Public Document Pack

Planning and Transportation Committee

Date: MONDAY, 9 APRIL 2018
Time: 10.00 am
Venue: LIVERY HALL - GUILDHALL

BACKGROUND PAPERS

8. 35 FURNIVAL STREET - 14/01173/FULL
Report of the Chief Planning Officer and Development Director.

For Decision
(Pages 1 - 100)

9. BEN JONSON HOUSE, BRETON HOUSE, THOMAS MORE HOUSE, BUNYAN
HOUSE AND WILLOUGHBY HOUSE BARBICAN, RESIDENTIAL CAR PARK -
17/00909/FULL
Report of the Chief Planning Officer and Development Director.

For Decision
(Pages 101 - 140)

10. 46-47 CHANCERY LANE - 17/00878/FULL
Report of the Chief Planning Officer and Development Director.

For Decision
(Pages 141 - 160)

Enquiries: Amanda Thompson / amanda.thompson@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Lunch will be served in Guildhall Club at 1PM

John Barradell
Town Clerk and Chief Executive







Background Papers

Representations

E-mail 22 December 2014
Online 23 December 2014
Online 23 December 2014
Online 24 December 2014
Online 26 December 2014
Online 29 December 2014
Online 30 December 2014
Online 31 December 2014
Online 31 December 2014

Chloe Nash

Mr Dan Burgess

Mr Val-Daniel Geary
Mr Mathieu Fourny
Mr Fraser Ashman
Mrs Nina Keay

Mrs Lisa May

Ms Yanming Bay

Mr Milos Cukovic

Online 01 January 2015
Online 02 January 2015
Online 03 January 2015
Online 04 January 2015
Online 05 January 2015
Online 05 January 2015
Online 06 January 2015
Online 14 January 2015
Online 15 January 2015

Ms Lisa Zazzera-Vryzakis
Ms Lidia Zazzera

Mrs Joanne Santa Maria
Mrs Giuliana Birri

Mr Nigel May

Mr Tony Ng

Lord John Krebs

Miss Chloe Nash

Dr Susan Scott

Online
E-mail
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online

16 February 2015 Mr Mathieu Fourny

19 February 2015 Stephen and Poppy Newton
20 February 2015 Mr & Mrs Fraser and Sandra Ashman
23 February 2015 Mr Val-Daniel Geary

24 February 2015 Mr Nigel May

24 February 2015 Mr Mathieu Fourny

03 March 2015 Mr Mathieu Fourny

03 March 2015 Mr Walter Scott

03 March 2015 Miss Lidia Zazzera

05 March 2015 Mr Milos Cukovic

06 March 2015 Ms Yanming Bay

E-mail
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online

15 August 2015
17 August 2015
18 August 2015
18 August 2015
20 August 2015
21 August 2015
23 August 2015
23 August 2015
27 August 2015
27 August 2015
29 August 2015
30 August 2015
31 August 2015

Stephen and Poppy Newton
Ms Lidia Zazzera

Mr Mathieu Fourny [part 1]
Mr Mathieu Fourny [part 2]
Mrs Eleanor Byrne

Ms Yanming Bay

Dr Yuk Wah Chan

Mr Val-Daniel Geary

Mr Duncan Ashman

Mr Nigel May

Mrs Lisa May

Mr Milos Cukovic

Mrs Giuliana Birri

Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online

03 September 2015
04 September 2015
04 September 2015
09 September 2015
09 September 2015
13 September 2015

Miss Chloe Nash

Lord John Krebs

Mrs Elizabeth Speirs
Mrs Joanne Santa Maria
Mr Stephen Newton

Mr Tony Ng

Page 1

Agenda Iltem 8



Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online
Online

04 October 2015 Miss Chloe Nash

25 May 2017
26 May 2017
27 May 2017
29 May 2017
30 May 2017
31 May 2017
31 May 2017
31 May 2017
31 May 2017
31 May 2017

E-mail 02 June 2017
E-mail 02 June 2017

Online
Online
Online
Online
Online

02 June 2017
03 June 2017
03 June 2017
03 June 2017
04 June 2017

E-mail 04 June 2017

Online
Online
Online

06 June 2017
07 June 2017
08 June 2017

Mrs Giuliana Birri

Mr lain Allison

Dr Susan Scott

Mrs Nina Keay

Mrs Eleanor Byrne

Mr Mathieu Fourny [1/2]
Mr Mathieu Fourny [2/2]
Mr Bharat Mekani [1/2]
Mr Bharat Mekani [2/2]
Mr Nigel May

Stephen Newton

Lidia Zazzera

Mrs Joanne Santa Maria
Ms Jane Richards
Miss Grace Chan

Dr Karen Chan

Mr Milos Cukovic
Professor Lord John Krebs
Ms Yanming Bay

Mrs Coralie Murphy
Miss Chloe Nash

Page 2



.. 3

From: Chioe Nash [N
Sent: 22 December 2014 17:24

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Flat 9, 35 Furnvial St, London EC4A 1JQ
Dear Sirs,

I would like to object to the planning application made by Flat 9, 35 Furnival St for a single storey extension/roof
terrace. 14/001173/FULL

I own Flat 3, 34/5 Furnival St, EC4A 1JQ. I believe that the erection of the extension proposed would cut out the light
and the view from my patio beneath. My flat is on the ground floor and basement. I have a patio that would be
covered over by the proposed extension and prevent my enjoyment of my patio.

I would question how this work can be carried out without accessing my patio below and the owners of Flat 9 have
not approached me about this, They have not discussed it with me at all.

I would also suffer from severe disturbance whilst the extension was being carried out. This would be unreasonable
given the amount of building work already endured in recent years around the building.

Kind regards
Chloe Nash
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 23 December 2014 10:43

To: . PLN - Comments '

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments. were submitted at 10:42 AM on 23 Dec 2014 from Mr Dan Burgess.

Application Summary
Address: ‘35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1]Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further Information

Customer Details

Name: Mr Dan Burgess

Emall:

Address: Flat 7 35 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter ,
Type: Neighbour

Starice: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for , . _

comment: Residential Amenity

4

Comments: 1) Objection on the grounds of.reduction to light: The
proposed development will negatively impact the light to
flats at the rear of 36 Furnival Street. 2) Objection on
the grounds of the precedent this sets and the future
negative Impact on light and overlooking: 34-35 Furnival
Street is a symmetrical block of fiats. If the proposal Is
permitted, then Flat 10, which is on the same level and
has the same design and roof terrace as Flat 9 currently
has, could seek to do a simllar extension. That would
increase the direct overlooking into Flat 7. It wouid also
reduce the already limited sunlight that comes into Flat
7, and even more so for the lower flats in the building.
The building was designed to "taper” at the higher floors
so as to let some light into the lower floors. Such-
proposed development would reduce that light.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 23 December 2014 14:24

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is pl;ovided below.

Commients were submitted at 2:23 PM on 23 Dec 2014 from Mr Vai-Daniel Geary.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formatlon of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mr Val-Danlel Geary

Address: ‘Flat 2 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Detalls

Commenter .

Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: As owners of Flat 2 36-37 Furnival Street, we are writing
to formally object to the planning application for an infill
extenslon on a terrace at 34-35 Furnival Street. The
primary cause of our objection Is surrounding the
reduction in daylight that the planned extension would
bring to our flat. Natural light is already at a premium for
our flat and the quoted level of average daylight lost
(29%) would have a significant impact on our living
room/kitchen, which Is the most used room in our flat.
This light reduction could potentially affect the value of
the property as natural light is such a scarclty in central
London and we would aiso see our energy bills rise as we
would need to increase our electrical light usage In the
room by 29%. Moreover, the noise disruption associated
with such a development would be most unwelcome.
Only recently, scaffolding has been taken down after a
long, noisy and disruptive development to a building on
Furnival Street. It is not acceptabie to expect residents
to live in a constant building site, where excessive noise
and interruption become a part of dally.life. In summary,
our displeasure at the planning application for 34-35
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Furnival Street cannot be overstated and I trust that the
concerns of the local residents who wili all be severely
affected by this development are at the heart of the
ultimate decision made on this development. Yours
faithfully, Val-Daniel Geary and Jane Richards
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: . 24 December 2014 14:01

To: PLN - Comments o
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 2:00 PM on 24 Dec 2014 from Mr Mathieu Fourny.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mr Mathieu Fourny

Address: Apartment 1, Aston House 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter .
' Neighbour
Type: gno
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment: Resldentlal Amenity

Comments: Dear Sir, Madam: I am the owner and resident of Aptl in
Aston House, 36-37 Furnival St. My apartment is located
on the lower ground and ground floor with only rear-
facing windows into the light well. I would like to object
to the application to elevate a new storey at 35 Furnival
St. It would have adverse consequences to my quality of
living as it would reduce the level of direct and indirect
suniight to my flat (bedroom and living room). The
source of sunlight in the light-well of Aston House Is only
coming from its South aspect towards 35 Furnlval St as
the East aspect is already obstructed. My flat therefore
only enjoys limited sunlight for 2-3 hours a day, which is
already very little. Elevating a new storey at 35 Furnival
St in the South direction would iimit this further. While I
cannot verify the accuracy of the sunlight impact
analysis attached to the application, the report indicates
a reductlon of sunlight to my flat, In particular a
reduction of direct sunlight from 100% to 20% during
the spring/autumn time (bedroom on ground floor). 1t is
also worth stating that the indirect sunlight Intake would
necessarily drop in the light well, reducing the level of
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natural light in my entire flat, especially my living room
located in the basement. I aiso currently enjoy a limited
amount of direct sunlight to the courtyard (during the
summer days only). The proposed project would also
deprive me of this, as shown in the report. I am
sympathetic to the motivations of the applicant, who
wishes to improve the ventilation and light level to her
bedroom, as stated in the application. It seems however
that the current proposal to build a new storey and
increase the flat's square footage would come at the
expense of those living in the lower floors of Aston
House, who already suffer from limited sunlight. I hope
my objection to this proposed project will receive a’
positive response from the Department of the Buiit
Envirecnment. Yours sincerely, Mathieu Fourny
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 24 December 2014 15:24

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 3:23 PM on 24 Dec 2014 from Mr Mathieu Fourny,

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Llam Hart

Click for further information

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Mathieu Fourny

. Apartment 1, Aston House, 36 - 37 Furnival Street,
Address: | don EC4A 130

Comments Details
Commenter

Type: Nelghbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: Dear Sir, Madam: I am the owner and resident of Aptl In
Aston House, 36-37 Furnival St. My apartment is located
on the lower ground and ground floor with only rear-
facing windows into the light well. I would ike to object
to the application to elevate a new storey at 35 Furnival
St. It would have adverse consequences to my quality of
living as it would reduce the level of direct and indirect
sunlight to my flat (bedroom and living room). The
source of sunlight In the light well of Aston House is only
coming from its South aspect towards 35 Furnival St as
the East aspect is already obstructed. My flat therefore
only enjoys limited sunlight for 2-3 hours a'day, which Is
already very little. Elevating a new storey at 35 Furnival
St in the South direction would limit this further. While I
cannot verify the accuracy of the sunlight impact
analysis attached to the application, the report indicates
a reduction of sunlight to my flat, in particular a
reduction of direct sunlight from 100% to 20% during
the spring/autumn time (bedroom on ground floor). It Is
also worth stating that the indirect sunlight intake would
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necessarily drop in the light well, reducing the level of
natural light in my entire flat, especially my living room
located In the basement. I also currently enjoy a limited
amount of direct sunlight to the courtyard (during the
summer days oniy). The proposed project would also
deprive me of this, as shown In the report. I am
sympathetic to the motivations of the applicant, who
wishes to improve the ventilation and light level to her
bedroom, as stated in the application. It seems however
that the current proposal to bulld a new storey and
increase the flat's square footage would come at the
expense of those living in the lower floors of Aston
House, who already suffer from Iimited sunlight. I hope
my objection to this proposed project will receive a
positive response from the Department of the Built
Environment. Yours sincerely, Mathieu Fourny
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

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

Comments were submitted at 8:21 PM on 26 Dec 2014 from Mr Fraser Ashman.

PLN - Comments
26 December 2014 20:21
PLN - Comments
Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Detalls

Name:
Email:
Address:

Mr Fraser Ashman

Flat 14 34-35 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:

Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Neighbour
Customer objects to the Planning Application
- Resldential Amenity

I should first lIke to observe that the application
documentation claims that Flat 9 is on the 2nd floor
when it is in fact on the 3rd. It Is not clear from the
"daylight report" (which, if I may say, is a completely
unconvincing exercise in quasi science) if the calculations
are based cn a 2nd or 3rd floor pesition. As my flat is
above the proposed developement I would not be
affecred by loss of light but I am very sympathetic to
those on the lower floors who will also be adverelsy
affected by the additlonal floor to be bullt In Dyers Court.
I am concerned that this is extreme over-development
(and I assume that the rear extensions were limited In
helght at the time 34-35 Furnival Street was originally
developed for good reasons to do with light) and that
there will be a real disadvantage to the lower floors
which will lower their values with an adverse affect on
the value of the entlre block and the attraction of all the
units in terms of sale and letting value. In addition the
construction problems related to the accessibility of the
area to be developed will be severe and risk damage to
to premises. It would be a brave (and/or brazen) soul
who would wnat to take advant?gagéttffroposed



newly-created terrace. In 14 years of occupation I have
never seen or heard anyone using the existing, gloomy,
terraces.
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From: PLN - Comments .

Sent: 29 December 2014 15:31

To: PLN - Comments :

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 3:30 PM on 29 Dec 2014 from Mrs Nina Keay.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1]Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension
to Flat 9 at 2nd floor level and the
formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sg.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Proposal:

‘Customer Details

Name: Mrs Nina Keay

Email:

Address: Flat 1 34-35 Furnival St London

Comments Detalils

Commenter
Type:

Stance:

Neighbour

Customer objects to the Planning
Application

Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: I object to the proposed works as they are
-in breach of C521. The negative impact of
sunlight/daylight reduction to 36-37
Furnlval St,( Basement Bedroom A and
First floor Living Room C ), is a material
consideration in protecting existing
amenity. Furthermore, this would set a
precedent for future loss of amenity to
buildings 34-35 and 36-37 Furnival St.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 30 December 2014 11:37

To: PLN - Comments o o
Subject: Comments for Planning Applicatiign 14/01178/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 11:36 AM on 30 Dec 2014 from Mrs Lisa May.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnlval Street London EC4A 1)Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension
to Flat 9 at 2nd floor leve! and the
formatlon of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sg.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Click for further Information

Proposal:

Customer Details -

Name:  Mrs Lisa May

Emall:

Address: Rivendell Parkfield Sevenoaks

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:

Stance:

Neighbour

Customer objects to the Planning
Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: To whom it may coricern: We write on
behalf of Furnival Management Limited
(Company No. 09183057) which owns the
freehold of Aston House, 36-37 Furnival
Street, EC4A 1JQ. We were recently
informed by a public notice dated 15th
December 2014 of a planning application
for 35 Aston House, which Is next door to
our block. The application is for *The -
erectlon of a single storey rear extension to
Flat 9 at 2nd Floor level and the formation
‘of a new roof terrace with balustrade
above”. After having examined in detall the
application forms and documents made

- Residential Amenity

availablg on
ww.plannj «Cityoflon , It is

apparent the planned construction would
have negative impact to the source of
sunlight in the light well of Aston House.
The planned construction wouid lead to an
obstruction of the Southern side of the light
I i j h
well, which is the only source ong%I'aéo if

1



well given the already existing buildings in
the East and West directions. This would
generally impalr the level of light in Aston
House, and be of particular detrimental
impact to the apartments in Aston House
with only rear-facing windows {l.e. no
windows facing the street). There are 4
such apartments in Aston House. In
addition there will be a loss of amenity,
particularly privacy, to a number of the
flats, which will now be overlooked from the
new building and terrace. In particular, the
new elevated storey and the new terrace
will have direct views into rooms which are
bedrooms, in particular those on the first,
second and third floor of Aston House,
Finally, by infilling space between the
existing buildings the character and
appearance of the area will become
oppressively overbuilt to the detriment of
all. Given the above facts, we would like to
object to the planned application. We hope
our request will recelve a favourable
response from the City of London
Department of the Built Environment.
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sant: 31 December 2014 04:06

To: PLN - Comments .

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 4:05 AM on 31 Dec 2014 from Ms Yanming Bay.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extenslion to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m). ‘

Case Officer: Llam Hart
lick for further information

Customer Details

Name: Ms Yanming Ba

Address: Flat 4, Aston House, 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter .
Neighbour
Type: 9
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment:

Comments: Dear Whom it may concern, I am the owner of Flat 4
Aston House, 36-37 Furnival St. My apartment is located
on the first floor with only rear-facing windows into the
light well. I object to the application to elevate a new
storey at 35 Furnival St. According to the sunlight impact
analysis attached to the application, the report indicates
that my 1st Floor South unit will face a reduction of
direct sunlight from 75% to 0% during the
autumn/winter time. It would be cruel to subject my unit
to 0% sunlight for half the year. Lack of sunlight has
been shown to be a factor In depression and may result
in other health problems. Surely causing such a living
situation |s deemed unacceptable. It Is no longer just a
reduction of sunlight but the complete removal of
sunlight into my unit. My unit has no other windows. I
too hope my objection to this proposed project will *
receive a positive response from: the Department of the
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 31 December 2014 18:24

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Commaents for Pianning Application 14/01173/FLULL

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

Comments were submitted at 6:24 PM on 31 Dec 2014 from Mr Milos Cukovic.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street-London EC4A 11Q

Erectlon of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Llam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mr Mllos Cukovlc

Agldress: 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

%;Tenter l\_IeIghbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment:

Comments: Dear Sir, Madam: I write regarding the planning
application for 35 Furnival Street lodged on December
15th , with reference 14/01173/FULL. I am the owner
and resident of Flat #8 (a 1-bedroom apartment) on the
3rd floor of Aston. House. My apartment only has
windows facing the light well, namely my bedroom and
living room. I would like to object to the proposed
construction, as it would lead to a loss of my privacy
given that the new terrace would now have direct views
into my bedroom. Besides privacy issues, I am
sympathetic to neighbours living on the lower floors of
the building, since the planned application would affect
them the most through the substantial loss of general
light in the light well. As current development of 35
Furnival Street Is delsgned for both esthetlc and practical
reasons (especially light passage), any change would be
detrimental to the general quality of living in Aston
House. For these reasons, I strongly object to this
planning application. Yours faithfully, Milos Cukovic
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From: Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

Sent: 05 January 2015 11:58

To: Hart, Liam

Cc: Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 6:25 PM on 01 Jan 2015 from Ms Lisa Zazzera-Vryzakis.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Offlcer: Liam Hart

Customer Details

Name: Ms Lisa Zazzera-Vryzakis
Emall:
Address: 43 Swains Lane London

Comments Details
Commenter

Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment: - Resldentlal Amenity

Comments: The proposed extenslon wll cut off most of the natural
daylight which currently reaches the floors below,
including the flat I co-own (No 8). In addition, the only
access for builders and all the necessary materials is via
the main entrance, the carpets and walls of which have
only just been renovated. This will involve considerable
nuisance to the occupants of the other flats for a lengthy
period of time, as well as damage to the carpets and and
newly-palnted walls. Furthermore, the proposed
extension involves a change to the external aspect of the
building and, as such, contravenes the terms of the
lease, which expressly forbids this. For all these reasons,
I am objecting to the plans for the proposed extension.

Page 18




From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Applicatich 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments
Sent: 02 January 2015 00:20

To: PLN - Comments .

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Jomments were submitted at 12:19 AM on 02 Jan 2015 from Ms Lidla Zazzera,

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Click for further informati

Customer Details

Name: ‘Ms Lidia Zazzera
Emaill:

Address: 43 Swains Lane London

Comments Details
Commenter

Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: Dear Sir/Madam I am the co-owner of Flat 8, 34-35
Furnival Street (below the proposed extension) and I
would like to object to the proposed single story
extenslon to Flat 9 on the following basis: - The
proposed construction would severely reduce the amount
of naturai light into my flat, which already has limited
sunlight due to the built-up nature of the surrounding
courtyard. Natural light Is therefore at a premium and
the proposed construction would severely compromise
this and therefore negatively impact the quiet enjoyment
of my property. - The proposed construction represents
extreme overdevelopment in an area which is already
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heavily developed and is out of keeping with the original
footprint of the building. For this reason it contravenes
the terms of the lease for the building which does not
allow any alterations to the external edlfice of the
bullding. - Access to the proposed building works would
be through the interior of the building and the
construction problems related to acccesslbility would be
severe and risk damaging the property, eg the internal
lift is not designed to carry building materials and would
be a safety hazard; the interior of the buldling would be
compromised and has only very recently been
refurbished. - The loss of light to the lower floor flats (of
which mine is one) would negatively affect the entire
block by compromising property prices and rental ylelds.
- The construction of an terrace and additional storey
would compromise the privacy and quiet enjoyment of -
my property as I would be overlooked by the new
extension above. I urge you to reject this application on
the above grounds.
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Applicationi 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 03 January 2015 22:18

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 10:17 PM on 03 Jan 2015 from Mrs Joanne Santa Maria.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Offlcer: Llam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Joanne Santa Maria

Email:

Address: Flat 12 34-35 Furnival Street London

Comments Details
Commenter

Nelghbour
Type: 9 |
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . .
comment: Residential Amenity

Comments: I object to this extension. We are already facing .
development of several storles of Dyers buiding at the
rear of 35 Furnival Street which will greatly reduce the
light to the flats in 35 Furnival. This will no doubt already
reduce the value of all the flats In 35 Furnival Street.Tthe
extension of flat 9 will further reduce light to the lower
flats and will further reduce thier value and by extenslon,
the value of all the flats In the building. In addtion, the
noise and chaos from that construction and development
of Dyers Building will already be untenable without the
addition of the same from flat 9’s efforts. I am postiive
having to look at a roof instead of air space beneath my
flat will remove any remaining aesthetic/atractive value
after Dyers buiding has done its worse,
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From: PLN - Comments L
Subject: RE: Comments for Planning Applicatior \_1;4101 173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments
Sent: 04 January 2015 19:09
To: PLN - Comments
"Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 7:09 PM on 04 Jan 2015 from Mrs Giuliana Birri.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

n Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
ick for fi r_informatijon

Customer Detalls
Name: Mrs Gluliana Birrl

Emall:
Address: Flat 6. @ 34/35 Furnival Street Holborn London

Comments Detalls

Commenter
Type: .
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Nelghbour

Feasons Jor . Residential Amentty

Comments: Dear Sir This is my second attempt to note my objection
re the planning proposal flat 9 on 3rd floor of our block .
But still no comment has been noted on the website .-I
am also aware that quite a few others from our block
have made objections but none of which are evident .
Please confirm by emall that our objections have been
received. Regards Mrs G Birri
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From: Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

To: Hart, Liam

Cc: WaIIs. Janet (Built Environment)

Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Appllcatloq 1‘4/01 1 73IFULL

From: Julie Birri
Sent: 04 January 2015 19:35
To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Re: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Dear Sir

Thank you for the confirmation of my second email.

I can only assume that my first email showing my reasons for objection must gave gone
Astray hence I repeat my reasons for objection.

Loss of light for all flats below the third floor.

Extensive alterations are breach of CS21

The works would cause damage to common parts re access of bulldmg materials

I apologise to Lisa of flat 9 that she wished to gain some space in the bedroom but

I feel this is not possible as it could lower the value of the flats due to lack of light.
Regards Mrs G Birri

Sent from my iPad
On 4 Jan 2015, at 19:09, <PInComments@cityoflondon.gov.uk> wrote:

Mrs Giuliana Birri,

You have been sent this emall because you or somebody else has submitted a comment
on a Planning Application to your local authority using your email address. A summary of
your comments is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 7:09 PM on 04 Jan 2015 from Mrs Giuliana Birri.

Application Summary

Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ
Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at
Proposal: 2nd floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace

with balustrade above (8.6sq.m).
Case Offlcer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Gluliana Birri Page 23



Address: Flat 6. @ 34/35 Furnival Street Holborn London

Comments Details

Commenter .

Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . _

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: Dear Sir This Is my second attempt to note my objection

re the planning proposal flat 9 on 3rd floor of our block .

But still no comment has been noted on the website . 1

am also aware that quite a few others from our block

have made objectlons but none of which are evident .

Please confirm by email that our objections have been

received. Regards Mrs G Birri A h
THIS E-MAIL AND ANY ATTACHED FILES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY BE
LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are not the addressee, any disclosure, reproduction,
copying, distribution or other dissemination or use of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this transmission in efror please notify the sender
immediately and then delete this e-mail. Opinions, advice or facts included in this message
are given without any warranties or intention to enter into a contractual relationship with the
City of London unless specifically indicated otherwise by agreement, letter or facsimile
signed by a City of London authorised signatory. Any part of this e-mail which is purely
personal in nature is not authorised by the City of London. All e-mail through the City of
London's gateway is potentially the subject of monitoring. All liability for errors and viruses
is excluded. Please note that in so far as the City of London falls within the scope of the
Freedom of Information Act 2000 or the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, it
may need to disclose this e-mail. Website: http://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk
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From: Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

To: Hart, Liam o ‘

Cc: Wells, Janet (Built Environment)
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 147011 73/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 05 January 2015 11:04

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 11:04 AM on 05 Jan 2015 from Mr Nigel May.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

_ Erection of a single storey rear extension to, Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Click for further Information

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Nigel May

Emall:
Address: Flat 9 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter )
Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Plannihg Application
Reasons for . . _

comiment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: Dear Mr Hart, I write to lay out my objectlons to the
planning application for 35 Furnival Street for which I
recelved a letter dated December 15th , with your
reference 14/01173/FULL. T am the owner .of Flat #9 of
Aston House, 36-37 Furnival Street. The proposed new
terrace would have direct views into my living room,
which would clearly be an unreasonable detriment to my
privacy. Also, the planned application would cause the
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lower floors of our building to lose a lot of their natural
sunlight, which would have a negative impact on their
guality of ilving. I therefore wish to object to this
planning application. Yours sincerely, Nigel May

Page 26



From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 05 January 2015 14:53

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 2:52 PM on 05 Jan 2015 from Mr Tony Ng.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnlval Street London EC4A 1]JQ

Erectlon of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Click for further Information

Customer Details
Name: |—_ﬁr Tony ﬁg
Emall:

Apartment no 3, 36-37 Furnlval Street Holborn London

Address: London

Comments Detalils
Commenter

Neighbour
Type: 9
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . .
comment: - Residential Amenity
Comments: The construction seems to create poor neighboring

amenity and objection of skylight to our block.
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From: Ball, Matthew

Sent: 07 January 2015 11:36

To: Hart, Liam

Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 06 January 2015 16:58

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 4:57 PM on 06 Jan 2015 from Lord John Krebs.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formatlon of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Detalls

Name: Lord John Krebs

Email:

Address: 24 Balliol Court Rutherway Oxford

Comments Detalls

Commenter )
Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment: - Resldentlal Amenity

Comments: I am the owner of Flat 16 35 Furnival Street. I am
writing to object to the proposed extension on the
grounds that it is inappropriate development of a
purpose built block of flats. The proposed extension will
detract from the light of the flats below and if granted
would set an unacceptable precedent for other owners to
make similar applications. I hope that the application will
be rejected.

Page 28



From: PLN - Comments

Subject: FW: Comments for Plénning Application S8 7HFULL - §

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 14 January 2015 18:37

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 6:37 PM on 14 Jan 2015 from Miss Chloe Nash.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1]Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formatlon of a new roof terrace with
balustrade above (8.6sq.m).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: { 4iss.ChipeiNash N ;

Email:

Address: Flat 3 34 Furnival St London

Comments Details
Commenter

Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
-Reasons for - Noise

comment: - Residentlal Amenity

Comments: Loss of amenity and right to light Flat 9's report and
representations concede that the amount of light that
will be lost from my flat is above the maximum aliowable
levels. This alone Is reason enough to refuse the
application. There are no compelling grounds for you to
disregard these maximum allowable levels of light loss
and so the application should be dismissed. The
proposed plans would be an uniawful interference with
my right to light. Flat 9 seek to argue that the light lost
will chlefly be to the bedroom, which would not be
occupied during the day. This is Incorrect. Flat 3 is on
two levels- basement and ground floor. Fiat 4 is a mirror
image of Flat 3. I cannot tell from the plans whether the
proposed extension is above Flat 3 or Flat 4. The plans .
make it appear as if it Is above Flat 4 but in fact I think it
must be above Flat 3 because Flat 9 is on the same side
of the building as Flat 3. In any event, both the iower
-level and the first floor of Flat 3 are used during the day.
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As there is more light in the bedrocm, this is used as a
study and as somewhere to be to enjoy the daylight.
There Is, at the moment, just enough day light to enjoy
the basement living area and patio during the day. Any
reduction in the amount of existing light would make this
a defunct space so It would reduce its amenity by 100%
in reality. I am finding it very difficult to decipher the
plans and some of the documents are not avallable when
you click on them. However, it appears that the
extenslon to Flat 9 would slt directly above my flat and
block off my patio entirely. It would become an enclosed
space with a view of a concrete base rather than a pretty
patio with a view of the sky. I have plants growing up
my trellis that have been there since 2000 and these
would die. So from the perspective of my flat, this would
be an unjustified Interference with the character of the
building and with my enjoyment of my property.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 15 January 2015 23:56

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 11:56 PM on 15 Jan 2015 from Dr Susan Scott.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and the formation of a new roof terrace with

balustrade above (8.6sq.m).
Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: Dr Susan Scott

Email:

Address: Flat 5 35 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter

Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for

comment: ~ Residential Amenity

'"Comments: This new structure will significantly reduce the natural
light at the back of our dwelling and thus Impact our
quality of life. There is already a low level of light In the
lower level flats and even a small reduction would make
a major Impact. The lease does not permit extensions
and planning approval would set a precedent that might
lead to additional impact from other new bullding works
that would further reduce light and potentially increase

noise in this small urban space.

Page 31



From: PLN - Comments _
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Ffrom: PLN - Comments

Sent: 16 February 2015 10:06

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 10:05 AM on 16 Feb 2015 from Mr Mathieu Fourny.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED SCHEME).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Mathieu Fourny

Address: Apartment 1, Aston House 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments— Detalis

Commenter .
Neighbour

Type: g

stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for .

comment: - Residential Amenlty

Comments: Dear Sir: I have taken knowledge of the revised scheme
to erect a storey extension to the 2nd floor of 35
Furnival Street. As you may recall from my objection to
the original application (dated 24th December 2014), I-
am the owner and resident of Apt 1 Aston House located
on the lower ground and ground floor, with only rear-
facing windows into the light well of Aston House. This
light well only receives light from its South aspect
towards 35 Furnival Street (l.e. precisely towards the
planned erectlon). I appreciate the effort of the applicant
in her attempt to reduce the negative impact of the
proposed extension to the neighbouring flats. However,
as you may have already assessed, the revised scheme
is still unacceptable, as it would lead to a large reduction
of the direct sunlight to the light well of Aston House.
While I cannot verlfy the accuracy of the revised sunlight
report, It Is still clear that the revised extension would
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lead to a material reduction of sunlight to my flat. E.g. in
the summer days: 100% direct sunlight to Room B going
down to 55% direct sunlight {45% shadow). You will
appreciate this would be quite detrimental to my quality
of living. As you can see In this report, I already benefit
from only very limited direct sunlight - actually almost -
none during the winter months and only around 12-3pm
during the summer months. So blocking further the little
sunlight I can get during the summer time would affect
me tremendously. I wlll not comment further regarding
the general loss of amenity and the negative impact of
overbuilding, as I think the amount of objections that
was received last month from all other residents of 34-
35 and 36-37 Furnival Street speaks for itself. I do hope
my objection to this revised application will receive a
favourable response from the Clty of London Department
of the Built Environment. Yours sincerely, -Mathieu
Fourny
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From: PLN - Comments

Subject: FW: 14/01173/FULL: 35 Furnival Street, London EC4A 1JQ
Attachments: SAVE Objection 19.02.15.pdf '
From: Stephen Newton | o Beha‘thewton
Sent: 19 February 2015 16:14 ED@ED

To: PLN - Comments
Subject: 14/01173/FULL: 35 Furnival Street, London EC4A 11Q

Dear Mr Hart

I write regarding the amended and re-submitted PIanning Application under reference 14/01173/FULL in
respect of Flat 9, 35 Furnival Street, London EC4A 1JQ.

Firstly, there appears to be a factual error on the Application. It refers to an extension on the 2nd Floor
whereas Flat 9 is in fact on the 3rd Floor.

Whilst my wife and I do not object in principle to an extension, we do have some concerns:

¢ The revised proposal appears far less appealing visually than the previous version, which would
simply have extended the current lines of the building upwards by one Floor. However that will not
affect us to any great extent and the lack of a balcony at 4th Floor level under the revised proposal is
not an issue for us.

e We are by no means experts on such matters but would be surprised if the revised proposal resolves
issues raised previously regarding loss of light, overlooking, disruption and access for construction.

¢ A number of residents / flat owners at 34 / 35 Furnival Street have raised concerns over issues such
as bringing building materials up in the lift, which is not designed for such things and how to ensure
that the structure of the rest of the building is not compromised by the proposed work. I believe that
the lease on each flat also prohibits any alteration to the external appearance of the building,
although of course leases can be varied. I appreciate that these may not be matters for the Planning
authorities but one for the Landlord - i.e. the building’s Management Company.

Sincerely

Stephen and Poppy Newton
Flat 11

35 Furnival Street

London

EC4A 11Q
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From: Ball, Matthew

Sent: 20 February 2015 16:28

To: Hart, Liam

Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 20 February 2015 15:43

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 3:42 PM on 20 Feb 2015 from Mr & Mrs Fraser and Sandra Ashman.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED SCHEME).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Details

Name: Mr & Mrs Fraser and Sandra Ashman
Emall:

Address: Flat 14 34-35 Furnival Street London

Comments Detalls

Commenter .
Neighbour
Type: 9
Siance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment: - Resldential Amenity

Comments: The fact that the applicant has considered the reaction to
her original proposal is appreclated. It is, of course, a
matter for her but the additional space created must
make the development of marginal value. I made the
point in my objection to the original proposal that Flat 9
is on the 3rd, not the 2nd floor. Have the light
calculations been made based on the former or the
latter. Presumably there is a difference as an extension
lower down would have a less deleterious effect. I also
made the peint that I would not be affected In terms of
light or privacy because my flat is on the 5th floor. That
does not remove my concern for those on the lower
floors belng cast into perpetual gloom or, less
altruistically, for the potential Impact on the value of the
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whole block In which all lessees have an Interest by
sharing in the freehold. I still regard the proposal as a
light-reducing over-development. The argument that the
Dyers Bullding development wlll also adversely affect
light to the rear of 34-35 does not excuse this proposal.
Making things worse, only not by as much, Is scarcely a
compelling argument. I would repeat that the limiting of
the rearward extensions to only the lower floors in the
original construction of 34-35 must have been In
recognition of the light Impact of going any higher. I am
also concerned about the impact of the proposed works
on the building. I note that another commentator has
pointed out that the development is expressly forbidden
by the lease. To judge from the comments on the
ariginal proposal from other owners, agreement {o
varying the leases Is unllkely. I object to the proposed
development. Yours faithfully Fraser & Sandra Ashman
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: . 23 February 2015 15:35

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comrrients were submltted at 3:34 PM on 23 Feb 2015 from Mr Val-Daniel Geary,

Application Summary
Address: 35 Fumival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
{REVISED SCHEME).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Val-Daniel Geary

Address: Flat 2 36-37 Fumnlival Street London

Comments Detalls
Commenter

Nelghbour
Typ_e: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise -
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: Good afternoon, I just wanted to follow up on my
previous objectlon to state that I do not not see how
slightly reducing the impact on sunlight into our flat
changes any of the principles lald out In my previous
objection. And so, for the reasens detailed in my
previous message, I still fully object to the planned
development, Kind regards, Val- Daniel Geary

1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

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

PLN - Comments

24 February 2015 10:57

PLN - Comments

Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Comments were submitted at 10:56 AM on 24 Feb 2015 fream Mr Nigel May.

Application Summary

Address:

Propbsal:

35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED SCHEME). '

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further Information

Customer Detalls

Name:
Email:
Address:

Mr Nigel May

Flat ¢ Astoh House 36-37 Furnlval Street London.

Comments Detalls

Commenter
Type:
Stance:

Reasons for
comment: -

Comments:

Neighbour
Customer objects to the Planning Application
- Residential Amenity

I write to lay out my objection to the planning

application for 35 Furnival Street for which I received a
letter dated February. 10th, with your reference
14/01173/FULL. The planned application would still
‘cause the lower floors of our building to lose a lot of their
natural sunlight, which would have a negative impact on
thelr quality of living. T therefore wish to object to this
planning application,

1
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 24 February 2015 11:44

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 11:43 AM on 24 Feb 2015 from Mr Mathleu Fourny.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and installatlon of replacement balustrading
(REVISED SCHEME).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Details

Name: Mr Mathieu Fourny

Email:

Address: Apartment 1, Aston House 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter ,
Neighbour
Type: 9
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . ) .
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: Dear Sir: I have taken knowledge of the revised scheme
to erect a storey extension to the 2nd floor of 35
Furnival Street. As you may recall from my cbjection to
the original application {dated 24th December 2014), I
am the owner and resident of Apt 1 Aston House located
on the lower ground and ground floor, with only rear-
facing windows into the light well of Aston House. This
light well only receives light from its South aspect
towards 35 Furnival Street (i.e. precisely towards the
planned erection). I appreciate the effort of the applicant
in her attempt to reduce the negative impact of the
proposed extension to the neighbouring flats. However,
as you may have already assessed, the revised scheme
is still unacceptable, as it would lead to a large reduction
of the direct sunlight to the light well of Aston House.
While I cannot verify the accuracy of the revised sunlight
report, It is stlll clear that the revised extension would
lead to a material reduction of sunlight to my flat. E.g. in
the summer days: 100% direct sunlight to Room B going
down to 55% direct sunlight (45% shadow). You will
appreciate this would be quite detrimental to my quality
of living. As you can see in this 5"0'1' I ageady benefit
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from only very limited direct sunlight - actually almost
none during the winter months and only around 12-3pm
during the summer months. So blocking further the little
sunlight I can get during the summer time would affect
me tremendously. I will not comment further regarding
the general loss of amenity and the negative impact of
overbuilding, as I think the amount of objections that
was received last month from all other residents of 34-
35 and 36-37 Furnival Street speaks for Itself. I do hope
my objection to this revised application will receive a
favourable response from the City of London Department
of the Built Environment. Yours sincerely, -Mathleu
Fourny
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 03 March 2015 13:36

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 1:35 PM on 03 Mar 2015 from Mr Mathleu Fourny.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED SCHEME).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Detalls

Name: Mr Mathieu Fourny

Email:

Address: Apt 1, Aston House 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter
Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . ) _
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: I have taken knowledge of the revised scheme to erect a
storey extension to the 2nd floor of 35 Furnival Street
and would like to object. I appreciate the effort of the
applicant in her attempt to reduce the negative impact of
the proposed extension to the neighbouring flats.
However, as you may have already assessed, the revised
scheme Is stlll unacceptable, as it would lead to a large
reduction of the direct sunlight to the light well of Aston
House. I am the owner and resident of Apt 1 Aston
House located on the lower ground and ground floor,
with only rear-facing windows into the light well of Aston
House. This light well only receives light from its South
aspect towards 35 Furnival Street (i.e. precisely towards
the planned erection). While I cannot verify the accuracy
of the revised sunlight report, it is still clear that the
revised extension would lead to a material reduction of
sunlight to my flat, E.g. in the summer days: 100%
direct sunlight to Room B going down to 55% direct
sunlight (45% shadow). You will appreciate this would be
quite detrimental to my quality of living. As you can see
in this report, I already benefit from only very limited
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direct sunlight - actually aimost none during the winter
months and only around 12-3pm during the summer
months. So blocking further the little sunlight I can get
during the summer time would affect me tremendously.
I will not comment further regarding the general loss of
amenity and the negative impact of overbulilding, as 1
think the amount of objectlons that was recelved last
month from all other residents of 34-35 and 36-37
Furnival Street speaks for itself. I do hope my objection
to this revised application will recelve a favourable
response from the City of London Department of the
Built Environment. Yours sincerely, -Mathleu Fourny
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

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

Comments were submitted at 1:42 PM on 03 Mar 2015 from Mr Walter Scott.

PLN - Comments
03 March 2015 13:43
PLN - Comments
Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED SCHEME).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Details

Name:
Email:
Address:

Mr Walter Scott

Flat 5 35 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:

Stance:

Reasons for
commant:

Comments:

Neighbour
Customer objects to the Planning Application
- Residential Amenity

We appreciate that the applicant has re-considered the
original proposal. However, we still do not see how the
decrease in the development footprint will significantly
address our orlglnal concerns. Primarlly, that Is the
reduction of light reaching to our lower floor will adversly
impact our quality of life. Concerns on property value,
potentlal wear and tear to common areas and general
nuisance while works are carrled out aiso remain. We
object to the proposed development. Walter and Susan
Scott
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From: Ball, Matthew

Sent: 04 March 2015 10:01

To: Hart, Liam

Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 03 March 2015 23:41

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 11:40 PM on 03 Mar 2015 from Miss Lidla Zazzera.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED SCHEME).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Details

Name: Miss Lidia Zazzera
Emall:
Address: 43 Swains Lane London

Comments Detalls

Commenter .
Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: I am the co-owner of Flat 8, 34-35 Furnival Street
(below the proposed extenslon) and I would like to
object to the revised proposal for a single story
extension to Flat 9 on the following basis: - Whilst the
revised proposal has to some extent mitigated concerns
regarding ize and scale, the proposed construction would
still severely reduce the amount of natural light into my
flat, which already has limited sunlight due to the built-
up nature of the surrounding courtyard. Naturat light is
therefore at a premlium and the revised proposal would
nevertheless severely compromise this and therefore
negatively impact the quiet enjoyment of my property. -
The revised proposed construction represents extreme
overdevelopment in an area which is already heavily
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developed and is even more out of keeping with the
original footprint of the building than the original
proposal. For this reason it contravenes the terms of the
lease for the buitding which does not allow any
alterations to the external edlifice of the building. -
Access to the proposed building works would be through
the Interior of the building and the construction problems
related to acccessibility would be severe and risk
damaging the property, eg the Internal lift is not
designed to carry building materials and would be a
safety hazard; the interior of the buldling would be
compromised and has only very recently been
refurbished. - The loss of light to the lower floor flats (of
which mine is one) would negatively affect the entire
block by compromising property prices and rental yields.
- The constructlon of an additional storey would
compromise the privacy and qulet enjoyment of my
property as I would be overlooked by the new extension
above. I urge you to reject this application on the above
grounds.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 05 March 2015 20:58

To: PLN - Comments ‘ =
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted ‘at 8:58 PM on 05 Mar 2015 from Mr Milos Cukovic.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension
to Flat 9 at 2nd floor level and instailatlon
of replacement balustrading (REVISED
SCHEME).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Proposal:

Customer Details
Name: Mr Milos Cukovic

Address: Furnival Steet 36-37 London

Comments Details
Commenter

Type:
Stance:

Neighbour

Customer objects to the Planning
Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: I write to object to planning application
with reference 14/01173/FULL. Although
the application is revisited, It still isn't
properly addressing any of the problems
stated in the previous objections which
include blocking of the natural sunlight,
_privacy issues as well as that It will be a
precedent that may cause overbuilding in
the surrounding area. Hence, for the same
reasons explained in the previous
‘comment, I object to the planning
application. Yours sincerely, Milos Cukovic
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: - 06 March 2015 06:43

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 6:43 AM on 06 Mar 2015 from Ms Yanming Bay.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1)Q

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon
to Flat 9 at 2nd floor level and installation
of replacement balustrading (REVISED
SCHEME). '

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Proposal:

Customer Details
Name: Ms Yanming Bay

\ . Apt 1, Aston House 36-37 Furnival Street
Address: London :

Comments Details
Commenter

Type: Neighbour
) Customer objects to the Planning
Stance: _ Applic':at_i &h
Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Residential Amenity

“omments: Iam the owner of Flat 4, 36-37 Furnival
e Street. I would like to object to the revised

proposal for a single story extension to Flat
9. I appreciate that the owner of Flat 9
tried to mitigate some concerns by
reducing the slze and scare of the
extension but the amended proposed
construction would still severely reduce the
amount of natural light into my flat. During
the fall/winter months, the direct sunlight
on my unit would go from 75% to 30% on
the first floor. , which already has limited
sunlight due to the buiit-up nature of the
surrounding courtyard. Light is important
to the wellbeing of an individual as lack of
light has been shown to affect the
emotional well being of an Indlvidual
resulting in depression. Reducing my units
exposure of light to merely 30% is cruel
considering how little light there Is in In the
fall/winter months already. The lack of
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light will also impact the price and rental
yleld of my unit, and subsequenting the
rest of the units In my block. I sincerely
hope you will review the application as it
certain seems to affect the natural lighting
of several units within the area, causing
quite a bit of unhappiness as several
people will have to suffer darker days.
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Planning Application 14/01173/FULL - 34 / 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

-—-Original Message----

Sent: 15 August 2015 17:59

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Planning Application §#/01173/FULL #34 / 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Dear Mr Hart

As you will be aware, this is now the third iteration of this application. Having looked at the updated drawings
online, it appears that there is little meaningful change from the previous version.

As | have stated before, my wife and | have no objection in principle to an extension at Flat 9. However the revised
plans do nothing to alleviate the concerns we expressed previously. As before, the application is factually incorrect
in that Flat 9 is stated to be on the 2nd Floor of our building when it is in fact on the 3rd. | wonder if this combined
with the fact that the height of Dyer’s Buildings is set to increase with the forthcoming redevelopment work impacts
the daylight calculations?

Leaving aside the prohibition contained in the leases of flats in our building on external alterations, one of our main
concerns is that access to bring in building materials is very limited. The lift In our building is certainly not adequate
for that purpose. We remain concerned about the practical implementation / construction aspects of this plan, were

it to be approved.

Sincerely

Stephen and Poppy Newton ¢
Flat 11

35 Furnival Street
London EC4A 1JQ,

ACKNOWLEDGED

| PN
|17 AUG 20%
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Subject: FW: Comments for Pianning Application S PeEULEY ~ F

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

Comments were submitted at 8:47 AM on 17 Aug 2015 from Ms Lidia Zazzera.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
P ! (REVISED DESIGN AND UPDATED DAYLIGHT AND

SUNLIGHT STUDY).
Case Officer: Liam Hart
or er |

Customer Details

Name: Ms Lidla Zazzera
Email:
Address: 43 Swalns Lane London

Comments Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: This proposai contravenes the terms of the lease

of the flatholder.
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 18 August 2015 19:03

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 7:03 PM on 18 Aug 2015 from Mr Mathieu FOURNY.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1]JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat @ at 2nd
Proposals floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
) (REVISED DESIGN AND UPDATED DAYLIGHT AND
SUNLIGHT STUDY).

Case Offlcer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mr Mathieu FOURNY

Address: Apt 1, Aston House 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter .
- Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for , .
comment: - Residentlial Amenity

Comments: [part 1] We have taken knowledge of the revised single
storey extension to Flat 9 of 35 Furnival Street. We
already objected twice to this application and were quite
surprised a new application was submitted given the
amount of objections that have been submitted on the
previous two applications: over 20 residents and owners
objected from all neighbouring bulldings. The new
application does not address the issues previously raised
by all of us living nearby, i.e. loss of light In the light
wells of both 36-37 Furnlval Street and 34-35 Furnival
Street, loss of amenity and privacy and overbuilding in
an area which is already heavily developed. We can only
stress once again that it would seem very unfair that an
owner is granted permission to increase the square
footage of his flat and improve his conditlon of living
(and property value) at the cbvious detriment of the
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neighbouring residents and owners (loss of natural light
in flats located on lower floors, not to mention the
negative impact to property value). We were also
astonished that not only a new application was filed, but
that the revised project presents a larger footprint than
in the proposed extension submitted In February. Finally,
we note that the applicant chose to appoint a new
company to conduct the daylight/sunlight report,
showing lower impact now than in the previous report
(although the footprint of the proposed extension is now
larger), While we are not experts and cannot verify the
accuracy of this report (commissioned and paid for by
the applicant), we can only observe that it shows strange
results and contradicts the previous report in many
places, so it is hard for us to trust it.
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 18 August 2015 19:05

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 7:05 PM on 18 Aug 2015 from Mr Mathleu Fourny.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 2nd
Proposal: floor level and instailatlon of replacement balustrading
’ (REVISED DESIGN AND UPDATED DAYLIGHT AND
SUNLIGHT STUDY).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further informaticn

Customer Details
Name: Mr Mathleu Fourny

Address: Apt 1, Aston House 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter
Nelghbour
Type: :
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for .
cBmment: Residentlal Amenity

Comments: [part 2] Without the need of complex computerised
calculatlons: the only source of light In the light well of
Aston House comes from the East direction, as the South
and West aspect are already fully obstructed. It is
obvlous that the proposed storey extension would block
a large part of that East aspect. We will be happy to
crganise an on-site visit if there is any doubt about this.
Just to illustrate some of the strange results observed in
the new revised sunlight report: - Window ¢ (on the
Ground Floor of Aston House): total sunlight hours is
calculated as 1% before and 1% after in Appendix 2
("Sunlight to Windows” on p30) -> one can only check
the picture of that window on page 17 and conclude that
(i) this window benefits from direct sunlight in the
morning for a few hours (i.e. >> 1% before) and that
(ii) the new proposed extension would block at least
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50% of that sun exposition if granted {as it is directly
blocking the East side). - Window 9 (the same): how
come the daylight distribution goes up between “before”
and “after” (“Daylight Distribution” on p27)? It can only
go down if you bulid a new storey on a higher floor, not
up... We just plcked that window as this Is our bedroom,
so we know it well... Probably other strange results
elsewhere. We therefore object to this revised
application and we would be very grateful If the City of
London Department of the Bullt Environment would
accept our objection and reject this application which has
been objected by so many people over the past 9
months. Yours sincerely, -Mathieu Fourny
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? From: PLN - Comments

Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 20 August 2015 09:06

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:05 AM on 20 Aug 2015 from Mrs Eleanor Byrne.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erectlon of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
’ (REVISED DESCRIPTION AND DESIGN AND UPDATED
DAYLIGHT AND SUNLIGHT STUDY).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Eleanor Byrne

Email: T s e = al

Address: 62 Campsie Road East Kilbride

Comments Details
Commenter

Type: Nelghbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . ]

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: We understand that the owner of Flat 9, 34-35 Furnlival
~Street London EC4A 1)Q has submitted a further
revision to her application for planning consent for the
erection of an extension at the rear of Flat 9. We own
Flat 14 which we acqulred In June 2015. We have
examined the new proposal which seems much like the
other two. We repeat the point raised in the objection
from the then owners of Flat 14 by questioning the basls
of the light calculations. Presumably an extension lower
down would have a less deleterious effect on the flats
below. We repeat the previously-expressed view that the
proposal Is a light-reducing over-development and that
the limiting of the rearward extensions to only the lower
floors in the original construction of 34-35 Furnival
Street must have been In recognition of the Impact on
light levels on the lower floors of going any higher. The
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applicant has so far dealt very superficlally with the issue
of how the construction of the extension would be
achleved and with calculation of the load-bearing
capability of the structure below the proposed extension.
There is a real risk of damage to the bullding during such
work and we are not aware of any proposals for
providing indemnities to the leaseholders and the
freehold company. As earlier objections have stated, the
leases of the flats in the block explicitly forbid external
changes to any of them. Finally, we note that most of
the flats in the building are let to tenants whose quiet
enjoyment could not but be affected by the required
construction work. Both from the polnt of view of
residence or investment the development is
inappropriate and we object to it
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 21 August 2015 11:21

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 11:20 AM on 21 Aug 2015 from Ms Yanming Bay.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erecticn of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
“lick for further Information

Customer Details
Name: Ms Yanming Bay

Address: Flat 4, 36-37 Furnlval Street London

Comments Details
Commenter

Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise

comment: - Resldential Amenity

Comments: It has come to my knowledge that the owner of Flat 9,
34-35 Furnival Street has revised her application for
planning consent to erect an extenslon at the rear. I
questlon the dayllght/sunlight report submitted in this
new application. Window 14 from 36-37 Furnival Street,
which belongs to my unit, cannot miraculously have an
increase to the sunlight to window and daylight
distribution. It either stays the same or gets worse with
an extension at the rear of Flat 9, 34-35 Furnival Street.
How do I supposedly get 0% sunlight to window In
winter now but 1% sunlight to window in winter after the
extension? Therefore, the report is inaccurate and should
not be relied on. As It Is, our only source of sunlight Is
from the East. If this extension goes ahead, It blocks our
only existing source of light left. It would be unfair to
myself and the other residents in my building if this
extension is approved as It would significantly affect the
value of our building due to loss of light and loss of
privacy. The extension should not be approved for the
good of one individual at the expense of many others.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 23 August 2015 09:06

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:05 AM on 23 Aug 2015 from Dr Yuk Wah Chan.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installatlon of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
“lick for further information

Customer Detalls
Name: Dr Yuk Wah Chan

S5A Tower 4 Beverly Villas 16 La Salle Road Kowloon,

Address: Hong Kong

Comments Details

Commenter
Neilghbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Nolse
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: I am the owner of Apartment 7, Aston House, 36-37
Furnival Street, London EC4A 1]Q. I strongly oppose the
captioned planning application which will block the
lighting of the rear part of our building. Moreover, the
value of our building will be degraded as the living
environment wlll be less healthy than the existing one.
Also the noise generated during the construction and the
dust pollution so caused will be a big nuisance to us as
their nelghbour.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 23 August 2015 17:26

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 5:25 PM on 23 Aug 2015 from Mr Val-Daniel Geary.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension tc Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
{REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Llam Hart
“lick for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mr Val-Daniel Geary

Address: Flat 2, Aston House 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter
Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Reslidentlal Amenity

Comments: We would once again like to object to the proposed
project for a single storey extension to Flat 9 35 Furnival
Street. The reason for once again objecting to this
project is that it does not address the issues outlined
previously e.g. loss of light in the light well of Aston
House, nolse disturbance and loss of amenity. Moreover,
the revised project Is in fact larger than the Initial
submission in February and has a greater impact in
terms of loss of light for many of the residents of Aston
House resulting in some flats losing 100% of light in
their windows. Therefore I believe our grounds for
objection are fairly obvious and hope that these are
taken into conslderation before any permission to allow
the extension project Is granted. Kind regards, Val Geary
and Jane Richards
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 27 August 2015 09:34

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:33 AM on 27 Aug 2015 from Mr Duncan Ashman.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
“roposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mr Duncan Ashman

Address: 22 Park Street York

Comments Details

Commenter ;
Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: As co-owner of Flat 14, 34-35 Furnival Street I wish to
object to the proposed development on the grounds set
out in the objectlon by my co-owner, Eleanor Byrne. The
extension would be an excessive development and would
be detrimental to the value of the building and its
neighbours.

- Residential Amenity
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent; 27 August 2015 14:17

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were subrnitted at 2:16 PM on 27 Aug 2015 from Mr Nigei May.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1]Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
‘roposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details
Namae: Mr Nigel May

Address: Flat 9 36-7 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter .
Neighbour

Type: g

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

'Reasons for i ) _

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: The revision to this planned application would still cause
the lower floors of our building to fose a lot of their
natural suniight, which would have a negative impact on
their quality of living. I am also very sceptical of the
computer light calculations, which I hope the committee
will verify before accepting, since some of the
calculations appear extremely unllkely to be possible. I
therefore wish to object to this planning application.
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From: PLN - Comments _
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application SIS FFREL »

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 29 August 2015 13:07

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 1:06 PM on 29 Aug 2015 from Mrs Lisa May.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extensicn to Flat © at 3rd
. roposal: floor level and Installatlon of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further inf (|

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Lisa May

Email:

Address: Aston House 36 -37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:
3Stance= Customer objects to the Planning Application

Neighbour

‘Reasons for
comment:

Comments: “To whom it may concern: We write on behalf of Furnival
Management Limited (Company No. 09183057) which
owns the freehold of Aston House, (EC4A 1]Q) located
next to 34-35 Furnival Street. We already objected to
the planned application #14/01173/FULL on 30th
December 2014. We would llke to renew our objection to
the revised planning (as per the notice dated 11th
August 2015), as it does not address the concerns we
originally had. The proposed project would reduce the
level of natural light In the light well of Aston House. In
addition, by infilling space between the existing
buildings, the character and appearance of the area will
become oppressively overbuilt to the detriment of all. We
would therefore like to object to the revised application
and hope our concerns will be taken into consideration
by the City of London Department of the Built
Environment. Kind regards, The Directors of Furnival
Management Limited”

- Residential Amenity
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 30 August 2015 12:49

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application INNTSIFULE §

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

Comments were submitted at 12:48 PM on 30 Aug 2015 from Mr Milos Cukovic.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mr Milos Cukovic

Address: Furnival Steet 36-37, Flat 8 London

Comments Details

Commenter

Type: Nelghbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for o

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: Having taken knowledge of the revised application for
single storey extension to Flat 9 of 35 Furnival Street, I
would like to object to this development for the much
same reasons as in my original objection, since I find
that none of the Issues ralsed previocusly are considered
in the revised application. Still the biggest problem is the
blockage of the light well of Aston House, which is the
only source of daylight for most of residents in Aston
House that will be completely or almost completely
blocked for neighbours living on the lower floors. Besides
this huge detriment of living standards due to less
dayllght, there are other issues of loss of amenity due to
overdeveloping of area that Is already tightly developed.
Best Regards, Milos Cukovic
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 31 August 2015 13:53

To: PLN - Comments N

Subject: Comments for Planning Application T4 anseuLLE §

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

Comments were submitted at 1:52 PM on 31 Aug 2015 from Mrs Giuliana Birri.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1)Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

“lick for further information

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Giuliana Blrrl
Email:
Address:

Flat 6 35 Furnival Street London

Comments Details
Commenter

Neighbour
Type: 9
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: Dear Mr Hart We wish to object to the revised plans re
flat 9 (3rd FIr) in Our block as the access to the flat in
the building to carry out Such extensive external work
(which according to our leases are not permitted) and
would cause conslderable disruption even with all the
best intentions of the contractors the lift is not adequate
which would leave other option the stairs causing dust
damage etc to all floors from entrance to 3rd floor. We
appreciate that Ms Dickenson needed to gain storage
space in her bedroom but we are unable to agree to the
alterations as the Impact to the block would be
considerable . Regards Mr & Mrs Birr]
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 03 September 2015 08:03

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 8:03 AM on 03 Sep 2015 from Miss Chloe Nash.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1]Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further Information

Customer Details

Name: Miss Chloe Nash

Email:

Address: Flat 3 34-35 Furnival St London

Comments Details

Commenter .
Neighbour
Type: 9
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Residential Amenlty

Comments: I object to the proposed extension for the reasons
expressed against the previous application, which have
not been addressed by this amendment to the
application. I would highlight that the proposed
extensiocn would be in breach of Flat 9's lease, which
prevents any extension, building or alteration to the
structure of the building without the permission of the
owners of the Freehold. In this building we all own a
share of the Freehold and, having spoken to Julie Birri, a
Director of the Management Company, I know the
Company would take enforcement action against this
extension should Flat 9 attempt to go ahead with it in
breach of the lease. I would like to make clear that I
would be strongly behind any enforcement action as I
regard this extension as an audacious, inconsiderate and
unlawful interference with neighbours' peaceful
enjoyment of thelr properties. It is difflcult to see from
the plans but I believe this extension would sit directly
above my flat and block out all natural light from my
patlo In the basement and the bedroom on the ground
floor. It would severely reduce the amenity of my flat,
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which was my home for many years and which I
currently rent out but intend to return to in the medium
term. It Is Impossible to see how Flat 9 would be able to
build this extension without making use of my patio at
basement level or without causing damage to the interior
of the communal areas. Kind regards Chloe Nash,
Barrister and Owner of Flat 3, 34 Furnival St
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Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01173/FULL

Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Proposal: Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat @ at 3rd floor level and installation of
replacement balustrading (REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Detalls
Name: MRS ELIZABETH SPEIRS
Address: 190 FERRY ROAD EDINBURGH

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

- Noise

- Residential Amenity
Comment:Dear Sir or Madam
| wish to object to the erection of an extension to Flat 9 at 34-35 Furnival Street, London EC4A
1JQ. | own flat 13 and let it to tenants. | believe that the proposed building work would spoil the
aesthetics of the building. | also question if this work is feasible under the current lease. The
disruption to the other residents - both owners and tenants - through noise and dust would be
unacceptable and | would envisage a loss of income due to this work.

Liz Speirs

Page 67



Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 14/01173/FULL

Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Proposal: Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd fioor level and installation of
replacement balustrading (REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Details
Name: Lord John Krebs
Address: Flat 16 35 Furnival St London

Comment Detalls
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Residential Amenity
Comment:The proposed extension will cause considerable loss of amenity to those living in flats
below, as well as unacceptable levels of disturbance to all residents living in the block of flats.

Setting aside planning considerations, the Isases of all the Flats in 35 Furnival St expressly forbid

this kind of extension, so even if planning permission were granted, the extension could not be
built.

Page 68



From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 09 September 2015 10:28

To: PLN - Comments = )

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 1801 7S/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 10:27 AM on 09 Sep 2015 from Mrs Joanne Santa Maria.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erecticn of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Offlcer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Joanne Santa Maria ]

Address: Flat 12 35 Furnival Street London

Comments Details
Commaenter

Neighbour
Type: 9
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: Thisis an attempt to vary the terms of the lease without
any aproval or amendments sought or agreed. As holder
of a share of the freehold, | will not agree to the terms of
the lease being varied. In addition,this is a very small
building and the inconvenience of having to live through
bullding works, mess, debris, dust and noise would be
intolerable. No thought has also been given as to how
the materials would be transported to the back of the
building to carry out the works. The one lift is already
frail. We have recently refubished the ground and lower
floor with new paint and carpets. The owner of Flat 9 has
not provided any indemnities In the event of any damage
caused by the workment and materials be transported
onsite.
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From:
Sent;
To:
Subject:

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

Comments were submitted at 8:59 PM on 09 Sep 2015 from Mr Stephen Newton.

PLN - Comments
09 September 2015 21.00
PLN - Comments

Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Fiat 9 at 3rd
floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Offlcer: Liam Hart
Click for further Information

Customer Details

Name:
Emaill:
Address:

Mr Stephen Newton

35 Furnival Street Flat 11 London

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:

Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

'Comments:

Neighbour

Customer made comments nelther objecting to or
supporting the Planning Application

- Residential Amenity

Having commented on the two previous iterations, I can
only relterate my previous cbservations. I have no
objection In principle to the proposed extension.
However, the issues I have raised previously regarding
the prohibition in the lease on external alterations and
the challenges of access and construction remain.
Stephen Newton
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 13 September 2015 16:19

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 4:18 PM on 13 Sep 2015 from Mr Tony Ng.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnlval Street Loendon EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat ¢ at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and instaliation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Details

Name: Mr Tony Ng
Emall:
Address: Unlit 3, 36-37 36-37 Furnlval Street, London EC4A 11Q

London

Comments Details

Commenter .
Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Resldential Amenity

Comments: I am the owner of Apartment 3 and strongly oppose the
planning application that will block the lighting of the
rear part of Aston bullding. It does affect the ecstatic
value of the neighborhood in EC4. Will certain seek the
authority to reject the application. Thank you.
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From: Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

Sent: 05 October 2015 13:02

To: Wells, Janet (Built Environment)

Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments
Sent: 04 October 2015 15:05

To: PLN - Comments ,

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Planning Applicatlon comments have been made. A summary of the comments Is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 3:05 PM on 04 Oct 2015 from Miss Chloe Nash.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and installation of replacement balustrading
(REVISED DESCRIPTION).

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Details

Name: Miss Chloe Nash

Email:

Address: Flat 3 34-35 Furnlval St London

Comments Details

Commenter .
Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
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Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

- Nolse
- Resldentlal Amenity

I object to the proposed extenslon for the reasons
expressed against the previous application, which have
not been addressed by this amendment to the
application. I would highlight that the proposed
extension would be In breach of Flat 9's lease, which
prevents any extension, bullding or alteratlon to the
structure of the building without the permission of the
owners of the Freehold. In this bullding we all own a
share of the Freehold and, having spoken to Julie Blrrl, a
Director of the Management Company, I know the
Company would take enforcement action against this
extenslon should Flat 9 attempt to go ahead with It In
breach of the lease. I would like to make clear that I
would be strongly behind any enforcement action as I
regard this extenslon as an audacious, Inconsiderate and
unlawful interference with neighbours' peaceful
enjoyment of their properties. It Is difficult to see from
the plans but I believe this extension would sit directly
above my flat and block out all natural light from my
patio In the basement and the bedroom on the ground
floor. It would severely reduce the amenity of my flat,
which was my home for many years and which I
currently rent out but intend to return to in the medium
term. It is impossible to see how Flat 9 would be able to
build this extension without making use of my patio at
basement level or without causing damage to the interior
of the communal areas. Kind regards Chloe Nash,
Barrister and Owner of Flat 3, 34 Furnival St
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 25 May 2017 08:20

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 8:19 AM on 25 May 2017 from Mrs Giuliana Birri.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnlval Street London EC4A 13Q

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
(Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Llam Hart
Click for further Information

Customer Detalls

Name: Mrs Giullana Birrl

Emall:

Address: Flat 6 @ 35 Furmnival Street London

Comments Detalis

.f.;:::'e"ter Neighbour

Stance: Customer cbjects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise

comment: - Resldential Amenity

Comments: Dear Sir

re 14/01173 Full Flat 9 extension

we wish to make a representation agalnst the
extenslon

proposed by Flat 9.

firstly our leases prohibit any alteration to the
external

appearance of the building .

Flats below the 3rd floor would all suffer lost of light

The disruption to the building should such major
works

be carrled out as all the building materials only
access Is vla the lift or stalrs & dirt dust & nolsel

we sympathise with Ms Dickenson wishing to gain
more space however we must

also consider the well belng all the residents and the
block.

regards Mr & Mrs G Birrl
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 26 May 2017 09:32

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:31 AM on 26 May 2017 from Mr Iain Allison.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
(Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Click for further Information

Customer Detalls

Name: Mr Ialn Allison

Email:

Address: Flat 4 34 - 35 Furnival Street London

Comments Detalls
Commenter

Neighbour

Type: g

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for .

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: This extenslon a) willl further restrict light to those at
the bottom of the bullding at the back b) contravenes
the lease.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent 27 May 2017 16:35

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 4:34 PM on 27 May 2017 from Dr Susan Scott.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Fumnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Iinstallation of replacement balustrading
(Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: Dr Susan Scott

Email:

Address: 40 Duxford Rd Whittlesford Cambridge

Comments Details
Commenter

Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for .

comment: - Residentlal Amenity

Comments: We object to these plans. Along with many of the other
residents we have explained in detail why this is not
feasible and we once again ask the owner of Flat @ not
to proceed. The new information provided does not
adequately address our concerns.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

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

Comments were submitted at 7:19 PM on 29 May 2017 from Mrs Nina Keay.

PLN - Comments
29 May 2017 19:20
PLN - Comments

Comments for Planriing Application 14/01173/FULL

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

35 Furnlval Street London EC4A 1)Q

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 3rd
floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
(Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr]|

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Detalls

Name:
Email:
Address:

Mrs Nina Keay

Flat 1 34-35 Fumnlval St London

Comments Detalls

Commaeanter
Type:
Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Neighbour

Customer objects to the Planning Application

- Noise
- Resldential Amenlty

Residential amenlty would be adversely affected by the
extension, despite the claim of "low impact on light
receivable by nelghbouring propertles”, as it sets a
precedent which would have a cumulative detrimental
effect. The impact of noise, use of lift, etc would also
effect resldentlal amenity during the build. Incidentally,
external alertations are prohlbited under the leaseholds.

1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PLN - Comments

30 May 2017 10:49

PLN - Comments

Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 10:48 AM on 30 May 2017 from Mrs Eleanor Byrne,

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnlval Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
{Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Offlcer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Detalis

Name: Mrs Eleanor Byrne

Email:

Address: Flat 17 34-35 Furnival Street Lonodn

Comments Details

_f_:ll;::'lenter Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment: - Residentlal Amenlty

Comments: I am the joint owner of Flat 14, 34-35 Furnival Street. I,
and my predecessor In title, objected to the original
application and its subsequent varlations. I continue, and
relterate, our earlier objectlons. So far as we can tell the
only change since 2015 is the lodging of a new
daylight/sunlight report. As already Indicated. Flat 14
would not be adversely affected in respect of light but we
relterate our strong objection to the proposed
development. It is excesslve; its execution could affect
the structural Integrity of the whole bullding, there is no
explanatlon of how the work would be executed In to
guarantee that no damage would be caused to any other

. part of the bullding and there is an absolute prohibition
In the leases of all the flats of the carrying out of any
external alterations to any of them. Planning consent
wouid not overcome the lease restriction.

We are dismayed that the application has been allowed
to remaln open for two and a half years particularly as
your website Indicates a determination deadline of 2
February 2015. I urge you to reject the application once
and for all.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 31 May 2017 09:36

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:35 AM on 31 May 2017 from Mr Mathieu Fourny.

Application Summary
Address; 35 Fumnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
(Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Detalls

Name: Mr Mathieu Foumny

Emall:

Address: Apartment 1, Aston House 36-37 Furnlval Street London

Comments Detalls

Commaenter
Nelghbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Appilcation
Reasons for ; .
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: Dear Sir, Madam:

Our flat Is located at 1 Aston House, 36-37 Furnival
Street, with windows faclng the light dwell only and
therefore directly impacted by the proposed storey
erection at 35 Furnival Street.

We have taken knowledge of the updated daylight and
sunlight report with respect to the proposed planning
application.

We strongly oppose this application for the same reasons
we previously communicated to the London Department
of the Bullt Environment. We refer to our previous
responses to previous consultations In Dec-2014, Mar-
2015 and Aug-2015.

This application has now been outstanding for almost 3
years and received more than 40 objections from the
neighbourhood communlty. We hope the London
Department of the Bullt Environment will consider these
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objections when taking its decision.

Regarding more specifically the updated daylight and
sunlight report, we would like to make the following
important remarks:

- It Is clear from the report that the nelghbouring flats
already suffer today from low natural light level and any
new development can only lead to further light reduction
to these flats already deprived of natural light access;

- The new report clearly shows that the proposed
planning would not meet the BRE recommendations,
even under the revised layout proposed In Feb-2015;

- In particular, the loss to certain flats exceeds the BRE
gulde limits, In respect of both the vertical sky
component and daylight distribution measures (up to
100% loss In certaln cases).

We would also like to highlight that the neighbouring
flats have already been negatlvely Impacted by the
development at 1-6 Dyers bulldings (facing East) which
is about to be completed (after 2 years of works).
Another elevation now blocking the South orlentation
would have very adverse consequences to the adjoining
residents.

[1/2] (cont'd)
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 31 May 2017 09:38

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Commenits for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:38 AM on 31 May 2017 from Mr Mathleu Fourny.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
(Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Casea Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further Information

Customer Detalls

Name: Mr Mathleu Fourny
Email:
Address: Apartment 1, Aston House 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details
Commenter

Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: [2/2]

We note that the report concludes that while the
proposed storay erectlon at 35 Furnlval Street would
transgress the BRE recommendations and negatively
impact the lives of the neighbours, the planning should
be granted cn the basls that the Incremental negatlve
Impact due to this proposed project Is lower than the
hegative impact already suffered by the same flats due
to the Dyers Buildings development. This rationale is
simply not acceptable and we feel very unfalr to the
residents impacted. Using the same logic, one could keep
developing new elevatlons/storeys in our neighbourhood,
each time with a slightly lower impact than the previous
development and yet belng granted permission simply on
the grounds of lower incremental impact than previous
projects authorised. This s a very prejudiciai approach:
on a cumulative basis, the nelghbouring flats would
suffer severe light loss without recourse for protection.

We hope our objection will obtaln support from the
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 31 May 2017 09:22

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:22 AM on 31 May 2017 from Mr Bharat Mekanl.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
{Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Llam Hart
Click for further Information

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Bharat Mekani

CIS AGRIFERTS PTE LTD No 1 Amber Road, 17-03 Amber
Point Singapore

Address:
Comments Details

Commenter
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Nelighbour

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: We own the Flat 6, Aston House unit and If permission is
granted, the new storey would block our light well and
reduce further the amount of light coming into the flats
facing the light well (flats 1,2,4,6,8,9). (This is in
additlon to the light reduction we are already suffering
from the Dyer's Bulldings development). Flat 6 is directly
Impacted by a reduction In light (up to 100% loss glven
the direct viclnity of the new floor)

- Residential Amenity

We hope our objectlon will obtain support from the
London Department of the Bullt Environment,

i
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 31 May 2017 10:27

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 10:26 AM on 31 May 2017 from Mr Bharat Mekani.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Fumival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
(Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Cllck for further informatlon

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Bharat Mekani

CIS AGRIFERTS PTE LTD No 1 Amber Road, #17-03

Address: s mber Point Singapore

Comments Detalls

Commenter
Type:
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Neighbour

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: Dear Sir/Madam
We are the owners of Flat 6, Aston House and we
strongly object to the new development. The proposed
development would block our light well and reduce
further the amount of light coming into the flats { {up to
100% loss in our case for Flat 6, given the direct vicinity
of the new floor). This wlll also spoil the aesthetics of the
bullding and also spoll the amenity of our flat which we
rent out. Hope you consider our plea and negate the
planning application.
Thank You.

- Resldential Amenity

1
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 31 May 2017 10:20

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 10:19 AM on 31 May 2017 from Mr Nige! May.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Fumival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erectlon of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of repiacement balustrading
(Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Lfam Hart

Click for further Information

Customer Detalls

Name: Mr Nigel May

Emall:

Address: Flat @ 36-37 Furnlval Street London

Comments Details
Commenter

Nelghbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . .
comment: - Residential Amenity
Comments: I would like to reconflrm my previous objectlons to thls

plan.

In addition,the renewed Lighting Report seems to state
that this development FAILS some of the relevant tests.
I hope that the planning authority realise the
implicatlons of this decision, as should this be approved
It would mean that Incrementally all houses can lose all
of thelr light as long as developers submit their plans
plece by piece.

Surely if their own lighting report shows that this

development Is unacceptable, the owner will stop
makling these unsettling applications.

1
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: 35 Fumival Street, London EC4A 1JQ, Flat 9 - Reference 14/01173/FULL

From: Stephen Newton [mailto:]

Sent: 02 June 2017 10:12

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: 35 Furnival Street, London EC4A 1JQ, Flat 9 - Reference 14/C1173/FULL

Dear Mr Hart

Thank you for your letter regarding the above Planning Application. I own Flat 11 at 35 Furnival
Street. However, my main residence is now at 6 Parkhurst Fields, Churt, GU10 2PG.

This is the third time that a substantially similar Application has been made to extend at the rear of Flat
9. Both of the previous Applications have, as you know, been turned down. So far as I can see, there is no
substantive change in this Application.

I have no objection in principle to an extension. However there are several practical objections.

e Firstly, such an extension is contrary to the lease and the Freeholder has previously indicated that
consent to alter the exterior of the building is most unlikely to be granted. I understand that they are
still of this view

» Secondly, the works at Dyer’s Buildings have raised the roof levels there with a consequent loss of
light to the rear of our building. The proposed extension would likely exacerbate that issue for those
living alongside Flat 9 or lower down

o Thirdly, the works at Dyer’s Buildings caused considerable and prolonged distuption to those living
in our building. I would not wish to see yet further disruption and noise, as would inevitably arise
with the building of an extension if it were to proceed. Iam also concerned by the possibility of
damage to the fabric of our building and its infrastructure.

¢ Fourthly, there is no access to the rear of our building. That would mean that building materials
would need to brought up by way of the communal lift or over the roof in some way. The owner of
Flat 9 did at one point suggest that material could be “craned in through the sitting room window”. I
feel that this is impractical to say the least. The lift in our building is adequate for the normal,
limited passenger traffic for which it was designed. It is certainly not sufficiently robust to cope
with heavy loads such as building materials, which would almost certainly cause it to break down,
perhaps necessitating a major repair bill and considerable inconvenience for residents as well as
significant cost

« Fifth, it is not clear to me how the actual building work could be accomplished without gaining
access to place scaffolding etc. on or over space owned by other properties. I do not know if the
necessary consents have been sought.

Based on the above, I urge that this Application be rejected.
Sincerely

Stephen Newton
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From: Lidia Zazzera

Sent: 02 June 2017 10 58

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Erection of a Single Storey Rear Extension to Flat 9 at 3rd Floor Level and Installation of
Replacement Balustrading, 35 Furnival Street, Ref 14/01173/FULL

For the Attention of Case Officer Llam Hart
Re: Flat 9, 35 Furnival Street Ref: 14/01173/FiilL

Dear Mr Hart

I am writing in response to your letter of 22nd May 2017 notifying me of the proposed application
listed above. I am the owner of Fiat 8, 35 Furnival Street (in the same block as the flat for which
planning approval has been sought).

I would ke to object in the strongest possible terms to the application in question on the foliowing
basis:

1. The leases for all the properties In the block are Identical and all state that no external aiterations to
the block are permitted. .

2. The proposed extension Is not In keeping with the style and aspect of the building and would ruin
the aesthetic aspact of the block, thereby reducing the saieable value of each fiat contzined within.

3. The proposed extension would cause severe disruption to the block (In terms of access and disposal
of building materials and disposai of same) given that access to the building Is via one point.

4. Transportation of heavy duty buliding materiais would causa severe damage to the intermal
communal lift snd stairs - the only point of access to the flat,

5. The block Is small, with one communal accass point - such a large scale building project would
result in severe nolse, dust and dirt in all the communal areas of the buliding, thereby disturbing the
residents’ quiet enjoyment of their properties.

6. The propesed extension would result In axtensive loss of light to the flats on the 3rd floor - .e.

below the proposed extension.

I urge you to reject the planning request for the reasons above - it is totally out of keeping with quiet,
contained and uniform nature of the block,

Thank you for your attention and I look forward to recelving a positive response.
Yours sinceraly,
Lidia Zazzera

43 Swalns Lane
London N& 6QL
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

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

PLN - Comments

02 June 2017 11:.05

PLN - Comments

Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

Comments were submitted at 11:04 AM on 02 Jun 2017 from Mrs Joanne Santa Marla,

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1)Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension to Flat 9 at 3rd
floor level and installatlon of replacement balustrading
(Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Liam Hart

ormdt

Customer Details

Name:
Emall:
Address:

Mrs Joanne Santa Maria

Flat 12 35 Furnlval Street London

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:
Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Neighbour

Customer objects to the Planning Application

- Noise
- Residential Amenity

I'm the owner of Flat 12 In the same building as this
application. Again, I'm having to voice my strongest
objectlon to this application. Apart from the very
important legal fact that the applicant will be breaching
her lease obligations, no consideration has been given to
her fellow neighbours on the disruption, nolise,
inconvenlence and obstruction of light to her fellow
neighbours. Please also see earlier objections submitted
in 2015. These same objections remains)
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 03 June 2017 15:23

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 3:22 PM on 03 Jun 2017 from Ms Jane Richards.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erectlon of a single storey rear extenslon
to Flat 9 at 3rd floor level and installation
of replacement balustrading (Updated
Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details
Name: Ms Jane Richards
Email:

Apartment 2 Aston House 36-37 Furnival
Street London

Address:
Comments Detalls
Commenter Type: Neighbour

)
. Customer objects to the Planning
Stance: Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: Reject on the same basis as
previous objections.
Reduction In light.

- Residential Amenity
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 03 June 2017 01:21

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 1:21 AM on 03 Jun 2017 from Miss Grace Chan.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1JQ

Erection of a single storey rear extension
to Flat 9 at 3rd floor level and installation
of replacement balustrading (Updated
Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details
Name: Miss Grace Chan
Email:

Apartment 7, Aston House, 36-37 Furnival

Address: Street London

Comments Detalls

.)COmmenter
Type:

Stance:

Neighbour

Customer objects to the Planning
Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: Dear Sir or Madam,

- Residentlal Amenity

I am the resident of Flat 7, Aston House,
36-37 Furnival Street. I strongly express
the objection to the proposed plan. Apart
from privacy, flats In the rear part of the
building would also suffer further from a
considerably decreased amount of sunlight
coming into the flats. I urge that these
concerns are absolutely valid for the
owners and tenants of these Aston House
flats and would appreciate if the
application would come to a halt. Thank
you.
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 03 June 2017 04:58

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 4:57 AM on 03 Jun 2017 from Dr Karen Chan.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1)Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension
to Flat ¢ at 3rd floor level and installation
of replacement balustrading (Updated
Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Liam Hart
li r i tion

Proposal:

Customer Details
Name: Dr Karen Chan
Email:

Apartment 7, Aston House, 36-37 Furnival

Address: Street London

Comments Details

Commenter .

] Neighbour

Type: g

. Customer objects to the Planning

Stance: Application

Reasons for

comment:

Comments: I am the owner of Apartment 7 and I
strongly oppose the planning application as
this will cause direct reductlon in light up
to 100% in some apartments, and also

resulting in the loss of privacy. I hope our
objectlon wlll obtain support from the
London Department of the Built
Envirochment.
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 04 June 2017 16:42

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 4:41 PM on 04 Jun 2017 from Mr Milos Cukovic.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1]Q

Erectlon of a single storey rear extension
to Flat 9 at 3rd floor level and Installation
of replacement balustrading (Updated
Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details
Name: Mr Milos Cukovic
Email:

Furnival Street 36-37 Aston House,

Address: Apartment 08 London

Comments Details

iCommenter ,
Neighbour
Type: 9
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning

Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: Dear Sir/Madam,

I would like to object to the extenslon to
Flat 9 at 34-35 Furnival Street, London
EC4A 11Q, for the same reasons as in my
previous two objections from December
31,2014 and August 30, 2015.

The extension of the storey would directly
affect the loss of my privacy, since It would
glve a direct oversight into my bedroom
and most of the apartment. Furthermore,
the nelghbours on the lower floors will be
impacted by the loss of light, where some
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of them will suffer up to 100% loss of
daylight.

Please, also take into account a great
number of objections from all the
surrounding buildings, all of which
emphasize the detriment of standards of
living.

Kind Regards,
Milos Cukovic
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: 35 Furnival Street, London EC4A 1JQ, Flat 9 - Reference 14/01173/FULL

From: John R Krebs of Wytham [mallto:]

Sent: 04 June 2017 07:27

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: 35 Furnival Street, London EC4A 1JQ, Flat 9 - Reference 14/01173/FULL

Dear Mr Hart
I am the owner of Flat 16, 35 Furnival St and | am writing to object to the above planning application.

Two previous applications for this extension to Flat 9 have been turned down and | see no reason why this application
should result in a different outcome,

My objections are:

1. Loss of amenity: the extension proposed would have a considerable detrimental effect on the available light to
flats on the same floor and below (I should add that my flat is on the top floor and therefore will not lose light).

2. Disruption: the only practical way to get building materials Into Flat 9 Is to use the small passenger lift in the
block. This will cause great disruption to other residents of the block, as will the noise and dirt. The Iift is not
designed to cope with builders’ materials and will probably break down,

3. Condltions of the [ease. The Freeholder of the block, Furnival St Management Company, of which | am a Director,
will not grant permission for the extension as it is not permitted in the terms of the lease.

Yours sincerely

John Krebs

?Professor Lord Krebs Kt FRS FMed Sci
Department of Zoology

New Radcliffe House

Radcliffe Observatory Quarter
Oxford OX2 6GG
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 06 June 2017 05:03

To: PLN - Comments ‘

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 5:02 AM on 06 Jun 2017 from Miss Yanming Bay.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 11Q

Erectlon of a single storey rear extension
to Flat 9 at 3rd floor level and installation
of replacement balustrading (Updated
Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Miss Yanming Bay

Emall:

Address: 4 Aston House, 36-37 Furnival Street London

Comments Details
Commenter

‘"Type:

Stance:

Neighbour

Customer objects to the Planning
Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: I am the owner of Flat 4, 36-37 Furnival
Street, Aston House. I strongly object to
the application and its various
amendments and resubmissions. In the
previous application by 35 Furnival Street,
it has received numerous objections but
the applicant has just flled a new request
with no difference other than a new
daylight study report. In the new report,
Flat 4 is still adversely affected by having a
100% loss of light.

As mentioned previously and again this
time, it is unreasonable for my unit to have
a 100% loss of light. As it is, the unit gets
so little light with the development of
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Dyers building. Any additional loss of light
would significantly affect the value of my
unit and the llving condition of anyone
living Inside.

Therefore I strongly urge for the objection
of this application
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PLN - Comments
FW: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

rom: PLN - Comments
Sent: 07 June 2017 20:04
To: PLN - Comments i
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 8:03 PM on 07 Jun 2017 from Mrs Coralle Murphy.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Furnival Street London EC4A 1)Q

Erection of a single storey rear extension
to Flat 9 at 3rd floor level and Installation
of replacement balustrading (Updated
Daylight and Sunlight Report). |cri

Case Officer: Llam Hart
Click for further information

Proposal:

Customer Detalls

Name: Mrs Coralie Murphy

Email:

Address: 3-4-35 Furnival Street London

Comments Detalis

:,?;;Te"ter Neighbour
. Customer objects to the Planning
Stance: Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: I object on behalf of the owner of the
bullding: Furnival Street Management
Company. I am a director and this
statement has been approved by the other
directors.

- Resldential Amenity

The proposed development changes the
design of the bullding which has the
detrimental affect of increasing the density
of the bulldings and reduces the very
limited space between the very close
adjacent buildings in this resldential area.
If development such as this Is allowed, and
allowed for future applications In the
Immediate vicinity it would create homes
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with little light, privacy, air and the baslcs
needed for living. It would change the
character of the flats from small but well
deslgned and reasonable guallty to dark,
depressing dwellings.

As the freeholder we would not give
permisslon for this type of development
because of the significant impact on the
structure and design, and on the
environment enjoyed by others in the
block.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 08 June 2017 14:58

To: PLN - Comments _

Subject: Comments for Pianning Application 14/01173/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 2:57 PM on 08 Jun 2017 from Miss Chloe Nash.

Application Summary
Address: 35 Fumival Street London EC4A 1]Q

Erection of a single storey rear extenslon to Flat 9 at 3rd
Proposal: floor level and Installation of replacement balustrading
(Updated Daylight and Sunlight Report).|cr|

Case Offlcer: Llam Hart
lick for further information

Customer Detalls

Name: Miss Chloe Nash

Emaill:

Address: Flat 3 34 Furnival St London

Comments Details
Commenter

Type: Nelghbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise

comment: - Resldential Amenity

Comments: I am objecting to this application, which I understand is
the same as previous applications that were rejected,
the only difference being that the day light report has
been updated.

The report concludes that there will be no significant loss
of light but It does not provide any reasonlng In support
of this. If an extenslon Is erected over the top of my
patlo, which sits In a narrow light well, clearly it willl
block out all natural day light to my flat and wlll leave
me in almost complete darkness.

It would be irrational to place any welght on a report
that does not provide any evidence or reasoning In
support of its frankly ridiculous concluslon that light
would not be affected by the proposed extension.

I would also support all the reasons glven previously and
by other objectors, the main ones being that this
extension would be in breach of our lease, It would
slgnificantly alter the character and Integrity of the

Page 98



building, it would be impractical glven impossibllity of
access and it would severely impact upon the amenity of
the bullding and nelghbouring properties.

Kind regards
Chloe
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Agenda Item 9

Background Papers

External
Letter 20 November 2017 London Borough of Islington
E-mail 18 February 2018 Jane Smith, Chair, Barbican Association

Representations

E-mail 26 September 2017 Michael S. Irwig and Karen D. Irwig
Online 29 September 2017 Mr Roy Sully (support)

Letter 29 September 2017 Fred Rogers and Joanna Rodgers (neutral)
Online 01 October 2017 Mr Lionel Green

Online 03 October 2017 Mr A Garciga

Online 04 October 2017 Mr John Whitehead

Letter 04 October 2017 Howard Morris

Online 05 October 2017 Mr Peter Smart (neutral)

Online 06 October 2017 Mr John Whitehead

Letter 08 October 2017 Richard Tomkins

Online 11 October 2017 Ms Candace Gillies-Wright

Online 14 October 2017 Mrs Judith Brown

Online 15 October 2017 Mr John Taysum

Online 15 October 2017 Dr Sean Healy

Online 16 October Ms Patrica Crossley

Letter 17 October 2017 Keith Clarke

E-mail 18 October 2017 Robert Hillhouse

Online 09 November 2017 Mr Richard Collins

Letter 09 November 2017 Heather Thomas
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PLANNING DECISION NOTICE ‘g ISLINGTON

Development Management Service
Planning and Development Division
Environment & Regeneration Department

City of London PO Box 3333

PO Box 270 222 Upper Street

Guildhall LONDON N1 1YA

London Case Officer: Amanda Peck
EC2P 2EJ T: 0207 527 3876

E: planning@islington.gov.uk

Issue Date: 20 November 2017
Application No: P2017/3816/0BS

(Please quote in all correspondence)
Dear Sir or Madam

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS

BOROUGH COUNCIL'S DECISION: Observatlons to adjoining borough - no comments

Notice is hereby given, in respect to the request for observation(s), of the above stated response
of Islington Borough Ceuncil, the Local Planning Authority, in pursuance of ite powers under the
above mentioned Acts and Rules, Orders and Regulations made thereunder. The response
relates to the application / development referred to below, at the location indicated.

The cbservations (if any) of the Borough Council are noted below.

Locatlon: Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House, Bunyan House And
' Willoughby House Barblcan, , Resldentlal Car Park , London , EC2

T\ppllcatlon Type: [ Observations to Adjoining Borough
Date of Application: | 25 September 2017 | Application Recelved: | 25 September 2017
Application Valid: | 25 September 2017 | Application Target: 16 October 2017

DEVELOPMENT:

Observation to City of London council for 'Application under Section 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1880 to vary of condition 7 (requirement for vehicle parking) of planning permission
TP.73938/C dated 7th December 1962 to allow the use of: (i) 201 car parking bays at part
basement and part first floor level for either residents’ parking (Class C3) (the accommodation of
vehicles of residentlal occuplers of the Barbican Estate), ancillary residential storage {Class C3)
and/or storage purposes {Class B8) (Sui Generis); and (i) adjacent vehicular access routes at
part basement and part first floor level for either vehicle access (Class C3) , ancillary residential
starage (Class C3) and/or storage purposes (Class B8) (Sui Generis); involving the installation of
a total of 316 storage units; 159 at Breton House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at
Bunyan House, and 30 storage units at Willoughby House'.

P-DEC-OBS

Page 102



OBSERVATIONS:
No comments

Certified that this document contains a true recerd of a decision of the Council

Yours faithfully

KAREN SULLIVAN
SERVICE DIRECTOR - PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
AND PROPER OFFICER
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From: Jane Smith

To:

Ce:

Subject: Re Appiaton 17/00909/Full
Date: 18 February 2018 17:25:24
Dear Sir

17/00909/FULL

“Application under Section 73 of the Town-and Country Planning Act 1980 to vary of condition 7 (requirement
for vehicle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C dated 7th December 1962 to allow the use of: (i) 201
car parking bays at part basement and part first floor level for either residents’ parking (Class C3) (the
accommodation of vehicles of resldentlal occuplers of the Barbican Estate), ancillary residentlal storage
{Class C3) and/or storage purposes (Class B8) (Sui Generls); and (ji) adjacent vehicular access routes at part
basement and part first floor level for elther vehicle access (Class C3) , ancillary residential storage (Class C3)
and/or storage purposes (Class B8) {Sul Generls); Involving the Installation of a total of 316 storage units; 159
at Breton House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at Bunyan House, and 30 storage units at
Willoughby House. | Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House, Bunyan House And Willoughby
House Barbican, Residential Car Park London EC2”

| apologise for the lateness of this comment, but the application has not yet been
determined so | hope that it can be taken into consideration.

In the earlier application, 17/00022/Full, now withdrawn, it was proposed to include
storage units in Thomas More car park. These no longer appear in the current
application, though there is a walting list of the residents in the blocks surrounding
Thomas More car park who have requested storage units close to their flats.
Some have been waiting for years.

We would request that the application is amended to include storage units in
Thomas More car park. We understand that a concern about the original proposal
was that the 57 units proposed for that car park would leave virtually no space for
additional cars should they need to be parked there. A reduced number — say
around half — would suffice to meet the demand and not dangerously diminish
spare capacity. We suggest they could be sited in the middle of the car park
towards the Aldergate Street ramp side; that way they would leave the most
convenient car parking spaces next to the blocks that use them.

| am copying this comment to the applicant.
Yours faithfully

Jane Smith
Chair, Barbican Association
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Commaent on PLANNING APPLICATION 17/00909/FULL

From: Henry Irwig []

Sent: 26 September 2017 13:09

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comment on PLANNING APPLICATION 17/0050S/FULL

Comments on:
PLANNING APPLICATION 17/00909/FULL
PLACEMENT OF STORAGE UNITS in various BARBICAN RESIDENTIAL CAR PARKS

Regarding:
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY and TRAFFIC - OBIECTING

Comments by:
MICHAEL S. IRWIG and KAREN D. IRWIG
302 Bryer Court, Barbican, London EC2Y 8DE

email

While endorsing the basic concept of using some areas of the car parks for storage units, we wish to raise a number
of issues for consideration by the Planning and Transportation Committee. These comments focus on the Bunyan
Car Park, where we are long-term licence-holders.

1. INCORRECT PLANS — LEVEL 03 SITE PLAN: This plan does not properly show Bunyan Car Park in that its
orientation is rotated 90° from its actual position. Furthermore, there is no indication of how the car park
connects to the surface road system or to the traffic flow In the car park.

2. INCOMPLETE PLANS — INTERNAL TRAFFIC FLOW: The plans do not indicate the direction of traffic flow in the car
parks and, therefore, probably do not allow for accurate evaluation of pinch points and/or blind spots.

3. INCOMPLETE PLANS - ENTRANCES TO FLAT BLOCKS: Both the Bunyan House Car Park Existing Plan and the
Bunyan House Car Park Proposed Plan fail to show the entrances to the Bunyan Court and the Bryer Court flat
blocks. In addition, the driveway that feeds the row of spaces numbered 1897 to 1915 is only partially
shown. Both the entrance and accurate driveway details are required to properly evaluate the acceptability of
the overall proposal.

4, INCOMPLETE PLANS —STORAGE & OFFICES AREA: Insufficient detail is provided for a large (approximately
1,000sq.m) section of Bunyan Car Park designated as ‘Storage and Offices’. This area, which prior to the
conversion of the YMCA to Blake Tower provided spaces for the parking of cars, should not be neglected in the
proposal, especially as it seems it might well provide a very good consolidated area for storage units that can be
easily secured,

5. COMPROMISED INTEGRITY OF REMAINING CAR PARKING: The intrusicn of storage units (both existing and new)
into rows of car parking bays compromises the quality and clarity of the original parking arrangement, both from
a visual and a security perspective. For Instance, In the Bunyan Car Park, consideration should be given to
removing existing storage units from spaces 1778 and 1779 and not adding new storage units in spaces 1888
and 1889,

6. DANGEROUS BLIND SPOTS IN DRIVEWAYS: In the case of at least one situation, the location of new storage
units will severely compromise the visibility of vehicles using the driveways (e.g. spaces 1888, 1889 mentioned
above). It seems judicious to advocate that storage units should simply not be placed in locations that are
situated at the end of rows of car parking spaces where they abut driveways.

7. UNSAFE CONDITIONS IN STORAGE AREAS: A large number of narrow alleyways and oddly shaped open areas
between stores will tend to make access for users of the stores tortuous and potentially dangerous. While the
Car Park Attendants generally do a good job In providing oversight, they cannot be expected to provide the level
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of security necessary. In addition to any enhancements of the lighting and/or the CCTV systems, the areas in
which the storage units are located should be enclosed by walls or sturdy fencing with keyed locked doors or
gates, as is typically provided in traditional Barbican stores.

8. INSUFFICIENT COMMITMENT TO REALLOCATION OF CAR PARK USERS: While fully understanding that the City
has the authority to reallocate existing parkers to other spaces and appreciating their commitment to find
spaces In parkers’ existing car parks, It seems equitable that the proposals should include a further
undertaking. This undertaking should provide all 52 parkers affected with an assurance that they will be
relocated to spaces at least of equal quality to thelr existing spaces with respect to size, lighting, absence of
leaks, clear and direct access to entrances of blocks of flats, etc.

We appreciate the Committee’s consideration of the abovementioned matters and look forward to learning that
they will be fully addressed by the Applicant.

2
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From: PLN - Comments —
Subject: FW. Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 29 September 2017 09:18

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:17 AM on 29 Sep 2017 from Mr Roy Sully.

Application Summary

Ben Jonscn House, Breton House, Thomas More House,
Address: Bunyan House And Willcughby House Barbican,
Residential Car Park London EC2

Application under Sectlon 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 to vary of condition 7 (requirement for
vehlcle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C
dated 7th December 1962 to allow the use of: (I) 201 car
parking bays at part basement and part first floor level
for elther residents’ parking (Class C3) (the
accommodation of vehicles of residential occuplers of the
Barbican Estate), anclllary residentlal storage (Class C3)

Proposal: and/or storage purposes (Class B8) {Sul Generls); and
{I1) adjacent vehlcular access routes at part basement
and part first floor level for either vehicle access (Class
C3) , andlllary residential storage (Class C3) and/or
storage purposes (Class B8) (Sul Generls); Involving the
Installation of a total of 316 storage units; 159 at Breton
House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at
Bunyan House, and 30 storage unlts at Willoughby
House,

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further informati

Customer Detalls

Name: Mr Roy Sully
Email:
Address: 253 Shakespeare Tower London

Comments Detalls

Commenter
Type:

Stance:

Nelghbour
Customer made comments In support of the Planning
Application

Reasons for

comment: - Residential Amenity
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Comments:

I fuily support this application. It provides much-needed
additional facllitles for resldents and at the same time
utllises redundant car parking space on what must be
some of the most expensive land in the world. Rent on
the stores will also provide useful addltional revenue for
the Estate.

2
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100 Breton House — Barbican — London - EC2Y 8PQ

Liam Hart

Development Division

Department of the Bullt Environment
City of London

PO Box 270

Guildhall

EC2P 2E)

29 September 2017

Dear Mr Hart,
Re: Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Location: Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House, Bunyan House and

Willoughby House, Barbican, Residential Car Park London EC2

Application ref: 17/00909/FULL

Although we have no objection to the proposed use of unoccupied parking spaces for storage units -
already renting one of the existing units in the Breton/Ben Jonson Car Park, it would be unreasonable
to object anyway. However, we have some observations:

. Would It not be more sensible to seek permission to place units in any vacant car park space
throughout the Estate's car parks, rather than needing to apply for permission each time more units
are needed?

2. From experience of the existing units, a light is necessary but this should not be malns powered for
safety reasons. Also some form of ventilation should be Incorporated into the units.

3 As far as Breton/Ben Jonson Car Park Is concerned, the Transport Report is incorrect to state
“access Is controlled by a barrier”. There is no barrier.

4. Whilst there is obviously a concern about flammable substances being stored in the units, as
regards Breton/Ben Jonson car park, the fire officer should be concerned that it is proposed to site
the units on the route to the block's fire escape. VWere the units to be only in the actual designated
car park spaces that would not be a fire escape Issue, except that the unit edged red on the attached
plan would still block access. Also, placing units in the vehicular access will restrict access to the fire
escape, as well as, with the indicated unit, blocking wheel chair access to lift 67.

5. There is an elderly resident of Breton whose car park space will be removed to some way away
from where It Is now. To access the new space from lift 67 will now invelve negotiating around the
numerous units.

6. It seems that our own access to our unit will be restricted from lift 67 if units are placed in the
vehicular access. Also it seems that our "short cut" route from lift 67 to the conclerge will be
blocked, making moving delivered items to our flat more difficult. We will have to push such items -
on a trolley - up the car park access ramp, hot only being dangerous but also more physically
demanding,
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7. We should also be assured that the conclerge and other Estate staff should not have their jobs
made more demanding by the proposals without both consultation and adequate compensation.

Yours faithfully,

Fred Rodgers and Joanna Rodgers
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From:
Subject:

PLN - Comments
FW: Comments for Planning Application 17/00208/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 01 October 2017 14:29

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 2:28 PM on 01 Oct 2017 from Mr Licnel Green.

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House,
Bunyan House And Willoughby House Barblcan,
Residential Car Park London EC2

Application under Section 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 to vary of condition 7 (requirement for
vehicle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C
dated 7th December 1962 to aliow the use of: (i) 201 car
parking bays at part basement and part first floor level
for elther residents' parking (Class C3) (the
accommodation of vehicles of resldential occupiers of the
Barbican Estate), anclllary residential storage (Class C3)
and/or storage purposes (Class B8) (Sui Generls); and
(I} adjacent vehlcular access routes at part basement
and part first floor level for either vehicle access (Class
C3) , ancillary residentfal storage (Class C3) and/or
storage purposes (Class B8) (Sul Generls); Involving the
Installation of a total of 316 storage units; 159 at Breton
House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at
Bunyan House, and 30 storage units at Willoughby
House,

Case Offlcer: Llam Hart
Click for further Information

Customer Details

Name:
Emall:
Address:

Mr Lionel Green

162 Lauderdale Tower Barbican London

Comments Details

Commente

r Type:
Stance:

Reasons
for

comment:

Nelghbour

Customer objects to the Planning Application

- Residential Amenity

1
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Comments [ object to the potential use of these Barbican car parks and adjacent vehicular routes for storage
: perhaps with the deliberate intent to cause harm.
I also object for the following reasons: :

COMPROMISED INTEGRITY OF REMAINING CAR PARKING: intrusion of storage units (both exist
, consideration should be given to removing existing storage units from spaces 1778 and 1779 a
the visibliity of vehicles using the driveways (e.g. spaces 1888, 1889 mentioned above). It see
UNSAFE CONDITIONS IN STORAGE AREAS: A large number of narrow alleyways and oddly shap:
nnot be expected to provide the level

2

of securlty necessary. In addltion to any enhancements of the lighting and/for the CCTV systems,
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Cemments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 03 October 2017 21:32

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:30 PM on 03 Oct 2017 from Mr A Garciga.

Application Summary

Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas
More House, Bunyan House And
Willoughby House Barbican, Residentlal
Car Park London EC2

Application under Section 73 of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990 to vary of
condltion 7 (requirement for vehicle
parking) of planning permission
TP.73938/C dated 7th December 1962 to
allow the use of: (i) 201 car parking bays
at part basement and part first floor level
for elther resldents' parking (Class C3)
{the accommodation of vehicles of
residential occupiers of the Barbican
Estate), anclllary residentlal storage (Class
C3) and/or storage purposes (Class B8)
(Sui Generis); and (ii) adjacent vehicular
access routes at part basement and part
first floor level for elther vehicle access
(Class C3) , anclllary residential storage
(Class C3) and/or storage purposes {Class
B8) (Sul Generis); Involving the installation
of a total of 316 storage units; 159 at
Breton House and Ben Jonson House; 127
storage units at Bunyan House, and 30
storage units at Willoughby House.

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further information

Address:

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr A Garciga

Email:

Address: Flat 151 Lauderdale Tower Barbican London

Comments Details
Commenter Member of the Public
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Type:
Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Customer objects to the Planning
Application

- Noise

I object to the latest proposal
17/00909/FULL on the basis of securlty
concerns in allowing non resldents to hire
the baggage stores. The Corporation has
not considered that once non reslidents
enter the estate they then have access to
our properties such as cars, motorbikes,
homes. An example is that once a person
enters Lauderdale car park they can simply
drive any vehicle out without a problem.
An easy theft such as the theft of one
motorbike at Lauderdale car park. This
proposal could Increase the risk of theft
which may have an impact on the
insurance policies of residents by
increasing risk. Also at a time when the
country Is under high security risk no
thought is being glven to the potentlal for
terrorism and the storage of potentially
dangerous chemicals in these baggage
stores. Thank you.
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From: PLN - Commaents
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 17/00009/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 04 October 2017 15:13

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 3:11 PM on 04 Oct 2017 from Mr John Whitehead.

Application Summary

Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas
More House, Bunyan House And
Willoughby House Barbican, Residential
Car Park Lendon EC2

Application under Sectlon 73 of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990 to vary of
condition 7 (requirement for vehicle
parking) of planning permission
TP.73938/C dated 7th December 1962 to
allow the use of: (i) 201 car parking bays
at part basement and part first floor level
for elther residents' parking (Class C3)
(the accommodation of vehicles of
residential occuplers of the Barbican
Estate), anclllary residentlal storage {Class
C3) and/or storage purposes {Class B8)
(Sui Generis); and (il) adjacent vehicular
access routes at part basement and part
first floor level for either vehicle access
(Class C3) , anclllary residential storage
(Class C3) and/or storage purposes (Class
B8) (Sui Generis); Involving the Installation
of a total of 316 storage units; 159 at
Breton House and Ben Jonson House; 127
storage units at Bunyan House, and 30
storage units at Willoughby House.

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further Information

Address:

Proposal:

Customer Details

Name: Mr John Whitehead

Emall:

Address: 111 Breton House Barbican LONDON

Comments Details
Commenter Neighbour
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Type:
Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Comments:

Customer objects to the Planning
Application

I wish to object to the planned installation
of storage units in the Breton House car
park. This is for three reasons - the
structural Integrity of Breton House, fire
risk, and the proposed location of storage
units,

The application states that " ... the block
(Breton House) is supported on paired
columns which support the cross walls,
with cross beams expressed externally ... "
(para 3.2 Planning Statement) This may be
true of Ben Jonson House but I believe that
this Is not the case with Breton House. This
Is a serious error.

In the car park directly beneath Breton
House there is a row of five metre wide
double parking bays where it is proposed
to place storage units. Each five metre bay
Is separated from the next by floor to
ceiling concrete walls. This mirrors the
layout of the flve metre wide flats on the
east side of Breton House of which there
are nine on each floor ahove. The car park
walls indeed form stanchions that rise up
through and support the residentlal block
above. These also form the party walls
between the flats. If any fire in the car
park space affected the integrity of these
support walls In the car park the impact
could be disastrous.

There appears to be a fire sprinkler system
In the car park, but in over thirty years I
am not aware it has ever been tested or
used. The sprinkler system should be
relnstated before any storage units are
Installed. As an example of the
contemporary risks, modern lithlum
batteries, as used for instance in e-
cigarettes, are especlally prone to
instantaneous combustion, as I have
witnessed personally.

Also, the overall location of the proposed
stores seems oddly random and illogical. I
do not have a car at present, but when I
have had one It has been conveniently
parked beneath my flat.

The simple solution to all this would seem
to be to leave the car parking spaces clear
directly beneath Breton House (and
probably Ben Jonson House also) and place
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7 Lambert Jones Mews *
- Barbican ’F— PLN
London EC2Y 8DP ] 05 OCT 2017

Your ref: 17/00909/FULL L %50

4 October 2017

Liam Hart

Developmental Division

Department of the Built Environment
City of London

PO Box 270

Guildhall

London EC2P 2EJ

Dear Mr Hart

Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House, Bunyan House and Willoughby
House Barican, Residential Car Park Lordon EC2

With reference to your letter of 25 September 2017 I wish to make the following objections
1o and observations about, the application. My comments are confined to the proposal that
storage space be rented to non-residents of the Barbican.

Access to the regidential areas of the Barbican is principally by key and the issue of keys to
non-residents compromises the security of the Barbican. The Barbican’s car parks not only
provide simple access to the residential spaces but were not designed with the security of
residents in mind, With storage lockers the car parks will become even more warren-like.
The application, if successful, would also mean that the amenities of the cstate, the gardens
and the playground for example, will be accessible to people who do not contribute to the
upkeep of the amenities.

The estate was designed to provide a residential complex, and has succeeded beyond the
ambitions of its designers and the Corporation. The Barbican stands out internationally.
However tempting might be the appeal of turning it to wider commercial revenue production,
this proposal fundamentally threatens the unique character of the Barbican. The fact that a
money-making use can be devised for car park spaces does not make it right to chip away at
the safe space the estate provides. The quality of the Barbican in both its residential and
public arcas depends on cach detail of its design and use. We must be very sure before
making changes.

n-291578 Howa o morsiy Acwo‘ﬂ
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 05 October 2017 16:08

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 4:06 PM on 05 Oct 2017 from Mr Peter Smart.

Application Summary

Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House,
Address: Bunyan House And Willoughby House Barbican,
Resldential Car Park London EC2

Application under Sectlon 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 to vary of condition 7 {requirement for
vehlicle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C
dated 7th December 1962 to allow the use of: (i) 201 car
parking bays at part basement and part first floor level
for either residents' parking (Class C3) (the
accommodation of vehlcles of residentlal occuplers of the
Barbican Estate), anclllary residential storage (Class C3)

Proposal: and/or storage purposes (Class B8) (Sui Generis); and
(i) adjacent vehicular access routes at part basement
and part flrst floor level for either vehlicle access (Class
C3) , ancillary residential storage (Class C3) and/or
storage purposes (Class B8) (Sul Generls); involving the
installation of a total of 316 storage units; 159 at Breton
House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at
Bunyan House, and 30 storage units at Willoughby
House.

Case Offlcer: Liam Hart
Click for f j ation

Customer Details
Name: Mr Peter Smart

Address: 715 Willoughby House London

Comments Detalls

Commenter
Type:

Stance:

Nelghbour

Customer made comments neither objecting to or
supporting the Planning Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: Iam happy with productive use of redundant bays as
long as the ablllty of residents to park conveniently for
their flat, now and in the future, is not compromised and
they are solely for the use of bona fide residents of the

- Residentlal Amenity

1
Page 119



respective blocks. There should be no repeat of actions
such as the transfer of bays to The Heron with no
consultation and creation of slgniffcant inconvenience to

residents.

2
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 17/00908/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 06 Cctober 2017 14:22

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 2:20 PM on 06 Oct 2017 from Mr John Whitehead.

Application Summary

Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas Mare House,
Address: Bunyan House And Willoughby House Barbican,
Resldentlal Car Park London EC2

Application under Section 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 to vary of condition 7 (requirement for
vehicle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C
dated 7th December 1962 to allow the use of: (i) 201 car
parking bays at part basement and part first floor level
for elther residents' parking (Class C3) (the
accommodatlon of vehides of residentlal occuplers of the
Barbican Estate), ancillary residential storage (Class C3)

Proposal: and/or storage purposes (Class B8) (Sul Generis); and
(Il} adjacent vehlcular access routes at part basement
and part first floor level for elther vehicle access {Class
C3) , ancillary residential storage (Class C3) and/or
storage purposes (Class B8) (Sul Generls); Involving the
installation of a total of 316 storage units; 159 at Breton
House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at
Bunyan House, and 30 storage units at Willoughby
House.

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Click for further informaticn

Customer Details

Name: Mr John Whitehead

Email:

Address: 111 Breton House Barbican LONDON

Comments Details

Commenter .
Neighbour
Type: 9
Stance: Custorner objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment:

Comments: Following my objection of 4th October, I now frealise

1
Page 121



that the problems with the proposals are even more
serlous than I had realised. Specifically, they Ignore the
issue of fire exits.

Be aware that the wing of the car park beneath Breton
House is an underground cul de sac, a dead end. Apart
from the entry portal at the south end there Is just one
signed fire exit, via parking bay 1947 to SC67, With
storage units this wlll be restricted to a narrow 24 Inch
wide passage - not enough for a wheelchalilr,

There Is a second exIt which is not signed and that Is the
accessible ramp to SC66 at the back of bay 1940
{beyond which there is fire fighting equipment!). This will
also be effectively blocked by storage units,

Not only is it unsafe to limit fire exits In this way, is it
even legal? Who has not done any homework or visited
the slte? Had there been consultation about the detall of
these plans with residents, who know the area best, this
could all have been avoided.

2
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I .auderdale Tower
Barbican
London
EC2Y 8NA

Liam Hart, Case Offlcer

Department of the Built Environment
City of London

PO Box 270

Gulldhall

London EC2P 2£)

8 October 2017

Dear Mr Hart
PLANNING APPLICATION 17/00205/FULL -~ BARBICAN CAR PARKS

This objection is made on behalf of the Lauderdale Tower House Group Committee.

We have no objection in principle to this planning application but we strongly object to the provision
that the storage units should be made available to non-residents living within walking distance.

We consider this would introduce a substantial and unacceptable security risk, for the following
reasons.

First, it would give non-residents access to secure areas of the Barblcan Estate. They would have
easy access to all areas of the car parks and it would increase the risk of theft, not only of vehicle
contents but also of vehicles themselves, which could be driven out of the car park without
hindrance. Even if non-residents did not have keys to the residential areas, they would be one step
closer to gaining access and could easily go the rest of the way by waiting for someone else to open
a secure door and passing through it before it closed. With more non-residents entering the secure
car parks at will, it would become harder for the car park attendants to keep track of who was
coming and golng and would therefore weaken overall security.

Second, the storage contalners would provide non-residents with a possible place of concealment
for lllegal materials such as drugs or weapons. Terrorists or other extrem|sts might find the storage
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containers attractive as a place of concealment for weapons, chemicals, biclogical agents or
explosives and could potentially use the larger, walk-in containers as a workshop for manufacturing
explosive devices. Alternatively, a container could be used as place to plant a live bomb, with the
intention of causing destruction and loss of life within the estate.

While these fears might once have seemed exaggerated, we note that the current UK Terror Threat
Level is “severe”, meaning an attack is highly llkely. The threat level has been “severe” or “critical”
for most of the past 10 years and there Is no likalihood that it will be reduced in the foreseeable

future.

The City is a prime target for terrorism and a high-profile residential estate in the heart of the City
should be considered to be at high risk. The City of London should therefore be exercising extreme
vigllance and taking every possible step to minimise the risk to which Barklican residents are
axposed.

This proposal would have the opposite effect. By giving non-residents access to secure areas of the
Barblcan Estate and offering them a place of concealment within these secure areas, it would
increase the risk to residents and make them more vulnerable to attack.

We reject the applicant’s assertion that a precedent was set by the declsion to permit the
commercial letting of car park spaces within the estate. These spaces, charged at a rate of £5,378 a
year, are used only by senior employees of large, long-established companies in the immediate
vicinity and the use of the spaces is strictly limited to car parking. In contrast, the background of non-
residents renting storage containers would be unknown and they could use the containers for any
purpose, legal or otherwise, without anyone’s knowledge.

While Lauderdale Tower Is not immediately affected by these plans, we are very concerned about
the level of security on the estate and the precedent that would be set if this proposal were to go
ahead in its present form. We request that the use of the storage units should be restricted to

Barblcan Estate residents only.

RICHARD TOMKINS

Chair, Lauderdale Tower House Group Committee
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 11 October 2017 15:27

To: PLN - Comments _ ‘
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/06908/FULL

Planning Applicatlon comments have been made. A summary of the comments Is provided below.

Cormments were submitted at 3:26 PM on 11 Oct 2017 from Ms Candace Gillies-Wright.

Application Summary

Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House,
Address: Bunyan House And Wllloughby House Barbican,
Residential Car Park London EC2

Application under Section 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 to vary of condition 7 (requirement for
vehicle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C
dated 7th December 1962 to allow the use of: (i) 201 car
parking bays at part basement and part first floor level
for elther residents’ parking (Class C3) (the
accommodation of vehicles of residential occupiers of the
Barbican Estate), ancillary resldential storage (Class C3)

Proposal: and/or storage purposes (Class B8) (Sul Generls); and
(ii} adjacent vehicular access routes at part basement
and part first floor level for either vehicle access (Class
C3), anclllary resldentlal storage (Class C3) and/or
storage purposes (Class B8) (Sui Generis); involving the
Installation of a total of 316 storage units; 159 at Breton
House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at
Bunyan House, and 30 storage units at Willoughby
House.

Case Officer: Liam Hart
Click for further Information

Customer Detalls

Name: Ms Candace Glliies-Wright
Email:
Address: 342 Lauderdale Tower Barblcan London

Comments Detalls

Commenter
Nelghbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for

comment: - Resldentlal Amenity
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Comments: As a Barblcan resldent I value highly the current good
levels of securlty around the estate. This proposal will
signlficantly increase the number of non-residents who
have access to what are currently private areas. It will
make maintaining safety of resldents and security of
property much more difflcult. It Is also the thin end of
what could become a very substantlal wedge driven into
the rights and amenities of estate resldents.

2
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FwW: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 14 October 2017 17:27

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

Planning Applicatlon comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided befow.

Comments were submitted at 5:27 PM on 14 Oct 2017 from Mrs Judith Brown.

Application Summary

Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House,
Address: Bunyan House And Willoughby House Barbican,
Residential Car Park London EC2

Application under Section 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 to vary of conditlon 7 (requirement for
vehicle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C
dated 7th December 1962 to allow the use of: (i) 201 car
parking bays at part basement and part first floor level
for either residents' parking (Class C3) (the
accommodation of vehicles of residential occupiers of the
Barbican Estate), anclllary residential storage {(Class C3)

Proposal: and/or storage purposes (Class B8) (Sui Generis); and
(ii) adjacent vehicular access routes at part basement
and part first floor level for either vehicle access {(Ciass
C3), ancillary residential storage (Class C3) and/or
storage purposes (Class B8) (Sui Generis); involving the
installation of a total of 316 storage units; 159 at Breton
House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at
Bunyan House, and 30 storage units at Willoughby
House.

Case Officer: Llam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Detalls

Name: Mrs Judith Brown
Emall:
Address: 243 Lauderdale Tower Barbican London

Comments Details
Commenter

Nelghbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for .
comment: - Residential Amenity
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Comments: I object to this proposal giving non-residents access to
currently secure areas of the estate and offering a
potential place of concealment within these secure

areas.
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 17/00908/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 15 October 2017 22:00

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:59 PM on 15 Oct 2017 from Mr John Taysum.

Application Summary

Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House,
Address: Bunyan House And Wllloughby House Barbican,
Residential Car Park London EC2

Application under Section 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 to vary of condition 7 (requirement for
vehicle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C
dated 7th December 1962 to allow the use of: (i} 201 car
parking bays at part basement and part first floor level
for either residents' parking {(Class C3) (the
accommodation of vehicles of residential occupiers of the
Barbican Estate), anclllary resldentlal storage (Class C3)

Proposal: and/or storage purposes {Class B8) (Sul Generls); and
(ii) adjacent vehicular access routes at part basement
and part first floor level for either vehicle access (Class
C3) , ancillary residentlal storage (Class C3) and/or
storage purposes (Class B8) (Sul Generis); involving the
installation of a total of 316 storage units; 159 at Breton
House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at
Bunyan House, and 30 storage units at Willoughby
House.

Case Officer: Lilam Hart
Click for further information

Customer Detalls

Name: Mr John Taysum

Email:

Address: Flat 701 Bryer Court Barbican London

Comments Details

f.::::‘enter Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Residentlal Amenity

comment: - Traffic or Highways
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Comments:

Addressing Bunyan Car Park In particular: (a) The Level
03 Site Plan and Location Plan are Incorrect. The Bunyan
Car Park Insert/outline should be rotated approx 90
degrees antl clockwise for it to be correctly focated in
relation to the Barbican slte plan. This mistake is
disconcerting and falls to inspire confidence In the
applicatlon. It suggests that the car park's orientation,
connections to the street plan, circulation and relatlon to
the residential blocks served are poorly understood. (b)
Bunyan Car Park directly serves Bryer Court, so the
access way and adjolning 03 level structures, which
include a ramp and gate obstruction (near Bay 1915)
leading to Bridgewater Sqr should be shown on all detall
plans. They have been cropped off Existing and Proposed
Plans, which means the vehicle restriction along this far
rank Is not belng taken Into account. North Indicators
would have made orlentatlon clear. (c) By cropping off
the car park details beyond Bays 1897 to 1915 the
applicant Is ignoring the fact that there Is no vehicle
access at the 1915 end due to the obstruction of a
ramp/gate to Bridgewater Sqr. Therefore all vehicle
movements along this rank come and go around the
corner made by Bays 1897 and 18889, It is proposed that
2 XXL storage units occupy Bays 1888 and 1889, which
creates a blind corner for vehicle movements to/from
this far rank. The storage units' doors are proposed to
open out into the roadway at this blind corner, which
creates a hazard. These 2 XXL storage units are out of
place In this sector of car park bays. It would be safer to
locate them within the storage core area, e.g. in Bays
1841 and 1840.
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From:
Subject:

PLN - Comments
FW: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 15 October 2017 20:30

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 8:29 PM on 15 Oct 2017 from Dr Sean Healy.

Application Summary

Address:

Proposal:

Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House,
Bunyan House And Willoughby House Barblcan,
Residential Car Park London EC2

Application under Sectlon 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 to vary of condition 7 (requirement for
vehicle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C
dated 7th December 1962 to allow the use of: (i) 201 car
parking bays at part basement and part first floor level
for elther resldents' parking (Class C3) (the
accommodation of vehicles of residential occuplers of the
Barblcan Estate), anclllary residential storage (Class C3)
and/or storage purposes (Class B8) {Sul Generis); and
(ii) adjacent vehicular access routes at part basement
and part first floor level for either vehicle access (Class
C3) , ancillary resldential storage (Class C3) and/or
storage purposes (Class B8) (Sui Generis); involving the
installatlon of a total of 316 storage units; 159 at Breton
House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at
Bunyan House, and 30 storage units at Willoughby
House,

Case Officer: Liam Hart
lick for further information

Customer Details

Name:
Email:
Address:

Dr Sean Healy

53 Breton House Barbican London

Comments Details

Commenter
Type:

Stance:

Reasons for
comment:

Member of the Public

Customer objects to the Planning Application

- Resldential Amenity
- Traffic or Highways
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Comments:

We cbject to the application on the following 4 grounds:

[1] Object on the grounds that the proposals would not
provide sufficient car parking at Breton house to allow
for malntenance and servicing of the flats or for visltors
to the Breton house residents. There is no forecast of the
amount of trafflc generated within the car park for
access to the storage boxes combined with current levels
of "short stay' visitors.

[2] Object on the grounds of Increased risks to the
security of residents because of the design of the storage
boxes and the proposed use of the storage boxes by
non-residents.

The storages boxes are tall and this could increase
potentlal for people to hide and follow resldents up to
their flats. The assessment of the security risks in para
5.18 is based on current usage of the car parks not the
proposed change of use of car parks.

[3] Object on the grounds that there is insufficient
information on how It wlll be ensured that that units are
used for domestic purposes only (para 5.11) and that
the contents are safe and are not likely to cause harm to
resldents. How willl this be policed?

[4] Object on the grounds of congestion caused by non
residents accessing their storage. The proposal does not
Include any evidence to substantlate that usage would
be primarily on foot paragraph 5.13. What are the
contingencies In place for residents if there Is congestion
because people are accessing storage by car.
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From: PLN - Comments
Subject: FW: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 16 October 2017 11:58

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 11:57 AM on 16 Oct 2017 from Ms Patricia Crossley.

Application Summary

Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House,
Address: Bunyan House And Willoughby House Barbican,
Resldentlal Car Park London EC2

Application under Section 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 to vary of conditlon 7 {requirement for
vehicle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C
dated 7th December 1962 to allow the use of: (i) 201 car
parking bays at part basement and part first floor level
for elther resldents' parking {Class C3) (the
accommeodation of vehicles of residential occupiers of the
Barblcan Estate), anclllary resldentlal storage (Class C3)

Proposal: and/or storage purposes (Class B8) (Sul Generls); and
(il) adjacent vehlcular access routes at part basement
and part first floor level for either vehicle access (Class
C3) , anclllary resldentlal storage (Class C3) and/or
storage purposes (Class B8) (Sul Generis); Involving the
Iinstallation of a total of 316 storage unlts; 159 at Breton
House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at
Bunyan House, and 30 storage unlts at Willoughby
House.

Case Offlcer: Liam Hart
Click for further inf "

Customer Details

Name: Ms Patricia Crossley
Emall:

Address: 25 Sotheby Road London

Comments Detalls

Comlrlenter Member of the Public

Type:

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Resldentlal Amenity

comment: - Traffic or Highways
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Comments:

Residential Amenity

1.0bjection to reduction of parking spaces for visltors
to residents.

Reason:Any loss of easlly accesslble temporary
parking wlll reduce the support and family coheslon
this provides,

2. Objection to non monitored storage under
resldentlal dwellings.

Reason: Potentlal use for storage of hazardous
materials, such as corroslves, paints and solvents.

3. Slze of proposed storage units.

Reason: The helght and massing of the storage units
potentlally compromise the sight lines of security
monitoring.

Trafflc and Highways.

1.0bjectlon to Increased use of the car park space by
non resldents without any proposal for traffic
management update.

Reason: The car park space Is tight particularly for
access and egress .

At street level these polnts on Golden Lane present a
visual hazard adjacent to a primary school.

2
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17/10/2017

Ref. 17/00909/Fylt

i am a Barbican resident, address as above, and the long Jeaseholder of 84 Breton
House (BH). I object to this application.

The proposal contravenes the CoL. policy of reducing vehicle movements. Disused
pmkingspmsgmuﬂemmovemenﬁbﬂoommmcialfmnim:tomyopemﬁom
do. The low estimate of 20 vehicle movements a day is based on the absurd
suggestion that non-residents will walk to the stores carrying furniture, This new
uaﬂicvﬂﬂmatthaexwtlocaﬁm(ﬂeenh&defGoldmLmSchool)
pubﬁcisedbytheCoL,LBIdeﬂ.asoneofthewomedpoﬂuwdplaoesinLondon.

Commonmeindimﬂmtalargemberofmmesidentsinthewpukswﬂl
increase the security risk. The selective quotations in the planning statement conceal
the firct that although crime in the Barbican as a whole is low, it is concentrated on the
North side and it is getting worse due to & reduced police presence.
ThesemnityofmsidmtsmstaimaseﬂBHwiﬂoeminlybecompmmisedtheﬁre
escape route allows unimpeded access to the lift and stairs.

The Barbican Estate Office is seeking, by the unsual and constructive use of class B
8 (SlﬁGenais).pemissimmchangealarge.hnmspem’ﬁed,mthatiscMy
appmwdfortesidenﬁﬂusemmmmmialm.nnlsoseehtheﬂghtmvmythc
amount used for commercial/residential purposes st its discretion, without further
planning applications. No private developer would be given this flexibility, so neither
should a CoL Department,

Ihwenoobjectiontostoragemitsforusebyredentsonly.

Theplanwillmnltinaﬁreescaperomaﬁ'omtheBHcarparkthstisjustO.ﬁlm
Mde.Ithashensignedoﬂ'bytheCoLFireOﬁcer,thWdWenapmovalﬁomﬂle
LFB should be sought,
ThsPhnningStawmanpmpmmgiveabackgmmdmthepropmal,bmitmnitsthe
main motivation, which is that the car park budget is in deficit. It mentions,
selectively, several residents’ conmﬂtaﬁma,butmitberlmglmeholdmnmcarpaﬂ:
usemhavebemaskeddirecﬂyﬁortheirpmposedsoluﬁon.lwouldpaymoreto
preserve the security and air quality of my flat, and I suspect that others woulkd too.

Keith Clarke
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Subject: FW: PLN FW. re-application 17/00909/FULL COL:05091252

From: robert hillhouse

Sent: 19 October 2017 19:14

To: Broughton, Helen

Subject: Re: PLN FW: re-application 17/00909/FULL COL:05091252

75 Breton House
Barbican EC2Y 8DQ

From: robert hlllhouse

Sent: 18 October 2017 10:59

To: PlanningQueue

Subject: re-application 17/00909/FULL

for the attention of Liam Hart
OBIJECTION to the present proposal 17/00909/FULL

On reviewing the present application, plans and details 1t its noted that it Is very light on detail. The
proposed storage is spread across 5 separate blocks and at split level, basement and first levels.There is no
clear indication how ColL is to manage and co-ordinate the separate staffing and security of these separate
"sites” . Storage companies such as "Big Yellow Space Station" have a very high level of security and
trained

dedicated staff, with high levels of staffing.and a central office systems to control and manage the
sales?rental of the storage units. There would need to be a high specification CCTV and secure access
systems put in place monitoring all accesses both in and out and a general overview of all internal areas at
all levels 24/7...365 days. The present security is totally inadequate for this proposal. At present the
existing "parking" Is open and relies on a solo "rota" of attendants who are already have other shared
‘duties, not least checking and delivering residents deliveries and generally assisting residents so at times
will be off site. This is a commercial venture which will be open to both residents and public private
Individuals and companies and as such would need to be fully resourced with fully trained staff at all
proposed locations and in a secured and designated area separated from the existing parking.

The storage areas will need to be "climatized" especially at sub terrain level. There will need to be new
improved light provided as well as an extensive overall renewal of the existing sprinkler system and
extensive fire precautions put in place and escape routes identified and improved. Other health and safety
requirements put in place separate access for the "public/ pedestrians" accessing the storage unit.

How will the present "residents parking be secured?

What will be allocated as a delivery wait and drop of for goods to be brought into storage?

Is this "self storage"?

How will all these movements be recorded and managed.?

There is restricted head height for vehicle access to both levels.

There is a high security risk in the increase of unsupervised additional storage with the present open
parking access.

There would be unlimited traffic movement to the storage units.
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THIS E-MAIL AND ANY ATTACHED FILES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY BE LEGALLY
PRIVILEGED. If you are not the addressee, any disclosure, reproduction, copying, distribution or other
dissemination or use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in
error please notify the sender immediately and then delete this e-mail. Opinions, advice or facts included in
this message are given without any warranties or intention to enter into a contractual relationship with the
City of London unless specifically indicated otherwise by agreement, letter or facsimile signed by a City of
London authorised signatory. Any part of this e-mail which is purely personal in nature is not authorised by
the City of London. All e-mail through the City of London's gateway is potentially the subject of
monitoring, All liability for errors and viruses is excluded. Please note that in so far as the City of London
falls within the scope of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or the Environmental Information
Regulations 2004, it may need to disclose this e-mail. Website: http://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk
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ag HNov 20111

Comments for Planning Application 17/00909/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 17/00909/FULL

Address: Ben Jonson House, Breton House, Thomas More House, Bunyan House And Willoughby
House Barbican, Residential Car Park London EC2

Proposal: Application under Sectfon 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to vary of
condition 7 (requirement for vehicle parking) of planning permission TP.73938/C dated 7th
December 1962 to allow the use of: (i) 201 car parking bays at part basement and part first floor
level for either residents' parking (Class C3) (the accommodation of vehicles of residential
occupiers of the Barbican Estate), ancillary residential storage (Class C3) and/or storage purposes
(Class BB) (Sui Generis); and (ii) adjacent vehicular access routes at part basement and part first
floor level for either vehicle access (Class C3) , ancillary residential storage (Class C3) and/or
storage purposes (Class B8) (Sui Generis); involving the installation of a total of 316 storage units;
159 at Breton House and Ben Jonson House; 127 storage units at Bunyan House, and 30 storage
units at Willoughby House.

Case Officer: Liam Hart

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Richard Collins
Address: 4 Lambert Jones Mews London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

- Residential Amenity
Comment:| am a Barbican resident and generally support the proposal since there is
underprovision of storage facilities in relation to residents’' demands. But | oppose the opening to
non-Barbican residents of access to storage locations in the Barbican. To do so will compromise
the security of homes and vehicles on the Estate and will enable non-residents easily to access
the private gardens on the Estate which are largely maintained by residents’ financial contributions
and are designed for residents’, and their guests, exclusive use.
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r| PL N 5 Lambert Jones Mews,

[ 18 NOV 2017 Barbican,
!!7-1 WS | ECIY 80P

9 November 2017

Your ref: 17/00909/FULL

Liem Hart, .

Development Division

Department of the Built Environment
City of London

PO Box 270

Guildhall

London EC2P 2EJY

Dear Mr Hart
Barbican Residential Car Parking and Storage, London EC2

1 refer to your letter of 25 September 2017. I would like to support the creation of further storage
units in the underground parking areas. Fewer residents need parking. More residents need
storage. There is, however, one aspect of the proposal to which I would like to object. I do not
bolieve that it is appropriate to offer storage space to non-residents. In this respect I entirely
agree with my neighbour, IS of @ .ambert Jones Mews, whose letter dated 4
October 2017 is on file and whose comments I will not repeat here.

Yours sincerely,

Page 139



This page is intentionally left blank

Page 140



Agenda Item 10

Committee: Date:
Planning and Transportation 9 April 2018
Subject: Public

46 - 47 Chancery Lane London WC2A 1JE

Installation of telecommunications equipment at roof level
comprising nine antennae, one transmission dish, three
cabinets, and associated ancillary development.

Ward: Farringdon Without For Decision

Registered No: 17/00878/FULL Registered on:
11 December 2017

Conservation Area: Chancery Lane Listed Building: No

Summary

Planning permission is sought for the installation of telecommunications on
the roof of 46-47 Chancery Lane comprising nine antennae, one transmission
dish, three cabinets, and associated ancillary development.

The site is a six-storey office building located within Chancery Lane
conservation area, in the near vicinity of the Grade II* listed Patent Office and
opposite the Grade Il listed 13-15 Chancery Lane (within the London Borough
of Camden).

The equipment would extend 4.4m above roof parapet level, and would be
visible from street level.

There have been objections from local residents, business occupiers and the
freeholders of the building relating to the impact of the proposal on the
character of the area and on residential amenity.

The proposals are considered to have a visually incongruous impact on the
appearance of the building, would detract from the roofscape and would
adversely affect the character and appearance of Chancery Lane
Conservation Area and the setting and views of nearby listed buildings. The
potential public benefits of the scheme are not considered to outweigh the
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less than substantial harm caused to the designated heritage assets that
would be affected.

Recommendation

That planning permission be refused for the reasons set out in the attached
schedule.
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View of 46 — 47 Chancery Lane front elevation
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Main Report

Site & Surroundings

1.

46-47 Chancery Lane is a six-storey (21.93m high) office building
located on the east side of Chancery Lane midway between
Southampton Buildings and Cursitor Street, on the City boundary. The
entrance to the alleyway that gives access to Quality Court passes
beneath the building.

It is the remaining half of a pair of buildings dating from the 1890's. The
building was substantially altered, partially demolished and the
remaining part extended southwards in 1923 with the later addition of a
double mansard roof.

It is located within the Chancery Lane conservation area, in the near
vicinity of the Grade II* listed Patent Office (which has an entrance onto
Quiality Court and across the street from the Grade Il listed 13-15 Old
Square (within the London Borough of Camden).

The site is bounded by 48-49 Chancery Lane to the north and Quality
House to the east, both six storey commercial office buildings, Quality
Court to the east, and 40 Chancery Lane, a large seven storey office
building, to the south.

Sixteen residential units are located opposite the site, in 1 Old
Buildings, and the upper floors of 11-12 Old Square and 13-15 Old
Square.

Relevant Planning History

6.

In 2010 planning permission was granted for alterations to windows at
fourth floor and the addition of a fifth floor extension to form a double
mansard roof (app. no. 10/00407/FULL).

This permission includes a condition restricting building above roof
level, including roof structures, plant or telecommunications equipment.
Should planning permission be granted for the current proposal an
application would be required under section 73 of the Town and
Country Planning Act to vary this condition.

Proposals

8.

Planning permission is sought for the installation of telecommunications
equipment at roof level comprising nine antennae, one transmission
dish, three cabinets, and associated ancillary development.

The purpose of the installation is to provide enhanced coverage and
capacity for Telefonica and Vodafone 3G and 4G mobile phone
networks in the WC2A area.

Consultations

10.

The application has been advertised by sending letters to surrounding
residential properties, by erecting a site notice and in the local press.
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11. The London Borough of Camden was consulted and raised no

objection.

12. The City of London Conservation Area Advisory Committee objected,
considering the proposals to be excessively large and overpowering,
impacting adversely on the character of the conservation area.

13. Objections have been received from 10 local residents and businesses,
including the freeholders of the building. The table below summarises

the concerns raised:

Representation No. of Response
Comments
on this point

The proposal would detract 7 See paragraphs 23-32.

from the appearance of the

building or its environs

Would have a detrimental 4 Although there is no right to, or

impact on residential views protection of, private views, see
paragraphs 23-32 regarding the
impact on the roofscape.

Would be detrimental to the 3 See paragraphs 33-38.

character / appearance of

the conservation area

The location of 3 See paragraphs 43-44.

telecommunications

equipment would cause

health risks.

Would be detrimental to the 2 See paragraphs 33-38.

setting of Listed Buildings

Would detract from the 2 See paragraphs 45-46.

amenity of the residential

units

Would cause an increase in 2 This is a relatively minor

construction traffic development which would
produce limited construction
traffic. The impact of traffic and
other environmental effects
during construction would be
controlled by condition.

Building does not have the 1 This is not a material planning

ability to provide 24-hour consideration.

access to the roof

Would constitute a breach 1 See paragraph 7.

of condition
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Policy Context

14.

15.

16.

The development plan consists of the London Plan and the City of
London Local Plan. The London Plan and Local Plan policies that are
most relevant to the consideration of this case are set out in Appendix
A to this report.

There is relevant City of London supplementary planning guidance in
the Chancery Lane Conservation Area Character Summary and
Management Strategy.

Government Guidance is contained in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).

Considerations

17.

18.

19.

The Corporation, in determining the planning application has the
following main statutory duties to perform:-

to have regard to the provisions of the development plan, so far as
material to the application and to any other material considerations.
(Section 70 Town & Country Planning Act 1990);

to determine the application in accordance with the development plan
unless other material considerations indicate otherwise. (Section 38(6)
of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004).

For development which affects a listed building or its setting, to have
special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting
or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it
possesses (S66 (1) Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990) and;

For development in a conservation area, special attention shall be paid
to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of that area (S72 (1) and (2) Planning (Listed Buildings
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990).

The principal issues in considering this application are:

e The extent to which the proposals comply with Government
policy advice (NPPF).

e The extent to which the proposals comply with the relevant
policies of the Development Plan.

e The impact of the proposal on heritage assets.

e The impact of the proposal on the host building, nearby buildings
and spaces.

Paragraph 42 of the NPPF states that high quality communications
infrastructure is essential for economic growth. City of London Local
Plan policy CS2 promotes the improvement and extension of utilities
infrastructure that is designed and sited to minimise adverse impact on
the visual amenity, character and appearance of the City and its
heritage assets.
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20.

21.

22.

Paragraph 132 of the NPPF states that when considering the impact of
a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage
asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The
more important an asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance
can be harmed or lost through the alteration or destruction of the
heritage asset or development within its setting.

The designated heritage assets in this case are the Chancery Lane
conservation area, the Grade II* listed former Patent Office, and the
Grade Il listed 11-15 Old Square, located across the City’s boundary in
the London Borough of Camden, the rear elevation of which forms the
western side of Chancery Lane directly opposite the application site.

NPPF paragraph 134 states that where a development proposal will
lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated
heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits
of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.

Design

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.
28.

Local Plan policy DM10.1 aims to ensure a high quality of design and
to protect the townscape, requiring development proposals to have
regard to the scale, height and character of their locality, and be of a
high standard of design with appropriate and high-quality materials
used. It also aims to ensure the design of the roof is visually integrated
into the overall design of the building when seen from both street level
views and higher-level viewpoints, resisting installations that would
adversely affect the character, appearance or amenities of the building
or area.

46-47 Chancery Lane was designed by Somers Clarke Jnr and
J.D.Micklethwaite and was completed in 1886. Its red brick and stone
window surrounds reflect 11-15 Old Square opposite (J.Oldred Scaott,
1878-1886). This choice of materials and gothic detailing both make a
positive contribution to the special character of this part of the
Conservation Area.

46-47 Chancery Lane is predominantly a three-storey building at the
Chancery Lane elevation, with a setback fourth floor and a double
height mansard roof. Overall the building is six floors in height. This
building respects the scale of the area, its roof extension (approved in
2010) is appropriately recessed from the parapet line and the large
dormer windows create a strong, neat roofline befitting of this part of
Chancery Lane.

At the Quality Court elevation, the shoulder height is at the fourth floor
with a sheer two storey roof extension above. The building has a strong
roofline when viewed from Quality Court.

The existing roof is uncluttered with no plant located at this level.

The surrounding buildings are predominantly commercial and
institutional uses within the conservation area, generally averaging
between five and eight storeys in height.
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29.

30.

31.

32.

The antennae would be 4.4m high, the existing parapet height is
21.93m and the proposed antennae would rise to 26.33m. Three of the
antennae would be located on a single pole to the south side of the
roof, nearest the Chancery Lane elevation, the remaining six would be
located on two poles to the north side of the roof, near to the edge of
the Quality Court elevation. They would be visible from both Chancery
Lane and Quality Court.

Three small scale equipment cabinets would be located towards the
centre of the roof. The cabinets would be varying heights with the
highest extending above parapet level by 2.4m.

One small transmission dish measuring 0.3m in diameter would be
situated on the north-west roof edge at a height of 1.74m above the
parapet.

The equipment would have a visually incongruous impact on the
appearance of the building creating significant clutter out of scale with
the building which would have a negative impact on its roofscape in
views from both Chancery Lane and Quality Court.

Impact on the Designated Heritage Assets

33.

34.

35.

The City of London Chancery Lane Conservation Area Character
Summary and Management Plan SPD states that the Conservation
Area covers an exceptional span of building ages and styles, resulting
in a townscape of arresting contrasts and an easily legible historic
street network. The northern portion of the conservation area has
greater intricacy, with small surviving historic courts such as Quality
Court and narrow streets like Rolls Passage juxtaposed with broader
routes.

This part of the conservation area is noted as being characterised by
views between, and along a fine urban grain. Views are typically kinetic
and informal. The proposed telecommunications equipment would be
visible from the west corner of the Stone Buildings and Chancery Lane
junction, south to 47 Chancery Lane. The upmost part of the equipment
would be visible from outside 13 — 15 Chancery Lane. The equipment
would be visible within View 2 (View south along Chancery Lane from
outside No. 53-64) of the defined Distant and Local Views that Make A
Strong Contribution to the Character of the Conservation Area, as set
out in the SPD. In these views the proposed equipment would have a
negative impact on the character of the conservation area due to its
untypical and unattractive appearance that would be outlined against
an uncluttered skyline.

The presence of the equipment in these views would have a
detrimental impact on the setting of 11-15 Old Square (Grade II). This
red brick Tudor style building has an extravagant roofline of tall,
elaborately modelled chimney stacks, pointed gables and brick and
stone finials, which would be damaged by the jarring contrast of the
visually crude antennas surrounded by their galvanised steel handrails.
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36.

37.

38.

The proposed telecommunications equipment at the rear of the building
would be highly visible over the parapet of 46-47 Chancery Lane from
Quality Court. The tightly defined, intimate nature of this space would
be adversely impacted by the six antennas and their support structure.
The applicants have not provided a visual impression of the impact of
the proposals from Quality Court but the equipment, being the
equivalent of over a storey high, would have a highly intrusive presence
and would dominate views looking west in most parts of Quality Court.

It is considered that the proposed equipment would have a highly
detrimental impact on the character of this part of the Conservation
Area and would be harmful to the setting of 1 Quality Court.

The harm caused to the designated heritage assets described above is
considered to be less than substantial harm and has to be weighed
against the potential public benefit of the proposals.

Public Benefit

39.

40.

41.

42.

Telefonica and Vodafone have entered a network sharing agreement
for network equipment across a number of sites in the UK, enabling a
reduction in the environmental impact of network development.

Mobile phone base stations need to be located in the areas they serve.
Increasing usage of mobile phones means there is a requirement for
increased capacity of mobile networks.

The proposed installation of telecommunications equipment at 46-47
Chancery Lane would provide a new base station enabling enhanced
network coverage and capacity for Telefonica and Vodafone within the
WC2A area. Although this would be supported, the proposals are not in
compliance with Local Plan policy CS2 which requires
telecommunications infrastructure to be designed and sited to minimise
adverse impact on the visual amenity, character and appearance of the
City and its heritage assets.

Alternate sites in the vicinity have been investigated by the applicant
and rejected largely due to lack of landlords consent. Two sites at
street level were rejected as the tall mast would interfere with the street
scene.

Health Risks

43.

44.

Paragraph 46 of the NPPF states that:

“Local planning authorities must determine applications on planning
grounds. They should not seek to prevent competition between
different operators, question the need for the telecommunications
system, or determine health safeguards if the proposal meets
International Commission guidelines for public exposure.”

The applicant has supplied a declaration of conformity with
International Commission on Non-lonizing Radiation (ICNIRP) public
exposure guidelines confirming the proposed installation would be in
full compliance.
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Residential Amenity

45.

46.

The application site is located opposite a number of residential units,
within 1 Old Buildings, the upper floors of 11-12 Old Square and 13-15
Old Square. Some of the units have windows directly overlooking the
site. Concerns were raised regarding the impact of the proposals on
residential amenity.

The application has been assessed against Local Plan policy DM21.3
which aims to protect residential amenity. The proposed installation
would not cause undue disturbance in the form of noise, fumes and
smells; impact on privacy, or day-lighting and sun lighting to the
residential units; or produce any increase in vehicle or pedestrian
movement and so would not conflict with policy DM21.3.

Conclusions

47.

48.

Whilst consideration has been given to the benefits of improved
network coverage in this location the proposed installation would have
a visually incongruous impact on the appearance of the building, would
detract from the roofscape and would adversely affect the character
and appearance of Chancery Lane Conservation Area and the setting
and views of nearby listed buildings. The public benefits of the scheme
are not considered to outweigh the less than substantial harm caused
to the designated heritage assets that would be affected.

Therefore the proposals are considered to be contrary to Local Plan
policies CS2, CS10, DM10.1, CS12, DM12.1, and DM12.2, London
Plan policies 7.4, 7.6 and 7.8, and the aims and objectives of the
NPPF.

Page 151



Background Papers
Internal
Letter 28/02/2018 City of London Conservation Area Advisory Committee

External
Letter 17/01/2018 London Borough of Camden

Representations:
Online 04/01/2018 Nigel Baker, Thomson Foundation

Online 08/01/2018 G

Online 08/01/2018 NEGEG
Email 09/01/2018 Hubert Picarda QC

Online 09/01/2018 Denise McFarland Cruickshanks

Online 09/01/2018 Michael Levenstein

Online 09/01/2018 Francis Barlow

Online 09/01/2018 Michael Huntington

Online 09/01/2018 Eleanor Attwood

Letters 12/01/2018, 22/02/2018 Tim Bacon, Colville Estate Properties Ltd

Application Documents:

Cover Letter dated 17/08/2017 from Wilkinson Helsby

Supplementary Information

Declaration of Conformity with ICNIRP Public Exposure Guidelines
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Drawing Schedule
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Appendix A
London Plan Policies

The London Plan policies which are most relevant to this application are set
our below:

Policy 7.4  Development should have regard to the form, function, and
structure of an area, place or street and the scale, mass and orientation of
surrounding buildings. It should improve an area’s visual or physical
connection with natural features. In areas of poor or ill-defined character,
development should build on the positive elements that can contribute to
establishing an enhanced character for the future function of the area.

Policy 7.6  Buildings and structures should:
a. be of the highest architectural quality

b. be of a proportion, composition, scale and orientation that enhances,
activates and appropriately defines the public realm

c. comprise details and materials that complement, not necessarily replicate,
the local architectural character

d. not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of surrounding land and
buildings, particularly residential buildings, in relation to privacy,
overshadowing, wind and microclimate. This is particularly important for tall
buildings

e. incorporate best practice in resource management and climate change
mitigation and adaptation

f. provide high quality indoor and outdoor spaces and integrate well with the
surrounding streets and open spaces

g. be adaptable to different activities and land uses, particularly at ground
level

h. meet the principles of inclusive design
I. optimise the potential of sites.

Policy 7.8  Development should identify, value, conserve, restore, re-use
and incorporate heritage assets, conserve the significance of heritage assets
and their settings and make provision for the protection of archaeological
resources, landscapes and significant memorials.
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Relevant Local Plan Policies

DM21.3 Residential environment

1. The amenity of existing residents within identified residential areas
will be protected by:

a) resisting other uses which would cause undue noise disturbance,
fumes and smells and vehicle or pedestrian movements likely to cause
disturbance;

b) requiring new development near existing dwellings to demonstrate
adequate mitigation measures to address detrimental impact.

2. Noise-generating uses should be sited away from residential uses,
where possible. Where residential and other uses are located within
the same development or area, adequate noise mitigation measures
must be provided and, where required, planning conditions will be
imposed to protect residential amenity.

3. All development proposals should be designed to avoid overlooking
and seek to protect the privacy, day lighting and sun lighting levels to
adjacent residential accommodation.

4. All new residential development proposals must demonstrate how
potential adverse noise impacts on and between dwellings will be
mitigated by housing layout, design and materials.

5. The cumulative impact of individual developments on the amenity of
existing residents will be considered.

CS2 Facilitate utilities infrastructure
To co-ordinate and facilitate infrastructure planning and delivery to
ensure that the functioning and growth of the City's business, resident,
student and visitor communities is not limited by provision of utilities and
telecommunications infrastructure.

CS10 Promote high quality environment
To promote a high standard and sustainable design of buildings, streets
and spaces, having regard to their surroundings and the character of the
City and creating an inclusive and attractive environment.

CS12 Conserve or enhance heritage assets
To conserve or enhance the significance of the City's heritage assets
and their settings, and provide an attractive environment for the City's

communities and visitors.

DM10.1 New development
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To require all developments, including alterations and extensions to
existing buildings, to be of a high standard of design and to avoid harm
to the townscape and public realm, by ensuring that:

a) the bulk and massing of schemes are appropriate in relation to their
surroundings and have due regard to the general scale, height, building
lines, character, historic interest and significance, urban grain and
materials of the locality and relate well to the character of streets,
squares, lanes, alleys and passageways;

b) all development is of a high standard of design and architectural detail
with elevations that have an appropriate depth and quality of modelling;
c) appropriate, high quality and durable materials are used;

d) the design and materials avoid unacceptable wind impacts at street
level or intrusive solar glare impacts on the surrounding townscape and
public realm;

e) development has attractive and visually interesting street level
elevations, providing active frontages wherever possible to maintain or
enhance the vitality of the City's streets;

f)the design of the roof is visually integrated into the overall design of the
building when seen from both street level views and higher level
viewpoints;

g) plant and building services equipment are fully screened from view
and integrated in to the design of the building. Installations that would
adversely affect the character, appearance or amenities of the buildings
or area will be resisted,;

h) servicing entrances are designed to minimise their effects on the
appearance of the building and street scene and are fully integrated into
the building's design;

i) there is provision of appropriate hard and soft landscaping, including
appropriate boundary treatments;

j) the external illumination of buildings is carefully designed to ensure
visual sensitivity, minimal energy use and light pollution, and the discreet
integration of light fittings into the building design;

k) there is provision of amenity space, where appropriate;

) there is the highest standard of accessible and inclusive design.

DM12.1 Change affecting heritage assets

1. To sustain and enhance heritage assets, their settings and
significance.

2. Development proposals, including proposals for telecommunications
infrastructure, that have an effect upon heritage assets, including
their settings, should be accompanied by supporting information to
assess and evaluate the significance of heritage assets and the
degree of impact caused by the development.

3. The loss of routes and spaces that contribute to the character and
historic interest of the City will be resisted.
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4. Development will be required to respect the significance, character,
scale and amenities of surrounding heritage assets and spaces and
their settings.

5. Proposals for sustainable development, including the incorporation of
climate change adaptation measures, must be sensitive to heritage
assets.

DM12.2 Development in conservation areas

1. Development in conservation areas will only be permitted if it
preserves and enhances the character or appearance of the
conservation area.

2. The loss of heritage assets that make a positive contribution to the
character or appearance of a conservation area will be resisted.

3. Where permission is granted for the demolition of a building in a
conservation area, conditions will be imposed preventing demolition
commencing prior to the approval of detailed plans of any
replacement building, and ensuring that the developer has secured
the implementation of the construction of the replacement building.
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SCHEDULE
APPLICATION: 17/00878/FULL
46 - 47 Chancery Lane London WC2A 1JE

Installation of telecommunications equipment at roof level comprising
nine antennae, one transmission dish, three cabinets, and associated
ancillary development.

REASONS FOR REFUSAL

1 The proposed telecommunications equipment by reason of their size,
appearance and location on the roof would have a visually incongruous
impact on the appearance of the building, would detract from the
roofscape and would adversely affect the character and appearance of
Chancery Lane Conservation Area and the setting and views of nearby
listed buildings.

As such the proposals are contrary to Policies CS2, CS10, DM10.1,
CS12, DM12.1 and DM12.2 of the Local Plan, Policies 7.4, 7.6 and 7.8
of the London Plan, and the aims and objectives of the NPPF.

2 The less than substantial harm caused by the proposed development
to the significance of the designated heritage assets is not outweighed
by the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum
viable use.

As such the proposals are contrary to Policies CS12, DM12.1 and
DM12.2 of the Local Plan, Policy 7.8 of the London Plan, and the aims
and objectives of the NPPF.

INFORMATIVES

1 In dealing with this application the City has implemented the
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework to work with
the applicant in a positive and proactive manner based on seeking
solutions to problems arising in dealing with planning applications in the
following ways:

detailed advice in the form of statutory policies in the Local Plan,
Supplementary Planning documents, and other written guidance has
been made available;

a full pre application advice service has been offered,;
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where appropriate the City has been available to provide guidance on
how outstanding planning concerns may be addressed.

However, notwithstanding the above, it has not been possible to
achieve solutions to the problems as the proposals are contrary to
planning policies, do not demonstrate other over-riding material
considerations, and negotiations could not overcome the problems.

The Plans and Particulars accompanying this application are: 001 Rev

B: 002 Rev B:; 100 Rev A; 101 Rev B; 200 Rev A; 201 Rev D; 300 Rev
A; 301 Rev C; 302 Rev B; 303 Rev B; 304 Rev C.

Page 158



Background Papers

Representations

Online 04/01/2018 Nigel Baker, Thomson Foundation

Online 08/01/2018 GG

Online 08/01/2018 GG
Email 09/01/2018 Hubert Picarda

Online 09/01/2018 Denise McFarland Cruickshanks

Online 09/01/2018 Michael Levenstein

Online 09/01/2018 Francis Barlow

Online 09/01/2018 Michael Huntington

Online 09/01/2018 Eleanor Attwood

Letters 12/01/2018, 22/02/2018 Tim Bacon, Colville Estate Properties Ltd
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From: PLN - CoOmments

Sent: 04 January 2018 15:03

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00878/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 3:01 PM on 04 Jan 2018 from Mr Nigel Baker.

Application Summary
Address: 46 - 47 Chancery Lane London WC2A 1JE

Installation of telecommunications equipment at roof
Proposal: level comprising nine antennae, one transmission dish,
three cablnets, and assoclated anclllary development.

Case Offlcer: Gideon Stothard
Click for further informatlon

Customer Details
Name: Mr Nigel Baker

Address: 46, Chancery Lane, London Londen

Comments Detalls
Commenter

Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Noise
comment: - Residential Amenity

Jomments: We are the Tenant at the lower ground and fifth fioors of
46 Chancery Lane. We have examined the Planning
Application and strongly object to it on the following
grounds:-

1. If the Planning Application were to be granted, this
would be a clear departure from the condltions imposed
by Planning Permission 10/00407/FULL dated 10 August
2010. Condition 7 thereof states that there must be no
"telecommunications equipment [installed] above the top
storey” to "ensure a satisfactory external appearance” of
46/47 Chancery Lane. This is in accordance with the City
of London’'s Unitary Development Plan 2002 ("UDP"),:
UTIL 3, ENV 28 provisions which control the development
of telecommunications equipment on buildings in
conservation areas. We see no reasocn at all why a
condition which was imposed seven years ago In
accordance with the UDP should now be overturned.

2. As stated above, 46/47 Chancery Lane Is In a
conservation area. The City of London's "Local Plan
2015" states that "development In conservation areas
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will only be permitted if it preserves and enhances the
character or appearance of the conservation area" (polnt
3.12.9). Furthermore, if an existing bullding within the
conservation area Is to be altered, then developers must
consider a wide range of architectural and visual factors,
including "the size and shape of the building" and
"existing street patterns" (point 3.12.10).

The City of London's "Character Summary and
Management Plan" (the "Plan") for the Chancery Lane
conservation area sets out In great detall the area's
distinctlve architectural character and rich heritage. For
example, p.9 of the Plan refers to a "long sequence of
historic frontages along the side of Chancery Lane™ whilst
p.40 refers to the area's "strongly legal and educational
bearing". We believe that Installing telecommunications
equipment as described In the Planning Application will
be detrimental to the appearance and character of this
part of the Chancery Lane conservation area.

If this application Is to be decided by councillors, please
take thls as notice that I would like to speak at the
meeting of the committee at which this application is
expected to be decided.

Nigel Baker

Chlef Executive
THOMSON FOUNDATION
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 08 January 2018 22:58

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00878/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 10:56 PM on 08 Jan 2018 from _

Application Summary
Address: 46 - 47 Chancery Lane London WC2A 1JE

Installation of telecommunications equipment at roof
Proposal: level comprising nine antennae, one transmission dish,
three cablinets, and assoclated ancillary development.

Case Officer: Gideon Stothard

Customer Details

Comments Detalls
Commenter

Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . ) _

comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments:

Lincoln's Inn and the surrounding area are an asset to
the City of London, contalning many listed buildings.
There has recently been a substantial amount in the
area, particularly on Chancery Lane. The property at 46 -
47 Chancer Lane has been renovated In a very
sympathetic way and I am Impressed with the
appearance of the building at the moment. In my
opinion, the installation of this telecommunications
egulpment on the roof {(even If not visible from street
level, if that is correct) will substantially detract from
what is an otherwise sympathetically renovated bullding.

I
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 08 January 2018 23:36

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00878/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 11:34 PM on 08 Jan 2018 from |G

Application Summary
Address: 46 - 47 Chancery Lane Lendon WC2A 1]E

Installation of telecommunications equipment at roof
Proposal: level comprising nine antennae, one transmission dish,
three cablnets, and associated anclllary development.

Case Offlcer: Gideon Stothard

Customer Details

Comments Details
Commenter

Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . . _
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: 1 strongly object to this planning application for a
number of reasons:

1. I am concerned about the radlatlon from these
telephone antennae.

I understand that the
International Agency for Research on Cancer has
classifled RF fields as "possibly carcinogenic to humans"
based on evidence suggesting a possible increased risk
of brain tumours. Lincoln's Inn is a relatively densely
populated section of this part of central London and in
my opinion this telephone equipment could be more
safely located away from residentlal buildings.

2. I am also concerned about the negative impact that
these proposed antennae etc will have on the visual
appearance of this otherwlse very attractive historical
building, situated within a conservation area.
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3. I am concerned about the loss of residential amenity
for my flat and others in Lincoln's Inn and the
surrounding areas. Lincoln's Inn contalns a number of
unusually beautj In the heart of
central London.

) ] . There
has been a large amount of development work along
Chancery Lane In the last few years but thankfully the
majority of this has been done sympathetically. The
bullding at 46-47 Chancery Lane is a very good example
of sympathetic modernisation. However, the installation
of these disproportionately large and unsightly antennae
will undermine the efforts that were clearly made to keep
46-47 CL In keeping with the Victorian buildings of Old
Square, Lincoln's Inn.

For the reasons set out above, amongst others, I am
very much opposed te this planning application and
respectfully ask that my objectlons are taken Into
consideration.
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From: COL - Contact Centre

Sent: 09 January 2018 15:08

To: Pin - CC - Development Dc

Subject: FW: PRO - FW: Development of 46-47 Chancery lane COL:05470224
17/00878/FULL

From: Hubert Plcarda

Sent: 09 January 2018 12:45

To: PRO Queue < >
Subject: Development of 46-47 Chancery lane

Dear Sir or Madam,

his letter is a formal objection to a proposed development of aerials and antennae on the building of 46-47
Chancery Lane . | write as a long term resident in Lincolnns Inn since 1966 in flats at |1 n Old Square and from 1978
9 Old Square . Prior to that | had lived in the Temple from 1948 in flats at 5 Essex Court and 4 Pump Court . Born In
1936 | have lived all but 12 years of my life in the Inns of | Court (belonging to three of them Inner Temple Lincoln’s
Inn and Gray's inn the latter two which | joined in 1965).

Through my friendship with the late Francis Cowper author of Prospect of Gray’s Inn and chronicler of life in the
Inns of Court and their treasures and my associations with h the Betjeman famlly (John Penelope and Candida
Betjeman) | have been keen supporter of preserving the integrity of fine architecture and precious historic and
natural environments generally and of the Inns of Court and Chancery lane in particular and have recorded my love
of the Inns in various publications .

| therefore whole heartedly associate myself with, and adopt and adapt with additional comments of my own each
and every one of the objections raised by James Manning of 15 Old Square and Denise McFarland of 11 Old

Square to the proposals on the several grounds as articulated and repeated below . This gratuitous invasive after
thought development is a step too far

4. Lincolns Inn - which is within a few metres of the proposed deveiopment - contains many buildings and areas of
huge heritage importance . Chancery lane itself is a part of the fabric of historic London and an ancient part of the
wider City. To develop the structures and aerials etc. in the manner proposed is wholly inconsistent with the
environment of Chancery Lane / Lincoln’s Inn particularly in terms of building type, and development. One end of
the roof of 46 47 Chancery lane is clearl visible from three rooms in our flat overlooking Old Square. And it will be a
blot and blight on the landscape

2. The adverse impact of the proximity of aerials and antennae of the type proposed has been proven by the
scientific community_see eq . Not only does it have an adverse
impact on the health of people but also has been shown to diminish wildlife ( bees and birds in particular). The
emisstons from such antennae and disruptions they cause create environmental pollution. Thus | too particularly
object to the environmental pollution of this proposed development. By way of example, bee hives are kept In
Lincolns Inn and by neighbouring firms of solicitors { the latter on rooftop hives) and there are many birds who live
in the Inn and neighbouring Gray's Inn to which | belong and Lincolns Inn fields - including birds of prey and
endangered house sparrows and other garden bird specles. We must protect our living heritage and prevent
encroachment of business development which has been shown to present risks of harm to not only people but our
living heritage too.

3. Finally, the traffic which uses Chancery Lane already is under great pressure particularly at peak times and when
bikes are using the in my contra flow system. It is in essence a sjngle lane highway but constant parking by lorries
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and vans servicing a development site { as we suffered during the Saatchi development) poses a hazard and danger
to pedestrians and all road users. To allow another major development without the appropriate infrastructure to
support It, and thereby putting significant further pressure on the roads’ systems and users would be negligent and
fail to take into proper account the balance of safety , and risks versus the desires of the Applicant.

Please acknowledge safe recelpt of this objection by email

Best wishes

Hubert Picarda QC
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From: PLN - Commenits

Sent: 09 January 2018 10:09

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00878/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 10:06 AM on 09 Jan 2018 from Ms Denlse McFarland Crulckshanks .

Application Summary
Address: 46 - 47 Chancery Lane London WC2A 1JE

Installation of telecommunications equipment at roof
Proposal: level comprising nine antennae, one transmission dish,
three cabinets, and associated ancillary development.

Case Officer: Gideon Stothard

Customer Details

Name: Ms Denise McFarland Crulckshanks
Emaill:
Address: 11 Old Square Lincolns Inn London

Comments Details
Commenter

Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for - Residential Amenity
comment: - Traffic or Highways

Comments: Dear Sir or Madam,
' I object to the proposals on several grounds:

1. Lincolns Inn - which is within a few metres of the
proposed development - contains many buildings and
areas of huge heritage importance . Chancery lane itself
Is a part of the fabric of historic London and an ancient
part of the wider city. To develop the structures and
aerials etc. in the manner proposed is wholly
Inconsistent with the environment of Chancery Lane /
Lincolns Inn but in terms of building type, and
development.

2. The adverse Impact of the proximity of aerials and
antennae of the type proposed has been proven by the
scientific community. Not only does it have an adverse
Impact on the health of people but also has been shown
to diminish wildlife { bees and birds in particular). Thus I
particularly object to the environmental pollution of this
proposed development. Bees are kept In Lincolns Inn
and by neighbouring firms of solicitors ( the latter on
rooftop hives) and there are many birds who live in the
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Inn and neighbouring Grays Inn and Lincolns inn fields -
including birds of prey and endangered house sparrows
and other garden bid specles. We must protect our living
heritage and prevent encroachment of business
development which has been shown to present risks of
harm to not only people but our living heritage too.

3. Finally, the traffic which uses chancery lane already is
under great pressure particularly at peak times and
when bikes are using the contra flow system. It Is in
essence a single lane highway but constant parking by
lorries and vans servicing a development site ( as we
suffered during the Saatchi development) poses a hazard
and danger to pedestrians and all road users. To allow
another major development without the appropriate
Infrastructure to support it , and thereby putting
significant further pressure on the roads system and
users would be negligent and fail to take into proper
account the balance of safety , and risks versus the
desires of the Applicant.

Page 169



From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 09 January 2018 12:58

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00878/FULL

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

Comments were submltted at 12:56 PM on 09 Jan 2018 from Mr Michael Levenstein.

Application Summary
Address: 46 - 47 Chancery Lane London WC2A 1JE

Installation of telecommunications equipment at roof
Proposal: level comprising nine antennae, cne transmisslen dish,
three cabinets, and associated ancillary development.

Case Officer: Gideon Stothard

Customer Details

Name: Mr Michael Levenstein
Email:
Address: 14 Old Square Lincoln's Inn London

Comments Details
Commenter

Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for . ) ]
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: The proposal will have an Immediate and detrimental

f impact on the line of sight of all the flats at and around
roof level in circumstances where the intended objectives
can be satlisfiled with elther antennae located within the
buliding or along the alleyway and out of site of
Chancery Lane. It is clear that the tenants have been
able to meet thelr telecommunications need hitherto with
the existing arrangement(s) insofar as there are a
number of high-tech firms and businesses in occupation
there already.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 09 January 2018 15:33

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00878/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 3:31 PM on 09 Jan 2018 from Mr Francls Barlow,

Application Summary
Address: 46 - 47 Chancery Lane London WC2A 1JE

Installation of telecommunications equipment at roof
Proposal: level comprising nine antennae, one transmission dish,
three cabinets, and associated ancillary development.

Case Officer: Gideon Stothard

Customer Details

Name: Mr Francis Barlow

Email:

Address: Flat 2, Otd Buildings, Lincoln's Inn, London

Comments Details

.(I:'sll:'ler:nenter Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Reasons for
comment:

Comments: I am a resident of Lincoln's Inn and the chairman of the

L Lincoln's Inn Residents' Association. I am also a
professional tenant of a set of barristers' chambers at 10
Old Square, but It is principally in my capacity as a
resident that I write to you.

- Residential Amenity

As you know, Lincoln's Inn Is an elegant enclave in the
middle of London with many fine buildings which house
not only sets of barristers' chambers and offices for
solicitors and other professional people but also a large
number of flats. Almost all the flats are located on the
top storey or the top two storeys of these buildings. The
proposed development will undoubtedly be very
unsightly to those with a view of it and while it may not
be visible or very visible from ground level, residents of
flats in the Inn which overlook Chancery Lane will have a
grandstand view. Although I am not personally very
directly affected (my flat is on the second floor of 23 Old
Buildings and has no vlew over Chancery Lane),
residents with flats on the East side of Old Square and
Gatehouse Square will be badly affected. I know that
some will have already written to you to obiect, but I
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suspect that some may not even know about the
proposal. (I only found about It myself this morning.) I
have no doubt at all that if they did they would object. I
hope that In the circumstances you will allow me, in my
representative capacity, to lodge an objection on thelr
behalf as well as on my own.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 09 January 2018 16:18

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00878/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 4:16 PM on 09 Jan 2018 from Mr Michael Huntington.

Application Summary
Address: 46 - 47 Chancery Lane London WC2A 1JE

Installation of telecommunications equipment at roof
Proposal: level comprising nine antennae, one transmission dish,
three cabinets, and associated ancillary development.

Case Officer: Gideon Stothard

Customer Details

Name: Mr Michael Huntington
Email:
Address: The Honourable Soclety of Lincoln's Inn The Treasury

Office, Lincolns Inn London

Comments Details

Commenter .
Neighbour
Type: g
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for
comment: - Resldentlal Amenlty

Lomments: Dear City of London Planning,
I object to the proposals on several grounds:

1. The Honourable Society of Lincolns Inn, which is
located next the proposed development, Is a slte of
historlc significance that contains many listed buildings.
The proposed development would not fit within the
character of the neighbourhood which Is protected by the
Chancery Lane Conservation Area.

2. The proposed development would alsc adversely
affect the following historic views that are described in
the Chancery Lane Conservation Area Character Summer
& Management Strategy SPD.

a. View of Staple Inn gardens from Chancery Lane
b. View into Quality Court from Chancery Lane

For the reasons listed above, I feel that this develcpment
should not be approved.
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From: PLN - Comments

Sent: 09 January 2018 22:30

To: PLN - Comments

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00878/FULL

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

Comments were submitted at 10:28 PM on 09 Jan 2018 from Mrs Eleanor Attwood.

Application Summary
Address: 46 - 47 Chancery Lane London WC2A 1JE

Installation of telecommunications equipment at roof
Proposal: level comprising nine antennae, one transmission dish,
three cabinets, and associated ancillary development.

Case Officer: Gideon Stothard

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Eleanor Attwood

Email:

Address: Flat 2 Six Stone Bulldings London

Comments Details
Commenter

Neighbour
Type: 9
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Reasons for o _
comment: - Residential Amenity

Comments: The proposed installation will be visible from the
residential accommodation in Lincoln’s Inn. It is very
different from the Victorian building on which it is
proposed to be Installed and wlll be completely out of
character. This will affect the enjoyment of residents of
the views of Chancery Lane. Surely such equipment can
be Installed somewhere less prominent.
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Colville Estate Properties Limited
40 Craven Street
London WC2N SNG

Department of the Built Environment

City of London

P O Box 270

Guildhall

London EC2P 2EJ Your Ref:  PT GHS/17/00878/FULL
By Email to:  plans@cityoflondon.gov.uk

12 January 2018 Attention: Gideon Stothard

Dear Sirs

46 - 47 CHANCERY LANE LONDON WC2A 1JE
PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE: 17/00878

I am writing on behalf of Colville Estate Properties Limited (CEPL). CEPL are the
freeholders of 46-47 Chancery Lane. An application has been submitted on a building that
we own which we strongly object to. The application is for the installation of
telecommunications equipment at roof level comprising nine antennae, one transmission
dish, three cabinets, and associated ancillary development.

We understand that a planning application can be submitted without consent from the
freeholder. However, it should be noted that whilst discussions have been held with the
applicant in relation to the potential installation mast at the site (in the first half of 2017) we
advised the applicant, through our agent, that after consideration CEPL would not be
supportive of the installation of this equipment on the roof of 46 — 46 Chancery. From the
CTIL Industry Site Specific Supplementary Information telecommunications installations
document submitted in support of the application, the applicant outlines the alternative sites
considered and not chosen for installation prior to the submission of this application. It is
interesting to see that the majority of reasons ouflined for not choosing the alternative sites
were due to the landlord not supporting any form of telecommunications development on the
building, and so we do not understand why an application has been submitted for 46-47
Chancery Lane when we have clearly expressed that we would not be supportive of this
application. We have also noted the 8 objections raised by nearby residents to the current
planning application.

46-47 Chancery Lane is located within the Chancery Lane Conservation Area. The building
itself is not listed, however there are a number of listed buildings surrounding and near to the
site. The Grade II* Southampton building No 25 (Patent office/library) is located directly
east. Nos. 14 & 15 Tooks Court are also Grade II listed and are located directly opposite No.
40 Chancery Lane (Saatchi and Saatchi).

Directors:  Sir Nicholas Bacon, Bt. (Chairman) Timothy R. Bacon (Managing Director) William E, Drake
James R, Townshend Jobn H, Stephen  Henry H. Bacon Edmund A, Bacon  Nicholas M Bartlett

Secretary: Mathew Nottingharn  Regn. No. 2428557 England
Registered Office: 71 Queen Victoria Street, London EC4V 4BE+
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As outlined within the City of London Local Plan (2015) the designation of a conservation
area carries with it the statutory duty to consider how an area or areas can be preserved and
enhanced.

Conservation areas are defined as designated heritage assets within the NPPF (2012) and
therefore the settings and significance of conservation areas should be sustained and
enhanced. The City of London (COL) will expect that any development proposals within a
conservation area should strengthen the special character of that conservation area and its

setting.

Paragraph NPPF 132 states that when considering the impact of a proposed development on
the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s
conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance
can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development
within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear
and convincing justification

Policy DM 12.1 outlines that “development proposals, including proposals for
telecommunications infrastructure, that have an effect upon heritage assets, including their
settings, should be accompanied by supporting information fo assess and evaluate the
significance of heritage assets and the degree of impact caused by the development.” In
addition, the policy states that “development will be reguired to respect the significance,
character, scale and amenities of surrounding heritage assets and spaces and their
settings. ”

Policy DM 12.2 (Development in conservation area) states that development in conservation
areas will only be permitted if it preserves and enhances the character or appearance of the
conservation area.

Under policies DM 12.1 and polices DM 1203, development proposals will be required to
include supporting information describing the significance of any heritage assets whose
fabric or setting would be affected and the contribution made by their setting to their
significance and the potential impact of proposals on that significance.

The CTLIL Industry Site Specific Supplementary document details the application proposals
and discusses the location of the telecommunications installations. Specifically, the
document outlines that “the visual effects of the proposal will be minor given the small scale
of the proposed roofiop apparatus in comparison with the overall bulk of the host and
surrounding buildings.” Firstly, it is important to point out that the applicant is
acknowledging that there will be a detrimental visual impact following the installation of this
plant. In addition, we do not think that comparing the size of the plant equipment with a six-
storey building is a valid comparison in terms of visual impact. The document then goes on
to say that “the utilisation of a shared roofiop site and thereby eliminating the need to build
two new ground based installations within the street environments will have the least
detrimental visual impact on the Chancery Lane Conservation Area.” This statement is
insinuating that whilst there is a visual impact, it could have been a lot worse. This is not
sufficient justification and should not be considered as a positive during the determination of
this application. The visual impact of this plant needs to assessed as a standalone proposal.
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The existing parapet level of the building is 21.93m, if consent is granted the top of the
proposed antennas will rise to 26.33m (circa 4 metres increase). The increase in height and
the addition of 9.no antennas and other plant equipment proposed will be extremely
unsightly and will have a profound detrimental impact on the existing building and the
surrounding roofscape. It is clear that by reading the other objections, a number of local
residents are in agreement with this.

The proposals will not strengthen the special character of the Chancery Lane Conservation
Area and would not be compliant with the aspirations of COL (policy DM12.2) for new
development proposals.

Strategic Objective 1 and policy CS1 of the City of London Plan seeks to maintain and
strengthen the City’s status as the world’s leading international financial and business centre.
As a consequence, any proposal that has the potential to restrict potential future office
development should be resisted. Whilst we have no immediate plans to evaluate the
potential of the portfolio to accommodate more office floorspace, the introduction of such a
significant amount of telecommunications equipment would unquestionably have negative
implications in this regard.

In conclusion, we believe that the application should be refused on the basis that the
proposals will have a profound detrimental visual impact to the surrounding area and the
installation of the plant equipment will not respect, preserve or enhance the character of the
Chancery Lane Conservation Area contrary to planning policies DM12.1 and DM12.2.

We trust that the above comments will be fully considered and taken into account as part of
the determination process for this application.

Yours faithfully

T R Bacon
Managing Director
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Colville Estate Properties Limited

49 Craven Street
London WC2N SNG

Department of the Built Environment

City of London

P O Box 270

Guildhall

London EC2P 2B Your Ref:  PT GHS/17/0087&/FULL
By Emall to:

22 Pebruary 2018 Attention:  Gideon Stothard

Dear Sirs

46 - 47 CHANCERY LANE LONDON WC2A 1JE
PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE: 17/00878

Purther to my letter of 12 January 2018 concerning the above planning application there is
one further point that needs to bemade. . * ~

46-47ChanouyLaneisumnallbuildingmd,whilstttismnﬂymmnedbyamepﬁonist
dminsnormaloﬂicehoms.wedonothavethaabilitytopmvide%hoi:rmtoihemoﬂ
Thhwuaomtlbuboryfactorwhenwedwldednmmpmuodudthundhcumomwiﬂ:tho

e
ACKNOWLEDGED A o
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