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1. Introduction 

Hilson Moran have been instructed by the London Borough of Camden to undertake an independent 

review of the ‘Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC Comparison’ report (here in after 

also referenced as ‘optioneering study’ or ‘optioneering report’) for the extensive redevelopment of 

the site at Selkirk House (also known as One Museum Street). 

The optioneering study has been produced by DSDHA architects on behalf of the applicant Lab Selkirk 

House Ltd and submitted to Camden Council as part of the planning application n. 2023/2510/P.  

The optioneering study has been reviewed against Camden Planning Sustainability Policies and GLA 

requirements (where applicable) for Whole Life Carbon Assessments, with the aim of identifying any 

critical areas or potential conflicts with the planning requirements.  

The key policy reference documents are: 

• Camden Local Plan 2017 

• Camden Planning Guidance (CPG) Energy efficiency and adaptation - January 2021 

• London Plan Guidance – Whole Life Carbon Assessments – GLA, March 2022 

• London Plan 2021, Greater London Authority, March 2021 

 

This is the second issue of our independent report and constitutes a review of the updated 

documentation provided by the design team (see section 2.2) in response to the findings from the 

initial review by Hilson Moran on 08/09/2023. 

In addition to the above, Hilson Moran have been instructed to complete a technical review of 3 no. 

reports issued by Targeting Zero on 15/03/2023, 05/07/2023 and 05/09/2023 on behalf of ‘Save 

Museum Street’, a cross community coalition of organisations and major land holders.  

It should be noted the first report issued by Targeting Zero (15/03/2023) was based on a previous 

application for the site (2021/2954/P), while the latter two reports refer to the current application.  
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 Objectives 

The aim of this review is to support the London Borough of Camden to ascertain whether the 

optioneering study submitted by the applicant responds to the sustainability planning requirements, 

with a focus on the assessment of the whole life carbon emissions. 

The key objectives of this independent review have been agreed with Camden as follows: 

 

Review the carbon estimates (for both embodied and operational carbon emissions) 
provided by the applicant for each development option to ensure that WLC emissions 
have been calculated and evaluated realistically and consistently. 

 

Ascertain if the optioneering study includes sufficient details on the conditions/feasibility 
studies required by Camden to understand the potential reuse of the existing buildings, 
in line with Camden’s Guidance on Energy and Adaptation (CPG).   

 

Comment on the evidence provided by the applicant to justify the proposed demolitions 
against Camden’s Policy CC1 and the Guidance on Energy and Adaptation (CPG) 
requirements. This involves a review of assessment criteria established by the applicant 
to evaluate the different options considered.  

 

Review the reports issued by Targeting Zero against the demolition of 1 Museum Street 
on behalf of ‘Save Museum Street’ and produce a short commentary response.  

 
It is not the purpose of this review to: 

• Provide technical considerations on project’s aspects that are not strictly related to the 
planning policy sustainability requirements. 

• Formulate opinions on what the best use of the site might be (e.g. which option maximises 
the site opportunities, which use class is more appropriate, etc). 

• Judge the proposed design. 

• Suggest engineering solutions to improve the proposed scheme.  
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2. Documents reviewed 

 Initial review of the optioneering study 

An initial review of the ‘Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC Comparison’ report 

submitted for planning was completed by Hilson Moran on September 8th, 2023.  

As part of this review, Hilson Moran produced a technical and independent commentary report of 

compliance on the optioneering study produced by the design team for planning. The findings from 

the initial review have been summarised in section 5 of this report.  

The initial review was limited to the following documents from Camden’s planning portal: 

Table 1 – List of planning documents within the scope of the initial review  

Document Revision Date 

Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC Comparison 
(also referenced as ‘optioneering study’ or ‘optioneering report’ hereinafter) 

A July 2023 

 

Other planning reports were also read to understand the project context and the wider sustainability 

brief; however these were not commented on as they were not part of the agreed scope of 

appointment for our independent review.  

Examples of documents read but not commented on include:  

• Design & Access Statement issued for planning (June 2023) 

• Sustainability Statement (Rev. 09 – June 2023) 

• Energy Assessment (Rev. 11 – June 2023) and GLA Carbon Emissions Reporting Spreadsheets 

• Circular Economy Statement (Rev. 10 – June 2023) and corresponding GLA template 

• Internal Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Report (May 2023) 

 

In addition to the above and as part of the initial review, we have completed a technical examination 

of the ‘The Carbon Case for Retention and Retrofit’ report issued by Targeting Zero on 15/03/2023 

against the demolition of 1 Museum Street on behalf of ‘Save Museum Street’.  

The arguments provided by the local community against demolition of 1 Museum Street have been 

reviewed; a commentary response is provided in Appendix A. 
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 Second round of verification 

A series of meetings have been held with Camden’s planning officers and the project team in the 

period between the 9th of September and the 6th of October 2023 to discuss the findings from the 

initial review and to collaboratively agree the next actions and the information required to resolve the 

queries raised.  

An updated set of information has been produced by the applicant in response to the findings from 

the initial review. The new information has been submitted to Hilson Moran between the 25th of 

September 2023 and the 9th of October 2023, as outlined in Tables 2 and 3. 

Table 2 – List of documents submitted on 25 September 2023 

Document Revision Date 

Pre-Demolition Audit report issued by ARUP 2 25/09/2023 

Schedule of Surveys issued by G&T - 25/09/2023 

Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC Comparison 
Addendum 01 – Prepared by Scotch Partners 

P00 20/09/2023 

 

Table 3 – List of documents submitted on 9 October 2023 

Document Revision Date 

Clarifications and Responses on Demolition Justification  
including Pre-Redevelopment Audit and Retention options appraisal 
prepared by DSDHA architects 

- October 2023 

 

We have undertaken a second round of verification to review applicant’s response to the findings and 

ascertain if the necessary clarifications were provided. The outcome of the second verification is 

summarised in section 5 of this report.   

Finally, as part of the second round of verification, we have also completed a technical review of the 

most recent reports issued by Targeting Zero on 05/07/2023 and 05/09/2023 on behalf of ‘Save 

Museum Street’; our commentary response is provided in Appendix B and Appendix C. 
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3. Independent reviewers 
The independent review of the ‘Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC Comparison’ 

study of Selkirk House has been carried out by Andrew Moore and Samuele Rando.  

 

 

Andrew Moore is an Associate Director and experienced 

Sustainability Consultant / LCA reviewer. He has over 13 years’ 

experience in the industry.  Areas of expertise include embodied 

carbon and materials impacts, energy management in use, and 

climate change risk. 

Andrew is a leading industry figure, most notably for developing 

and co-authoring the City of London policy advice note on WLC 

optioneering, for early-stage carbon related decision making. 

 

 

Samuele Rando is a Principal Sustainability Consultant who has 

extensive experience undertaking lifecycle assessments and 

supporting design teams in the implementation of Circular 

Economy principles over the last 7 years.  

Samuele recently supported Camden Council as an independent 

sustainability reviewer of other strategic applications in the 

London Borough of Camden, having gained in-depth knowledge 

of Camden’s planning policies. 
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4. Project overview 
Table 4 – Project information  
 

Project name Selkirk House 

Application no. 2023/2510/P 

GLA referable scheme The project is GLA referable 

Address 
166 High Holborn and 1 Museum Street, 10-12 Museum Street, 35-41 New 
Oxford Street and 16A-18 West Central Street, London, WC1A 1JR 

Property type Mixed-Use – Office, Residential and Retail / Flexible Use 

Gross Internal Area 30,980 m2 (whole development) 
 

Project description 
 

The existing site comprises of 0.52 hectares and is bounded by High 
Holborn to the south, Museum Street to the east and New Oxford Street 
to the north, with the rear of the properties fronting Grape Street forming 
the western boundary. 
 

The proposed scheme comprises of redevelopment and extension to 
provide a mixed-use scheme of affordable housing, town centre uses and 
office floor space within the new 19 storey building on Museum Street. 
 

The proposed development comprises of the following components: 
 

• 1 Museum Street - A single new building rising to 19 storeys, 
providing office accommodation on upper levels and a range of 
flexible town centre uses (Class E) at ground level. 

 

• High Holborn - A single new building rising to 6 storeys, providing 
residential (Class C3) accommodation on upper levels and a flexible 
town centre use (Class E) at ground level. 

 

• Vine Lane - A single new building rising to 5 storeys, providing 
market residential units with a flexible town centre use (Class E) at 
ground level (co-working offer).  

 

• West Central Street - A series of new and refurbished buildings 
rising to 6 storeys, providing residential accommodation (market, 
LCR and Intermediate) on upper levels (Class C3) and flexible town 
centre uses (Class E) at ground level. This block includes 2 no. listed 
buildings: 35-37 New Oxford Street and 10-12 Museum Street. 

 
 

Developer Lab Selkirk House Ltd 

Planning Consultant Iceni Projects 

Architect DSDHA 

Structural Engineer Heyne Tillett Steel 

Sustainability and MEP Scotch Partners 

Project Manager / QS Gardiner and Theobald (G&T) 
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5. Summary of main findings 
This section includes the list of findings from the initial review of the ‘Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC Comparison’ report submitted for 
planning with respect to the Camden’s planning policies and the GLA requirements. The column on the right-side of Table 5 includes an independent 
commentary produced as part of the 2nd round of verification to review the applicant’s response to the findings.  

Table 5 –- Findings from initial review and comments from 2nd round of verification 

ID Finding description – From initial review (08/09/2023) Comments from 2nd round of verification 

1 

 

Pre-construction demolition impacts 

The optioneering study produced by the applicant states (paragraph): Pre-
construction demolition has not been included as part of this assessment, as 
per RICS Guidelines. 

The first edition of the RICS PS on Whole Life Carbon assessments does not 
require an evaluation of the carbon impacts associated with the demolition 
of the existing buildings, but the latest GLA guidance for WLCA does. 
Regardless of what RICS or GLA might require (the purpose of the 
optioneering study is not to produce a carbon output that is RICS/GLA 
compliant) pre-construction demolition impacts are deemed to be a useful 
element for the comparison. This is particularly valid for projects like Selkirk 
House where the considered development options involve significantly 
different extents of retention/demolition and the carbon emissions 
associated with the works. 

We recommend amending the optioneering report with the inclusion of the 
carbon impacts arising from pre-construction demolition in the relevant 
clause “5.10 Carbon Assessment”. 

We note that the same recommendation was raised to the applicant as part 
of our independent review of the previous planning application 
(2021/2954/P) for the same site. 

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

Pre-construction demolition impacts have now been assessed and reported 
by the applicant in the Addendum 01 of the optioneering report: 

 

The carbon estimates appear reasonable and consistently evaluated across the 
different options at this stage of the project. 
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ID Finding description – From initial review (08/09/2023) Comments from 2nd round of verification 

2 

 

Operational carbon emissions (B6-B7) 

All development options included in the optioneering study show very similar 
levels of operational carbon emissions associated with energy (B6) and water 
(B7) use. Options with higher retention of existing structure (1-3) stand at 485 
kgCO2e/m2GIA, while Option 4 and 5 are slightly better performing, achieving 
478 kgCO2e/m2GIA. 

The overall figures seem sensible and the minimal difference between the 
results of the various options (around 1.5%) is justified by the fact that all 
options involve either a recladding of the existing building or a new façade, 
and a full MEP services renewal. It is therefore reasonable that the various 
options are able achieve very similar energy performance. 

For the reasons above, we suggest reviewing the representation of the results 
in the table in the executive summary of the optioneering study (page 11).  

The use of different colours (green for options 4-5, and amber for options 1-
3) without accompanying results can be misleading and convey the message 
that the energy performance of options 4-5 is considerably better than 
others, when the numbers actually demonstrate that all the options are 
comparable. 

We also suggest reporting the estimated Energy Use Intensities 
(kWh/m2/year) and Water Use Intensities (m3/m2/year) for each option to 
enable further transparency. 

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

Additional information and clarifications have been provided by the applicant 
in the Addendum 01 of the optioneering report.  

Energy Use Intensities (based on Part L assessment) and Water Use Intensities 
for each option have now been reported as follows: 

 

The applicant has also noted that the narrow range of performance across the 
various options is partly explained by the Part L assessment used and they 
would in practice expect to see a greater difference between the new build 
and refurbished options as the design and modelling progress. 

This last statement seems to be a reasonable argument, but Camden officers 
should acknowledge that this is not accompanied by supporting data/results at 
this stage. With the data and estimates currently available, all options appear 
to be able to achieve very similar energy performance.  

The use of different colours and ratings to emphasise the difference in the 
operational carbon of the various options, as shown in the executive summary 
of the optioneering report (page 11), is not justified at this stage given the data 
presented.  
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ID Finding description – From initial review (08/09/2023) Comments from 2nd round of verification 

3 Operational carbon emissions (B6) - Assumptions and key inputs 

The performance seems reasonable in most cases, however there are some 
clarifications that should be provided. Section 5.1 states ‘This study has 
followed the RICS professional statement: Whole Life Carbon Assessment 
(WLCA) for the Built Environment, released in 2017.’ 

It should be noted that RICS WLC PS does require that B6 carbon emissions are 
based on Part L plus unregulated loads, such as lifts, safety, security and 
communication installations, ICT equipment, cooking appliances, specialist 
equipment, etc. Have these additional loads been considered?  

The emissions presented for the options comparison are based on Part L 
compliance methodology which would promote optimistic performance and 
lower carbon emissions than reality, but a consistent approach has been 
adopted for all options which could be deemed reasonable.   

However elsewhere in the report there seems to be conflicting messages about 
the data and sources of it (see Key Variations between report versions 1 (Feb 
2023) and version 2 (this version). 

The text in section 5.10 does not seem to match the information provided in 
table 2.1. The text alludes to the fact there are changes to services and fabric 
with a different solution for options 1-3 however table 2.1 shows VRF for 
Option 1 and ambient loop with fan coil units of options 2-5. It is also not clear 
why options 2-5 do not have the same operational emissions (kgCO2e/m2

GIA) 
given the report is stating the inputs are the same.  

It is recommended the applicant clarifies this and expands on the reason for 
different services strategies and consistency in reporting and the methodology 
used for each option to enable fair comparison.   

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

A number of clarifications, additional information and corrections have been 
provided by the applicant in the Addendum 01 of the optioneering report. The 
new information provided includes reasons for different servicing strategies 
and set of assumptions for the various options.  

Camden should acknowledge that financial viability and budget constraints 
are presented as some of the driving factors for specification of less 
performing fabric and services for the refurbishment schemes (Options 1-3). 
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ID Finding description – From initial review (08/09/2023) Comments from 2nd round of verification 

4 Operational carbon emissions (B6) - Fabric 

In terms of fabric performance presented, a bit more detail relating to the 
differences and reasons should be provided. All options require recladding of 
existing structures, further reasoning for differentiation in performance values 
across options is therefore needed (e.g. u-value, g-value and air tightness).  

As noted in previous finding 3, the narrative around the option parameters and 
performance is also confusing. It is also noted in option 1 the residential units 
would be new build.  

Clarification in relation to the differential of performance should be provided. 

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

A number of clarifications and corrections have been provided by the applicant 
in the Addendum 01 of the optioneering report in response to this finding.   

A set of less performing fabric features have been assumed for those scenarios 
characterised by higher retention rates (Options 1-3). The applicant claimed 
that the space delivered by the retention led schemes will attract lower rents 
than the new-build scenarios, which would affect viability and thereby impose 
greater constraints on the budget for refurbishment. This would result in the 
specification of less efficient building fabrics.  

Commenting on the financial viability of the various options is not part of scope 
of this independent review, but we believe this is a very subjective argument. 
Technical justifications for different fabric performance were not provided.  

To put things in perspective, it should be noted that the different building fabrics 
assumed for the various options do not significantly affect the overall energy 
performance, as outlined in previous finding no. 2. All options achieve a very 
similar energy performance (based on Part L energy modelling). 
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ID Finding description – From initial review (08/09/2023) Comments from 2nd round of verification 

5 Operational carbon emissions (B6) – Lighting 

Lighting efficacy in option 1 is presented at 110 lm/w and in the other options 
as 140 lm/w; these are above the average set out in Part L for non-domestic 
buildings of 95 lm/w, however there is no clear reason for the difference in 
efficiency between the option presented. 

Providing W/m2 and lux levels in spaces would be a better metric for evaluation. 

Reasons for the different lighting assumptions should be provided.  

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

Additional information and clarifications have been provided by the applicant in 
the Addendum 01 of the optioneering report. 

• Lux levels 
Lux levels have been set at NCM defaults for all options for consistency.  
This is a sensible approach.  

• Lighting efficacy 
Cost is presented as the driving factor behind the different assumptions on 
lighting efficacy. The applicant team have assumed that the space 
delivered by the retention schemes (Options 1-3) will attract lower rents 
than the new-build scenarios (Option 4-5), which would affect viability and 
thereby impose greater constraints on the budget for refurbishment. This 
would result, in line with the applicant’s assumptions, in the installation of 
less efficient lighting fittings for the refurbishment scenarios. We are 
unable to comment on the financial viability of the various options but 
assuming that budget constraints would result in less efficient lighting 
fittings doesn’t seem a very plausible scenario.  

• Lighting energy consumption 
Energy rates (W/m2) not provided.  

It should be noted that the different assumptions used to determine the energy 
consumption for the lighting loads of the options do not significantly affect the 
overall energy performance, as outlined in previous finding no. 2. 
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ID Finding description – From initial review (08/09/2023) Comments from 2nd round of verification 

6 Operational carbon emissions (B6) – HVAC Systems 

For HVAC systems the text in section 5.10 does not seem to match with the 
data in table 2.1 making it difficult to evaluate consistency in results in terms 
of carbon output. 

There is no clear data on which system option is best, but this is challenging to 
undertake in stage 2. A detailed evaluation of energy performance and systems 
has not been undertaken.  

Further clarifications should be provided to enable consistency checks. 

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

Clarifications and corrections have been provided in the Addendum 01 of the 
optioneering report. The applicant has clarified that there is a typo in the 
headers for Table 2.1, which should state that a consistent set of assumptions 
were utilised for Options 1-3 and a second set for Option 4 & 5. This is what is 
set out in the text in section 5.10 of the optioneering report, which is correct. 

The performance parameters provided in Table 2.1 for Options 1-3 are based 
on assumptions of what would be a typical set of proposals for a scheme of this 
nature. No detailed assessment of alternative systems has been carried out.  
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ID Finding description – From initial review (08/09/2023) Comments from 2nd round of verification 

7 Operational carbon emissions (B6) – Standards / Targets 

Specific energy in use targets or estimated energy use intensities have not been 
provided. 

NABERS 5* is mentioned for the selected scheme; it is not clear if this is 
landlord energy or whole building. Section 5.8 seems to dismiss NABERS for 
options 1-3 saying ‘it would be extremely challenging to meet’  without clear 
justification. Whilst a full review would not be required for all options at this 
stage, achievable targets and level of performance should be stated. 

Please clarify why NABERS or BREEAM could not be achieved for options 1-
3. There is no evidence to back up this statement. 

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

Clarifications on specific energy in use targets were not provided.  

Energy Use Intensities (kWh/m2/annum) have been provided for all options in 
response to the previous finding no. 2 in this report.  

Additional information and clarifications have been provided in the Addendum 
01 of the optioneering report with regard to the NABERS ratings of various 
options and expected challenges / constraints of achieving NABERS 5* for the 
refurbishment options. Reasons provided seem sensible.  

It is not clear if the applicant is committed to deliver a NABERS 5* scheme or if 
this performance rating is just an aspiration at this stage. We note that NABERS 
is not currently included in the project’s Sustainability Statement among key 
sustainability targets of the project. The applicant has not clarified if the NABERS 
element is for landlord energy or whole building. 

Similarly for BREEAM, some justifications, including economic constraints, were 
provided to prove a lower score for the refurbishment scenarios (Options 1-3). 
Reasons provided could be acceptable but it's not clear if the proposed scheme 
(Option 4) will deliver an actual improvement.  

We note that BREEAM Outstanding is not currently included in the project's 
Sustainability Statement among key sustainability objectives of the project. At 
present, the proposed scheme seems committed to BREEAM Excellent, with an 
aspiration for BREEAM Outstanding. 

Clarifications on actual targets and commitments should be provided. 
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ID Finding description – From initial review (08/09/2023) Comments from 2nd round of verification 

8 

 

Additional scenarios (future extensive refurbishments and tenancy fit out) 

The optioneering study includes an estimate of the carbon impacts arising 
from future extensive refurbishments and tenant’s fit out (pages 85-86) for 
each option.  

As transparently outlined in the report, Camden officers should acknowledge 
that data sources to inform such estimates and existing guidance for 
assessment are very limited at present. As such, the carbon estimates shown 
at pages 85-86 of the ‘Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC 
Comparison’ report are characterised by a high level of subjectivity. 

The applicant assumed a predicted tenancy of 5 years for options 1-3 
compared to an average tenancy of 10 years for options 4 and 5. In essence, 
the report assumes that the quality of the space delivered with the new-build 
options can double the average duration of the tenancy lease. 

It is understood and accepted that a better quality of space and associated 
facilities can encourage future tenants to stay longer, but the quality of the 
rented space is just one of the possible factors that can influence the average 
length of a lease. The assumptions made by the applicant seem too 
advantageous for the new-build scenarios and they are currently supported 
by poor evidence.  

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

This finding was mainly direct to Camden officers, to raise awareness and to 
help them interpretate the carbon estimates stated in the optioneering study.  

No response was expected from the applicant. 

Our opinion provided as part of the initial review remains unchanged: the 
assumptions made by the applicant with regard to the tenancy lengths of the 
various options seem too advantageous for the new-build scenarios. 
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ID Finding description – From initial review (08/09/2023) Comments from 2nd round of verification 

9 

 

Alternative uses for the site 

Camden's CPG guidance suggests exploring different uses to maximise reuse 
opportunities for existing buildings. This recommendation does not appear to 
have been implemented. 

The optioneering study includes only options for a commercially led 
development of Selkirk House. In this respect, the report states: earlier 
proposals for the site - while in previous ownership - have explored alternative 
uses, such as a hotel. However residential or hotel in Selkirk House did not 
meet the wider brief requirements.  

It is not clear which brief requirements are being referred to. Either those 
from the Client or those dictated by Camden?  Clarification is required on this 
issue. 

The report also adds: the issues affecting the existing building and their 
implications (chapter 4.0) and analysis (chapter 5.0) apply equally, though in 
different degrees, to any alternative repurposing of the building for residential 
or hotel use.  

This last statement is not accompanied by sufficient supporting arguments.   

Theoretically, an existing hotel could have a greater chance of being reused if 
maintained in its current use. A possible conversion into residential use could 
help resolve, or at least mitigate, some of the issues that prevent a successful 
transformation of the existing building into a modern office building (e.g. low 
floor-to-ceiling heights, existing upper floor’s structural grid).  

It is understood and accepted that some of the issues of the existing site, as 
outlined in the optioneering study (4.2 and 4.3) will require substantial 
interventions, regardless of the proposed use at the upper floors. In other 
words, an alternative use won’t solve all existing site issues.  

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

Further clarifications on the different uses considered for the site have been 
provided in the Addendum 01 of the optioneering report and in the 
‘Clarifications and Responses on Demolition Justification including Pre-
Redevelopment Audit and Retention options appraisal’ report (page 43). 

The following clarifications have been provided: 

• The proposed use of the site has been established in accordance with 
Camden planning policies (D3 & HG3), commercial aspirations and ESG 
considerations.   

• The existing multi-storey car park is an inappropriate use in such a highly 
accessible location (PTAL 6, Zone 1, CAZ) and cannot be retained and 
converted into alternative uses. 

• The existing hotel has been demonstrated to be a non-viable use for the 
site. The former hotel on site is redundant and of moderate quality. The 
applicant claimed that constraints of the structure limit opportunity to 
improve this and make the hotel use a viable option.  

• Residential use in Selkirk House tower has been discharged for a number 
of reasons including structural constraints (tight column grid), low floor 
to ceiling heights and inability to provide dual aspect flats.   

The last claim on unsuitability of residential use in Selkirk House tower 
should be supported by further evidence and data. The applicant should 
clarify what would be the maximum floor-to-ceiling height achievable for 
residential use. Inability to provide dual aspect flats should also be proven.  
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Existing building services, thermal performance and energy efficiency 

Camden's CPG guidance require applicants to examine the condition of 
existing building services, estimate their remaining lifespan and weigh the 
pros/cons of upgrading. The assessment should also include an examination 
of the existing thermal performance and energy efficiency. 

The optioneering study do not respond to the above requirements. 

All options presented assume a full MEP renewal, albeit with differing 
solutions . Whilst this could be a sensible approach, appropriate supporting 
arguments should be provided. A description of existing building services is 
not provided, except for the configuration of existing lift provision (described 
as not suitable to meet current commercial standards). Information relating 
to the thermal performance and energy efficiency of the existing Selkirk 
House is not provided. 

Further clarity should be provided by the applicant. 

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

Additional information on the condition of the existing MEP and façade has 
been provided in the in the ‘Clarifications and Responses on Demolition 
Justification including Pre-Redevelopment Audit and Retention options 
appraisal’ report (page 48). 

Information relating to the thermal performance and energy efficiency of the 
existing Selkirk House was not provided.  

The applicant argued that the existing tower will require a full MEP renewal 
and new façade, as such the thermal performance and the energy efficiency 
of the existing Selkirk House have not been fully investigated. This seems a 
sensible argument and could be accepted at this stage. 

The existing façade has been identified by the applicant as dangerous in the 
‘Clarifications and Responses on Demolition Justification including Pre-
Redevelopment Audit and Retention options appraisal’ report. This statement 
is not accompanied by technical evidence (e.g. survey / investigation report). 
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Material inventory and embodied carbon of existing buildings 

In assessing the condition of the existing building, the applicant should include 
a quantification of existing materials (material inventory) and an estimate of 
the associated embodied carbon, in accordance with Camden's CPG policy 
requirements. 

A Pre-Demolition Audit (PDA) has been undertaken by ARUP. A draft of the 
PDA report is attached to the Circular Economy Statement submitted for 
planning (Appendix A). The PDA report is not dated but the revision history of 
the Circular Economy Statement suggests that ARUP's investigations were 
conducted before April 2021.  

The report by ARUP does not provide a quantification of existing materials, 
nor an estimate of the associated embodied carbon. 

Further investigations were conducted by HTS structural engineers, with their 
findings being summarised in the Pre-Reclamation Audit report attached to 
the Circular Economy Statement (Appendix D). Once again, the report is not 
dated, it is therefore not possible to place the activities conducted by HTS 
precisely in time.  

The reclamation audit report includes useful information on the quantity and 
on the embodied carbon of existing materials, but the scope of the report is 
limited to some structural elements (not the entire building). In addition, the 
GLA Circular Economy guidance stipulates that pre-demolition audits should 
be conducted by third-party independent specialists. This requirement is not 
satisfied, being HTS the structural engineers appointed on the project. 

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

An updated Pre-Demolition Audit has been issued by ARUP on 25/09/2023. 

The document includes a list of demolition materials, estimated quantities of 
demolition waste and a high-level estimate of the embodied carbon of the 
existing materials within the site.  
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Intrusive surveys to determine the technical conditions of existing buildings 

To assess potential reuse of existing buildings, Camden's CPG guidance 
require applicants to conduct a series of technical studies, also based on 
intrusive surveys.  

This requirement does not appear to be met at present.  

Both investigation activities conducted by ARUP (pre-demolition audit) and 
HTS (pre-reclamation audit) are based on visual inspections and other non-
intrusive forms of investigation. 

We understand that the former occupant Travelodge ceased all operation in 
June 2020 and the existing Selkirk House building is vacant since then. The 
applicant should clarify the reasons why it was not possible to conduct 
intrusive investigations in this period of time. 

The use of intrusive surveys can provide essential information to establish the 
potential reuse (either onsite or offsite) of existing materials, as well as being 
an element of support for the decision-making process relating to possible 
development options. 

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

A schedule of surveys undertaken to determine the technical conditions of 
existing buildings and to inform the design process has been provided by G&T 
on the 25th of September 2023.  

The schedule includes a list of investigations, including intrusive surveys, 
conducted in the period between April 2019 and January 2023, on both 
elements of the existing site (Selkirk House and West Central Street).  
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Existing structure constraints / limitations 

We note that there is no statement in the optioneering report claiming that 
it is not possible to retain and upgrade the existing structure.  

Conversely, the optioneering report provides a description of the structural 
limitations of the existing building and of the potential interventions required 
to upgrade the existing structure to modern standards (e.g. strengthening 
works to increase loading capacity, temporary works to support the tower 
while demolishing the car park structure, etc). As such, retain and improve 
the existing building doesn't seem beyond the realms of possibility. 

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

Additional clarifications have been provided in the in the ‘Clarifications and 
Responses on Demolition Justification including Pre-Redevelopment Audit 
and Retention options appraisal’ report (page 48). 

The document clearly sets out the elements of the existing Selkirk House that: 

• Cannot be retained:  
MEP, interior fit-out, façade, floors 14-15, cores and car park podium. 
These elements make up approx. 50% (by weight) of existing structure. 

• Could be retained but are proposed for demolition: Floors 4-13.  
A summary of reasons for demolishing floors 4-13 of the existing tower 
is provided in the same document. The main barriers to retention are 
identified as follow: very tight column grid and low slab-to-slab heights. 
These elements make up approx. 25% (by weight) of existing structure. 

• Can be retained in line with current proposal: 
Basement box and substructure 
These elements make up approx. 25% (by weight) of existing structure. 

Pages 45-46 of the ‘Clarifications and Responses on Demolition Justification 
including Pre-Redevelopment Audit and Retention options appraisal’ report 
also include considerations and rationale for the proposed demolition of the 
existing buildings at 16-18a West Central Street.  
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Energy performance 

The optioneering study does not provide information on the energy use of the 
existing building; this should be reported in line with policy requirements.  

With the information currently provided, it’s not possible to compare the 
energy performance of the different development options against the existing 
Selkirk House. This comparison would however have little value, as the 
existing building was used as a hotel before being vacant, while all 
development options presented are for a commercial scheme. 

In this case, it would be perhaps more appropriate to compare the energy 
performance of the preferred option (Option 4) with the other 3 options with 
higher retention rates (Options 1-3), to understand if the proposed level of 
demolition is justified by energy efficiency benefits. 

Camden's policy does not dictate the use of a specific metric for comparison, 
the most common metrics to describe energy performance are then analysed 
and commented on: 

• Energy Use Intensity (kWh/m2/year) – Information not provided 

• Operational Carbon B6 (kgCO2e/m2
GIA over 60 years) – Option 4 

performs marginally better than Options 1-3 as better outlined in 
previous finding no. 2 

The optioneering report also includes an estimate of the annual carbon 
emissions per employee (kgCO2e/employee/year) – The report shows Option 
4 outperforming Options 1-3; this is mainly due the lower occupancy rate 
assumed for Option 1 (1:20) and the poor floorspace efficiencies (NIA:GIA) 
assumed for Option 2 (60%) and Option 3 (62%). Camden should 
acknowledge that this metric gives a very theoretical indication of the 
achievable performance, and the actual results could be significantly 
different if the actual occupancy rates will be lower than those assumed as 
design criteria (this is the current situation of the commercial real estate). 

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

The existing Selkirk House will require a full MEP renewal and new façade (the 
existing façade has been identified by the applicant as dangerous), as such the 
thermal performance and the energy efficiency of the existing tower have not 
been fully investigated and reported.  

Energy Use Intensities (based on Part L assessment) for each option have now 
been reported. As better outlined in previous finding no. 2, with the energy 
data and estimates currently provided by the applicant, all options appear to 
be able to achieve very similar energy performance.  
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Camden’s policies require applicants to justify the proposed demolition in 
terms of optimisation of resources. However, as with the energy aspects 
described above, there are several appropriate metrics and indicators that can 
be used to assess resource optimisation, and existing policy do not dictate the 
use of a specific metric for comparison. 

In absence of more detailed guidance by policy, it’s difficult to establish if the 
preferred option (Option 4), which involves a full demolition of existing 
buildings above ground is justified in terms of optimisation of resources. 

Below are some considerations that can support Camden in evaluating the 
current proposal: 

• Upfront material intensity (kg/m2
GIA) - This is a common metric used 

to measure the quantity of materials needed to complete the 
construction of a building. The current proposal (Option 4) stands at 
2,496 kg/m2

GIA in line with results submitted in the Circular Economy 
Statement CES GLA template.  

Figures for the other options are not available but Options 1-3 will 
clearly perform significantly better thanks to a higher retention of the 
existing structure.  

• Efficient use of land (GIA), efficient use of space (NIA:GIA), occupancy 
rates (occupants:NIA) and site capacity (occupants) – These 
interrelated metrics provide a comprehensive representation of how a 
given proposal optimises the potential of a site and its financial 
viability.  

The optioneering report shows that Option 4 maximises the site over 
Options 1-3, delivering more lettable space (NIA) and enhancing site 
capacity.  

 Finding addressed 
 Finding partially addressed 
 Finding not addressed 
 N/A 

This finding was mainly direct to Camden officers, to raise awareness and to 
help them interpretate the data provided in the optioneering study. 

No response was expected from the applicant. 

Our opinion provided as part of the initial review remains unchanged: in 
absence of more detailed guidance by policy, it’s difficult to argue that the 
preferred option (Option 4), which involves substantial demolition of existing 
buildings above ground, is justified in terms of optimisation of resources. 

The proposed development maximises the site value, delivering more lettable 
space (NIA) and enhancing site capacity. These benefits however come with a 
higher cost, in terms of arising demolition waste,  new construction materials 
needed and upfront embodied carbon.    
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6. Conclusions 
Hilson Moran has completed the independent review of the Optioneering Study submitted for 

planning for the extensive redevelopment of the site at Selkirk House. 

The third-party verification process consisted of two parts:  

• An initial review of the optioneering study submitted for planning, conducted and 

completed by Hilson Moran on 08/09/2023, which has identified a number of clarifications 

and updates required by the project team to demonstrate compliance against Camden’s 

Planning Sustainability Policies and GLA requirements (where applicable) 

• A second round of verification of the updated set of information submitted by the applicant 

in the period between the 25th of September and the 9th of October 2023 in response to 

the findings from the initial review.  

The conclusions of our independent review are outlined below, in line with the key objectives agreed 
with the London Borough of Camden for our appointment: 

Table 6 – Conclusions 

Objective Conclusions 

1. Review the whole life carbon 
estimates provided by the applicant 
for each development option to 
ensure that WLC emissions have 
been calculated and evaluated 
realistically and consistently. 

• Pre-construction demolition, upfront and lifecycle embodied 
carbon results appear reasonable and consistently evaluated 
across the different options at this stage of the project.  

• Energy figures and associated operational emissions are based 
on Part L methodology which would promote optimistic 
performance and lower carbon emissions than reality. This 
approach has been used consistently across all options and 
could be deemed reasonable at this stage.  

• Different set of assumptions have been used to determine the 
energy performance of the various options; financial viability 
and budget constraints are presented as some of the driving 
factors for specification of poorer performing fabric and 
services for the refurbishment schemes (Options 1-3), 
however little evidence has been provided to back this up. 

It should be noted that the different assumptions used to 
determine the energy consumption of the options do not 
significantly affect the overall results. In fact, there is minimal 
difference (<0.5%) between the Energy Use Intensities (EUI) 
presented for the various options. This is reasonable and could 
show the retrofit / refurb options in a more generous light 
when compared to the new build emissions. 

• The use of different colours and ratings to emphasise the 
difference in the operational carbon of the various options, as 
shown in the executive summary of the optioneering report, is 
not justified at this stage given the data presented. 
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Objective Conclusions 

2. Ascertain if the optioneering study 
includes sufficient evidence on the 
feasibility studies required by 
Camden to understand the potential 
reuse of the existing buildings. 

• The ‘Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC 
Comparison’ and the ‘Clarifications and Responses on 
Demolition Justification including Pre-Redevelopment Audit 
and Retention options appraisal’ reports submitted by the 
applicant include a review of existing building conditions.   

• A schedule of surveys undertaken to determine the technical 
conditions of existing buildings and to inform the design 
process has been provided by G&T on the 25th of September 
2023. The schedule includes a list of investigations, including 
intrusive surveys, conducted in the period between April 2019 
and January 2023, on both elements of the existing site 
(Selkirk House and West Central Street). 

• Camden's CPG guidance suggests exploring different uses to 
maximise reuse opportunities for existing buildings; evaluation 
of alternative uses is provided in the ‘Clarifications and 
Responses on Demolition Justification including Pre-
Redevelopment Audit and Retention options appraisal’ report. 

Residential use in Selkirk House tower has been discharged for 
a number of reasons including structural constraints (tight 
column grid), low floor to ceiling heights and inability to 
provide dual aspect flats. Detailed evidence and data were not 
provided to support this claim.  

• Information relating to the thermal performance and energy 
efficiency of the existing Selkirk House building was not 
provided. The applicant argued that the existing tower will 
require a full MEP renewal and new façade in any scenario, as 
such the thermal performance and the energy efficiency of the 
existing Selkirk House have not been fully investigated. All 
options presented also involve a change of use of the existing 
tower (from hotel to office), so the existing thermal/energy 
performance would not be directly comparable to the 
proposed scheme. These seem valid justifications for not 
providing further details and could be accepted at this stage 
(also see objective 3 below). 

3. Comment on the evidence 
provided by the applicant to justify 
the proposed demolitions against 
Camden’s Policy CC1 and the 
Guidance on Energy and Adaptation 
(CPG) requirements.  

• A number of justifications for the proposed demolitions have 
been provided by the applicant in the ‘Clarifications and 
Responses on Demolition Justification including Pre-
Redevelopment Audit and Retention options appraisal’ report.  

• The document clearly sets out the elements of the existing 
Selkirk House that cannot be retained (MEP, interior fit-out, 
façade, floors 14-15, cores and car park podium), that could be 
retained but are proposed for demolition (floors 4-13) and 
that will be retained in line with current proposal (basement 
box and substructure). The weights of the different structural 
elements are provided within same document.  

• A summary of reasons for demolishing floors 4-13 of the 
existing tower is provided in the same document. The main 
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Objective Conclusions 

barriers to retention have been identified as very tight column 
grid and low slab-to-slab heights. These features, according to 
the applicant’s opinion, would be detrimental to achieving 
suitable offices spaces and/or residential spaces.  

• Retention of floors 4-13 will also require heavy temporary 
works to support the tower while the car park podium is being 
demolished (the car park structure is a load-bearing element 
of the existing tower).  

• The arguments provided by the applicant in support of the 
demolition of floors 4-13 are all valid points, but there is no 
evidence showing that these issues cannot be overcome 
through appropriate design measures. As such, retain and 
improve the floors 4-13 of the existing Selkirk House doesn't 
seem beyond the realms of possibility. It is understood and 
accepted that the retention of existing floors will introduce 
technical complications and challenge viability. 

• In terms of energy use across options, the proposed levels of 
demolition do not appear to have been justified. The EUIs of 
the refurbishment scenarios (Options 1-3) are only 0.5% higher 
than the proposed scheme (Option 4) based on data 
presented. However it can be argued this is more conservative 
for options 1-3. All options would be an improvement on the 
existing building’s energy performance (based on improved 
services, lighting, fabric and removal of on-site fossil fuel use 
for heating and hot water). 

• The applicant has also noted that the narrow range of energy 
performance across the various options is partly explained by 
the Part L assessment used and they would in practice expect 
to see a greater difference between the new build and 
refurbished options as the design and modelling progress. This 
is a reasonable assumption given the nature of the works in 
options. The approach is comparable between options.  

• In terms of optimisation of resources, it’s difficult to argue that 
the preferred option (Option 4), which involves substantial 
demolition of existing buildings above ground, is justified in 
terms of optimisation of resources. 

• The proposed development will maximise the site value, 
delivering more lettable space (NIA) and enhancing site 
capacity. These benefits however come with a higher cost, in 
terms of arising demolition waste,  new construction materials 
needed and upfront embodied carbon.    
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4. Review the report issued by 
Targeting Zero against the demolition 
of 1 Museum Street on behalf of ‘Save 
Museum Street’ and produce a short 
commentary response.  

• The reports issued by Targeting Zero on 15/03/2023, 
05/07/2023 and 05/09/2023 on behalf of ‘Save Museum 
Street’ have been reviewed and commented on. 

• It should be noted the first report issued by Targeting Zero 
(15/03/2023) was based on a previous application for the site 
(2021/2954/P), while the latter two reports refer to the 
current application (2023/2510/P). 

• The arguments provided by the local community ‘Save 
Museum Street’ against demolition have been reviewed; a 
commentary response is provided in Appendices A, B and C. 
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Appendix A 
Independent commentary of the report issued by Targeting Zero on 15/03/2023. 

 

 

  



Hilson Moran’s commentary

The report examines the Whole Life Carbon impacts and wider aspects of the 

project sustainability for the previous planning application of the site (2021/2954/P). 

All arguments raised in the report are commented on in relation to the updated 

results and design information included in the new planning application submitted 

by the applicant in June 2023 (2023/2510/P) and subsequent WLCA addendum 

submitted in September 2023.

Here in after simply referred as ‘SMS report’



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary

The ‘problems’ identified in the SMS report are expanded further in the next 
chapter of the report.

In carbon terms, the WLCA undertaken for the proposed scheme (application n. 

2023/2510/P) demonstrates that the current level of performance is in line with the 

GLA, LETI and RIBA business as usual benchmarks. Further details on the estimated 

carbon performance has been made on the following pages.

The optioneering report submitted by the applicant shows a certain trade-off 

between site value and carbon. 

The proposed scheme maximises the site value delivering more lettable space and 

enhancing site capacity. This is in addition to other wider benefits, such as public 

realm enhancements, ground floor activation and high-quality office space (e.g. 

higher floor to ceiling heights). 

The associated carbon impact is a factor that requires consideration from 

Camden’s planning officers.



Hilson Moran’s commentary

The concerns raised in this page of the SMS report are reasonable concerns and 

Camden should take them into consideration.

Retrofit and refurbishment of existing assets must be prioritised over demolition and 

new construction to achieve the Camden’s sustainability aspirations.

The UK and Camden Net Zero targets can only be achieved through an 

appropriate mix of retrofitted and low-carbon new-build projects. 

It is unrealistic (and perhaps not beneficial from a long-term perspective) to 

assume that all existing buildings can be efficiently maintained and upgraded to 

modern quality and sustainability standards.



Hilson Moran’s commentary

Comparing the carbon figures of the current planning application (2023/2510/P)
with the results of the previous submissions doesn’t ascertain the quality, the 

robustness and the reliability of the current set of WLCA results.

Deviations from previous WLCA figures might be due to a number of different 
reasons including: design changes, material specifications, different LCA software, 

use of different carbon contingency rates, etc.

It is therefore difficult to compare and comment on the differences between the 
current WLCA results and previous submissions that have not been developed.

With regard to the accuracy and reliability of the WLCA results submitted for the 

current planning application (2023/2510/P), the following should be noted:

1) The WLCA model in OneClick LCA has been third-party verified by Greengage 
Environmental before submission – The third-party verification statement is 

included in the latest issue of the WLCA report (Appendix A)

2) Hilson Moran have completed a detailed review of the WLCA report submitted 
for planning. Our findings are summarised in a separate report (34006-HML-XX-

XX-RP-V-790002 – Issue 02) dated 5 October 2023. 

3) The embodied carbon results appear reasonable and adequately conservative 
for the current design stage .



Hilson Moran’s commentary

All carbon figures in the SMS report are now superseded. 
The table below shows where the project (wide site) currently stands against 

industry benchmarks for office buildings (predominant use)

Reference: Site Wide GLA WLCA Template v2a

Benchmark
Threshold

kgCO2e/m2 GIA

Project 

Performance

kgCO2e/m2 GIA

Target 

achieved?

A1-A5

Upfront Embodied Carbon 

STANDARD
950 732

A1-A5

Upfront Embodied Carbon

ASPIRATIONAL

600 732

B1-B5, C1-C4

In-Use and EoL Embodied Carbon

STANDARD

450 413

B1-B5, C1-C4

In-Use and EoL Embodied Carbon 

ASPIRATIONAL

370 413

A1-A5, B1-B5, C1-C4

Lifecycle Embodied Carbon 

STANDARD

1,400 1,117

A1-A5, B1-B5, C1-C4

Lifecycle Embodied Carbon 

ASPIRATIONAL

970 1,117

GLA Benchmarks

Continued on next page…



Hilson Moran’s commentary

Benchmark
Threshold

kgCO2e/m2 GIA

Project 

Performance

kgCO2e/m2 GIA

Target 

achieved?

A1-A5

Upfront Embodied Carbon 

AVERAGE DESIGN / BUSINESS AS USUAL

950 732

A1-A5

Upfront Embodied Carbon

2020 DESIGN TARGET

600 732

A1-A5

Upfront Embodied Carbon

2030 DESIGN TARGET

350 732

A1-A5, B1-B5, C1-C4

Lifecycle Embodied Carbon 

AVERAGE DESIGN / BUSINESS AS USUAL

1,400 1,117

A1-A5, B1-B5, C1-C4

Lifecycle Embodied Carbon 

2020 DESIGN TARGET

970 1,117

A1-A5, B1-B5, C1-C4

Lifecycle Embodied Carbon 

2030 DESIGN TARGET

530 1,117

LETI Benchmarks

RIBA Benchmarks

Benchmark
Threshold

kgCO2e/m2 GIA

Project 

Performance

kgCO2e/m2 GIA

Target 

achieved?

A1-A5, B1-B5, C1-C4

Lifecycle Embodied Carbon 

BUSINESS AS USUAL

1,400 1,117

A1-A5, B1-B5, C1-C4

Lifecycle Embodied Carbon 

2025 TARGET

970 1,117

A1-A5, B1-B5, C1-C4

Lifecycle Embodied Carbon 

2030 TARGET

750 1,117



Hilson Moran’s commentary

All carbon figures in the SMS report are now superseded. 

The updated WLCA figures for the development options are available in the 
‘Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC comparison’ report issued in 

July 2023 and in the subsequent Addendum 01 issued in September 2023.

The carbon estimates appear reasonable and consistently evaluated across the 
different options at this stage of the project.



Hilson Moran’s commentary

We agree. See finding n. 2 in our report 34006-HML-XX-XX-RP-V-790003.

Our scope as a third party reviewer primarily focuses on carbon, however,  we 

understand that the optioneering prepared by the applicant cannot be limited to 

a carbon analysis for the various options, but must include a

comprehensive assessment of several aspects of development. 

The applicant sets out 10 no. assessment criteria used to evaluate constraints and 

opportunities of each option. The proposed criteria primarily focus on the 

sustainability credentials of the development options, but they also cover wider 

aspects such as space quality, ground floor activation, public realm 

enhancements and housing offer. 

We agree that there is a certain degree of subjectivity in criteria selection, but this 

is inevitable given that the Camden policies do not provide precise guidance on 

how to carry out comparative studies for different development options. 

In absence of specific guidance on this matter, the approach adopted by the 

applicant appears sensible.

Traffic light ranking system

Qualitative considerations and estimated performance are provided for each 

criterion in chapter 5.0 of the ‘Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC 

Comparison’ report. A traffic light color system is proposed to rank the various 

options against the established criteria. 

The traffic light color system is a simple and intuitive way to compare the results of 

the various options, but we agree that in some circumstances this system can 

introduce a certain layer of subjectivity.

Camden should acknowledge this and give greater attention to the contents 

outlined in chapter 5.0 of the optioneering study. 



Hilson Moran’s commentary

This has been updated in the last version of the optioneering report. 

Section 4.2 of the updated optioneering report states: A perimeter servicing 

strategy could be used in order to reduce the ceiling zone to 200mm, and raise the 

resultant floor to ceiling height to 2.55m (although this would reduce the flexibility 

on how the space could be used).

This is line with the BCO’s recommended floor to ceiling heights 

for refurbished offices.

We note that there is no statement in the latest optioneering report claiming that 

the inadequacy of the car park structure constitutes itself a sufficient reason for 

demolishing the existing Selkirk House tower.

As indicated in the optioneering report, the car park forms part of the supporting 

structure for the tower, and substantial temporary works would be required to 

support the Selkirk House tower while redevelopment is carried out.

The inflexibility of the car park structure therefore appears to be an issue that can 

potentially be overcome, without demolishing the Selkirk House tower.



Hilson Moran’s commentary

The Circular Economy Statement (CES) for the site has been updated and re-

submitted (rev. 10) as part of the new planning application (2023/2510/P), but most 

of the concerns raised in the SMS report are still valid points. 

The SMS report states: there is no evidence of special design measures to ensure a 

circular outcome. We agree with this statement.

The updated CES (rev. 10) is not substantially different from the one presented as 

part of the previous planning application (rev. 05). A useful addition is the pre-

reclamation audit report produced by HTS’s structural engineers (Appendix D of 

the CES), which explores possible solutions for reuse of existing structural elements. 

Everything in the CES is still presented as a possibility, there is no clear commitment 

towards specific circular economy measures / actions.

A full pre-demolition audit in line with GLA requirements has been recently 

undertaken by ARUP and submitted on 25/09/2023.

See finding no. 11 of our report 34006-HML-XX-XX-RP-V-790003 for further details.



Hilson Moran’s commentary

Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 of the SMS report include a series of national and GLA 

policy clauses and requirements. All references made are relevant and only a few 

comment have been made in this section



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary

We are unable to comment on the financial viability of the site.

This is not part of our scope for review. 

The total demolition waste estimated by the project team is approx. 42,780 tonnes, 

corresponding to 1.381 tonnes per square meter of proposed GIA. 

The above figures are based on GXN estimates 

included in Arup’s Pre-Demolition Report. 

This estimate exceeds the upper quartile of the GLA figures..



Hilson Moran’s commentary

Please refer to our report n. 34006-HML-XX-XX-RP-V-790003  for our commentary 

against Camden Planning Sustainability Policies   



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary

It is not the purpose of our review to provide comments on the sustainability 

policies of the relevant member of the project team. 



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary

We agree with this point. 

Camden's CPG guidance suggests exploring different uses to maximise reuse 

opportunities for existing buildings. This recommendation does not appear to have 

been thoroughly implemented.

These points of the SMS report critique the proposed design.

As outlined in the introductive chapter of our report n. 34006-HML-XX-XX-RP-V-

790003, judging the proposed design it not part of our scope for review.



Hilson Moran’s commentary

See our previous comments.

A detailed TM54 standalone report has not been provided, only a summary as
part of the energy statement. On the basis of the information currently

available on the planning portal, it’s difficult to review the assumptions and
accuracy of the TM54 operational energy modelling.



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary
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Hilson Moran’s commentary

Typo: the new planning submission reference is 2023/2510/P

Here in after more simply referred as ‘SMS report’



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary

The current estimate of the lifecycle embodied carbon (A-C, excluding B6-B7) 
for 1 Museum Street is 1,142 kgCO2e/m2 GIA. 

Reference: 1MS GLA WLCA Template v6a dated 18/09/2023

The current performance is in line with the GLA, LETI and RIBA 
business as usual / average design benchmarks. 

However, the current proposal do not meet none of the following:
• GLA Aspirational benchmarks

• LETI 2020 and 2030 design targets
• RIBA 2025 and 2030 targets



Hilson Moran’s commentary

Comparing the carbon figures of the current planning application (2023/2510/P)
with the results of the previous submissions doesn’t ascertain the quality, the 

robustness and the reliability of the current set of WLCA results.

Deviations from previous WLCA figures might be due to a number of different 
reasons including design changes, material specifications, different LCA software, 

use of different carbon contingency rates, etc.

It is therefore difficult to compare and comment on the differences between the 
current WLCA results and previous submissions that have not been developed.

With regard to the accuracy and reliability of the WLCA results submitted for the 
current planning application (2023/2510/P), the following should be noted:

1) The WLCA model in OneClick LCA has been third-party verified by Greengage 
Environmental before submission – The third-party verification statement is 

included in the latest issue of the WLCA report (Appendix A)

2) Hilson Moran have completed a detailed review of the WLCA report submitted 
for planning. Our findings are summarised in a separate report (34006-HML-XX-

XX-RP-V-790002 – Issue 02) dated 5 October 2023. 

3) The embodied carbon results appear reasonable and adequately conservative 
for the current design stage. 732 kgCO2e/m2 GIA for upfront embodied carbon 

(A1-A5) and 1,117 kgCO2e/m2 GIA for lifecycle embodied carbon (A-C, 
excluding B6-B7) seem to be sensible estimates for the proposed 

redevelopment (site wide) at this design stage. 
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Independent commentary of the report issued by Targeting Zero on 05/09/2023.



Hilson Moran’s commentary

Typo: the new planning submission reference is 2023/2510/P

Here in after more simply referred as ‘SMS report’



Hilson Moran’s commentary



Hilson Moran’s commentary

Hilson Moran have also completed a technical review of the reports issued by 
Targeting Zero on 15/03/2023, 05/07/2023 and 05/09/2023. 

See Hilson Moran report no. 34006-HML-XX-XX-RP-V-790003 – Issue 02

Second round completed on 05/10/2023
See Hilson Moran report no. 34006-HML-XX-XX-RP-V-790002 – Issue 02

The scope of our report no. 34006-HML-XX-XX-RP-V-790002 is limited to an 
independent review of the Whole Life Carbon Assessment (WLCA) submitted for 
planning, while the TZ reports go beyond and comments on wider design and 

sustainability aspects of the projects. 



Hilson Moran’s commentary

Hilson Moran have been instructed by the London Borough of Camden to 
undertake an independent review of the ‘Whole Life Carbon Assessment’ for the 
proposed design and of the ‘Retention & Redevelopment Options Review & WLC 

Comparison’ report for the extensive redevelopment of the site.

The scope, the objectives and the boundaries of our independent review 
are well outlined in the introductive chapters of the following reports:

• 34006-HML-XX-XX-RP-V-790002 
• 34006-HML-XX-XX-RP-V-790003

By acting as independent party, we’ve completed our task at the best of our 
technical expertise/knowledge and free of any conflicts of interest. 



 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

People. Places. Planet. 

http://www.hilsonmoran.com
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