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1.0

Introductory Note
1.1 This Statement of Objection has been prepared by Planning Vision Ltd. on behalf of College Lane Action Group (CLAG)
against planning application number O/16281/19, registered on 19/06/2019 seeking the following works to existing
residential dwellings located at 47 Line Wall Road and No. 15 and 17 College Lane, Gibraltar, GX111AA (hereby known
as “the Site”):
‘Demolition of existing buildings with the exception of the College Lane facades of nos 15 and 17 and construction of an
7 short block of 24 apartments’ [ref: www.egov.gi]
1.2 The current proposal developed by McLundie Architects (Gibraltar) Ltd. follows the narrative of the previous 5 application
submitted by the Developers, Arethusa limited, namely applications number: O-15538-18 (2018), BA-11279 (2009), BA11234 (2009), BA-11086 (2009) and BA-10984 (2008). All applications sought to demolish the existing buildings, which
currently occupy the site and replace them with new build (initially applied for an office use, followed by residential use in
case of the two most recent planning applications).
1.3 The College Lane Action Group have a number of concerns in respect of the current proposal for the site and therefore
have commissioned the services of Planning Vision Ltd. to carry out an independent assessment of the development
proposal in the context of the site, as well as the very nature of the development proposal, its height, scale and massing
in context of the character of the immediate and wider area of the Old Town. The assessment further includes a site
appraisal in order to determine its inferred value, as well as planning policy analysis relevant to the site and the
development proposal, together with details concerning the history of the site, including its planning history. References
are also made within the following sections of this document to the previous planning application documents, No. O15538-18 submitted in 2018, including specialist reports and assessments, as these remain applicable (if not wholly,
then at least in part) in respect of the current planning application.
1.4 This Statement of Objection sets out the Objector’s case against the proposed demolition of the existing buildings on site
and their replacement with a 7-storey new build on site. This Statement should be read in conjunction with the
application drawings and reports, which have been submitted in respect of planning application no O/16281/19, which
are accessible through the eGov planning portal, as well as (where relevant) details submitted in respect of previous

planning applications listed in point 1.2 of this document due to their continued relevance, together with approved
Minutes of the corresponding Development Planning Commission Meetings in aid of gaining a better understanding of
the most recent planning application in the wider context, including that of the planning history of the site.
1.5 The document is set out under the following sections:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Section 1 Introduction;
Section 2 Scope of the Report;
Section 3 Site Description;
Section 4 Current Development Proposal
Section 5 Planning History of the Site;
Section 6 History of the Site;
Section 7 Planning Policy;
Section 8 Grounds for Objection;
Section 9 Conclusions & Recommendations;
Section 10 References

2.0

Scope of the Report
2.1 The document is based on a desk-based research of the submission documents and available information of the site,
combined with a site visit, which facilitated an external inspection of the existing properties.
2.2 This statement provides an assessment of the proposal in relation to planning, policy and other material considerations
and examines the proposal site and the existing buildings in terms of character and value in the context of the location of
the proposal.
2.3 Due to time limitations and the very nature of this assessment, this report did not involve a comprehensive, in-depth
study of the heritage value of the existing buildings situated within the boundary of the application site, as this requires a
separate Heritage Assessment to be undertaken, which takes a considerable amount of time unavailable due to the 21
days period allowing public to comment on the development proposal. Nonetheless, the report outlines relevant findings
which relate to the history and heritage of the existing buildings currently occupying the site, as well as thorough
evaluation of the development proposal, the rationale behind it and the potential impacts of demolition and new build on
the site itself, the Old Town and the wider context of Gibraltar as a whole. It further examines the findings and assertions
contained within current and past (where relevant) planning submission documents produced by Developer’s team.
2.4 The report focuses solely on the exterior of the properties located at 47 Line Wall Road and 15 and 17 College Lane
since limited time and the requirement to obtain landlord/owner/tenant permission did not allow for site visit to examine
interior of the properties, nor carry out further research. It is however assumed that the interior might require extensive
works in order to modernise them to meet the needs, requirements and aspirations of its future occupants and those of
today’s society overall, as well as to comply with current Building Regulations, which would likely impact the viability of
the scheme. To what degree however should be established through a Viability Assessment being undertaken by the
Developer and his team. Although it is highly unlikely that a Viability Assessment formed part of the submission
documents, as it is not available for download from the eGov planning portal, references to one being commissioned and
undertaken had been made within the Design Statement, hence it is assumed that this exercise had been undertaken,
but details were not made available to the public.

3.0

Site Description
3.1 The site known as 47 Line Wall Road and 15 and 17 College Lane Is situated on the corner of Line Wall Road and
College Lane. It is currently occupied by what appears to be a single 4-storey residential property with retail use located
on the ground floor facing Line Wall Road, with additional entrances from College Lane.
3.2 The building is not a listed building. No private buildings are protected by statue and despite provisions being made for
amending schedules 1 and 2 contained within the Gibraltar Heritage Trust Act 1989, only Crown land or buildings/sites
that are acquired by the Government can be added to the schedules.
3.3 The site does however lie within the Old Town of Gibraltar, whose townscape provides invaluable contribution to
Gibraltar’s unique character and international appeal, hence conservation of the Old Town is of great importance in the
wider social, economic and environmental context. Much consideration has been afforded to ensuring that the Old Town
area is protected against inappropriate development, which is guided and restricted through relevant policies of the Old
Town Plan (2009) to protect it against any adverse effects of development, or lack thereof (among other considerations).
3.4 Overall building heights in the immediate area surrounding the site vary from 2-6 storeys with taller buildings located
further away from the site. Line Wall Road bounds the Old Town, thus acting as a demarcation of the Old Town
boundary, playing a key role in safeguarding the Old Town area.
3.5 Upon closer look, on one hand, the site lies in a prominent location within the Old Town in close proximity to Schedule 1
Category ‘A’ listed structures, namely Prince Albert’s Front located directly to the west of the site and the newly
refurbished and repurposed King’s Bastion located directly to the southwest of the site, as well as the Casino Calpe
building situated in a close proximity to the application site. On the other hand, it also lies in close vicinity to the more
contemporary buildings in terms of design, namely Gibtelecom and Natwest buildings, whose aesthetics are not
representative of the overall character of the Old Town or its architecture.

3.6 The building itself appears to be in poor condition overall due to evident long-term lack of adequate maintenance with
dilapidated wooden shutters and doors clearly visible on the façade facing College Lane and clear evidence of various
unsympathetic and inappropriate alterations made to the façade facing Line Wall Road combined with lack of adequate
maintenance evident through the findings of the surveyors reports, details contained within the submission documents
and generally, the exterior look of the facade.

Figure 1: Site Plan

Figure 2: Site Location Plan

Figure 3-8: Images of the Site

4.0

Current Development Proposal
4.1 The current proposal developed by McLundie Architects (Gibraltar) Ltd. is the most recent in the series of planning
applications submitted by the Developer, Arethusa Ltd over the past 11 years. It seeks the demolition of the existing
buildings, which currently occupy the site and their replacement with a new, contemporary build.
4.2 Previous planning applications number: O-15538-18 (2018), BA-11279 (2009), BA-11234 (2009), BA-11086 (2009) and
BA-10984 (2008) also sought to demolish the existing buildings and their replacement with new build.
4.3 It is understood that the ambition of Arethusa Developments Ltd. is to redevelop the site to deliver high quality, primarily
residential scheme, which maximises the potential of the site. The scheme seeks the erection of a 7-storey residential
building with retail uses located on the ground floor with improvements to the street frontage on Line Wall Road also
proposed, in place of the existing buildings.

Figure 9-12: Images of the Site

5.0 Planning History of the Site
5.1 The table below outlines the planning history of the site based on information available on the eGov planning portal
(HMGoG, 2019). Due to insufficient time to source documents unavailable on the eGov planning portal and/or to verify
the available information, between the appointment of Planning Vision Ltd and the deadline for submission of objections
by concerned residents and others, it was not possible to determine whether all applications concerned the same
addresses, namely 47 Line Wall Road and 15 and 17 College Lane.
Item
No

Application Application Site
No
Date
Address

Description of
Proposal

Decision Date
Issued
Decision
Issued

Reason for
Decision/AOB

1.

O/15538/18

06/03/2018

No 47 Line
Wall Road &
15 and 17
College Lane
Gibraltar

Proposed Demolition of
existing buildings and
construction of an eightstorey block of
apartments.

Refusal

23/1/2018

‘The Commission
considers that the
complete demolition of
the original building is
unacceptable, as the
building is considered to
be of heritage value and
warrants preservations’.

2.

BA-11279

07/10/2009

No 47 Line
Wall Road

Approval

02/02/2010

3.

BA-11234

20/08/2009

No 47 Line
Wall Road

BA-11086

20/02/2009

No 47 Line
Wall Road

Validated,
Pending
Decision
Approval

Unavailable

4.

5.

BA-10984

29/08/2008

No 47 Line
Wall Road

Proposed construction of
a new office development
at 47 Line Wall Road.
Proposed demolition of
four storey masonry
building.
Proposed construction of
a new office
development.
Proposed office
development

Refusal

Unavailable
Online on
egov.gi

21/08/2009

Details Unavailable
Online on egov.gi

6.0 History of the Site
6.1 Heritage Desk-based Assessment was carried out by McKillop Smith on instruction from the Developer in support of the
previous redevelopment proposal for the site (planning application no O-15538-18). ‘McKillop Smith was employed by
the developer’s agent McLundie Architects to ascertain the historical context and increase the information held regarding
this property and the site where it is located for the purposes of a desk-based assessment’. The report further states that
it ‘is not exhaustive and a deeper search with more scope would reveal more detail’.
6.2 It goes on to say that ‘the report has been commissioned to discover, analyse and record the site’s history and heritage
value and allow the major stakeholders to establish a baseline of historical information in order to inform all stakeholders’
decisions regarding future works’. The report is said to utilise ‘the accumulated archival data’ to ‘comment on the likely
development of this site across time and establish the first step in understanding the site’s heritage value’. The purpose
of the desk-based assessment has been identified as ‘seeking to obtain a sufficient amount of data about the site in
question in order to both assess its heritage value and provide for a strategy to record, preserve and manage this value
for the future’ and it ‘attempts to provide the most comprehensive starting point for the understanding of Gibraltar’s
heritage in this location’.
6.3 The report was restricted to a ‘rapid assessment technique’, which refers to a brief, topic-specific collection of data. A
rapid assessment is conducted over a relatively short period and aims to answer a few specific questions. Furthermore,
the Old Town Design Guide review is not included within the scope of the report.
6.4 The report provided by McKillop Smith concludes that ‘the building in its current form was likely built or extensively
refurbished in the 1860s’. This assertion is based on keystone dated 1868 that can be seen on the College Lane side,
which provides access to the upper floors. It further states that ‘a survey in 1753 details a remarkably similar shape,
courtyard and layout in the same location and thus the date of the building may even extend prior to this’. It continues to
say that ‘likely in the 1960s a reinforced concrete third floor was added with projecting balconies facing west’.).
6.5 Most importantly the report concludes that due to ‘the distinguished age of this property it deserves further investigation
and recording prior to its demolition being agreed’.

6.6 Following this, despite the recommendations of the report produced by McKillop & Smith at the time, no further research
has been undertaken and presented to the Development and Planning Commission by the Developer’s Agent at the
time. In fact, in respect of the current planning application no O/16281/19, the Design Statement produced in support of
the current proposal submitted by the Applicant, states as follows ‘Facing the street is Amar´s Bakery (presently retail
only). This is a four-story building of indeterminate age and unprepossessing appearance, with the bakery premises at
ground level and flatted properties above.’ As has been already determined, despite the recommendation of the initial,
limited in scope Heritage Assessment produced by McKillop & Smith, the Applicant has not followed the
recommendations contained within and did not carry out an in-depth, comprehensive HA, hence is in no position to
confirm the age of the building. Therefore, the aforementioned statement cannot be considered to be a factual one, as no
evidence has been submitted confirming this assertion. Furthermore, whether the exact date of the construction of these
buildings can be determined, or not, does not equal to them having no heritage value.
6.7 The Design Statement submitted in support of the current planning application No.O/16281/19, appears to summarise
what within the document is referred to as an ‘in depth exercise’ undertaken ‘to considerable ends’ (p. 5). Full report was
not available for download through the eGov planning portal for review, therefore the limited information available on
page 6 of the Design Statement were examined in absence of a full in-depth assessment report. It is impossible to
ascertain whether a full HA has been carried out, in absence of evidence. A singular page statement with a small sample
selection of images on its own is not considered sufficient to meet the recommendations contained within the initial HA
produced by McKillop & Smith. An industry standard HA is an in-depth insight and a structured study and assessment of
the heritage value of the site, its features and all relevant information pertaining to the site and its wider context. Drawing
from the assessment, an industry standard HA would then provide appropriate conclusions substantiated by factual
evidence demonstrated throughout the report. A systematic qualitative approach is used to assess the potential heritage
value of the site based on its physical characteristics, historical land use and associations, and context, both cultural,
social and environmental. An overview of the published sources relating to the site, building and their setting, an account
of its history as given in published sources, an analysis of historic map evidence and a critical evaluation of previous
records of the site is conducted in accordance with industry standard and best practice. Copies of historic maps,
drawings, views and photographs illustrating the development of the building and the site, as well as copies of other
records of the building and information from documentary sources, published and unpublished bearing on any of these
matters, or bearing on the circumstances of the buildings, designer, craftsmen, ownership, use and occupancy are also
carefully analysed. Photographic evidence, representative of all findings gathered during the site visit is presented within
the report. The photographs are taken to present the appearance of the building and to record the detailed evidence on
which an analysis of historic development is also based. Site photography is also used to highlight the relationships

between elements of the building and their surrounding areas and sometimes brings to light evidence which is barely
registered by the naked eye. There is sometimes a tendency to see impacts as primarily visual. While visual impacts are
often very sensitive, a broad approach is needed as impacts take many forms – they may be direct and indirect;
cumulative, temporary and permanent, reversible or irreversible, visual, physical, social and cultural, even economic.
Impacts may arise as a consequence of construction or operation of the proposed development. Each needs to be
considered for its relevance and impact. Significance criteria must be presented and Academic and visual resources
within the study area assessed against the above criteria to determine whether they have any build or cultural heritage
value or interest that could deem them significant. They have also been considered in terms of potential project impacts
and mitigation measures.
6.8 The photographic evidence included on page 6 of the Design Statement, consists of 5 zoomed in images. At the time of
the site visit and external inspection, which was carried out on the 28th of June 2019 and aimed to identify any
elements/items of heritage importance, which contribute to the character and value of the site and which would require
retention due to their heritage value, photographic data was gathered. Below are some of the images taken from ground
floor level during a site inspection undertaken by Planning Vision Ltd. The images demonstrate further detail visible from
the ground in context, which is not apparent on the images included within the report. Context is necessary, as is the
careful selection of images to ensure that they present all the relevant details, yet some evident detail cannot be seen
based on the 5 selected images chosen to be presented on page 6 of the document, such as an arched brick detail
around a window.

Figure 13: Window Brick Detail, Edge Cracking in Linear fashion and College Lane Façade respectively

6.9 The Statement on page 6 states as follows: ‘The photographs page left serve to demonstrate conclusively that there is
nothing of historical interest that may be worthy of retention’. It continuous to say that ‘the façade is constructed of
random rubble brickwork without any adornment whatsoever’. Adornment is generally defined as ‘a thing which adorns or
decorate; an ornaments’. Ornaments and decorative elements alone do not act as criteria for determination of heritage
value. Furthermore, ‘random rubble construction’ is historically characteristic of the construction of the dwellings in the
Old Town, thus further reinforcing the findings of the initial HA carried out by McKillop & Smith for the purpose of the
previous planning submission.
6.10 Independent desk-based research carried out by Planning Vision Ltd at the time of the previous application being
submitted has uncovered that the building, which today is referred to as 47 Line Wall Road and 15 and 17 College Lane,
and which faces Line Wall Road, was in fact two separate buildings facing Line Wall Road. The images below show a
render that is characteristic of many residential structures evident in the Old Town of a typical Georgian character,
although it is not possible to see the images of the College Lane façade, however, it can be clearly seen that the façade
we see today appears largely untouched and typical of the Old Town’s traditional character at the time.

Figure 14: Images of the Site (exact date unknown)

Figure 15 & 16: Images of the Site (date unknown)

6.11 The exact date of when images 1 & 2 above were captured is unknown, however the vehicle visible in image 2,
confirms that the photograph would have been taken sometime after year 1939. The car is a Ford Anglia 8 HP Model
E04, which generally was introduced to production in 1939 and continued after the war with minor changes, until 1948.
The third image presents a team from HMS playing against another team from the Deutschland at the Naval ground in
Gibraltar in 1936. Therefore, the buildings facing Line Wall Road had been altered with a cement render and additional
storey added, as well as replacement windows sometime after 1940, most likely between 1950-1965, which led to its
current appearance.

6.12 The Design Statement submitted in respect of the current proposal also claims that ‘ The Amar´s Bakery building in
particular is intrinsically lacking any positive aesthetic qualities whatsoever. Something that not even its maturity can
impart and is considered by many to be a local eyesore, albeit a longstanding one. ‘ As previously demonstrated the
building is not intrinsically lacking qualities. Its aesthetics have been covered under render sometime between 1950-60s,
a decision which has proven to have had a long-standing negative effect on the aesthetic of the building. Nonetheless,
one that can be rectified through retention and reinstatement of the façade. McKillop and Smith’s report further confirms
this. It states that ‘the most historic fabric is recoverable’, but it ‘has been distorted through alterations to a large degree’.
Despite undergoing unsympathetic alterations in the past, ‘at its core the building is likely plastered masonry’ of Georgian
origin as can be seen on the images provided within this report. In their report McKillop Smith also state that ‘the historic
value of this site has been altered so dramatically that it barely appears historic in nature; yet it is’. Our findings confirm
that assertation, as well as that the building’s core structure likely dates from at least 1860’s and most likely extends
beyond that back to 1700s. We further uphold the viewpoint that ‘its aesthetic value has been distorted abysmally,
however, not irreversibly’ (McKillop & Smith). This refers to both facades. Therefore, despite the unsympathetic
alterations, its character can be recovered, and the building reinstated to its former glory. Redevelopment should seek to
enhance the core buildings, rather than demolish and replace them.
6.13 It has been demonstrated within this statement that the recommendations of the previous Heritage Assessment
undertaken by the Applicant were not followed, the assessment supplied in respect of the current planning application is
limited in scope and the full report is not available or constitutes the singular page summary found on page 6 of the
Design Statement. Therefore, the assessment of the findings based on images supplied on page 6 is not based on any
meaningful, or otherwise, assessment. The ‘shabby’, ‘delipidated’ state of the exterior is a result, by definition, of being
‘in poor condition through long use or lack of care’.

7.0

Planning Policy
7.1 The following policies are relevant to the site; hence they might be referenced within the following section of this
assessment of the site and the development proposal produced by McLundie Architects Ltd.:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Policy GDS2: Design
Policy GDS6: Landscape Assessment
Policy GDS15: Tall Buildings
Policy ENV22: Setting of protected monuments etc.,
Policy ENV24: Archaeological Sites
Policy H6: Redevelopment of Residential Accommodation
Policy UW2: Water Conservation
Policy UW4: Renewable Energy Schemes
Policy UW5: Construction Waste
Policy Z1.1: The Old Town
Policy OTC1: Development within the Old Town
Policy OTC2: Application of Design Guide
Policy OTC4: Demolition of Buildings
Policy OTC5: Protection and Enhancement of City Walls
Policy OTC6: Tall Buildings
Policy OTR3: Environmental Improvements

8.0 Grounds of Objection
Planning, Policy and Other Material Considerations
Section 19 Notice
8.1 This type of development is subject to public participation requirements under Section 19 of the Town Planning Act. If
Section 19 applies the Applicant must:
a. Place a notice (use form S19 attached) on site and this must remain for at least 14 days. On completion of the 14
days, complete and submit your application.
b. Place a notice (use form S19 attached) in the Gibraltar Gazette, a daily and weekly newspaper. Copies of each of the
publications in which the notices are published must be submitted as soon as possible after their publication.
8.2 S19 Notice (as evidenced on the photographic images below) has been displayed at only numbers: 47 Line Wall Road
and 17 College Lane. No notice was placed on number 15 College Lane, which is contrary to the requirements of the
Town Planning Act.

Figure 17: Door without notice

Reason for Refusal of Previous Planning Application No. O-15538-18
8.3 Page 5 of the Design Statement submitted by the Applicant in support of planning application number O/16281/19 states
as follows: ‘Despite the drastic state of 47 Line Wall Road and 15 & 17 College Lane, the principle reason that this
application was unsuccessful was that the Committee felt there had been insufficient justification for demolition put
forward at the time; this in reference to POLICY OTC4 of the Old Town Plan and complete demolition was refused.
Having taken this view on board the Developer and Design Team instigated an in-depth exercise to examine whether
indeed there would be any merit in carrying out a renovation project, retaining the existing buildings, despite the previous
comments on their state and condition. This was undertaken to considerable ends in a fourfold manner as follows
overleaf with the corresponding results given in RED.’
8.4 Planning Policy OTC4 – Demolition of Buildings (Gibraltar development Plan, 2009), states as follows:
Planning permission for the demolition of buildings within the Old Town will not normally be granted except where:
a) The building is not considered to make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the area; or
b) In the case of a building that does make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the area, the
application is supported by:
i. The submission of an independent structural report which clearly justifies the need to demolish the building; and
ii. Any other supporting information, such as an economic feasibility report, justifying the case for demolition.
Permission for any demolition will not be granted until a suitable redevelopment scheme has been approved.
8.5 The Refusal Notice dated 23/11/18 states the following reason for refusal:
‘Reasons for refusal 1. The Commission considers that the complete demolition of the original building is unacceptable,
as the building is considered to be of heritage value and warrants preservation.’
8.6 Contrary to the reason for refusal listed by the Applicant, based on which the current revised development proposal and
rationale behind it were developed, the reason for refusal was not cited as Policy OTC4 of the Old Town Plan (2009), but
as ‘the building being considered to be of heritage value and warrant[ing] preservation’ as such. Although any Heritage
Study, which allows for the enrichment of existing knowledge on a building/site is considered valuable, the heritage value
of the site was not in question.

Heritage Assessment
8.7 Further to the information outlined in section 6.0 of this report, what is referred to as an ‘in depth exercise’ undertaken ‘to
considerable ends’, is presented within the Design Statement (page 5) as a singular page statement with a small sample
selection of images, which standalone is not considered to be a comprehensive industry standard Heritage Assessment
sufficient to meet the recommendations contained within the initial HA produced by McKillop & Smith. Furthermore, the
information provided is assessed erroneously as has been demonstrated in section 6.0 of this document. There is clear
evidence of the traditional character and heritage of the existing buildings and, as previously stated, this was not being
questioned by the Development and Planning Commission during the 9th meeting.
Other Planning Policy Consideration
8.8 Section 4.3 of Gibraltar Development Plan for the Old Town (2009) recognises that ‘the Old Town has a high
concentration of old buildings many of whose external facades are in poor condition’. It continuous to say that ‘the
physical improvements of the environment is one of the primary objectives of any urban renewal initiatives and leads to
economic and social benefits for the community as a whole through the improvement of confidence in an area,
encouragement of inwards investment, and improving the quality of life for residents’. It goes on to say that ‘The
Development and Planning Commission is therefore committed to continuing with its efforts to encourage the
improvement of building facades’ not their destruction and replacement.
8.9 Para 2.6 of the Old Town Plan (2009) states that ‘landowners who deliberately allow buildings to fall into disrepair with a
view to their eventual demolition will not be looked on favourably. Where it is suspected that the landlord is deliberately
allowing a property to fall into disrepair, action shall be taken under the Town Planning and public Health Act to require
the owner to properly maintain the building’.
8.10 By the Applicant’s Agent’s own admission within the Design Statement which accompanies the current planning
application, the aforementioned point is confirmed through numerous references to the current state of the buildings
located within the site, as the statement refers to the ‘drastic state of 47 Line Wall Road and 15 & 17 College Lane’ (page
5). Another reference to this effect is made on page 17, where the influence and source of inspiration behind the design
of the proposed building is discussed: ‘This will be a modern design of high quality using superior quality materials which
will enhance the vicinity, replacing as it will do, a poor-quality building which has suffered through a lack of maintenance

and upgrading….’. This point is further reinforced within the Engineer´s Report submitted by the Developer, Arethusa
Limited in support of the Application (Belilos, ref. NH/004/299 dated May 2018), which describes the ‘dilapidated state of
all of the component parts’. ‘They are so neglected, ruinous and derelict as to be virtually uninhabitable’.
8.11 Planning Application no O-15538-18 is the 6th application submitted by Aerthusa Developments in respect of the site
over the past 11 years seeking demolition and new build (either of the entire site, or in part according to the site
descriptions as noted on the eGov Planning Portal), which is indicative of the conviction of the Developer that the
buildings located within the site are not worthy preservation and re-use/rehabilitation/refurbishment and enhancement,
but instead demolition and replacement with new.
8.12

POLICY OTC6 – Tall Buildings (Gibraltar development Plan, 2009), states as follows:

Planning Permission for tall buildings (defined as being more than 5 storeys in height) will only be permitted in
exceptional cases and will require a design statement justifying the exceptional height in urban design terms. In
considering such applications consideration shall be given, in particular to:
a) Appropriateness to the location and context;
b) Visual Impact;
3) Quality Design; and
d) Contribution to the character and appearance of the Old Town.
In addition to planning permission tall buildings proposal will also require the approval of the Government.
8.13 Policy OTC6 seeks to safeguard the Old Town from development that is considered to be not in keeping with the
overall historic character of the area. Paragraph 2.10 of the Development Plan states that ‘To preserve the historic
landscape of the Old Town, future new development should be of a similar scale’.
8.14 Section 5.2 of the Gibraltar Development Plan Design Guide for the Old Town (2009) states that ‘Proposals for new
development within The Old Town, including vertical extensions will need to pay regard to the height of existing buildings
in the vicinity. It will not always be necessary to match exactly the height of adjacent buildings, nor will proposals always
need to be lower than that existing. In certain cases, particularly at focal points, such as important corner plots, a taller
building may be justified. However, significantly taller buildings will not normally be permitted. What is important is that
the proposals sit comfortably within the streetscene.’

8.15 As has been extensively demonstrated within this document, the Design Statement submitted in respect of the
planning application has not demonstrated that the proposal should be considered an ‘exceptional case’, whereas the
justification provided is contrary to the planning policy objectives relevant to the Old Town area contained within the
Development Plan and some wider objectives applicable to development proposals concerning all future development
within Gibraltar, in particular with regards to conservation principles, sustainable development, design and generally good
planning and urban design practice.
Precedent
8.16 Within the current Design Statement, the Applicant argues that ‘There exists comparatively recent planning
precedent for [] complete demolition, and this scheme only proposes partial demolition, with the retention of the College
Lane facades.’ On page 9 of the document, references are made to the Gibtelecom building, which the Applicant
considers ‘a dominant feature of this part of Line Wall Road’. It continuous to say that ‘There are several multi-story
buildings on Line Wall Road, the nearest being the Gibtelecom adjacent. With its double height ground floor, this is
effectively a building of 7 stories. Therefore, this re-development proposal, whose top two floors will be set back to some
extent, will not result in an edification that appears out of place or scale with its immediate surroundings on one side,
being of the same height.’ On page 17, the design influence for the proposal is further confirmed, as follows: ‘The façade
finishes, and proportions will complement the neighbouring Gibtel building.’
8.17 The dominance of the Gibtelecom building is a result of the massing, height and design of the building, which is not in
keeping with the overall character of the Old Town. Its ‘dominance’ is therefore not a result of the building being an
outstanding example of a heritage-based design that is appropriate to its immediate context and respectful of the
character of the Old Town area, but instead of design that is out of scale and proportion and not in keeping with or
enhancing the historical and heritage identity of the Old Town’s built environment. It is therefore not considered to be a
sufficient justification, or a valid supporting argument for demolition of the existing buildings, which as agreed at the 9th
Development and Planning Commission meeting and reinforced through the decision made in respect of planning
application no O-155538-18, are ‘of heritage value and warrant preservation’.
8.18 In addition to the above, the Design Statement also contains various references to the future redevelopment of the
site adjacent to the proposal site and other buildings situated in close proximity of the site. ‘To the right is a small two

story shed-like structure, part of the Bay View Buildings, which would seem to be completely out of place as Line Wall
Road is modernized and developed. It is acknowledged as having a certain history, however that alone does not
necessarily impart any architectural merit or character’. It continuous to say that ‘To the right of that is the Calpe Casino
with its arched loggia at ground level. This was historically an Officer´s Mess and next to that, across King Street is the 5
story, plus mansard, NatWest office block at 55 Line Wall Road.’ It adds that : ‘To the rear of the site there is a variety of
densely packed buildings of a certain age, varied appearance and state of repair, extending to Main Street. It would be
hard to categorise any of which to be of architectural or historical merit.’
8.19 Furthermore, several assumptions are made as to the future redevelopment prospects of this part of the Old Town,
namely: ‘On the other side it can only be anticipated that in the fullness of time this land too may be subject to
redevelopment. With the Gibtelecom building as the local precedent together with the nearby multi-story Natwest
building, the scale of future townscape seems established.’
8.20 As can be seen above, several assumptions with no evidence to support the claims had been made within the Design
Statement as to the prospects of future redevelopment of the nearby sites without substantiation of said claims. The
history of Casino Calpe and its associate value has been assumed as ‘certain’ which is a non-specific term and is based
on an assumption due to lack of evidence to substantiate any factual, specific claims of its value. The term used i.e.
‘shed-like’ structure seeks to imply a simple, roofed structure used for secondary purposes, such as shelter for animals
etc. These non-descriptive, speculative statements, based on no evidence, should not be therefore contemplated. If fact,
they could be mis-construed and generally distract from the subject matter.
8.21 As has been demonstrated above, the Applicant’s proposed design drew inspiration from the Gibtelecom building and
sought to complement it in terms of scale, height, massing and architectural treatment, rather than focusing on ensuring
that the design draws from the heritage nature of the built environment of the Old Town within which the site lies. The
Gibtelecom building does not set a precedent of the future development of the Old Town, as it is not representative of its
character.

Sustainability Assessment & Climate Change
8.22 Page 8 of the Design Statement states that ‘Another important positive factor in favour of the development anew of
the site is that the proposed building would comply, if not exceed, with present day building regulations, particularly as to

thermal insulation and heat loss characteristics. Sustainability issues are dealt with later in this document. Clearly the full
realisation of these important measures can realistically only be possible in a new build situation, with particular regard to
thermal efficiency, low energy usage and minimisation of environmental impact, all in line with present day standards of
living’.
8.23 Nowadays current sustainable buildings, in reality, are not ‘sustainable’. The sustainability concept has been
transformed in a stereotype language about a theme which is more than designing bioclimatic architecture and saving
energy. Many architects focus solely on energy efficiency in the operation phase of the building's lifecycle and forget the
other issues related to sustainable architecture. For example, the necessary energy for the electrical devices used daily
comes from non-renewable sources. These buildings are reducing the natural resources and continuously contaminating
the environment. They tend to also consume a large percentage of total raw material available and produce large
amounts of waste during extraction, transformation, construction and demolition. Although the energy savings achieved
in these buildings are often admirable, mostly in skyscrapers, this means very little in terms of architecture that respects
the environment, as most of the energy supply comes from non-renewable sources. Furthermore, the building materials
used on these buildings are often extracted in a destructive manner and a small quantity of it is reused or recycled. The
buildings are design to be built, but not designed to be run or deconstructed.
8.24 Greater understanding of how reusing existing buildings is a necessary consideration in achieving a viable
sustainability strategy. A life-cycle sustainability assessment is required to determine the most sustainable way forward.
The aforementioned statements quoted are a testament to the widespread luck of understanding of this concept, which is
key to addressing climate change issues and biodiversity from a holistic perspective, as well as application on a project
by project basis.
8.25 In certain cases the most sustainable thing we can do is to not build new. Everything is an asset until we prove it
otherwise.
Conservation Principles
8.26 Section 3.1 of the Old Town Design Guide states that ‘Buildings, structures and other elements that contribute
towards the character of the area should be retained and conserved’. The core structure, as has been demonstrated

within the previous section of this document, remains and is characteristic and representative of the Old Town’s
character.
8.27 The Gibraltar Development Plan for the Old Town (2009) recognises that the Old Town contains ‘a wealth of buildings
that are uniquely Gibraltarian and which in their group context make an invaluable contribution to Gibraltar’s townscape’
(para 2.0). It further recognises the ‘special architectural and historic character of the Old Town’, ‘where buildings have a
high intrinsic value in their own right’. Demolition of such buildings is considered ‘as a retrograde step that would not
contribute to the furthering of the conservation objectives’.
8.28 Historical and Cultural continuity can be combined with modernity to accomplish outstanding results through realising
the desire for progress whilst respecting the objective of conservation without the need to compromise the overall
character of the Old Town, or the viability of the scheme.
8.29 A good example of a strikingly similar building being carefully refurbished and brought back to use fit for its occupants
can be seen on the images below. Although the project has been completed recently, it has already had a positive impact
on the immediate area namely the Moroccan restaurant located next door carried out some much-needed beautification
work, the external furniture was beautified, with further improvements anticipated.

Wider Economic Impact
8.30 Section 5.0 recognises that ‘the Old Town is one of the prime destinations for tourists visiting Gibraltar’ with ‘its
historical associations’, and ‘unique sense of place exemplified by its vernacular architecture that demonstrates an
interesting mix of British colonial and Mediterranean influences’. The Old Town’s unique built environment reflects local
traditions and historical evolution of the streetscape characteristic to Gibraltar; it is what makes Gibraltar unique and
attracts visitors. Development proposals which seek to impact this negatively, weather by proposing demolition of
traditional buildings or carrying out unlawful unsympathetic alterations, impact and promote tourism, which in turn has a
positive impact on the local economy.
8.31 In regeneration projects heritage buildings can also be a focal point, a familiar and well-loved building or even a
landmark with a distinctive identity. Such buildings attract tenants or occupiers seeking distinctive buildings, which may
also be a way of expressing a business’ brand identity.
8.32 A historic building, place or environment can often provide the desired unique or character laden setting, thus not only
providing intangible benefits but also making sound financial sense as well.
Scale, Height and Massing in Context
8.33 Localised variations of the built fabric are generally encouraged, clusters however should be avoided due to the
pressure this may cause on the immediate and wider area. Introducing another tall building of contemporary design
within this small section of Line Wall Road would have resulted in the Casino Calpe building appearing as if it no longer
belonged. It will appear out of place and disappear due to the amalgamation of contemporary building form in close
proximity to it and each other, thus also significantly and irreversibly effecting the overall character of the Old Town.
8.34 The proposal is considered to be visually obstructive and dominant, out of scale with the neighbouring developments
ranging from 2-6 storeys. The proposed building facing College Lane is located alongside a narrow alleyway, if demolition
and the new build proposal were to be accepted, we consider that the proximity of this building combined with the
proposed height and design of the new build is likely to be considered to be too dominant in the street scene despite the
proposed step back.

8.35 Despite time limitations, the designers at Planning Vision Ltd. worked relentlessly to develop an alternative design
treatment for the proposal site ahead of the DPC meeting at which the previous proposal was discussed. The meeting
took place on 26/09/18. The proposed design treatment, which was presented at the meeting retained the original core
structures and sought to enhance them with modern treatment of additional floors. This attempt was prompted by the dire
need to demonstrate how the above can be applied in order to achieve the desired result. The design sought to draw
inspiration from the existing core building’s traditional façade treatment and maintain a relationship between the existing
and new build parts of the building through comfortable movement from one elevation to another. The use of iron
balconies was maintained throughout the design to highlight the architectural qualities of the existing build. The additional
floors have been set back from Line Wall Road and College Lane in order to minimise the visual impact of the extension
in context of its immediate surroundings and limit its impact on the neighbouring buildings.

8.36 Buildings should not be designed based on image and form, but rather to allow the site to determine the aesthetic of
the building in order to contribute to the sustainability of the design intervention.
Daylight/Sunlight Considerations
8.37 The Design Statement (p.15) states that ‘Concerns of over-shadowing arising from the height of the proposed building
are mitigated by setting back the College Lane facade by 2 metres from the site boundary over the extent of nos. 15 &
17.’ It continuous to say that: ’The history of the current proposal carries modifications in a collaborative effort to respect
historic light-wells and to diminish the overshadowing and perceived loss of daylight to the existing buildings to the East’
and ‘No neighbouring windows will be blocked up by the new building and such perceived loss of light as may occur to
adjoining properties in no way diminishes their basic habitability’. It goes on to say that ‘Additionally, such rights [Right to
Light] are not a town planning issue, but a legal matter. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that in planning terms these
rights exist to be given such consideration to as may be merited in the close community of the Gibraltar Old Town. Hence
the above-mentioned endeavours of the Design Team on behalf of the Developer to cooperate and collaborate in this
regard’.
8.38 The design of our built environment has an impact on our health and well-being and therefore can have long- term
implications for quality of life, hence appropriate considerations are required to ensure no negative impact. The potential
impact has not been assessed with the use of relevant tools, hence, although the introduction of the proposed mitigating
measures is acknowledged, it is not possible to determine whether these are indeed sufficient, as the potential impact of
the proposal on the amount of natural light received in buildings located on adjacent sites to the proposal site, which are
likely to be affected has not been assessed.
Viability
8.39 On page 8 of the Design Statement the Applicant states that: ‘In the spirit of cooperation and in line with POLICY
OTC4 the Developer has examined in depth the various feasibility factors relating to a renovation project. This has not
been found to be a financial or practical proposition as stated before’. It continuous to say (page 5) that ‘Furthermore, the
existing structure and internal arrangements of the buildings are such that the feasibility of refurbishment to form an
efficient layout and use of the building has been questioned in the context of the proposed usage; not to mention the

prohibitive costs that may be expected to be involved in bringing the physical aspects of the building fabric into line with
current codes of practice. The buildings are currently largely out of use at the present time and by contemporary
standards of construction and sustainability expectations they are firmly in the past.’
8.40 The Feasibility Study referred to in the context of proposal referenced as an ‘Alternative A’, which is understood to
refer to an additional storey being added to the current structure as it stands today, thus resulting in a 5 storey building, is
said to have demonstrated beyond doubt a ‘lack of financial profitability’ with a loss of £1.688GBP. The study could not
be downloaded from the eGov portal for review purposes to be examined in detail. The image entitled ‘Trial Hole
Locations’ (p7) has not been uploaded onto the eGov planning portal either and the annotations and detail on the image
included within the report are not readable, meaning it was also impossible to examine it in detail.
8.41 The viability argument in respect of the proposal is acknowledged. However by no means should it dictate the
decision to demolish a traditional building of heritage value. In fact this could set a precedent for approval of demolition in
the Old Town as a result of a financial viability argument and reward lack of appropriate maintenance of similar
properties.
8.42 Moreover, in any case, the façade can be retained and tied into the new structure, which allows for remodelling and
improving the internal structure if necessary. This will allow for the overall look of the building to be preserved, while,
behind-the-scenes, new internal layouts and structures are constructed to meet more modern means if it is not possible
to retain the internal features.
Social Value
8.43 The wider area of Line Wall Road has been undergoing quite significant changes lately with a number of redevelopments being proposed and planned and this has led to an increased public interest. The social value of the
building is well recognised, as Amar’s Bakery has been serving Gibraltar’s society for decades catering to special
celebrations and events.
8.44 According to the Design Statement, the Applicant considers ‘The existence of a voluminous change.org petition is a
distraction from reality and needs to be seen as such. Bearing in mind that such global petitions inevitably include
frivolous objections to any change whatsoever from the status quo, without giving any consideration as to the merits of

the case in hand. It seems too that the College Lane Action Group, progenitor of the petition, appears to be the brainchild
of three adjoining proprietors.’
8.45 Number of Objections from local residents were submitted at the time citing numerous reasons for objection. Over
1350 signatures were collected by the College Lane Action Group, thus demonstrating, not only the strong feelings in
respect of the proposal, but also the interest level and willingness of the local community to participate in the planning
and development process.
8.46 CLAG was set up by a small group of local residents who live in close vicinity to the proposal site. Since its inception,
the group grew. Today CLAG works closely with many professionals and a local town planning agency whom assists the
neighbourhood group in their efforts of safeguarding the Old Town. After the previous planning application was submitted
by the Applicant, CLAG made efforts to engage the developer’s design team into a dialogue. After all, it is the residents
who live in the area, as well as those who work and spend their leisurely time in an area, that hold key knowledge on
many aspects of the built environment, its functionality and beyond. It is those people that the Developer seeks to build
for, in order to respond to the needs, requirements and desires of the local population (and beyond) and as such it is
regrettable that their willingness and desire to assist in a meaningful, productive manner was dismissed by the
Developer. It is appreciated that this is a complex subject matter, however it was consider a relevant point in the context
of the statements made by the Applicant’s Design Team as noted above. Furthermore, as suggested by McKillop Smith
extensive public participation could help uncover deeper links, another potential benefit of engaging the community in a
meaningful manner through a series of carefully crafted exercises aimed at discovering the deeper meaning of the site,
which would no doubt assist in refining the development proposal to ensure that it is not only acceptable, but also
desirable.
8.47 Historic buildings add value to a place through their variety, character and a sense of familiarity which will increase its
use and improve safety. Even in a relatively modest environment historic buildings contribute to the character of a street
and townscape and help define a sense of place.
8.48 The intangible values of cultural heritage are almost impossible to calculate in monetary terms and it has to be
recognised that conservation is also in the ‘public good’

Structural Considerations
8.49 The report commissioned by Artheusa Developments Ltd. developed by Belilos (No. NH/004/299, dated May 2018)
concludes in para. 3.1 as follows: ‘There is widespread cracking of render particularly at corners of the building and
emanating from the corners of windows. The level of damage can be considered to be aesthetic; reference BRE Digest
251 ‘Assessment of Damage in Low Rise Buildings’ and not necessarily an indication of underlying structural damage.
Nevertheless the cracks are widespread and should the building be retained then wholesale removal’. It further states
that ‘The paving at ground level is sound indicating there are no issues with subsidence around or within the foundations
of the building.’ It continuous to say in section 3.2 that ‘…there are no signs of structural instability either inside or outside
the building…’, theorising that ‘…it can only be assumed that at some stage the stability of this part of the building
became an issue and the buttress was built to support the walls of the building…’. The former is factual statement, the
latter merely an assumption.
8.50 There is therefore no evidence to suggest that the structure of the building is unsound. Although it is accepted, that
further intrusive investigative method might uncover some further damage as a result of water penetration in particular.

9.0

Conclusions & Recommendations
9.1 Historical urban areas are key elements in the protection of the history and culture of a city. To enhance the everyday
experience, authentic architecture should speak the language of its setting and reflect the past and current conditions of
the local culture.
9.2 Existing buildings, whether they are of great historic significance or not, form a significant part of the real estate asset
with opportunities for change and reuse. Pressures on land and increasing density in city centre locations can result in
buildings being demolished and replaced, thus forever lost instead of being adapted and revitalised/rejuvenated and
enhanced instead, which is more often than not, proven to be more sustainable in context of the assessment of the lifecycle of a building.
9.3 There is a general understanding and acknowledgment that heritage buildings are an important element of Gibraltar’s
social capital and that heritage conservation provides economic, cultural and social benefits to local urban communities.
Good urban revitalisation not only involves diversifying economic activities but also harnessing the heritage value and
preservation of the social fabric.
9.4 The protection of historical urban areas includes protecting the exterior appearance, whilst often transforming the interior
to meet the needs of the modern people, as well as improving local infrastructure and environment for the benefit of the
local residents, the neighbourhood and the city as a whole.
9.5 Section 4.0 of the Old Town Design Guide recognises that ‘a fundamental principle of good design is to understand and
respond to, the context into which the proposed building is to be placed’. Proposed design intervention should respond to
the immediate and wider context to maintain the connection to the existing townscape and maintain the unique character
of the Old Town, as well as the individual and the cumulative identity of the build form through authenticity and meaning
of the building influenced by the needs and characteristics of the location. Development proposals should be based on an
understanding of local characteristics. Proposals should preserve or enhance local character and respect the

appearance, scale, mass, height and pattern of surrounding buildings, spaces and streets.
9.6 The building we see on site today gives a false impression of history. The building is of significant age and despite the
recent alterations carried out approximately between the 1950-1965, the core structure is typical of the Old Town of
Gibraltar. This decision has proven to have had a long-standing negative effect on the aesthetic of the building.
Nonetheless, one that can be rectified through retention and reinstatement of the façade. McKillop and Smith’s report
further confirms this, as the building’s Georgian glory lies hidden behind a rendered exterior and top floor extensions
combined with window/door replacement.
9.7 The buildings contribute to the Old Towns inherent historical character as has been demonstrated. Furthermore they are
indeed ‘critical’ as the boundary of the Old Town which has been set as such due to the heritage importance and
historical context of the buildings and structures located within this area, is being continuously pressed, an action
requiring careful consideration and control to prevent the reduction of the Old Town area and therefore a loss of our
protected built heritage environment.
9.8 Based on this assessment of the site and its local planning context, we conclude that the site offers potential for redevelopment. There are however various planning and physical constraints and issues that have been identified
throughout this document, which will impact on the nature and scale of proposal likely to be deemed acceptable.
9.9 The location of the site makes it an attractive location for development and a great opportunity for intensification to
maximise its potential, however this should not be sought to a detriment of the site, the neighbouring buildings, nor the
historic character of the Old Town as a whole.
9.10 According to the Applicant (Para 1.1.3) page 8 of the Design Statement, states ‘part demolition of the existing
buildings is found to be fully justified’. It enlists the following rationale behind their professional opinion: ‘They are of little
merit and are in a shabby, dilapidated state.‘ Section 1.2.2 of the Design Statement continues: ‘The Developer and
Design team stand by their firmly held opinion that the existing buildings are of such limited merit that their retention
would be prejudicial to the feasibility of the redevelopment of the site.’ The ‘shabby’, ‘dilapidated’ state of the exterior is a
result, by definition, of being ‘in poor condition through long use or lack of care’.

9.11 As has been demonstrated within this document, and based on the photographs uncovered to date, it can be seen
that the buildings, have been altered with a cement façade and additional storey added, as well as replacement windows,
sometime between 1950-1965. Prior to these alterations these buildings were very characteristic to the Old Town in its
appearance. It is therefore considered that demolishing the building and its replacement with new built modern design
would result in a loss of part of the character of the Old Town, especially considering that with a degree of willingness
and care the charming Georgian buildings can be brought back to their former glory and enhanced instead of being
destroyed. Financial viability of a scheme, although is acknowledged to be a relevant consideration, should not outweigh
planning policy and other material considerations. By their own admission, the buildings were left in a state of disrepair, a
result of years, if not decades, of lack of appropriate maintenance and care by the owner(s). As has been demonstrated
at length within this assessment document, the planning policy position is clear, as is the heritage value of the assets,
which was not questioned or provided as a reason for refusal, despite the Applicant claims to this effect.
9.12 Due to competing demands, determination of planning application based on their own merits in context of all relevant
planning, policy and other material considerations is a difficult balancing act. All relevant information, comprehensive
assessments and surveys of appropriate nature, scope and depth, as per relevant industry standards and guidelines
should be submitted in respect of the site and the proposal in order to aid the Development and Planning Commission in
determining the application. As it has been demonstrated above, this requirement was not actioned accordingly, as
assessments lack detail and evidence, and some information contained within the submission documents can be missconstrued.
9.13 We trust that this document provides all information and rationale for the Statement of Objection in order to aid the
DPC in making their decision. In our professional view, taking into account the appropriateness of the proposal in context
and the history of the site, as well as the rationale for development according to the Design Statement, combined with
lack of maintenance of the buildings (among other considerations), confirms that the application does not meet all
applicable planning, policy and other requirements and objectives, as was demonstrated throughout this document,
hence we trust that this Objection will be considered favourably.
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11.0

Disclaimer
This report has been prepared for the exclusive use by the College Lane Action Group (CLAG) and it constitutes a
Statement of Objection to proposal number O/16281/19 located in Gibraltar’s Old Town.
The assessment has been undertaken in line with the relevant Policies, Local Development Documents and Guidance of the
HM Government of Gibraltar and the Government of the United Kingdom (where relevant) in respect of Statements of
Objections.
Where limited access was available, reasonable assumptions would have been made.
Planning Vision Ltd. further confirms that they have used their best endeavours to ensure that the facts stated in this report
are correct and that the opinions expressed represent a true and complete professional opinion.
Any use which a third party makes of this report, or any reliance on or decisions to be made based on it, are the
responsibility of the third party. With respect to third parties, Planning Vision Ltd. assumes no liability or responsibility for
losses of any kind whatsoever, including direct or consequential effects on transactions or property values, or requirements
for follow up actions and costs.
Planning Vision Ltd. accepts no responsibility for any deficiency, misstatement or inaccuracy contained in this report as a
result of omissions, misinterpretations or fraudulent acts of persons interviewed or contacted.

