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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) 



Appendix 2 
 
Transport for London’s full design rationale 
 
The objections received were all in response to the proposal to close Tudor Street to 
motor vehicles at its junction with New Bridge Street.  Tudor Street is the main 
access to the streets that are bounded by Fleet Street, New Bridge Street, Victoria 
Embankment and the Temple.  Northbound and southbound traffic on New Bridge 
Street can enter Tudor Street, but egress is restricted and vehicles are only able to 
go northbound on New Bridge Street. 
 
The volume of traffic that turns left into Tudor Street from New Bridge Street during 
the peak hour would require traffic signals to be introduced to control traffic crossing 
the cycle track to prevent conflict with the expected high flow of cyclists in the track 
and also with pedestrians crossing Tudor Street.  A design that did not include this 
would not be safe and would not be considered. 
 
In order to introduce traffic signals for this movement, the left turn into Tudor Street 
would need to run separately phased from cyclists on the track, who would run with 
north and southbound traffic.  This would require an additional lane for the left 
turning traffic to be held in.  The width of the road at this point on New Bridge Street 
is too narrow to accommodate the basic requirements of a signalised junction.  A 
layout that does not meet the basic requirements would not be safe to introduce. 
 
The constraints with meeting the requirements for a signalised junction are:- 
 
a. The width of the carriageway is too narrow to accommodate a traffic island to 
separately signal the left turn from the ahead movement.  A separating island 
between the lanes would be required to make it clear that you could only turn left 
from the nearside lane; 
b. The width of the carriageway is too narrow to accommodate a left turn flare to 
store vehicles waiting to turn left; 
c. There is insufficient length of carriageway to store the predicted flow of 
vehicles continuing northbound on New Bridge Street behind those turning left 
without causing blocking back at the Blackfriars Junction.  The proximity to the 
Blackfriars Junction is just 50m.  According to the traffic flows, during the peak hour 
there are likely to be six vehicles waiting at the left turn stop line during each signal 
cycle time; 
d. The location of the northbound bus stop servicing Blackfriars Station further 
limits the space to store vehicles waiting to turn left.  The bus stop is 35m long (in 
order to allow two buses to pull up to the kerb-line and be fully wheelchair 
accessible) and its position in the 50m gap between the junctions would limit the 
length of the left turn flare to 6m (approximately one car / small van); 
e. Relocating the bus stop north of the Tudor Street junction is not an option as 
the width of the carriageway is even less and removal of the stop would not be 
supported on the grounds of high passenger demand (over 400 passengers in the 
peak hour); 
f. The footways cannot be reduced in width to create more carriageway space 
as the pedestrian flows are high and levels of service would be reduced; and 



g. The cycle track has already been reduced in width from 4m to 3m for this 
section and reducing it further would fall below the minimum levels of service, 
particularly given the expected high flows of cyclists through this section. 
 
The signal junction would need to run with 3 or 4 stages to accommodate the 
required movements.  This could not be coordinated with Blackfriars Junction signals 
as there is always a stream of traffic feeding north onto New Bridge Street.  The 
introduction of a signal controlled junction at Tudor Street that cannot store the 
expected vehicle demand would lead to the risk that pedestrian crossings at 
Blackfriars Junction would become blocked. 
 
The introduction of traffic signals at the Tudor Street junction as opposed to the 
proposed signals at the Bridewell Place junction would still not permit southbound 
traffic to turn into Tudor Street.  The carriageway width does not allow a right turn 
lane to be introduced and allowing this movement within the north-south traffic stage 
would result in vehicles waiting to turn blocking the southbound flow.  If the cycles 
are not able to run with the north-south traffic then they would be subject to being 
held for too long at the signals. 
 
The proposed traffic pattern for Bridewell Place is for north-south ahead only traffic 
to flow along with the cycle track and pedestrians to cross Bridewell Place.  The 
second stage is for traffic to turn left to enter Bridewell Place in addition to the 
northbound and southbound traffic while the cyclists and pedestrians are held.  The 
final stage allows vehicles to turn right to exit Bridewell Place and pedestrians to 
cross New Bridge Street on the north side of the junction while all other movements 
are held. 
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Appendix 4  
 
24 hour vehicle composition at Tudor Street (junction with New Bridge Street) 
 
 

Vehicle types 
Access Egress 

No. of % No. of % 

Pedal cycles 374 9 177 18 

Motor cycles 371 9 84 9 

Cars 1429 33 305 31 

Taxis 1376 32 212 22 

Light Goods vehicles 609 14 157 16 

Mini buses 7 0 1 0 

Buses 1 0 0 0 

Medium Goods vehicles 184 4 50 5 

Heavy Goods vehicles 8 0 0 0 

Total 4359 100 986 100 
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Dear Ms Fredericks, 
  
Thank you very much for your email of 20th February. As requested, I now put our representation in 
writing. 
  
Since the public meeting on 28th January 2016 the Inns have taken advice from respected transport 
consultants (Vectos). The inns are advised that, on any view, real improvements could and should be 
made to the scheme to the benefit of the Inns, without materially delaying the making and 
implementation of the order; in particular, and on any view, that egress should be allowed from the 
proposed Temple Avenue signalised junction not only for bicycles but, when and only when needed, 
also heavy goods vehicles (hgvs)  (only). The City’s 24 hour snapshot survey identified 8 hgv 
movements using the existing Tudor Street junction with New Bridge Street. 
  
Importantly, the ability for hgvs to use the Temple Avenue would mean that deliveries from 
hgvs/pantechnicons/coaches can off-load at the Tudor Street gate main entrance, without 
thereafter having to reverse down Tudor Street to the Carmelite Street junction. Whilst TfL say that 
they will monitor the scheme, it is already obvious that reversing will need to take place if the 
scheme were to proceed - and this is obviously very undesirable. It should not be ‘designed in’ to the 
scheme from the outset. 
  
The Inns note that, by your officers’ own admission in the report to committee, manoeuvres for 
hgvs, whether rigid vehicles or articulated vehicles, at the junctions on Tudor Street will be “tight” – 
i.e. they assume complete accuracy by the driver in the manoeuvre (at any and all times of the day). 
Moreover, the officers’ report implicitly admits that there is likely to be damage to pavements and 
street furniture from these manoeuvres if the orders are made and implemented since officers seek 
compensation for physical damage from TfL. The report makes no reference either to, or assessment 
of, the increased risks to pedestrians from these “tight” manoeuvres.  
 
Furthermore, based on the evidence that we have been sent by TfL, which is as yet incomplete, 
these judgements have been made on the basis of swept paths from vehicles that are not as large or 
unwieldy as those that currently visit Inner and Middle Temples and will be expected to in the 
future.  The consequence of such larger vehicles trying to pass through some of the “tight” turns as 
described by TfL for smaller vehicles, may result in greater damage, greater risk to personal safety 
and potentially blocked highways.  We are urgently seeking clarification and further evidence from 
TfL, but until such time as this has been received we judge that there is severe risk to reasonable 
access.  
  
The Inns believe it to be a reasonable request therefore that a few weeks be given for discussion and 
amendment to the traffic regulation proposed. Vectos believe that their proposals are achievable 
without material detriment in terms of delay or otherwise. They have closely studied the plans in the 
vicinity of the proposed Temple Avenue signalised junction. 
  
The last thing either the City, the Inns or TfL would wish is for this matter to have to be taken to the 
High Court, with, on any view, all the delay and expense that will inevitably entail.  
  
The Inns, however, take this matter, upon which neither they, nor we believe Freshfields solicitors, 
Jones Day solicitors nor JP Morgan (investment managers), were ever consulted, very seriously; and I 
am sure that you will understand that the Inns must, and do, reserve their right to go to the High 
Court pursuant to the 1984 Act if this matter cannot be satisfactorily and sensibly resolved.  
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We therefore respectfully request that there be no resolution to make the order at the committee 
meeting on Monday 22nd but that the resolution be that the matter be deferred until the next 
committee meeting. 
  
Your sincerely, 
 
 
Richard Snowdon 

 



Dear Marianne, 
  
Many thanks for sending me the link  RE: North-South Consultation Stonecutter 
Street to King's Cross .  I think the approach to the second phase of the 
consultation  supports the view that the first phase could be done in another way. 
  
I know that you have had representations from theRichard Snowdon FRICS, 
Director of Properties & Surveyorfor Inner Temple which I have read and I only 
set it below it for the benefit of the other planning committee members who may 
not have seen it .    
  
It seems to me that the Inns have taken a very positive stance given the potential 
adverse effects the current proposals would have to the inns and the tenant.  The 
Ins's transport experts have advised that real improvements could and should be 
made to the scheme to the benefit of the Inns, without delaying unduly the making 
and implementation of the order; in particular, that egress should be allowed from 
the proposed Temple Avenue signalised junction not only for bicycles but, when 
and only when needed, also heavy goods vehicles (hgvs)  (only). This would avoid 
the need for HGVs etc to reverse down Tudor Street 
                     
I also note that the expert consultants have also identified gaps in the evidence 
based used by TFL. 
  
I would ask the sub committee to agree to the Inns request to defer approving the 
resolution until these issues have been resolved. 
  
The Temple is a vital part of the City and I know the committee values its 
contribution.  I respectfully urge that no decision be taken without full 
consideration of the rlevant evidence. 
   
Yours ever 
  
  
Greg 

  

  
Common Councilman (Farringdon Without) 
  
Gregory Jones QC 
Also called to the bars of Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland  
  
 
















