












From:
To:
Subject: London Wall West
Date: 31 January 2024 09:54:45
Attachments:

Dear Sirs

As I had difficulty downloading my response to the planning application below, I attach it again in case it has been lost in the ether

Regards

Derek Adams

City of London



Application Reference: 23/01304/FULEIA

Address: London Wall West, 140 London Wall, 150 London Wall, Ironmongers' Hall, Shaftesbury Place, London
Wall Car Park, London, EC2Y (including Void, Lifts And Stairs At 200 Aldersgate Street And One
London Wall) London EC2Y 5DN

Proposal: Demolition of 140 & 150 London Wall to provide a phased development comprising: the construction



of new buildings for a mix of office (Class E(g)), cultural uses (Sui Generis) and food and
beverage/cafe (Class E(b)), access, car parking, cycle parking and highway works including
reconfiguration of the Rotunda roundabout, part demolition and reconfiguring of the Ironmongers
Hall (Sui Generis), creation of a new scheduled monument viewing area, public realm alterations to
Plaisterers Highwalk, John Wesley Highwalk, Bastion Highwalk and Mountjoy Close; removal of two
highwalks known as Falcon Highwalk and Nettleton Court; alterations to the void, lifts and stairs at
200 Aldersgate Street and One London Wall, introduction of new City Walkway.

Case Officer: Gemma Delves

Residential Amenity:
My disabled wife and I have retired to the Barbican to quietly enjoy the open aspects and amenities of one of the few residential areas of
the City. The proposed development will severely impact on this enjoyment. The long period of construction, with its continuous noise,
dust, and large vehicle congestion and pollution, will adversely affect our later lives, and on completion there will be loss of privacy,
daylight, sunlight, overshadowing and continuing increased noise.

Access & Refuse Collection:
Although both the Mayor and the City have declared war on cars, unfortunately many of us no longer can walk distances or use cycles. The
proposed changes to the access and egress to the TMH car park during construction, are totally unworkable, and the use of the slope to
service the new buildings, and the TMH car park to house their rubbish, is preposterous. There will be extensive negative impacts on
traffic flow in the area too, both during and after construction. Also, the use of the slope by pedestrians, children, and cyclists will become
very unpleasant and dangerous.

Heritage, Culture & Environment:
We thought we were living in a heritage and cultural area which would be protected by the City, which claims to actively support such
historic assets and amenities. The proposed scheme flies in the face of this and to claim green credentials for it as well is
misrepresentation.

Visual Impact:
The scheme will result in substantial negative visual impact, which will cause great harm to the overall neighbourhood, the Conservation
Area, the Listed Barbican Estate and the CoL Girls School.

Purpose of the Development:
The glossy "sales" brochure which has been produced setting out the "benefits" of the scheme to local residents and City workers who
have been "consulted " tries the hide the fact that the sole purpose of the development is to make money for the City, despite the many
negative impacts on its residents.

Please think again.































THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL

From:
To:
Subject: Application 23/01304/FULEIA etc objection
Date: 31 January 2024 10:40:55

We write as long leaseholders and residents of a flat in Seddon House, EC2Y 8BX, to
object to the London Wall West proposals (23/01304/FULEIA, 23/01276/LBC and
23/01277/LBC).
1. We endorse and agree with the objections raised by Barbican Quarter Action on many
issues, while accepting that some kind of development of the site is inevitable and
desirable. For the reasons set out in detail by many other objectors we consider that the
current proposals do not make a coherent case of consistency with the Corporation’s
Climate Action Strategy and its recent Planning Advice Note. We pick out below a few of
the many objectionable points.
2. We object in particular to the height, massing, scale and positioning of the proposed
New Bastion House and Rotunda buildings. The effect would be overbearing and
deleterious to the setting of the Grade II listed Barbican Estate and gardens, to the Grade II
listed Ironmongers’ Hall, to Barber Surgeons’ Gardens and to the Grade I listed St Giles
Church. The strange space left between the buildings, both at ground level and highwalk
level, would be overshadowed with little direct sunlight given the height of the buildings
on the south side of London Wall and would be in danger of becoming an unwelcoming
wind tunnel. The current buildings, with Bastion House being of slim profile and of
unobtrusive finish and the Museum of London being relatively low-level, constitute an
important buffer or transition between the Barbican Estate and gardens and the much
larger modern commercial buildings on the south of London Wall. A vital part of the
setting of the Barbican Estate to the south is the openness of views, both from within and
outside the Estate, at ground and highwalk level created by the raising of the terrace blocks
Mountjoy House and Seddon House on piloti. That setting would be severely affected by
allowing buildings of the scale and mass proposed effectively up to the southern boundary
of the Estate.
3. The alignment and size of the proposed Rotunda building is particularly objectionable.
Rather than acting as some kind of gateway or activating factor to the neighbourhood, the
alignment to put the longer face of the building across the direct line of Aldersgate Street,
blocking views from the north and the south, would constitute a forbidding and
unwelcoming barrier. That would especially be so for pedestrians approaching from the
south, who would have the problem of crossing London Wall, with only one bridge
proposed to be retained to the east. The alignment and size would also impede important
views of St Paul’s Cathedral from the north.
4. Overall, the proposed buildings would constitute a massive over-development of the
site, deleterious to the neighbourhood as a whole, backed by a dubious case for the
provision of so much new office space. The deleterious effect would not be offset by what
seem rather token and speculative cultural, retail and catering offerings.
5. One aspect of that over-development and prioritisation of office space that would affect
residents of the Barbican Estate, particularly residents of Seddon House, Thomas More
House and Mountjoy House, all served by the Thomas More car park (not just Thomas
More and Mountjoy as assumed in some documents) is the proposal in the Delivery and
Servicing Plan for vehicle access to the proposed buildings and to Ironmongers’ Hall to be
by way of the existing ramp from Aldersgate Street to the Thomas More car park. It is first
of all a bit rich for the proposals to trumpet the fact of the development being car-free as
part of its case on sustainability while diverting service traffic through the boundary of the
Barbican Estate. Second, it should be noted that the car park is used not just by residents
who own or lease a parking space, but by residents (like us) who do not keep a car in
London but occasionally visit by car and pay for temporary parking by the day, taxis and



minicabs, visitors to residents, workpeople, delivery drivers and by residents on foot to
collect parcels etc from the car park box or to see the car park attendant about one of the
many things they deal with or to exit the car park by the gate to the Barber Surgeons’
garden. Third, it should be noted that flats in Thomas More, Mountjoy and the southern
end of Seddon overlook to some extent the ramp from Aldersgate Street.
6. Figure 3.2 in the Delivery and Servicing Plan purports to show how consolidating
deliveries/servicing and banning them between 7 am and 10 am and between 12 noon and
2 pm would avoid too much interference with Barbican-related traffic. But that figure
shows significant LWW activity between the hours of 4 am and 7am and from 8 pm to 11
pm, as well as in the middle of the day. It appears from the plans that there is a proposal to
extend at ground level from the north side of Ironmongers’ Hall to the south side of the
Girls’ School paying field to form a new garden and walkways. (n.b. the levels involved
are not always clear from the plans and it might be queried whether, as well as making the
overall feel of the car park rather oppressive, there might be a problem of ventilation of
exhaust fumes etc if the existing open area were lost and of visibility in an area where
pedestrians might be mixing with increased heavy vehicle traffic – see further para 10
below). If that covering over happened, it might mask some noise from LWW delivery and
service vehicles, but the major part of the ramp and, we think, the service yards for the new
buildings themselves, where some complicated manoeuvring would apparently be needed,
would remain open. There therefore seems a significant risk of noise disturbance to
residents at all times, but including unsocial hours early and late in the day, when sleep
may well be disturbed.
7. That risk would appear to be exacerbated by the plans for controlling entry on the ramp,
which involve stopping vehicles at a light-controlled barrier about half way down the ramp
both in and out. That seems likely to generate additional vehicle noise in an uncovered
area, particularly for those going up the ramp and for vehicles going in to the Rotunda
service yard, which would be required to make a very tight right turn off the ramp across
the outgoing lane. It is not all clear what is meant in para 3.5.3 of the DSP by Barbican
residents being able “to gain entry through the [new] barrier as per the existing
arrangements”, while servicing vehicles would have to use the new intercom. By no means
all Barbican residents have any token to gain entry, nor would private visitors, taxis,
workpeople etc. And who are the drivers to speak to on the intercom? The Barbican car
park attendants are a very important element in the security of access to the Thomas More
car park and in the security of the Estate as a whole and entry into the car park should be
controlled by them and not by anyone within the LWW ambit. There seems a significant
risk of delays and the build-up of queuing vehicles, with the possibility of vehicles stopped
on Aldersgate Street and a likelihood of increased noise and exhaust fumes. There is also a
question, not just of inconvenience, but of danger from the intermingling of Barbican
traffic with LWW traffic, especially in relation to the right-turning incoming Rotunda
vehicles, and to pedestrians around the car park box and other areas of the car park,
especially if areas are newly covered over, where close attention to visibility would be
needed.
8. Overall, it is our view that the delivery and servicing plans have not been adequately
thought through and that the current reliance on plans that have a detrimental effect on
residents is a symptom of the attempt to over-develop the site for office use in a way that it
is not capable of sustaining.
9. However, the plans for access in the Construction and Environmental Management Plan
are not merely not thought through, but completely unworkable and unsupportable. On this
point we agree entirely with what Mr Terry Trickett says in section 4 of his already lodged
objection, with the additions that residents of Seddon House are also served by Thomas
More car park and that the difficulty of access through the shuttered entry 90 metres north
of the ramp is not restricted to car-owning residents but extends to residents on occasional
visits, private visitors, taxis, minicabs, workpeople and delivery and service vehicles. As
we understand it, the shutter on that entry is controlled by an electronic device in vehicles,



which will not be present in those extra categories of vehicle. Unless the shutter were to
kept permanently open, which would not be acceptable as a matter of security, such
vehicles would have to gain entry by the existing ramp from Aldersgate Street, along with
all those vehicles that simply cannot fit within the height of the shuttered entry or through
the narrow tunned between Lauderdale and Thomas More car parks. That would involve a
degree of intermingling with LWW demolition and construction traffic that would be too
dangerous to be acceptable. The danger to pedestrians continuing to make legitimate and
necessary visits to the Thomas More car park box should also be put into the balance. The
Plan indicates that the proposed restrictions be imposed for the entirety of demolition,
construction and fitting-out process, stretching over many years. We would argue that no
scale of development that involves such very long-term consequences should be allowed.
10. We may well have missed in the very confusing and poorly labelled morass of
documents attached to the application any extended explanation of the reasoning behind
the proposal to extend a roof over the parts of the Thomas More car park between the north
side of Ironmongers’ Hall and the south side of the Girls’ School playing field to create
new gardens and walkways above at ground level. Apart from the matters mentioned in
para 6 above, we have concerns about how far that might interfere with views west from
the Barber Surgeons’ Garden under and through Mountjoy House. If there is no such
extended explanation, we consider that one should be given so that the implications can be
properly considered.
11. Ideally, the present applications should be withdrawn for the Corporation to think
again. But if not, we would urge that the applications be refused.
John & Hilary Mesher
303 Seddon House
Barbican
London EC2Y 8BX






