Attn Richard Waite
The Architects’ Journal
EMAP Publishing Limited
Telephone House
69 – 77 Paul Street
London
EC2A 4NQ

Dear Richard,
55 Bishopsgate
Planning Application 22/00981/FULEIA
I was disappointed to read in your news section last week that a planning application has been submitted to The City of London for the demolition of 55 Bishopsgate and for its replacement with a 63 storey tower by architects Arney Fender Katsalidis.  
As signatory to the AJ’s Retrofirst campaign, I feel it is important to write about this planning application, which would demolish a 30-year-old office building, designed in the 1980’s as a loose fit and flexible design, easily capable of retrofitting and extension.  For example, the existing building is designed with a 9m x 9m structural grid and with floor-to-floor heights varying from 4.030m to 4.580m. (The floor-to-floor heights of the proposed tower are 3.950m). No justification has been provided to explain why it is not viable to retrofit the existing building. The embodied carbon for construction of a new office tower is predicted to be approximately 863 kgCO2e/m2 GIA at completion and approximately 1,385 kgCO2e/m2 GIA over its 60-year life.
I was partner in charge of the design of 55 Bishopsgate project (at Fitzroy Robinson) between in 1987-92.  The design carefully respects and responds to Mewes and Davis’ Grade II listed Hudson Bay House (Nos 52-68 Bishopsgate) opposite.  In accordance with the City’s plot ratio restrictions at the time, 55 was kept to 5 principal storeys above ground and its two upper storeys step back in loggias and balconies so that the design does not overshadow its neighbours.  It incorporates a subtle curve into its plan to mirror the slight bow in the elevation of Hudson Bay House, across the street and to strengthen this narrow point in Bishopsgate and minimize the visual impact of the building on the St Helens Place conservation area opposite. We decided that the scale and massing of 55 should provide breathing space between the National Westminster Bank Tower (now Tower 42) and the 99 Bishopsgate tower; both buildings will be subsumed by the proximity of 63 storey tower.   55 Bishopsgate received favourable coverage in the architectural press at the time and I am pleased the 20th Century Society is supportive of its retention.
Furthermore, I am very concerned about the harmful effect a tower will have on important townscape views from the nearby Bank, St Helens Place, Finsbury Square and Bunfield Fields conservation areas.  Regrettably the Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment submitted with the application is incomplete, however, from my initial review of the photo-montage views available, the effect on townscape views will be significant and harmful.
Your sincerely,

John Robertson
John Robertson Architects


