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citytransportation@cityoflondon.gov.uk  
 
‘North-South Cycle Superhighway’. 
 
To the Director of the Built Environment  - Reference DBE/CT/TMO-GL 
 
 
I am a resident in the Inner Temple and work in Salisbury Court.  
 
I am Chair of the Temple Residents Association. By reason of the very short period of 
consultation (the consultation letter was dated 10th December 2015 and requires a response 
by 6th January, notwithstanding the Christmas and New Year period) there has not yet been 
an opportunity for the TRA Committee to consider the proposals. 
 
The vehicular access for both Inner and MiddleTemples is via Tudor Street. This includes a 
substantial number of delivery vehicles for business and residential use and daily refuse 
collection by a number of vehicles. The Inns accommodate several thousand barristers and 
over 100 residential flats, as well as being the headquarters of the aforementioned Inns of 
Court (administrative offices, dining halls, meeting rooms, 2 substantial libraries, gardens 
where large-scale functions are often held, the Temple Church). 
 
It is understood that the present proposals flow from an intention to close off the current 
access/egress from New Bridge Street into/from Tudor Street to accommodate the north-
south cycle superhighway 
 
I object to the following proposals (I refer to the numbered paragraphs in the Notice) in 
particular (but not only): 
 
“3. It is proposed in: 
 
(a) Bouverie Street to introduce ‘at any time’ waiting and loading restrictions extending 
from the junction with Tudor Street 2.7 metres on the east side and 15.4 metres on 
the west side.” 
 

 
The proposal is inadequate. The northern end of Bouverie Street is not addressed at 
all.  There, the usable carriageway is very narrow in width because of a disabled 
parking bay (east side) and a dedicated cycleway on the western side; moreover, a 
little further south on the eastern side there are approximately 30 “Boris” bicycle hire 
stands in the carriageway and immediately opposite a very narrow section of footway 
on the western side (alongside the entire length of no 8 Bouverie Street). 
Immediately to the south of this section of Bouverie Street is the Polish Embassy 
where vehicles will necessarily need/seek to wait. 
 
Bouverie Street is not, therefore, presently a suitable route to accommodate safely or 
otherwise satisfactorily a substantial increase in vehicular movement, especially 
delivery vehicles; and the proposed measures are insufficient. 
 
Perversely, measures to improve the cyclist’s journey seem to be at the expense of 
introducing dangers for other road users. 
 
Although the closure of the New Bridge Street/Tudor Street is taken as a given in this 
consultation exercise, the proposed measures (above and below) call into serious 
question the wisdom of this measure. (It is not clear why cyclist is not to be 
accommodated in the central section of New Bridge Street, allowing delivery vehicles 



to turn into and out of side roads? – all traffic including cyclists will in any event have 
to stop at the Ludgate Circus traffic lights.) The whole scheme appears to be an 
expensive, ill-thought-through, proposal. 

 
“3. (b) Bridewell Place:- 
(i) to introduce ‘at any time’ loading restrictions throughout the east-west arm; and 
(ii) in the north-south arm:- 
(A) to remove the P&D parking place with two parking bays and the disabled 
persons parking place on the east side outside ‘Bridewell Gate’ No. 9 and 
No. 12; 
(B) to relocate the P&D parking place with three parking bays from the east side 
outside ‘Bridewell Gate’ No. 9 to the west side at the rear of the ‘Premier Inn’ 
hotel, Nos. 1-2 Dorset Rise; 
(C) to introduce ‘at any time’ waiting and loading restrictions on the east side; 
(D) to introduce ‘at any time’ waiting restrictions on the remaining lengths of kerbline 
on the west side, north and south of the parking place in (B) above; 
(E) to introduce ‘at any time’ loading restrictions on the west side between the 
parking place and the junction with Tudor Street; and from the northern 
extremity to a point 15 metres north of the parking place.” 
 
 

The above proposals do not appear to make it possible for 2 vehicles to pass each 
other where traffic using the east-west arm of Bridewell Place turns into (and across 
the notional centreline of) the north-south arm.  
 
Given that this is proposed to be a main route to/fromTudor Street, it is astonishing 
that 2-way traffic, particularly delivery vehicles, can be contemplated.  

 
 
 
The consultation letter dated 10th December suggests that, in addition to Bridewell Place and 
Bouverie Street, the other ‘entry’ point will be Dorset Rise/Salisbury Court. This road again is 
totally unsuitable: beginning at its north end with Fleet Street, it is narrow because of a 
dedicated cycle lane and has a shared level with the adjoining pavements. This is hardly 
appropriate for turning delivery vehicles. A short way down the street there is a dedicated 
bay on the eastern side for doctors’ parking, making vehicular traffic even by a single car 
impossible (other than by mounting the pavement on the western side) and in any event the 
cycle lane must be used; moreover along the whole length of the street there are only single 
yellow lines on either side. After the square there are dedicated parking bays on the western 
side of the street followed by dedicated motorcycle bays for approximately 12 motor cycles. 
It appears that none of these restrictions will be altered or removed by the proposed 
changes. 
 
 
Richard Humphreys 
 
6th January 2016 
 



 

 

 

Gerry Lightfoot, Traffic Order Officer 

Department of the Built Environment 

City of London Corporation 

Objections to the Proposals to close Tudor Street as part of the new                                      

Cycle Super Highway on New Bridge Street   EC4        

 

I am writing to object on behalf of my constituents in the Inns of Court of Inner and Middle 

Temple who will be detrimentally affected by the current proposals to close Tudor Street into 

and out of New Bridge Street. I should add that I am a tenant at Francis Taylor Building and 

therefore likely to be directly affected.   

  

I have read the letter dated 22 December 2015 submitted by my fellow ward councillor Mary 

Mead OBE (attached to this email)   I agree entirely with it and adopt the representations she 

makes mutatis mutandis.  

 

I add that I anticipate that many of the barristers may not have appreciated the nature of the 

proposal particularly since the consultation coincided with the Christmas vacation.  I would ask 

that consideration be given to a more effective consultation process be undertaken.    

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Gregory Jones QC, CC 

(Farringdon Without) 
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