasting and dominant element that would be seen to challenge the dominance 
of the church tower.  As such, the proposals are considered to cause a degree of harm to the 
setting of the Grade I listed church.  
 
63  With regard to the assessment of the remaining heritage assets listed in paragraph 58, 
and having special regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of Listed Buildings and the 
character or setting of conservation areas, GLA officers are of the view that the proposal would 
not harm the setting of these Listed Buildings and would also not harm the character/setting of 
the conservation areas owing to the level of cumulative development, largely from the existing 
Eastern Cluster, within the settings of these designated heritage assets.  
 
Assessment of harm 

64   Having special regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed buildings and 
preserving the character and setting of conservation areas, as set out within the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, and in light of the harm resulting from the 
proposed tall building to the setting of heritage assets, including the WHS and its OUV, and the 
harm to strategic LVMF views, the proposals are contrary to London Plan Policies 7.7, 7.8, 7.10, 
7.11 and 7.12 and Policies D8, HC1, HC2, HC3 and HC4 of the draft London Plan. 

65    With specific regard to the impact of the proposals on the setting of the Tower of 
London WHS, as illustrated in LVMF views 10A.1 and 25A.1, 2 and 3, GLA officers conclude that 
the proposals would result in a significant level of harm of to the significance of the Tower of 
London WHS. Whilst this level of harm is considered to be less than substantial in NPPF terms, 
given the major adverse impacts to LVMF views and the setting of the WHS, the degree of harm 
would be at the upper limits of less than substantial harm. The proposals would also diminish the 
ability to appreciate the OUV of the Tower of London WHS. As illustrated in LVMF views 10A.1 
and 25A.1, 2 and 3, the height, design and materiality of proposals, along with the proximity of 
the application site to the Tower of London WHS, are considered to adversely affect the 
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following attributes of the OUV; the physical prominence of the White Tower and; the site s 
strategic and landmark setting.  

66   Additionally, the prominence of the proposal within views of the central tower and spire 
of the Grade I listed harm on the setting of this 
designated heritage asset, is considered to result in less than substantial harm to the significance 
of the Grade I listed building.  

67   
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to 

e weight should be). 
This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less 

WHS, a heritage asset 
of the highest significance, the weight applied to its conservation, and any harm to its 
significance, should be very high. Paragraph 196 of the NPPF states that 
proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage 
asset, this harm .  

68   Having regard to the characteristics of this scheme, and the application submission 
documents, GLA officers are of the view that the tangible public benefits of this scheme are 
minimal and amount to the approximately 88 sq.m. of educational space (plus 102 sq.m. 
ancillary space). Further to this, the relative public disbenefits of the proposal, in terms of the 
adverse impacts on public realm and pedestrian movement should also be considered. In the 
context of less than substantial harm to a WHS - a heritage asset of the highest significance - 
the negligible level of public benefit falls substantially short of anything appropriate and the 
proposals would therefore fail to accord with the provisions of the NPPF.  

Inclusive design 

69 The scheme represents an important opportunity to promote equal and convenient 
access to employment opportunities in accordance with the principles of London Plan Policy 
4.12 and Policy GG5 of the draft London Plan and should achieve the highest standards of 
accessible and inclusive design in accordance with London Plan Policy 7.2 and Policies D3 and 
E11 of the draft London Plan. Based on the submitted information the proposals provide the 
key features for compliant and convenient access and are therefore capable of achieving the 
high standards for inclusive access to meet the needs of the public in accordance with the 
London Plan and draft London Plan. 

Climate change 

Energy 

70   In accordance with the principles of London Plan Policy 5.2 and Policy SI2 of the draft 
London Plan, the applicant has submitted an energy statement, setting out how the 
development proposes to reduce carbon dioxide emissions. A range of passive design features 
and demand reduction measures are proposed to reduce the carbon emissions of the proposed 
development. In addition, the applicant has investigated the feasibility of a range of renewable 
energy technologies and is proposing to install Photovoltaic (PV) panels and Heat Pumps. The 
approach proposed would achieve a 42% carbon dioxide reduction which exceeds London Plan 
and draft London Plan standards.  
 
71 As the development is located close to the City 2 proposed district heating network, the 
applicant must demonstrate that the opportunity to connect to this network has been fully 
investigated by providing evidence of communication with the network operator to establish the 
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anticipated timeframes of the network and its available capacity for connection. The full BRUKL 
files for each stage of the energy hierarchy should also be submitted for review. This information 
must be submitted before the proposals can be considered acceptable and the carbon dioxide 
savings verified.  

Transport 

72 The submitted application documentation projects that the visitor attraction is likely to 
attract 1.2 million visitors per year. On this basis, the proposals would have significant impacts 
on pedestrian movements within the Eastern Cluster, an area noted to suffer from extremely 
high levels of pedestrian crowding. This crowding is likely to intensify in the near future due to 
the opening of Crossrail at Liverpool St Station and with the completion of multiple high density 
new developments including those referred to in paragraph 7 above.  

73 Furthermore, and as set out in paragraph 30 above, the open, accessible space on the 
site will significantly decrease through the introduction of two separate buildings in an area that 
currently offers important public realm and pedestrian routes within this part of the City of 
London. 

74 The application is supported by a Transport Assessment and separate Pedestrian 
Movement Analysis. Given the high PTAL rating, with the proximity of a number of London 
Underground, rail and bus services, the increased demand arising from these proposals will not 
require any site-specific mitigation. Nevertheless, there are significant concerns relating to the 
impacts on pedestrians and cyclists arising from the proposals. 

75 It is noted that the submitted Pedestrian Movement Analysis uses 2015 baseline flows 
which are considered too low as they fail to take into account changes to pedestrian flows within 
the last 3 years.  Contemporary empirical surveys should be undertaken so as to provide an 
accurate baseline from which to generate forecasts. Further to this, the forecast model creates a 
2025 scenario based on a range of unjustified adjustment factors including those for transport 
growth and population growth, whilst the visitor distribution figure is based on visitor behaviour 
from 30 St Mary Axe, a predominantly B1 office building, and unlikely to be comparable in 
nature.  

76   Any new pedestrian movement forecasts should be based on empirically surveyed 
baseline flows, projected growth due to the proposed development, and 25.6% and 18.75% 
increases in background growth for 2044 and 2030 respectively. Those expected increases have 
been estimated and endorsed by the City of London in their draft Transport Strategy. 
 
77 No new cycle parking is proposed which would not comply with the London Plan or draft 
London Plan. In order to accord with Policy T5 of the draft London Plan, 126 new short-stay 
cycle parking spaces would be required. Furthermore, the application proposes to convert 114 
existing long-stay cycle parking spaces for users of 30 St Mary Axe to make them non-compliant 
with the London Cycle Design Standards (LCDS). The proposals would therefore retrospectively 
alter an existing building to reduce the quality of its active travel offer. 

78  On the basis of the submitted information, and without the further clarifications and 
justifications noted above, the design of the proposals is considered to result in a poor quality, 
unwelcoming, unnecessarily confined and potentially unsafe pedestrian environment. The 
proposals would therefore fail to comply with Policy 6.10 of the London Plan and Policy D1 of 
the draft London Plan, which requires the form and layout of a place to encourage and facilitate 
active travel with convenient and inclusive pedestrian and cycling routes, crossing points, cycle 
parking, and legible entrances 
and desire lines in the area.  
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79   Additionally, the proposals would not reflect the Healthy Streets approach detailed and 
required by Policies T2 and T4 of the draft London Plan. The proposal would also not accord 
with draft London Plan Policy T3 as the reduction in public realm and pedestrian routes would 
fail to safeguard existing land and buildings used for transport or support functions and no 
alternative facilities are provided.  
 
80    The proposed development would be located in the Crossrail, Central London charging 
area and include chargeable floorspace, potentially including the sui generis, viewing gallery 
element, A Crossrail contribution would therefore need to be secured in any future section 106 
agreement.  
 

 

81 Planning officers at the City of London have been involved in extensive pre-application 
discussions on the scheme however a date has not been set for the City of London to formally 
consider the application at a planning committee meeting.     

Legal considerations 

82 Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008, the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a 
statement setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, 
and his reasons for taking that view.  Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must 
consult the Mayor again under Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft 
decision on the application, in order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision 
to proceed unchanged, or direct the Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application, 
or issue a direction under Article 7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for 
the purpose of determining the application.  There is no obligation at this present stage for the 
Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a possible direction, and no such decision should be 

 

Financial considerations 

83 There are no financial considerations at this stage. 

Conclusion 

84 London Plan and draft London Plan policies on central activities zone; employment; urban 
design; heritage; inclusive design; transport; and climate change are relevant to this application.  
The application does not comply with the London Plan and draft London Plan for the following 
reasons:  

 Principle of development: The principle of a visitor attraction within a CAZ location 
would complement the strategic functions of the CAZ. However, the proposal fails to 
provide free to enter publicly accessible viewing areas and is therefore contrary to 
London Plan Policy 7.7 and Policy D8 of the draft London Plan.  

 Historic Environment: The development would compromise the ability to appreciate 
the Outstanding Universal Value of the Tower of London World Heritage Site and would 
cause harm to the historic environment. Accordingly, the application does not comply 
with London Plan policies 7.7, 7.8, 7.10, 7.11 and 7.12 and Policies D8, HC1, HC2, HC3 
and HC4 of the draft London Plan. 
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 Design: GLA officers have significant concerns with the design approach. The height is 
unjustified and the design and the introduction of significant expanse of solid and 
inactive building frontage would appear incongruous in the existing faceted context of 
the Eastern Cluster drawing significant attention in this heritage sensitive location. The 
site layout and loss of public realm at street level is also of significant concern 

 Strategic Views: The appearance of the proposed development within LVMF views 
10A.1 and 25A 1,2 and 3 would cause harm to these strategic views and would therefore 
be contrary London Plan Policies 7.11 and 7.12 and Policies HC3 and HC4 of the draft 
London Plan. 

 Transport:  The proposals are considered to result in a poor quality, unwelcoming, 
unnecessarily confined pedestrian environment contrary to Policy 6.10 of the London 
Plan and Policy to D1 of the draft London Plan. The proposals would not reflect the 
Healthy Streets approach detailed within Policies T2 and T4 of the draft London Plan. 
The level of cycle parking would not accord with draft London Plan Policy T5.  

 Energy: The applicant must explore the potential for connection to the City 2 district 
heat network. T
further information must be submitted before the proposals can be considered 
acceptable and the carbon dioxide savings verified.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development & Projects Team): 
Juliemma McLoughlin, Chief Planner  
020 7983 4271    email juliemma.mcloughlin@london.gov.uk  
John Finlayson, Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2632  email john.finlayson@london.gov.uk 
Katherine Wood, Team Leader  
020 7983 5743     email Katherine.wood@london.gov.uk 
Simon Westmorland, Case Officer 
020 7084 2741 email simon.westmorland@london.gov.uk 



Bhakti Depala
City of London
Department of Planning & Transportation
PO Box 270
Guildhall
London
EC2P 2EJ

Place Directorate
Development Management
Town Hall, Mulberry Place
5 Clove Crescent
London
E14 2BG
www.towerhamlets.gov.uk

Application Number: PA/18/03314
Your ref: 18/01213/FULEIA

8 February, 2019

Enquiries to:
Tel:
Email:

Daria Halip
0207 364 5203
Daria.Halip@towerha
mlets.gov.uk

Dear Bhakti Depala,

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (AS AMENDED)
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE  ORDER 2015

OBSERVATIONS TO A NEIGHBOURING PLANNING AUTHORITY

Location Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX
Proposal Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of

a building to a height of 305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor
attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m GEA], an education
facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant/bar use
(Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m GEA]; together with a retail unit at
ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building
[1,093sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor
attraction entrance with retail at ground floor level (Class A1/A3)
[11sq.m GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary
cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public
realm. [Total Scheme Area: 17,441sq.m GEA].

This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement.
A CD copy of the Environmental Statement may also be obtained
from Peter Twemlow, DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Thank you for your letter requesting the observations of the London Borough Tower Hamlets 
on the above application.

 The London Borough of Tower Hamlets RAISES OBJECTIONS to the above referenced
 application on the following grounds:-





From: Jack Berends
To: PLN - Comments
Subject: RE: Planning Application Consultation: 18/01213/FULEIA
Date: 22 November 2018 11:26:16

Hi Bhakti Depala,
 
Thank you for consulting London City Airport RE the 305.3m AOD Tulip Building on Bury Street -
reference: 18/01213/FULEIA. The proposed development has been examined from an
aerodrome safeguarding perspective based on the information provided. London City Airport has
no direct safeguarding objection to the completed structure.
 
London City Airport requests to see the following conditions added to this application:
 

1.      No cranes or scaffolding shall be erected on the site unless and until construction
methodology and diagrams clearly presenting the location, maximum operating height,
radius and start/finish dates for the use of cranes during the Development has been
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority, the Local Planning Authority
having consulted London City Airport.

2.      Construction shall not commence until an assessment has been carried out on the
impact of this development on the RADAR coverage. During this assessment it should be
noted that the gondolas present will be moving and therefore may have a slightly
different effect than a static element of the building. This needs to be authorised by the
Local Planning Authority having consulted with London City Airport and NATS En Route
Limited.

3.      No part of this development shall be constructed before the completed building and it’s
construction methodologies are assessed against LCY’s instrument flight procedures
(IFPs) by a CAA approved procedure designer.

4.      No part of the proposed development or associated construction activities shall
commence until LCY is satisfied that there will be no reduction of the integrity of the
current Instrument Landing System (ILS) in use at London City Airport.

5.      No Building or structure to permanently form part of the Development shall exceed
London City Airport’s Obstacle Limitation Surfaces (OLS) dated August 2004.

6.      No temporary infringements of the London City Airport protected surfaces (305.3m
AOD) shall occur while LCY is open or closed unless explicitly authorised by London City
Airport Limited.

 
Kind regards,
 
Jack Berends
Technical Operations Coordinator

Phone: 020 3203 2523
Mobile:

Email:
Website: www.londoncityairport.com

 
-----Original Message-----
From: PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk [mailto:PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk] 



Sent: 19 November 2018 11:00
To: Safeguarding
Subject: Planning Application Consultation: 18/01213/FULEIA
 
Dear Sir/Madam
 
Please see attached consultation for Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX  .
Reply with your comments to PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk.
 
Kind Regards
 
Planning Administration
 
On behalf of
 
Bhakti Depala
Department of the Built Environment
City of London
THIS E-MAIL AND ANY ATTACHED FILES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If
you are not the addressee, any disclosure, reproduction, copying, distribution or other
dissemination or use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
transmission in error please notify the sender immediately and then delete this e-mail. Opinions,
advice or facts included in this message are given without any warranties or intention to enter
into a contractual relationship with the City of London unless specifically indicated otherwise by
agreement, letter or facsimile signed by a City of London authorised signatory. Any part of this e-
mail which is purely personal in nature is not authorised by the City of London. All e-mail through
the City of London's gateway is potentially the subject of monitoring. All liability for errors and
viruses is excluded. Please note that in so far as the City of London falls within the scope of the
Freedom of Information Act 2000 or the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, it may
need to disclose this e-mail. Website: http://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk

London City Airport Limited: registered in England and Wales number 01963361.
Registered office: City Aviation House, Royal Docks, London, E16 2PB. VAT Registration: 740 1688 41.
Confidentiality: This e-mail, including any attachments, contains proprietary information, some or all of which may be confidential
and/or legally privileged. It is for the intended recipient(s) only. If you have received this email in error, please notify the author by
replying to this e-mail and then deleting the original from your system and destroying all copies. If you are not the intended recipient
you are strictly prohibited from using, disclosing, distributing, copying, printing and/or relying on this e-mail, any attachments and/or
any information contained in it. 

This email message has been delivered safely and archived online by Mimecast.
For more information please visit http://www.mimecast.com





by a CAA approved procedure designer.
4. No part of the proposed development or associated construction activities shall

commence until LCY is satisfied that there will be no reduction of the integrity of the
current Instrument Landing System (ILS) in use at London City Airport.

5. No Building or structure to permanently form part of the Development shall exceed
London City Airport’s Obstacle Limitation Surfaces (OLS) dated August 2004.

6. No temporary infringements of the London City Airport protected surfaces (305.3m AOD)
shall occur while LCY is open or closed unless explicitly authorised by London City Airport
Limited.

 
Kind regards,
 
Jack Berends
Technical Operations Coordinator

Phone:
Mobile: 0

Email:

 
-----Original Message-----
From: PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk [mailto:PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk] 
Sent: 19 November 2018 11:00
To: Safeguarding
Subject: Planning Application Consultation: 18/01213/FULEIA
 
Dear Sir/Madam
 
Please see attached consultation for Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX  .
Reply with your comments to PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk.
 
Kind Regards
 
Planning Administration
 
On behalf of
 
Bhakti Depala
Department of the Built Environment
City of London
THIS E-MAIL AND ANY ATTACHED FILES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If
you are not the addressee, any disclosure, reproduction, copying, distribution or other
dissemination or use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
transmission in error please notify the sender immediately and then delete this e-mail. Opinions,
advice or facts included in this message are given without any warranties or intention to enter
into a contractual relationship with the City of London unless specifically indicated otherwise by
agreement, letter or facsimile signed by a City of London authorised signatory. Any part of this e-
mail which is purely personal in nature is not authorised by the City of London. All e-mail through



the City of London's gateway is potentially the subject of monitoring. All liability for errors and
viruses is excluded. Please note that in so far as the City of London falls within the scope of the
Freedom of Information Act 2000 or the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, it may
need to disclose this e-mail. Website: http://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk



 

Heathrow Airport Limited  Registered in England No: 1991017 Registered Office: The Compass Centre, Nelson Road, Hounslow, Middlesex TW6 2GW 

Heathrow Airport Limited 
Air Traffic Control Tower, Room 309 

Hounslow, Middlesex TW6 2GW 
Tel: +44(0) 208 757 0887  

Email: Safeguarding@baa.com 

Classification: Public 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Bhakti Depala 
City of London 
By email 
 
03/12/18 
 
Dear Bhakti, 
 
Re: Planning Application No. 18/01213/FULEIA 
Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height of 
305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597 sqm GEA], an 
education facility [567 sqm GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant / bar use (Class A3 / A4) 
[1,535 sqm GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey 
pavilion building [1,093 sqm GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction 
entrance with retail at ground floor level (Class A1 / A3) [11 sqm GEA] and a public roof 
garden; provision of ancillary cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public 
realm.[Total Scheme Area: 17,441 sqm GEA]. 
 
Location: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX. 
 
Our Ref:  LHR4104 
 
We refer to your email dated 19/11/18, received in this office on the same day. 
 
The proposed development has been examined from an aerodrome safeguarding perspective 
and could conflict with safeguarding criteria unless any planning permission granted is subject 
to the condition detailed below: 
 

Submission of a Construction Management Strategy 
Development shall not commence until a construction management strategy has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority covering the 
application site and any adjoining land which will be used during the construction 
period. Such a strategy shall include the following matters:  
 

- details of cranes and other tall construction equipment (including  
the details of obstacle lighting) – Such schemes shall comply with Advice Note 4 
‘Cranes and Other Construction Issues’(available at www.aoa.org.uk/policy-
campaigns/operations-safety). 

 
The approved strategy (or any variation approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority) shall be implemented for the duration of the construction period. 



 

Classification: Public 

 
Reason: To ensure that construction work and construction equipment on the site and 
adjoining land does not contravene the regulation set out in the London Tall Buildings Policy, 
and endanger aircraft movements and the safe operation of Heathrow Airport. 
 
It is important that any conditions requested in this response are applied to a planning 
approval.  Where a Planning Authority proposes to grant permission against the advice of 
Heathrow Airport Ltd, or not to attach conditions which Heathrow Airport Ltd has advised, it 
shall notify Heathrow Airport Ltd, and the Civil Aviation Authority as specified in the Town & 
Country Planning (Safeguarded Aerodromes, Technical Sites and Military Explosive Storage 
Areas) Direction 2002. 

  
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Simon Vince 
For and on behalf of Heathrow Airport Limited 
 



From: Helena Payne
To: PLN - Comments
Cc:
Subject: 18/01213/FULEIA - Land Adj to 20 Bury Street (PLA Ref DC 831)
Date: 04 December 2018 08:57:38
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

FAO: Bhakti Depala
 
Dear Bhakti
 
Thank you for consulting the Port of London Authority on the above-mentioned planning
application. The location of the site in proximity to the River and scale of the proposed
development is such that there is unlikely to be any bearing on the interests of the PLA in this
instance. As a result, the PLA has no comment to make on the applications.
 
Kind Regards
 
Helena
 
 
Helena Payne
Senior Planner
Port of London Authority
 
London River House, Royal Pier Road
Gravesend, Kent, DA12 2BG
01474 562385
WWW.PLA.CO.UK
 

Find out about the Cleaner Thames campaign:
•             Website: www.pla.co.uk/Cleaner-Thames
•             Film: https://youtu.be/9bsLmgzpHQE
•             Twitter: @LondonPortAuth #cleanerthames
 



 

Disclaimer

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any use or dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited, and asked to notify us
immediately (by return email), then delete this email and your reply. Email transmissions cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free and Port of London Authority (PLA) does not accept any liability for
any errors or omissions in the contents of this message. Any views or opinions presented are those of
the author and do not necessarily represent those of PLA.

website: www.pla.co.uk



TP(Obs. Adj. Borough)

SOUTHWARK COUNCIL
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended)

www.southwark.gov.uk
FORMAL COMMENTS TO ADJOINING BOROUGH

Applicant City of London LBS Registered Number 18/OB/0260
Date of Issue of this decision 03/12/2018

With reference to your consultation on the following development:
Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height of
305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597 sqm GEA], an
education facility [567 sqm GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant / bar use (Class A3 / A4)
[1,535 sqm GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey
pavilion building [1,093 sqm GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction
entrance with retail at ground floor level (Class A1 / A3) [11 sqm GEA] and a public roof
garden; provision of ancillary cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public
realm.[Total Scheme Area: 17,441 sqm GEA].
This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement. A CD copy of the
Environmental Statement may also be obtained from Peter Twemlow , DP9, 100 Pall Mall,

At: LAND ADJACENT TO 20 BURY STREET, LONDON EC3A 5AX

In accordance with your letter received on 19/11/2018 Your Ref. No.: 18/01213/FULEIA

NO COMMENT FROM LBS ON THIS APPLICATION

Signed Simon Bevan Director of Planning

Your attention is drawn to the notes accompanying this document

Any enquiries regarding this document should quote the LBS Registered Number and be sent to the Director of
Planning, Southwark Council, Chief executive's department, Planning division, Development management, PO Box
64529, London SE1 5LX, or by email to planning.applications@southwark.gov.uk

UPRN: TP/2018/OBS/COL
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Date: 01 December 2018 
Our ref:  265145 
Your ref: 18/01213/FULEIA 
  

 
Bhakti Depala 
City of London 
Guildhall 
PO Box 270 
London 
EC2P 2EJ 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY 
PLNComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 

 
  
 Hornbeam House 
 Crewe Business Park 
 Electra Way 
 Crewe 
 Cheshire 
 CW1 6GJ 
 
 T 0300 060 3900 
  

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Planning consultation: Demolition of existing building and structures and construction of a building 
to a height of305.3m AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597 sqm 
GEA], an education facility [567 sqm GEA] (Sui Generis) and restaurant / bar use (Class A3 / 
A4)[1,535 sqm GEA]; together with a retail unit at ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion 
building [1,093 sqm GEA] (Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail 
at ground floor level (Class A1 / A3) [11 sqm GEA] and a public roof garden; provision of ancillary 
cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the public realm.[Total Scheme Area: 17,441 
sqm GEA]. 
Location: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX 
 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 19 November 2018 which was received by 
Natural England on 19 November 2018   
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the 
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sites of Special Scientific Interest Impact Risk Zones 
The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 
requires local planning authorities to consult Natural England on “Development in or likely to affect a 
Site of Special Scientific Interest” (Schedule 4, w).  
 
Our SSSI Impact Risk Zones are a GIS dataset designed to be used during the planning application 
validation process to help local planning authorities decide when to consult Natural England on 
developments likely to affect a SSSI.  

SUMMARY OF NATURAL ENGLAND’S ADVICE 
 
NO OBJECTION 
 
Based on the plans submitted, Natural England considers that the proposed development will not 
have significant adverse impacts on statutorily protected sites  
 
Natural England’s advice on other natural environment issues is set out below. 
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The dataset and user guidance can be accessed from the data.gov.uk website 
 
Further general advice on the consideration of protected species and other natural environment 
issues is provided at Annex A. 
 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any 
queries please do not hesitate to contact us.  
 
For any queries regarding this letter, for new consultations, or to provide further information on this 
consultation please send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Gustav Moberg 
Consultations Team 
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ANNEX A  
 
Natural England offers the following additional advice: 
 
Landscape  
Paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) highlights the need to protect and 
enhance valued landscapes through the planning system. This application may present opportunities to 
protect and enhance locally valued landscapes, including any local landscape designations. You may 
want to consider whether any local landscape features or characteristics (such as ponds, woodland or 
dry stone walls) could be incorporated into the development in order to respect and enhance local 
landscape character and distinctiveness, in line with any local landscape character assessments.  
Where the impacts of development are likely to be significant, a Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment 
should be provided with the proposal to inform decision making. We refer you to the. Landscape Institute 
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment for further guidance. 
  
Best and most versatile agricultural land and soils  
Local planning authorities are responsible for ensuring that they have sufficient detailed agricultural land 
classification (ALC) information to apply the requirements of the NPPF. This is the case regardless of 
whether the proposed development is sufficiently large to consult Natural England. Further information is 
contained in Natural England’s Technical Information Note 049. 
   
Agricultural Land Classification information is available on the Magic website on the Data.Gov.uk 
website. If you consider the proposal has significant implications for further loss of ‘best and most 
versatile’ agricultural land, we would be pleased to discuss the matter further.  
 
Guidance on soil protection is available in the Defra Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable 
Use of Soils on Construction Sites, and we recommend its use in the design and construction of 
development, including any planning conditions. Should the development proceed, we advise that the 
developer uses an appropriately experienced soil specialist to advise on, and supervise soil handling, 
including identifying when soils are dry enough to be handled and how to make the best use of soils on 
site.  
 
Protected Species 
Natural England has produced standing advice1 to help planning authorities understand the impact of 
particular developments on protected species. We advise you to refer to this advice. Natural England will 
only provide bespoke advice on protected species where they form part of a SSSI or in exceptional 
circumstances. 
 
Local sites and priority habitats and species  
You should consider the impacts of the proposed development on any local wildlife or geodiversity sites, 
in line with paragraph 113 of the NPPF and any relevant development plan policy. There may also be 
opportunities to enhance local sites and improve their connectivity. Natural England does not hold locally 
specific information on local sites and recommends further information is obtained from appropriate 
bodies such as the local records centre, wildlife trust, geoconservation groups or recording societies. 
 
Priority habitats and Species are of particular importance for nature conservation and included in the 
England Biodiversity List published under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act 2006. Most priority habitats will be mapped either as Sites of Special Scientific Interest, on the Magic 
website or as Local Wildlife Sites. List of priority habitats and species can be found here2. Natural 
England does not routinely hold species data, such data should be collected when impacts on priority 
habitats or species are considered likely. Consideration should also be given to the potential 
environmental value of brownfield sites, often found in urban areas and former industrial land, further 
information including links to the open mosaic habitats inventory can be found here. 
Ancient woodland and veteran trees  

                                                
1 https://www.gov.uk/protected-species-and-sites-how-to-review-planning-proposals  
2http://webarchive nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140711133551/http:/www naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conservation/biodiver

sity/protectandmanage/habsandspeciesimportance.aspx  
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You should consider any impacts on ancient woodland and veteran trees in line with paragraph 118 of 
the NPPF. Natural England maintains the Ancient Woodland Inventory which can help identify ancient 
woodland. Natural England and the Forest Commission have produced standing advice for planning 
authorities in relation to ancient woodland and veteran trees. It should be taken into account by planning 
authorities when determining relevant planning applications. Natural England will only provide bespoke 
advice on ancient woodland/veteran trees where they form part of a SSSI or in exceptional 
circumstances. 
 
Environmental enhancement 
Development provides opportunities to secure a net gain for nature and local communities, as outlined in 
paragraphs 9, 109 and 152 of the NPPF. We advise you to follow the mitigation hierarchy as set out in 
paragraph 118 of the NPPF and firstly consider what existing environmental features on and around the 
site can be retained or enhanced or what new features could be incorporated into the development 
proposal. Where onsite measures are not possible, you may wish to consider off site measures, 
including sites for biodiversity offsetting. Opportunities for enhancement might include:  
 
 Providing a new footpath through the new development to link into existing rights of way. 
 Restoring a neglected hedgerow. 
 Creating a new pond as an attractive feature on the site. 
 Planting trees characteristic to the local area to make a positive contribution to the local landscape. 
 Using native plants in landscaping schemes for better nectar and seed sources for bees and birds. 
 Incorporating swift boxes or bat boxes into the design of new buildings. 
 Designing lighting to encourage wildlife. 
 Adding a green roof to new buildings. 
 
You could also consider how the proposed development can contribute to the wider environment and 
help implement elements of any Landscape, Green Infrastructure or Biodiversity Strategy in place in 
your area. For example: 
 
 Links to existing greenspace and/or opportunities to enhance and improve access. 
 Identifying opportunities for new greenspace and managing existing (and new) public spaces to be 

more wildlife friendly (e.g. by sowing wild flower strips) 
 Planting additional street trees.  
 Identifying any improvements to the existing public right of way network or using the opportunity of 

new development to extend the network to create missing links. 
 Restoring neglected environmental features (e.g. coppicing a prominent hedge that is in poor 

condition or clearing away an eyesore). 
 
Access and Recreation  
Natural England encourages any proposal to incorporate measures to help improve people’s access to 
the natural environment. Measures such as reinstating existing footpaths together with the creation of 
new footpaths and bridleways should be considered. Links to other green networks and, where 
appropriate, urban fringe areas should also be explored to help promote the creation of wider green 
infrastructure. Relevant aspects of local authority green infrastructure strategies should be delivered 
where appropriate.  
 
Rights of Way, Access land, Coastal access and National Trails  
Paragraph 75 of the NPPF highlights the important of public rights of way and access. Development 
should consider potential impacts on access land, common land, rights of way and coastal access 
routes in the vicinity of the development. Consideration should also be given to the potential impacts on 
any nearby National Trails. The National Trails website www.nationaltrail.co.uk provides information 
including contact details for the National Trail Officer. Appropriate mitigation measures should be 
incorporated for any adverse impacts.  
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Biodiversity duty 
Your authority has a duty to have regard to conserving biodiversity as part of your decision making.  
Conserving biodiversity can also include restoration or enhancement to a population or habitat. Further 
information is available here. 

 
 





PLANNING DECISION NOTICE

Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) 
Order 2015

___________________________________________________________________
Agent: City of London Applicant: c/o Agent

PO Box 270
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London 
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c/o Agent

___________________________________________________________________

Part 1- Particulars 
of the Application

Application No: 2018/4234
Date of Application: 08/02/2016
Date Validated: 08/02/2016
Application Type: Adjoining Borough Observations

Proposal: Notification from the City of London of an application for the demolition of 
an existing building and structures and construction of a building to a height of 
305.3m AOD for a mixed use visitor attraction, including viewing areas, an 
educational facility, and restaurant/bar use, together with a retail unit at ground floor, 
a new two storey pavilion building comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance 
with retail at ground floor level and a public roof garden, provision of ancillary cycle 
parking, servicing, plant and alterations to the public realm.

Location: Land Adjacent To
20 Bury Street
London
EC3A 5AX

Part 2 – Particulars of Decision: NO OBJECTIONS

Date of Decision:  22/11/2018

Yours faithfully

Ian Rae
Head of Planning
Planning Service
Neighbourhoods and Housing
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From: Littlefair, Paul
To: Depala, Bhakti
Subject: RE: The Tulip - Solar Convergence
Date: 15 March 2019 10:59:06

Dear Bhakti
 
Thanks for your message and for sending me GIA’s report on solar convergence. I had a quick
look at it on the train to London yesterday.
 
It appears that solar convergence is more of a problem than I had anticipated. I note that GIA’s
assessment assumes that three mitigating measures have been adopted (p4 of their report):
faceted glazed facades, a canopy on the base of the Tulip, and projecting slabs on the Pavilion
building. We have to assume that these changes are critical in controlling the effects of solar
convergence, and you will need to make sure that they are incorporated into the buildings if they
are constructed (maybe with a planning condition??).
 
GIA have done a very thorough study, modelling the outdoor space every five minutes for each
month of the year. Because of the layout of the glazing, solar convergence on intermediate dates
is unlikely to be significantly worse. They have made worst case assumptions about the
irradiance from the sun. I assume that the buildings have been modelled correctly; on GIA’s
illustrations, I wasn’t entirely clear what was where.
 
GIA have correctly reproduced our recommendations in the Fenchurch Street study and your
Planning Advice Note. The relevant recommendation here is that ‘For areas at street level where

people are present, areas with reflected irradiances above 1.5kW/m2, and preferably those

above 1kW/m2, should be minimised.’ GIA have shown that reflected irradiances would not

exceed 1.5kW/m2 at any time, meeting the guidance, although they would exceed 1kW/m2 in

limited areas. Total irradiances, including the sun itself, could exceed 2 kW/m2 on isolated
occasions and in limited areas.
 
The main driver behind the recommendation is the need to avoid eye damage to people in the
open space outside. Because of the geometry of the space with relatively high angle sun
reflecting from glazing close to the observer, eye damage is less likely because the sun will be
reflected from panes in different parts of the field of view, or maybe outside the field of view
altogether. Also people would not be expected to be able to see the sun and its reflection
simultaneously. So from this point of view, adopting the more relaxed recommendation of

1.5kW/m2 for reflected radiation alone, is appropriate.
 
Our report for 20 Fenchurch Street did identify other potential hazards arising from solar
convergence. One of these is local overheating of the space causing heat stroke and other
medical problems. There could be unusually high temperatures in the limited area in front of the
Tulip entrance for the period of time (typically 1130-1220 GMT or 1230-1320 BST in summer)
when the sun and its reflection converge on the space. Accordingly, we would recommend that
people should not be allowed to queue in this area at these times, and that there should not be
people (for example stallholders or stewards) working in this area then. People moving quickly
through the space should be relatively unaffected.
 



Another potential hazard is burns to people’s skin from touching hot metallic objects like door
handles or some types of street furniture (for example bins or seating). This is hard to predict,
but to be on the safe side it is recommended that non-conductive, heat resistant, non-metallic
materials be chosen for objects in the critical area.
 
I hope this is helpful. Let me know if you need a more detailed review and I will prepare a quote
for this work.
 
Best regards
 
 
Paul Littlefair
 
Dr Paul Littlefair
For and on behalf of BRE, Bucknalls Lane, Garston, Watford, WD25 9XX
Email 
Tel 
Customer Services 0333 321 88 11
Web www.bre.co.uk
 
 
 

From: Depala, Bhakti <Bhakti.Depala@cityoflondon.gov.uk> 
Sent: 14 March 2019 10:16
To: Littlefair, Paul <Paul.Littlefair@bregroup.com>
Subject: FW: The Tulip - Solar Convergence
 
Dear Paul,
 
As discussed, please see attached the solar convergence report the applicants prepared
following comments you made in the independent assessment.
 
I would be grateful for your comments.
 
Kind regards,
 
Bhakti Depala
Senior Planning Officer
Development Division
City of London
 
0207 332 1711
 
 
 

From: Peter Twemlow  
Sent: 07 March 2019 17:29
To: Depala, Bhakti <Bhakti.Depala@cityoflondon.gov.uk>



Cc: Pearl Figueira 
Subject: The Tulip - Solar Convergence
 
Bhakti
 
As promised, please find attached Solar Convergence Assessment prepared by GIA with
input from Foster + Partners.
 
The final testing (to which the assessment relates) has been based on three adjustments to
the scheme:
 

Faceted glass for sections of both the Pavilion and the base of the Tulip;
An added canopy at the base of the Tulip;
An added projection of the slabs for the Pavilion.

 
In terms of how this is dealt with in the recommendation / officers report, essentially the
required minimal mitigation has been worked out now (usually obligation requires testing
and then mitigation in place post consent?) . We can therefore accept a condition
requiring mitigation works to be undertaken in accordance with this document? Or, the
condition requires us to formally (re)submit this doc and comply with mitigation
requirements?
 
Happy to chat through mechanics, but hopefully this helps settle this point.
 
Thanks
 
Peter.
 
Peter Twemlow
Associate Director
direct:  

 
e-mail: 

100 Pall Mall
London
SW1Y 5NQ
telephone: 020 7004 1700 facsimile: 020 7004 1790 website: www.dp9.co.uk
This e-mail and any attachments hereto are strictly confidential and intended solely for the addressee. It may contain information
which is privileged. If you are not the intended addressee, you must not disclose, forward, copy or take any action in relation to this
e-mail or attachments. If you have received this e-mail in error, please delete it and notify postmaster@dp9.co.uk

 
 

Disclaimer

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for



use by the recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this
information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.

This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by
Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more
useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find
out more Click Here.

THIS E-MAIL AND ANY ATTACHED FILES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If
you are not the addressee, any disclosure, reproduction, copying, distribution or other
dissemination or use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
transmission in error please notify the sender immediately and then delete this e-mail. Opinions,
advice or facts included in this message are given without any warranties or intention to enter
into a contractual relationship with the City of London unless specifically indicated otherwise by
agreement, letter or facsimile signed by a City of London authorised signatory. Any part of this e-
mail which is purely personal in nature is not authorised by the City of London. All e-mail through
the City of London's gateway is potentially the subject of monitoring. All liability for errors and
viruses is excluded. Please note that in so far as the City of London falls within the scope of the
Freedom of Information Act 2000 or the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, it may
need to disclose this e-mail. Website: http://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk

Follow BRE on Twitter: @BRE Group 

Privileged and confidential information and/or copyright material may be contained in this e-mail. If you are not the intended addressee you may
not copy or deliver it to anyone else or use it in any unauthorised manner. To do so is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this e-
mail by mistake, please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy all copies. Thank you.
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Arup have been commissioned by the City of London Corporation (CoL) to carry 

out an independent review of a Pedestrian Movement Assessment submitted in 

relation to the ‘Tulip’ development at land adjacent to 20 Bury Street, London. 

An application for the proposed development was submitted to the CoL on 14th 

November 2018 (planning ref: 18/01213/FULEIA). The development will involve 

the construction of a tall building (305.3m AOD) for a mixed used visitor 

attraction on the north side of 30 St Mary Axe (the Gherkin), using land that 

currently forms part of the public realm. The tall building will have a viewing 

gallery and educational facility, restaurants and bars. There will also be an 

associated pavilion building to provide entry and exit accommodation for the 

visitor attraction, retail units, new and improved public realm, cycle parking, 

servicing and plant room space.  

The Transport Assessment (TA) assesses development impacts for a typical busy 

day in the high season, comprising an average of the 20-30 busiest days per year. 

On the typical busy day, the overall development is expected to generate 17,700 

trips a day, with 574 trips taking place in the AM peak hour, and 1,740 trips in the 

PM peak hour. It has been assumed that most users will access at the area by 

National Rail and London Underground services. 

The Pedestrian Movement Assessment report as part of the TA identifies that the 

proposed development is not expected to have a significant adverse effect on 

pedestrian comfort and safety around the site. The City of London requires an 

independent audit of these documents to ensure that these conclusions are robust. 

1.2 Documents Reviewed 

The following documents from CoL’s online application database have been 

reviewed: 

• Transport Assessment prepared by Steer;  

• Pedestrian Movement Assessment prepared by Space Syntax; and 

• Existing Site Plan, Proposed Site Plan and floor specific plans with general 

arrangement all prepared by Foster + Partners. 

Other documents reviewed: 

• CoL Transport Strategy (Drafted for consultation, November 2018); 

• Transport for London (TfL) and CoL’s comments on the Pedestrian 

Movement Assessment; and 

• Applicant’s response to TfL and CoL’s comments on the Pedestrian 

Movement Assessment. 
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• Pedestrian Movement Assessment – Points of Clarification (PoC) Draft 02 by 

Space Syntax, 27 February 2019. 

1.3 Report Structure 

This report comprises of four further sections: 

2. Observations from the Site visit and Site Plan; 

3. Key points from the Assessment Review Meeting (22nd January); 

4. Additional Identified Issues; and 

5. Summary and Recommendations. 
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2 Site Visit and Inception Meeting 

2.1 Observations from Arup site visit and site plan 

General access and internal movement 

The proposed development will make no change to the existing highway network 

adjoining the site, or associated pedestrian footpath network. St Mary Axe, the 

western perimeter of the site, will continue as the primary access for private 

vehicles, servicing vehicles, taxis, cyclists and pedestrians. Bury Street on the 

eastern perimeter will continue to operate as the minor access for some users 

accessing from the east. The development will, therefore, have limited impact on 

how users will access and move around the site and surrounding area.  

However, the Tulip development and its building footprint will significantly 

change public realm areas and pedestrian routes in the site area. 

The removal of servicing ramps (to be replaced with vehicle lift), a small 

building, and some boundary walls will create a more legible space with more 

defined pedestrian route between St Mary Axe and Bury Street via Bury Court. 

Overall however the new buildings and associated landscaping will reduce space 

and effective widths for pedestrian movement and occupancy at ground level.  

Figure 1: Site plan with proposed changes 
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Cyclist access and internal movement 

At present, St Mary Axe is the primary access route used by cyclists. In addition 

to its northbound traffic lane, there is a southbound contra-flow cycle lane running 

from Bevis Marks to the north to Leadenhall Street to the south of St Mary Axe. 

On-site basement cycle parking for the Gherkin is currently accessible from the 

servicing ramps at the north-west corner of the site via Bury Court. According to 

the Ground Floor Plan submitted as part of the planning application, the proposed 

development will provide a new automated cycle storage system with 284 spaces 

at approximately the same location off Bury Court. There is no information on 

existing provision, but it is known that the 284 spaces is significantly greater than 

the existing provision.  

Outside the site boundary, adjacent to the Brown’s Buildings to the south, there is 

a Santander Cycles hire station along the pedestrianised area as indicated in 

Figure 1. The docking station is located behind the low-level boundary wall which 

forms a partial barrier between Brown’s Buildings and the public realm space to 

south of the Gherkin. Since this area is beyond the site area there will be no 

changes to this area. 

Figure 2: Existing cycling provision 

   

Other activities on-site 

In addition to function as a pedestrian circulation route, open space around the 

Gherkin also serves as public realm space which is frequently occupied by both 

local workers and visitors, particularly at lunch time. The surrounding low-level 

walls provide seating in this area. 
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Figure 3: Public realm space between the Gherkin and Bury Court 

 

As a result of high footfall, the area is also popular with street vendors, during the 

site visit, a street vendor selling flowers from a bicycle was present on the 

footway of St Mary Axe during lunch time site visit.  

Restaurants and cafes located on the ground floor of the Gherkin also have 

outdoor seating which occupy some of the space as shown in Figure 4 below. At 

peak periods, queueing from these units may also extend onto the public realm. 

Figure 4: Seating associated with retail units at the base of the Gherkin 
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2.2 Key points from Assessment Review Meeting 

(22nd January) 

Point 1 – Does the ‘Future Baseline’ scenario fully capture recent growth in 

pedestrian movement in the local area? Have contemporary empirical 

surveys been taken in person and on-site to establish an accurate baseline? 

Applicant’s response: 

• The ‘Future Baseline’ is based on a 2015 Baseline with the assumptions of 

additional movements being generated by committed developments plus a 

further 9% background increase to account for further population growth.  

The committed developments that are currently included in the scenario are 22 

Bishopsgate, 1 Undershaft and 100 Leadenhall. 1 Leadenhall Street is 

excluded as its planning application has only been approved recently.  

• Recent surveys completed on a neutral day with fine dry weather in October 

2018 showed slightly reduced level of pedestrian movement across the count 

sites. Hence the worst-case 2015 Baseline counts have been used.  

Actions agreed during the review meeting: 

• Revision to Future Baseline to include 1 Leadenhall Street. 

Arup review comments: 

• The lower observed pedestrian numbers in the October 2018 survey compared 

with counts from March 2015 are surprising. As a result of development 

completed in the intervening period it would be expected that pedestrian 

numbers would have increased. The lower counts could be due to transport 

disruption in October 2018, for instance, the London Underground drivers’ 

strike actions which led to closure of the Central Line and cancellation of 

South Western Railway services in to London Waterloo on 4th and 5th October.  

Confirmation is required that the date of the October 2018 survey did not 

coincide with any events of industrial action or public transport disruption in 

the area. If the date did not coincide with disruption but was in the same week 

it could still be that there were residual impacts on occupancy of local offices. 

• Space Syntax’s PoC note confirms that the 2018 surveys were undertaken on 

Thursday 18th and Saturday 20th October 2018. Both dates are in a ‘neutral’ 

month outside school holidays but close to the Autumn half-term week which 

began on Monday 22nd October. There was also a consecutive five-day strike 

action from Tuesday 23rd October leading to disruption to South Western 

Railway services to London Waterloo1.  

• The lower counts could also be due to current occupancy levels of the new 

developments. It is generally recognised that new developments do not reach 

full occupancy immediately after opening but gradually build up over time. 

With the new development in the area, occupancy is likely to increase after 

key infrastructures like the Elizabeth Line opens at Liverpool Street. For this 

assessment to be future proved, we would recommend a sensitivity test with a 

                                                 
1 https://www.itv.com/news/meridian/2018-10-22/south-western-railway-to-stage-five-say-strike/  
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further uplift of around 10% (on top of the new development generation and 

the 9% background increase). 

• Having the Future Baseline set in March instead of a summer month would 

also means that the assessment could be underestimate background visitors 

and tourist footfall to the area. Tourism statistics published by the City of 

London indicate that July and August are the busiest months for City of 

London attractions. The number of visitors to the area over this period can be 

10-20% higher than that in March with typically more visitors during the 

weekdays. These high numbers would however be offset by lower office 

occupancy as workers take summer holidays however visitor numbers in 

April/May/June and October are all markedly higher than in March. 

Figure 5: Seasonal profile of visitor to CoL’s attractions 
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Point 2 – Are Pedestrian Comfort Levels (PCLs) and Fruin’s Level of Service 

(LoS) calculated for the narrowest point on all footways at all ‘Focus 

locations’? Does the ‘narrowest point’ account for obstructions from site 

activities, such as outdoor café seating, entrances to buildings? 

Applicant’s response: 

• The PCL calculations have been assessed for the narrowest point on all 

footways.  

• Some cafes at the base of the Gherkin will no longer be permitted to have 

outdoor tables and seating. 

Actions agreed during the review meeting: 

• Revise assessment report to show the exact location of the narrowest points. 

Arup review comments: 

• A site audit is recommended to review the use and occupancy of public space 

at these focus locations and how they affect the effective width that is 

available for pedestrian movement. The assessment report should include 

cross-section drawings to clarify how the effective widths quoted have 

sufficiently accounted for stationary obstructions and any uses that may 

reduce the effective widths. 

Page 18 of the Space Syntax’s PoC note shows cross sections and photographs 

of the narrowest points on the pavements around the Site. The measurements 

and calculations of effective widths comply with TfL’s Pedestrian Comfort 

Guidance for London2. 

Point 3 – Why has visitor behaviour for the Gherkin been used to predict 

expected visitor routes around the Tulip when the former is an office 

building and the latter would be a tourist attraction? 

Applicant’s response: 

• No clear response given by Space Syntax, but consensus from the discussion 

was that there is no suitable data available to represent visitor behaviours. 

Actions agreed during the review meeting: 

• Visitor behaviours, such as arrival and depart profiles, should be based on 

similar attractions locally in London, for instance, visitors to The View at the 

Shard and the Sky Garden at 20 Fenchurch Street. 

  

                                                 
2 Pg9, http://content.tfl.gov.uk/pedestrian-comfort-guidance-technical-guide.pdf 
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Point 4 – Should Design Day include an assessment of lunch time peak? 

Applicant’s response: 

• As can be seen from the daily movement profile in Figure 6, the weekday 

morning, lunch time and evening peaks has a ‘W’ shaped profile, with the 

lunch time peak being the lowest of the three. The current assessment has used 

the evening peak as the busiest point of the day. 

• The lunchtime issue is more related to occupancy than movement. Level of 

Service does not account for occupancy and currently, there is no guideline on 

assessing occupancy and movement in combination. 

Figure 6: Existing baseline: Daily movement patterns (extract from Pedestrian 

Movement Assessment by Space Syntax) 

 

Actions agreed during the review meeting: 

• Suggestion made to compare with other public realms in the local area such as 

Festival Gardens to see how occupancy affect movements and vice versa. 

Arup review comments: 

• The development will change public realm quality, creating a more welcoming 

environment for social mixing, and hence attracting further movement and 

occupancy. Recent Gehl Institute research shows that places with better urban 

quality can significantly increase the amount of staying activities in public 

space3. It is unclear whether the current Pedestrian Movement Assessment has 

sufficiently accounted for the impact of these occupancy activities, and how 

                                                 
3 The Public Life Diversity Toolkit, Version 2.0 March, 2016, Gehl Institute, 

https://issuu.com/gehlarchitects/docs/public life diversity toolkit v2 fo  
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movement would impact on the quality of the public realm. Therefore, the 

suggestion to look at Festival Gardens is recommended. 

On occupancy activities, Page 24 of Space Syntax’s PoC note shows 

snapshots from CCTV footage around the site comparing lunchtime 

occupancy with peak hours across the day. It concludes that while there is a 

clear lunchtime peak for occupation, the levels are low (90 activities in an 

hour). We would reiterate our previous comments made in Point 1 that 

October 2018 may not provide a strong evidence of recent pedestrian 

movements. The snapshots also show how restaurant signs, outdoor seating, 

food trucks and waste collection bins occupy footways during the lunchtime 

peak. As the new development will significantly reduce usable area and width 

between Bury Court and the Gherkin, it is important to ensure that the site 

manager has measures in place to avoid impact to adjacent highway network, 

particularly St Mary Axe North where existing footpath are already narrow. 

On ‘peak occupancy demand’ shown in Page 26 of Space Syntax’s PoC note, 

the total number of people in the plaza listed in the table do not add up to 388. 

Also, the number of additional non-paying visitors should be 80 instead of 20 

(as suggested in the fifth bullet point in the text). As a result it is considered 

that the calculation of peak occupation should therefore indicate a maximum 

of 434 people. 

Space Syntax PoC note provides a set of case studies of public open space 

precedents with calculation of space per person. These precedents are useful in 

drawing comparison with the future situation at the base of the Gherkin where 

it is anticipated peak occupancy will result in 5.9 sqm per person which lies 

within the range of case studies presented. The case studies illustrate that even 

in public open spaces with significantly dense occupation people still choose 

to use these places to congregate, relax and eat lunch. A precedent raised by 

the CoL is Festival Gardens, which has a comparable density of 6.6 sqm per 

person only slightly lower than the future situation at the base of the Gherkin.  

• It would also be useful to look at how movement patterns vary between 

seasons as it is likely that the March 2015 survey would have less lunchtime 

activity than other times of the year with warmer weather, and hence 

underestimate lunchtime movement levels. If available, it would be instructive 

to review occupancy at warmer times of the year. 
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Point 5 – Does the assessment incorporate architectural tourists? Is Flickr 

data truly representative of tourist distribution? 

Applicant’s response: 

• Current assessment assumes that 20 architectural tourists will be present 

visiting the public space on site at any one time, but these numbers have not 

been included in the pedestrian model. 

• The Flickr data does not provide demographic insight of the users but is 

considered representative of the expected architectural tourists. 

Actions agreed during the review meeting: 

• None. 

Arup review comments: 

• Architectural tourists are considered unlikely to result in significant impact, as 

most would visit the site during ‘off-peak’ times and weekends. The number 

of architectural tourists visiting the site during the three typical peak periods – 

morning, lunch time and evening peak, is likely to be negligible in the context 

of overall numbers.  

• Use of the Flickr database is innovative and judged to be a good approach 

however it is noted that the considered period extends back to 2013 when 

many of the current landmark buildings were still under construction. As such 

it is considered likely that routes may have changed. This is not considered a 

significant issue. 

Point 6 – What is the person capacity of the visitor reception area and the 

Restaurant and Bar Welcome Lounge? Will there be adequate space to 

accommodate arriving visitors and restaurant patrons? 

Applicant’s response: 

• Visitor numbers to the Tulip will be constrained by fire regulation, and all 

visitors will require prior booking for specific time slots. Therefore, the 

number of visitors arriving and leaving at any one time will be controlled to 

avoid congestion of the reception area in the pavilion building.  

• Restaurant patrons will use dedicated entry and exit located at the ground floor 

of the Tulip. A dedicated security area is included in the design to 

accommodate this. 

Actions agreed during the review meeting: 

• None. 

Arup review comments: 

• In order to ensure the mode of operation it is recommended that the approach 

to visitor booking is secured by planning condition to ensure that demand and 

congregation at the pavilion building are representative.  
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Point 7 – Does the worst-case scenario pass CoL’s Draft Transport Strategy 

and TfL’s Guidance which recommend the minimum comfort level of B+? 

Applicant’s response: 

• The PCL for the worst performing section i.e. St Mary Axe N, in the ‘Future 

Baseline’ scenario is subsidy C- which is two levels below the required Level 

B+. With the Tulip development in place, the comfort condition for St Mary 

Axe N is expected to deteriorate but would remain at C- which is not 

considered a material change to comfort level.  

Figure 7: Comparison of Level of Service  

 

 

Actions agreed during the review meeting: 

• None. 

Arup review comments: 

• Review results when the revised assessment become available. 
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3 Additional Identified Issues 

Point 8 – Has the pedestrian movement assessment or other assessments 

looked at cyclists’ arrival and departure profiles and how they relate to the 

operational capacity of the automated cycle store system? 

• It is expected that the cycle store system can only receive or return a limited 

number of bicycles at any one time. However, the majority of cyclists are 

likely to arrive/depart at around the same time which may lead to 

waiting/queuing at the facility. There should be a capacity assessment for the 

cycle store system and its implication on queues in public space, and the 

subsequent impact on effective width. 

The ‘Internal layout assessment’ shows the required external queuing space on 

ground level and mezzanine levels. The assessment has however missed 

queuing for the new cycle store system, which could have significant impact 

to public space along Bury Court and St Mary Axe North. 

• The ‘Internal layout assessment’ is currently carried out in isolation from other 

assessments. The resulting external queuing space in front of the Pavilion 

identified, for instance, has not been considered in the public realm and level 

of service assessments. 
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4 Summary and Recommendations 

4.1 Summary 

The Tulip will be a prominent landmark in the City of London. Its visitor 

attractions, educational facilities, restaurants and cafes will attract patrons from 

within beyond the City of London. At full capacity, the development will generate 

over 17,000 journeys a day.  

The public realm will also continue to be an important part of the pedestrian route 

network as well as an area for relaxation used by local workers. For these 

functions to work in harmony, and to give the City of London confidence, it is 

recommended that the applicant undertake additional tasks to give improved 

confidence to the resulting pedestrian conditions:  

• Revision to Future Baseline to include 1 Leadenhall Street; 

• New scenario with an additional 10% uplift as a future proofing sensitivity 

test; 

• Comparative review of behaviours and profile of visitors to The View from 

the Shard and Sky Garden at 20 Fenchurch Street; 

• An audit of the use and occupancy of public space at different parts of the site; 

• A capacity assessment for the cycle store system and its implication on 

waiting and queuing in public space; and 

• In addition, the City of London may wish to secure conditions on any planning 

consent requiring submission and approval of a Queue Management Strategy, 

incorporating security measures, prior to opening of the development and 

limiting access to pre-booked ticket holders only. 

Subject to the above points being addressed, Arup is content that the proposed 

development will not result in an unacceptable impact on the wider pedestrian 

network. However, the City of London should confirm that they are happy with 

the public realm impacts of the development, given that it reduces the extent of 

the current open space around the Gherkin. 

 



FAO Ms Bhakti Depala 
City of London Corporation 
Department of the Built Environment 
PO Box 270 
Guildhall 
London EC2P 2EJ 
       Date: …………………………………… 
 
 
RE: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX Planning Application No 18/01213/FULEIA 
 
Dear Ms Bhakti Depala, 
 
I am writing to register my support for the proposals for The Tulip at the land Adjacent To 20 Bury 
Street London EC3A 5AX which will include the following benefits:  

• A world-class visitor attraction for London bringing 1.2 million visitors per year, consistent 
with the City of London’s Culture Mile initiative and the desire to build public engagement 
within the City. 

• An elegant design that complements the iconic Gherkin and makes a positive architectural 
contribution to the London skyline. 

• The Tulip and The Gherkin will bring life to the City at all times of the day and evening, seven 
days a week. This creates opportunities for a diverse range of businesses to operate out-of-
office hours, bringing real economic and social benefits for the local community and for 
London. 

• Delivery of high quality public realm, including a new rooftop terrace and street level ‘pocket 
park’ providing new landscaped amenity space for local workers, visitors and residents.  

• Creation of new and substantially improved pedestrian routes adding to permeability in the 
immediate area. 

• Generation of 460 full time jobs per year during construction and 600 additional permanent 
full time jobs during 20 years of operations. 

• Provision of an education facility within the top of The Tulip, offering 3600 views and three 
classrooms.  It will enable every inner London state school child between the age of 5-16 years 
of age to visit the facility free of charge during their school career. 
 

I think the proposals will further enrich the City and Greater London. I hope that councillors will 
consider these points when making their decision. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Name:…………………………………………………… 
 
Signature:……………………………………………. 
 
Address:……………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………… 
 
Postcode………………………………………………. 



Date:  
 
Dear Sir / Madam,  
 
RE: Land Adjacent To 20 Bury Street London EC3A 5AX Planning Application No 18/01213/FULEIA 
 
Thank you for signing a letter of support for the above planning application. The letter will be 
forwarded to the relevant local authority so that they can take the letter into account when deciding 
upon this planning application. A copy of this letter will be held by Cicero and the applicant in 
accordance with GDPR and the Data Protection Act. 
  
Cicero is a community consultation company which carries out consultation throughout the UK. If 
you would like to discuss any aspects of this application further, please contact us on 0800 433 2622.  
 
Alternatively you can contact us by email at   
 

 
 
Raj Mandair  
Cicero 
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forwarded to the relevant local authority so that they can take the letter into account when deciding 
upon this planning application. A copy of this letter will be held by Cicero and the applicant in 
accordance with GDPR and the Data Protection Act. 
  
Cicero is a community consultation company which carries out consultation throughout the UK. If 
you would like to discuss any aspects of this application further, please contact us on 0800 433 2622.  
 
Alternatively you can contact us by email at   
 

 
 
Raj Mandair  
Cicero 
 



From: Depala, Bhakti
To:
Cc: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: GLA/4868: 20 Bury Street
Date: 21 March 2019 12:20:57

From: Simon Westmorland  
Sent: 21 March 2019 10:08
To: Depala, Bhakti 
Cc: Horkan, David ; Katherine Wood

Subject: GLA/4868: 20 Bury Street
 
Dear Bhakti
 
Please see below an updated GLA officer comment in relation to amendments/further
information received for the application at Land adjacent to 20 Bury Street (GLA/4868). Please
could these comments be reported to committee.
 
Many thanks
 
Simon
 
GLA officer update
 
On 8 February 2019, the applicant provided an updated floor plan to the City of London for Level
3 of the of the bulb element of the proposals (Dwg. No.  A-PT-031-03-01 rev 02). As per the
initial application drawings, level 3 was to provide an 88 sq.m. classroom plus associated ancillary
space along with back of house/plant space. The alterations to level 3 would now see
approximately 168 sq.m. provided for classrooms along with associated ancillary space. It is
understood that it is now possible to accommodate the plant/back of house space at Levels 1
and 2.
 
The Stage 1 report (GLA/4868/01) discussed the heritage impacts of the proposals and noted the
high degree of harm to the setting of the Tower of London World Heritage Site, a heritage asset
of the highest significance, and the Grade I listed St Botolph’s Church. Paragraph 67 of the above
mentioned report noted that, in accordance with the provisions of the NPPF, this harm should be
weighed against the public benefits of the proposals and that, “Given that the harm relates to a
[World Heritage Site], a heritage asset of the highest significance, the weight applied to its
conservation, and any harm to its significance, should be very high.” Furthermore, paragraph 68
of the report noted that, “the negligible level of public benefit [arising from the proposals] falls
substantially short of anything appropriate and the proposals would therefore fail to accord with
the provisions of the NPPF.”
 
Having regard to the above, while it is noted that the amendments to Level 3 would result in an
increase in educational floorspace, this increase would be small in absolute terms and the
conclusions of the Stage 1 report with respect to the assessment of harm to heritage assets
remain unchanged. Specifically, it is restated by GLA officers that the public benefits of the
proposals would fall substantially short of anything appropriate and the proposals would fail to



accord with the provisions of the NPPF.
 
Further to the above, it is noted that the covering letter submitted with the amended drawing
(dated 8 February 2019), along with the original application documentation, refers to the
percentage of overall floorspace within the proposals that would be dedicated to this
educational space (noted as 8.34% within the covering letter). The letter specifically notes that
percentage of floorspace afforded to the educational space is greater than the percentage
afforded to free to enter publicly accessible spaces within other tall buildings in the eastern
cluster of the City of London. It is noted by GLA officers that when attaching weight to the public
benefit associated with this educational floorspace, any weight should be based on the absolute
level of floorspace provided and not on any relative/percentage figure. It is therefore considered
inappropriate to express the education space in percentage terms of the overall building and,
given its minimal amount in absolute terms, any weight afforded to this space should be minimal
and would not constitute sufficient public benefit to outweigh the identified harm to heritage
assets.
 
In response to transport comments made at Stage 1, TfL was sent a ‘Response to GLA Stage 1
Report’ on 19 February 2019 by the applicant’s transport consultants Steer. It notes that the
amount of public space left over at ground level if the proposed development is constructed
would decrease by at least 4%. Furthermore, even if The Tulip is not constructed, pedestrian
flows at 6 key locations for pedestrian movement in the surrounding streets will increase by on
average 42% due to population growth, other developments already consented nearby, and the
future opening of the Elizabeth Line (Crossrail).
 
Due to the growth in pedestrian crowding already expected around the site at St Mary Axe,
Undershaft, Bury Street and Cunard Place, reducing the amount of public space around the
existing Gherkin building is totally unacceptable and would be contrary to both the London Plan
and draft London Plan. It is not accepted that the development would improve or support active
travel or public transport in the vicinity. Nor is it considered that the proposals would reflect or
deliver any benefits against the TfL ‘Healthy Streets’ indicators and approach, or the Mayor’s
‘Vision Zero’ objective for there to be no deaths or serious injuries on London’s streets and roads
by 2041. 
 
 
Simon Westmorland
 
Senior Strategic Planner
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA
020 7084 2741
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