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Letter The S&P Sephardi Community dated 27 March 2018

Letter J Watson Consulting Ltd (on behalf of Tavor Holdings Ltd (Valiant House, 4
Heneage Lane) dated 4 April 2018

Letter Eversheds Sutherland (on behalf of The Wardens and Society of the Mistery
or Art of the Leathersellers) dated 26 March 2018

Letter Environment Agency dated 27 March 2018

Email Port of London Authority dated 26 March 2018

Email Natural England dated 26 March 2018

Email Thames Water dated 16 March 2018

Email Heathrow Airport dated 26 March 2018

Email London City Airport dated 20 March 2018

Email National Air Traffic Services (Technical and Operations Assessment (TOPA))
dated 16 March 2018

Letter London Borough of Hackney dated 09 March 2018

Letter Royal Borough of Greenwich dated 21 March 2018

Letter London Borough of Lambeth dated 03 April 2018

Letter London Borough of Tower Hamlets dated 12 April 2018

Letter Transport for London dated 04 April 2018

Email City of London and GLA/TfL Transport Responses from DP9 dated 18 May

2018
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Email

Historic England dated 27 March 2018

Great London Authority dated 16 April 2018

Historic Royal Palaces dated 22 May 2018

Surveyor to the Fabric of St Paul's Cathedral dated 25 May 2018

Letter J Watson Consulting Ltd (on behalf of Meron Holdings Ltd 18 Bevis
Marks) dated 4 April 2018

St Helens Bishopsgate dated 14 June 2018

J Watson Consulting Ltd (Further representation on behalf of London
Sephardi Trust including Letter from Caroe Architecture

re Heritage Impact of Proposed Development at 100 Leadenhall

dated 8 June 2018) dated 12 June 2018

DP9 in response to objection raised by Surveyor to the Fabric of St Paul's
Cathedral dated 13 June 2018

DP9 in response to objection raised by Historic Royal Palaces dated 13 June
2018

Zachary Osbourne - The Georgian Group dated 15 June 2018

DP9 in response to objection raised by Leathersellers dated 19 June 2018
Lance Harris (Anstey Horne) on Behalf of Residents at 4-8 Creechurch Lane
dated 16 May 2018
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Devlia, Neel

— e ————
From; PinComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk
Sent: 19 March 2018 10:42
To: PLN - Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 10:38 AM on 19 Mar 2018 from Mr Peter Kelly.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street Lendon EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
avallable for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ|cr]

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Peter Kelly
Emall:
Address: Rlver Lea London

Comments Details

Commenter

Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: Reason for comment: Conservation and design

I object to the current scheme on the grounds of
conservation and design.

The site layout and overall massing looks well-suited to
this site. However the loss of the two westernmost and
oldest buildings (particularly their street frontages)
closest to the church, should not be acceptable. Given

that the application proposes re%cﬂét&ese buildings
with another of a similar scale s at there Is no
1



good reason not to attempt to keep them, or thelr
facades at least, on site.

These older buildings (even if not In a conservatlon area
or protected in any way) are still valuable. They give
Interest to the street; they protect from down draughts
from tall bulldings; they create a herltage character
context for the listed church; they represent embodied
energy; they represent embodied information about the
history of the street; they represent continuity which s
as Important as change In the City of London. They
would give the site depth and gravitas. A good precedent
could be seen up against the Lloyds of London bullding a
few doors away - this approach is a characteristic of
Leadenhall Street

London Is full of contrasts between old and new, but
these contrasts are made when old buildings are
retained alongslde new and In a bafance. If more old
bulldings are lost than new ones bullt that speclal
character disappears and the city will gradually lose Its
genius loci that makes the Clty such a speclal place to
work.

Retaining these two buildings or their facades would
require minimal changes to the proposal. It may require
some Ingenious approach which would chailenge the
builders and architects, but this will only Improve their
capability to deal with simllar challenges in future.

I would be happy to write a strongly supportive letter In
support of a proposal which retalned these heritage /
character assets. But until then I object to this scheme
as an urban designer and as a resident of London.
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Devlia, Neel

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 19 March 2018 11:18

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 11:14 AM on 19 Mar 2018 from Mr Kieran Wardle.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolltion of the exlIsting buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, anciflary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
avallable for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
SNQ|cr|

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Kieran Wardle
Email:
Address: 30 Elam Close London

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment:

Comments: It seems from the plans that there Is no material need to
demolish a building of relatlve historic merlt In an area of
Lendon that is being radically changed by new large
scale developments. Although I am generally very
supportive of new archltecture, It seems that to approve
the unnecessary demolition of a building of some merit
due to laziness of design or a wish for a clean slate on
site would be harmful to the local area and the Clty's
urban fabric

Page 6
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From: Contact Centre
To:

Subject: FW: PRO - FW: Objection to 18/00152/FULETA COI_:05095855
Date: 19 March 2018 15:34:25

Attachments:

Dear Team,

Please see email below.

Kind Regards

David Parvin

Contact Centre Agent

Town Clerks Department

City of London Corporation

T: 020 7606 3030

From: Nick Pope [N

Sent: 15 March 2018 13:20

To: PRC Queue

Subject: Objection to 18/00152/FULEIA

Dear Sir/Madam

| am writing to strongly object to the demolition of the historic stone buildings as part of this
development as part of this scheme REF: 18/00152/FULEIA at 100 Leadenhall Street London
EC3A 3BP.

Continued demolition of historic buildings completey erodes the character of London and the
setting of other important heritage assets locally, such as Leadenhall Market.

| have no objection to the glass tower but it's clear with this development that the new glass
tower could still be built whilst incorporating and reusing the existing heritage buildings that
offer much more visually and to a personal scale that the new building does. It would be more
ambitious for the city to be developed with consideration of its built heritage rather than by
throwing up yet another glass tower that has a rather poor relationship with the ground level
and public realm.

I hope you can work with the developer to find a scheme that reuses the historic buildings that
are on the site.

Regards

Nick

Nick Pope

35A Kenworthy Road
London

ES 5RB
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Devlia, Neel

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PInComments@cityoflondoen.gov.uk

20 March 2018 21:31

PLN - Comments

Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 9:27 PM on 20 Mar 2018 from Mr Yarema Ronish,

Applicatlon Summary
100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycie parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
avallable for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y

Address:

Proposal:

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details

Name:
Email:
Address:

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:
Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Nelghbour

HERITAGE

The proposed building sticks out like a sore thumb in
proposed views 8, 18, 19, 20, 28, 29 and 33. These
views are highly significant because the bullding Is seen
next to the Tower of London. In the cumulative versions
of these views, the proposed bulRifrg @ofths an abrupt

Mr Yarema Ronish

Flat 5 4-8 Creechurch Lane London

Customer objects to the Planning Application
- Residential Amenity

This planning application proposes to replace a 10 storey
building with a 56 storey building. It Is abundantly clear
that the proposed building is simply too big, for a
number of reasons:

1



cliff edge to the Eastern Cluster next to the Tower of
London. There are few if any tall building sltes avallabie
east of the proposal site, as the nelghbouring land Is
occupied by St Katherine Cree church, the residential
flats on Creechurch Lane and Mitre Street, the recently
completed Mitre Square development and Sir John Cass
school. Therefore for all Intents and purposes 100
Leadenhall Street will form the edge of the Eastern
Cluster when seen In these views. It is therefore
essential that 100 Leadenhall Street be reduced and
reshaped to form a gentler transition to surrounding
urban form.

In cumulative view 45 from Cornhlll, Leadenhall Street
becomes a canyon due to the quantity and proximity of
tall bulldings. The presence of looming towers in the
mid- and background of this view has a detrimental
effect on the Bank Conservation Area.

In proposed view 63, the proposed bullding is competes
for prominence with the spire of St Boltoph Aldgate,
detracting from the setting of this Grade I listed bullding.
In view 71 the proposed building, with its huge scale and
facetted cladding, creates a garbled backdrop to St
Andrew Undershaft, agaln detracting from the setting of
a Grade I listed bullding.

In proposed view 66, the proposed tower looms over fine
historlc bulldings, wrecking the coherent character of the
Lloyds Avenue conservation area.

PUBLIC AMENITY

The proposed tower obscures views from public viewing
galleries in recently constructed tall bulldings. In
proposed view Al4 from 120 Fenchurch Street, the
proposed tower fills a quarter of the view. Instead of
seelng the whole of the Gherkin as an object In the
middle ground, the view Is enclosed by the wide and tall
south elevation of the proposed tower. In proposed view
A15 from 22 Bishopsgate, the proposed tower appears
as a distracting object In the foreground, spolling what
would have been a fine view of the Tower of London.
These public viewing gallerles are were created as a
public amenity to mitigate the Impact of 120 Fenchurch
Street and 22 Bishopsgate. If the views are obscured by
following developments, this undermines the case for
granting planning permission to the exlsting towers,
increases thelr Impact and degrades public amenity.

DAYLIGHT

The proposed development has too many detrimental
effects on the daylighting of adjoining flats. The exlisting
verticat sky component of most of the windows to the
flats at 4-8 Creechurch Lane is already well below 20%
and In some cases below 10%. The proposed losses of
up to 20% of vertical sky component breach the BRE
guidance, even for a densely bullt up urban site. In the
case of the flats at 14-16 and 18-20 Crechurch Lane the
existing VSC's are even lower and the proposed loss of
VSC is even more severe (over 30% In some cases). This
leads to cumulative loss of VSC of nearly 50% in the
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case of 14-16 and 18-20 Creechurch Lane.

Exlsting and proposed Average Daylight Factor, which
forms part of BRE guidance, has not been calculated,
presumably because the results are even worse. The
applicants clearly know the existing room dimensions,
since they are able to calculate the No Sky Line and
Identify kitchens smaller than 13sqm. Therefore they
have the data they need to calculate the ADF.

LIGHT POLLUTION

The applicant's light pollution drawlings indicate an
illumination of 25 lux or more to the west facing windows
of 18-20 Creechurch Lane (Appendix 14.6, figure 6), and
an Hlumination of 20 lux to the west facing top floor
windows of 4-8B Creechurch Land (Appendix 14.6, figure
8). For comparison, 20 lux is equivalent to the light of 20
candles illuminating one square metre, so thisls a
slgnificant amount of light poliution to rooms which
include bedrooms.

CONCLUSION

This proposal has severely detrimental effects on
heritage (including the Tower of London, Grade I listed
buildings and conservation areas), public amenity
(recently comstructed viewlng platforms), daylight and
light pollution. Therefore the planning committee should
refuse this application.

Page 10
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Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 2:03 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr eitan goury.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground pius 56 storey building (263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sul Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, anclllary

Proposal: basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA][cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which Is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be cbtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Click for further Inf .

Customer Details

Name: Mr eitan goury

Email:

Address: Flat F Blenheim Court 108 lancaster gate london

Comments Details

Commenter .
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for .
comment: - Resldential Amenity

Comments: THE TOWER BLOCK PLANNED HAS NOT STUDIED
CORRECTLY THE IMPACT OF SUNLIGHT ON A MUCH
USED COURTYARD AND HAS A DETRIMENTAL EFFECT
ON THE SURROUNDINGS OF AN HERITAGE SITE
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!Vell:,_ianet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FLILEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 12:49 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr Xavier Tzinmann.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building {263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sul Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, ancillary

Proposal: basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which |s
avallable for Inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Click for further inf {

Customer Details

Name: ‘Mr Xavier Tzlnmann

Email:

Address: 20 elnathan Mews London

Comments Details

Commenter .
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Residential Amenity

- Traffic or Highways

Comments: I strongly object as the project at hand give no
consideration to the particular nature of the Isited
buliding. There is enought space and demand In canary
wharf for a project of this kind. England must be proud
of its history and symbols so must nurture its historical
piaces rather than allow financial Investors make short
term profits.

Page 12
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Wells, Janet (Buiit Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application

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

Comments were submitted at 1:15 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr Xavier Maer.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolitlon of the existing bulldings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AQD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at [ower levels, a publicly
accesslble vlewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pail Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktl Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Xavier Mzer
Email:

Address: 2 Clifton Villas London

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise

comment: - Resldentlal Amenlty

Comments: This will alter significantly the landscaping of the

neighbourhood.

Page 13
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Devlia, Neel
e = =SS ——————————— |

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 27 March 2018 17:41

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 5:37 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mrs Rachel Levy.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Suil Generls) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanled by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktl Depala

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Rachel Levy

Emall:

\ddress: 25 Harley House 28-32 Marylebone Road London

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment:

Comments: Would you allow a commercial development to
overshadow Westminister Abbey. Bevis Marks Is a
Gradel listed House of Worshipit is already surrounded
by monstrous Commercial Developments. It Is a regullar
house of religious attendance.

Jews in the clty and from abroad attend services at Bevis
Marks. Through world War2 it was the only synagogue in
Europe holding daily services. It is not a dead monument
llke statues that surround LONDON. It's courtyard Is
used for religious celebrations and social gatherings. The
decision to support a commerclipaggrp]_is]e isa

1



disgrace. Two generatlons of my famlly were married at
Bevis Marks. I have a vested interest In maintalning Its
place In the History of Jews in London. The planning
authorities should hang their heads in collective shame if
the allow this monstrous proposal to advance.

They are busy maintaining burnt out churches in the clty
but impotent to maintaln a house of Regular Jewish
Worship. It Is not a dead bullding but one holding
religlous services every day through the year.
RECONSIDER.
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Devlia, Neel

— = —________________—]
From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk
Sent: 27 March 2018 18:52
To: PLN - Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submiltted at 6:48 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Miss Karla Maclas .

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing bulldings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use {Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
‘accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Reaim, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

b=

Customer Details

Name: Miss Karla Macias

Emall:

A\ddress: 779 Finchley Road Flat 1 London

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: I totally want the Synagogue to stay as it is; is

part of our history as Jews

Page 16
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PinComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

27 March 2018 20:57

PLN - Comments

Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 8:53 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr Darren Hill.

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktl Depala

Customer Details

Name:
Emall:
Address:

Mr Darren Hill

115 Glengall Raod London

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:
Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Member of the Public

Customer cbjects to the Planning Application

Natural light into the historic Synagogue has been
preserved since 1701 when the bullding was
constructed. The EIA concerning light has been
Improperly undertaken by the developer as they have
assessed the Impact on light to the small Heneage Lane
entrance. An appropriate assessment must be
undertaken focusing on natural light to the courtyard,
the results of which must be considered by the
Synagogue and its members.
The building is of historical importance given its Grade I
Listed status and has been a foq@izpgiat pi7the local '

1



Jewish community for many generations. Therefore, a
correct EIA is the very least that can be expected in
order to preserve the Synagogue.
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Devlia, Neel
e —— L

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

27 March 2018 21:23

PLN - Comments

Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 9:19 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr steven wolfinger.

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
A1/A3/A4) [882sqg.m GEA] at lower |levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sul Generls) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This applicatlon Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktl Depala

Customer Details

Name:
Emall:
Address:

Mr steven wolfinger

19 Tavastock House ROSEBURY sQURE London

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance:

Reasons for

comment:
Comments:

Customer objects to the Planning Application

Obscures the view of the historic Bevls Marks
Synagogue.
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Devlia, Neel

From: PInComments@citycflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 28 March 2018 07:14

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 7:10 AM on 28 Mar 2018 from Mrs Sara Jackson.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building {263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retall use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for Inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktl Depala

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Sara Jackson

Emall:

Address: 16 Park Crescent London

Comments Details

Commenter

Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: This is an lll advised and horrifying suggestion that will
have a detrimental effect on a building incredibly
important to the congregation and Jews from all over
who visit Bevis Marks Synagogue
The 300 year old Synagogue is a Grade I listed bullding
and as such is of ‘'exceptional historic interest'

The courtyard, which has remalned unchanged in layout
since the Synagogue's construction In 1701, Is where
the Synagogue bullding has been appreciated for over
300 years against backdrops of open sky and generally
lower scale nearby buildings. Page 20
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: As well as being a place for general soclallsing and
meeting, the Courtyard Is used for many daytime events
and celebratlons throughout the year. Part of its charm
is that it enjoys natural light and is a relatively secluded
private space.

The application failed to assess Impact from the front
and only did so from the back.

The council must help us to protect this bullding and our
usage against this commercial property glant.

My husband's famlly are founder members of this
community all the way back to 1700's. The impact on
the community and in these difflcult times for Jews In
the UK would be enormous

: The Synagogue Is used every day of the year including

for prayers three times per day, Saturday services,
weddings, celebrations, and educatlonal visits.
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Devlia, Neel

txe e o
From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk
Sent: 28 March 2018 08:51
To: PLN - Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 8:46 AM on 28 Mar 2018 from Mrs Melody Salem.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demoilition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing gallery (Sul Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, anclllary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This applicatlon Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which Is
avallable for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
S5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktl Depala

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Melody Salem

Emall:

Address: 70 Regents Park Road London

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for ; .

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: I object to this building as it might block the light

into Bevis Marks Synagogue.
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Devlia, Neel

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 28 March 2018 16:12

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 4:08 PM on 28 Mar 2018 from Mr David Ereira.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing bulldings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding {263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycie parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which Is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: ‘Mr David Ereira

Emaill:

Address: 47b Welbeck Street London

Comments Details

.‘:;:;Tenter Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: I strongly believe this planning application will have a
negatlve effect on the heritage of Bevis Marks
synagogue and also the position will dramatically
overshadow this historical premises.
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Devlia, Neel
| — o

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 29 March 2018 07:24

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 7:20 AM on 29 Mar 2018 from Mrs joyce misrahi.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolltion of the existing bulldings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m ACD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewlng gallery (Sul Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mrs joyce misrahi
Emall:
Address: 98 Hamllton Terrace London

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Nolse

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: It will overshadow Bevis Marks synagogue and cut

out natural light.
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Devlia, Neel

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 28 March 2018 23:46

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 11:42 PM on 28 Mar 2018 from Dr Richard Dawood.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and constructlon of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use {Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, anclllary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktl Depala

atio

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Dr Richard Dawood

Emall:

Address: Fleet Street Ciinic 29 Fleet Street London

Comments Details

Commenter )
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
Pl - Resldential Amenity

Comments: There can be no doubt that this project will have a highly
detrimental impact on a Grade 1 Listed Building, literally
overshadowing the neighbouring Bevis Marks
Synagogue, a building of tremendous importance to the
history of London and the London Jewish community as a
whole, It Is very clear that a full and adequate heritage
impact assessment is urgently needed. I fully understand
the powerful commercial motives that drive such a
proposed development, but it is no less Important to
preserve the heritage and amenity of such a unique and
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preclous bullding as Bevls Marks, which Is llke no other
in the UK.
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Welis, Janet (Built Environment)

From:
Subject:

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

Comments were submitted at 2:03 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr Robert Yentob.

PLN - Comments

FW: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Address:

proposal:

100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar {Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This applicaticn is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtalned from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktli Depala
Cilck for further information

Customer Details

Name:
Email:
Address:

Mr Robért verrob

18 Cumberland Terrace London

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:

Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Member of the Public
Customer objects to the Planning Application
- Residential Amenity

Bevis Marks Synagogue is the oldest in the UK and this
bullding could not only help overpower It but most
important reduce the light in the courtyard and the
building.
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Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application T8/00752/FULETA

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

Comments were submitted at 2:53 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr Howard Martin.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing bulldings and constructlon of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, anclllary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for Inspectlon with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mail, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Proposal:

Customer Detalls

Name: Mr Howard Martin

Email:

Address: 21 Tretawn Park Mill Hlil London

Comments Details
Commenter

Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer cbjects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: My family has been worshlping at the Bevis Marks
Synagogue since it opened in 1701. The building is a
grade 1 listed building and Is deemed so significant to
the heritage of the City of London and the UK that it
recently recelved approval for major works from the HLF.
The beauty of the building and of the courtyard would be
serlously damaged by the proposed development. The
natural light is both a feature but also an essential
ingredient for our prayers and community activities -
services are held dally and In order to preserve the
amblance and authenticity of the bullding only limited
electric lighting has been added. We rely on the natural
light for our prayers and to hold E\agml%events and

1



activities. The proposal would sericusly damage a
historlc bullding and space, ruin the atmosphere for
religious services that has been in place for 317 years
and adversely impact the many cross communal events.
I urge you to consult with the HLF themselves for further
information on the significance of Bevis Marks
Synagogue and the need to avoid this kind of

development.
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Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application

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

Comments were submitted at 12:43 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Ms Anna Albright.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktl Depala
i mation

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Ms Anna Albright

Emall:

Address: 17 Nottingham Street London

Comments Details

Commenter

Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects te the Planning Application
Reasons for o _

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: I strongly object to the plans. This Is a historlc site and
Bevls Marks is a historic building. Please don't take away
another part of London's character in favour of another
office building that could be bullt in an areas of London
that do not offer the historical, social and pleasurable
importance that this areas has.

Page 30
1



Welis, Janet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 12:47 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mrs Anna Sanders.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolltlon of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which Is
avallable for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further jnformation

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Anna Sanders
Email:

Address: 7 Denning Close LONDON

Comments Details

Commenter .
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Applicatlon
Reasons for
comment:

Comments: It is important that more detalled analysis of the
overshadowing effect of the proposed building on the
Bevis Marks synagogue and exterlor courtyard is carrled
out. This Is a historic building that Is a key part of the
London Jewish community’s heritage as well as being a
much loved and used community centre. The building
and its enjoyment, of which natural light Is an important
part, must be protected for future generations.
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Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application TE/00152/FULEIA

Planning Application comments have heen made. A summary of the comments Is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 12:53 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr richard sopher.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey buliding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar {(Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Staterment which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr richard sopher
Emaii:
Address: 3 upper belgrave street london

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer ohjects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . - .
comment: - Residential Amenity
Comments: Please review the impact of the proposed scheme on

the light at nearby Bevis Marks Synagogue, Including
on its courtyard. It is the oldest synagogue in the UK 1
believe.
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Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application

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

Comments were submitted at 1:09 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr Michael Brandon.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolitlon of the existing bulldings and constructlon of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m ACD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use {Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sul Generis) [1,934sg.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, anclllary

Proposal: basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which Is
‘avallable for Inspection with the planning applicaticn.
Copies of a CD containing the Envircnmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Click for further inf t

Customer Details

Name: Mr Michael Brandon

Email:

Address: 486 Cumberland Prive Hinchley Wood Esher, Surrey

Comments Details

%;Te"ter Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: No assessment has been made of the Impact of this
building on the natural daylight currently enjoyed at the
Maln Entrance and Courtyard at the front of the
Synagogue bullding and also on the quality of the
daylight at the windows at the front and sides of the
building.

The Courtyard, deprived of natural daylight, will have an

intimidating aspect of darkness and imprisonment
imposed by the new building.
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Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application

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

Comments were submitted at 1:20 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr Freddy Salem.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at ievels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Freddy Salam
Email:
Address: 29 Eccleston street London

Comments Details

$(y:ll;;|:1enter Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: The new development at 100 Leadenhall will over
shadow this 300 years old historically Important grade
one listed building and will cast a shadow over its main
entrance,
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Wells, Janet (Built Environment)
T

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 0152/FULEY

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

Comments were submitted at 1:22 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr Maurice Martin.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the exlsting buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery {Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, anclllary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This applicaticn is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for Inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further Information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Maurice Martin

Email:

Address: 16 Paragon Court 129 Holders Hill Road Hendon

Comments Details

Commenter .
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment:

Comments: As a regular attender at Bevls Marks Synagogue , as my
family has been since it was opened in 1701, I strongly
object to the new building proposal as it would interfere
with the running of our synagogue and services, which
are unique as the oldest synagogue in the uk open for
regular daily services.
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Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application’:lj[ﬂﬂlSZIEULilA

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

Comments were submitted at 1:42 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Mr Allan Howard.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall| Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing bulldings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AQD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, ancllilary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which Is
available for Inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further Information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Allan Howard
Email:
Address: 1 Townsend Lane London

Comments Details

Commenter .
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Nolse
comment: - Residential Amenity
- Traffic or Highways
Comments: This will destroy the outlook from the courtyard and

over shadow the synagogue even moor.,
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Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 1:53 PM on 27 Mar 2018 from Dr Stuart Morganstein.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolitlon of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanled by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further Information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Re-StE G
Email:
Address: 5 Defoe House Barbican London

Comments Details

.f.;:'e'?e“ter Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise

comment: - Traffic or Highways

Comments: I have been a member of the Synagogue for 40 years
and I have three main objections to the proposed
building.

Firstly the proposed building will completely remove
daylight from the Synagogue and the courtyard which is
the main entrance to the synagogue and plays a vital
part [n the functioning of the synagogue and is also the
location for some of the religious activity. The
‘assessment of impact' was almed at the rear door which
is NOT the entrance but the flre escapel

Secondly, there are very real security implications to the
synagogue and its worshipers in having the entrance,
courtyard and building overlookﬁd@éa@?asy target.
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Thirdly the Building and courtyard are both well over 300
years old and Grade 1 listed. The potentlal disturbance
to the synagogues property from the excavations,
building and traffic noises poises a potential disturbance
to the services in the synagogue which take place every
day of the year. There have been previous occasions
when religious services have had to be temporarily
suspended because the traffic and building noise has
been such that congregants have not been able to hear
to pray.

Please reject this proposal as it will have such a large
impact on the life of a synagogue that has had
continuous services for in excess of 320 years which in
unique in the world.
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Kaur, Bal'leet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 22:16

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 10:11 PM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr Caline Chazan.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [B82sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble vlewlng gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
avallable for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depaila
Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: Mr Caline Chazan

Emaill:

Address: Flat 80 Harley House Marylebone Road London

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for .
comment: - Residential Amenity
Comments: This development would deprive of daylight and

overshadow our synagogue Bevls Marks which has
existed for more than three hundred years.
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Kaur, Bal'!eet I ——

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PInComments@cityofiondon.gov.uk

17 April 2018 22:14

PLN - Comments

Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 10:09 PM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr Marcos Chazan.

Application Summary

Address:

100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sg.m GEA]|cr[This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Customer Details

Name:
Email:
Address:

Mr Marcos Chazan

Flat 80 Harley House Marylebone Road London

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:

Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Member of the Public

Customer objects to the Planning Application

- Residential Amenity

This development would deprive of daylight and

overshadow our synagogue Bevis Marks which has
existed for more three hundred years
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Kaur, Baljeet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 17:43

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 5:39 PM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr Albert Hay.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generls) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
S5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Albert Hay
Emait:
Address: 25 Hampstead Grove London

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Traffic or Highways

Comments: I AM CONCERNED THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL
PREJUDICE THE DAYLIGHT AND AMENITIES OF BEVIS
MARKS SYNAGOGUE AND COMMUNITY CENTRE, A
HISTORIC LANDMARK LISTED PROPERTY. THE COUNCIL
SHOULD BE DOING EVERYTHING IN ITS POWER TO
PRESERVE THE INTEGRITY OF THIS BUILDING.

Member of the Public
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Kaur, Baljeet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 15:24

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 3:20 PM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr EZra Aghal.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewlng gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanled by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr EZra Aghai
Email:
Address: 8 Allandale Avenue london

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for .
comment: - Resldential Amenity

Comments: Bevis Marsk is a historical bullding which has deep rout
to English herltage, once this building is overshoded by
high tower block Bevis Marsk might fall to the ground,
we should not forget history which is our presence.
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Kaur, Ba!ieet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 15:18

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 3:13 PM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr Brian Duffus.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retall use (Class
A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This appllication Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which Is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktl Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Brian Duffus

Email:

Address: 17 Woodbine Place Wanstead London

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . .
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: This new building is adding too the already oppresive
high rise office provision In the immedIlate area around a
300 year old rellgeous building which is used each day
by many people who also work in the surrounding
offices .

There are many empty offices in a short walking

distsnce from this applicants site which could be used

instead of adding another tower to the skyscape

surounding this 300 year old synagogue.

1 wish to object to the proposal as it stands , the

proposed building Is too high, l@cagg:mp]assion to the
1



small religeous building when It should complement the
historlc synagogue not cause a blight upon it.

I ask the planning comittee to reject the current
proposed tower and refuse planning approval.

Page 45



Kaur, Bal[eet

From: PinComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 12:52

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 12:48 PM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mrs Patty Ladow.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewlng gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Patty Ladow
Emall:
Address: 1 Thornwood Gardens London

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: I strongly disagree

Page 46
1



Kaur, Baljeet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 12:38

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 12:33 PM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr Norman Dawood.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building {(263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use {Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]lcr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Norman Dawood
Email:

Address: 132 Cleveland St London

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Nolse
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: This construction will have a catastrophic effect on the
neighbouring bulldings which will be Impacted by a
severe loss of light and will literally live in its shadow. In
particular, the ancient synagogue, one of the last
buildings of that age will be completely overshadowed.
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Kaur, Baljeet

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

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

Comments were submitted at 12:08 PM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mrs Jewel Scott.

PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk
17 April 2018 12:13
PLN - Comments

Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the exIsting bulldings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
S5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Customer Details

Name:
Email:
Address:

Mrs Jewel Scott

2A Lauderdale 2A Lauderdale London

Comments Details

Commaenter
Type:
Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Member of the Public
Customer objects to the Planning Application

- Residentlal Amenity

Some key polnts about the Bevis Marks Synagogue:
 The 300 year old Synagogue is a Grade I listed
building and as such is of 'exceptional historic interest’

+ The courtyard, which has remained unchanged in
layout since the Synagogue's construction in 1701, is
where the Synagogue bullding has been appreclated for
over 300 years against backdrops of open sky and
generally lower scale nearby buildings.
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: As well as belng a place for general soclalising and
meeting, the Courtyard is used for many daytime events
and celebrations throughout the year. Part of its charm
Is that It enjoys natural fight and is a relatively secluded
private space.

 The Synagogue Is used every day of the year including

for prayers three times per day, Saturday services,
weddings, celebrations, and educational visits.
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Kaur, Baljeet

From: PinComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 11:53

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 11:48 AM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mrs Jlll Ruddock.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and constructicn of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use {Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing galiery (Sul Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sg.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and piant, [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. -
Coples of 2 CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Offlcer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Jill Ruddock

Email:

Address: 7 Lansdowne Walk London

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for )

comment: - Residential Amenilty

Comments:

Our synagogue Bevis Marks has existed for
three hundred years , was bullt In the times
of Thomas Cromwell when he welcomed the
immigrant Jews to England.

It has functioned as such and still do nowadays.
The explosion of development in the city is
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about
to deprive it of daylight and overshadow It.
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Kaur, Baljeet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 11:51

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 11:46 AM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mrs Ayelet Elstein.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewlng gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sul Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which Is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further informaticn

Proposal:

Customer Detalls

Name: Mrs Ayelet Elstein

Email:

Address: Patlo Flat 94 Carlton HIll London

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment:

Comments: The construction of this 56 storey building will
demonstrate lack of respect to a historic building which
is symbolic to an entire community that has been rooted
in the City for centuries and has contributed immensely
to Its cultural prosperity and further.
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Kaur, Blgeet —_—

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 11:22

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 11:17 AM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr Michael Webber.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and censtruction of a
ground plus 56 storey buliding (263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retall use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and piant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This appiication is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
avallable for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be cbtalned from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhaktli Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Michael Webber
Email:
Address: S Chester Terrace London

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Residential Amenlity

Comments: The proposed building will create an overbearing
negatlve presence In the historic setting of the 300+
year old Grade I listed Bevis Marks Synagogue and will
cut out the natural light both through the south facing
windows and to the historic courtyard.

Understand the developers have improperly assessed
the Impact on the historic setting of the Bevis Marks
Synagogue from the rear entrance on the narrow

Heneage Lane
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Surely a proper assessment & report should be
undertaken from the much-used courtyard where the
Synagogue can actually be seen. This proposed report
wlll be very negative for the developers !!
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Kaur, Bal'leet

From: PInComments@cityoffondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 11:04

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 11:00 AM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr Lee Whitbread.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retall use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible vlewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, anclllary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanlied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Lee Whitbread
Email:

Address: 36 Metcalf Road Ashford

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: Support for Bevis Marks Synagogue
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Kaur, Baljeet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 11:01

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 10:57 AM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr Harry Handelsman .

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use {Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing gallery (Sul Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accempanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the ptanning appiication.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be cbtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Harry Handelsman
Emall:
Address: Flat 1 2 Hyde Park Gardens London

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Resldential Amenity

- Traffic or Highways

Comments: The Bevls Marks synagogue has existed for three
hundred years and has welcomed the immigrant Jews to
England. The proposed development will deprive It of
daylight and overshadow this important buiiding. Its
integral to the community.
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Kaur, Bal'!eet

From: PinComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 11:00

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 10:56 AM on 17 Apr 2018 from Miss QOlivia Horton.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use {Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewling gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sqg.m GEA]|cr|This applicatlon Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Offlcer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Miss Olivia Horton
Emall:

Address: 39b Garner Road London

Comments Details

Commenter .
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Nolse
comment: - Residential Amenity

- Traffic or Highways

Comments: The Bevis Marks synagogue has existed for three
hundred years and has welcomed the immigrant Jews to
England. The proposed development will deprive it of
daylight and overshadow this important building. Its
integral to the communilty.
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Kaur, Bal'leet

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PinComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

17 April 2018 10:57

PLN - Comments

Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submltted at 10:53 AM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr Laurent Zmiro.

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding {(263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retall use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Offlcer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Customer Details

Name:
Emall:
Address:

Mr Laurent Zmiro

8 Clifton House Hollywood Road London

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Customer objects to the Planning Application
- Residential Amenity

Protect the surroundings of the 300 years old
Bevis Marks synagogue
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Kaur, Baljeet

e E————4 = — N e
From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk
Sent: 17 April 2018 09:35
To: PLN - Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 9:31 AM on 17 Apr 2018 from Ms Sandra Shashou .

Application Summary
Address: 100, 105 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sg.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmentai Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Ms Sandra Shashou

Emall:

Address: Flat 1 33 Elsworthy Road London

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: Pls preserve the synagogue
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Kaur, Bal'!eet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 08:53

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 8:48 AM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mrs Lina Ofer.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhali Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing bulldings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use {Class
Al/A3/A4) [B82sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and Improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Lina Ofer

Email:

Address: 27 The Little Boltons London

Comments Details

.(:;;Tenter Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: Object based on the deprivation of daylight that will

be caused to Bevus Marks synagogue.
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Kaur, Balieat

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 17 April 2018 10:30

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 10:25 AM on 17 Apr 2018 from Mr Charies Jacob.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use {Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|Thls application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which Is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr Charles Jacob
Email:
Address: 16 Elmcroft Crescent London

Comments Details

.cl:_;;?enter Member of the Public

Stance!: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Nolse

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: there are enough office buildings in the area- don't

spoil the character of the clty anymore
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Kaur, Bal'!eet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 09 April 2018 11:.05

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 11:01 AM on 09 Apr 2018 from Miss Nina Appleby.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sul Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This appiication is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
avallable for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be cbtained from DP9, 100 Pali Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Offlcer: Bhakti Depaig”
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Miss Nina Appleby *
Emall:
Address: 94 Lavender Hill Enfield

Comments Details

Commenter
, Member of the Public
Type!
Stance: Customer objects to the Plannirig Application
Reasons for
comment:

Comments: I am extremely concerned that this proposed office
tower will have a detrimental effect on Britain's oldest
synagogue, its unique historic setting, and on the
diverse Bevis community - including those who pray
there, those who come along on educatlonal visits, and
those who gather for soclals, weddings and other
celebrations.

In particular, I am worried that the proposed tower willl
overshadow the synagogue, cutting out the natural light

both through the south facing ij’ﬁ% B‘Zhe synagogue
i



and to the historic courtyard, where I have enjoyed
numerous events.

I understand that the courtyard has remained
unchanged in layout since the synagogue's construction
In 1701 - It Is where the exterlor of the synagogue
bullding has been appreclated for over three centurles.
The courtyard's speclal amblence Is largely down to that
fact that It enjoys natural light and is a relatively
secluded private space.

The Grade I listed status of the 300-year-old Synagogue
underlines the bullding's national importance. As I
understand It, 'listing marks and celebrates a bullding's
speclal architectural and historic Interest, and also brings
it under the consideration of the planning system, so
that It can be protected for future generations.' {Historlc
England).
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Kaur, Balieet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 09 April 2018 13:37

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA"

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

Comments were submitted at 1:33 PM on 09 Apr 2018 from Mrs Lesley Arkin.

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the exIsting bulldings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AQD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble vlewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091s¢q.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which Is
avallable for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
S5NQ.

Case Offlcer: Bhakti Depala »
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Lesley Arkifl

Emall:

Address: 10 Whetstone Close Heelands Milton Keynes

Comments Details

Commenter ;
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment:

Comments: The blocking of the light especially the courtyard of this
300+ year old synagogue, which is still used everyday,
and has one of the best synagogue architectures in
Europe.

This building is visited regularly by tourists as well as

the congregation and It is expected that the Council
should wish to protect such a historic site.
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From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 28 March 2018 14:30

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 2:25 PM on 28 Mar 2018 from Dr SIMON GABBAY.,

Application Summary
Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accesslble viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA][cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
avallable for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mail, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Dr SIMON GABBAY

Email:

Address: 26 Manor Hall Avenue LONDON

Comments Details

Commenter

Type: Member of the Publlc

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise

comment: - Traffic or Highways

Comments: PRESERVE the tranquility and respect for listed places
of worshlp with consequent adverse effects the
proposed planned high rise 56 storey building will bring
around the surrounding existing buildings.
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Appllication Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA|], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sg.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels §5 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y SNQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Louise Obadia
Address: 1 Cotman Close London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

- Residential Amenity
Comment:| feel that it would be a total injustice to build thisw 56 storey bui!gi_ng and risk
overéhadowing or damaging the beautiful 300 year old plur_'g Bevis Marks Synagogue. We fear this
will present a huge overbearing presence in the historic setting of the Synagogue and will cut out
the natural light both through the south facing windows and to the historic courtyard where we
welcome the public and hold so many events.l doubt very much that there would be any
assuranees you-esuld-offer-that would ensure it's protection in-any way:=

A 56:5tarey.building that has retail complexes in it too - wilkthreaten thg.building too in terms of

security, due to the increased number of people in the ares. This is especially pertinent now given
the rising number of antisemitic incidents in London.
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Applicatlon Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA)], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,9348q.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Ms Vicky Album
Address: 47 Lyndale Avenue London

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l am objecting to this development on the grounds that it will overshadow Bevis Marks
Synagogue which is a Grade 1 listed building as well as a working synagogue of which | have
been a member all of my life. In particular, | believe this development would overshadow our
courtyard.

The courtyard is central to synagogue life and overshadowing or darkening it would have a serious
~=detrimental affect-on the character of the building ard-en ourcommunity. We gather in the s
‘courtyard after services, and both my parents and brother's wedding photos were taken in that"
aeeurtyard. The courtyard is the. heart of the synagogue::

Whilst the surrounding area is built up, we currently enjoy good light there. We are an old
established part of the City community and our synagogue should be valued and protected for its
historic and cultural significance as well as the role it should rightly play in the lives of generations
of Londoners to come.

Many thanks

Vicky Album
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,9348q.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr]This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
avallable for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Lawrence Salem
Address: 9 Holyrood Court 3-5 Gloucester Avenue LONDON

Comment Detalls
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Residential Amenity
setting of the existing sy};agogue and cut out the majority of the natural light that it benefits from,
which is one of its key definitive features.

LRSS 3 LT
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Envirocnmental
Statement may be obtained from DPS, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Solly Levy
Address: 59 Highfield Avenue London

Comment Detalls

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Kindly help preserve the integrity of this great listed building of historical interest
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AQD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, anciliary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sg.m GEA]|cr{This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Mrs hazel Collins
Address: 1 Old Court House North End Way NW3 7ER London

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:A 56 storey 100 Leadenhall Street tower will stand some 260m high and be just a street
block away to the south-west of Bevis Marks Synagogue which is 300 years old and of historic
significance. B

| fear it will present a huge overbearing presence in the historic setting of the Synagogue and will
cut out the natural light both through the south facing windows and to the historic courtyard where

the public are welcomed and many events are heid.

| feel it is essential ta.presewve.the integaly of this grade 1 listed building of historigalinteresta.:
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AQD) for office use {Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels §5 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|er|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pali Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Muriel Salem
Address: 29 Eccleston street London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Residential Amenity
Comment:Bevis Marks synagogue is 300 years old and still
funcfioning as such . -
The new planned building will deprive it of daylight and overshadow it .
it will be a great shame to disrespect and ruin this beautiful and historical building of worship.

IR

Page 71



Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retall use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Mr [lan Krieger
Address: 68, Cornhill London

Comment Detalils
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Residential Amenity
Comment:| fear this will present a huge overbearing presence |n the historic setting of the Bevis
Marks Synagogue and will cut out the natural Iiéht both through the south facing windows and to
the historic courtyard i

IR -
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA|] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Mr Charies Teacher
Address: 40 Titan Ct 1 Flower Lane London

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:The development will obscure light to courtyard which house many events

{ gt
i
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AQD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Ms Rebecca Krechman
Address: 71 Fitzjohns Ave London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
Comment:Singificant detriment from light implications on historically important Bevis Marks
synagogue )
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Daniel Zubaida
Address: 71 Fitzjohn's Avenue LONDON

Comment Detalls
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
Comment:Natural light implications for Bevis Marks synagogue in the courtyard and windows will
significantly impact the functioﬁing of the synagogue
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Sireet London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower [evels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer; Bhakti Depala

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr nick balcombe
Address: 8 Springfield road london

Comment Detalls
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Residential Amenity
Comment:removing light from one of the oldest synagogues in the UK
this synagogue is used continually and " light " is very much a part of our daily activities and
prayers
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Applicatlon Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey buikling
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA)], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Michaei Keats
Address: 5 Wadham Gardens London

Comment Detalis

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| am objecting to this development on the grounds that it will overshadow Bevis Marks
Synagogue which is a Grade 1 Ijgted building as well as London's oldest working synagogue. In
particular, this dé:lelopment would overshadow the courtyard. )

The courtyard is.central to synagogue life and overshadowing or darkening it would have a serious
detrimental affect on the character of the building and on the way it is used. For generations
members have gathered in-the courtyard after services and on festivals: The courtyard is the-heart
of the synagogué.

Whilst the surroufiding area ig built up, the building currently enjoy good sunlights. We are an old

established part 6f the City community and our synagogue should be valued and protected for its
historic and cultural significance as well as the role it should rightly play in the lives of generations
of Londoners to come.
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Ms Hilary Blume
Address: 9 Mansfield Place London

Comment Detalils

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:the proposed development will tower over Bevis Marks Synagogue, literally. 1t will cut
out light to the actual synagogue and the courtyard, which is historically important as a gathering
place.

You list only 3 possible grounds fer objection - traffic residential amenity or noise. What about
preserving historic

buildings?

‘(Your form does not allow for accurate comment.

| am not a resident but am a meniber of the Spanish and Portuguese synagogue, of which Bevis

.Marks is the historic synagogue.. = _x. ..

Why does your drop down menu have Lord but not Lady or Baroness or Sir or Dame and insists
on a title being entered ;
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
avalilable for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Jessica Tricot
Address: 35¢c Belsize Avenue London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Residential Amenity
- Traffic or Highways
Comment:This development will have a material and adverse implication'on the light at Bevis
Marks, which as a 300 year old synagogue and a Grade | listed building df "exceptional historic
interest”.

| and other members of this historic community fear this will present a huge overbearing presence
in the historic settingzofithe Synagogue and will cut aut the naturai light bath tbroughihe south
facing windows and fo the histofic courtyard, which is a key focal point for-many of thé events held

at the synagogue. - :

| understand that the developers have assessed the impact on the historic setting of the
Synagogue from the rear entrance on the narrow Heneage Lane and concluded there would be
negligible effect. A proper assessment must be made from the much-used courtyard where the
Synagogue can actually be seen.
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhali Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4} [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer; Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Mr David Hoffman
Address: Flat 5 28 Belsize Park London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Residential Amenity
- Traffic or Highways
Comment:This development will have a material and adverse implication on the light at Bevis
Marks, which as a 300 year old synagogue and a Grade | listed bullding of "exceptional historic
interest”.

I and other members of this historic community f&&r this will present a huge overbearing presence
in the. historic. setting of the Synagogge and. will iufout the natural light both through the sguthe.. ... . 3o:
facing windows and to the historic cotirtyard, whighTs a key focal point for many of the evenits held

at the synagogue.

| understand that the developers have assessed the impact on the historic setting of the
Synagogue from the rear entrance on the narrow Heneage Lane and concluded there would be
negligible effect. A proper assessment must be made from the much-used courtyard where the
Synagogue can actually be seen.
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AQD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA|] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,081sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP$, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Mr Anthony Tricot
Address: 35¢ Belsize Avenue London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
‘Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Residential Amenity
- Traffic or Highways
Comment:Thig development will have a material and adverse implication on the light at Bevis
Marks, which as a 300 year old synagogue and a Grade | listed building of "exceptional historic
interest”.

: in the historicsetting of the Synagogue and will cut out:the naturaklight bath through the south
facing windows and to the historic courtyard, which is @ key focal poift for many of the events held

at the synagogue.

| understand that the developers have assessed the impact on the historic setting of the
Synagogue from the rear entrance on the narrow Heneage Lane and concluded there would be
negligible effect. A proper assessment must be made from the much-used courtyard where the
Synagogue can actually be seen.
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Kaur, Bal'leet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 23 April 2018 14:31

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 1{5]001 52/FULEIA,

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

Comments were submitted at 2:26 PM on 23 Apr 2018 from Ms cathy wills.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use {Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery {(Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|Thls application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Offlcer: Ehakil Depala

Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Ms cathy wills
Emall:
Address: 10 eton road london

Comments Details

Commenter
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Nolse
comment: - Residential Amenity

- Traffic or Highways

Comments: This old synagogue has exlsted In the Clty of London for
over 300 years - and is still used and loved by its
community and the greater community world wide. If
you bulld a hge overwhelming building it will destroy its
light, nature of the bullding and also destroy this
important city heritage.
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Kaur, Bal'leet

From: PinComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent; 22 April 2018 09:38

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 16/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 9:33 AM on 22 Apr 2018 from Mr Jack Bekhor.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sul Generls) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, serviclng area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Offlcer: Bhakti Depaia,

Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details
Name: Mr lack Rakhar
Address: 8 Lexham Gardens London

Comments Details

Commenter ;
Member of the Public
Type:
Stance: Customer cbjects to the Planning Applicatfon

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: I object in the strongest terms. The proposed
development as stands will only serve to the detriment
of the local community as our 300 year old Grade I listed
Synagogue, which serves as a place of worship and
community gathering for Jews from all over London,
where we also celebrate our life events (weddings / bar
mitzvahs etc..) is deprived of natural light especially over
the courtyard where we regularly hold our functions
which will be completely overshadowed by the proposed
tall constructlon.
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Kaur, Bal‘ieet L L

From: PinComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 18 April 2018 15:07

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 3:02 PM on 18 Apr 2018 from Mr Charles Shamash .

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AQOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning appiication.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: ©hakfl Bepala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Wr Charles Shamash
Emall:
\ddress: 3 Hillside Close London

Comments Details

$;:1er:1enter Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Residential Amenity
- Traffic or Highways
Comments: It would be a great shame to have such a beautiful

buildings as Bevis Marks Synagogue shadowed by a
huge monster that is proposed to be built.
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Kaur, Bal ieet

From: PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 18 April 2018 11:03

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 10:58 AM on 18 Apr 2018 from Mr Lloyd Hunt.

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Offlcer: Bhakti Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: MF Lioyd Hunt
Emall:
Address: 39 Victoria Avenue Grays

Comments Details

Commenter

Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment: - Residentlal Amenity

Comments: I strongly object based on the deprivation of daylight

that wlll be caused to Bevls Marks synagogue.
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To:
Subject: FW: Threat to light of Bels Marks Synagogue
Date: 03 April 2018 14:01:35

Fron

Sent: 03 April 2018 13:46
To: Depala, Bhakti <Bhakti.Depala@cityoflondon.gov.uk>
Subject: Threat to light of Beis Marks Synagogue

As from:
11 Defoe House,

Barbican,
London EC2Y 8DN.

Dear Bhakti Depala,

I write as a regular attender at Bevis Marks Synagogue.

I am most disturbed to read of the building proposed at 100 Leadenhall Street. It will certainly affect the light

that comes into the synagogue.

I find it strange that the developers have looked at the impact of their 56 stories from the Heneage Lane side of
the synagogue rather than from Bevis Marks. Is that maybe because there are no windows there? Light comes
into the courtyard and the main synagogue prayer area from windows on the other sides of the building, Any
very high building towering over the synagogue will cut the light for the congregation.

The whole character of the synagogue and its courtyard will be spoiled by such an intrusive building.

Will you please pass my comments to the appropriate committe. I most strongly oppose the plan.

Thank you,
Yours sincerely,
Marlena Schmool.
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Kaur, BaI'Ieet

From: PiInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Sent: 18 April 2018 10:50

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

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

Comments were submitted at 10:46 AM on 18 Apr 2018 from Mr Darren Smith .

Application Summary
Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m AOD) for office
use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class
Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gallery (Sul Generls) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels
55 and 56, new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application Is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application.
Coples of a CD contalning the Environmental Statement
may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y
5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakii Depala
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Detalils

Name! Mr Darren Smith

Emall:

Address: 117 Tyrrell Avenue Welling Kent

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance!: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: i object to these works as It is a blight on an
already overpopulated area

- Residential Amenity
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer; Bhakti Depala

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Jack Basrawy
Address: 13-14 Hanover st London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Residential Amenity
Comment:Totally disproportionate in size, and will affect the enjoyment of neighbouring p“_uildings
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey bulilding
(263.4m AQD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retall use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 65 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, anciilary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the pianning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Alex Gruca
Address: 59 Queen Anne Street London

Comment Detalls
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Residential Amenity
- Traff ic or Highways
COJ__nment.The naise pollution is going to go through the toof. We don't want that.

London is already one of the most polluted places in Europe, don't add to it. We don't want that.

peqpledue to Brexit (don't you see that there is already, asignificaniZall in.residential prices and
that there is a résidential over capacity. The same Is starfing to happénin commerclal) There is

no need to build more Iandscape damaging bundrngs H
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,9348q.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr|This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
availabie for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Jonathan Whitbr
Address: 1 The Creechurch 4-8 Creechurch Lane London

Comment Detalls
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Residential Amenity B
Comment:This planning application proposes to replace a10 storey building with a 56 storey
building. It is abundantly clear that the profiosed building js simply too big, for a number of
reasons;

ACCESS

Tha proposed service access via Creechuréh Lane is simply not sufficient to service a 56 story
building without a significant an detrimentaliimpact on existing residents and businesses in terms:
of noise / pollution / additional traffic. The proposed restaurant and bar will especially for private
functions increase the number of taxi's / Ubers etc parked up around and in Creechurch Lane

creating considerable disturbance to existing businesses and residents

HERITAGE
The proposed building sticks out like a sore thumb in proposed views 8, 18, 19, 20, 28, 29 and 33.
These views are highly significant because the building is seen next to the Tower of London. In the
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cumulative versions of these views, the proposed building forms an abrupt cliff edge to the Eastern
Cluster next to the Tower of London. There are few if any tall building sites available east of the
proposal site, as the neighbouring land is occupied by St Katherine Cree church, the residential
flats on Creechurch Lane and Mitre Street, the recently completed Mitre Square development and
Sir John Cass school. Therefore for all intents and purposes 100 Leadenhall Street will form the
edge of the Eastern Cluster when seen in these views. It is therefore essential that 100 Leadenhall
Street be reduced and reshaped to form a gentler transition to surrounding urban form.

In proposed view 66, the proposed tower looms over fine historic buildings, wrecking the coherent
character of the Lloyds Avenue conservation area.

PUBLIC AMENITY

The proposed tower obscures views from public viewing galleries in recently constructed tall
buildings. In proposed view A14 from 120 Fenchurch Street, the proposed tower fills a quarter of
the view. Instead of seeing the whole of the Gherkin as an object in the middle ground, the view is
enclosed by the wide and tall south elevation of the proposed tower. In proposed view A15 from
22 Bishopsgate, the proposed tower appears as a distracting object in the foreground, spoiling
what would have been a fine view of the Tower of London. These public viewing galleries are were
created as a public amenity to mitigate the impact of 120 Fenchurch Street and 22 Bishopsgate. If
the views are obscured by following developments, this undermines the case for granting planning
permission to the existing towers, increases their impact and degrades public amenity. The
proposed viewing gallery here is one more example of planning being granted ‘with public access'
but this is at a cost which a lot of the public cannot afford to enjoy.

DAYLIGHT

The proposed development has too many detrimental effects on the daylighting of adjoining flats.
The existing vertical sky componeni'of most of the windows to the flats at 4-8 CreechurchrLane is
already well below 20% and in some cases below 10%. The proposed losses of up to 20% of
vertical sky component breach the BRE guidance, even for a densely built up urban site. In the
case of the flats at 14-16 and 18-20 Crechurch Lane the existing VSC's are even lower and the
proposed loss of VSC is even more severe (over-30% in some cases). This leads to cumulative
loss of VSC of nearly 50% in the case of 14-16 and 18-20 Creechurch Lane.

Existing and proposed Average Daylight Factor, which forms part of BRE guidance, has nét been
calculated, presumably because the results are even worse. The applicants clearly know the
existing room dimensions, since they are able to calculate the No Sky Line and identify kitchens
smaller than 13sqm. Therefore they have the data they need to calculate the ADF.

LIGHT POLLUTION

The applicant's light pollution drawings indicate an illumination of 25 lux or more to the west facing
windows of 18-20 Creechurch Lane (Appendix 14.6, figure 6), and an illumination of 20 lux to the
west facing top floor windows of 4-8 Creechurch Land (Appendix 14.6, figure 8). For comparison,
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20 lux is equivalent to the light of 20 candles illuminating one square metre, so this is a significant
amount of light pollution to rooms which include bedrooms.

CONCLUSION
This proposal has severely detrimental effects on heritage (including the Tower of London, Grade |

listed buildings and conservation areas}), public amenity (recently comstructed viewing platforms),
daylight and light pollution. Therefore the planning committee should refuse this application.

FTlagag.. o
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00152/FULEIA

Address: 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhalt Street London EC3A 3BP

Proposal: Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building
(263.4m AQD) for office use (Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m
GEA|] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery (Sui Generis) and after hours
Restaurant/Bar (Sui Generis) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, new and improved Public
Realm, anciliary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]|cr[This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental
Statement may be obtained from DP9, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y 5NQ.

Case Officer: Bhakti Depala

Customer Details
Name: Mr Frank Martin
Address: 21 Crothall Close London

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:My family have been members of this Synagogue since it opened in 1701. Every

generation, including myself and my daughter, has been married in Bevis Marks Synagogue. If this

development takes place | fear that the Joss of light in the Synagogue will be catastrophic.

Weddings, which should be bright and jbyous, and indeed all religious services and functions; will
be substantially impacted by the loss of-_ligh_t that will ensue, and the gloom that such a

development will bring. Other factors that should also be considered are the considerable noise

su=ximpact that there will be during construction; wher-services are held at the Synagogue, particularly
~'on Saturdays. There may also be damage to the sfiucture of the Synagogue because of the ~

s=substantial excavations and piling that will be required:by the proposed new structure. Finallyzzand.

“'not least, there may be serious securlty Jmplications with regard to the proposed new buildingZand

it's overview of the Synagogue.
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27" March 2018

Mrs Annle Hampson

Chief Planning Officer and Development Director
Department of the Built Environment

City of London

Guildhall

PO Box 270

London EC2P 2EJ

Dear Mrs Hampson

OBJECTION to 100 Leadenhall Street planning application ref 18/00152/FULEIA

Please accept this letter as the London Sephardi Trust’s objections to planning
application 18/00152/EIA for the proposed development at 100 Leadenhall Street.

The Trust is concermned that the development will have unacceptable impacts on the
setting of the Grade | listed Bevis Marks Synagogue and the adjoining courtyard.

As you may be aware, the 300-year-old Synagogue Is a Grade | listed building and as
such is of 'exceptional historic interest’. It is used every day of the year including for
prayers three times per day, Saturday services, weddings, celebrations, educational
visits and general access for visiting members of the public.

The Synagogue courtyard, which has remained unchanged in layout since the
Synagogue's construction in 1701, is where the Synagogue building has been
appreciated for over 300 years against backdrops of open sky and generally lower
scale nearby buildings. It Is where we welcome visiting members of the public and
hold many daytime events and celebrations throughout the year. Part of its charm is
that it enjoys natural light and is a relatively secluded private space.

Our objections to the proposed 100 Leadenhall Strest development are on the
following grounds.

Heritage impact

As far as we can glean from the planning application documentation, the only
assessment of impact on the herltage significance of the Synagogue is based on View
A121 from the rear entrance to the Synagogue on Heneage Lane. This view is
referenced on page 48 of the Environmental Statement which says:

1 View A12 as shown an page 288 of 100 Leadenhall Street Environmental Statement, Volume 3, Townscape

and Visual and Bufit Heritage Assessment (Feb 2018)
2 Table on page 49 of 100 Leadenhail Street Environmental Statement, Volume 3, Townscape and Visual and

Built Heritage Assessment {Feb 2018)
The home of the Sephardi community since 1656
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As demonstrated by View A12, the embedded nature of the bullding and
alignment and scale of streets which form the setting of the Synagogue, and
scale of the intervening townscape, restrict the inter-visibility between the
Proposed Development and the listed building. If seen, only the top of

the Proposed Development would be visible from Bevis Marks — as the tops of
30 St Mary Axe and Heron Tower are. The tall modern character of its setling fo
the south-west would not be altered and the elements of setting which
contribute to the synagogue’s heritage significance would not be aftered. The
effect on heritage significance wouid be negligible and not harmful.

This appears to be a fundamental error by the applicants as the heritage significance
of the setting of the Synagogue Is largely experienced from completely different
locations in the Synagogue courtyard.

We fear that the new building woulkd loom massively in the background to the
Synagogue’s histaric setting when seen from the Courtyard and object strongly to thls
likely impact. We also request that the City requires the applicants to carry out and
submit a proper assessment of the impact on the Synagogue’s setting and significance
from the courtyard locations.

Over shadowing

The Overshadowing Assessment® seems to show that In spring, summer and autumn,
the proposed building would cast a shadow over all or part of the Synagogue and
courtyard between 2pm and 4pm. We object to this overshadowing on the grounds
that: (1) it will impact on the appreciation of the Interior of the Synagogue by reducing
the light received through the southern windows; and (2) the reduction in natural light
will reduce the attractiveness of the courtyard for the many daytime events.

Daylight

The application does not appear fo include an assessment of the impact of the
reduction In natural light on the Synagogue and courtyard. The BRE Guide 209
suggests it may also be applied to any existing non-domestic building where the
occupants have a reasonable expectation of daylight. We propose the synagogue has
an Implickt need for daylight. We request that the City requires the applicants to carry
out and submit such an assessment.

May we also refer you to the applicant's own words in the Design & Access Statement?
{underlining added):

“The hisloric street pattern of Bllliter Street, Bury Street, Bevis Marks and the
listed buildings (Church of St Andrew undershaft, St Katherine Cree Church,
Bevis Marks Synagogue and more recently the Lioyd’s building at 1 Lime Street)

31GIA Overshadomng Assessments (Dec 2017) in Appendix 14.4 of 100 Leadenhall Street Environmental

Statement, Volume 2, (Feb 2018)
4 Part 1, section 2.7, p.20 of Design & Access Statement
The home of the Sephardi cornmunity since 1656
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all adjoining the site or in its immediate proximity present an obligation to both
devel i . These important artefacts of the development of the

City provide an opportunity for consideration of the proposed built form fo

enhance and prolect their setting by providing imoroved light and air. Equally,
opportunities to establish new public realm to preserve or enhance their sefting

should be maximised."

We see no evidence that the applicant is meeting its own stated obligations to enhance
and protect the setting of the Synagogue by providing Improved light and air. The
contrary appears to be the case.

I hope these objections are clear but please let me know if you need anything further or
have any queries at this stage.

We would also be very pleased to show you and/or your officers around the
Synagogue and its courtyard if this would help you gain a better understanding of our
concemns. Please just let me know and we will make arrangements.

Yours sincersly,

H David Ereira
Vice President S&P Sephardi Community and Director London Sephardi Trust

Cc  Kathryn Stubbs - Assistant Director Historic Environment, City of London
Bhakti Depala — Senior Planning Officer, Dept of the Built Environment, City of

London

The home of the Sephardl community since 1856
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J Watson Consulting Lid
71-75 Shelton Street
Covent Garden
London WC2H 9JQ
Bhaki Depala 04 Aprif 2018
Department of the Built Environment
City of London
Guildhall
PO Box 270

London EC2P 2EJ

Dear Bhakti

Objection by Tavor Holdings Ltd to Planning application 18/00152/FULEIA - 100 Leadenhall
Street London EC3A 3BP

Please accept this letter on behalf of my client Tavor Holdings Ltd as their objection to planning
application 18/00152/EIA for the proposed development at 100 Leadenhall Street.

Tavor Holdings Ltd is the long leaseholder for Valiant House, 4 Heneage Lane, EC3 which is
located to the north of the application slite.

Tavor Holdings Lid is concemed about the potentially adverse impacts of the proposed
development on the light levels and associated amenity currently enjoyed in Valiant House.

Of particular concern are the results of the Overshadowing Assessment! which accompanies the
planning application. This shows that in spring, summer and autumn, the proposed building would
cast a shadow over all or part of Valiant House between 2pm and 4pm.

This is a significant part of the working afterncon when people working in the Valiant House offices
are currently able to enjoy some natural light. Tavor Holdings Ltd objects to the adverse effects and
harm caused to the amenity of Valiant House and its occupiers by this overshadowing which would
be contrary to policies 7.6Bd and 7.7Da of the London Plan (2016):

“Policy 7.6 ARCHITECTURE

B Buildings and structures should:
d) not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of surrounding land and buildings,
particularly residential buildings, in relation to privacy, overshadowlng, wind and
microclimate. This is particularly important for tall buildings”

“Policy 7.7 LOCATION AND DESIGN OF TALL AND LARGE BUILDNGS

D Tall buildings:

a) should not affect their surroundings adversely in terms of microclimate, wind
turbulence, overshadowing, noise, reflecled glare, aviation, navigation and
telecommunication interference”

1 GIA Overshadowing Assessments (Dec 2017) in Appendix 14.4 of 100 Leadenhall Street Environmental Statement,
Volume 2, (Feb 2018)

JWatson Consulting Led - » 9 Jﬁnﬂmd mnd Wales
Company No, 10384761 Reglstered office: 71-75 St, Covent Garden, London WC2H 9jQ
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Tavor Holdings Ltd is also concerned that proposals for tall bulldings on other sites nearby could
result in a 'building canyon’ and further overshadowing of Valiant House. In accordance with para
3.14.4 of the City of London Local Plan (2015), the cumulative impact of any such proposals along
with those for 100 Leadenhall Street and existing tall buildings should be taken Into account in the
assessment of all the schemes. Tavor Holdings Ltd may submit further representations regarding
such cumulative impacte should other relevant planning applications be submitted.

| hope these representations are clear but please let me know If you have any queries or require
further information.

Yours sincerely,

John Watson MRTPI
Director
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Bhalkti Depala Date: 26 March 2018
Development Division Your ref: 18/00152/FULEIA

Department of the Built Environment Our ref: 303118.NEW

City of Lonfdon Direct: '

Guildhall

London

EC2P 2E)

By emall to PLNComments@cityofiondon.gov.uk and by special delivery

Dear Sirs

Planning Application 18/00152/FULEIA - 100 Leadenhall Street, London EC3A 3BP
1. Introduction
11 We have been Instructed by The Wardens and Society of the Mistery or Art of the

Leatherseilers of the City of London to ddvise them in relation to the above named
planning application.

1.2 Qur client owns a number of substantjal property holdings in the City, Including the
following freehold Interests within the immediate vicinity of the application site:
(a) 3,5,6,7, 15, 16 and 17 St Helen’s Place;
(b) 33 Great St Helens;
(c) 52-68 and 88 Bishopsgate;
(d) 12/20 Camomile Street; and
(e) 25-51 and 61 St Mary Axe.
1.3 We have undertaken a review of the avallable Information relating to the above

planning application and our client has concerns above the potentiaily adverse effect
the proposed developrient could have on the fight levels In fts properties, It has
concerns that the amenity and light at these properties will be prefudiced. Our cllent
has yet to conclude Its Impact assessment of the scheme and reserves Its position in
refation to these igsuas,

i.4 Our clients also has congerns regarding the planning merits of the proposed
development and the poteritially adverse Impact It couid have on surrounding bullt
environment and public services. These concerns are set out befow,

2, Impact on the St-Helen’s Place Conservation Area and the setting of nearby
heritage sites and listed buildings

2.1 The proposed bullding has the potential to cause significant harm to the character of
the St Helen’s Cotiservation Area by virtue of its helght and form and the increasing

lon_jib1\18051600\2\shawcac
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perception of the conservation area being hemmed in by tall bulldings. Whilst
changes to the scale, composition and urban form of the Eastern Cluster is not in
Itself contrary to local policy, It Is evident that the cumulative effects of proposed
development, along with the existing tall buildings, and those recently granted
planning permission, will threaten the character and appearance of the conservation
area.

Volume 3 of the Environmental Statement (Townscape and Visual and Built Heritage
Assessment) |dentifles the heritage value of the St Helen’s Place Conservation Area
as high and relles on its Immediate setting being already characterised by modern
tall and very tall bulldings to conclude that the signlificance of the likely effect on It
by the proposed development is “negligible to major, neutral”.

As the Townscape and Visual and Built Heritage Assessment notes, the St Helen’s
Conservation Area largely comprises those buildings that make up St Helen's Place
and buildings that contribute to the setting of the Parish Church of St Helen
Bishopsgate. The impact on the Church of St Helen Is described In the Townscape
and Visual and Built Heritage Assessment as “relatively minor” due to the existing
established tall setting of the listed bullding. It proceeds to validate the Impact In the
foliowing terms:

"Although the Proposed Development would be vislble within the close setting of the

listed buliding, the tall maodern character of its setting overall would not be altered

and the elements of setting which contribute to the church’s heritage significance

hw:ul% l;ot be altered. The effect on heritage significance would be negligible and not
m.' A ~

‘Setting’ is deflned In the National Planning Policy 2012 ("NPPF”) as:

*The surroundings In which a heritage asset Is experleniced, Its extent is not fixed
and may change as the asset and its surroundings evoilve. Elements of a selting may
make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of the asset, may affect
the ability to appreclate that significance or may be neutral.” {NPPF, Annex 2:
Glossary)

We do not agree that the existing prevalence of tail bulldings in the immediate vicinlty
of the St Helen's Conservation Area has the effect that the proposed development
avolds impacting the setting of the heritage asset. Rather, the proposed additional
tall bullding has the potential to cause harm to the character of the St Helen’s Place
Conservation Area as it will affect the surroundings in which the heritage asset is
experienced, particularly In terms of exacerbating the overatl Impact of tall bulldings
in the area.

Section 66(1) of the of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 (the “Act”) Is of major Importance to consideration of this application. This
provision requires that, In considering whether to grant planning permission for a
development which affects a listed building or its setting, decision-makers must have
‘special regard’ to the desirabllity of preserving the building or its setting or any
features of special architectural or historic Interest that It possesses.

Paragraphs 128 to 134 of the NPPF explain how Sectlon 66 of the Act Is expected to
work in practice, and further guidance Is set out In Planning Practice Guldance, in
addition to Historic England publication: "The Setting of heritage Assets (Historic
Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: 3)” Recent case law In connection
with the statutory test has reinforced the need for decision makers to consclously
acknowledge any harm to heritage assets and then apply *considerable weight’ to
their preservation. Only then can an assessment be made as to whether there are
creumstances that outwelgh the harm identified that would allow the grant of
planning permission.
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2.8 In the decision of Steer v Secretary of Stale for Communitles and Local Government
[2017] {appeal outstanding) it was held that the term *setting’ Is not defined in purely
visual terms in the NPPF which refers to the “surroundings in which a heritage asset
is experlenced”. The word “experienced” has a broad meaning, which s capable of
extending beyoend the purely visual.

2.9 The applicant’s attempt to justify its proposals by stating that the height of the
proposed development bullding would match the adjacent buildings, in effect
applying a favourable comparison on helght, demonstrates an artificially narrow and
oversimplified concept of the setting of the heritage asset. The propesed building has
the potential to cause significant harm to the character of the St Helen’s Conservation
Area by virtue of its helght and form and the Increasing perception of the conservation
area being hemmed in by tall bulldings, particularly when the cumulative impact with
100 Bishopsgate, 1 Undershaft and 22 Bishopsgate Is considered.

2,10 In addition to the impact on the St Helen’s Conservation Area and the Church of St
Helen, the Townscape Heritage and Visual Impact Assessment appears to underplay
the impact of the proposed development on the setting of the following Important
heritage assets, particularly when considered cumalatively with other proposed tall
bulldings in the Eastern Cluster:

The setting of the Tower of London World Heritage Site;
The setting of St. Paul's Cathedral;

The setting of Tower Bridge;

The setting of St Andrew Undershaft, St. Mary Axe;
The setting of the Leadenhall Conservation Area;

The setting of Leadenhall Market.

*® & & o 9 a

2,11 Policy DM 10.1 of the City of London Local Plan requires al! developments to be of a
high standard of design and to avoid harm to the townscape and public realm by
ensuring that:

"the bulk and massing of schemes are appropriate in relation to their surroundings
and have due regard to the general scale, height, building lines, character, historic
Interest and slgnificance, urban grairt and materials of the focality and relate well to
the character of stréets, squares, lanés, alleys and passsgeways”,

2.12 Whilst the applicant makes reference to massing in the Townscape Heritage and
Visual Impact Assessment it fails to grapple with the policy and does not pay due
regard to the character or historic interest and significance of having a diverse and
distinctive city-scape,

2.13 Our cllent is concerned that the proposed development risks diluting the special
architectural qualities and distinctiveness of the Clty's characteristic network of
streets and alleyways which Includes buildings of differing heights; scale, age and
architecture. The appraisal in the Townscape and Visual and Built Heritage
Assessment of heritage.value of the three buildings on the site identifies only one of
them as a non-designated heritage asset. The other twe are consldered to be. of
negligible heritage value. This however does not in Itself justify the loss of three
buildings of differing styles and forms which contribute to the diversity of the city-

scape.

2.14 Whilst the clash of large scale, modern development with the historic buiit
environment is a classic feature of the Eastern Cluster, there Is now a real risk of
‘tipping the balance’; this area of tha City can only accommadate a finite number of
tall buildings béfore Irreversible harm will be caused to Important surreunding Historlc
receptors.
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2.15 Our client fully understands the growth agenda in the City. This is crucial to ensuring
that London maintains Its prized position as the world's foremost financial centre.
However this should not displace the requirement to preserve heritage assets, Whilst
changes to the scale, composition and urban form of the Eastern Cluster is not In
itself contrary to local policy, our client Is concerned that the construction of tall
buildings must not be to the detriment of the current variations in the architectural
landscape of the City.

3. Daylight and Sunlight Impacts

31 Our client’s property at 33 Great St Helens has been Identified as a sensitive receptor
in Chapter 14 (Daylight, Suniight, Overshadowing, Solar Glare and Light Potlution) of
the Environmental Statement submitted with the application .

3.2 The Environmental Statement reports that, at 33 Great St Helehs, one window (which
equates to over 5% of all the windows) Is not expected to meet BRE Guidelines on
daylight following the construction of the proposed development. The Environmental
Statement aiso notes that this window has a “ow existing level of VSC in the baseline
whereby any alteration could result [n a disproportionate percentage change.” The
assessment in the Environmental Statement concludes that this reduction In the
amount of daylight is nonetheless “considered appropriate”,

33 The ES concludes that the daylight impact on our cllent’s property at 33 Great St
Helen’s Is assessed as “minor adverse”, and the sunlight Impact Is as assessed as of
*negligible significance*. In both cases, the impact Is therefore considered to be *not
significant’ In EIA terms. Our client Is concerned that this understates the likely
impact that the proposed development would have In reality glven the cumulative
impact expected from the number of other consented and proposed tall bulldings in
the area.

3.4 In particular, our client has major concerns about the cumulative effects of the
proposed development and the scheme for 1 Undershaft on 33 Great St Helens. The
assessment In the Environmental Statement for the proposed development reports
that the cumulative impact of the proposed development when considered with other
committed developments, including 1 Undershaft, Is of "major significance”,

35 When consldered cumuiatively, at 33 Great St Helen’s, 74% of the windows are not
expected to meet BRE Guidelines on daylight following the construction of the
proposed development. Specifically In relatlon to the rooms, these parts of the
property are expected to experience alteratlons beyond 40% of current daylight
levels. In terms of sunlight impacts, two windows would experlence reductions In
light in excess of 40% for both total and winter annual probable sunlight hours.

3.6 Our client has yet to condude fts impact assessment of the proposed development
and reserves Its poslition In relation to these Issues. It does, however, have serious
concerns that 33 Great St Helens will experlence a significant adverse Impact as a
result of the construction of another tall bullding In this area. The findings In the
Environmental Statement show a clear risk that our client’s enjoyment of their
property will be materially affected. -

4. Public Transport

4.1 Chapter 7 (Transportation and Access) of the Environmental Statement states that,
planned Improvements to the local public transport network are expected to increase
capacity and relleve congestion. However there is no conslderation about the impact
of the proposed development on the local transport network. There is concern: that
the Environmental Statement fails to consider the potentially significant impacts on
the transport network that a development of this scale Is likely to cause.
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4.2 The occupation of the propesed development, with the increase in office floorspace
that it proposes, will result in @ major uplift in trips across London Underground
services, in particular the Central, Northern and Waterloo and City lines. In addition,
an emerging area of concern Is the growing rellance amongst developers In the
Eastern Cluster as to the capacity of Crossrail to accommodate cumulative transport
pressures. Our client has concerns about this refiance on Crossrail given that, as the
City of London’s research briefing paper on the Impact of Crossrail notes, there Is
some: suggestion that it might be Immediately at capacity en opening.

4.3 The pedestrian and road network In the vicinity of the proposed development is also
heavily congested during peak times, carrying very high volumes of people and
treffic. The proposed developrerit wilt put an additional burden on this Infrastructure
and further details as to how the applicant will fully address the increasing pressures
on local highways, walkways and cycleways must be provided.

4.4 Our client also has concerns that the Environmental Statement understates the
significant Impacts on traffic levels which the construction of the proposed
development will have, particular when consldered in combination with the number
of other consented schemes in the vicinity of the site. The Environmental Statement
reports that 33 committed developments are considered within the future baseline
scenario of this assessment and therefore, committed developments surrounding the
site have bean accounted for. This assertion and any analysis with current traffic
levels seems to be unsubstantiated and must be considered with 2 marked degreée of

scepticism,
5. Waste
5.1 The Environmenta! Statement does not consider the impacts of the proposed

development on waste and recycling facilities desplte its size and the proposed
Increase In floorspace. Inadequate waste management arrangements risk blighting
our client's substantlal property holdihgs within the viclnity of the proposed
development, petentially causing amenity issues and affecting their enjoyment of
thelr property. At present our client considers there Is Insufficlent information
provided In the application to allow. for due consideration of the potential effects of
the proposed development. Further details as to how this matter will be resoived
should be provided before the determination of the planning application.

For the reasons set out above, our cllent objects to the planning application.

EVERSHEDS SUTHERLAND (INTERNATIONAL) LLP
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Dear Bhakti

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey
building (263.4m aod) for office use (class B1) [102,0438q.m gea], retall use (class
A1/A3/Ad4) [882sq.m gea] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery
with controlled restaurant bar use (sui generis) [1,934sq.m gea] at levels 55 and
56, as well as new and improved public realm, ancillary basement cycle parking,
servicing and plant. [total scheme area: 122,091sq.m gea] this application is
accompanied by an environmental statement which is available for inspection
with the planning application.

100 Leadenhall Street, London, EC3A 3BP.

Thank you for consulting us on the above proposal. We have reviewed the application
and have no comments to make as there are no environmental constraints that fall
under our remit.

If you have any questions please contact me on 02077140578 or email me at

HNLSustainablePlaces@environment-agency.gov.uk, quoting the reference at the
beginning of this letter.

Yours sincerely

Demitry Lyons
Sustainable Places Planning Advisor

Direct dial: 02077140578
Direct e-mail: HNLSustainablePlaces@environment-agency.gov.uk
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From: Helena Payne

To: ELN - Comments
Ces Lucy Owen
Subject: 18/00152/FULETA - 100 Leadenhall Street - PLA Ref DC 806
Date: 26 March 2018 09:04:33
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FAQ: Bhakti Depala

Dear Bhakti

The PLA previously provided representation in response to the scoping opinion for the proposed
development at the above site, and advised that due to the distance of the site from the River
Thames, the PLA did not need to be consulted on any subsequent planning applications.

The PLA has no comment to make in response to this submission.

Regards

Helena

Helena Payne
Senior Planner
Port of London Authority

London River House, Roval Pier Road
Gravesend, Kent, DA12 2BG

01474 562385

WWW.PLA.CO.UK
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Cleaner Thames

Find out about the Cleaner Thames campaign:

. Website:
. Film:
. Twitter: @LondonPortAuth #cleanerthames
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Disclaimer

This email and any flles transmitted with it are confldential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you are not the Intended reclplent, you are hereby
notified that any use or disseminaticn of this communlcation Is strictly prohiblted, and asked to notify us
immediately (by return emall), then delete this emall and your reply. Emall transmissions cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free and Port of London Authority {PLA) does not accept any liahility for
any errors or omissions In the contents of this message. Any views or opinions presented are those of
the author and do not necessarily represent those of PLA,

website: www.pla.co.uk
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From: Consultations (NE)

To:
Subject: FAO Bhakt Depala REF: 18/00152/FULEIA
Date: 23 March 2018 09:47:08

Dear Sir or Madam

Application ref: 18/00152/FULEIA
Our ref; 241272

Natural England has no comments to make on this application.

Natural England has not assessed this application for impacts on protected species. Natural
England has published which you can use to assess impacts on protected species
or you may wish to consult your own ecology services for advice.

Natural England and the Forestry Commission have also published standing advice on
which you can use to assess any impacts on ancient woodland.

The lack of comment from Natural England does not imply that there are no impacts on the
natural environment, but only that the application Is not lkely to result in significant impacts on
statutory designated nature conservation sites or landscapes. It is for the local planning
authority to determine whether or not this application is consistent with national and local
policies on the natural environment. Other bodies and individuals may be able to provide
information and advice on the environmental value of this site and the impacts of the proposal
to assist the decision making process. We advlse LPAs to obtain specialist ecological or other
environmental advice when determining the environmental impacts of development.

We recommend referring to our SSSI Impact Risk Zones {avallable on and asa

downloadable } prior to consultation with Natural England. Further guidance on when to
consult Natural__EngIarE on plan'rjin‘_g.and development proposals is available on gov.lils_q_t___

Kind regards,

it

Victoria Kirkhan

* Technical Suppétt Adviger~. . 7= T

Consultations Team  — —
Matural England l, . ; N R -
County Hall~ —_ - -
Spetchley Road

Worcester.

WRS 2NP

Tel: 0300 060 3500
Fax: 0300 060 1544
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We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wlidlife Is
protectad and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for futura generations.

Natural England offers two chargeable services - the Discretionary Advice Service, which
provides pre-application and post-consent advice on planning/licensing proposals to
developers and consuitants, and the Pre-submisslon Screening Service for European
Protected Specles mitigation licence applications. These services help applicants take
appropriate account of environmental considerations at an early stage of project
development, reduce uncertainty, the risk of delay and added cost at a later stage, whilst
securing good results for the natural environment.

For further information on the Discretionary Advice Service see
For further information on the Pre-submission Screening Service see

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have
received it in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents
and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst this email and associated
attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on
Natural England systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective
operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.
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From: Contact Centre

To:
Subject: FW: PLANNING : 3rd Party Planning Application - 18/00152/FULETA COL:05005777
Date: 15 March 2018 10:35:49

Dear Team,

Please see emall below.

Kind Regards

David Parvin

Contact Centre Agent

Town Clerks Department

City of London Corporation

T: 020 7606 3030

----- Original Message-----
From: BCTAdmin@thameswater.co.uk [mailto:BCTAdmin@thameswater.co.uk]

Sent: 14 March 2018 16:23
To: Planning Queue
Subject: 3 Party Planning Applicaticn - 18/00152/FULEIA

Corporation of London Our

DTS Ref: 56142

Degartment of Planning & Transportaticn Your
18/00152/FULEIA

PO Box 270

Guildhall

London

EC2P 2EJ

14 March 2018
Dear Sir/Madam
Re: 100, 106-107, LEADENHALL STREET, LONDON, EC3A 3BP

Waste Comments

Surface Water Drainage - With regard to surface water drainage it is the
regponsibility of a developer to make proper provision for drainage to
round, water courses or a suitable sewer. In respect of surface water it
is recommended that the applicant should ensure that storm f£lows are
attenuated or regulated into the recelving public network through on or
off site storage. When it is proposed to comnect to a combined public
sewer, the site drainage should be separate and combined at the final
manhole nearest the boundary. Cocnnections are not permitted for the .
removal of groundwater. Where the developer proposes to discharge to a
public sewer, prior 'Epprdval fréW™Thames Water Developer Servides willl"'Be
required. The. contac;&_number ie. 0800 009 3921. Reason - to ensure that the
gurface water discharge from the s:Lte shall not be detrimental to the:.
existing sewerage SYELEM.- . i oy aipiomie . ;.,‘

Thames Water-would agivime- thatuwithuresard to sewerage infrastructures
capacity, we would not have any obj ection te the above planning —_—

A e

A L LML M e ey

appl:l.cat:.on -
= ﬁA' Trade 'E'f'fld— et Con?&n?'wﬂj.ﬁ?%e'q'ﬁ“"r—e&’ For 557 E:EflueffE' a:.s harge ’atﬁ@ “m*%
" .~than a 'Domestic Disgharge'.- {scharge without.this congent.is illegal
and may result in prﬁeedut:l.on. omestic usage for example includes =

s.toilets, showers,- Wa_gﬂba-e ig
a3 -BradesEL fluelicaiol
. manufacture, -commercig :

preparation, —abattol fatm wasfeés, vehicle washing, metal .. _—

s, b_gﬁb_s,—pr:l.vate Sswimming pools and canteens). — oo .
Y nolndess Laundrette#Launsdrgz-,gPCB-am&e?i_-::_ Ao
e&:sr—photogra ic/printing, food -mm--&-— :- ..-1;::1..—-..;--—-—-—---—

J.ng/ fintehing, caFtis markeswash—down,; chemical manufacture trﬁteu
cooling water and angother process which produces contaminated -water¥
Pre-treatment, separdte metering, sampling access etc, may be required
before the Company can give 1ts consent. Applications should be made at
https://wholesale.thameswater.co.uk/Wholesale-gervices/Business-
customers/Trade-effluent or alternatively to Waste Water Quality,
Crossness STW, Belvedere Road, Abbeywood, London. SE2 SAQ. Telephone: 020
3577 2200.

Water Comments

The existing water supply infrastructure has insufficlent capacity to meet
the additional demands for the proposed development. Thames Water
therefore recommend the following condition be impcsed: Development should
not ke commenced until: Impact studies of the existing water supply
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infrastructure have been submitted to, and approved in wrliting by, the
local planning authority (in consultation with Thames Water). The studies
should determine the magnitude of any new additional capacity required in
the system and a sultable connection point. Reason: To ensure that the
water supglg infrastructure has sufficient capacity to cope with the/this
additional demand.

Thames Water recommend the following informative be attached to any
planning permission: There ie a Thames Water main crossing the development
slte which may/will need to be diverted at the Developer's cost, or
necessltate amendments to the proposed development design so that the
aforementioned maln can be retained. Unrestricted access must be available
at all times for maintenance and repair. Please contact Thames Water
Developer Services, Contact Centre on Telephone No: 0800 009 3921 for
further information.

Thames Water recommend the following informative be attached to any
planning permigsion: There are large water mains adjacent to the proposed
development . Thames Water will not allow any bullding within 5 metres of
them and will require 24 hours access for maintenance purposes. Please
contact Thames Water Developer Services, Contact Centre on Telephone No:
0800 009 3921 for further information.

No piling shall take Elace until a pliling method statement (detalling the
depth and type of pilling to be undertaken and the methodolegy by which
such piling will be carried out, including measures to prevent and
minimise the potentlal for damage to subsurface water infrastructure, and
the Erogramme for the works) has been submitted tc and approved in writing
bi the local planning authority in consultation with Thames Water. Any
plling must be undertaken in accordance with the terms of the approved
piling method statement. Reascn: The proposed works will be in close
proximity to underground water utility infrastructure. Piling has the
potentlal to impact on local underground water utllity infrastructure.

The applicant is advised to contact Thames Water Developer Servicea on
0800 009 3921 to dilscuss the detaile of the plling method statement.

Supplementary Comments

Surface Water should be addressed in accordance with the London Plan and
we expect a significant reductilon from current peak discharge rates.

Youre faithfully
Development Planning Department

Development Planning,

Thames Water,

Maple Lodge STW,

Denham Way,

Rickmansworth = -

WD3 98Q "

Tel; 020 3577 9598

Emall: devcon.Feam@thameswgter.co.uk L e

This is an automated emall, .please do not reply to the sender. If you wish

.to reply to-this-emall —send to — —

devton ! t eam@tHisheSvat STRBIFFLK -~ —t - = e

1ol
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From: Connor Gladwin

To:
Subject: RE: Planning Application Consultation: 18/00152/FULETIA
Date: 26 March 2018 10:02:43

Attachments:

FAO Bhakti Depala

We have now assessed the above application against safeguarding criteria and can confirm that
we have no safeguarding objections to the proposed development,

However, we would like to make the following observation:

Cranes

Given the nature of the proposed development it is possible that a crane may be required during
its construction. We would, therefore, draw the applicant’s attention to the requirement within
the British Standard Code of Practice for the safe use of Cranes, for crane operators to consult
the aerodrome before erecting a crane in close proximity to an aerodrome. This is explained
further in Advice Note 4, ‘Cranes and Other Construction Issues’ {available at

Kind regards,

Connor Gladwin BA (Hons)
Aerodrome Compliance Support Manager
Airside Operations

Hea'.: st Vb

Makri every joLyney belier

Airside Operations Facility, Building 16887
Heathrow Airport . e = even
Hounslow, Middlesex, TW6 2GW ‘-'

07834623372 | conhor gladﬁi‘un@heathrdw corrr““"

T TR

i;i

LNG; mm,ents@mtvoflondo 2oy Ukl

Frm'PLNCom@t_@c|woﬂmm}5 :
Sent:07 March 2018 15:04 32— = .=

—To~BB—Awport5a+eguard1ngy‘Eaébﬁ—<éafeguaﬁdmg@heathf0wmm>—
Subject: Planning Application Gonsultation: 18/00152/FULEIA

ik

Dear Sir/Madam

Please see attached consultation for 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP
Reply with your comments to PLNComments@citvoflondon.gov.uk.

Kind Regards
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Planning Administration
On behalf of

Bhakti Depala

Department of the Built Environment

City of London

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

CONFIDENTIAL NOTICE: Tha Informatlon contatned In thls emall and accompanying data ara intended only for the
person or entity to which i Is addressed and may contain confldential and / or privileged material. If you are not the
Intendlad reciplent of this amall, the use of this Information or any disclosure, copying or dietribution Is prohibited and
may ba unlawful. If you recelved this In error, please contact the sender and dalete all coples of this message and
attachments.

Please note that Heathrow Airport Holdings Limited and ts subsidlaries {("Heathrow™) monitors Incoming and outgolng
mall for complignce with Its Information Security policy. This Inciudas scanning emalls for computer viruses.

COMPANY PARTICULARS: For particulars of Heathrow companles, please visit http-/Awww.heathrow.com/company.
For Information about Heatlifow Alrport, pleass wiglt 1

Heathrow Alrport Holdlngs'_@fnltéd Is a private limited company registered In Englend under Company NOﬁ;be'r'
05757208, with the Reglstdfed Office at The Compass Centre, Nelson Rosad, Hounslow, Middlesax, TW@;GW

¢
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From: Jack Berends

To: ELN - Comments
Subject: RE: Planning Application Consultation: 18/00152/FULEIA
Date: 20 March 2018 11:06:53

Dear Bhakti Depala

Thark you for consuliing London City Alrport regarding 100 Leadenhall Sireet. Based on the
informetion provided, London City Alrpert has no safeguarding objectlon Lo the building's
completed structure. London City Airport requests to be consulted and allowed to comment on
the construction methodology and crane plan when this information has been provided to the
City of London.

Kind regards,

Jack Berends
Technical Operatlons Coordinator

Phone: 0203203 2523
Mobile: 07590880745

Emall: Jack.Berends@londoncityairport.com
Website: www.londoncityairport.com

London Cit Alrport

Get closer.

M S

K =,

hd S =i .=
————— Or:.g:.na.l Message-———-
From:. PLNcommentl@cvityoflom‘.on-.,gov-. U gas oy
[ma:tho PLNComments@cityoflondon. gov uk] -
Sent: 07 March 2018 15:04 - SIS T

IV o animtplieh At ek e s e =
. 1

QL-Sa—Eegua.rdlngm - i
ST:L’E'_]eEt Planiting’ Aﬁpllcat%‘%msﬁﬂmﬁmﬂﬂmLEm

AL R —

Dear Slr/Ma.dam - il oo

ey
K:.nd Regards f -

Planning Administration
On behalf of

Bhakti Depala

Department of the Built Environment

City of London

THIS E-MAIL AND ANY ATTACHED FILES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY BE LEGALLY
PRIVILEGED. If you are not the addressee, any disclosure, reproduction,
copying, distribution or other dissemination or use of this communication
is strictly prohibited. If you have recelved this transmission in error
please notify the sender immediately and then delete this e-mail.

Page 113

it

I | ..“...I

1



Opinions, advice or facts included in this message are given without any
warrantles or intentilon to enter into a contractual relationship with the
City of London unless specifica11¥ indicated otherwise by agreement,
letter or facsimile signed by a Clty of London authorised silgnatory. Any
part of this e-mail which is purely personal in nature 1s not authorised
by the City of London, All e-mall through the City of London's gateway is
potentially the subject of monitoring. 211 liabillty for errors and
viruges 1s excluded. Please note that in so far as the City of London
fallg within the scope of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or the
Environmental Information Regqulations 2004, 1t may need to disclose this
e-mall, Webgite: http://www.citvoflondon.gov.uk

London Clty Airport Limited: registered in England and Wales number 01963381.

Reglstered office: City Aviation House, Roval Docks, London, E16 2PB. VAT Registration: 740 1688 41.

Confidentlality: This e-malil, Including any attachments, contains proprietary information, some or all of which may be confldential
and/or legally privileged. It Is for the intended recipient(s) only. If you have recelved thie emall in error, pleass notify the author by

replying to this e-mail and then delsting the original from your eystem and destroying all copies. if you are not the intended reciplent

you are strictly prohibited from using, disclosing, distributing, copying, printing and/or relying on thie e-mall, any attachmente and/or
any Informatlon contalned in it.

This emall message has been dellverad eafely and archived online by Mimecast.
For more Information please visit

#
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L

The circulation of NATS Protectively Marked Information outside NATS Is restricted. Please do not redistribute this
information without first obtaining NATS' permission. Every effort should be made to prevent any unauthorised access
to this Information and to dispose of it securely when no longer required.

NATS Is not a public body and therefore has no duty under FOIA and EIR to release information. NATS does however
appreciate that other organisations that receive NATS information could be subject to FOIA and EIR. With this In mind
please do not release any NATS protectively marked information without prior consent from the author of the
Information and exemptions could apply.

Publication history

lssue Monthy/Year Change Requests and summary
Issue 1 26 January 2018 First Version - Pre-planning Application
Issue 2 15 March 2018 Second Version - City of London Planning Consultation

Document Use

External use:

Yes

Referenced documents

1. DP9 submissions accompanying the planning application.
2. Material on the City of London Planning portal:

1]

l.
fi.
i,
iv.
V.
vi.
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NATS Technical and Operational Report NATS Unclasslfied

1 Background

Under the licence granted to it through the Transport Act 2000, NATS (En-Route plc) "NERL" is a provider of Air
Traffic Services and has the duty to ensure the safe and expeditious flow of traffic in the en-route phase of flight, for
aircraft operating in controlled airspace in the UK. In order to provide its service, it operates a comprehensive
infrastructure of radars, communication systems and navigational aids throughout the UK.

The operation of this infrastructure can be compromised by the construction and development of structures which
can cause an obstruction or affect it In other ways.

NERL's licence requires it to ensure the Integrity and safe operation of its infrastructure and to discharge this duty
NATS is a statutory consultee for all wind turbine applications as well as other types of developments that are in
proximity to its installatiocns. NERL receives relevant consultations from Planning Authorities and assesses the
potential impact of these across the UK.

NERL's role as a statutory consultee is defined within the Town and Country Planning (Safeguarded Aerodromes,
Technical Sites and Military Explosives Storage Areas) Safeguarding Direction 2002.

2 Scope

This report provides NATS En-Route plc's view on the proposed application in respect of the impact upon its own
operations and in respect of the application detalls contained within this report.

Where an Impact is also anticipated on users of a shared asset (e.g. a NATS radar used by airports or other
customers), additional relevant information may be included for information gnly. While an endeavour is made to
give an insight in respect of any impact on other aviation stakeholders, it should be noted that this is outside of
NATS's statutory obligations and that any engagement in respect of planning objections or mitigation should be had
with the relevant stakeholder, although NATS as the asset owner may assist where possible.

Ll
el @
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3 Application Details

A planning consultation was received by NATS in March 2018 for development of a site located at 100 Leadenhall

Street, City of London. The plot is adjacent to 30 St. Mary's Axe (known as The Gherkin) and a plot away from the site
of 1 Undershaft and The Leadenhail Building.

The application detalls for the consultation from the planning portal are as detalled below:

18/00152/FULEIA | Demoilition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building (263.4m
AOD) for office use (Class B1) [102.043sq.m GEAL retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly
accessible viewing gaflery (Sul Generis) and after hours Restaurant/Ber (Suf Generls) [1,934sq.m GEA] at levels 55 and
56, new and Improved Public Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing area and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA] This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is available for inspection with
the plenning spplication. Coples of a CD contelning the Environmental Statement may be cbtained from DP9, 100 Pall
Mall, London, SWTY 5NQ | 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

The site location can be seen in Figure 1. The maximum elevation is 263m AQD.

The proposed building is shown in Figure 2 below, Figure 3 shows the proposal development site {pink) in the
context of the City cluster. Figure 4 shows the constructed building in the context of neighbouring schemes.
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& Impact Assessment

4.1 Assessments Undertaken
The proposed development was assessed against the following NATS infrastructure:

1) En-route Rader,
2) Navigation Aids,
3) Airground-air radio sites

Page 9of 20
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4.2 En-route Radar Assessment

The presence of a large obstruction in the radar beam has the potential to impair the performance of the radar.

The impairment can have two effects; the first can be in the form of a loss of cover. This can cause targets at a low
elevation angle to be in an area where there is a lower probability of detection (the radar detection is degraded); the
second effect is where the obstruction reflects the radiated energy, which in turn can give rise to the generation of
false alrcraft targets. For an explanation of the two issues, refer to Appendix A.

421 Heathrow H10 Radar

The proposed development was assessed against the NATS 10cm En-route radar located at Heathrow airport,
referred to as H10, this Is a combined Primary and Secondary Surveillance radar (PSR/SSR).

The proposal is at a range of 13.85 nm (25.66) away on an azimuth (bearing) of 76.5° from the radar (Figure 5).

4211 Loss of PSR/SSR cover

A radar propagation assessment was carried out to ascertain whether any loss of cover could be expected due to
the development.

While the terrain in the area is relatively flat out to about 30nm, as the area in question is over a densely built up
region, including multiple high rise buildings in and around the City of London, the theoretical cover is not an overly
accurate representation on this azimuth. The base of cover was assessed using existing radar perforrmance and the
existing urban development. The assessment has shown that low level radar cover in this area is already eroded by
existing development.

The proposed development was determined as not worsening the cumulative impact of the existing City cluster and
has deemed to be acceptable.

42.1.2 SSRreflections and false plots

The proposed development is in close proximity and of similar scale to a number of existing Central London
buildings which are adapted into the radar processing as they are known to cause reflections on H10 radar.

The size, proximity and orientation of the proposed development is such that in theory, the transmitted power from
-the SSR transmitter can be reflected and remaln sufficiently streng to tngger an aircraft transponder to respond. The
“proximity is alS8 such that the response from an aircraft trahsponder is deeffied to be sufficiently strong to be
¥detected by the SSR receiver despite the reflection. This wo‘l!rld treate a vahd plot which the radar system will

Fpracess ag aredl tdiget. Bi o e -

=T his.wouldcause:ap aircraft to be displayed in an additional (and false)- pQSJHQﬁﬁ%.WﬂH as being.displayed in-the

~ true position, i.e. g-dliplicate aircraft would be created. - -2

“=the scheme'is an’ucrpated to reduce the likelihood of sufficiertt radar energy being reflected skywards and back

e LA NIRRT S S - =073

‘ﬂt\s:s{rch anmpagtrs‘deemed to be unlrkely

Ll

AL EL R
»

4 3 Navigation Aids Assessment
No impact on NATS En route navigation aids.

4.4  Air-ground-air radio sites Assessment
No impact on NATS En route aercnautical radio sites.
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4.5 Air Traffic Control Assessment of radar impact

The predicted Impact of the proposal’s effect on the H10 radar low leve! cover was deemed not to worsen the
existing developments’ impact. As such an Air Traffic Control assessment was not required.

451 Degradation of radar cover
No impact.

452 False SSR targets
No impact.

4.6 Cranes
4.6.1 Impact of cranes on H10 radar

Cranes can aiso cause reflections due their physical structure or the material/shapes being lifted, their impact as
with buildings can also be a degradation in cover.

At this range, the risk of an impact on radar is not considered 10 be an issue.
Note: Advice should be sought from London City airport in respect of other crane concerns (obstacle safeguarding).

|
ST 1
b
|
|
|
U
|
[

Page 11 of 20
NATS Ltd, Registered in England 3]3@@ @eg§tSBOffice: 4000 Parkway, Whiteley, Fareham, Hants. PO15 7FL



R Y A

i

NATS Technlcal and Operational Report NATS Unclassified

5 Conclusions

5.1 Lossof PSR/SSR Cover
The impact of the proposal has been deemed to be acceptable,

51.1 Mitigation
Not required.

5.2 Duplicate SSR plots
The Impact of the proposal has been deemed to be acceptable.

521 Mitigation

Not required.

5.3 Cranes

NATS has no concerns around the Impact of cranes on its Infrastructure. However it recornmends engagement with
London City airport and advises that an impact on airspace may exist for cranes above 300m AOD, in which case

liaison with the Civil Aviation Authority may also be advisable.

[ 14

-
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Appendix A - Principles of Radar

Loss of Cover

Figure 6 shows radar targets behind the proposed development wlll not be detected by radar. The
effect Is the same as shining torchlight on an object ~ anything In the shadow behind the object will
not be seen. The air traffic control service for any flight In the lost volume of radar cover will be
degraded.

Basic SSR Theory

Secondary Survelllance Radars {SSR) transmit Radlo Frequency (RF) interrogations from a rotating
antenna at the radar site, on reception of these interrogations by a transponder, RF replies are

transmitted,. . :._ - O
For NERL SSR,.- these_repltes prlmarlly originate from airborne targets and a-n:e recelved at the-radar
using the same ant&na, . e B L LI

A radar antenna Is designed fa: toEu&.B.F anergy to.create the required beam_pattern Thmaaenerqv
consists of alternating Electrical and: Magnetic fields which interact close to the antennaz At a
distance from the afitenna the Tields come togethér to form a stable wave front which™ ¢redtes the

radar-beam+A radembeam theneforesrequites-a-ciear: or 'sterlet-area-in whmhmto-fepmmﬁeﬁtl#‘ﬂf
there are obstructlofs within.thig-aréa; the.beam wlll not be the required shape. e il ol L L

<—— A radar beamA;haHs_—_lnterrupted,—.lﬂ:tb,e. stenle ar_ea_and therefore4s-‘not.—_£hg;irequlreg;§ﬂapg Lcan. oo

difficult. ' _f

Plots and Tracking

For the purposes of accurate detection of valld targets, the radar system processes all transponder
replles to decipher the real returns from false ones.
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Verification of the presence of a target Is made once per antenna revolution, even If several discrete
detections are made during that scan. On the first antenna revolution that an apparently valid reply
Is recelved an Initlal plot Is formed. This Initlal plot Is then stored and the system estimates a
reallstic zohe from which the next reply should originate.

If a second valld reply Is recelved from within the anticlpated region on the subsequent revelution of
the antenna, the location of this plot Is also stored by the system. These two plots and thelr
assoclated characteristics are now used by the system to predict the region from which the third
reply should originate. On verlfication of this third reply, a radar track Is established.

Every subsequent reply should then track directly because the chaln of replies has already been
verifled to be real according to the predefined system parameters. It is radar tracks that are cutput
to Alr Trafflc Control and appear on the radar displays.

Reflected Energy - Definition

A secondary radar reflectlon manlifests as a second track report for the same alrcraft. A radar
reflection is caused when the interrogation Is directed to an azimuth that Is not the intended
azimuth; the result Is that an unintended Interrogation occurs to an aircraft than Is not in the
direction the antenna Is facing at that Instant.

This Is caused by large reflecting surfaces that direct the beam away from the azimuth of the
antenna maln beam. See Figure 7 for a pictorial representation of this situation.

Real aircraft False aircraft
Interrogated by radar via a reftection Does not exist. Raply recelved when Radar
antanna facing speclfic direction hanca a

ﬁ naw alrcraft is placed there by processing
= :

=
4id
3

l[l

s Reﬂectlons are typlcally characterlsed E ghost" targets "hat appear in a geographlc Iocatlon'grﬁ T
—p‘e—m‘d—cftimE‘antI‘theﬁ vamyrmrhwt'fate—treatrrfg'a‘verv mrtablé—arid‘lnmnststent‘atr SItl]EI'OT\__

plcture,

Reflectlons, although false, have all th&é characteristics of real replles, and so they will form plots
and wlll track In the same manner.

Verification of the Integrty of a reply Is a fundamental part of the operatlon of the radar system. If
there Is any doubt surrounding the validity of a reply, the unverified target will be output on the
ATC radar display, increasing workload as controllers see and react to false targets that may be In
close proximity to real targets.
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Case Study 1 - The Euston Tower — Heathrow Radar

The Euston Tower was chosen for investigation as malntenance logs show It to be heavily used to
suppress false targets and as a 124m tower at 11.9nm from the radar It is similar in many ways to
the developments belng proposed in central Heathrow.

The Euston Tower was not adapted into the Heathrow radar as a known buliding, false plots
identified during inltlal system optimisation were calculated as being generated by a surface at
11.9nm with a central azimuth of 70.7° and an orlentation of 341.5°, it was only later that this was
identlfled as allgning with the Tower.

For the purposes of this analysls the Tower has been estimated at 124m tall on a ground level of
25m and that the widest flat portion of the tower facing the radar has a width of 25m.

When a NERL radar suppresses a target it belleves to be false the detalls are recorded locally, this
informatlon Is not retrleved routinely but has on occasion been extracted durlng specific
investigatlons and a limited archive is available. Half an hour of such an archlve was examined for
this case study.

Within the half hour examined 14 suppressed plots were traced back to the Euston Tower and the
real aircraft that led to thelr generation were determined. For this imited-data set the real alrcraft
were all tightly grouped around a polnt 2nm from approach on Heathrow’s northern runway.

By using relative power levels corrected for the known signal path lengths many of the assumptions
in the reflection analysis can be cancelled out in an attempt to isolate the magnitude of the reflected
component, |.e. the magnitude of 0. The largest remaining unknown is probably the antenna
pattern, Gy, of the aircraft transponder and given that the geometry remalins relatively constant
across the 14 instances this may lead to a systemic blas. The full track length for each of the real
aircraft was examined and by eye the aircraft heading did not appear to a be correlated with any
devlation In real/expected signal strength leading to the concluslon that this is not a slgnificant
factor.

Using the parameters estimated from the direct interrogations the indirect power levels were used
to estimate the radar cross section, o, of the Euston tower and the results averaged 87dBsm with a

standard deviation of 3.2dBsm.

Using the formula for a perfectly conducting flat plate equivalent to the full height of the building
and 25m wide glves a radar cross sectlon of 92dBsm, reducing the helght of the bullding by 21m to
take into the account the shielding from adjacent 7 storey Santander building yields 90dBsm.

The -above «enalysis suggests—that although, as expected,-the perfectly condueting flat plate
assumption Igads to an overestimate of the radar cross section this pay. be by as lIttle, as 3dB.

The relatlo@m,between“tlieﬁteaj aircraft position and the tower cam also. be, Used f0 examine the

assumption_of specular refiections In the horizontal plane in determining the ‘volume of alrspace
within which resi alf‘ci‘aft"'WSUId”ﬁétentlaII? generated falsé’plots a‘g shdwr t5EI'oW"Uﬂ"a"11 plots the

scale is nm wIth the origin-at the radar). - e
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Given that there were a farge number of real plots close the estimated zone of impact that did not
give rise to false plots it can be assumed that although the assumptlon of specular reflection leads
to an underestimatlon this Is not a large effect.
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Case Study 2 - Vertical Component- Pease Pottage

Pease Pottage was chosen to Investigate the vertical component of the reflection as It combines a
hill-top slte with close proximity to a bullt up area.

The maintenance logs were examined and, excluding Gatwick Alrport, the 3 reflectors used to
suppress the most false targets were chosen for further investigation these were

1. A 6 storey Hotel on Southgate Ave, Crawley
2. A 4 storey offlce bullding at Pegusus Place Crawley
3. Farm bulldings on Parish Lane

The geometric relationship between the radar and each of the buildings are shown Iin the following
dlagrams with the New Bulldings Farm examined [n more depth as It was by far the most heavily
used reflector leading to the suppresslon of 2,400 false plots on one recent log file.
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Due to the large negative angles In all three cases the theoretical zone of Impact uslng specular

reflectlon assumptions will be a negliglbly small volume of alrspace where It Is very unllkely that any
alrcraft would transit.

The fact that these are heavlly used reflectors suggests that specular reflection assumptions are not
valid in the vertical plane and If thousands of false plots are to be generated by a surface such as

the Farm Bulldings then the assumptlon Is not simply a slight underestimate but Is actually of little
use.

uUntll further woilg_g,a_n ascerl:am_ernlts to the vertical extent of SSR réﬂe,gtl_ons the assumption Is
that alrcraft at all altitudes could be interrogated via a reflecting surfacei.__
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& Hackney

London Borough of Hackney
Planning and Regulatory
Services

2 Hillman Street

London E8 1FB
www.hacknhey.gov.uk

City of London Hackney Reference:
2018/0817
PO BOX 270
Guildhall
London
EC2P 2EJ
09 March 2018
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)
Order 2015

Application Number: 2018/0917
Site Address: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Thank you for your recent application for the above address on which a decision has
now been made. The decision on your application is attached. Please carefully read
all of the information contained in these documents.

Please quote your application reference number in any correspondence with the
Council, either by post to the Hackney Planning Service, 2 Hillman Street, London,
E8 1FB, by email to , or by phone to 020 8356 8062.

Yours faithfully

2y At et

a7 lan Rae

1 R

eHegd of Blamning - . e e A+

o Planning Service - Tiw . melEIULITL

Nelghbourhoods and Housmg -

Page 135




PLANNING DECISION NOTICE

Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England)

Order 2015
Agent: City of London Applicant:
PO BOX 270
Guildhall
London
EC2P 2EJ

Part 1- Particulars  Application No: 2018/0917
of the Application Date of Application: 07/03/2018
Date Valldated: 09/03/2018
Application Type: Adjoining Borough Observations

Proposal: Notification from City of London of proposed development of 57 storey
building to accommodate offices.

Location: 100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Part 2 — Particulars of Decision: NO OBJECTIONS

Informatlve: The proposed building would obscure the silhouette of 30 St Mary Axe
when viewed from the London Borough of Hackney. Whilst this is regrettable it is

accepted that this is not a material planning reason to object to the proposed
development.

a.

Date of Declislon: 09 Malﬁh 2018.. E

lan Rae L

Head of Planning -
Planning Service
Neighbourhoods and Housing
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Tel: 020 8921 5222

Bhakti Depala
City of London
PO Box 270
Guildhall
London

EC2P 2E)

18/0830/K

Your Ref:|8/00152/FULEIA

21 March 2018

ROYAL borough of
GREENWICH

Directorate of Regeneration,
Enterprise & Skills

The Woolwich Centre, 5th Floor
35 Wellington Street

London, SEI8 6HQ

DECISION NOTICE - RAISE NO OBJECTION

Dear Sir/Madam,

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended)
The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015

Site: 100 Leadenhall Street, London, EC3A 3BP
Applicant: Frontier Dragon Ltd
Proposal: Demolition of the existing builldings and construction of a ground plus 56

storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office use (Class Bl) [102,043sq.m
GEA], retail use (Class Al/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a
publicly accessible viewing gallery with controlled restaurant bar use (Sui
Generis) [1,934sqm GEA] at levels 55 and 56, as well as new and
improved Public Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing and
plant. [Total Scheme Area: 122,091sq.m GEA].
This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is
available for inspection with the planning application. Coples of a CD
containing the Environmental Statement may be obtained from DP9,
100 Pall Mall, London, SWI1Y SNQ
Drawings Covering Letter dated 7 March 2018.

| refer to your letter dated 07 March 2018 enclosing details in respect of the above.

The Royal Borough has now formally considered the matter and raises no objections.

The Council has NO further observations to make.

Thank you for consulting me on this matter.
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Yours faithfully

Assistant Director
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F11492152/000010/1/1

P11432152/000010

1o tra/@ﬁa-

Your Ref: — i

Our Ref: 18/01070/088 . bighall l.ambeth

City Of London
Bhakti Dspala
PO Box 2

London
EC2P 2E)

3rd April 2018

RE: REQUEST FOR OBSERVATIONS
Dear Clty Of London

DECISION NOTICE
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1890,
REQUEST FOR OBSERVATIONS

| referto your application detalled befow and have to inform you that this Councll ha's oonsldered the under-
mentioned proposal and RAISES NO OBJECTION

Application Number:  18/0107Q/OBS Date of Applicetion: 07.03.2018 Date of Declefon 03.04.2018

Propoeed Development At:
Adjoining Borough Observations Within The Corporation Of Lendon

For: | Obaervafions on a propossd devalopment within the acjoining Boreugh of City of Londen
with respect to Demolition of the sxiating bulldnge and conatruction of @ ground plus 88
storey bullding (263.4m AOD) for office use (Class B1){102,043sq.m GEA], retal] use (Class
A1/A3IAL) [BB2aq.tm GEA] #t lower levels, & publicly accassible viewing gallery with
controfled restaurant bar use (Sul Ganerls) [1,934aq.m GEA] at levels 58 and 56, as well as
new and improved Publlo Realm, andllary basement oycle parking, eervicing and plant.
[Total Scheme Area: 122,0818q.m GEA] At 100 Leadenhell Street London EC3A 3BP

Approved Plans

Condilions

Lambeth Planning Telephone 020 7026 1180
PO Box 784 Facalmile 020 7826 1171
Winchester www.lambath. ov.uk
8023 5DG

planningé@!ambeth.gov.uk
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Notes to Appllcant

Yours sinceraly

Asgstant Director Planning, Transport & Development
Growth, Planning and Empioyment Directorate

Date printed: Srd Aprl 2018
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Bhakti Depala Place Directorate

City of London Development Management

Department of Planning & Transportation Town Hall, Mulberry Place

PO Box 270 5 Clove Crescent

Guildhall Londen

London E14 2BG

EC2P 2EJ www,towerhamlets.gov.uk

Application Number: PA/18/00780 Enquirles to: RIlkki Weir

Your ref: 18/00162/FULEIA Tel: 0207 364 1954
Email: Rikki.Weir@towerha

12 April, 2018 mlets.gov.uk

Dear Bhakti Depala,

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

OBSERVATIONS TO A NEIGHBOURING PLANNING AUTHORITY

Locatlon
Proposal

100 Leadenhall Street London EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a ground
plus 56 storey building (263.4m AQD) for office use (Class B1)
[102,0438q9.m GEA], retail use (Class A1/A3/A4) [882sq.m GEA]
at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery with
controlled

restaurant bar use (Sui Generis) [1,934s8q.m GEA] at levels 556
and 56, as well as new and improved Public Realm, ancillary
basement cycle parking, servicing and plant. [Total Scheme Area:
122,091sq.m GEA]

This application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement
which is available for inspection with the planning application.
Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement may be
obtained from DP$8, 100 Pall Mall, London, SW1Y SNQ

Thank you for your letter requesting the observations of the London Borough Tower Hamlets
on the above applciation. | would be grateful if you would take the observations set out about into

consideration:-

1. The Local Planning Authority of the London Borough of Tower Hamlets do not wish to
comment further on this planning application.
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If you require any further information please contact the officer named at the top of this letter.

Yours sincerely,

Owen Whalley, Divislonal Director - Planning and Building Control
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Transport for London .e.

Your ref. 18/00162/FULEIA
Our ref: 18/1150

Bhakti Depala

Via email only

4" April 2018
Dear Bhakti,
100 and 106-107 Leadenhall Street EC3A 3BP

Demolition of the existing bulidings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey bullding
(263.4m AOD) for offlce use Class B1) [102,043sq.m GEA], retall use (Class A1/A3/Ad)
[682sq.m GEA] at lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery with controlled
restaurant bar use (Sul Generis) [1,9348q.m GEA] at levels 55 and 56, as well as new and
improved Public Realm, ancillary basement cycle parking, servicing and plant. [Total
Scheme Area: 122,0918q.m GEA]

This letter follows the racent submission of the above planning application. The following
comments are on a ‘without prejudice’ basis only and are intended to ensure that this development
is successful in transport terms and in line with relevant London Plan policies. They should not be
taken to represent an indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this planning
application based on the proposed scheme. These comments also do not necessarily represant the
views of the Greater London Authority. The Mayor of London will consider these proposals shortly
and a formal Mayoral response will als¢ be made.

Site context

The eite of tha proposed development is at 100 and 108-107 Leadenhall Street, which forms part of
the Strategic Road Network {SRN). TfL have a duty under the Traffic Management Act 2004 to
ensure that any development does not have an adverse impact on the SRN.. The closest parts of
the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) are Whitechapel High Street A11 approximately
600m east of the site directly along Leadenhall Street and Aldgate High Street, and Bishopsgate
A10 approximataly 250m west.

The site has a public transport accessibility level {PTAL) of 6b on a scale of 1-6b where 1 is the
least and 8b is the most accessible. There are 7 bus stops within walking distance of the site giving
access to the 35, 47, 344, 149, 48, 133, 43, 141, 21, 23, 11, 388, 26, 242, 8, 15, 40, 25, 254, 115,
67, 205, 100, 135, 42 and 78 bus services. Bank, Aldgate East, Fenchurch Street, Canon Street,
Liverpool Strest and Tower Hill stations are all also within walking distance, giving access to a wide
range of National Rail, TfL Rail services, DLR services and London Underground (LU) services on
the Central, Circle, Hammersmith & City, Distrit and Mefropolitan lines.

TiL Rail has been running the Liverpool Street to Shenfield route using Crossrall trains since May
2017 and will takeover running the Paddington to Heathrow service in May this year. The Crossrail
central section is expected to become operational between Paddington and Abbey Wood in
December 2018 at which point this and the two existing TfL Rail services will be known as the
Elizabeth Line. The whole line between Reading and Heathrow in the west and Abbey Wood and
Shenfield in the east is dus to open by the end of 2019.
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Cycle Superhighway 2 (CS2) from Aldgate to Stratford is approximately 600m east of the site.
Cycle Superhighway 1 (CS1) from the City to Tottenham can be joined approximately 1.5km north
west. North-South Cycle Superhighway 7 (CS7) crosses Southwark Bridge approximately 800m
west. The East-West Cycle Superhighway from Tower Hill to Lancaster Gate is approximately 2km
west,

The closest Cycle Hire docking stations are at 30 St. Mary Axe (the Gherkin) and Jewry Street,
160m north and 260m east respectivaly.

Key TiL consideratlons

Public transport services, assets and infrastructure owned and managed by TfL are crucial to the
accassibility of the site. it should also be noted that pedestrian comfort levels in the vicinity are
currently poor, especially during peak hours. Pedestrian comfort, despite planned improvements, is
unfortunately expected to worsen considerably in the coming years due to a large increase in
Elizabsth Line passengers and ongoing progress of the City Corporation’s Eastem Cluster tall
buildings planning strategy.

The Site falls within the Central Activities Zone (CAZ). Current London Plan policies 2.10-2.12
emphasise enhancement and promotion of the unique international, national and London-wide roles
of the CAZ (2.10Aa), including through provision of appropriate supporting infrastructure (2.10Ab},
and protection of the CAZ's strategic functions (2.11). Around $0% of trips under 1 mile originating
in the CAZ are conductad on foot.

The current London Plan CAZ SPG notes walking and cycling are essential to the mix of modes if
the CAZ is to sustain its essential strategic functions and accommodate further growth (para 5.1.2).

The current London Plan (para 2.43) also notes that parts of Inner London "suffer from a legacy of
il-conceived and sometimes poorly managed development which has received inadequate
subsequent investment, especially in the public realm.”

Draft London Plan

We remind the Council that the draft new London Plan was launched for consultation on 1st
December 2017. This document is now a material congideration in determining applications and in
assessing general conformity of emerging local policy. As such, Tfl. now has regard to this Plan,
inter alia, when assessing and responding to relevant consultations.

Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS)
The Mayor's Transport Strategy, now published, sets out the Mayor's policies and proposals to
reshape transport in Londen over the next two decades.

Healthy Streets

TiL published Healthy Streets for London in February 2017. Healthy Streets features heavily in both
the draft London Plan and the published MTS. Improving the health of Londoners through transport
planning and urban design is now a key priority for the Mayor and TfL.

This includes being able to enjoy clean air and an environment that fesls safe, relaxed, easy to
move through and not teo noisy. Developers, local planning authorities and cther relevant
stakeholders should therefore prioritise active travel and public transport use and deprioritise travel
by private vehicles including taxis and coaches. Public realm proposals should create inclusive
environments that can be accessed and enjoyed by all, especially those visiting and stopping to
relax on foot or by bike.

Access and Site Layout

The Transport Assessment (TA) shows there will be two entrance doors for pedestrians; one
fronting directly to Leadenhall Street at the south end of the main tower, and one at the northern
edge fronting towards 30 St Mary Axe (the Gherkin).

Cyclists will access the new development at the northeast corner of the main tower, via Bury Street,
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where existing on-street servicing bays will be removed and replaced with a shared space.
Pedestrians will be guided away from the cycle parking and servicing access by planting and hard
iandscaping.

Vehicles will also access a new basement servicing consolidation area from Bury Street, adjacent
to the cycling entrance. However entry will be restricted by retractable bollards and a logistics
management office immediately adjacent to the vehicle access and lifts will manage these
arrangements. All vehicles would be able to enter and exit the development in forward gear, as
sufficient space to turn around would be provided within basement level -2. Two vehicle lifts are
proposed to avoid vehicles waiting on street or in the basement if the only one is occupied.

Due to the close proximity of the proposed cycling and servicing accesses, and the what are
expsected to be busy areas of new public realm to be created as part of the development, time
restrictions on deliveries and servicing trips to and from the site will be essential. All deliveries and
servicing trips should be limited to outside cycling network peaks.

Access to the cycle parking at basement level -1 will be via a 3m wide cycle ramp from the entrance
on Bury Street and a lift sized for bicycles will also be provided. TfL Spatial Planning requests
clarification of the exact gradient and total length of the cycle ramp, and also the exact capacity of
the lift in terms of cycles which can fit within it at one time and how many cyclists it can transfer
safely and conveniently per hour to the basement level cycle parking area. The capacity of the lift
for larger bikes should also be confirmed.

Public Realm

The Public Realm at the site will increase by approximately 1000 sq m and permeability and
pedestrian connectivity will improve both in and around the site and within the wider Eastern
Cluster. TfL Spatial Planning supports this in line with draft London Plan Policies T2 {Healthy
Streets) and D7 (Public Realm).

In addition to the new north-south route east of the main tower already mentioned, a small new
public space will be created at the rear of St Andrew Undershaft church, with active retail uses and
a seating area. This will be served by two pedestrian routes from Leadenhall Street, also lined with
active retall uses.

All these routes and the public realm should be generally open to the public 24/7.

Legible London & Cycle Hire Section 106 {S106)

It will be necessary to make the permeability of routes through the site understandable and clear to
pedestrians coming from Leadenhall Street to the south and Bury Street or 30 St Mary Axe to the
north.

Legible London signage should therefore be secured in line with draft London Plan Policies T2, T4
and T5 and London Plan Policies 6.3 and 6.9 (Paras 56-64). TfL Spatial Planning can advise on the
exact cost hetween Stages 1 and 2 of the GLA planning process and should include updates of
existing signs as well as new ones....

A large uplift in office and retail space is forthcoming in the local area duse to the Eastern Cluster tall
buildings strategy which will inevitably add to the already high demand in the City of London for
Cycle Hire. .

The proposed development will contribute to significant stress on the capacity and operations of our
Cycle Hire network. The popularity of cycling is increasing rapidly in both the City of London and
London more widely, Furthermore, the creation of new destination retail and related uses within the
development is clearly likely to attract large numbers of Cycle Hire users in addition to those
working or visiting the significant amount of new office floorspace which is proposed. .

TfL Spatial Planning therefore requests a centribution of up to £200,000 to fund extensions of the 2
closest Cycle Hire docking stations at 30 St Mary Axe and Jewry Street. The feasibility, exact cost
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and increase in points at each docking station for these extensiens should be clarified by the
applicant in conjunction with TfL Cycle Hire and TfL Spatial Pianning and relevant City Corporation
officers prior to determination. Legible London signage in and around the development will also
need to indicate the availability of Cycle Hire nearby to promote sustainable and active travel in line
with draft Londen Plan Policies T2, T4 and T5 and London Plan Policies 6.3 and 6.8.

Sectlon 278 (8278) agreement

A 5278 agreement will be required between the applicant and the City Corperation as the highway
authority for the surrounding SRN road network. Locations for new Legible London signage will
need to be taken into account in all $278 designs. TfL Spatial Planning can advise on appropriate
locations for the signage between Stages 1 and 2 ¢f the GLA planning process.

TiL Spatial Planning requests formal consultation with TfL on the detailed design which would be
subject to the 8278 agreement for this development to be secured in the S106 agreement. This is
essential given that the local context is in a complicated state of flux with a number of significant
changes to the strategic highway and public transport networks taking place scon or currently being
trialled, namely:

e Joint temporary ( during construction) and permanent S278 agreements for 8-8
Bishopsgate and 1 Leadenhall, including major junction works

$§278 for 22 Bishopsgate (currently under construction)

§278 for 135 Bishopagate, including major strestscape & utilities works

Bank on Safety experimental safety scheme

Emerging proposals for Monument junction

The new Liverpocl Street Crossrail station with new exits out onto City Plaza on
Ropemaker Street near Moorgate and within British Land’s Broadgate estate outside 100
Liverpool Strest.

Car and Cycle Parking

Only 2 disebled car parking spaces are proposed within the development, at basement level -2.
Due to the excellent provision of wheelchair accessible public transport services in the local area
and the wide range of local facilities, this is acceptable to TfL Spatial Planning. However our
support for such a low disabled parking provision is contingent on the spaces being made available
to Blue Badge holders 24 hours a day with no blocking in by servicing vehicles at any time, and all
new public realm created at the development as part of the S278 should be be step-free. The
parking spaces must also be conveniently located, close to wheelchair accessible lifts and should
be managed such that they are available to any Blue Badge holder and not each allocated to a
single user.

The Proposed Development would meet the minimum long-stay cycle parking quantum
requirements from current London Plan Policy 6.9 and Table 6.3. Long-stay cycle parking would be
provided at basement level -1. The TA (para 5.4.8) specifies that most of the spaces would be two-
tier and 5% would be usable by larger bicycles in which accords with the TfL London Cycling
Design Standards (LCDS) and therefore acceptable. Provision of at least 1,345 long-stay cycle
parking spaces should be secured by condition.

However, the proposal for 10-15% of the long-stay cycle parking provision to be foldable bicycle
lockers is not acceptable to TfL Spatial Planning and should be changed. In the circumstances, a
maximum of 5% foldable bicycle lockers could be provided and, taking into account 5% will need to
be Sheffield stands for larger cycles, at least 90% of the required total long-stay provision should
then be provided in complete compliance with LCDS.

The current London Plan requirement for short-stay cycle parking is 69 spaces. However the TA
{para 5.4.8) states that 25% of the short-stay cycle parking spaces would be located in the
basement. Whilst TfL Spatial Planning would prefer for all short-stay cycle parking spaces to be at
ground level and does not support any of them being provided at basement level, we understand
from City Corporation planning colleagues that some flexibility has been applied to increase space
for pedestrian circulation, which is acceptable due to the unique characteristics of the local context.
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Provision of at last 69 short -stay cycle parking spaces should nonetheless be secured by condition
and the condition wording should specify that at least 75% must be provided at ground level in
permanently publicly accessible areas. TfL Spatial Planning will be happy to discuss this matter
further prior to determination.

135 cyclist showers are proposed within the basement along with one locker for each long-stay
cycle parking space. TfL strongly supports this in line with current London Plan policy 6.9B.
Provision of at least these numbers of cyclist showers and cyclist lockers should be secured by
condition.

Trip Generatlon

Trip generation analysis has been supplied in the TA and is satisfactory despite use of an
alternative methodology to the TfL-endorsed TRICS database. The mode share used for cycling, of
12%, is satisfactory, as is the trip assignment across local rail, LU and bus services. A large net
increase in bus trips is predicted compared to the existing site use, of 188 inward journeys during
the AM peak and 163 outward journeys during the PM peak. However, TfL Buses have advised that
existing services and planned service enhancements in the City of London will be able to
accommodate the increased demand.

The City Corporation should secure funding for TRICS compliant trip generation monitoring of the
building once it is occupied as part of the $106 agreement. TRICS offer a Standard Assessment
Msthodology service and template S106 obligation which can be used (see

). Given the current lack of relevant trip generation
comparison sites within the TRICS database, as highlighted in the TA (para 6.3.1), it is essential
that the S106 obligation for post-occupation trip monitoring at the development includes specific
wording obliging the applicant to share the results with TRICS or have TRICS themselves complete
the survey.

Overall TIL Spatial Planning is satisfied that London's strategic walking, cycling, public transport
and highway networks are likely to be able fo cope with new demand generated by the proposed
development. Furthermore, the scheme will be car free except for disabled parking and servicing
and new trips on the rail network will be mitigated by a large S106 contribution to Crossrail in
accordance with London Plan policy 6.5. The generation and on-site management of servicing trips
by the proposed development are dealt with in a later section of this letter.

Walking

The local neighbourhood site suffers from walking congestion and crowding on adjacent footways
during peak hours, especially the AM peak. This problematic issue of pedestrian comfort in the local
area has been emphasised in many recent GLA and local policy documents and projects, for
example:

. City of London Liverpcol Street Area Enhancement Sirategy (Publica Associates, June
2013)
. London Plan: Central Activities Zone (CAZ) SPG (March 2016)

. City of London Public Realm SPD & Technical Manual (July 2016)

For pedestrians, the new building proposed would be stepped back compared to the current
structure occupying the site, which is up against the street line. This will increase the width and
space of the footway along Leadenhall Street which TfL Spatial Planning strongly supports.

A new north-south pedestrign route wilf also be created on the east side of the tower, from
Leadenhall Street to Bury Street, improving pedestrian circulation in the local area and taking
pressure off St Mary Axe to the west, which TfL Spatial Planning also strongly supports.

The Pedestrian Comfort Level (PCL) analysis supplied in the TA shows that compared to both
baseline levels of local pedesirian congestion, and to a future baseline taking into account
cumulative growth in foot traffic due to Crossrail and consented local developments, increasing the
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permeable public realm around the new tower would result in minimum score of B- on all adjacent
footways. This is acceptable to TfL Spatial Planning.

The Pedesirian Environment Review Survey (PERS) conducted in the TA is also satisfactory.
However the pedestrian crossing at Leadenhall St/Billiter St (west arm) scores -79 (red, negative),
indicating that this requires urgent improvement. However it is a temporary crossing which has
been created to facilitate the north-socuth movement of pedestrians in response to the temporary
closure of the southern foolway of Leadenhall Street. The footway closure is due to construction
works at 52 Lime Street site. Notwithstanding the temporary nature of this issue, the score Is
extremaly low and as a result the City Corporation may wish to consider revising the crossing
arrangement prior to completion of 52 Lime Street.

Cycling
As earlier noted, the appiication site is well connected for cycling to nearby parts of the strategic
cycling network. However cycling routes in the City of London and the CAZ more generally are poor
in places as well as the availabllity of public ¢cycle parking. Both therefore need improvement, as
noted in:

. City of London Cycle Parking Strategy (July 2011)

. TfL Intemational International Cycling Infrastructure Best Practice Study (December 2014)
. TfL Central London Grid project (see

. TfL Strategic Cycling Analysis {June 2017)

. TfL Analysis of Cycling Potential 2016 policy analysis report (March 2017)

The main route to the development for cyclists would be along Bury Street which is a one-way
westbound for vehicles with a contraflow for cyclists. The City Corporation may wish to ask the
applicant to fund and design cycling improvements to Bury Street as part of their S278, in particular
the potential for widening and even segregating the contraflow lane. TfL Spatial Planning would
suggest a Stage 1 Safety Audit should be carried out for the proposed Bury Street access prior to
determination, to enable a robust assessment of potential vehicle/cyclist conflicts and identify
potential improvements to the safety of the highway design.

Servicing and Frelght

A Delivery & Servicing Plan {DSP) has been submitted which proposes use of off-site delivery
consolidation to minimise impacts on the transport network. This strategy is expected to achieve a
50% reduction in trips compared to traditional servicing and all servicing trips will be managed and
co-ordinated through a delivery management system. The outline proposal is acceptable to TfL
Spatial Planning in principle and we understand the City Corporation will secure a full DSP,
including these consolidation arrangements, by condition, which would be supported.

The TA states (para 7.7.3) that the development is expected to generate 18 servicing or disabled
parking vehicle trips in the AM peak hour and 15 in the PM peak hour, which would have a
negligible impact.

Howaver the TA states sarlier (para 5.2.8) that ‘No vehicle deliveries during busiest pedestrian and
cyclist times.’ This should be secured in the $108 agreement and more specifically there should be
no vehicle deliveries to or from the site between both 7.30 and 9.30 am and 4.30 to 6.30pm.
Therefore only disabled people who hold Blue Badges should be pemmitted to access the
development by a vehicle during these pericds and the trip generation should be significantly lower
than 15 or 16 vehicle trips at the site.

TfL Spatial Planning therefore seeks confimnation from the applicant and the City Corporation that
all vehicle movements except for disabled parking will be restricted to outside 7.30-9.30 am and
4.30-6.30pm on all weekdays by an appropriate planning obligation. This would go further than the
planning obligation anticipated in the TA (at para 8.4.2) to place a cap on the daily number of
servicing vehicles permitted to arrive at the development.
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Constructlon
A framework Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) has been supplied as part of the application TA
which is acceptable in principle. A full CLP should be secured by condition and discharged in
consultation with TfL. TfL Spatial Planning would prefer if the full CLP is produced using our own
recommended template  (avsilable from

).

Travel Plan

A framework Travel Plan has been provided for the application which is satisfactory, especially the
target to increase cycling mode share from 12 to 17% within 5 years. A full Travel Plan should be
secured by condition. .

Planning Obligatlons

In accordance with London Plan policy 8.3 the Mayor commenced CIL charging for developments
on 1st April 2012. Within the City of London, the charge is £50 per square metre. The site is also in
the area where section 106 contributions for Crossrail will be sought in accordance with London
Plan Policy 6.5 and the associated Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) ‘Use of planning
obligations in the funding of Crossrail’ {April 2013). In these situations, the Mayoral CIL will be
treated as a credit towards the section 106 Crossrail liability and this should be reflected in the
wording of the section 106 agreement.

The charge under the SPG that should be secured through the S108 is £11,538,490, calculated as
follows:

Land Use Existing Proposed Net change | Crossrail Crossrail charge
{sqm) (sqm) (sqm) charge per
sqm
Office 26,660 89,267 72,807 £140 £10,164,980
Retail 4,004 19,243 15,239 £90 £1,371,510
Total Crossrall charge payable on commencement to TfL £11,536,480

We are also aware that the City of London began charging CIL in July 2014 and that the approved
Regulation 123 list allows money collected through the CIL to be spent on transport improvements.
We would be keen to explore the possibility of using some of the CIL. money collected to relieve
pressure on existing transport infrastructure or to undertake specific improvements.

In summary, the following further information, mitigation and financial contributions still need to be
secured:

$106 contribution of £11,536,490 to Crossrail

$106 contribution for Legible London { sum tbe)

§106 contribution of up to £200k for Cycle Hire

TfL should be a formal consultee on the $S278 agreement

Clarification of the exact gradient and total length of the cycle ramp

Clarification of the practical capacity of the proposed cycle lift (i.e. how many cyclists

including those with larger bikes can fit inside at one time and how many at most per hour

can use it to reach the basement?) ’

¢ All new public realm created at the development as part of the $278 should be step-free
and generally open to the public 24/7

¢ Confirmation that Blue Badge car parking spaces would be made available to Blue Badge

holders 24 hours a day with no blocking in by servicing vehicles at any time together with

management to ensure the spaces are available to any Blue Badge holder.

Provision of at least 1,345 long-stay cycle parking spaces should be secured by condition.

The proposal for 10-15% of the long-stay cycle parking provision to be foldable bicycle

lockers is not acceptable to TfL Spatial Planning and should be changed. In the special

circumstances of this case up to 5% provision as lockers would be accepted. As at least
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5% of spaces should be capable of accommodating larger bikes, this means than standard
cycle parking should comprise at least 90% of the total.

Provision of at least 89 short-stay cycle parking spaces should be securad by condition
and the condition wording should specify that at least 75% should be provided at ground
level in 2 permanently publicly accessible area.

Provision of at least 135 cyclist showers and 1345 cyclist lockers should be secured by
condition.

A S$106 cbligation for post-occupation trip monitoring either carried out by TRICS or
specifying that survey results must be shared with TRICS for their national and London-
wide database

All vehicle movements to/from the site except by Blue Badge holders should be restricted
to outside 7.30-9.30 am and 4.30-6.30pm on weekdays via $S106.

A full DSP should be secured by condition

A full CLP should be secured by condition and dischargad in consultation with TfL

The Council may wish to secure the Travel Plan by condition,

| hope that you find these comments of assistance in your consideration of the application. Please
contact myself or the TfL case officer Gavin McLaughiin should you have any queries. His & mail
address is gavinmclaughlin@tfl.gov.uk and direct line phone number 020 3054 7027,

Yours sincerely

Anne Crane

Area Manager
TfL Spatial Planning
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Wells, Janet SBuilt_ Envi_ronment)

From: DBE - PLN Support
Subject: FW: 100 Leadenhall Street {18/00152/FULEIA)} - City of London and GLA/TL Transport Responses

From: Peter Twemlow <Peter. Twemlow @ dp9.co.uks
Sent: 18 May 2018 15:20

To: Depala, Bhakti <Ehakti.Depala@cityoflondon.gov.uks
Subject: 100 Leadenhall Street {18/00152/FULEIA) - City of London and GLA/TfL Transport Responses

Bhakti,

Thanks for your email Jast week. Please find below our responses {in red) to the 9 questions / comments made by
Lucy Foreman.

1. There has been some diaiogue on whether there will be a physical ‘consolidation centre’ or whether this will
be a ‘consolidation strategy’. The Transport Assessment 5.3.2 states ‘vehicle deliveries would be made to an
off-site location, which Is reasonably local, where freight is consolidated...’; the delivery and servicing plan
also refers to a ‘consolidation centre’. However, in pre-application meetings a physical consolidation centre
has not been confirmed. Therefore, please can the applicant clarify what measure of consolidation will take
place so that the Transportation Section can assess this fully (see 5.54 in the planning statement)

The applicant agrees to signing up to a wider offsite consolidation strategy using a physical off site
consolidation centre serving the City {and central London). In terms of the specifics, the opening year of the
100 Leadenhall Street building is too far in the future to confirm a particular consolidation centre location
and, in any event, this will be governed by the City's wider strategy on offsite consolidation of

servicing. This is expected to be secured through the s106.

2. The delivery and servicing graph shows that the building can be serviced by 9 vehicles per hour aithough in
the delivery and servicing plan it states 8 vehicles per hour (excluding the peak hours). Therefore, the
number should be clarified and should be conditioned in a s106 agreement to ensure it is managed correctly
The correct number is 9, which was the number Included In the issued Dellvery and Servicing Plan. We
would seek some leve! of flexibility on this number in terms of a condition / obligation, to prevent vehicles
having to loiter if they happen to get to arrive slightly outside—tl_ae_i_r delivery time.

ECorrect ﬂtey-ate-&-e-slgned to be HVM bollards. . e

B S BT R ) -ﬂﬂn-.wn ey . e o okl snem. L e
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4.~ The vehlcle/_pedestnan confllct is mltlgated by the ‘Iandscapmg features out5|de of-the service doors. If this

e Mkes—the-fermef—a;g!aate:/ﬂench&an the. apg[an;ryt-Gonftrmwhethe#t His- :
e Fhle-will be 1 the Torm of a plantat(s) of sorts and wiil be Incorpo rated wl'me ﬁWﬁ rategy fwhen this

is agreed), as reqmred to support thls strategy.

e —— s B e et o —

whvsncalﬁg_&ego_nsohdatron Gentre is not. used where wi
:place?
ﬁla . A physical off-site consolidation centre will be used and secured by a 106 condition through the

management strategy (see Q1 response above).

it e.screemmnmmmg_vehlcfes take

d-_

6. HVM should be provided outside of the service entrance, can the applicant confirm what this will be?
The lorry lift doors can be designed to withstand hostile vehicles, if required, and it is anticipated that this
be secured as part of a later HVM strategy to be agreed nearer to the opening of the building. That being
said, pre-application feedback has suggested that a vehicular barrier Is not required as no direct approach is
possible, This will be finalised as part of the forthcoming HVM strategy. The use of rising bollards outside of
the lift doors can be provided, and two are shown in the submitted planning plans / drawings (Ref A-105),
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7. Please can the applicant confirm the gradient of the ramp Is manageable for all types of cyclists?

The cycle ramp is 3m wide with an 8% {1:12) and 10% (1:10) gradient on the two sections of ramp —this is
suitable for most cyclists. A dedicated cycle lift has also been provided for these and other users (including
those with larger bikes or adapted/disabllity bikes).

The applicant has stated that ‘a quarter of the short-stay cycle parking can be accommodated in the
basement’. The applicant should clarify what Is meant by this — does this mean there will be short stay
parking In the basement or does this mean that additional long stay parking Is being provided?

This will be short-stay cycle parking associated with the office land-use for use by visitors. As part of the
building management strategy, security will have to be pre-warned to enable access into the basement by
short term users / visitors.

Wil the pubilic cycle parking on Cunard Place be retained? The Design and Access statement mentlons
‘relocated’ cycling parking and what is meant should be clarified

The public cycle parking on Cunard Place wlll be retalned. There are cycle parking stands near where the
proposed servicing access is and these will be removed as part of the scheme, These cannot be retained due
to their location and the wider desire to open up pedestrian access through the site, minimising potential
obstructions. The wider approach to visitor / short stay cycle parking Is set out In below responses.

In addition, | set out below responses (in red again) to the questions raised by TfL In their letter informing the GLA
Stage 1 report.

L BRI

TfL Spatial Planning requests clarification of the exact gradient and total length of the cycle ramp, and also
the exact capacity of the Iift In terms of cycles which can fit within it at one time and how many cyclists It
can transfer safely and conveniently per hour to the basement level cycle parking area.

The ramp is in two sections {with a ‘landing’). The upper section is 24m in length with a 10% (1:10) gradient
and the lower is 17.4m in length with an 8% (1:12) gradient. The cycle lift is predominantly there to
accommodate larger cycles and less confident cyclists rather than for increasing capacity. That being said,
the lift Is able to carry 2-3 blkes comfortably at a time. The forecast number of cycle trips during the peak
hour Is 310 bikes per hour in the AM Peak and 268 in the PM Peak. The ramp capacity is ¢.800 cyclists an
hour (in a single direction), so will sufficiently cater for the forecast volumes without needing the lift to cope
with capaclty.

The capacity of the lift for larger bikes should also be cenf_lﬂgmed
the 310 cyclists were to use the Iift then the Ilft would'need to cater for ¢ 16 blkes during the peak hour,
which is satisfled through the lift capacity outlined. -

W peE
P BT e

TfL Spatlal Planning therefore requests a contrlbutlon-of up to £200,000 tofund extenslons of the 2 closest
tations-at 30 St Mary-Axe-andJ et. The feasibi -costand increase In- -
po'mE %t each do each docklng stétion for these extensions should’se cIarm the a app n:ant In conjunctlon ‘with
™ Cvcle Hire and TfL Spatlal Planning and relevant Cltv Corporation  officers prior to determination.

The L comments request that the applicant llaise w!th the Tft. Spatial Planning and Cycle Hire teams to
determine the feasibility and exact cost of extending th.e cvcle hire dacking stations at St Mary’s Axe

and -Jewry Street, The applicant commits to undertaking this task to establish the exact costs of extending
these existing facllities and WSP are in contact with Tonn this point.

N edh o]

The proposal for 10-15% of the long-stay cycle parking provision to be foldable bicycle lockers Is not
acceptable to TfL Spatial Planning and should be changed. In the circumstances, a maximum of 5% foldable
bicycle lockers could be provided and, taking Into account 5% will need to be Sheffield stands for larger
cycles, at least 90% of the required total long-stay provision should then be provided in complete
compliance with LCDS.

The proposed development is compliant with the adopted Londen Plan standards as a % of cycle lockers is
not specified.. The draft London Plan requirements, which does not accept foldable blke lockers to be
included as part of the total cycle provision, are not yet adopted and therefore not consldered to be

2
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appropriate for the purpose of setting the requirements for this scheme. The total number of spaces
proposed are therefore compliant with adopted London Plan standards and this Is therefore considered to

be acceptable.

e Provision of at least 69 short -stay cycle parking spaces should ... be secured by condition and the condition
wording should specify that at least 75% must be provided at ground level in permanently publicly
accessible areas.

The scheme proposes 25% of the 69 short stay spaces {18 spaces In total) in the basement. No further short
stay spaces can be accommodated on the site (at ground floor level), owing to the site constraints and
specifically the requirement for the scheme to ensure maximum circulation and permeability of pedestrians
through the public reaim spaces and to maximise urban greening and landscaping opportunities. As set out
above, the Applicant commits to making a contribution to extensions to cycle hire docking stations in the
vicinity and on this basis the proposed development and approach to short stay / visitor cycle parking Is
considered to be appropriate and acceptable.

o The TA states (para 7.7.3) that the development is expected to generate 16 servicing or disabled parking
vehicle trips in the AM peak hour and 15 in the PM peak hour, which would have a negligible impact.
Clarification - In the peak these trips relate to taxi drop offs and not servicing / disabled parking trips only.
Notwithstanding, TfL agree this leads to negligible impact.

Any questlons please do come back to me.
Kind regards,

Peter.

Peter Twemlow
Associate

(20 7004 1704
07860 946610
e-mail: peter.twemlow@dp9.co.uk
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s Historic England
Patnt,

03 . 2018
LONDON OFFICE
Mr Tony Newman Direct Dial: 020 7673 3774
Corporation of London
Department of Planning & Transportation Our ref: P00827630
PO Box 270
Guiidhall
LONDON
EC2P 2EJ 27 March 2018
Dear Mr Newman

Arrangements for Handling Herltage Applications Diraction 2015 &
T&CP (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015
100 LEADENHALL STREET, LONDON EC3A

Application No 18/00152/FULEIA

Thank you for your letter of 7 March 2018 notifying us of the application for planning
permission relating to the above site. We do not wish to comment In detall, but offer

the following general observations.

Historic England Advice

Historic England has been Involved in pre-application negotiations on these proposals
for some time, and provided formal pre-application advice to the appiicant In 2017, Our
enciosed letter from 24 July 2017 sets out our position and the detalled basis for It.
The proposals have not changed in any substantive way since this advice was issued,
80 our pre=application advice letter Is valld for the current application.

In addition to the points made In the pre-appllctlonletterwa would I|ke to add the
. Tollolng pﬁlﬁfi

« -Shouidhe City be minded to grant penmsaﬁn. we urg&ya&b ensure that your
Imal.mllclaa .safeguard the view from Fbmaﬁﬁaet bmm&Paul's Cathedral

e ~ PR,

n.

0 |mpact dHha pmposals on the Tower of Lontion’ Is in Ilne‘wllh ICOMOS
= 8,:and you afe-confident that it sufficiently demaasimtes that the .
stz pmmo-not hamm the Outstanding Unlmal—Valuema:Werld Herltaﬂﬁ
. Site.”> =

Rooommondﬂlon
We would urge you to address the above issues, and recommend that the application

should be determined In accordance with national and local poliey guldance, and on

'F'ﬁ'—‘l‘f

El'ull‘ i

i 4TH FLOOR, CANNON BRIDGE HOUSE, 25 DOWGATE HILL, LONDON EC4R ZYA
JV’ Telaphons 020 T6T3 3700 RYTE T |
MistoricEnglandL.arg.uk BT AR

Mistorlo England ls subject fo the Fresdom of informalion Acf. 2000 (FOIA) and Envirenmenital information Ragulations 2004 (EIR). Alf
information held by the organisation will be acoessitis in response fo an informaiion request, uniess one of the examptlions in the FOIA
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s Historic England
LONDON OFFICE

the basis of your specialist conservation advice. It Is not necessary for us to be

consulted again. However, If you would like further advics, please contact us to explain
Your request.

Please note that this response reiates to historic buliding and historic area matters
only. If there are any archaeological Implications to the proposals It Is recommended

that you contact the Greater London Archasolagical Advisory Service for further advice
(Tel: 020 7073 3712).

Principal Inspector of Historic Bulidings and Areas
E-mail: michael.dunn@HistoricEngland.org.uk

i
i

-

@ 4TH FLOOR, CANNON BRIDGE HOUSE, 26 DOWGATE HILL, LONDON EC4R 2YA
MisloribEngland org.uk T
mmhmuumumummmmmwmmu
mmwumuuwnwbmmm anisss one of (s wxsmptions in e POIA
"or EiR aools
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GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

Bhakt] Depala, Our ref; GLA/4417 /XR/01
Development Division Your ref: 18/00152/FULBA
City of London Datm: 16 Aprll 2018
PO Bax 270 Guildhall
London EC2P 2E]

Dear Ms Depala,

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

100, 106-107 Leadenhall Street

Local planning authority reference: 18/00152/FULEIA

| refer to the capy of the above planning application, which wes received from you on 18 March
2078. On 16 Aprll 2018, the Mayor considered a report on this proposal, reference GLA/4417/01.
A copy of the report Is attached, in full. This letter comprises the statement that the Mayor Is
required to provide under Article 4¢2) of the Order.

The Mayor considers that the application does not comply with the London Plan and draft London
Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 57 of the above report. However, the resolution of those
lssues could lead to the application becoming compliant with the London Plan and draft London
Plan.

If your Council subsequently resolves to make & draft decision on the application, it must consult
the Miyor again under Article 5 of the Order and aliow him fourteen days to decide whether to
allow the draft decision to proceegl unchanged, or.direct the Council under Article 6 to refuse the — T
application, or issue a directian uijder Article 7 that he Is to act as the local planning authority-for -
the purpose of determining the agplication and any connected application. You should therefire:. .
- send me a copy of any representationt madi I -fespact of the application, and a copy of any -
officer:s report, together with a staterment of theéderision your autHorlty propoies to make, and (If -
it proposed to grant permission) & statement of ny cénditions the authority proposes to impose

B flalls of &Ry proposed - me: - - empss

B T o e

e BN -2 drwft of any planning-obli ition.jt-proposts
e Pl S

== oo, Please note that the Transport fordprdorcsssaficer-for this application Is Gavio. MeEGGhIAS e -
e ¥l GaVinMelughIR@FT gov.ikaand telephone.020 3054 7027, R

5!3..%‘:-.:.——......** == —

City Hall, London, SE1 2AA palgén:ESBuk 020 7283 4000



GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

planning report GLA/4417/01
16 April 2018

100, 106/107 Leadenhall Street

in the City of London
planning application no. 18/00152/FULEIA

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral

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

The proposal

Demolition of existing buildings and construction of a ground plus 56 storey building (263.4 metres
AOD) for office use, retail use at the lower levels, a publicly accessible viewing gallery and
restaurant/bar at levels 55/56.

The applicant
The applicant is Frontier Dragon Ltd and the architect is Skidmore, Ownings & Merrill LLP.

Strategic issues summary

Principle of development: The proposed development would respond to established demand for
office space within the CAZ, and would support London’s continuing function as a World City. It is
therefore strongly supported in accordance with Londen Plan and draft London Plan policies. The
publicly accessible viewing gallery on levels 55 and 56 must be secured. (Paragraphs 16-20)

Design: This is an appropriate location for a tall building, and the high architectural quality
proposed is fitting for a development of this scale and prominence. Nevertheless further detail
required regarding the elevational treatment of the iower floors and the public connections around
the site:{Paragraphs 21-33) inniine e

Strategic Views: The development would reinforce%m':j enhance the characteristics of strategic
views thromgh-an improved consolidation of the City?s edstern clustet-ard complies with London
Plan Poliey7.12 and Policies HC3 and HC4 of the dreft kondon-Plar: {Raragraphs 34-35)

| Historic Environment: The development would not compromisé the ablllty to appreciate the
“Outsten dingstniversal Vatue of World-Heritage Sitesendavouldmeirrause-harm to theshistoric’
envirepment. Accordingly, the application complies with London Rlen-policies 7.8, 7.10, 7.11 and
7 12.and PoI|C|es HC1 HC2 and HC3 of thﬁ draft London Plan (Ear_a_graphs 36-41)

: g;g_'.s44.4 “and 47-53)

9l 8]

L]

 Recommendation

That City of London Corporation be advised that whiie the scheme is broadly supported, it does not
yet fully comply with the London Plan and draft London Plan for the reasons set out in paragraph
57 of this report; however, the possible remedies set out in that paragraph could address these
deficiencies.
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Context

T On 19 March 2018, the Mayor of London received documents from the City of London
Corporation notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop
the above site for the above uses. Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor
of London) Order 2008, the Mayor must provide the City Corporation with a statement setting out
whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan and draft London Plan,
and his reasons for taking that view. The Mayor may also provide other comments. This report
sets out information for the Mayor’s use in deciding what decision to make.

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

¢ 1B(c) ‘Development (other than development which only comprises the provision of
houses, flats or houses and flats) which comprises or includes the erection of a building
or buildings in the City of London and with a total floorspace of 100,000 square metres’

o 1C(c) ‘Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building of more than
150 metres high and is within the City of London’

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

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment)} Regulations 2011 has been taken into account in the
consideration of this case.

5 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website
www.london.gov.uk.

Site description

6 The site is locatgd within the Cityof London within the ‘Eastern Cluster’: ariarea.that
contains a number of £3]| buildings located within the Central Activities Zone. The sjfe currently
contains three existingmffice buildings-of up to ten storeys (100, 106 and 107 Leagenhall Street)
which prowde apprOXImately 28, 000 $gvm- of offlce accommodation and ground floor retail space! H'-’“*

Vi omM - s o aak) mdebad! ot Lo S e e UNaoollle mmne s iiaR
o] v — L = e N " Ta SR sy

@ ort

7 The surroundln‘g area is charactens*ed by a juxtaposition of modern taII buildings and Iowfﬁ

~——-— ——rise historic buildings—4 e-to-the-north is 30-5t Mary Axe (also-kno & Gherkimle——
S - -isted "Bevis Marks Synagogue, To the wes:’msrte isthe—-""

™" "and further to the nortfis the Graé |

Grade | Llsted St Andrew Undershaft"Church and to the east of the site across Creechureh Lane 13"
TapneCreaLhprctiand the Grade Hf Listed 2-16 Creechiurchdape = === - — -

--Opp05|te to tFre south aieseveril medism-zise-office buildings. Notable.tall bu:ldtngyv“lun fhe. S
wider eastern-cluster inglude eadenhall Street (also known as the Cheesegrate): o

48 storeys of predomlnemtly office accommodatlon to the west of the site and 110 Bishopsgate

(known as the Heron Tower, containing 46 storeys of predominantly office accommodation to the

north-west. Recently consented developments to the west, at 1 Undershaft, 22 Bishopsgate and 6-

8 Bishopsgate, (which are 73 storeys, 62 storeys and 40 storeys respectively), and to the south at

52-54 Lime Street at 39 storeys also inform the context. Although the site is not within a

Conservation Area, it is adjacent to the St Helens Place, Lloyds Avenue and Bank Conservation

Areas.

ot
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8 The site fronts Leadenhall Street, St Mary’s Axe and Creechurch Lane. Leadenhall Street
forms part of the London Cycle Network {route 11). The nearest cycle super highway is CS2, which
runs from Aldgate to Stratford. The site is in close proximity to a number of national rail stations
(including Liverpool Street, Fenchurch Street and Cannon Street stations) and underground
stations {including Liverpool Street, Bank, Monument and Aldgate), and numerous bus services.
Measured on a scale of 0-6b where 6b is the highest, the site has a public transport accessibility
rating of 6b.

Details of the proposal

9 The applicant proposes the demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey tower (263.4 metres AOD) for office use, retail use at the lower levels, a
publicly accessible viewing gallery and restaurant/bar at levels 55/56.

10  The breakdown of the proposed floorspace is as follows:

%1-

it e g

e

Use | GIA (sq.m.) | GEA (sq.m.)
Retail (A1/A3/A4) 811 sq.m. 882 sq.m.
Office {B1) 99,267 qu. 102,043 sq.m.

[ Viewing Gallery (Sui Generis) | 1,855 sq.m. 1,934 sg.m.
Ancillary (basement/plant) 16,577 sq.m. 17,232 sq.m.
Total Floorspace 118,510 sq.m. 122,091 sq.m
Case history

11 On 18 October 2017, a pre-application meeting was held with GLA officers regarding the

above proposal (GLA/4417). The principle of an office led development was strongly supported;
"However, concerns regardlng the following stfategic issues Wére raised; townscape, heritage, design

quality, public viewing platform, wind, air qﬂ"al:ty, green lnfrastructure inclusive access, energy,
h.sustalnabihty and transport. -

. s un
......

Tn’"‘:“".’]?"""‘"‘?ﬁr'tl-fé Bitposes of Section 38(6) dfﬂl‘é?lanﬁihﬂﬂﬁﬂ_’eﬁm“mbry*?ﬁfthasé Act 2004, the
* ==development plan in force for the area is thaCIty of Londthi-Local Plan and the Londan Plan 2016
—_Lconsolldated W|t_h alteratlons since-2011)._ = —

-5"7!.5-.'#-1__ P — i JERAL . &.‘.wm_._ns— e =

“I3 The following are also rélevant mate'ﬁl con5|derat|ons

i |||; 0|

| ah

The National Plannlng Policy FrameWbrk,
National Planning Practice Gu:dance,,and

Draft London Plan {consultation draft December 2017) which should be taken into
account on the basis explained in the NPPF.

14 In addition, on 5 March 2018, the Government published the draft revised National
Planning Policy Framework for consultatien (until 10 May 2018). This should be taken into account
appropriately in accordance with its early stage of preparation.
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15 The relevant Issues and corresponding policies are as follows:

o Central Activities Zone London Plan; Central Activities Zone SPG

o Employment London Plan; Central Activities Zone SPG

¢ Urban design London Plan; Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and Context
SPG;

o Tall Buildings London plan; London View Management Framework SPG;

e Heritage London Plan; Character and Context SPG; London View
Management Framework; London World Heritage Sites SPG

* Inclusive design London Plan; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive
environment SPG

¢ (Climate change London Plan; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG; Mayor's

Climate Change Adaptation Strategy; Mayor’s Climate Change
Mitigation and Energy Strategy; Mayor’s Water Strategy

o Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy

Principle of development

16 Londen Plan Policies 2.10 and 4.2 and Policies SD4, SD5 and E1 of the draft London Plan
recagnise the established long-term demand for office space within the CAZ and strongly promote
the renewal of office sites within the CAZ in order to meet this demand and support London’s
continuing function as a World City. Accordingly, the proposed office scheme is strongly supported
in principle.

17 The proposal would provide approximately 100,000 sq.m. of high quality B1 office
floorspace in a flexible, multi-tenanted building. Strategically situated within the City’s ‘Eastern
Cluster the scheme is particularly well positioned to support insurance and financial services
districts of the City and could accommodate one or more large anchor tenants, as well as a variety
of small to medium sized companies. Therefore, the proposal would make a significant contribution
to the diversity of workspace and businesses within the CAZ and is supported in accordance with
London Plan pnlicy 4.2 and Policy E'I of the draft London Plan.

18 In orcle#to support the vibrancy and vitality of the CAZ, London plampolicies 2.11- and 4, 3
promote mixedise. deve]gpmg]jj;,,.tncludlng housing, to support incteases ifEoffice ﬂogrs' te,

*with réspect tg the | prowsmn o"f Tixed tses in the CAZ, in recognition of the fact that i "E'may Rot
always be suitable to provide’ housmg on-site. Given the sites location withinh the easterfit cluster L

" -and-the opportenitesit ‘prevents: fm*mgmﬁcant#@ff‘ ice space;the- City Corporation’ shamldmcmf@anw* e
off-site affordable housing-egntribution in accordance with the tariff established within-#ye-City of-
Londnn_CorpQLathrLPJannlg;g__ﬁ_o_bhgatlons SPD .

—— - [ — e 2 e - ———

il L im0 ERSRE . e e i
19" " The pr@a’s‘él woulcfﬁ”ﬁdera publlcly aCCESSIble VIerﬁ‘g gallery on'ﬁv'e‘ls 1.55 and’ﬁiﬁvh‘ﬁh '_'
1rstrong{y su ndon—Plan—Pony—?—?—and—PohcyaBB-lotdraa‘-t-l:ondon—
Plan. Public acéss to the gallery, free of charge, for individual, schools, charities and local groups
must be secured by legal agreement together with the specification of the spaces. A draft of the
associated section 106 agreement clauses must be provided to the GLA for review prior to the
Mayor’s decision making stage to ensure that the space delivers this public benefit as required by
London Plan Policy 7.7. and Policies D7 and D8 of the draft London Plan.

20 The proposal also includes new retail units at ground floor which will help to activate the
lower floors and improve retail provision within the CAZ frontage for works and visitors. This is
supported in accordance with London Plan and draft London Plan policy.
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Urban design

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

22 Overall, the proposal is well considered and appropriate to its context. It will provide an
attractive new building, make a positive contribution to London’s skyline, consolidate and
enhance an existing tall building cluster, increase and enhance the public realm, and complies
with London Plan and draft London Plan design policies.

Tall bulld] | architectural quali

23 Asdiscussed above the site is located within the eastern cluster of tall buildings in the
City of London. Accordingly, this is a location where a tall building is acceptable in principle,
subject to the highest standards of architecture and urban design as prescribed by London Plan
Policy 7.7 and Policy D8 of the draft London Plan.

24  The proposed building is 57 storeys (263.4 metres AOD) and is comparable in height
with other buildings in the “inner circle’ of the eastern cluster of tall buildings. The applicant is
proposing an elegant design approach with an emphasis on verticality. The height and form of
the proposed building relates well to the emerging cluster and the rationale for its height Is
accepted and supported.

25 The proposed provision of a publicly accessible viewing gallery at the upper levels of the
building is strongly supported, and noting also the considerations associated with architectural
quality, strategic views and the historic environment (refer below), GLA officers are satisfied that
the application accords with London Plan Policy 7.7 and Policy D8 of the draft London Pian.

26  As advised at pre-application stage, the scale, proportions and elevation treatment of the
podium elements and the ground floor should draw on neighbouring buildings to deliver a high
quality and contextual design response. The applicant should submit street level views of the
proposal to demonstrate how the design responds torthe streetscape as the building touches the-
ground for further discussion. -

= -
- 27  The submitted townscape assessment demonstrates that the proposed massing and
faceted elevations would help to créate®a simplé yét subitly'distinctivé building. The proposed
use of glass ‘diamond’ glazing as the principal facade treatment is supported, as it creates an
m*m--ulngantﬁl"t‘ inctive buildingthat demensirates armgl standare of argyfectire’in acCordance Withe e -~ m ,m.,

Mary Axe public space is welcomed as is the opening up of the rear of St Andrews Undershaft to
create a public pocket space. However, the current alignment of the pedestrian link via Cunard
Place is compromised by the vehicle/servicing access to the rear of the tower. The applicant
should provide further detail on this and GLA officers will work with the City Corporation and
applicant to explore alternate servicing options to avoid the creation of a blind comner.

Py -Londen Plan Policies 7.6 and 7.7 ani draft LondonPIan Policies D2 and D8 of the draft London.. 3 ~
Plan.
M—E—L—l—l— — = L e = s s S
28 The pnnqple of open;g upH fhe Site_to_prowde links between Billiter Street and 30 St - %
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29  The applicant has pravided floorplans that demonstrate that the building allows for
uninterrupted open office floorplates that can be configured to provide for a variety of tenancy
options which is welcomed.

30 While the applicant’s design and access statement states that the viewing gallery at [evel
55 provides 360-degree views of London, the location of a ‘support space’ on the northern side
of the gallery appears contrary to this statement. GLA officers will work with the City
Corporation and the applicant to explore options to relocate the support space to allow for
public access across the entirety of level 55.

Landscape and public realm

31 As discussed above and subject to the resolution of the issues raised with the proposed
pedestrian link via Cunard Place, the proposed development provides a significant enhancement
to the public realm. The proposed public realm has a unified surface across the site, utilising
high quality natural stone and a palette of materials favoured by the City Corporation to achieve
continuity, which is welcomed. Raised planters and trees have been incorporated into the
landscape proposal which is strongly supported. The integration of public seating within the
public realm is welcomed as it will enliven the space and provide amenity for workers and visitors
alike. In accordance with London Plan Policy 7.3 and Policy D10 of the draft London Plan

security and resilience measures have been implemented through the design of street furniture
and planters or by the placement of security bollards.

32 The environmental assessment that accompanies the scheme includes an assessment of
the effect upon wind micraclimate, which has been informed by extensive wind tunnel tests.
Consideration was given to the effect upon pedestrian thoroughfares in and around the site,
locations representing entrances and amenity spaces. These receptors were generally expected
to record an acceptable wind environment for their intended use when tested with the proposed
development in place. In a cumulative scenario tested with consented schemes in the
surrounding area, wind conditions were generally consistent with or calmer than those recorded
in the previous assessment. In conclusion, an acceptable wind environment is expected for all
receptors in both the proposed and cumulative scenarios.

33 =Overall the emerging landscape proposal demonstrates a cgmmitment tothe<creation of
a public realm of the highest quality and the detailed landscape degign including, materials,
.. plantiffy and stregt furmnitare should be secured by condition to enfjre:compliance with London
" Plan P‘Ilcy 7. 5 and a'raﬂ: London Plan Pollcy T2.

Strategic Views™ -
s 4':?'7"' T S P
o ~The site Is ngt-over salled by any.strategic viewing- corndors;hawever; gwen the scale of-
, the prosaI the bu&ldlng would be visible in various strategic view panoramas and river
o= seisREprOS RIS Ui helendenviewManagement Framéworkal R RSP GEEShatt of £
e enwro’ﬁ’né’ntal asses“ﬁ‘ﬁen?“hmh accompanies the schiénig, the apﬁa‘h’f Tas pre?EﬁEeﬁ w1de

———ange&f udmg*vtsuahsatlonroﬁhe-pro . :
2; 2A'I53A'I 4A1; 5A2 BA'I TOA.T; 11B.1 & 2; 15B.1 & 2, 1EBI&2 17B'I &2 19A'I

25A.1 & 2 & 3; and 26A.1).

i e s - Lo e ey g

35 Having considered these visualisations, GLA officers conclude that whilst the scheme
would in many cases be a prominent feature on the capital’s skyline, it would be perceived as
part of an established grouping of tall buildings within the City of London’s eastern cluster, and
would preserve the ability to appreciate the various strategic landmarks identified by the LVMF
SPG. GLA officers are of the opinion that the proposal would reinforce and enhance the
characteristics of strategic views through an improved consolidation of the eastern cluster.
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Accordingly, the application complies with London Plan Policy 7.12 and Policy HC4 of the draft
London Plan.

Historic Environment

36  The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 sets out the tests for
dealing with heritage assets in planning decisions. In relation to listed buildings, all planning
decisions should “have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting
or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses™ and in relation to
conservation areas, special attention must be paid to “the desirability of preserving or enhancing
the character or appearance of that area”.

37 The NPPF states that when considering the impact of a proposal on the significance of a
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation, and the
more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance is the value of the
heritage asset because of its heritage interest, which may be archaeological, architectural,
artistic or historic, and may derive from a heritage asset’s physical presence or its setting. Where
a proposed development will lead to “substantial harm’ to or total loss of the significance of a
designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be
demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits
that outweigh that harm or loss. Where a development will lead to “less than substantial harm’,
the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its
optimum viable use.

38 London Ptan Pelicy 7.10 and Policy HC2 of the draft London Plan states that
development should not cause adverse impacts on World Heritage Sites or their settings, and, in
particular, should not compromise the ability to appreciate Outstanding Universal Value,
integrity, authenticity or significance. The submitted townscape, built heritage and visual
Impact assessment (which Includes the abovementioned views study) considers the impact of
the proposal on World Heritage Sites and Outstanding Universal Value. Whilst the verified views
study demonstrates that the proposal may be seen in the wider setting of a number of World
Heritage sites (including the Tower of London and Maritime Greenwich), its impact is most
significant on the Tower of London which is the World Heritage Site in closest prox:mlty.to the
site. S 2
S 39  Accordingly, the suETnitted assessment.finds that the principal effect on the Toﬁr of
London would be a visual t;h_ange 1o jts setting. _The submitted views study (which mclu,cl_es
verified visualisations of the proposal from within the Inner Ward of the Tower of London)
provides the basis for considering the infpact proposed. Important views looking towards and _ __ .
=dicross the Tower of Londorffrofh the sotRdisitd&of the River {LVMF 25A°T, 25A:2 and 2BA8) < WeewisoRs—r-
and Tower Bridge (10A.1) and views from:within the World Heritage Site were assessedziews ~ =5~ - -
25A and 10A demonstrate that whilst the proposal would increase the perceived step changein, .
e staie-between'theWorld H%E‘ﬁtﬁ%ﬂf‘mﬂﬂ a'nd'I:hE-Eastern'E"Iustér“the eI i
clear visual separation between the Cluster.and the World Heritage Site woliid be mamtﬁled
~with the propased building fEaturing amonys! various other tall buildifigs of @ similat wagd city
scale. Similarly, views from within the Inner Ward of the Tower of London demonstrate that in
instances where the building would be visible, it would be seen in the context of the other
existing and consented larger scale buildings within the eastern cluster and would therefore have
a negligible impact on the setting of the World Heritage Site and the appreciation of its
Qutstanding Universal Value.

40  Guidance within the LVMF SPG acknowledges that the juxtaposition between the Tower
and the City cluster is a key characteristic of these views, and a relationship that may be seen as
a positive. Accordingly, GLA officers conclude that the proposal would reinforce the positive

page 7

Page 163



characteristics of the existing setting to the Tower of London and would not compromise the
ability to appreciate the Outstanding Universal Value of this World Heritage Site, or indeed the
other World Heritage Sites in the capital. Accordingly, the application complies with London Plan
Policy 7.10 and Policy HC2 of the draft London Plan.

41 The juxtaposition between old and new (a defining and positive characteristic of the City
of London) is representative of the response of the scheme to designated heritage assets more
generally. As mentioned in paragraph 7 (and audited within the submitted built heritage and
visual impact assessment), there are numerous heritage assets in the immediate vicinity of the
site (including St Helen’s Place, Lloyds Avenue and Bank Conservation Areas, and the Grade |
Listed St Andrew Undershaft Church, Grade I Listed St Katharine Cree Church, Grade Il Listed 2-
16 Creechurch Lane and Crade | Listed Bevis Marks Synagogue) as well as various others which
the proposal would be seen in conjunction with in longer townscape and strategic views
including the Grade | Listed St Paul’s Cathedral. Having carefully considered the townscape,
built heritage and visual impact assessment, and having special regard to the desirability of
preserving the setting of Listed Buildings, GLA officers are of the view that the proposal would
not harm the setting of Listed Buildings and would not harm the character/setting of the above-
mentioned Conservation Areas. In addition, the proposal would have a beneficial effect on the
Crade | Listed St Andrews the Undershaft as it opens up views to the eastern end of the church,
enhancing the visibility and setting of the Church. Accordingly, GLA officers are satisfied that
the application accords with London Plan Policy 7.8 and Policy HC1 of the draft London Plan.

Inclusive design

42 The scheme represents an important opportunity to promote equal and convenient
access to employment opportunities in accordance with the principles of London Plan Policy
4.12 and Policy GG5 of the draft London Plan. As a significant new building on the City's skyline
with substantial areas of new public realm, the development will have a wide range of publicly
accessible facilities, including the viewing gallery and should achieve the highest standards of
accessible and inclusive design in accordance with London Plan Policy 7.2 and Policies D3 and
E11 of the draft London Plan. The applicant has set out its response to access and inclusion
within the design and access statement, with an access statement prepared by the National
%Reglster of Access Consultants (NRAC) accredited consultants

m“43 Based 6n the submitted information the proposalsjrowde the key features for compliant
" and convenientaccess and are therefore capable of achieiigthe hlgh stapdards for inclusive
~-access.to.meet the needs of the public and.commercial office tenants.in accordance with

. London Plan PO|IGIeS 412 and 7 2 and Policies D3 and E'I-'I of the draft London Plan.

‘43 In acs:ordance Wlth the principles of London PIan Fﬁﬂcy 5.2 anﬂmﬁffaf_ihe draf't
TI**lﬁﬁPIFEheWﬁﬁt‘has submitted an energy statement, setting-oat how the

£ development proposes to reduce carbon dioxide emissions£in summary, the proposed strategy

— comprises: energy efficiency measures {including a range of passive design features and demand
reduction measures); a communal heating and cooling network fed by a centralised system; and
renewable technologies (comprising water source heat pumps). The approach proposed would
achieve a 36% carbon dioxide reduction which exceeds London Plan and draft London Plan
standards.

45  Asthe development is located close to the City 2 proposed district heating network; The
applicant must demonstrate that this opportunity has been fully investigated by providing
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evidence of communication with the network operator to establish the anticipated timeframes of
the network and its available capacity for connection. In addition, the applicant must provide
additional information relating to the light transmittance of the proposed glazing, the use of two
plant rooms and the full ‘be lean’ and ‘be green” BRUKL sheets. This infermation must be
submitted before the proposals can be considered acceptable and the carbon dioxide savings
verified.

Urban Greening

46 London Plan Policy 5.10 seeks a 5% increase in green infrastructure within the CAZ by
2030 in order to support urban greening and the capital’s response to climate change. GLA
officers support the proposed planting of trees and wider landscaping within the public realm
and the inclusion of green roofs on the podium elements. GLA officers accept due the height of
the building and its raking form the building does not provide additional opportunities for green

roofs or other biodiversity enhancements. The proposals are therefore considered to meet
London Plan Policies 5.10 and 5.7 and Policy G5 of the draft Londen Plan.

Transport

47  The trip generation information submitted demonstrates that London’s strategic walking,
cycling, public transport and highway’s networks are likely to be able to meet the demand
generated by the development. The City Corporation must secure funding in the section 106 for
post-occupation trip generation monitoring of the building including an obligation for the
applicant to share the results with TRICS and Transport for London.

48  The public realm on the site will increase by approximately 1000 sq. m. and permeability
and pedestrian connectivity will improve both in and around the site and within the wider
Eastern Cluster. The City Corporation should secure a condition that ensures that the public
realm including access routes are open to the public at all times in accordance with London Plan
Policies 6.10 and 7.5 and Policies T2 and D7 of the draft London Plan.

49  Given the close proximity of the basement servicing area to the cycle parking entrance

and public realm, the City Corporation must secure a condition restricting the time of deliveries

and servicing to outside of cycle network peak times. In addition, further inforrifation is required™—
on the gradient, Iength and capacity of the proposed cycle ramp from Bury Str&t

= Al Sn—

50 The quantum of short sta “and Iong stay cycle parking meets London PTan cycle ST
staridards. However, the proposal fof 1 T0-15% of long-stay cycle parking to be folddble bicyiele™ ==

lockers is cantrary to policy and'must be revised to ensure no more than 5% of | long-stay cycle -

parking-is: Foldable ®fcyele lockesa he-pfepesal inckudes the provision: of 135 cyelisbshowersme:. xases— -
within the basement in"addition e one-locker for each long-stay cycle parking space which is-in -

accordance with London Plan Pollgy 6.9B. The City Corporation must secure at least 1,345 Im;
stay-and-69.sHort-+aayycle-pateng-spaces-and - 35-eyelist showers- and-ane l@&ﬁm&e
long-stay space by ¥brtlitioh arid¥fe tandition wording should specn‘y that at Iﬁsf"?S% of‘c g

short-stay-spaces nﬁst-be-provtded-at—gfountl level— -~ -

—

51 The car free_(with the exception of blue badge parking) nature of the development is
welcomed. Whilst, the quantum of blue badge parking proposed does not meet London Plan
and draft London Plan standards given the high level of wheelchair accessible public transport
services in the local area the quantum is acceptable in this instance. The City Corporation should
ensure that 24-hour access to Blue Badge parking and step free access in the public realm is
secured
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52 A Section 278 agreement will be required between the applicant and the City
Corporation as the highway authority for the surrounding SRN road network. It should include
new Legible London signage funded by the applicant and cycling improvements to Bury Street.
Formal consultation with Transport for London on the detailed design of the Section 278
agreement should be secured in the S106 agreement.

53 Conditions and section 106 obligations are required to secure the following; formal
consuitation of TfL on the Section 278 agreement; post-occupation trip generation monitoring
contribution; Crossrail contribution; cycling improvements contribution; legible London signage
contribution; Cycle Hire contribution; public realm access; restrictions to delivery and servicing
times; 24 hour access to blue badge parking; details of cycle parking; travel plan; delivery and
servicing plan; and construction and logistics plan.

Local planning authority’s position

54 Planning officers at the City of London Corporation have been involved in extensive pre-
application discussions on the scheme and are understood to support the proposal in principle. A
date has not been set for the City Corporation to formally consider the application at a planning

committee meeting.

Legal considerations

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

7w
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o : T fHRSLY WHTHT the Londom Plar—= =% -
Tand: draft London Plan. The foIIowmg strateglc |ss|:§s TnUSt ‘be addrESSec for the appllcatlon to fuIIy -
“acchtd with the London Plan and draft.London Ptﬁ == B

* Principle of development: The proposed_development would respond to established
demand for office space within the CAZ, and would support London’s continuing
function as a World City. It is therefore strongly supported in accordance with London
Plan and draft London Plan Policies. The publicly accessible viewing gallery on levels 55
and 56 must be secured.

o Design: This is an appropriate location for a tall building, and the high architectural
quality proposed is fitting for a development of this scale and prominence. Further detail
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is nevertheless required regarding the elevational treatment of the lower floors and
public connections around the site.

s Strategic Views: The development would reinforce and enhance the characteristics of
strategic views through an improved consolidation of the City’s eastern cluster and
complies with London Plan Policy 7.12 and Policies HC3 and HC4 of the draft London
Plan.

¢ Historic Environment: The development would not compromise the ability to
appreciate the Outstanding Universal Value of World Heritage Sites and would not cause
harm to the historic environment. Accordingly, the application complies with London
Plan policies 7.8, 7.10, 7.11 and 7.12 and Policies HC1, HC2 and HC3 of the draft
London Plan.

e Energy: The applicant must explore the potential for connection to the City 2 district
heat network. Additional information relating to the light transmittance of the proposed
glazing, the use of two plant rooms as opposed to one and the full ‘be lean” and ‘be
green’ BRUKL sheets must be submitted. This further information must be submitted
before the proposals can be considered acceptable and the carbon dioxide savings
verified.

¢ Transport: Further information is required on cycle parking. Conditions and section 106
obligations are required to secure the following; formal consultation of TfL on the
Section 278 agreement; post-occupation trip generation monitoring contribution;
Crossrail contribution; cycling improvements contribution; legible London signage
contribution; Cycle Hire contribution; public realm access; restrictions to delivery and
servicing times; 24-hour access to blue badge parking; details of cycle parking; travel
plan; delivery and servicing plan; and construction and logistics plan.

|
[

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit:
Julismma McLoughlin, Chief Planner

0207983 4271 emall

Graham Clements, Principal Strateglc Planner
02079683 4265 emall

Kate Randell, Senior Strategic Planner, Case Officer
0207983 4783 email
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Historlc Royal Palaces is

22 May 2018 tha charity that locks after:
Tower of London
Director of the Built Environment Hampton Court Pelace
f Banqueting Housa
City of London Konslngton Palace
Kew Psi
ZOI I(Bjﬁ);”z?() llllllbr:::h Castle
Lond s
£
Ecap 3E) e ocri hove apes
society, In some of the
By emall to: PLNComments@citvofiondon.gov.uk srastest paleces aver bullt
: We ralse all our own funds
and depand on the
For the attention of Bhackti Depala, Case Officer SEpe ;m‘;ﬂm
SPONSOrs ‘and voluntaers.
Dear Madam

18/00152/FULEIA: 100 LEADENHALL STREET, LONDON EC3A 3BP

Thank you for notifying Historic Royal Palaces of the planning appiication
received for the proposed development of 100 Leadenhall Street, involving
the demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a new ground
plus 56 storey bullding, principally for office use, with retail use at the lower

levels.

Because of its location on the eastern edge side of the City’'s Eastern Cluster
of tall buildings, the proposed development is likely to have a significant
effect on the setting of the adjacent Tower of London World Heritage Site
(WHS). By agreement with the City Corporation, we have therefore delayed
our response to the notification while the applicant’s heritage and
townscape consultants prepared a detailed Heritage Impact Assessment
(HIA)dn-accordance-with the guidance provided by the /niernational. Counrcil
.on M(ahuments and Sites (ICOMOS) to supplement the Townscape and ...
. Vlsua%unt Heritage:impact Assessment section of the Elﬁesubmttted with="
“the planning appilication. The purpose of such an HIA Is to-ensure that e~
" likely 8ffett of tHie*Brofoked develdprnent or the Outstaréing UriiVeysif-=- <=
VaIue (OuVv) of the- Tewer of London WHS is clearly understood. Historic™ -
=opy-Of tBe completed A on 20LARR = :

detailgd c0mmer centents.and conclusions are attached tat st o

— el e -.-.." - ity e e —

o e .....u_."....._...'..' e .....:.'. ———— o —— ..Z'.__.. . T

a4 . aes i o .

_ ) is: nc—RoyaJ—F!alaces canne‘t—agree. :
summa'rlsed our re5porise to the lengthy HIA by focusing gn these. as
follows:

1 The proposed development will ‘consolidate’ the shape of the City's
Eastern Cluster.

Historic Royal Palaces INVESTORS | Silver
Hampton Court Palace, Surray, KT8 SAU IN PEOPLE

Tel 0844 482 7777 (from UK) +44(0)20 3166 6000 (from Ptmi m hrp.org.uk
Historic Royal Pajeces [t a Reglstared Charky (No. 1068852) and Histbrl 385 Lid. 8 company regittarad In Engtand {(No. 3418583).

Tha rapislarad offica anc acddross for services of both bodies Is Hampton Court Palsce, Surrey, KT 84U,
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The architects’ Design and Access Statement submitted with the application
suggests, In Sections 2.5: The Emerging Skyline and 3.7; Curating the
Skyline, that the shaping of the Cluster was considered princlpally from the
west. Section 2.5 notes, ‘When the proposed and approved towers are
considered, an axis of height emerges with 1Undershaft at its peak. There is
an opportunity to shape the skyline to consolidate the Cluster and sculpt its
form to step down towards the river [to the south] and to St Paul's [to the
west]’. There is no indication that the effect of the proposed development
on the shaping of the Cluster was considered to the east In relationship to
the WHS. We agree that the proposed development would ‘consolidate’
the density of the Cluster, but it would not, in our opinion, beneficially
‘consolidate’ its shape In views of and from the Tower from the south-east:
rather, as explained In the attached commentary, it would create a high,
vertical wall on the eastern edge of the Cluster and the building's assertive
form would have an overbearing effect on the setting of the WHS. It does
not seem credible to us that the eastern side of the Cluster wouid end thus,
in complete contrast to the western side of the Cluster, the ‘profile’ of which
slopes away at a gradual angle towards 20 Fenchurch Street (an approach
endorsed in the view from the west).

Historic Royal Palaces therefore disagrees strongly that the proposed
development would ‘consolidate’ the form of the Cluster with positive effect
on the setting of the Tower.

2 The (physical) gap between the White Tower and the Eastern Cluster will
not be reduced ahd the dominance of the White Tower will be maintained.

This frequently repeated statement appears to equate ‘separation’ with
‘dominance’. The physical gap between the eastern edge of the Cluster
(currently defined by the curving form of 30 St Mary Axe) and the White
Tower might remain as now, but the visual relationship between the two
would change dramatically as a result of the considerable height of the
proposed development “and its assertwe form and orientation. Where the
profile of 30 St Mary AXg leans away from the White Tower at higher level, _
100 Leadenhall Street would rise :verticatly to a much greater height. it

would have an over-beardng visual.effest.on.the gap between it and the ..
White Tower, thereby further diminishing the latter's perceived dominance. -

'ﬁistor!c-R‘e;?e'l'.P'é'lace-s dﬁéﬂ?’éé’é‘ﬁ?ﬂﬁﬁlﬁﬁat_ the'ddfinance of the'White ™ ™ =~

Tower will be maintainéd simply bécalise thé dap befween It and the -
Eastern Cluster wnII not be feduce _ . .

== g

3 The srgniﬁcance of the—hke{y cumu!a tf—\;e effect’ of the proposed
development on the LVRF SPG viewlOA.1 (prospect upstream from ToWer
Bridge) will be ‘very mq@r, beneficial’

The LVMF view 10A.1 from the North Bastion of Tower Bridge shows a
panoramic view upstream, including both sides of the river. The view

reproduced In the HIA, however, shows less than half of the north-east
(right-hand) side of the full panorama, focused on the emerging Eastern

2
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Cluster. In this view, the proposed development would largely obscure 30
St Mary Axe and would rise to a significantly greater height. Its flat-topped
profile (as seen from this angle) would jut intrusively eastwards into the
remaining open sky-space around the White Tower. Due to perspective, the
horizontal top of the building would appear to rise upwards towards the
Tower, adding to its confrontational visual effect. A natural, calm profite for
this slde of the Cluster, and one that would be respectful of the WHS, would
seem to require a continuation of the curve of the eastern side of 30 St
Mary Axe upwards to the top of 1 Undershaft. Clearly, such a profile would
be both breached and compromised by the proposed Leadenhall Street

development.

sadered refoy

Historic Royal Palaces agrees with the HIA assessment of the magnitude of
change in this view as very major; but strongly disagrees with the
assessrnent of the significance of likely cumulative effect as majot,
beneficial. We are of the opinion that the outcome would be "very major,
acverse’, rather than ‘beneficlal’, as explained above.

4 The 'significance of the likely cumulative effect’ of the proposed
development on the LVMF SPG views 25A.1-3 (from the Queen’'s Walk) will

be ‘major, beneficial’

The three LVMF SPG viewing points 25A.1-3 from the Queen's Walk show
the Tower in its panoramic setting between Tower Bridge and the Eastern
Cluster. The views reproduced in the HIA, however, show only the western
half of each panorama, focused on the Cluster, rather than the Tower. The
HIA assessment of likely visual effect then concentrates on the sky-space
between the White Tower and the Eastern Cluster, without considering the
effect of the development on the overall setting of the Tower as seen in the
LVMF panoramas. In this wider setting, the extent to which the historic
=dominance,.of.the White Tower would be fyrther diminished by the addition
«.0f the proposed development to the Eastern Clustgr can be fully
_.apprectated The Tower ensemble would appear r@uced in scale by the
‘EgFowing groupof towering buildings next to'it, whith Wwouldcommand the
*skyline, theseontrast-emphasised by the tall verticalface thattheGluster,
'_ wlth the addition of the proposed building, would-present towards the
—=Tower:{ioweuld-have-an overbearing effecta—'FhewI:\'-M%g
- Frem all Assessment | Pomts the World Heritage ! S:te sho
~ dominate’fts surroundings. it is partlcularly important that any new
—=nevelopmeptrélates positively to the Whie-TowerZpaiaAl8

et = Tt

- =s-Historic -
--*R@yal-Palm wew that the proposed-developmenifails-to cosaply-with-this

_ _adversely to the setting. Of_ﬂjeMLHS_bsLﬁlr_ther___ﬁ
"dlmlmshlng its historical dominance, especlaily thaﬁ)f the White Tower.

Historic Royal Palaces agrees with the HIA assessment of the magnitude of
change as major in these three views, but strongly disagrees with the
assessment of the significance of itkely cumulative effect as beneficial in
each case. In our opinion, the likely effect would be extremely visually
intrusive and ‘major, adverse’, for the reasons stated above.

3
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5 Although there would be change to the setting of the WHS, there would
be no harm to the relevant attributes of its OUV.

The HIA considers, and seeks to evaluate, the likely visual effects of the
proposed development on the three ‘attributes’ of the Tower’s ouvt
considered to be relevant to the assessment exerclse. Historic Royal Palaces
does not disagree with the identification of the relevant attributes, but we
do disagree with the analyses that follow, which find, in each case, that ‘This
aspect of the QUV of the WHS would not be harmed’. One of the main
arguments supporting these conclusions Is the claim that the proposed
development would ‘consolidate’ (beneficially) the form of the Eastern
Cluster. We have addressed this assertion above. The views of the
proposed development looking north-west from the inner Ward are
particularly telling: because of Its form and orientatlon as seen for this angle,
as well as its considerable height, the proposed development would visually
open up the Cluster on the eastern side, rather than consolldating its overall
shape. Commenting on the perceived dominance of the White Tower in its
setting, the HIA returns to the point concerning the retention of the existing
gap between the latter and the Cluster, which we have also addressed
above.

6 The exceptional quality of the architectural design mitigates any potential
adverse effects on OUV.

The HIA stresses that the ‘exceptlonal’ quality of the design of the building
mitigates any potential adverse effects on the CUV of the WHS (although
no such effects are acknowledged). Para 8.1 of the HIA states that the
proposed development has been adapted and modified during the design
development, although clearly glving priority to St Paul's Cathedral, “..to
take account of her!tage constralnts and opportunities’, and that ‘leely
adverse effects...are avolded By the submitted design for the proposéd ™
development’. Historic Royal Palaces cannot agree with this: the per8eived
quality of the architecturalk destgn-dees not, in our view, mitlgate theﬁ

potential adverse-effects.the propossd development is likely to haveon the.

OUV of the WHS, as noted above-and explained in our commentary on the
HIA,

7 The overall magnitude OF éFect of the proposed development on thé OUV =™
of the WHS wmbe neglfgi@d the sigmﬁcance of the effect: w:ﬂ be. =l =
. I SIS et A

neutral., ez e - . P -. .

Historic Roifal Paﬁcesl canno'f'agree with the HIA's concluding s'taterrﬁnt :
claims (para 9.6) that, 'The likely long-term significant effects of the *
completed propadsed development on the setting of the Tower of Loriden
WHS would be major, neutral, with negligible effect on the elements of

' The ‘attribeutes’ of the Tower's Outstanding Universal Value are identified in the Tower of London
World Henitage Site Managerent Plon 2016, available on Historic Royal Palaces’ website.
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setting that contribute to the relevant attributes of QUV of the WHS.' This
conclusion is based on value-judgements by the authors with which we
disagree. We consider, and have demonstrated, that the long-term
significant effects would not be ‘negligibie’, but 'major’, and ‘adverse’ rather
than ‘neutral’

Conclusion

On the basis of the above and the further detailed comments set out in our
commentary on the HIA, attached, Historlic Royal Palaces objects strongly
to this planning application because of the potential visual harm that the
proposed development would do to the setting, and therefore to attributes
of the QUV, of the Tower of London WHS. We do not agree that the
proposed deveiopment would ‘consolidate the form of the Easter Cluster’ in
a way that was appropriate or respectful to the Tower of London, a
designated heritage asset of the highest significance. Rather, we consider
that the visual relationship between the two would change to the detriment
of the Tower as a result of the considerable height of the proposed
development and its assertive form and orientation. The visual dominance
of the White Tower in its wider setting and Its historic relationship with the
City would be further diminished by the construction of so large a
development at the eastern edge of the Cluster, creating a tall, vertical cliff
face confronting the Towaer.

We believe that, if the proposed development proceeds, Its cumuiative
effect could put the WHS' status at risk.

Historic Royal Palaces therefore asks the City Corporation to refuse the

application in Its current form and seek to negotiate major changes to both

the form and height of the building to reduce its adverse visual impact on
“the Tower of London WHS.

Halllnbrrn ™ £t

Yours faithfully

AT A i

b

re= Adﬂan—Phllhps__ o

fections Dire Etor—““m‘”“ -

02073166 6380 ..
adrian.phillips@hrp,org.uk

5
Page 174



3813

sodereg refoyr
OLX0

. anvoffectepriheTowggof London WHS have been considared, thr_@g@gg,;h_ A
at-all-have been mitigated through an itoimtive deslgnﬁ,-_z (il

18/00152/FULEIA: PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AT 100 LEADENHALL STREET,
LONDON EC3 -~ HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT
HISTORIC ROYAL PALACES’ RESPONSE

Introduction/Background

1.  When the formal planning application for the proposed development at 100
Leadenhall Street was submitted, it was agreed by the City Corporation, Historic
England and Historic Royal Palaces that, in addition to the EIA submitted with
the application, a focused Herltage Impact Assessment ("tha HIA") should be
prepared, to comply with the Guidance on Heritage Impact Assessments for
Cuiltural World Heritage Properties published by ICOMOS International (January
2011) ('the ICOMOS guidance'). A brlef for the HIA was agreed by the three
parties and the HIA, dated April 2018, was prepared on behalf of the applicant by
the Tavernor Consultancy.

2. Describing what such an assessment should include, the ICOMOS guidance
states that: 'The HIA report should provide the evidence on which declsions can
be made in a clear, transparent and practicable way. The level of detall needed
will depend on the site and proposed changeas. The Statement of OUV wiil be
central to the evaluation of the Impacts and risk to the site.’ The proximity of the
application site to the Towar of London World Heritage Site (WHS), a
designated heritage asset of the highest significance (National Planning Policy
Framework March 2012 (NPPF) para 132) and the extent of visual effect that the
proposed development, because of its height, form and locatlon, Is likely to have
on the setting of the WHS has meant that a considerable level of detail has bean
raquired.

3. Historic Royal Palaces received a copy of the HIA on 20 April 2018 and we have
considered its contents, particularty the conclusions drawn, carefully. Our
comments on the document, the results of the assessment process and Its
concluslons, referenced to the format and headings used in the document, are
set out below.,

1 Non-Tecljpical Summary,. T

4. The ICOMOS Guidance requires a Non-Technical Summary (NT$) to be included,
whichghould *..contelia-a kay points and be useable alone'; in othei words, it e
should provide a standzalone summary of the key, conslderatlons,an,d R
concluslons of the overall.impact assessment.

"-57 < The opening paraskenh ot the N T S-indhe HIA statesthat The prapeged: - mw st

develapmaént has.tisafi carefully designed...to respond pos:tlvely, In.concept,...”. . .
scale and mass, to ‘the Tower of London World Heritage Site... Likely adverse

deslgnfr@sess suchsths
evolution process such that the proposed development would net cause harm-to
the sef®ng or relevant attributes of Outstanding Unlversal Valu€bf the Tower of
Londofi World Heritage Site.! Given that the overall assessment®rocess and the
conclusions drawn from it are necessarily both qualitative and based on value
judgements by the authors, such a categorical statement is questionable,
particularly the claim that “...all [likely adverse effects] have been mitigated
through an lterative design evolution process”. Historic Royal Palaces cannot
agree with this statement.

1
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The NTS goes on to acknowledge that 'The proposed development for 100
l.eadanhall Street would have a ‘very major’ effect on the designated view
upstream from the north bastion of Tower Bridge [LVMF view 10A.17, vet the
authors conclude that the existing visual separation betweean the City of
London’s tallest buildings and the White Tower, a key attribute of the Towar's
OUV as llfustrated in this protected view, would be preserved.

Similarly, it Is recognised that 'The effects of the proposed development on the
kinetic sequence of three deslgnated views from Queen's Wharf to the Tower of
London [LYMF views 25A.1-3] would be ‘major”, yet the conclusion is that ‘In this
vary significant view sequence, the proposed development would not ....reduce
the existing gap between the White Towser and the City's Eastetrn Cluster. The
effects would be beneficlal thanks to the proposed developrent’s consolidation
of the City's Eastern Cluster.’

Historic Royal Palaces does not find this assessment credible. The proposed
development, because of its height, design and orientation, does not, In our view,
‘consolidate’ the composition of the Eastern Cluster in these views, rather it
breaches the anticipated downward slope of the Cluster on its sastern side by
Jutting horizontally inte the surrcunding open sky, with an overbearing effect
(see detailed comments below on LVMF view 25A.1). The proposal thus both
dominates the Tower visually by its great height in such close proximity to the
WHS and encroaches on the remaining opean sky between the Tower and the
Eastern Cluster.

Mor can Hlstorlc Royal Palaces accept the overall conclusion of the NTS that ‘The
potentlal visual effacts of the completed proposed development for 100
Leadenhali Street on the satting of the Tower of London World Heritage Site
would be major, but would preserve the quality of its existing tall modern setting
to the west. The impact of the proposed development for 100 Leadenhall
Street...would be negligible and the Qutstanding Univarsal Value of the Tower of
London World Heritage Site would be preserved’ (the legal interpretation of the
term ‘preserved’ in this context being ‘to do no harm’). Historic Royal Palaces
disagrees strongly with this conclusion and our reasons for doing so are set out
below in relation to each of the LVMF protected views concerned.

R p— - S

et Historic Royal Palaces agrees that fﬁ cententg of the'HIA complies with the

asaliml & = oAl

recommendation in Appendix 4 (page 18) of. the TCOMOS guidance insofar as it

"";' merat g Yelavanttand is therégfore sat]sfacf"'"ry-*Wa ha "h“d"further comménts on these

I Tt

"i-_- e :‘Irp By e‘ffectmrdﬁuanﬂﬁ}mgthe |

sectlons - o

e m b —

—-OUV of the WHS, Para 4,2 states that
professionat judgement hasoeen used Tt :
quantitative and qualitative factors’ .zquantltative 'Factors should not, of course,
rely on judgement. It [s also stated that ‘..modern buildings of high design
guality do not necessarlly harm the settings of even the most precious heritage
assets’, a generalisation too far, since the building's percelved design quality,
whether modern or otherwise, may nct be the harmful factor,

12. Para 4.5 refers to para 3.2 of the ICOMOS guidance, but the tatter does not

'..note the importance of Identifylng..any contribution made to those attributes

2
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13,

14,

by the setting of the WHS.' Rather, it says that 'The HiA should colfect and
collate information on all aspects and attributes of the cultural heritage....so that
the historical development of the property, its context. setting...can be fufly
understood.' The guldance encourages a holistic view to be taken to identifying
all aspects and attributes of a world heritage property, rather than focusing
solely on specific attributes, as the HIA tends to do.

The setting of the Tower of London WHS has great historical significance,
Hlustrating the property’s orlginal function and relationship to the City.
Constructed originally to dominate Its surrcundings, for centurles the Tower and
City grew In parallel, thelr relationship remaining comparable, The Tower
retained a defensive role into the middle of the 19th century, protected by the
Liberties, and its former role remains laegible In Its setting today. The extent of
the WHS is limited to the scheduled monument itself, being tightly drawn around
the outer moat walls and not even including the associated area of the Liberties.
Historic Royal Palaces conslders that the setting of the Tower WHS can
therefore be said to have greater importance to the OUV of the property than,
for example, the setting of larger and more diffuse sites; and that the effect of
major development within the setting has a proportionately greater sffect on the
narrowly-defined WHS, which should be recognised in any visual Impact
assessments.

Para 4.6 of the HIA refers to the stress placed in the ICOMOS guidance on the
nead for adversa impacts to be mitigated (para 2-1-5), but continues, ‘However,
echoing the wording of the NPPF, [that] it may be necessary to balance the
public banefit of the proposed change agalnst the harm to the WHS. In such
cases the weight given to heritage values should be proportionate to the
significance of the heritage asset and the impact of the change on it...’ The
precise wording in the NPPF (para 134) states that: 'Where a development
proposal will lead toe less than substantial harm to the significance of a
designated herltage asset, the harm should be weighed against the public
benefit of the proposal...’ Since the HIA neither acknowledges that any potential
harm Is likely to result from the proposed development, nor quantifies the ‘public
benefit’ that might flow from it, the relevance of this reference Is unclear. The
HIA itself is limited (in accordance with ICOMOS guldance) to considering the

« perceptible visual and aural effects’ of the developmenton the OUV of the WHS

and Is not concerned with welghing the balance of these @ effacts with other

Tfactors. Nonetheless, if it Is considered relevant to the aS'seSsment‘ the term

ZT'public benefif used here needs explanation. .. F . d - e—

15

*N& referenté 1s‘i’ﬁ'ade in the HIA to the draft revised NPPF, ﬁubllshéd By ¥ FIFICLG
on 05 March 2018 for consultation (the consultation period ended on 10 May)

—*vawgcpm:;wmtsm yet hatlonal poffcy, TIeages:t

. -ZWHS ‘not

- current direction of travel with regard to protection of the historic, enyjronment

B In partlcula?‘ it places an increased emphasis on conserving the significance of
h oﬁﬁsctlon 16: -

| iz the existing-NRPF, The new- ozpening BEra

il

erving and enhancing the historic enironment (pa 'S . n
_Heritage assats range from sites and buildings of local hiétoric value, t6 those of

=thé highest Elgnificance, such as Worid Heritage Sites w'Ech are Internationally

irrecognlsed to be of Outstanding Universal Value. Theseiassets are an

-Irreplaceable resource and should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their
slgnificance, so that they can be enjoyed for thelr contribution to the quality of
life of existing and future generations.' This at last recognises the UK
government’s obligations under the Word Herltage Conventlon, which the
government ratified long ago, and domesticates them Into national policy,
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16. The revised NPPF goes on to say (para 189) that, 'When considering the impact
of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset,
great weight should be given to the asset's conservation, irrespective of the
degree of potential harm to Its significance (emphasis added). The more
Important the asset, the greater the welght should be.’ In other words, less than
substantial harm to a heritage asset of the highest slgnificance, such as a WHS,
does not mean that less than great weight can be given to ensuring the asset’s
conservation, or that the effect on the asset’s significance can be assumed to be
negligible, This reflects recent Judicial Interpretations (case law) of the current
NPPF, but that does not make it any the less welcome.

Impact Assessment Methodology
17.  Under this sub-heading, para 4.8 explains how the HIA methodology conforms

with the requirements of the EIA Regulations and uses the terminology of the
latter, because the HIA contributes to the full Townscape and Visual Built
Heritage Assessment in the EIA. It is stated that the HIA also takes account of
the ICOMOS guidance in assessing impact on the WHS, although it is
acknowledged that the latter uses different methodology focused on OUV and
Its attributes.

18. The adaptation of the ICOMOQOS guidance on evaluating impact (Section 5) to
meet the EIA requirements has resulted In three composite tables developed by
the Tavarnor Consultancy: the first (table 4.1) sets out the existing value and
sensitivity to change of different elements of the historic environment; the
second (table 4.2) identifies the potential magnitude of effect; and the third
(table 4.3} quantifies the significance of effect. Historic Royal Palaces does not
disagree with the definitions and criteria set out In these tables, but the variation
in terminology from the ICOMOS guidance makes their interpretation and
application less precise.

Visual Assessment of Views of or from the WHS

19. This section describes the 19 views of or from the WHS that have been
selected for assessment “...in consultation with CoL.” Historic Royal Palaces
was not consulted about the selectlon, but we agree that the range of views
chosen is comprehensive, including the relevant LVMF protected views of the
Tower and the key views Identiﬁed in the Tower of London Local Setting

Study 2010.

'HF"I?' '
X

Heritage Impact Assessment m - wu: - sasopae e e
20. Para 4.20 prqyides a genericmmantﬂygmpeqts and properties of,
setting. The quotation from para 137 of the NBPE in the final sentence,
however, we feel has been taken out of‘tontext This paragraph concerns

i or withiptha setfing-of-- —
. "hefftage assets that.will enhance or bettarreveal thair significance. The full
quotation Is ‘Proposals that | preserve those elements of the setting that make
-8 positive contribition to ore Fovt 7
be treated favourably.' % e

bl P

A4
o
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Assessment of Scale etc. T e

21. Para 4.21 explains that 'The d‘ssessment WIII mclude a qualitative and
quantitative evaluation against each relevant OUV attribute using the
assessment criteria set out in Tables 4-1 to 4-4 which align with the criteria
contained in section 5 of the ICOMOS guidance.’ Para 4.22 sets out
suggested factors that will be taken into account In assessing the magnitude
of the impact of the proposed development on the WHS. Historic Roval
Palaces does not disagree with any of the above, except to note that such an

4
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evaluation is inherently qualitative, involving value-judgement by the
assessor(s)

Evaluation of Overall Impact

22. From thlis point, Historle Royal Palaces finds the complexity of the evaluation
methodology adopted less than clear. We also do not agree with a number
of the statements made in para 4.24 about the scale of effects; for axampile,
'A neutral effact is one where, regardless of the scale of the effect, it has no
qualltative effect.’ It is hard to envisage a very major effect that would have
no qualitative effact on a heritage asseat of exceptional importance. Beneficial
effects are defined as those that contribute to the ‘value’ (not defined) of the
heritage asset and equate to enhancement in NPPF terms. It is suggested
that ‘enhancement’ may be achieved through the Introduction of naw,
positive attributes, but, for a WHS, its critical attributes are those defined in
the agreed Statement of OUV, which relates to cultural heritage value, and
which cannct be added to without reference to the World Heritage
Committee of UNESCO. Enhancement in the context of the OUV of a WHS is
therefore generally achleved by changes which better facilitate people’s
ahility to appreclate those attributaes which carry lts OUV, Nor can we agree
that 'good deslgn’ alone can ‘reduce or remove potential adverse effects’ that
may result from the scale, mass or proximity of a proposed develapment,

Cumulative Assessment

23, It is accepted that schemes currently under construction and consented
proposals will affect the current setting of the WHS and should be taken Into
account in assessing the Impact of the proposed development.

5 Site History and Description

24. Historic Royal Palaces has no commaents to make on this section, the text of
which was agreed as part of the scoping brief for the HIA.

6 Description of Development Proposed

25. We have no comments on this section, except to note that para 6.2 confirms
that ‘..the tower's southern face would be inclined away from Leadenhaill
Strae’tﬁeduca the visua! Impact on views of St Paui's from Figet Street’, but
is silent about the adverse visual impact on the ‘!‘oWer of London that would
resultjmm the bullding’s orlentation. E

*7 As’sh‘é‘éﬁ‘iiﬁ!hﬁa Evaluation of Impact

T w2t PR TINES that 14 glews of or frony {he WHSTIEVE beungagtedfor - -

_detajled assessment and agreed with the City of London (5 of the original 19
views havmg been discarded because the develdpment was tiot visible in

i- It Is.stated that-the effects of the complated-develop:
"divect, permanent and 1png-term. Vi wW,rererent

whtch are adop’ced below, are as used in the To@scape and. V:kua! and Buﬂt

“Heritage Assessment, Volume 3 of the ES,'and a® nol sequential.
E 4

View 08: LVMF [0A.1 River Prospect from Tower Bridge upstream

27. This view !s from the north bastion of Tower Bridge looking north-west
towards and beyond the Tower of London. The LVMF SFG comments about
the view (para 182): 'The location enables the fine detaif and the layers of
history of the Tower of London to be readily understood. This understanding
and appreciation Is enhanced by the free sky space around the White Tower.
Where it has been compromised its visual dominance has been devalued.’

5
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28,

29,

30.

31,

Also, that: ‘The Monument in the centre of the view. 30 St Mary Axe (‘'The
Gherkin’) is prominent iIn its relationship with the Tower of London.’

it should be borne in mind that the LVMF SPG was published in March 2012,
when the view north-west from Tower Bridge looked dramatically different,
as the photographs show. The Gherkin was then the most signlficant
structure on the eastern side of the Cluster, rising behind the Port of London
Authority building, its cylindrical shape curving away from the White Tower.

The LVMF Visual Management Guidance for this view states {para 183). ‘The
Tower of London should not be dorninated by new development close to Jt’
The guidance relating to the background of the views {paras 186 and 187) Iis
quoted in the HIA, but it is worth restating the beginning of para 186: ‘Views
from this place include the relationship belween the Tower of London and the
City in the background. It Is Important that the background of the landmark in
these views fs managed sensitively and should not compromise a viewer’s
abllity to appreciate the Outstanding Universal Value of the World Heritage
Site.” Para 186 anticipates that that the cluster of tall bulldings in the City will
be ‘consolidated’, without suggesting what form this might take. The authors
of the LVMF almost certainly could not have anticipated the rapid growth
and densification of the Cluster over the past five years, with its tallest point
{1 Undershaft, raplacing the much smaller Aviva building) now relatively close
to the Tower.

The propesed development would largely obscure the Gherkin in this view
and risa to a significantly greater height. Unlike the Gherkin, its flat-topped
profile {as seen from this angle) does not curve away from the Tower
towards 1 Undershaft, but rather juts out eastwards into the open sky-space
around the White Tower. Due to perspactive the horizontal top of the
building appears to rise upwards towards the Tower, creating an overbearing
visual effect. A natural, calm profile for this side of the Cluster, however,
would seem to be a continuation of the curve of the eastern side of the
Gherkin towards the top of the consented proposal for 1 Undershaft. Historic
Royal Palaces believed that this profile had been agread in princlple with the
City as the extent of_the Cluster envelope to the east. Clearly, it would be
both breached and gompromised hyi.the proposed Leadenhall Street.
development, as illugtrated in the graphic image included at Appendix D.

HRP agrees with thgéessment;jﬁéia;-lm that the magnitucdle of chaége in o«
this view would be fajar; and'that.the. sr,gmﬁcance of likely cumulative effect... .

L e L

would be very major, but we cannot agree that the outcome would be —

'beneficial’._In our view, it would'be harmful to the western setting of the

i
i

" Towerof-:ondon as= result: cﬂﬂwﬂéﬁmdvdevelwﬁment’s intrusioa-into the‘iﬁ ﬂﬁ&c g :."
open sky around the-White Towerand-visual-dominance of the WHS, the tal! - ;

vertical form confrontlng rather than deferrlng to the Tower

32.

These 3 wews are coasldered together, since they form a single panoramic
sequence of views of the'setting of the Tower of London WHS as seen from

the south bank of th& river. The panorama extends from Tower Bridge to the ™

east to encompass the Eastern Cluster in the City to the west, Whilst the
three viewing positions provide a framework for assessment, they are in
effect artificlat: in reality, the view is kinetic, the panorama changing and
shifting as the observer moves from one position to the next.

6
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33, View 18 (LVMF view 25A.1) is the stralght-on view across the river from the
central assessment point (from the foot of the pathway from Potter's Fields).
View 19 (LVMF view 25A.2) Is the assessment point to the west (left) of 25A.1
{in front of the public terraces); while view 20 (LVMF view 25A.3) is the
assessment polnt to the east (right) of 23A.1 (from close to Tower Bridge).
The LVMF SPG describes the three assessment points as follows (para 409):
*They provide good views of the Towsr of London and the relatively clear [In
2012] background setting of the White Tower, In particular. A Protected Vista
Is Included from Assessment Point 25A.1 and a Protected Silhouette is applied
to the White Tower between Assessment Points 25A.2 and 25A.3',

34, The SPG goes on to note (para 411) that: 'The modern city Is the central
characteristic of this view. it includes a rich variety of landmark elements such
as 30 St Mary Axe, Tower 42, Heron Tower, the former Port of London
Authority building, the Norman White Tower and the Victorian Towaer Bridge.
The Tower of London was bullt to dominate the City, and te control the river
at its entrance. The City has now grown to encompass the World Heritage
Site, the latter retalning only its essential historical reiationship with the river
and a clear backdrop silhouette to the White Tower from the south-west.

35. The City bulildings Identified in 2012 wera all comparatively modest, the
tallest being 30 St Mary Axe (the Gherkin). It would therefore not be
unreasonable to say that, in 2018, the City Is fast overwhelming the WHS. The
relative dominance of the White Tower has been diminished by the Increasing
scale and proximity of the Eastarn Cluster encroaching on its western setting,
In Historic Royal Palaces' view, tha proposad Leadenhall Street development,
rather than 'consolidating’ the shape of the emerging Cluster as clalmed In
the HiA, would appear to invite the possibllity of the Cluster extending
further east, sloping down from the tall, horizontal eastern "shoulder it

provides in answer 22 Bishopsgate to tha west of 1 Undershaft.

36. The SPG Visual Management Guidance for these views states that: ‘New
| development in the setting of the Tower of London should be of appropriate
helght, scale, massing and materials. fts relationship to other buildings In the
view and the quality of design Is of particular importance... (para 414); New
~~development should respect the setting-of the Tower of.London and should
not dominate the World Heritage Site - gspecially the White Tower (para 415);
. and From all Assessment Points, the Wqild Heritage Site should continue to
"""'aan‘jinate its surroundings. It is particuldtly Iimportant tHiatany new
LT +. ugevaelopment relates positively to the White:Toweri{para418). It Is Historlc
. . Royal Palaces’ view that tha proposed development falls to comply with this
- __._k__gl.udanca and therefore does harm to the setting of the WHS by further____
t e difRmER NG 1tEhistorical dominthce, esp‘&'t:la'ﬂy thﬁﬂﬂﬁh& Wﬁlt’@Toweﬁ' i@
| 37, The three LVMF views 25A.1-3 1Ilustrated_ln the HIA sth only the western
o ol SR Rl ofeach LVUME compesitesiew, takilg ket the Tower—-
i @ aE g focus of the view not the whole pBinarams, ad Hierstrated in the actual
Lo LVMF SPG document (the LVMF panorafas are-repigiuced n Appendix A
for ease of reference). The western edgfof the White Tower Is only just
visible In the views. In Historlc Royal Palaces’ opinion, the dominance of the
emerging Cluster, and of 100 Leadenhall"Strest in particular, on the wider
setting of the Tower Is therefore not adequately portrayed. The HIA
assessment of likely visual effect concentrates solely on the sky-space
between the White Tower and the Eastern Cluster, but does not consider the
impact on the overall setting of the Tower as seen In the LVMF panoramas
from the Quean's Walk. In this wider setting, the extent to which the historic
dominance of the White Tower would be further diminished by the addition

7
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of the proposed development to the Eastern Cluster can be fully appreciated.
The Tower ensemble would appear reduced In scale by the ever-growing
group of towering buildings next to it, which would command the skyline, the
contrast emphasised by the tall vertical cliff face that the Cluster, with the
addition of the proposed building, would present towards the Tower. It would
have an overbearing effect. An additional composite graphic is included at
Appendix B, to illustrate this point. We acknowledge that this is not
technically accurate, due to differing viewpoints, but we believe it provides a
reasonable indication of the visual impact of the proposed development on
the LVMF protected view and wider panorama.
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38, In summary, Historic Royal Palaces agrees with the HIA assessment of
magnitudie of change as major in the three views, but disagrees with the
assessment of the significance of likely effect as beneficial in each case. In our
opinion, the likely effect would be extremely visually intrusive and ‘adverse’,
for the reasons set out above. A further graphic illustrating or point is
included at Appendix C.

Views 26, 27 and 28 Views looking north-west from the inner Ward

39. In view 26 (from the centre of the Inner Ward), the proposed development
appears to rise out of the roof of the grade 1 listed Chapel Royal of St Peter
ad Vincula, to the east (right) of 1 Undershaft in the cumulative image, its
helght exaggerated from this angle by perspective. For the same reason, the
hotizontal profile of the top of the development appears to slope upwards
away from the main Cluster. The rendering of this view is also based on a
summer-time photograph, so that the faintly rendered representation of the
proposed development is barely discernible agalnst the blue sky, behind an
existing tree of sorme age (and possibly limited life expectancy) in leaf. We
do not consider that this a realistic representation of its likely visual impact.

40, Similar cormments apply to view 27 (from the southern side of the Inner
Ward), except here the base photograph was obviously taken in late autumn,
with the trees largely bare of leaves. Due to the angle of the view, the
proposed development appears (In the cumulative image) slightly detached
from the body of the Cluster and almost as a separate element. It is clearly
visible, towg;_ng_lntruswely above the roof of the Beauchamp Tower and
adjolnlng Georgian buildings, with its horlzontal top apparently (due fe |ts
orientationyE&loping upwards’into the clear sky. The HIA assesses thet™ -
maghitude 8Echange.as ‘majok, but the significance of the (cumulati@ G
effact as ‘neutral’.. Historic Royal Palaces cannot agree that the effect of this
major visualTntruslon In tﬁe \7T"§'v “Butward from the Inrigr Watd is netm'al" ‘

R

] AL View 28 (ffom: iR WAl Walk, Bastpf the Deverdux Tower) ShoWs: . ... e
- . the proposed. dgvelopmem;at Its.closest to the Tower. In this view, thg - e
proposed néw tower prédents a broad, slightly curved face to the obs‘érver
PP o yithi gushel gBt-exacger -By-perspective almost to that of TUndershaft—- =" - =
T*Thé apparegklipward sipRe.sastwards of the horizontal, tap. (a5 a rési ¢ 1’____; - "____
‘both perspe‘c'rtwe and orightation) leaves the Cluster looking. incomplete, ™.
rathei'than Tonsolidateds n our view, and seems t& suggest the possib |I|_ty
that the ovegall Cluster could continue upwards and eastwards. The poposed
development juts intrusively into the open sky in this view, breaching what
would seem to be a natural deferential profile of the eastern side of the
Cluster, as illustrated in the graphic at Appendix D, and which Historic Royal
Palaces believed had been agreed.

42, Historic Royal Palaces agrees with the HIA assessment of magnitude of
change as major in each of these views, but disagrees with the assessment of

8
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the significance of likely effect as neutral (views 26 and 27) and beneficial
(view 30). In our opinion, the likely effect in each case would be visually
intrusive and 'adverse’, for the reasons set out above.

Views 29, 30 and 31 Local Setting Study 2010 key views 2, 4 and 5

43. These views all look north-west towards the proposed development. View 29
is from the northern Wall Walk (Local Seiting Study view 2), view 30 is from
the Inner Curtain Wall south (Local Setting Study view 4); and view 31 is from
the Byward Tower entrance to the Tower (Local Setting Study view 5),
Comments similar to those set out above in relation to view 28 generally
apply to these views, which therefore have not been detailed individually. We
would, however, note that the rendering of the proposed development In
view 31 appears over favourable: it seems highly unlikely to us that
environmental conditions could result In the horizontal top of the building
effactively disappearing into the sky, as shown. Overall, Historlc Royal
Palaces agrees with the HIA assessment of magnitude of change as major in
each view, but disagrees with the assessment of the significance of likely
effect as beneficial. In our opinion, the likely effect in each case would be
visually intrusive and ‘adverse’,

Effects on the Relevant Attributes of OUV of the Tower of London World Heritage

Site

44, This section of the HIA seeks to identify and evaluate the effect of the
proposed development on the relevant attributes of OUV of the WHS (the full
range of seven attributes having been set out in Section 5). We agree that
the likely effects will primarily be direct visual effects on the setting of the
WHS (para 7.5). We do not disagree with the Identification In para 7.6 of the
attributes of OUV most likely to be affected and which are therefore relevant
to assessment, but feel that the detalled assessment of the Individual
components of three of the attributes of OUV alone does not fully reflect the
holistic approach to assessment advocated In the ICOMOS guidance, The HIA
assessment of the three identified attributes is considered below.

An internationally farnous monurment

45, Para 7.7 of the HIA opens this section by considering the likely visual effects
of the proposed development ofi the physical form and visuat dominance of
the White Tower from within the Inner Ward. The 'visual dominance’ of the
White Tower, a key component.of this attribute of OUV, is usually understood
to relate to its historical siting aBd physicat settingbeing symbolic of its
..dual,role of providing protectign for the Gty through lts defensive structyre
and the provision of a garrison,. and of also controﬂmg the citizens by the
same means. The Tower iiterally ‘towered’ oVer its surroundings until the 19th _

Wﬁ“—rcerituny (SOUV 201W): Gonslderimg the-effewniathﬁ-dweiopment onthis -~ -

-particular attrlbute from within the inner Warg-is unusual, but existing and

.FepthuPch Street).certalnly do)iakesa slanl
Ward with its !.un/que sense of.atage_sgtﬂmﬂ_n:zm_me_modern_omoutsfde
its walls' (Local Setting Study 20%0), from which few buildings outside the
Tower were visible untll compardtively recently. The proposed development
would clearly add to and Increase the visual Intrusion of the Cluster into the
Inner Ward, further and adversely shifting the balance between the Tower
and the Cluster,

46. As noted In our comments on the H!A assessment of key views, we do not

agroe with the statement In para 7.7 (which is repeated frequently
throughout the document) that the proposed development would

9
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‘consolidate’ the form of the Eastern Cluster as seen in views 26, 27 and 28,
looking north-west out of the Inner Ward. Indeed, it is acknowledged in this
para that "..the effect on the setting of the Inner Ward is not considered to
be beneficial.” Historic Royal Palaces conslders that, as a resuit of its form
and orfentation, as well as its considerable height, the proposed development
would open up the Cluster on the eastern side, rather than consolidating its
overall shape. It does not seem realistic to us that the eastern side of the
Cluster would end with the high, vertical cliff that would result from the
construction of the proposed development, in complete contrast to the
westarn side of the Cluster, the ‘profile’ of which slopes away at a gradual
angle towards 20 Fenchurch Street.

47. In our view, rather than consolidating the form of the Cluster, the addition of
the proposed development on the eastern side would, because of its height
and design, invite further development in the space between the Cluster and
the White Tower, in order to amellorate the vertical wall effect that the
construction of the proposed development would create. Rather than
consolidating the overali shape of the cluster, the addition of the proposed
building would result in an unresolved shape.

48, The architects’ Design and Access Statement indicates that the shaplng of
the Cluster was considered principally from the west. Section 2.5 notes,
‘When the proposed and approved towers are considered, an axis of height
emerges with 1 Undershaft at its peak. There is an opportunity to shape the
skyline to consolidate the Cluster and sculpt its form to step down towards
the river [due south] and to St Paul's [to the west]'. This consideration does
not extend to the Cluster’s relationship to the WHS. The proposed
development clearly does not ‘consolidate’ the shape of the Cluster in views
of and from the Tower from the south-west. The Insistence in the HIA that it
does so therefore seems to us to be mistaken.

49, Para 7.8 focuses on the views of the Tower from the Queen’s Walk, LVMF
SPG assessment points 25A.1-3, quoting from para 411 of the LVMF guidance
that ‘[The Tower of London was bullt to dominate the City, and to control the
river at its entrance.] The City has now grown to encompass the World
Heritage Site, the latter retammg only its essential historical rela tionsh:p w:th
the 'ﬁ"ver and a clear backdrop sithouette to the White Tower ffom the south-"
wesE' The LVMF was wntten in 2012, when the Gherkin (30 S{‘!Malfy Axe) was’
the'ﬁllést building
reproduced in Apggndlx C show, The picture looks very different now-asa ) s o
resulf of the rapld orowth in overall helght and ‘density of the Cludter, asthe =
views in the HIA*show

e emerging.Cluster, as the LVMF panqzamas " ﬂ.‘,i.,,..‘._.,

50 Hlstm‘thROVaLPa.la_er agrees wlth th_g subsequent point that tn;a gropose,cl__, T
devélopinent wolild not affect the visual separation of the siltibugtte of thé
WhissTawar. -Weds not agree, however, that it followsthat-tie=The White—
Towag Wolld cangnite to.dominate its Surroundings.., or thatsghe tnogern.

. high=Hsé commer2ial character of the setting of the western e‘dgé of the WHS‘
woull ba préserv&d.” This is to confuse ‘separation”and”domigknce’. The =
phystcal distance separating the White Tower from the eastern.side of the -
Cluster may remain unchanged, but the significant increase inthe height and
density of the Cluster (since 2012) dramatically changes its scale and
therefore its visual relationship with the Tower. The proposed development
would be the closest building to the White Tower and the second tallest. The
former dominance of the White Tower has already been diminished by the
height of 1 Undershaft and 22 Bishopsgate and the consequent shift of the
highest point of the Cluster (now 1 Undershaft) closer to the Tower, The
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proposal forl00 Laadenhall Street would increase that over-bearing effect by
*balancing' the shouldsr created by 22 Bishopsgate on the western side. The
overall effect would, in cur view, be harmful to both the setting of the WHS
and the iconic character of the White Tower by further diminishing Its historic
dominance over its surroundings and through creating a near-vertical edge to
the Cluster, which would set up a confrontatlonal relationship with the
physically much smaller White Tower.

Landmark siting

51. We agree, as stated in para 7.10, that tha strategic physical relationship of the
Tower of London to the River Thames remains clear, particularly when
viewed from Tower Bridge, but disagree that the same ¢an be sald of ...its
close relationship to the centre of the city’, as wa have explained above. Nor,
for the same reasons, can we agree that key views of the Tower upstream
(LVMF 10A.1}, across {(LVMF 25A.1-3) and from the river would ‘...be
unharmed’. We have already disagreed strongly with the HIA’s statement,
repeated again in para 7.1, that the proposed development would
‘consolidate’ the form of the Eastern Cluster; and have explained that, whilst
the physical gap between the Towar and the Cluster would not be reduced,
the increasing helght of the Cluster bulldings, to which the proposed
development would significantly add on the eastern slde, would result in a
significantly changed, confrontational relationship between the east side of
the Cluster and the Tower. We conslder that this would be adverse and that
the historic visual dominance of the White Tower over Its surroundings would
be furthar diminishad/eroded.

Physical dominance of the White Tower

52. Paras 7.13 and 7.14 of the HIA largely repeat what has already been said about
the likely visual impact of the proposed development on the previous two
attributes. Our comments on the outcomes of the assessments and the
conclusions reached are therefore the same.

Evaluation of the overall impact of the proposed changes

53. We agree with the opening statement In para 7.15 that, “The change to the
setting of the WHS caused by the proposed development would be
noticeable... bacause it would increase the scale, Including the helght, of the
Cluster on its eastern edge &nd make a fioticeable change to the existing
Cluster form. Because the sensitivity to change of the WHS is very high, the
significance of the chand® is increased fo major [from moderate].’ We do not
agree that the proposed development would ‘consolidate the emerging form
and identity of the City'§Eastern Clustbr-fira way that would resolve its
relationship with the Tower, or that Its clalhed ‘exceptional architectural

spauality’ would rypﬂgate—t@wual—tmgﬁngg;erall hgjght and form,. ;——-

54. For the reasons already rehearsed, Historic Royaf Palaces strangly disagrees
— .-with the final conclusionof the HIA that;"Although there would be change to
here o NS Io o refavant attiutes o

its OUV, and the changeio the settlng o1’the WHSi is therefore judged overall
— 10 be nslthar harmful naﬁben‘éﬂcfal—bat‘n'eutral -

55. Our own conclusion of the HIA assessment process is as follows:

Sensitivity to change: very high

Magnitude of change to setting: high

Slignificance of likely effect on setting: major, adverse

Significance of likely effect on relevant attributes of OUV: moderate/high
adverse

n
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E stakeholders.io "..respond positively in concept, scal@and. mass; to.ih

Table 7-1: Summary of visual assessment {page 82)

For the reasons already set out, we do not agree that the significance of any
of the likely effects would be 'beneficial', or that any of the likely cumulative
effects would be ‘neutral’,

Table 7-1: Summary of effects on the relevant attributes of OUV (page 83)
Similarly, for the reasons already set out, we do not agree with some of the
assessments of tha ‘effact [of the proposed development] on component’ [of
OUV], specifically that:

Thea effact on the physical form and visual dominance of the White
Tower would be ‘negligible’: we conslder it would be ‘moderate/major’;
The effect on the Tower's relationship with the City would be
'negligible”: we consider it would be ‘major’;

The effect on key views of the Tower up, down, across and from the
river would be ‘negligible’: we consider It would be ‘moderate/major

according to the view.
8 Mitigation

56. Para 8.1 of the HIA Is not entirely clear, but appears to state that the
proposed development has been adapted and modified during the design
development ‘..to take account of heritage constraints and opportunities’;
and that ‘Likely adverse effects..are avoided by the submitted design for the
proposed development’, without further explanation. Histaric Royal Palaces
understands that the orlginal form and alignment of the bullding were
modified during the design process to avoid encroachment on the protected
view of St Paul's Cathedral frormn Fleet Street. This has been to the detriment
of the Tower of London, unfortunately, to which the proposed davelopmant
how presents its broadest profile, As no likely adverse effects on the WHS
are acknowledged in the HIA, no additional mitigation was considered
necessary by the applicants.

g Summary and Conclusions

15'77"."”I5ara 9.1 of the HIA states that the proposed development has been carefully
T "desigried throligh a process of pre-application consul‘!htlon with -

Tower of “gndon WHS.' Historic Royal Palaces was not mvolved En these

_" stakehoner'E‘Eﬁ"suItatlons (BY the time the schieme wiEs p?'esented EB‘UE‘“fhe

demgn w_'as in- ;ts fmarlrf'orm) and we cannot agree tha_t_ the deslgn responds

o developrn_p_nfc would haver an elegant and distlnctlve,glgpder._ tpggr_mg form

and would be a buiiding of exceptional architectural gliality.’ The ?lénder.
ci-of its-form isangled towardS“thE City OWE YS!, anS 5
e Iherefore.nok evident In VIeWs OF or from Lhe. 1 Ok 6Wer.’(%ﬁ i
= ‘bu:ldmg t‘urns Its broader face and horizontal skyline ptofile.
. e = R
58, lt is also stated that all Ilkely adverse effects on the Tower of London “..have
been mitigated by design..such that the propoesed development would not
cause harm to the setting or relevant attributes of OUV of the Tower of
London WHS.' This clalm, with which Historic Royal Palaces cannot agree, is
based on a series of essentially detailled value judgements of the visual
impact on attributes of OUYV, the conclusions of which are questionable,
Whatever mitigation may have been applied during the development of the
design of the proposed development, the final proposal, in our opinion, still
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Historic Royal Palac

causes harm to the setting of the WHS, for the reasons we have detailed
above, but principally because of Its height, form and orientation in such
close proximity to the WHS, at the eastern edge of the Cluster.

Para 9.2 acknowledges that ‘The Proposed Deveiopment would have a ‘very
major effect on the LVMF view [10A.1] upstream from Tower Bridge, due to
Its proximity to the viewing position and the allgnment of the proposed
developmant In relation to the WHS', yet still clalms that ‘..the existing visual
separation between the City's Eastern Cluster and the White Tower would be
praserved..' Tha effects of the proposed development on the kinstic
sequence of LYMF views from the Quean’s Walk Is recognised as belng
'major’, yet it Is stated that, because the sllhouette of the White Tower would
not be affected, and the physical gap between the Tower and the eastern
side of the Eastern Cluster would not be reduced, the ‘..effects in all the views
would be beneficial in all cases thanks to the proposed davelopment’s role in
consolldating of the City’s Eastern cluster which, as an entity, forms an
important characterising element of the panoramic river views as a whole.'

We have already made clear in our preceding comments that Historlc Royal
Palaces does not agree that the proposed development would 'consolidate
the Easter Cluster’ In a manner appropriate to Its relatlonship to the Tower
and have explained why. The frequent assartions in the HIA that the
relatlonship of the Cluster to the Tower will not be changed because the
physical gap between the edge of the Cluster (presently defined by the
Gherkin) would not be reduced takes no account of the change of scale of
the edge of the Cluster that would result from the proposed davelopment.
The gap may remain the same, but the relationship with the WHS changes to
one of increased visual dominance and confrontation by the Cluster, We
must therefore strongly disagree with the concluding sentence of para 9.2 of
tha HIA that, 'As the views demonstrate, the proposed davelopment would
not [...] have an adverse impact on Its skyline as viewed from the river, and
would therefore preserve those aspects of the wider setting that contribute
to the integrity of the WHS.’

Nor can we agree with the HIA’s concluding statement In para 9.6 that, 'The
likely long-term significant effects of the completed proposed development
on the setting of'fie Tower of L8Ridon WHS wouid be major, neutral, with™ ™
negligible effecton the elements of setting that contribute to the relevante
attributes of OUS~of the WHS,' We consider, and have demonstrated, thafthe
long-term significant effects wolld not be ‘negligible’, but ‘major, and T

adverse’ rather fhan*néutial’~ A5 thia-draft revised NPPF makes clear, whe‘ﬁ* 2.

the impact of a proposed devslopifient on the significance of a designated
heritage-msset-is d
asset’s conservat tion; lrrespec ive of t 'e_gegree of potential harm to its
significance.’ In ether words;-any degree of harm to a deslgnated herltage~
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APPENDIX A

LVMF PANCRAMAS FROM THE QUEEN’'S WALK (2012)

100m

Parmmu from Asseﬂmt Folnt—ZSA.z 'I’he Queen s Walk at Ci t! Hall - In front of the publl: terrace&---n vt o e

[-20*

—_ e———

60" B 1= +20° 607
Panorama from Assessment Polnt 25A.3 The Queen’s Walk at City Hall — close to Tower Bridge
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APPENDIX B
LVMF VIEW 25A.1, EMERGING CLUSTER IMPOSED

e
_...1.._-.’.! o Fatens Vol

‘ = B

Panorama from Assessment Point 25A.1 The Queen's Walk at City Hall - foot of pathway from Potter's Flelds

The emerging Cluster approxirnately superimposed on the LVMF panorama; the relationship
between the Tower of London and the Gherkin Is correct, but the Cluster Is stretched slightly

to the west compared to the base image
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25 May 2018

Ms Bhakti Depala
Department of the Bullt Environment

City of London Corporation
PO Box 270

Guildhall

LONDON EC2P 2EJ

Dear Ms Depala,
100 LEADENHALL STREET, LONDON, EC3A 3BP, 18/00152/FULEIA

Further to a review of the application noted above and meetings with the
applicant | write on behalf of the Chapter of the Cathedral Church of St Paul
in London, referred to hereinafter as the Cathedral, regarding the
application for demolition of the existing bulldings and construction of a
ground plus 56 storey building with associated works to the public realm at
the above address.

The Cathedral wishes to register its strong objection to the proposed
scheme which objection centres around the impact on the view of St Paul’s
via Fleet Street and Ludgate Hill.

Process:

We wish to register the followingconcerns:-

b

g A

e St Paul’s Cathedral was le led by both;uy and Historlc England
'that there was pendlng applicatlon under p::e-appllcatlon

discussion whlchmuwaﬁeetxhdﬁamtmgwrbut was-not—
"permltted to see the progpﬂs due to-commercial conf‘ dentlallty
Both Hlstonc England an‘a‘the Clty gave formatlve and strong pre-

B NAIETEARL

'wlthout mpu_t from St Pé'ﬁ' s"’T he applleanf-‘d]&’ not consult st Paul's
at this early stage‘desp_gbemg advisedTodo 50, By this point, the
die was cast, without an\fpub!lc accountablllty This procedural
imbalance Is wrong.

e Having received written advice from HE, the Applicant did
eventually consult S5t Paul’s, At that meeting we made clear
representations about the technical evaluation process on harms

CAROE

ARCHITECTURE

Surveyor to the
Fabric

The Chapter House
St Paul’s Cathedral
St Paul’s Churchyard
London ECAM S8AD

Tel: 020-7246-8372

07919 300443
Web: www.caroe.com

and benefits, the desire to see appraisals of ‘no harm’ options, and Caroe Architecture Ltd. Is a
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we communicated our evaluation of the very high significance of
the Fleet Street view, and conveyed our considerable concerns on
the Impact and harm of the proposal at that meeting. However our
representations have resulted in no substantive amendment to the
harmful impact on the Fleet Street view in the scheme as submitted
for consent.
¢ In our view Historic England’s pre-application advice, on which the
applicant has placed considerable reliance and, indeed, was clearly
very pleased to recelve, Is flawed. In our opinion Historic England
{HE) does not follow the methods of impact evaluation set out in its
own policy guidance. We argue in this response that neither HE nor
the applicant has attempted to fully understand the special nature
of the unfolding Fleet Street view and thus does not adequately
recognise the full significance of the ‘history in this view’. Their
understanding does not extend to a full appreclation of how the
prominence and dominance of the Cathedral’s outline changes and
evolves In an ever-changing kinetic view. In its advice HE has taken a
too narrow line on the historlcal connection London citizens have to
this Fleet Street route: there is not sufficient recognition of place,
and how the reading of sense of place is manifest and understood.
e We also do not feel that there has been adequate evaluation of the
_relative harms and public benefits. There is noig!i_g_ and agreed
methodology for weighting the harm for Londg'n Citizens on the
- Fleet Street view and the /imited benefit, for aﬁmfted number of
) people who would access the publlc viewing gallery, whlch the '__ -
) i app[lcatlon offers as a counter-welght to the evldent publlc harm o

Such a methodology would be sub]ent_tenuhllc_cnnaulraﬂnn_mhjm,____

<1
-y

B

A me de\feﬁopers and decision makers e -' N

— - Mdtan mA s
-

° We do not understand why the GLA makes no Féference to the
cal Plah.And SPG pnlu:tes relatmgmzjgu 5D 1

E ani ‘*’EHV""T& the applicant. : e Rl

Objection:

The applicant’s proposal demonstrably does not comply with the City's
Adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance: Protected Views: Paragraph
2.18 which Is guite clear on this matter:

Surveyor to the Fabric
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2.18 In some of the views protected by St Paul’s Heights tall buildings can be
seen in juxtaposition to the Cathedrol, compromising its dominance of the
skyline. The relationship of tall buildings to the Cathedral varies with the
viewpoint. In some cases tall bulldings can be seen behind the dome or
western towers so that their outlines are impaired. From other viewpoints
tall buildings appear above the roof of the Cathedral or crowd close to the
Cathedral on the skyline. Views are compromised In these ways from the
following locations: the south bank between New Globe Walk and Gabrlel’s
Wharf, and adjacent to Waterloo Bridge; and from the Millennium Bridge,
Blackfriars Bridge, the southern part of Waterloo Bridge, Hungerford Bridge,
and from Fleet Street. Within these views, new development and the
redevelopment of existing tall bulldings should aim not to worsen and,
where possible, to improve the backdrop to the views.

Correcting the Understanding and Significance of this view:

In order to more fully explain our strong insistence that the significance of

the Fleet Street view can and must be recognised as one of the highest and
most potent in London, we need to further express what is being missed in
the applicant’s understanding of the view.

The Fleet Street view is not just an intrinsic aspect of Wren's intention and

design; nor is it only a potent hlstorlcal processmnal route between the

Square Mile and the Clllgf Westmlnster ThIs is not only about history

{ancient and modern) @s route has a Ilvmglegacy This is the view that =

every monarch sees, when assertmg_hts_ s or her | power over the City, claiming

" st Paul'§ as thir churciiandseat of the faithhey are sworh to defend” This ™~

o . Iswhere everyone who has lined the’3tréets on days of national celebration
*""'_"‘_ﬁ *or mourning Have seen ghdthdersTOS oW tonddn is Grdé&red. If you weie. ™,

“at Churchill’s or Lady Thatcher's fune“Wou had this image of London In

—zyour mind, searedin thedle ____e_bmm @Mﬁason simmorta{-phot _glap__JM
~and you retognlsed thlsﬁrther\new e - :

The reason the Cathedraj_fsells biscuit ters =an_(_'i’other merchandise with the
view up Ludgate Hill prominently featuring in.its own shop, to people from
all round the world who have no deep knowledge of the history and
national culture in this view, is because the view has universal recognition.
This Is the view which represented the motivating spirit of the British
Empire, and which shows how the City of London mediates between our

identity as a nation with a Christian and ethical heritage, and as the Caroe Architecture Ltd. s a
company limited by guarantee,

ragistered In England & Wales:

Sutr:vevor to the Fﬂ:’ric registered number 06927269
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commercial driver and heart of our natlonal economy. This Is not ‘just’ a
view. This view, and protecting it, shows us as a clvilised, cultured and
independeni-minded society that respects our past whilst also living in the
exciting and challenging reality of the present.

Declsion making and evaluation of harm:

We have sought to concisely explain above why we feel that the applicant’s
understanding of the view is flawed. Without an adequate understanding
the evaluation of signiflcance is too easily downplayed — and thus the
applicant chooses to argue that the harm to the view is ‘only slight’. On
behalf of London cltizens, we fundamentally disagree. The continuing
encroachment on the sky-space around the dome of the cathedral should
not be eroded further, because the absolute limit of harm was set by 122
Leadenhall (the Cheesegrater). It is not acceptable to further chisel-away at
the setting of the Cathedral dome. Nor Is It acceptable to argue, having set a
line after previous consultations and now contemplating encroaching on it,
that ‘this is the last time there will be a further erosion of the view'.

St Paul’s strongly supports a vibrant and commercially healthy City; no one
should be In any doubt of this. Yet we need to recognise a basic truth that
the values of decislon-makers in any one moment of time will always be
influenced by the context of the moment — thus It feels acceptable to argue

mth:t a ‘little bit of extra harm does not mattertoo much’ We mthat h
.there needs to be recognition of and protectl@ for the unlversal and =
globally recognised value of this Fieet Street vTﬁw, which should not be

e "'f"rther harmed by contingent declsion makmg compromlsmk‘é\?'iluatlons
_and weighting tests. There should be a ‘no harm’ solution which, given the

LR Wﬂﬁﬁmmnd E&ltivity of the aréhitacts and SRgiRRErs, AN AT BenEit

= EN

the unusual and exciting skyllne of the centraﬁall bmldings ‘cluster through
T =I'1pphcz-rt|cm consultatlon, HE or the Clty suff‘ cngthr m5|sted mﬁ'the m—:tessa’ry
—————==and-absotute constraint for this-project—

Summary and Conclusion:

Throughout the pre-application period the Cathedral has been dismayed by
the lack of timely and early consultation. It is entirely unsatisfactory that the
applicant has been working for such a long period on these proposals and,
only when there is a fait-accompli have they come to consult us. We

understand that both the City of London and Historic England told the Caroe Architecture Ltd. is a
company limited by guarantee,
reglstered In England & Wales:

S to the Fabrl
urveyor @ Fabric reglstered number 06927269
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applicant to talk to the Cathedral at an early stage but they did not.
Therefore we find that consultation, whilst friendly and well-meant, was not
really meaningful:
1. We argue the applicant has not adequately researched, understood
and stated the significance of this view. The application should not
therefore be determined without this research, which shouid be
subject to public consultation.
2. Itis not acceptable that, having initially developed a scheme that is
really harmful to the view, the public Is now being asked to accept a
less intrusive but still harmful scheme as a ‘compromise’.
3. Itis not acceptable that there has been no serious presentation or
development of a well developed option to look at a scheme which
would not impact on the view. The applicant cannot claim to have
adequately evaluated the options in accordance with NPPF terms if
there has been no serious consideration and development of a ‘no
harm’ design solution.
4. In our opinion there has been insufficient examination by the
applicant of the history and terms of the debate that led to the
“Cheesegrater line”. The 122 Leadenhall building was consented in
2004, We understand that the City has checked the planning
officer’s report on that application which does not reference the
debate_éxplicitly', but thé lack of an official record does not evidence
_the cofftemporary debate We can imagine there was a hearty ) .
- debate&hen about whatwas an acceptable impact on the Fleet =
“Street View. We w.ould expect that, at the time it was held that ‘this

is the fine, hio futher and everyone agresd to that position.” " -

_ 5 The ‘stalking horse” argument is entirely unacceptable, Just because ———

" there ISiGW an’ 3m‘ lication for 6.8 Blshopsgate'f'oﬁ LT TEReRR ’”ﬂ.ﬁ

- T A — ' ]

) scheme'*that marglnai'hf breaks the 122 Leadenhall line, is nota’ I el
- i mustificgiiondosanotisrbuitding which further.harms the vigw;— )

R whlch‘ﬁlmdv ﬁp tﬁﬂmlh“other wortls, continuetg™

;encroa&mthtrﬂiteadenhalfslwﬂne—‘rﬁ?dearlrewdmces— -

Chapter’s prime argument - ~far sooner than we might have
expected - that every developer and every commercial Interest will
try to chip away at the principle and every marginal harm will be felt
to be ‘not bad enough to say no to’. There has to be a line which is
considered absolute.

Caroe Architecture Ltd. is a
cempany limited by guarantee,
registered In England & Wales:
registered number 06927269
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6. The Clty SPD clearly says 'new development....should aim to not
worsen and, where possible, to Improve the backdrop to views’ This
scheme patently does worsen the view; this is a matter of fact, not
opinion, Therefore policy (which has been subject to public
consultation) should direct the planning committee to refuse this
application.

Yours sincerely,

Surveyor to the Fabric
On behalf of St Paul’s Cathedral Chapter.

cc Annie Hampson OBE. Chief Planning Officer.
John Barradell, Town Clerk and Chlef Executive
Duncan Wilson: Historic England
The Bishop of Londen
Catherine MeGuinness
The Mayor of London

it 4
|

P . Director: _ - Rl
vites v : ——OliverCaroe RIBASAASE: - . - iR
Mark Hammond HIBA 5CA AABC —ens .

Jim Ross oy
Touseer Ahmad
Chris Davis -
Patrica Forero-Senior

Caroe Architecture Ltd, Is a
company limited by guarantee,
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STHELEN"S

BISHOPSGATE
Ms Bhakt! Depala
Department of the Bullt Environment
City of London
PO Box 270
Guitdhall
London
EC2P 2EJ
14 june 2018
Sublect: Planning Application for 100 Leadenhall St (18/00152/FULEIA}
Dear Bhakti
Further to my email to you of 8" March, | now write on behalf of The PCC of St Helen ¥ Bitors Charch Otk
Bishopsgate, which Is responsible for both St Helen Bishopsgate and St Andrew Great St Heea's
Undershaft, to provide comments on the planning application submitted for a pondon
development at 100 Leadenhall St. Representatives from the PCC have been involved
In ongolng discussions with the applicant’s professional team since August 2017. We
have met with representatives from London & Orlental and from DP9 on several
occaslons, as well as with representatives from EOM, WSP and Arup. Our discussions
to date have been constructive and we have enjoyed a good working relatlonship
with the applicant’s team,
The applicant’s design for a development on Its slte Is sizeable, and has the potential Jica

to cause significant disruption to the ministry that takes place at St Andrew
Undershaft, and to impact the bullding significantly. Therefore, we reviewed with care B

the material submitted with the planning application, and shared three principal st-helensst-heleas.org.uk
concerns with the applicant’s team at meetings in 2017: impact of wind changes on

the physlcal fabric of St Andrew Undershaft and St Helen Bishopsgate, nolse from the

site during demolition and construction, and use of the new "pocket park” open space

to the east of St Andrew Undershaft.

W-—.,....I“d Wessive
‘ wwww.st-helens,org.uk

The PCC has recently spent slgnificant sums of money carylng out repalr works to St

Andrew Undershaft due to significant deterloration of the soft stone. We belleve that

the rate of erosion to the stonework has increased In recent years due to changes in

wind speeds and wind directions as a result of the new high rise buildings that have

been constructed in the vicinlty of the church, and due to rain being driven against

the church as a result of these changes in wind speed and direction.

We therefore asked the applicant at our first meeting In September 2017 to consider
the Impact of changes In wind due to the proposed development on the fabric of the
churches of St Andrew Undershaft and St Helen Bishopsgate. The applicant’s ES does
consider the Impact of the development on wind, but only so far as It affect's
pedestrian comfort levels, In March RWDI undertook a study on behalf of the
applicant to assess external pressures acting on the church bulldings as a result of the
development. This study did not comment on the significance {or otherwise} of
changes in external pressures identified by the study and so no opinion was provided
on the Impact on the church bulldings. The applicant has recently commissioned Arup

ST HELEN BISHOPSGATE

Chalty pams =The Parochial Church
Council of the Ecclaslutlcal Parish of
5t Helan, Blishopsgata

REGISTERED CHARITY N,
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to conduct a separate study on this area. We await the outcome of the study with
interest and understand that this will be made available to us before the Planning &
Transportation Committee meet to review the planning application. if the study
shows that there Is no significant impact on either of the two church bulldings then
our concerns In this area will have been resolved.

Nolsg

The applicant’s ES provides Information on predicted noise levels during demolition
and construction. At an early stage we shared with the applicant’s team our concerns
that noise during demolitlon and construction would severely disrupt the ongoing
ministry at St Andrew Undershaft. At the closest point, the church Is less than 1m
from the applicant’s current western fagade. The applicant's acoustic englneers (WSP)
have now confirmed that even with on-site mitigation, the internal nolse levels at the
church would likely be well In excess of the recommended upper boundary target In
BS8233 for a place of worship. The applicant has therefore agreed — subject to all
necessary consents belng obtained In due course — to enclose windows on the
church's east elevatlon, and select windows on the church’s north and south
elevations, In order to provide further mitigation during the works. WSP advise that
this will ensure Internal nolse levels at the church are maintained at an appropriate
level throughout demolition and construction, We have no concerns about
operational nolse levels from the development.

This additional “off-site mitigation” Is subject to final documentatlon In, and signing
of, a written agreement between the PCC and the applicant. We expact this to be
successfully concluded before the end of june.

Pocket Park

The applicant’s design creates a new open space between St Andrew Undershaft and
the site. The applicant has referred to this in their planning application as a *pocket
park”. The PCC recognises that the applicant has sought to enhance the setting of the
church as a heritage asset and is supportive of the Intent to create more space
between the two bulldings, and for this to be a space that people can enjoy.

We understand that the detailed deslgn of this open space, as well as its use and
management, are to be determined through a variety of planning conditlons, and
through planning obligations In a section 106 agreement.

The PCC requests that the following points are addressed in any planning conditions
or sectlon 106 agreement (as appropriate), and would like the opportunity to have
sight of and comment oh the relevant sections of the drafting of a section 106
agreement in due course:

1, Hours of public access to the open space: we understood the applicant
proposes 0600-2100.

2. Arrangements for the applicant to consult with the PCC as details for the
open space are developed..
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3. Submission and approval of hard and soft landscaping street fumiture,
lighting, dralnage and related construction details as they affect the open
space.

4. Design and construction details to take In to account potential for
archaeological remains near St Andrew Undershaft.

5 Restrictions on use of the open space. The PCC recognises this will depend In
part on how the adfacent retall space Is used. The PCC Is not opposed in
principle to tables and chairs for outside dining assoclated with (for example)
an A3 restaurant, providing that an appropriate management regime Is in
place to control noise and outdoor activities that may impact on ministry
within St Andrew Undershaft.

6. Arrangements to manage, maintain and repair the open space and routes
to/from it, including security, cleansing, repairs, insurances and so forth.

in conclusion, we are grateful to the applicant and to their team for thelr continued
engagement with us, and for their recognition of our concerns about the scheme. We
look forward to recelving the further wind study that | have spoken about in the next
few weeks. Assuming this shows no significant Impact on the churches, and assuming
that the PCC and the applicant are able to complete the written agreement that will
confirm {amongst other things) detalls of off-site mitigation, then the PCC Is
supportive of the planning application.

Yours Sincerely,

Mike Burden
Facilities Manager

E: m.burden@st-helens.org,uk
T: 020 7283 2231
M: 07463 682 397

cc: Mark Cannell, London & Orlental (by emall)
ce: Peter Twemlow, DP9 (by emall)
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J Watson Consulting Ltd
71-75 Shelton Street

Covent Garden
London WC2H 9JQ

Bhakti Depala 04 April 2018

Department of the Built Environment
City of London

Gulidhall

PO Box 270

London EC2P 2EJ

Dear Bhakti

Objection by Meron Holdings Ltd to Planning application 18/00152/FULEIA - 100 Leadenhall
Street London EC3A 3BP

Please accept this letter on behalf of my client Meron Holdings Ltd as their objection to planning
application 18/00152/E1A for the proposed development at 100 Leadenhall Street.

Meron Holdings Ltd is the long leaseholder for John Stow House, 18 Bevis Marks, EC3 which is
located to the north of the application site.

Meron Holdings Lid is concerned about the potentially adverse impacts of the proposed
development on the light levels and associated amenity currently enjoyed in John Stow House.

Of particular concern are the results of the Overshadowing Assessment’ which accompanies the
planning application. This shows that in spring, summer and autumn, the proposed building would
cast a shadow over all or part of John Stow House in the mid afternoon when people working in the
John Stow House offices are currently able to enjoy some natural light.

Meron Holdings Ltcl!cgbjacts to the adverse effects and harm caused to the amanlty of John Stow
House and its occ rs by this overshadowmg which would be contrary to po’ﬁéles 7 6Bd and. _
7.7Da of the Londoas_Plan (2916) e -

"Pohcy 7 BARCHITECTURE =
_B.-BylLdlﬂgiﬂﬂMUQm&jbﬂuﬂ._m e e

—E ) nGFcHlisE UTaURe ptavieTarm to N amenity Ufs‘urrﬁundmg?ﬁna’ana b’bﬂi&?ﬁg‘_, T
parﬂ':ularly residential buildings, in relation fo privacy, overshadowing, windard—~ -~ -- ==
S m:crochmate Tfus.;&pamcuiarly :mportant for tall buildings” .'A_L“. =

. ,.....u.xgsu...a_ + - g . DT e AR -

" “Pélicy 7 7 EC’A 7'70N ﬂ’N‘E‘DES’IGN OF TA'LL AND LARGE' BUILDN@?S"“ ‘”’*"“:""‘
—B—'Faﬂ-bur!dmgs —— = = —
a) should not affect their surroundings adversely in terms of mtcarochmate, wind
turbulence, overshadowing, noise, reflected glare, aviation, navigation and

telecommunication interference”

! GIA Overshadowing Assessments {Dec 2017} in Appendix 14.4 of 100 Leadenhall Street Environmental Statement,
Volume 2, (Feb 2018)
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Meron Holdings Ltd is also concerned that proposals for tall buildings on other sites nearby could
result in a 'building canyon’ and further overshadowing of John Stow House. In accordance with
para 3.14.4 of the Clty of London Local Plan {2015), the cumulative impact of any such proposals
along with those for 100 Leadenhall Street and existing tall bulldings should be taken into account in
the assessment of all the schemes. Meron Holdings Ltd may submit further representations
regarding such cumulative impacts should other relevant planning applications be submitted.

| hope these representations are clear but please let me know if you have any queries or require
further Information.

Yours sincerely,

John Watson MRTPI
Director
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Bevis Marks Synagogue - Heritage Impact of Proposed Development at 100 Leadenhall
8% June 2018
Introduction and Purpose

This paper summarises advice provided to the S&P Sephardi Community regarding proposals for a
new development in the vicinity of Bevis Marks Synagogue at 100 Leadenhall (City of London
planning application reference 18/00152/FULEIA). It also includes our response to the
supplementary infermation provided by the Tavernor Consultancy, first issued on 27 April 2018 and
revised and re-issued on 17 May 2018.

The Significance of Bevis Marks Synagogue

The following text is taken from the first draft of the Bevis Marks Synagogue Conservation Plan
{Caroe Architecture Ltd):

A Grade | listed building of 1699-1701, red brick, steep roofed, a major single volume galleried
interior, original ‘Ark’ (Ehal), as well as original benches and related furniture, Bevis Marks
synagogue is widely regarded by architectural historions as a bullding of national and international
significance.’ In 1928, the Royal Commission dubbed It a historic structure of ‘outstanding value,
most worthy of preservation’.” The Grade | listing places Bevis Marks In the highest category of
importance among designated buildings - on a level with St Paul’s Cathedral and the Tower of
London. The Synagogue has often been likened to a contemporary non-conformist chapel but it owes
as much to these as to late 17" Century Anglican churches such as those designed by Sir Christopher
Wren and his office for the City of London. The design of these chapels and churches derived from
rellglous architecture in Amsterdam and the Netherlands®, and they share the characteristics of a

single volume rectangular space with galleries on three sides and tall, leaded plain glazed windows.

Bevis Marks is the oldest synagogue in use in the UK and is well documented and attested to be the
oldest synagogue in continuous use for worship in Britain.” indeed, it has be also been argued that
‘No other synagogue in Europe has this continuity of practice, of community, of building, of
collections’, arising for complex mid-20% Century political reasons when continental Synagogues
were supressed under fascism.” It also has a special place in the international story of synagogue
architecture and Jewish worship, both for the Sephardim {Jews of Spanish and Portuguese descent)
whao bullt it {the tongregation having outgrown Its previous synagogue established in 1657 within the

upper storey of @ house in nearby Creechurch Lane), and those who worship there stifl, and for the

! Chris Wakeling, author of Chapels of England {(2017), in comrespondence with Jeremy Musson for Caroe
Architecture Ltd, April 2018.
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wider Anglo-Jewish identity. The historic synagogue of the Askhenazi (lews of largely mid and
Eastern European and Russian descent) — also a building of considerable architectural significance on

nearby Duke’s Place - was rebullt twice and then destroyed by bombing in 1941.

Widely recognised both within and without the Jewish community Bevis Marks Is the repository of a
layered inheritance. This consists of the buliding, its Courtyard setting, and the space and furnishings
It contains, as well as the associated physical collections {Torah scrolls, pictures, ritual silver, and
textiles) and the intangible heritage — minhag — of customs and melodles used in worship, handed
down since the re-establishment of the Jewish community in England In 1656. No other synagogue in
Europe has this continuity of practice, of community, of building, of collections.

it is this combination of significance to the history of Anglo-Jewry and the historic and little altered
architecture, as well as continued dally use for prayer that Is the heart of the significance and value
of Bevis Marks Synagogue.

Overall significance of Bevis Marks Synagogue: Exceptional {International)}

Heritage Impact Considerations applicable to the development proposals

In its description of the history and significance, whilst acknowledging that the Synagogue is
‘elegantly proportioned’ the Tavernor Consultancy suggests that architectural style was not a
‘primary consideration’ in the commissioning of Bevis Marks. There is an implication that perhaps
the building Is somewhat impoverished due to the hardships and challenges facing the resettled
Jewish community. The simplicity and ‘undemonstrative’ nature of the building should not in any
way be seen to undermine the quality of the design, materials and construction employed (as
evidenced by the quote from the building contract below). The Sephardi Community certainly did
not set thelr sights low in architectural terms: Joseph Avls is known to have worked on a number of
city churches for Sir Christopher Wren and Dr Robert Hooke — two internationally renowned figures
and architects who were instrumental in the revival and re-edification of the City of London after the
Great Fire. The Synagogue is designed in the splirit of well-proportioned classical architecture
associated with Wren and the office of works generally. Indeed, as explored above, it shares many
characteristics of the post-fire church building tradition, with broad rectangular plan, being galleried
and lit by tall round-headed windows of leaded lights.

Nor is it entirely true to say that the historical significance of the Synagogue derives primarily from
fts ‘age and rarity’ as our analysls of significance above sets out — its illustrative and associative
historical significance are much richer and more nuanced than this.

The proposed development at 100 Leadenhal| will avershadew and appear in the background of
Bevis Marks Synagogue Courtyard. The Courtyard Is not only the Iimmediate setting to the
Synagogue but also an Intrinsic part of the Bevis Marks complex (comprising Synagogue, Courtyard,
Beadle’s (now the Rabbl's) House and 20" Century Annexe). It Is part of the historic fabric and to

2
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some extent, an extensicn of the Synagogue itself. On the most basic level the Courtyard is the
point of entry from the street into the Synagogue. However, it Is alsc a place where people gather
before and after services for social and religious discussions, in anticipation of weddings and for
weddings (weather permitting} and in preparation for tours. In many respects it is where
community itself is built. Indeed, many events take place in the Courtyard, including BBQs, lectures,
and the weeklong outdoor festival of Tabernacles in the temporary booth which is erected there
annually.

The Tavernor Consuitancy quote the NPPF’s definition of setting and Historic England’s guidance on
the setting of heritage assets, noting that the importance of setting lies in what it ‘contributes to the
significance of the heritage asset or to the ability to appreciate that asset.’ They discuss the
variability of capacity to accommeodate change and the variability of sensitivity to change but we do
not understand the derivation or meaning of their conclusion that the sensitivity of the setting of the
Synagogue cannot therefore be directly compared to other Grade I listed buildings. We would assert
that particularly given the previous high level of change to the surroundings of Bevis Marks
Synagogue and the resultant fragility of the historic character of the Courtyard and Synagogue, the
Courtyard makes a very positive contribution to the significance of the heritage asset and the ability
to appreciate It, has a high sensitivity and a low capacity to accommodate further change, and is key
to revealing its significance. These are vital factors in assessing the impact of the proposed
development at 100 Leadenhall.

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

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

Views are acknowledged as a key contributor to the setting of heritage assets:

The contribution of setting to the significance of a heritage asset Is often expressed by
reference to views, a purely visual impression of an asset or place which can be static or
dynamic, long, short or of lateral spread, and include a variety of views of, from, across, or
including that asset.®

The Taverncr Consultancy note that the contribution of setting to the significance of a heritage asset
is often expressed through the assessment of change to views of or from the asset. Views across
and out of the Courtyard, as well as visibility of the sky are important contributors to the setting of
the Synagogue, as well as the Courtyard’s amenity value. We concede that these views were not
designed, for example, to link the Synagogue to other heritage assets or natural features.

2 Historic England, The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 (Second
Editlen), p.2
3 ibid. p.6
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By the strictest definition these views do not directly contribute to the historic significance of the
Synagogue bullding but the loss of views of the open sky and the increasing sense of enclosure by
bulldings of a totally allen scale and massing does undoubtedly affect the historic character of the
Synagogue building in its Courtyard setting and the viewer’s ability to appreciate its historic and
aesthetic significance. The ability to appreciate the significance of the heritage assets has already
been compromised by unsympathetic, poor quality development and will be detrimentally affected
by further proposed development at 100 Leadenbhall.

We do not disagree that the dramatic juxtaposition of other Grade | listed historic places of worship
with tall modern buildings can have merit, for example, when the design and materials of the
modern building are of the highest quality. Number 30 St Mary Axe is a good example of a tall
bullding visible from the Courtyard which can reasonably be argued to provide a pleasing
Juxtaposition. In other successful cases the modern building has been designed with a direct visual
relationship to the heritage asset in mind, but this cannot reasonably be argued in the case of 100
Leadenhall.

The image provided on page 3 of the Tavernor Consultancy’s supplementary information images
document {captioned ‘View from Inside the entrance to the courtyard’) crops out and fails to show
the current ‘skyscape’ over the Synagogue. Their visualisation provided on page 6 of the same
document {‘Cumulative view south’}, however, shows the dramatic rather than small incremental
Impact on the skyscape that the 100 Leadenhall development will have: introducing a building of an
altogether different scale to what can currently be seen when looking in this direction. They suggest
that the new bullding will recede In the view as you move southwards across the Courtyard, but the
short distance travelled is not likely to diminish the visual impact of such a large and imposing
structure.

The Tavernor Consultancy finds no evidence that the courtyard ‘which originally formed part of the
pre-existing public street network, was designed to make a contribution to the symbolic or
ceremonial significance of the Synagogue’, however, it was deemed of sufficlent importance to be
included In the original bullding contract and design {madell), signed on 22 Feb 1699:

... The imposing stone doorcase which provides such an important focus, Is set out along with
the paving of the courts: ‘shall make one stone doorease [ . . .] west and six foot wide with
three han[d]some stone steps and shall pave ali around the said new building with free stone
according as the same Is designed in the said modell thereof here unto annexed’.*

Regardless of whether it was originally part of the public street network, as an historically and
aesthetically significant part of the designed ensemble, the Courtyard could possibly even be argued
to not only be the setting of the Synagogue but also a feature of its special architectural and
historical interest. The Planning {Listed Buildings and Conservation Area) Act 1990 sets out that:

I Dr Sharman Kadish, and various

¥ Royal Commission, 1928

M Kadish, 2001, 1

v Bevis Marks: statement of significance, 2017, Introduction

4 From the bullding contract for Bevls Marks Synagogue, quoted in Carce Architecture Ltd, Bevis Marks Synagogue
Conservation Plan draft text

4
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In considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed
building or its setting, the local planning authority ... shall have special regord to the
desirability of preserving the bullding or its setting or any features of special architectural or
historic interest which it possesses.®

Bevls Marks is situated in a densely built area which is undergoing considerable development. A
number of buildings are already visible in views upwards and outwards from the Courtyard and the
cumulative effects of new development are a key consideration in the evaluation of impact on
setting. 100 Leadenhall alone will have a significant impact on the setting of Bevis Marks Synagogue.
The anticipated cumulative effects of the proposals for 100 Leadenhall when considered in
conjunction with consented schemes at 1 Undershaft and 40 Leadenhall will be even more
significant. They will significantly affect its setting, the views and atmospheric qualities of the
Courtyard, particularly as experienced upon coming through the entrance gates. Historic England’s
good practice advice is that if the setting of a heritage asset has been compromised by what has
happened previously this does not mean further impact from new development should not be
considered harmful, and opportunities should be taken to improve the setting of the heritage asset:

Where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by
unsympathetic development affecting its setting, to accord with NPPF policies consideration
still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from, or can
enhance, the significance of the asset. Negative change could include severing the last link
between an asset and its original setting; positive change could Include the restoration of a
building’s original designed landscape or the removal of structures impairing key views of it.5

Through the independently demonstrated effects of overshadowing created by the proposed new
developments, it is also likely that the historic character and experience of being inside the
Synagogue building will be affected by reduced light levels during services- both in terms of direct
light and that reflected from the fagades of the bulldings Immediately surrounding the Courtyard. As
with most historic places of worship, the large upper windows of the Synagogue were designed to
maximise the amount of natural light entering the building. As noted in the guidebook for Bevis
Marks ‘Good lighting is essential in the synagogue, where reading from the Torah scrolls is central to
many services’” and light is a key element in Judalsm symbolised by the Ner Tamid, the eternal flame
or perpetual lamp hanging in front of the Ark. It should be noted that Jewish laws forbid the turning
on or off of light {electric and candles} during the Sabbath and on most high helidays. Therefore, this
is not simply an issue of visitors being able to appreciate the heritage significance of the splendid
interior as suggested by the Tavernor Consultancy, nor those worshipping inside simply to ‘maintain
an appreciation of the outside world’.

Economic viability of the Synagogue and the impact on the vital commercial aspects of its operation
are other important considerations in the case of Bevis Marks. Reduction in the amenity and
spatial/atmospheric qualities of the Synagogue, Courtyard and the glazed roofed Annexe building by
the new developments could make Bevis Marks a less attractive tour group/visitor destination,

% planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Area) Act 1990 S.66{1)

5 Ibid. p.4
7 Kadish, S {2001) Bevis Marks Synagogue: A short history of the building and an oppreciation of its architecture, Survey of
the Jewish Built Heritage in the United Kingdom 8. Ireland and English Heritage, p.12

5
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wedding venue and function/café venue reducing business and income levels and having a
detrimental impact on the financial sustainability of Bevis Marks. This Is another relevant aspect
highlighted In Historlc England’s good practice advice on setting:

..... the economic viabllity of a heritage asset can be reduced If the contribution made by its
setting Is diminished by badly designed or insensitively located development. For instance, a
new road scheme affecting the setting of a heritage asset, while in some cases Increasing the
public’s ability or inclination to visit and/or use it, thereby boosting Its economic viability and
enhancing the options for the marketing or adaptive re-use of a bullding, may In other cases
have the opposite effect.®

City of London Tall Buildings Policy

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

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

The Tavernor Consultancy’s supplementary informatlon suggests that ‘dramatic juxtapositiens of old
and new and of the visibility of taller buildings seen In the backdrop to historic roofscapes’ are part
of the ‘established character’ of this part of the City. It should be acknowledged, however, that tall
bulldings of the scale of 100 Leadenhall {(in excess of 200m AOD) have only been a feature of the City
of London in the 21 Century, and even buildings in excess of 100m AOD were rare before the
1980s®. This Is a very short period in the long history of Bevis Marks Synagogue. The individual and
cumulative effects of these tall building developments on the significance of relatively diminutive
herltage assets like the Synagogue and its setting were not factored Into the City’s identification of
the Eastern Cluster and there was no specific consideration of the Synagogue in the City of London
Tall Bulidings Evidence Paper {2010) as suggested by the Tavernor Consultancy.

Overall, we do not concur with the Tavernor Consultancy’s conclusion that the historic significance
of the listed bullding would not be harmed by the proposed development at 100 Leadenhall.

& bid. p.6

? Buildings in excess of 100m AOD completed by 1980 include 1 Undershaft {1970), Barblcan’s Lauderdale, Cromwell and
Shakespeare Towers (1972}, 99 Bishopsgate {1976}, and 25 Old Broad Street {completed 1980). Before the start of this
century, they were jolned by 6-8 Bishopsgate {1982}, the Lioyd’s Bullding {1986), 125 London Walil (1992) and 200
Aldersgate Street (1992).

6
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13 June 2018

Mr. Adrian Phillips
Palaces & Collections Director

Hampton Court Palace DP9 Ltd
Sun.ey 100 Pall Malt
KT8 0AT London SW1Y 5NQ
Registered No. 05092507
BY EMAIL 0207004 1700
0207004 1790
Dear Mr Phillips www.dp9.co.uk

100 LEADENHALL STREET, LONDON, EC3A 3BP (18/00152/FULEIA)

Thank you for your letter dated 22™ May and enclosed detailed commentary on the submitted Heritage
Impact Assessment (‘HIA®), prepared by Tavemor Consultancy (‘Tavernor’). We have now reviewed
this and would like to take this opportunity to firstly thank HRP for the input into the assessment
undertaken and the acknowledgement in your response that Tavernor has provided a considerable level
of detail and that, critically, “the contents of the HL4 complies with the recommendation in Appendix 4 of
the ICOMOS guidance” (referring to paragraph 10 of your detailed commentary note).

Turmning to the detail of your response, we recognise that in a number of places reference is made to the
conclusions of the HIA being based on (Tavernor’s) “value-judgemenis” and that these are not in line
with the views (being value-judgements themselves) of HRP. This is important to note as it is on this
basis that you conclude in your letter that HRP “objects strongly to this planning application because of
the potential visual harm that the proposed development would do to the setting, and therefore to
attributes of the OUV, of the Tower of London WHS", Similarly, based on the value judgements of HRP
it is concluded that, “if the proposed development proceeds, its curmulative effect could put the WHS'’s
status at risk”. Tavernor has reviewed the detailed responses provided in relation to your seven remarks
on the HIA, but reaffirm that their conclusions are considered to be valid and robust both in terms of the
methodology used and the assessment criteria applied (including the appropriate application of relevant
NPPF ‘tests’). Whilst a difference in opinion is expressed, Tavernor are satisfied that their conclusions
are broadly consistent with those of Historic England and the GLA.

As a point of clarification, referring to paragraph 14 of your detail note, Tavernor’s assessment
demonstrates that no harm would arise as a result of the proposed development, but that notwithstanding
this conclusion, ‘public benefits’ are set out in the Planning Statement, these including the introduction
of a new high level public viewing gallery at the top of the building; the delivery of new public spaces
and routes and a ‘pocket park’ at ground floor level; and the optimum viable use of the site (responding
to NPPF paragraph 134).

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Peter Twemlow or myself.

Barnaby Collins
Board Director
DP9

CC Bhakti Depala {City of London)

lof1l
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13 June 2018
Mr. Oliver Caroe
Surveyor to the Fabric
The Chapter House DP9 Ltd
St Paul’s Cathedral 100 Palt Mall
St Paul’s Churchyard Loadon SW1YSNQ
London Registered No. 05092507
EC4M 8AD 02070041700
0207004 1790
BY EMAIL www.dp$.co.nk
Dear Mr Caroe,

100 LEADENHALL STREET, LONDON, EC3A 3BP (18/00152/FULEIA)

Thank you for your letter dated 25 May 2018. We acknowledge your comments and seek to address them
here.

When we met with you in July 2017, you indicated a general support for the proposals from an
architectural peint of view and an understanding of the site constraints, but noted clearly that St Paul’s
had an established and long standing objection to anything appearing in the view along Fleet Street. For
clarity, we respond to your comments in the order in which they are presented in your letter.

Firstly, in response to the concerns you highlight in relation to ‘process’, we are sorry to note your
comment that the applicant did not consult you early. Both the City of London Cerporation (‘the City')
and Historic England (‘HE’) advised us to engage with you in the early stages and this we did in July
2017 (seven months prior to the submission of our planning application). We had only consulted with
the City and HE prior to you (and Historic Royal Palaces ("HRP’), who we saw on the same day) as the
convention is to engage with the Local Planning Authority and the principal statutory consultee at the
outset in order to discuss the project and understand the primary planning considerations. Under the
guidance and direction of the City and HE, we had full regard to all heritage assets affected, including St
Paul’s, ané*mfact, th:oughihese early discussions we trimmed back the massing of the proposed-building
to respon%.m the views of St.Paul’s as one moves east along Fleet Streat Our pre-application design
_evolutionss set out in the- submjssmn material (namely Skidmore, Owing ad Merrill’s Design& Access
Statement): Since mesting with you in July 2017, we undertook further defailed assessment as part of the
‘submitted*ToWwnscapé-afid~Vi¥nal*dnd Built*Heritage Afsessmient (‘T VBHA?Y’ prepﬁreﬂmav&mor
Consultancy and Cltyscape Digital, and this supports our findings that thg proposed developm'bnt is, 1n
---=_- --ouropiniogh atapted theapprop 'ate*a%sresmnent-cnteng, ‘geoeptablein: Lsnatan —%F
hentage assessmllt terms mcludmg in relatlen to St Paul’s, as a recogmsed 1mportant heﬂtagg asset of ‘
natlonal aftd mternatlon'a'l 51gn1ﬁcance

‘ '_.4 ﬁn"“‘a& o) “ o T s preanplics at:lon éaﬁce followed_tﬁéiﬁfn%" pr6 O Asscsstment dr
- engagemen w1th the Londen Adwsory Committee due to the significance of fhe prur'oss,l) and it is clear
that HE héErigorously teied the proposed development —including'earlierFerations of tHe scheme —and

that this fiflly accords with their own detailed methods of impact evaluatioif.

The TVBHA submitted as part of this planning application provides a detailed evaluation of the impact
of the proposals, namely the impact on designated heritage assets, with the Planning Statement setting
out, in full, the public benefits of the scheme. The methodology of assessing harm is well established, in
particular in this context, and that undertaken as part of the TVBHA is compliant with national, regional
and local policy requirements and guidance. The balancing of this harm with these public benefits,

lof2
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including, but not exclusively, the public viewing gallery, has been subject to consultation by virtue of
the detail of the offer submitted with the application.

Turning to the ‘objection’ section of your letter, and the claim that the application fails to comply with
the City’s Protected Views SPG, the SPG recommends that new development “showuld aim not to worsen
and, where possible, to improve the views”. We have adopted this guidance and conclude that, in
accordance with it, the view is not worsened (as the impact is negligible where it can be seen in views).

Considering your comments on ‘correcting the understanding and significance of this view’, we believe
that the Fleet Street view is reported in our application as being of great importance. Indeed, there is a
significant assessment of the scheme in this view, recognising that the outline of St Paul’s changes and
evolves on the basis that this is a dynamic / kinetic view of the processional route where the Cathedral
comes into and out of view. As such, four static viewpoints are included in the TVBHA and an animation
designed to simulate the kinetic effects of the full view sequence from Fleet Street tested during the design
development process. Notwithstanding, this, we believe that the proposed development does not
challenge your assertion that the view protection should “show us as a civilised, cultured and
independent-minded society that respects our past whilst also living in the exciting and challenging
reality of the present”. The very juxtaposition of the past and the presence of the City is an essential part
of the City’s heritage, be that the relationship with St Paul’s, the Tower of London and the many other
listed buildings and heritage assets. The proposals do not diminigh the view or its importance and simply
add to the understanding of the present relationship between the “vibrant and commercially healthy City"
and the Cathedral. With reference to 122 Leadenhall, and to be clear, there is nothing in planning policy
(or guidance) to suggest that this building sets a line in the sky as an absolute limit; indeed it was an
arbitrary line drawn by that scheme’s architect and that has since been amended by 6-8 Bishopsgate. The
application submission shows how the proposed development responds to the setting of St Paul’s and that
there is a minor, almost imperceptible slither of the proposed 100 Leadenhall Street building in this view,
which does not, in our opinion, amount to “firther erosion of the view” and certainly not in a manner
that could be described as significant or dramatic. To reiterate, this view, and the need to avoid harming
the existing setting of St Paul’s in this view, has been an important consideration as part of pre-application
discussions.

Please do not hesitate to contact Peter Twemlow or myself should you wish to discuss matters further.

mmby Colliiig™ == -
Board Director -. '~ =

’ W—# L 'M‘:'ﬂ-‘vﬁ'ﬁﬂ:‘-—-r: T
CC Bhakti Depdia (City of London)
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Kaur, Baljeet

. —_————a
From: Zachary Osborne <Zachary@georgiangroup.org.uk>
Sent: 14 June 2018 16:57
To: PLN - Comments
Ce: Consult
Subject: 18/00152/FULEIA - 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street, London, EC3A 3BP
Categories: Green Category

Dear Sir/Madam,
18/00152/FULEIA - 100, 106 & 107 Leadenhall Street, London, EC3A 3BP

The Georgian Group have been informed of the above application and would like to lodge an objection as a
statutory consultee. Qur concerns are outlined below.

Bevis Marks Synagogue

The Grade | listed synagogue was built 1699-1701, in red brick with Portland stone dressings, pitched roof and a
galleried interior, The building’s fixtures and fittings survive in a remarkably complete state, including benches,
wainscot, Ark, brass chandeliers, and screened gallery fronts.

Bevis Marks is the oldest surviving synagogue in the UK; the second to be built after the resettlement of 1656. As
noted in the Statement of Significance, ‘No other synagogue in Europe has this continuity of practice, of community,
of building, of collections’, due, in part, to the suppression of mainland European synagogues during the earlier-20th
century. Although relatively austere in outward appearance, the design of Bevis Marks shares many aspects of the
architectural language of Wren's post-fire Office of Works, with influence from the Netherlands. The synagogue was
designed by Joseph Avis, who was known to have worked on a number of City churches with Wren and Robert
Hooke; both leading figures in the rebuilding of London. The building’s national and international significance
derives not just from its exceptional historic and communal value, but also from its aesthetic and evidential value.

The Proposed Development
~~—The proposals consist of the demolition _QI the exlstmg lqml,dmgs and the construction of a ground flog,plus 56- e
. storey building, principally for office use_wlth retail at the lower levels. k
MEL TR . % = sis e =R =
- "—The Impact of the Proposed Development s

e |tself not just though its present functional relationship; but also as part of the buﬂdlng s immediates settlng, and the- -
s saspate- 10 Whigh Tt s experensed—Itis notad thatthawnginalbuildipg-contiact for the syhagogue makwﬁgmne&mﬁ%
— —“Paving of the courts”, suggesting that the courtyard.was-always-intended-to form the setfing of the syhagogue-angem=-- -
may have made a specn‘lc contribution tg the ceremonlal or functional use of the building. Nonetheless, the Lo

— ...n.-u._.-_-.....-.— - e r——r—
s ¥,

fuent hlsteﬂeaJ—de\relepmeﬂt wh@lm. ; = ésedrehaféeteFef—the-c-ourtyardm '

-Although a number of unsympathetac, IaFger—scaIe modern bmldlngs are visible from within the court\fard the
impact of 100 Leadenhall, and the consented schemes of 1 Undershaft and 40 Leadenhall; would represent a
significant increase in the visual intrusion of substantial modern buildings from within the courtyard, especially from

the perspective of the access to the courtyard from Bevis Marks Road; perhaps the key view of the buiiding.

Historic England’s guidance, The Setting of Heritage Assets, notes that:

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

The Group assert that the visibility of 100 Leadenhall would further compromise the setting of Bevis Marks
Synagogue, and would have a negative impact on views from within the courtyard and on the character and
experience of the space. Given the essential relationship between the courtyard and synagogue, this would cause
harm to the significance of the Grade I-listed building. This harm, to a heritage asset of the highest grade, has not
been sufficiently acknowledged by the applicant, and Is therefore not adequately balanced against the benefits of
the scheme, as outlined in paragraph 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Yours sincerely,

Zachary Osborne
South East Caseworker

The Georgian Group
6 Fitzroy Square
London

WiT 5DX

020 7529 8925
07796 712 703

The Information contained in this e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the
use of the individual(s) named. If you are not the named addressee(s) you should not copy, disseminate or distribute
this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this
e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free since information can
arrive late or contain viruses, or be corrupted, destroyed, incomplete, intercepted, or lost. The sender therefore does
not accept liability for any errdfs or omissions™In the contents of this message which anse a8 o result of e-mail
transmission. If verification is re%pred please ask for a hard-copy version.
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To:

Subject: FW: 100 Leadenhall Street - Response to Eversheds Sutherland LLP on behalf of the Leathersellers
Date: 19 June 2018 12:57:15

Attachments:

From: Peter Twemlow <
Sent: 19 June 2018 12:50
To: Depala, Bhakti <

>

Subject: 100 Leadenhall Street - Response to Eversheds Sutherland LLP on behalf of the

Leathersellers

Bhakti,

Further to our discussion last week, we provide the following formal responses to the letter
prepared by Eversheds Sutherland LLP on behalf of The Wardens and Society of the Mistery of
Art of the Leathersellers of the City of London (‘the Leathersellers’), dated 26 March 2018.

Referring to this letter, the Leathersellers’ objections relate to heritage impact {section 2 of
letter); daylight and sunlight impacts (section 3); public transport {sectfon 4); and waste (section
5). Following the satisfactory resolution of matters with colleagues of yours in relation to public
transport and waste — and also with the GLA / TfL— we will focus on the other two matters,
namely heritage impact and daylight and sunlight impacts. Qur responses to both are set out

below.
Heritage impact

Paragraphs 2.1-2.9 (of the letter):

The St Helen’s Place CA Is a small and tightly.defined conservation area. Existing tall buildings,
«-—meriircluding 30 St Mary Axe, the Aviva Tower a?ad*bhe Leadenhat-Building, form the immediate
- ~close setting to the east and south of the Cvlr-wmh the proposed development at 100 Leadenhall
e ._:..HSJ:reet seen beyond, further from its boundgty.The establishedicharacter.of this part of the City

s o

LR i
il ‘_‘"

LI )

development and closer to the conservatlon area—as |s 122 Blshopsgate under constructlon to

ent—ggd—thrs centrast: m—part EORtH

P ———

PPN i T K¢ of dramatic juxtapositions of old andinew and gf.thewisibility.of taller byildings seen.in the.
beckdrop to historic roofscapes. The consefvation area is; a_I_ready surrounded by taller modern

racter*aﬂ&appearance of- —

Pre atlve y low'sensitivity to further taII bmla’ﬁg deve10pme’h‘t The proposed development wouILI
make only a minor change to its south- easterly setting, a sliver of it being visible in some
locations between existing tall buildings. In relation to the Act and the NPPF Tavernor Consulting
has reviewed this {(as part of the submission, and reviewed again) and do not believe that harm
would be caused to the character and appearance of the St Helen’s Place CA.

Paragraph 2.10:

Tavernor Consulting are not certain on what basis the objector considers that the impact of the
proposed development has been underplayed. There is a very comprehensive assessment of
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townscape, visual and heritage impacts underpinned by the assessment of 71 verified views and
a further 16 unverified views.

Paragraphs 2.11-2.14:

Relating to Policy DM10.1, the bulk and massing of the scheme has been developed in
consultation with key stakeholders, including Historic England, to ensure that it would relate well
to both the historic character of the site and the modern one. For example, a fine grain of
development would be created on Leadenhall Street that would re-establish some of the
permeability through the site, part of “the City’s characteristic network of streets and alleyways”
that existed before the 20th century. On Leadenhall Street three existing buildings of low or
negligible heritage value would be replaced by high quality new development and the loss of
these existing undistinguished buildings would be outweighed by the benefits of the proposed
development.

DRaylight and Sunlight Impacts

GlA's assessment of the proposed development considers the Impact to 19 windows within 33
Great St Helens. In the ‘existing v proposed’ scenario, 18 out of 19 windows will pass the primary
daylighting test, the Vertical Sky Component (VSC). The remaining window {(W5/ F02)
experiences a minor loss of 23.8% against a target value of 20%. This impact is exaggerated in
percentage terms as the existing VSC level is very low at 8.8%, meaning even a small change
would result in a loss of greater than 20%, as is the case here.

When the rooms are assessed against the secondary daylight methodology, the No Sky Line
{N5L), all 7 rooms will meet the BRE criteria for NSL.

In relation to sunlight, all windows will meet the BRE guidance for both Total and Winter Annual
Probable Sunlight Hours.

GlA's assessment of the cumulative scenario demonstrates that 14 of the 19 windows within 33
Gré&at St Helens wileXperience reductions in light which are beyéhd BRE guidanceowever, it is
cl&r from the appended that the vast majority of this light loss V\buld be attributed to the
pgmltted scherae-gb3-Undershaft. -- - g e

We are aware that BRE"are undertaking an independent third party review of the daylfght and

ST WO R WL EXpRCt T this supparts G’ Aindings-seand SIgav eyt~ .

relétioh to 33,G[i5_a-t'5t Helens.

- tmt#hat“meﬁveﬁs*usefuhn terms-of-havmg-wr'foﬁﬁal resp@ﬂ%eﬁpﬁﬁm

Fr pygwaey: 5
Shduld you | have any questlons please do not hesitate to contact r.ﬂ.e .

* I'II

s

regards,

Peter.
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L1 946610
peteriwemlow@dpo.co.uk

DPg Ltd

100 Pall Mall
London
SW1Y 5NQ

020 7004 1700

: www.,dpo.co.uk

020 7004 1790

This e-roafl end guy stinchments hereto ave sividly condidential and intended solely for the addressee, Tt may contain information
which is privileged. If you are not the intended addressee, you must not disclose, forward, copy or teke any action in velation to this
e~mail or attachments. If you have received this e-mail in error, please delete it and notify postmaster@dpo.co.uk

sl o
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Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: ROL0O0037 4-8 Creechurch Lane and 100 Leadenhall Street

From: Lance Harris <LanceHarris @ ansteyhorne.co.uk>

Sent: 16 May 2018 14:06

To: Depala, Bhakti <Bhakti.Depala@cityoflondon.zov.uks

Cc: Stephen Friel <Stephen.Friel®gia.uk.com>; Kevin Francis <kevin.francis@gia.uk.com»
Subject: ROLO0037 4-8 Creechurch Lane and 100 Leadenhalf Street

Dear Ms Depala

| was recently appointed by a collection of residents in 4-8 Creechurch Lane, to advise them on the proposed
redevelopment by London and Oriental of 100 Leadenhall Street with reference to the subject of light.

I have visited site, read the detailed daylight and sunlight report prepared by GIA on behalf of the applicants,
and attended a meeting between several residents and representatives of London & Oriental including GIA
and DP9, on Wednesday 21% March. That meeting was held at St Katherine Cree Church and was organised
to have a discussion about daylight and sunlight issues and give the opportunity to GIA to explain their
technical analysis relative to 4-8 Creechurch Lane.

Having discussed the matter with the residents in foliow up to that meeting | have been asked to send you
this note, setting out my thoughts and proposals with regard to the daylight and sunlight issues.

1. It seems that the GIA study was based upon a suitable survey, such that their contextual model
should be accurate and fit for purpose. In that sense | am therefore taking their results as read,
having not carried out any form of technical analysis myself. However, it is my understanding that
the daylight distribution analysis showing the Impacts upon the affected rooms, is based upon some
there have been changes to*the internal arrangements such that it would be prudeﬁ for GIA to .
inspect the relevant apartmegs and conF irm.the.accuracy of their assumptions, or othegglse Ithink.., . -
itis hard to argue that logic bétause weallwant to make sure we are working from the most accurate: rrmT

A A 1 = oa o ekl mons - TEa ol -:i: ;..:L‘-:gn-.-.-_-:."-:

asséssment passible.- o "“fr_"'_"_.'--':", - = il T .. =

il —~—ibnote that the GiA- report doesnotincludedhe: plmshowmg the dayllght-drstr:butxon reseltegmstemw
st prowdmg numeric data only: *.qug forwaed*l think-it- would be useful to see the. relevan.t flaor plansas= — -
= and contours i ‘

e 2 The f|rst analy5|s undertakenﬂey GIA isa- St-FfCt emstlng to proposed comparison, whlc effectlveln,f —
) ignores the various other, Iarge scale deveTopments coming-forward in the area, some ef which are'-‘---
already underway and others of which are consented but not yet started. | can understand why that
might be a starting pomt but obwously it does not represent the true picture because in realltv there

will be other schemes coming forward and the real impact upon 4-8 Creechurch Lane will be
materially more on a cumulative basis.

GlA then prepare a cumulative assessment, but | do not think it is very helpful in trying to understand
the real impacts of the 100 Leadenhali Street scheme. The GIA approach Is to compare the existing
condition (ignoring other schemes coming forward) to a notional proposed condition that groups all
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of the consented and commenced schemes together, including 100 Leadenhall
Street. Unsurprisingly that study confirms material reductions in light that will transgress the BRE
guidance, but it make no attempt to separate out the impacts of 100 Leadenhall Street. All one
therefore gleans from this assessment is that if all the schemes are taken account of 4-8 Creechurch
Lane will suffer material reductions in light.

| appreciate the fact that there are umpteen different technical permutations one could run in an
attempt to fully understand the impacts of the various schemes coming forward, but my belief is that
it would be informative to run a third assessment which builds all of the other consented schemes
(some commenced, others not) in to a notional existing condition and then separate out 100
Leadenhall Street as the proposed condition. In that way at least we can see and understand the
extra-over impact that 100 Leadenhall Street will create. Bearing in mind that all of the other
schemes already have a consent and we are currently considering the impacts of 100 Leadenhall
Street, that seems to me to be a logical and fair approach.

3. As stated earlier, the cumulative study undertaken by GIA does serve to confirm that if one ignores
the impacts of individual schemes, the combined impact of the various schemes consented and
coming forward is material and will impact upon the residents to a significant extent. | think that is
a problem In Itself, but emphasises the need to better understand the impacts of 100 Leadenhall
Street at this stage.

4, While | have the GIA daylight distribution numeric results for the scenario studied to date, the GIA
report does not appear to include the daylight distribution contours so that one can see how the
light losses will be distributed within the affected rooms. | believe that information will be readily
available on the GIA files and | think it would be rather informative for the plans to be released. Of
course, those plans may need to be updated once access to measure up has been organised.

The residents want to deal with this matter in a very open and honest fashion, because they are not against
development per say it is simply the case that they are very concerned about the fact that various other
schemes will already be damaging their light and 100 Leadenhall Street, as proposed, could make a further
material difference. It is perhaps also important to note that if one looks at the various schemes in question,
100 Leadenhall Street is very.much the most dominant impact upon the light to thelr apartments.

In the interests of trying to pggress this matter as soon as possible you will see that | Hve copled this note
to Kevin Francis and Stephen Friel of ’GIA‘"*Mv‘hope is that GIA can obtain instruct/®sns-to pruduce:the -
additional information requested above;-inawhich-case | will consider and report backte my.clients: -quickly.
thereafter. | hope you agreé that this is a=perfec'tlv reasonable and sensible approach, so that you have.th#

—— " Inpsruseful datain fromt ofy ' :

do give me a call. - ==

- -Regafds__._.._n__._l.:.g!dg.. = £ R I S

I

Lance Harris
Director

2
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AnsteyH

London Office - 4 Chiswell Street, London EC1Y 4UP
T: 020 7065 2770, F: 020 7065 2779

Birmingham Office - 3 Temple Row West, Birmingham, B2 5NY
T: 0121 667 9902, F: 0121 667 9910

m\ LANSICY I
Anstey Horne & Co Ltd Is registered in England and Wales. Registered Number: 5543524,

Registered Office 4 Chiswell Street, London, EC1Y 4UP. This e-mail Is Intended only for the addressee named above, As
this e-mail may contain confidential or privileged information if you are not, or suspect that you are not, the named
addressee or the person responsible for delivering the message to the named addressee, please telephone us
Immediately. Please note that we cannot guarantee that this message or any attachment Is virus free or has not been
intercepted and amended. The views of the author may not necessarily reflect those of the Company.

This e-mail has been scanned for all viruses by Claranet. The

service is powered by Messagelabs. For more information on a proactive
anti-virus service working around the clock, around the globe, visit:
httq://www.claranet.co.uk
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Agenda Item 9

Background Papers

Background Papers

Online, 13%" June 2018, James Warman

Online, 13" June 2018, lan Hazell (commented on London Bridge application but representation relates to Cannon
Street Rail Bridge)

Email, 20™" June 2018, Michelle Lovric

Email, 20*" June 2018, Port of London Authority

Letter, 27" June 2018, Environment Agency

Email, 28" June 2018, Worshipful Company of Lightmongers

Email, 28" June 2018, Jackie Power

Letter, 29t June 2018, Chris Livett Livett’s

Application Documents and Consultee Representations

[lluminated River Environmental Statement Volume 1 Non-Technical Summary
[lluminated River Volume 2

Illuminated River Volume 3 Heritage Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment
Volume 4 Appendix

Volume 5 Annex

Project Overview Design Statement

Blackfriars Railway Bridge (18/00452/FULEIA)

Design Statement

Existing Drawing Numbers: 1028_10_BL_X0101, 1028_10_BL_X0102_A, and 1028_10_BL_X0161_A.
01.06.2018 Email Heathrow

01.06.2018 Email NATS Safeguarding

Undated Letter Historic England

16.06.2018 Email Natural England

08.06.2018 Email Transport for London

19.06.2018 Letter London Borough of Tower Hamlets

27.06.2018 Memo Col Department of Markets and Consumer Protection

Blackfriars Road Bridge (18/00455/FULEIA and 18/00456/LBC)

Design Statement

Existing Drawing Numbers: 1028_09_BD_X0101_A, 1028_09_BD_X0102 and 1028_09_BD_X0161_A
08.06.2018 Email London City Airport

15.06.2018 Email GLA

18.06.2018, Email TfL

19.06.2018 Letter London Underground

19.06.2018 Letter London Borough of Tower Hamlets

19.06.2018 Email Natural England

20.06.2018 Letter City of Westminster

Millennium Bridge (18/00458/FULEIA)

Design Statement

Existing Drawing Numbers: 1028_11_MI_X0101_B, 1028_11_MI_X0102_B and 1028_11_MI_X0161_C.
14.06.2018 Email London City Airport

14.06.2018 Email NATS Safeguarding

18.06.2018 Email Transport for London

19.06.2018 Letter London Borough of Tower Hamlets

21.06.2018 Email Historic England

25.06.2018 Letter City of Westminster
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Cannon Street Railway Bridge (18/00457/FULEIA)

Design Statement

Existing Drawing Numbers: 1028_13_CA_X0101_A, 1028_13_CA_X0102_B and 1028_13_CA_X0161_A.
11.06.2018 Email NATS Safeguarding

12.06.2018 Email London City Airport

18.06.2018 Email Transport for London

19.06.2018 Letter London Borough of Tower Hamlets

20.06.2018 Letter City of Westminster

21.06.2018 Email Historic England

Southwark Bridge (18/00453/FULEIA and 18/00454/LBC)

Design Statement
Existing Drawing Numbers: 1028_12_SO_X0101_A, 1028 12_SO_X0102_B and 1028 _12_SO_X0161_A.

05.06.2018 Email Heathrow
06.06.2018 Letter Historic England
06.06.2018 Email NATS Safeguarding
08.06.2018 Email London City Airport
11.06.2018 Email Historic England
18.06.2018 Email Transport for London
20.06.2018 Email Natural England
25.06.2018 Letter City of Westminster

London Bridge (18/00451/FULEIA)

Design Statement

Existing Drawing Numbers: 1028_14_LO_X0101_A, 1028_14 _LO_X0102_A and 1028_14_LO_X0161.
30.05.2018 Email Heathrow

31.05.2018 Email NATS Safeguarding

08.06.2018 Email London City Airport

12.06.2018 Letter London Underground

15.06.2018 Email Natural England

18.06.2018 Email Transport for London

26.06.2018 Letter London Borough of Tower Hamlets
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00458/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00458/FULEIA

Address: Millennium Bridge London EC4

Proposal: The installation of fixtures, fittings and ancillary equipment and associated works to
illuminate the bridge in conjunction with the Illuminated River Project.|cr||cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is available for inspection with the planning
application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement may be obtained from
Montagu-Evans, 5 Bolton Street, London, W1J 8BA.|cr||cr|Please note: This is a cross boundary
application. An identical application has been submitted to the London Borough of Southwark. All
representations received will be shared with the London Borough of Southwark.

Case Officer: Gemma Delves

Customer Details
Name: Mr james warman
Address: queens quay 58 upper thames st london

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

- Residential Amenity
Comment:Of all London's bridges this has a special serenity at night because it is unlit and gives
anyone on the bridge unparalleled views of London's riverside and St Paul's with minimum light
pollution.i can't help but think that to illuminate this bridge would diminish the essence of its
appeal.
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Comments for Planning Application 18/00451/FULEIA

Application Summary

Application Number: 18/00451/FULEIA

Address: London Bridge London EC4

Proposal: The installation of fixtures, fittings and ancillary equipment and associated works to
illuminate the bridge in conjunction with the Illuminated River Project.|cr||cr|This application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is available for inspection with the planning
application. Copies of a CD containing the Environmental Statement may be obtained from
Montagu-Evans, 5 Bolton Street, London, W1J 8BA.|cr||cr|Please note: This is a cross boundary
application. An identical application has been submitted to the London Borough of Southwark. All
representations received will be shared with the London Borough of Southwark.

Case Officer: Catherine Linford

Customer Details
Name: Mr lan Haxell
Address: 13 Horseshoe Wharf Apartments 6 Clink Street London

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of the Public

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:ls the committee aware that most nights there are floodlights on the surface of Cannon
St railway station which may well drown out the illumination at the side of the bridge? Careful
coordination with Network Rail would be required if the desired effect is to be achieved.
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Sent: 22 June 2018 10:17
To: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Attn Catherine Linford

Resending email from June 20th

From: Michelle Lovric
Sent: 20 June 2018 10:03

To: 'PLNComments@cityoflondon.uk' <PLNComments@cityoflondon.uk>
Cc:

Subject: Attn Catherine Linford

Dear Ms Linford

Proposed new illuminations of London Bridge

Thank you for your letter of June 8. | am writing on behalf of around 100 residents in Clink Street who will be
directly impacted by the proposed illuminations.

We are concerned about possible light pollution through the night, as many have bedrooms on the river.
We are also concerned about the brightness of the proposed illuminations.

Given that we are such a large group, and that our residential amenity is likely to be substantially affected by any
increase in the lighting, we wondered if some kind of presentation could be arranged for us, or for CGls sent to show
the effect of the lighting. Could you post me a copy of the CD mentioned in your letter (to 5, Winchester Wharf, 4
Clink Street London SE1 9DL)? I'd be most grateful.

We would also like to suggest that the illuminations are turned off by 11pm each night, for both amenity and
environmental reasons. We already suffer from the loud music of party boats on the river. If the lighting were to
provoke or incite more noise from those on the boats — this would also affect our amenity.

Should the applicants/officers visit at least one of our homes to understand and assess the impact on this substantial
community?

We are, in fact, surprised that we were not approached before the application went in, but perhaps those
concerned are not aware of the density of the residential population that will be impacted? People are often
surprised to hear how many people live in this street.

Do you have an opposite number at Southwark Council who is protecting the interests of Southwark residents? If so,
| would be grateful to have that contact and their email. We have received a letter from you — for which we are
grateful - but nothing from Southwark Council by way of consultation, and we are now late into the consultation
period.

| am copying this to our ward councillors too.
| look forward to hearing from you

Yours sincerely

Michelle Lovric, Clink Street Residents Group
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Devlia, Neel

From: Delves, Gemma

Sent: 28 June 2018 14:28

To: Devlia, Neel

Cc: Linford, Catherine

Subject: FW: [lluminated River - See references in main text of email (DC830)
Hi Neel

Please can the below be added to the list of background papers for the illuminated River applications?
Thanks

Gemma

From: Lucy Owen <lucy.owen@pla.co.uk>

Sent: 20 June 2018 16:45

To: 'rvrlic@lambeth.gov.uk' <rvrlic@lambeth.gov.uk>; 'southplanningteam@westminster.gov.uk'
<southplanningteam@westminster.gov.uk>; Linford, Catherine <Catherine.Linford@cityoflondon.gov.uk>; Delves,
Gemma <Gemma.Delves@cityoflondon.gov.uk>; 'patrick.cronin@southwark.gov.uk'
<patrick.cronin@southwark.gov.uk>; 'planning@wandsworth.gov.uk' <planning@wandsworth.gov.uk>;
'planning@rbkc.gov.uk' <planning@rbkc.gov.uk>

Subject: llluminated River - See references in main text of email (DC830)

FAO: Gemma Delves and Catherine Linford - City of London
FAO Matthew Mason - City of Westminster

FAO: Emily Walsh — Kensington and Chelsea

FAO: Rozina Vrlic — Lambeth

FAO: Patrick Cronin — Southwark

FAO: John Vale - Wandsworth

Thank you for consulting the PLA on the following applications for the Illuminated River Project (IRP):

City of London: 18/00451/FULEIA (London Bridge), 18/00452/FULEIA (Blackfriars Railway Bridge), 18/00453/FULEIA
(Southwark Bridge), 18/00455/FULEIA (Blackfriars Bridge), 18/00457/FULEIA (Cannon Street), 18/00458/FULEIA
(Millennium Bridge)

City of Westminster: 18/03769/FULL (Chelsea Bridge), 18/03772/FULL (Vauxhall Bridge), 18/03774/FULL (Grosvenor
Bridge), 18/03775/FULL (Westminster), 18/03777/FULL (Lambeth), 18/03780/FULL (Waterloo), 18/03782/FULL
(Golden Jubilee Bridge)

Kensington and Chelsea: PP/18/02574 (Albert Bridge), PP/18/02584 (Chelsea Bridge)

Lambeth: 18/01990/EIAFUL (Golden Jubilee Bridge) 18/01991/EIAFUL (Westminster Bridge), 18/10992/LB
(Westminster Bridge), 18/01993/EIAFUL (Lambeth Bridge), 18/01995/EIAFUL (Vauxhall Bridge)

Southwark: 18/AP/1553 (Blackfriars Railway Bridge), 18/AP/1554 (Millennium Bridge), 18/AP/1555 (Southwark
Bridge), 18/AP/1558 (London Bridge), 18/AP/1559 (Tower Bridge)

Wandsworth: 2018/2362 (Albert Bridge), 2018/2365 (Grosvenor Bridge), 2018/2366 (Chelsea Bridge)

Whilst each Council’s interest relates to specific bridge(s), the PLA’s interest extends to all 15 bridges. One
consultation response has therefore been produced and | trust this is acceptable.

The PLA had extensive pre-application discussions with the Applicant and their consultants and attended the regular
Project Advisory Group meetings. The discussions at pre-application were extremely useful given the scope of the
development that is proposed and the PLA would like to highlight the constructive nature of those discussions. The
Applicant is also aware of the need for River Works Licences from the PLA.
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Notice has been served on the PLA but this appears to be limited to Tower Bridge and London Bridge. It is
guestioned why Notice has not been served on the PLA for all the bridges where the PLA owns the riverbed.

Policy Context

The Vision for the Tidal Thames (“Thames Vision”) sets out a 20 year view of the river’s future, developed with
stakeholders with the goal of making the most of its potential, for the benefit of all. The Thames Vision contains a
number of goals and priority actions including:

- Community and Culture: More people enjoying the Thames and its banks.

The Illuminated River Project clearly has the potential to bring people to the River and the riverside, particularly at
night to enjoy the Thames in accordance with this Thames Vision goal.

In addition, there would appear to be support for the IRP in the extant London Plan (2015) which seeks at policy 4.6
to provide support for and enhancement of arts, culture, sport and entertainment. The draft London Plan (2017)
also contains policies that support the proposed development for example, policy HC5 supports London’s culture
and creative industries and policy HC6 supports London’s night time economy. Policy SI16 C seeks to support
development proposals for cultural facilities and events, taking into consideration the protection and other uses of
the waterways.

Finally, the draft Cultural Strategy for London (2018) includes specific reference to the IRP, referring to is as a ‘major
new attraction for the City.” The Cultural Strategy refers to the IRP having two practical aims: (1) making the
riverside pathways safer and more welcoming and (2) through technology making the lighting on the bridges more
environmentally sustainable. The IRP is identified under policy 7 as a project which will integrate culture into major
infrastructure projects.

In principle the IRP would therefore appear to make an important contribution towards realising a number of
cultural goals and policies. As such, the PLA is supportive in principle of the project. This is subject to the detailed
technical consideration of the proposal and its impacts on the river and river users as set out below.

Phasing

It is proposed to light 15 existing bridges from Albert Bridge to Tower Bridge. It is currently proposed to carry out
the project in five phases. Phase one relates to London Bridge, Cannon Street Railway Bridge, Southwark Bridge and
Millennium Bridge and it is proposed that installation on these four bridges will take place from September to
December 2018. The phasing plan highlights that the phasing strategy ‘will be subject to change as the scheme
progresses’ therefore given the detailed navigational planning that will be required, a condition on any grant of
planning permission should condition phase 1 installation to be between September and December 2018. A
detailed phasing plan for each subsequent phase of the project should then be required to be submitted and
approved on completion of each phase. This would mean for example that the phase 2 phasing plan should be
submitted on completion of the phase 1 installation works.

Installation and Maintenance

At this stage in the project it is not possible to provide detailed installation methodologies for each bridge. The
Applicant has advised that these will not be fully developed until principal contractors are appointed post
planning. Therefore to support the planning application (and River Works Licence) draft / outline rules have been
developed for the phase 1 bridges and are set out in the Project Overview document. A framework Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP) has also been submitted.

The detailed installation methodologies and risk assessments are of critical importance to the PLA to ensure the
safety of navigation is maintained during construction. Therefore a condition on any planning permission must
require the submission and approval of detailed rules for the phase 1 bridges prior to the commencement of the
phase 1 construction works. Detailed rules must then be submitted for each subsequent phase prior to the
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commencement of construction works for that phase. This would allow adjustments to be made to the installation
methodologies if required.

A condition must also require the submission and approval of detailed CoCP’s prior to the commencement of each
phase of work. The Applicant is advised that it will be important to use the correct terminology in these
documents. For example, the Framework CoCP makes reference to night time working where closure of a
‘navigational channel’ is required. As the navigable channel is shown by the pecked lines on the PLA’s charts and is a
single entity, it is assumed that the Applicant actually means closure of the main navigable arch.

Whilst it is anticipated that there would be a decreased maintenance requirement associated with the new LED
fittings compared to the existing lighting and that any maintenance required will be undertaken as part of the
existing maintenance regime, it will be important to fully understand the maintenance methodologies and

timings. Itis therefore recommended that a condition on any grant of planning permission requires the submission
and approval of maintenance methodologies for each bridge. The PLA would then need to be notified of the timings
of any maintenance works.

Should the project be time limited (the scoping report referred to ‘more than 10 years’) then it will be important
that a condition on any grant of planning permission secures the submission and approval of a decommissiong plan

at the appropriate time.

Lighting/Light Spill

Due to the changing nature of the River and riverside within the project area, 13 of the bridges have been classed as
urban setting with high district brightness (Class E4) and Albert and Chelsea bridges have been classed as suburban
medium district brightness (Class E3). The Applicant has used these classifications and undertaken calculations to
determine the target luminance level on the face of each bridge; illustrative lux levels 1 m above the highest spring
tide level; and has assessed compliance with the ‘Institution of Lighting Professionals Guidance for Reduction of
Obtrusive Light’.

A range of mitigation measures are also proposed during the operational phase including:

- Directional lighting

- No direct lighting of the water column

- Use of light shields

- Retaining the existing bridge ‘light up’ hours

Tables 3.3a and 3.3b in the Environmental Statement (ES) set out the existing and target luminance and illustrative
lux levels.

In terms of luminance on the face of the bridge, levels would be significantly reduced at Albert Bridge, Chelsea
Bridge and Tower Bridge. Nine bridges would have target luminance levels higher than the existing average
luminance levels and on three bridges the luminance levels would stay the same as existing.

In terms of lux levels, again there is a mixture of results with reductions in light spill at Albert Bridge, Southwark
Bridge, London Bridge and Tower Bridge. At all other bridges the lux levels would increase over existing levels and
this increase would be between 0.7 lux and 4.7 lux. The maximum reflected light at 1m above the highest spring
tide level will be <5 lux directly beneath Albert Bridge, Chelsea Bridge, Grosvenor Bridge, Vauxhall Bridge, Lambeth
Bridge, Westminster Bridge, Golden Jubilee Bridge, Blackfriars Road Bridge, Blackfriars Railway Bridge, Millennium
Bridge, Southwark Bridge and Tower Bridge. The maximum reflected light beneath Waterloo Bridge, Cannon Bridge
and London Bridge will be approximately <6 lux.

Based on the above information, the Applicant has concluded that the ILP “will meet or exceed the
recommendations of the Institution of Lighting Professionals Guidance for Reduction of Obtrusive light”

As the Applicant recognises, the work they have undertaken on luminance and lux levels are targets and
illustrative. A condition on any grant of planning permission should therefore require the spill light survey and
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luminance survey to be undertaken again on completion of each phase of the project and a report submitted
showing compliance against the levels set out in tables 3.3.a and 3.3b. The condition should provide the
opportunity to require the lighting to be adjusted if the levels set out in tables 3.3a and 3.3b are being exceeded.

The use of energy efficient LED’s would help contribute to the Thames Vision priority action ‘to encourage the
uptake of new and green technologies to reduce the port’s environmental impact.” Additionally the removal of
existing redundant lighting on the sides and underside of the bridges where required to facilitate the new
installation would provide a positive benefit, reducing the clutter on the bridges. The removal of this redundant
lighting should therefore be required by condition. The PLA’s navigational lighting will remain.

It will be important to ensure that there is no conflict between the proposed lighting and the standard navigational
lighting for open/closed arches. This will require the carrying out of trials to ensure continued visibility of the
navigational lighting and to establish if there is any potential electromagnetic interference. It will also need to be
established whether there is a need to provide mitigation or to re-arrange any of the PLA’s existing systems. This
will need to be progressed with the PLA as each phase of the project is progressed and will be addressed through
the PLA’s RWL regime.

Conclusions

The IRP provides an exciting opportunity to bring more people to the River and riverside in line with a number of
organisations goals and policies. Subject to the securing of the necessary conditions detailed above, the impacts on
the river and river users would appear to be acceptable and the PLA has no objection to the proposed development.

| hope the above is of assistance.

Regards
Lucy

Lucy Owen
Deputy Director of Planning and Environment
Port of London Authority

London River House, Royal Pier Road
Gravesend, Kent, DA12 2BG

01474 562384

07738 028540

www.pla.co.uk

= Ensure you have the equipment, time
and training to perform a task properly

= Don't confuse efficiency with dangerous
short cuts or 'local' practices

* Be alert to what could go wrong and
recognise when a situation changes

Find out more at waww, pla,co.uk/humanfactors/
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creating a better place Environment
L, W Agency

Catherine Linford Our ref: NE/2018/128721/01-L01
Corporation Of London Your ref: 18/00457/FULEIA
Planning & Transportation Department

PO Box 270 Date: 27 June 2018

London

EC2P 2EJ

Dear Ms Linford

The Installation Of Fixtures, Fittings And Ancillary EQuipment And Associated
Works To llluminate The Bridge In Conjunction With The llluminated River
Project. This Application Is Accompanied By An Environmental Statement Which
Is Available For Inspection With The Planning Application. Copies Of A Cd
Containing The Environmental Statement May Be Obtained From Montagu-Evans,
5 Bolton Street, London, W1J 8BA.

Please Note: This Is A Cross Boundary Application. An Identical Application Has
Been Submitted To The London Borough Of Southwark. All Representations
Received Will Be Shared With The London Borough Of Southwark. Cannon
Street Railway Bridge Cousin Lane London, EC4

Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency on the above planning application
which we received on 31 May 2018.

We have no objection to the planning application as submitted, subject to the attached
condition. Without this condition, the proposed development may pose an
unacceptable risk to the environment.

Please note this response is for Millennium Bridge, Blackfriars Bridge, London
Bridge, Cannon Street Railway Bridge and Blackfriars Railway Bridge.

Planning Condition 1 Lighting

No development shall take place until a detailed lighting management strategy has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. This shall deal with
the treatment of any environmentally sensitive areas, their aftercare and maintenance
as well as a plan detailing the proposed works and lighting levels.

Such a strategy shall include details of the following:

= the location and direction of artificial lights on each bridge / adjacent to the River
Thames

» details of how the ambient light levels will be lowered throughout the post midnight
hours, for example 12 am - 5am

» The works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved strategy.

Page 232
Cont/d..



Reason

This condition is necessary to ensure the protection of wildlife and supporting habitat in
line with national planning policy. Artificial lighting may disrupt long term Circadian
rhythms which may impact on breeding seasons and thus a carefully balanced
ecosystem. This condition is in accordance with the London Plan- Policy 7.19
Biodiversity and access to nature, which sets out that (A) “ The Mayor will work with all
relevant partners to ensure a proactive approach to the protection, enhancement,
creation, promotion and management of biodiversity in support of the Mayor’s
Biodiversity Strategy”. It seeks to obtain (C) “positive gains for nature” and ensures
development proposals “make a positive contribution to the protection, enhancement,
creation and management of biodiversity”

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 109 recognises that the
planning system should aim to conserve and enhance the natural and local environment
by minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where
possible.

Further Advice

The location and direction of external artificial lights, especially those within 5 metres of
the top of bank of the watercourse are maintained at background levels. The
Environment Agency considers background levels to be a Lux level of 0-2. The lighting
scheme should incorporate these sensitivities.

As discussed at pre application meetings we recommend lowering of ambient light
levels and the potential to maintain darker periods throughout the post midnight hours,
for example 12 am-5am, which may further benefit river and terrestrial species.

Bats, Fish, Eels and invertebrate species could potential be negatively affected by the
installation of lights at the specified bridge sites along the Thames. Lighting may disrupt
long term Circadian rhythms which may impact on breeding seasons and thus a
carefully balanced ecosystem.

We recommend post lighting checks should take place to ensure that all the lighting has
been installed by the contractors in accordance with the design.

Informatives

Flood Risk Activity Permit

Under the terms of the Environmental Permitting Regulations a Flood Risk Activity
Permit is required from the Environment Agency for any proposed works or structures,
in, under, over or within 16 metres of tidal defences on the River Thames, designated a
‘main river’. Details of lower risk activities that may be Excluded or Exempt from the
Permitting Regulations can be found on the gov.uk website. Please contact us at PSO-
Thames@environment-agency.gov.uk

Marine Management Organisation Licence

A Marine Management Organisation Licence covers inshore areas, and include any
area which is submerged at mean high water spring tide up to the territorial limit. They
also include the waters of every estuary, river or channel where the tide flows at mean
high water spring tide. Should you require a licence or further information, this is
available at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/do-i-need-a-marine-licence

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any further questions.
We would be happy to discuss or meet with the applicant to discuss optimising their
lighting to benefit migrating species.
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https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/current-london-plan/london-plan-chapter-seven-londons-living-spac-21
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/current-london-plan/london-plan-chapter-seven-londons-living-spac-21
mailto:PSO-Thames@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:PSO-Thames@environment-agency.gov.uk
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/do-i-need-a-marine-licence

Yours sincerely

Ms Juliet Amoruso
Planning advisor

Direct e-mail hnlsustainableplaces@environment-agency.gov.uk

cc Montague Evans LLP
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rrom: P +yce

Sent: 28 June 2018 19:52
To: Delves, Gemma <Gemma.Delves@cityoflondon.gov.uk>
Subject: Letter of Support WC Lightmongers - llluminating the Bridges Project

28 June 2018
Gemma Delves
City of London

gemma.delves@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Dear Gemma Delves,

llluminating the Bridges Project

As the Worshipful Company of Lightmongers we are concerned with the art and science of lighting and how it can be
used to enhance our night time experience. London is one of the world's pre-eminent cities attracting millions of
visitors every year who contribute to the economy. It is only fitting it should have world class lighting.

There is a growing movement for cities to use lighting to enhance the night time experience and studies have shown
that this has brought real value to the local community. This is both financial but also in the civic pride it brings to
citizens. Look at any postcards of London and you will see night time images.

Over the years there have been many attempts to bring a coordinated lighting plan to the river but these have all
failed. This initiative by the llluminated River Foundation is built on a solid foundation and has all the hallmarks of
success. It will be a unique attraction to London to have all 15 bridges not only illuminated but done so in a
coordinated way as a show piece of public art across the city.

It also has the possibility to reach out and engage with local communities as well as being part of all major
celebrations centered around the city. We hope that beyond the initial 10 year period of this project the local
boroughs can work together to maintain the installations well into the future. It has the potential to become one of
London’s iconic symbols.

The Worshipful Company of Lightmongers fully support and endorse this exciting project and look forward to seeing
the first bridges illuminated next year.

Yours sincerely

Phillip Hyde
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From: I

Sent: 28 June 2018 18:22

To: PLN - Comments

ce I
Subject: Blackfriars Railway Bridge - Illuminated River Project

For the attention of Gemma Delves

Department of the Built Environment
City of London

PO Box 270

Guildhall

London EC2P 2EJ

Your ref: 18/00456/LBC
Good afternoon,

With reference to your letter dated the 8th June - received during the week beg. 12th June re the above
development. | have some concerns and would like to make the following comments.

| have looked at the documents on-line to appraise myself of this scheme.

| left a message for the planning officer to clarify some points as | have mobility issues and was not able to visit the
Guildhall in time to request further information/clarification. But did not receive a reply to my message (left on 27th
June).

My first concern is about the installation (length of time and noise
nuisance) of the project and secondly the permanent nature of the lighting.

| live next to Blackfriars Railway bridge on the south side - my bedroom window and main living area face the station
and are about 50 yards from the railway bridge. It is already illuminated at night as it is a working station.

| assume the illumination will be from dawn to dusk although | could not find this in the documents - only the
information about the status of all the bridges and their current illumination times.

| do feel that as Blocks 1-3 Falcon Point are so close to railway bridge the illuminations will be visually intrusive into
the most of floors and a further source of light pollution - from which | will not be able to escape or 'turn off'.
Regardless of the what the promotional material states throughout the documentation and the stated energy saving
nature of the lights to be used. It may also cause intrusion to the other Falcon Point blocks as many of their
(bedroom) windows face the station.

| am a captive audience not a visiting one; being disabled and also having one through room from north to south

means | will have to install different blinds/curtains or black-out material if | want to escape an escalation of the

light pollution. This is just one more light source in the continuing brightening of the night time landscape around
my home.

| would need to know what ameliorating measures the promoters of the scheme and City of London will be
providing for residents living so close to the railway bridge if this application is approved - and also how my needs

are to be taken into account when deciding on this application.

Yours faithfully
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J Power

Jackie Power (Ms)
2 Falcon Point
Hopton Street
London SE1 9JW
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29th July 2018

Ms Gemma Delves

The Department of the Built Environment
City of London

PO Box 270

Guildhall

London EC2P 2E]

Dear Ms Delves
Re: Illuminated River

Livett’s has been part of the Thames community for many years; our family have
worked the river for many generations with pride and a great appreciation for its
role within the city. We are passionate about developing the positive usage of the
Thames. As such, we are writing to support the planning applications submitted for
[lluminated River.

We believe that this project will positively contribute to the economy of the river,
increasing the opportunities on the riverside for recreation and enjoyment.

This exciting project provides a unique opportunity to deliver a unified artwork
along the river, as well as bringing a new appreciation of these sometimes-
overlooked crossings. Public art on this scale will be an important part of London’s
cultural offering for both Londoners and visitors alike.

This project will enhance the chosen bridges highlighting their architectural
heritage and the features of each of them, giving a new perspective on them and
their surrounding environments. It will refresh key river views.

LIVETT’S LAUNCHES LIMI mg@s | C. J. LIVETT, B. LIVETT
REGISTERED OFFICE | PO Box 288 Chislehurst' Ke ED NO. | 3113932 VAT NUMBER | 668360017

Terms & Conditions available on request



This scheme has been developed through extensive engagement with stakeholders
and residents. It appreciates the environmental impacts of light at night, not only for
residents but for wildlife so the scheme has been developed with this sensitivity in
mind. As part of the project the inefficient, outdated light fittings with be replaced
new, modern and energy efficient fixtures reducing their carbon footprint.

We believe that this project will positively contribute to London’s World City status,
and whole-heartedly support these applications.

Yours sincerely

Chris Livett
Managing Director
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