


THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

London Wall West
31 January 2024 17:02:39

I am writing with regards to the consultation on the City of London plans for London Wall
West.  I am a City of London resident.

I write to protest about these plans for this historically significant area.  The area around
the far end of London Wall forms part of the approach to St Paul's Cathedral and in close
proximity to it.  It is on an ancient route into London, along Aldersgate Street.  It stands at
the corner of the listed Barbican estate, and close to the ancient St Giles Church,
Cripplegate.  All this should place a burden of responsibility on the decision makers in the
City of London to consider carefully anything which materially alters this area.  

Yet there is no evidence of such consideration being given.  The current plans provide for
buildings which are cumbersome, over-large and blocky.  Their mass and scale is alarming
and ugly.  The new development will obscure nationally important sightlines, and will
adversely affect light levels and noise levels for many residents in the immediate area, and
for existing business people and for schoolchildren at City of London Girls school, both
during the building and for years to come.  Not to mention visitors and tourists, from
Britain and overseas.

On the issue of sustainability alone the plans should be dropped immediately.  They run
counter to all right thinking on climate policy at the current time, including to the declared
position of the City of London itself.  The change of use of the existing buildings - the sites
of the former Museum of London and Bastion House - could have been effected in a much
more environmentally friendly way through conversion of the existing buildings,  That
approach would not have offended so drastically against sustainability issues and the
historic significance of the area.  The conclusion is inevitable that the City's climate action
position is window dressing, and was never meant to impact its practice.

And, unbelievably and shockingly, I understand that this is speculative building.  There are
no occupants lined up.  It is not even needed.  A casual walk through the City will reveal
that, post Brexit and post pandemic, there is much unused office space available.  So why
is this monstrosity of a development even being contemplated?  Is it fear on the part of the
City authorities that they may not retain their leading position?  Is it greed?  Surely your
responsibility for this historic area should overcome all that?  Think of the serious and
significant history and architecture bodies who oppose this.  

In conclusion I must ask you to withdraw these plans and begin to act responsibly towards
your role in safeguarding this historic and beautiful part of London and the nation.  To
continue with this is to demonstrate a philistine disregard for that role.

Julie Mapstone

















From:
To:
Subject: London Wall West objection
Date: 31 January 2024 17:13:24

THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL

To Whom it may Concern

I write regarding plans for London Wall West as resident of 13 Wallside, on the North side of Monkwell
Square.

My objection relates to loss of residential amenity, including the use of gardens surrounding Barber Surgeons
Hall and potential overshadowing and loss of daylight to the roof terrace and lower rooms of the properties
facing Monkwell Square.

During the redevelopment of this site, I am also concerned at the impact, at street level, on the flow of traffic
and how it will move without major congestion. This disturbance will be unhelpful to cyclists and pedestrians
too.

The scale of the development requires careful consideration to those living close by and hours of noisy work
should be limited to weekdays.

Yours faithfully

Melanie Beckham









THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL

From:
To:
Subject: Objection to London Wall West projects
Date: 31 January 2024 17:20:02

Dear City of London,

As a resident of the Barbican Estate , I OBJECT to applications 23/01304/FULEIA,
23/01277/LBC and 23/01276/LBC (London Wall West) on the following reasons:
1. Sustainability and carbon footprint: the lowest carbon footprint will be to refurbish and
continue to use existing buildings (that are still in excellent standing). Only through such
measures that we'll be on track to national net zero goals.
2. Heritage - the application will substantially disturb the designated and non-designated
heritage assets in this area (St Giles, the Barbican Estate and surrounding landscape,
Bastion House, the Museum of London, etc.) and the Golden Lane Conservation Area
which adjoins it. The application intrudes on important views to and from St Pauls and St
Botolphs in Postmans Park.
3. Construction impacts and pollution are underestimated as they do not include fit-out,
which can add two years and many thousands of lorry movements to the impact (we are
currently experiences long and disturbance with building 'touch-ups" on Moorfields and
Moor Lane with many work done outside of normal working hours - early mornings
starting at 5am and after midnight)
4. Harmony with the neighborhood - it is too massive for the site, has zero harmony with
the surrounding townscape
5.Contradicts with the national planning policy of "retrofit first". The city must comply
with this on its own site
6. Amenity - due to the massive scale, neighbouring properties will lose sunlight and
daylight, and office vis-a-vis. Light pollution at night will also damage amenity.
7. Permanently worsent traffic, emergency access and residents' use of the car park.

Please consider these reasons and rethink the London Wall West projects.

Sincerely,

Anne Huang
327 Willoughby House, Barbican. 
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TOWNSCAPE: DESIGN, SCALE, GRAIN, CHARACTER AND SETTING 
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 N hree proposed blocks In 

imposing bulk and massing do not respect the scale and grain of the local built 
and -war masterplan with its 
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proposed is exasperated by the monolithic nature of the 
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 The site boundaries including the roundabout
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perimeter of the site will supposedly 
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most if not N
Local Plan Policies be 

HERITAGE: THE MUSEUM OF LONDON AND BASTION HOUSE

 The Museum of London the -war museum to be built in London and the 
largest urban history museum in the world  was designed by one of the most 
prominent architects of post-war Britain Powell and Moya  The architects made the
museum It is more than a just -
war urban landscape
 
 The many site constraints led to a complex building: While the museum follows the 
perpendicular grid of the Barbican masterplan and incorporates one of the six 

it holds the Ironmongers Hall at its centre  frames at 
oblique angles  London Wall the roundabout  
 
 Within these  the architects a  and 

 museum with grand entrance concourse entrance temporary and 
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 followed 
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awn  
planning policy  

In April/May 2023 the CoLC undertook a brief 30-working day 
forward detailed proposals for the ret and 
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From the outset the applicant has 
scheme This is a serious omission contrary to N Local Plan
Policies therefore  
 
 was excluded from an 
assessment engineered  therefore not 
credible  
 

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
 
The choice of a world-renowned 

- -

 the City of 
London and our 

 scheme is non- Planning 
Policies   
 
 
 
Copied by email: 

 Chair of Ben Jonson House Group  
  of Ben Jonson House Group 
 tephen Chapman  Ben Jonson House Group 







THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL

From:
To:
Subject: Planning Application 23/01304/FULEIA
Date: 31 January 2024 17:33:18

I am a resident of Thomas More House, which faces the London Wall West site, the subject
of planning application 23/01304/FULEIA and the related applications 23/1276/LBC and
23/01277/LBC. I object to them all for the following reasons:

In the light of the climate emergency, the thrust at national and local level is towards
achieving Net Zero carbon emissions. In fact, the City Corporation has been boasting of all
that it is doing to this end. However, these applications fly in the face of all that it is saying,
and the result will be the release of more carbon dioxide into the atmosphere than if it
went ahead with a retrofit of the existing structures. I believe there were companies
interested in putting together schemes to retrofit Bastion House and the former museum
buildings, but no details were ever released.

 By way of contrast, the proposed £200m office overhaul at 65 Gresham Street was
recently praised by the Chairman of the City of London Corporation Planning and
Transport Committee, Shravan Joshi, who said: “The 65 Gresham Street proposals
represent an exemplary retrofit scheme that will provide benefits for everyone.” It is one
of the largest building reuse projects in the Square Mile to date.

 From the sheer scale of the proposed development at London Wall West, it is quite clear
the City Corporation is focused on obtaining as much money out of the site as it can and
has no regard for the owners and occupiers of buildings surrounding it. The two largest
office towers will dominate the area and there is no attempt architecturally to blend in
with all the adjoining buildings, particularly the Listed Barbican residential estate. Drawings
show two buildings which would be more suited as hotels in a Spanish coastal resort. They
will overlook Thomas More House and beyond and there will be no privacy for children at
the City of London School for Girls when they exercise on the roof of the Thomas More
carpark. The towers will not only cause loss of daylight and sunlight but will also cause
wind turbulence in this very confined area at the junction of London Wall and Aldersgate
Street. During the day they are likely to generate noise and disturbance in the locality by
virtue of the sheer numbers employed in them and at night nearby residents are bound to
suffer from light pollution, already a perennial problem for those of us living in the City.

 This is an historic part of the City, close to the Roman wall and at the beginning of the A1
(Aldersgate) which heads north as far as Scotland, with several Listed buildings in the
vicinity. The City Corporation promotes Culture Mile, along its West/East axis from
Smithfield to Barbican Centre, whilst ignoring a South/North route to it from Tate Modern,
across the Millennium Bridge and past St Pauls to Barbican. This is clearly evident because,
if this scheme goes ahead, anyone approaching Barbican along St. Martin’s Le Grand will
be confronted by one of the huge office towers. It will appear to be in the middle of the
road, blocking the view further North and, to me, suggests there is nothing more to be
seen beyond that point. The City Corporation really could do better than this. Instead of
focussing on short-term gain for its own selfish purposes, it should be focussing on
creating an area of which it and the people of London could be proud for generations to
come.

At highway level, I am very concerned at the proposal to remove the Rotunda roundabout
and introducing two-way traffic at the junction of London Wall and Aldersgate Street. The
roads here are already very congested and I cannot believe this has been properly thought



through. At the first presentation of the scheme for this area I remember asking one of the
Corporation staff to explain the thinking and it was met with silence. It was quite clear lines
had been drawn on a plan without considering the implications.

 Of even more concern are the proposals for access to the site. It is beyond belief that,
when development of the site is proposed to be vastly increased in size, access points are
to be reduced from two to one during construction and on completion. Further, that the
present one-way system will, of necessity, become two-way. The remaining access from
Aldersgate Street is already heavily used each day by the residents of Lauderdale Tower,
Lambert Jones Mews, Seddon House, Thomas More House and Mountjoy House. It is the
busiest car park on the estate in terms of deliveries and resident movements and is the
only access point for the emergency services. Access is from a busy main road and the
cross over interrupts a pavement used by many who live and work in the City.

I fail to see how construction traffic would also be able to be accommodated, in terms of
traffic movement but also in terms of safety, noise and pollution. My flat is at level 02 and
my bedroom looks into the open side of the Thomas More car park. In recent years
pollution surveys have been undertaken in conjunction with the City Corporation and the
results have shown that pollution at the bedroom end of my flat is higher than on the
opposite side of the building. If planning consent is given to this application, pollution
levels will soar both during construction and afterwards, becoming a danger to my health
and also the children using the City of London School for Girls play area on the car park
roof.

Please reject these applications.

Alan Newman
79 Thomas More House
Barbican
London
EC2Y 8BU




