
























From:
To:
Subject: 85 Gracechurch Street London EC3V 0AA - ref 22/01155/FULEIA
Date: 17 December 2022 14:01:38

THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL

For Attention of Kurt Gagen

We object to this application. We are residential occupiers ,at Jamaica Buildings St Michael’s
Alley,overlooking the graveyard of St Michael’s Church.

This development would affect our daylight even more directly than other developments both existing and
under development.
These include the adjacent development at One Leadenhall.

In addition we are concerned that another substantial development within this dense grouping on Gracehurch
Street and the ‘Eastern Cluster’
will put further strain on the utilities and facilities in the immediate area resulting in further digging up of the
roads and resultant disturbance together with air pollution.
For the last two years we have suffered from the City of London permitting 24 hour working at 8 Bishopsgate .
The contractor has repeatedly failed to meet noise limitations giving us sleepless nights. The COL seems unable
to impose penalties or withdraw the permission. This development at 85 Gracechurch Street is even closer.

Kind regards
Peter Rose



 

 

 
FAO Kurt Gagen 
City of London Corporation 
The Environment Department 
City of London 
PO Box 270 
Guildhall 
London 
EC2P 2EJ 
 

12 January 2023 
 
RE: Comments on Planning Application: 22/01155/FULEIA 
85 Gracechurch Street 
 
I am writing on behalf of The PCC of St Peter upon Cornhill (PCC) with regards to the proposals for a 
development at 85 Gracechurch St. We consider ourselves to be a city positive organisation whereby 
we welcome new developments in the area where we seek to exercise our mission as a church. 
 
We note from the application that we are a key affected neighbour. Having reviewed the material 
submitted with the planning application we have certain reservations with regards to the impact on 
our assets and activities. We plan to submit a written representation on the application in due 
course, but at this time we continue to review the material submitted with the planning application. 
We will be referring any initial queries to our consultants and the applicant’s Community 
Stakeholder team, whom we intend to meet on Friday 13 January, before submitting such a 
representation. 
 
Given the complexity of the proposed scheme, it is unlikely that we will have answers to all our 
questions and comments before the culmination of the Statutory Consultation Period. 
 
For the reasons set out above and pending further information and assessment of the impacts of the 
development, we may wish to register an objection. We would be grateful if this letter could be 
recorded setting out our interim position before full representations are made. We are hopeful we 
can have constructive discussions with the developer’s consultants, and this will help inform a more 
detailed response in due course.  
 
Please would you confirm that you will be prepared to receive further comments from the PCC in the 
coming weeks. In the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any queries 
regarding the PCC’s position. This letter is sent without prejudice to the church’s property rights and 
interests, which are expressly reserved. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

Jason Barrington 
Operations Manager 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Kurt Gagen 

City of London Corporation 

Department of Planning and Transportation 

PO Box 270, Guildhall 

London  

EC2P 2EJ 

            16 January 2023 

Dear Mr Gagen, 

 

Museum of London and the 85 Gracechurch Street project (ref. 22/01155/FULEIA) 

 

The Museum of London is was pleased to be contacted earlier this year by Shaw Corporation, on behalf of 

Hertshten Properties Ltd, about the planned redevelopment of the 85 Gracechurch Street site. We have 

since been engaged in a detailed and positive dialogue regarding the opportunity to partner with them on 

the proposed Cultural Plan for this site. 

 

This partnership will be built around the proposed cultural offer at 85 Gracechurch Street, including a 

significant space on Level 05 dedicated to a ‘Heritage Garden’, which will provide a publicly accessible 

outdoor garden space and a heritage walkway, with open views across the intricate and stunning rooftops 

of the Leadenhall Market. Additionally, this new space will offer opportunity to celebrate the historical 

significance of the site, which was once home to the Roman Forum, through the potential display of finds 

from the archaeological investigations of the project, as well as the use of Virtual/Augmented Reality to 

allow visitors the opportunity to experience the site as it once was. 

 

In our view, the benefits of such a partnership to the museum’s audiences and the wider public, in both the 

short and long term, are very exciting. We are enthusiastic about, and supportive of, the 85 Gracechurch 

Street Cultural Plan, and the contribution it would make to the immediate neighbourhood around our 

future home in West Smithfield, and to the wider Culture Mile. 

 

We look forward to continuing this conversation and working with Shaw Corporation, Hertshten Properties 

Ltd, and our close partners in the City of London. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Douglas Gilmore 

Managing Director Docklands. 

Director, Museum of London (Trading) Limited 

 

cc. Kat Stobbs, Senior Development Manager, Museum of London 





From: PlnComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk
To: PLN - Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 22/01155/FULEIA
Date: 24 January 2023 11:06:01

Comments summary

Dear Sir/Madam,

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

Comments were submitted at 24/01/2023 11:05 AM from Dr chris Blatchley.

Application Summary
Address: 85 Gracechurch Street London EC3V 0AA

Proposal:

Partial demolition of existing building (Gracechurch Street frontage adapted) and
the erection of a 32 storey (155.70m AOD) building plus basement levels
including office use (Class E(g)(i)); flexible retail use (Class E(a), Class E(b),
drinking establishments and hot food takeaway); Public Hall (sui generis); and
Heritage Garden and Cultural Space at level 5 (sui generis), with cycle parking,
servicing, refuse and plant areas, public realm improvements and other works
associated with the development including access and highways works. |cr||cr|
(The proposal would provide 37,098sq.m GEA of Class E offices, 946sq.m GEA
of Public Hall, 892sq.m of Heritage Garden and Cultural space; total floorspace
39,557sq.m GEA; overall height 155.70m AOD). |cr||cr|[THE PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT DOES NOT ACCORD WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THE
DEVELOPMENT PLAN IN FORCE IN THE AREA IN WHICH THE LAND TO
WHICH THE APPLICATION RELATES IS SITUATED].|cr||cr|The application is
accompanied by an Environmental Statement which is available for inspection
with the planning application. Electronic copies of the ES can also be issued by
Trium Environmental Consulting LLP; for further details contact
hello@triumenv.co.uk or Tel: +44 (0) 203 887 7118.

Case Officer: Kurt Gagen

Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Dr chris Blatchley

Email:

Address:

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for comment: - Other 
- Residential Amenity 

Comments: I wish to object to the scheme for two primary reasons
1. it is against the planning guidelined for the area and will have an enormous
impact on both Leadenhall Market, a nationally important Grade 1 listed building,
and our property which is part of a conservation zone
2. The impact on right to light of our property 2-4 Bulls Head Passage is
enormous and way beyond the planning guidelines (this is the opinion og our
advisors Delva Patman)

Kind regards

 





THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL

From:
To: Environment - PLN Support
Subject: FW: Proposed development at 85 Gracechurch Street - clarifications and representations from residential

owners at 4 Bull"s Head Passage
Date: 02 March 2023 10:48:05

 

 
Dear Mr Gagen
 
Apologies, I understand that a previous attempt to send this email corrupted.
 
Sent on behalf of the owners of Flats A, B & C 4 Bull’s Head Passage
 
I am writing to you ahead of our meeting next week as it has come to our attention that the
proposed developers of 85 Gracechurch Street have been providing information which is not
wholly accurate regarding us, our residential properties at 4 Bull’s Head Passage and our
engagement with the them in relation to the proposed development. We therefore wanted to
provide you and members of the Planning Committee (copied) with clarification on several
matters so that you have a more complete picture ahead of the forthcoming planning meeting at
which we will also be speaking.
 
Initial contact between us and the developer
 
We are aware that the committee has been given the impression that the developer made initial
contact with us and we also note that a copy of a letter dated 22 June 2022 was recently
uploaded to the COL portal. This letter was never received and, as can be seen it is generically
addressed “Dear neighbours” and is not even addressed to us or to our properties. It was in fact
us who first made contact with the developer as can be seen from the attached email exchange
on 4/5 October when we became aware of the public consultation and Will Ryan (Flat C) initially
signed up to a public webinar on the subject on our behalf. Following this, the developer did
make contact which led us into a series of direct engagements. However we wish to clarify that
process was initiated by us and not by the developer. Please ensure that this additional
information is also uploaded to the COL portal so interested parties have the complete picture.
 
Status of residential properties at 4 Bull’s Head Passage
 
We are also aware that we are being portrayed by the developer as absent landlords or
infrequent occupiers of the properties with reference made to the nationality of one or more of
us. This is both inaccurate and wholly inappropriate. Our properties are all residential and
occupied as such with council tax paid to the City of London in common with any other
residential property. We have the same rights which must be considered as any other residential
owner. It is inappropriate for these references to be made as if our rights are somehow
diminished. Furthermore Mann’s status as a Canadian national and travel arrangements are
wholly irrelevant to the matter at hand.
 
Engagement with the developer and their advisers
 



We are also aware that the developer has given the impression that we have refused access to
our properties or have otherwise been obstructive or unhelpful. We wish to clarify that the
developer has never requested direct access to our properties. They did propose an in-person
meeting to take place in December and briefly suggested our flats as a possible location however
there was not a suitable date when all three of us were in London and therefore a virtual
meeting was more appropriate to allow us all to participate. All of this can be seen in the
attached emails.
 
However we did say that we felt it was not appropriate to hold the meeting in our flats and
instead suggested we could come to 85 Gracechurch Street for the virtual call (with Mann
dialling in remotely). This suggestion was declined so we are surprised to hear that the developer
sees fit to portray us as somehow difficult or inflexible in not allowing access to our flats when
not did they allow us access to 85 Gracechurch Street.
 
Nature of our objections
 
To be clear, we are three residential owners who have owned and occupied our flats with over
10 years of quiet enjoyment. A developer now wishes to attach a 32 storey skyscraper to them. It
is not wholly surprising we thought it inappropriate to conduct a meeting on the subject in our
homes.
 
Since making initial contact with the developer last Autumn, we have engaged constructively and
cordially with the developers and their representatives throughout. We have spent over 100
hours reviewing and digesting the numerous documents on the matter and the draft CEMP.
There can be no question that we are somehow absent, disinterested or being obstructive.
 
However, we have repeatedly said to the developer that it is hard for us to get away from two
fundamental issues:
 
1. The sheer proximity of the development which is just a few meters from our properties and
the fact that, even with a comprehensive CEMP, it is difficult to see how occupation of our
properties will not be extremely difficult at best and a danger to health at worst. For example the
Equality Statement says [at 116] that “during the demolition and construction significant local
temporary and short term noise and/or vibration effects are anticipated to occur at 2-4 Bull’s
Head Passage”. For these purposes, “temporary and short term” could mean up to four years.
 
2. The fact that the development will share a party wall with our properties, blocking a whole
wall – three rooms in each property - from access to natural daylight and ventilation.
 
We are also aware that other local developments have repeatedly requested extensive out-of-
hours working which would not be acceptable to us given our properties are residential.
 
We find it unlikely that members of the Planning Committee would be comfortable with either of
these two matters if they were the owner/occupiers of the properties so we trust that we will be
given due opportunity to raise our concerns both when we meet and at the forthcoming
Planning Committee meeting.
 
If you have any questions before we meet, please let us know.



 
Emma (on behalf also of Mann Vergan and Will Ryan)
 
Emma Baylis




