
To the Public Inquiry: 

 

My name is Saija Singer-Seidenfaden.  

 I am herewith sending you the document from which I will be speaking. 

To be clear, I do not object to a Holocaust Memorial but object to the location of the 
Holocaust Memorial and Underground Holocaust Learning Centre as proposed. 

I have been following this Inquiry with great interest, both from a professional point of view 
as a practicing Architect and as a mother and primary carer of two children whom I have 
raised locally for over a decade. I feel compelled to speak for I have not yet heard the 
following points that I wish to make.  

 

First as an architect: 

I became aware of the proposal at its conception in the form of the Architectural 
Competition held in 2017. It appeared to be recycling an idea that had previously lost a 
competition – to design The Holocaust Monument in Ottawa in 2014.  

The first scheme strived to become a striking sculpture in a park, flanked by an open and 
sunken forecourt with amphitheatre seating, a design standing fiercely free and unobscured 
in the expanse of the lawn.  

But, as an architect, I could see from the outset, that safety measures would make it 
necessary to enclose the sunken forecourt and add some sort of security entrance building - 
which indeed has now been baked into the design.  

Furthermore, I could tell that health & safety, access and mechanical requirements would 
lead to a much bigger forecourt.   

As the design progressed, and to try to give room to the tree roots growing toward the 
centre of the park’s footprint, I noticed that the buildings moved further into the centre of 
the lawn and pushed the lawn up, ever higher.  

Sadly, what started out with the aspiration of being a dramatic sculpture in the park is now 
no longer, and rather, has resulted - with each iteration - in a complex of buildings, making 
greater intrusion into the park. 

 And what of the Buxton Memorial to the Abolition of Slavery?  

It is still obstructed from its designed axial point in relation to St John Smith Square - now by 
fencing for the forecourts. 

 

Not only do the buildings no longer stop us in our tracks, but they also take away our park. 



Second as a parent, I feel it is vital to hear the perspective of the child’s view - for they are 
the future. 

The playground in Victoria Tower Gardens was originally created in 1923, consisting of a 
large sandpit funded by paper merchant and local philanthropist Henry Spicer.  

His vision was to provide an exciting and safe area for children, especially those from the 
poorer areas in this neighbourhood, to play and socialise together. 

There were a few changes made to the children’s area between the 50’s and today. 

As part of the refurbishment of the playground in 2015, among many other novelties, the 
enclosing fence and gate were removed which is unusual for playgrounds in London parks  

Victoria Tower Gardens became a more wonderful place for both parents and children alike, 
allowing free movement between the playground and the large open space - especially 
useful for families with children of mixed ages. 

 

However, the proposed complex of buildings, eliminates the existing playground and 
proposes an ill-located and new playground, reduced of its unique property and function.   

 

Are we meant to believe that we can bring our children to play freely in a playground that is 
wedged between a café and the security entrance building of the Holocaust Memorial and 
Underground Learning Centre, an area devised for the many thousands of visitors to enter 
and exit?  

And what if we have children of different ages, some playing on the lawn on the other side 
of the mound?  

Can we and they still feel free and yet at the same time safe and secure?  

The concept of children or indeed older visitors having a picnic in the summer on the mound 
above a Holocaust Exhibition below is unthinkable. The juxtaposition of a thing of joy and 
fun, adjacent to a sombre space for reflection is in practice incompatible. 

I will of course take my children - when they are old enough – to The Holocaust Exhibition at 
the Imperial War Museum - recommended for children 14 years or older and only recently 
renovated - at the courtesy of substantial government investment. The case for another 
exhibition so close is ill conceived -all the more so- when it is at the expense of the 
playground. 

A research study last showed that green space in childhood is associated with lower risk of 
psychiatric disorders. (https://www.pnas.org/content/116/11/5188) 

 

Children brought up in an urban environment – above all - need Green Open Space to Play. 

https://www.pnas.org/content/116/11/5188


    
Victoria Tower Gardens in the 1950s                                                                                                                                 

 

  
…even a former Prime Minister - who sanctioned a Memorial, but not necessarily a Learning 
Centre - can be seen here, having fun playing in the snow, on the lawn area proposed to be 
built over… 



Last year the architect specifically stated that “Disrupting the pleasure of being in a park is 
key to the thinking” (of the design). 

He has definitely succeeded in his mission and clearly demonstrates that there was no 
thought given to children.  

To imagine that there is space for the Holocaust Memorial and the Underground Holocaust 
Learning Centre and free children’s play - on this tiny piece of land - is incredulous. 

 

There will be no more pleasure to be had in this jewel of a park.     

 

I urge for this application to be rejected for the sake of the children who need Space to Play 
in this park now and in the future. 

 

 

But before I end - one further observation: 

When, as an architect, I submit a planning application for a client, and there is a risk of it 
being rejected by the Planning Officer, I am certainly not able to “pull the application”, let 
alone then also decide upon it - or indeed - ask one of my colleagues in my practice to 
determine its outcome.  

 

Why is it that in this case the “Client” was able to do both pull the planning application and 
then also decide upon it? 

 

There is a conflict of interest here, which is completely unacceptable! 

 














