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AGENDA

Part 1 - Public Agenda
APOLOGIES

MEMBERS' DECLARATIONS UNDER THE CODE OF CONDUCT IN RESPECT OF
ITEMS ON THE AGENDA

ORDER OF THE COURT OF COMMON COUNCIL
To receive the Order of the Court of Common Council appointing the Committee
dated 25 April 2019 (TO FOLLOW).

For Information

ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN
To elect a Chairman in accordance with Standing Order 29.

For Decision

ELECTION OF DEPUTY CHAIRMAN
To elect a Deputy Chairman in accordance with Standing Order 30.

For Decision

APPOINTMENT OF SUB-COMMITTEES
Report of the Town Clerk.

For Decision
(Pages 1 - 6)

MINUTES
To agree the public minutes and summary of the meeting held on 2 April 2019.

For Decision
(Pages 7 - 26)

OUTSTANDING ACTIONS
Report of the Town Clerk.

For Information
(Pages 27 - 32)

DELEGATED DECISIONS OF THE CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER AND
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR
Report of the Chief Planning Officer and Development Director.

For Information
(Pages 33 - 46)



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

VALID PLANNING APPLICATIONS RECEIVED BY DEPARTMENT OF THE BUILT
ENVIRONMENT
Report of the Chief Planning Officer and Development Director.

For Information
(Pages 47 - 50)

PUBLIC LIFT REPORTS
Reports of the City Surveyor.

For Information
(Pages 51 - 54)

UPDATE TO SCHEME OF DELEGATIONS
Report of the Director of the Department of the Built Environment.

For Decision
(Pages 55 - 86)

SOUTHWARK BRIDGE SOUTH VIADUCT WATERPROOFING
Report of the Director of the Department of the Built Environment.

For Decision
(Pages 87 - 106)

CITY OF LONDON TRANSPORT STRATEGY
Report of the Director of the Department of the Built Environment.

For Decision
(Pages 107 - 484)

LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (LIP) DELIVERY PLAN 2019/20 TO 2021/22
Report of the Director of the Department of the Built Environment.

For Decision
(Pages 485 - 542)

CITY CLUSTER VISION - A FRAMEWORK FOR ENABLING GROWTH
Report of the Director of the Department of the Built Environment.

For Decision
(Pages 543 - 552)

UPDATE ON VENTILATION & EXTRACTION REQUIREMENTS FOR
RESTAURANTS/CAFES
Report of the Chief Planning Officer and Development Director.

For Information
(Pages 553 - 554)



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

QUESTIONS ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE WORK OF THE COMMITTEE
ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS URGENT

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC

MOTION — That under Section 100(A) of the Local Government Act 1972, the public
be excluded from the meeting for the following items on the grounds that they involve
the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in Part | of the Schedule 12A of
the Local Government Act.

For Decision
Part 2 - Non-public Agenda

NON-PUBLIC QUESTIONS ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE WORK OF THE
COMMITTEE

ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS URGENT AND
WHICH THE COMMITTEE AGREES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED WHILST THE
PUBLIC ARE EXCLUDED

Any drawings and details of materials submitted for approval will be available for
inspection by Members in the Livery Hall from Approximately 9:30 a.m.



Agenda Iltem 6

Committee(s): Date:
Planning and Transportation Committee 30 April 2019
Subject: Public
Appointment of Sub Committees

Report of:

Town Clerk For Decision
Report author:

Gemma Stokley

Summary

The purpose of this report is to consider the appointment of the Committee’s Sub-
committees and working party, and approve the compositions and terms of
reference.

2. The Planning and Transportation Committee appoints two sub-committees and
one working party:-

e Streets and Walkways Sub Committee

e Local Plan Sub Committee

e Local Plan Working Party (membership to be the same as the Local Plan Sub
Committee.)

3. Forease, details of the composition and terms of reference of the Sub-committees
and working party are set out in Appendix A.

Recommendation(s)

B

It is recommended that:-

a) The Committee appoints the Streets and Walkways Sub Committee for the
ensuing year and approves its terms of reference detailed at Appendix A to this
report; and

b) The Committee appoints the Local Plans Sub Committee and the Local Plans

Working Party for the ensuing year and approves the terms of reference
detailed at Appendix A to this report.
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Main Report

Background

5.

This report considers the appointment, terms of reference and composition of
the Planning and Transportation Committee’s sub-committees and working

party.

Each of the Committee’s proposed sub-committees and working party are
considered in turn below. Details of their terms of reference and proposed
composition are set out in Appendix A of this report.

Streets and Walkways Sub-Committee

7.

10.

11.

12.

The Sub Committee was originally formed in 2004 and has acted fairly
independently of the Grand Committee since then. The Terms of Reference
have always included responsibility for such things as traffic engineering and
management, street scene enhancements, the Riverside Walkway, and road
safety matters.

It should be noted that the Sub Committee continues to have power to act in
those matters, in order to avoid potentially delaying projects by requiring the
Grand Committee’s approval as well, when they often involve tight timescales to
complete them or use external funding.

Expressions of interest are sought from seven Members of the Planning and
Transportation Committee who wish to serve on this Sub Committee.

The Sub Committee meets every 5-6 weeks on and has met eight times since it
was last appointed in May 2018.

Chairman and Deputy Chairman of the Sub Committee

The Sub Committee elects its own Chairman and Deputy Chairman at its first
meeting following the first meeting of the new Grand Committee which in this
case will be 28 May 2019.

The Committee is therefore requested to agree the membership and the Terms
of Reference of the Streets and Walkways Sub Committee for the ensuing year,
(at Appendix A), with power to act.

Local Plan Sub-Committee

13.

The Committee first appointed a Sub Committee in October 2004 with the
specific task of considering the Local Development Framework (LDF), which
replaced the Unitary Development Plan as the spatial planning strategy for the
City. It was later agreed that this Sub Committee would also be suitable for
considering details of the traffic-related Local Implementation Plan (LIP) as well.
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Its Terms of Reference are simply to consider those types of documents in detail
and make recommendations to the Grand Committee.

14. Expressions of interest are sought from five Members of the Committee who
wish to serve on this Sub Committee, together with an ex-officio Member
appointed by the Policy and Resources Committee.

15. The Committee also agreed in September 2005 to appoint a Working Party to
consider the LDF in more detail, when necessary. Those meetings usually take
place in tandem with those of the existing Sub Committee, and they share the
same membership, except the Working Party also includes two officers: the
Town Clerk or his representative and the Director of the Built Environment or his
representative.

16. This Sub Committee and Working Party meet when necessary to progress the
Local Plan or LIP. The Sub Committee has met seven times since it was last
appointed in May 2018 and is due to meet again on 17 May 2019. Membership
of the Sub Committee presents the opportunity to be involved in the early stages
of deciding the many policies upon which the City’s entire planning strategy is
based.

17. The Committee is requested to agree for the ensuing year the membership of
the Sub Committee that considers the City’s Local Plan and Local
Implementation Plan, which will be the same for the Working Party.

Appendices

Appendix A — composition and terms of reference of the Planning and Transportation
Committee’s sub-committees and working party.

Background Papers:

Appointment of Sub Committees, Working Parties and Representatives on Other
Committees — Report 2 May 2014

Contact:

Gemma Stokley

Telephone: 020 7332 3414

Email: gemma,stokley@cityoflondon.gov.uk
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(A)

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)

Appendix A
Streets and Walkways Sub-Committee

Composition
The Streets and Walkways Sub Committee comprises —

a) The Chairman and Deputy Chairman of the Grand Committee along with
seven other Members;

b) Together with four ex-officio Members representing the Finance, Police and
Open Spaces, City Gardens and West Ham Park and Port Health and
Environmental Services Committees.

The 2018/19 Membership comprised the following Members —

Chistopher Hayward (Chairman, Grand Committee)
Alistair Moss (Deputy Chairman, Grand Committee)
Randall Anderson

Deputy Keith Bottomley

Marianne Fredericks

Gregory Jones QC

Deputy Jamie Ingham Clark

Graham Packham

Oliver Sells QC

Paul Martinelli (ex-officio, Finance Committee)
Alderman Alison Gowman (ex-officio, Police Committee)
Barbara Newman (ex-officio, Open Spaces Committee)

Deputy Kevin Everett (ex-officio, Port Health)

Terms of Reference

The Sub Committee is responsible for:-

traffic engineering and management, maintenance of the City’s streets, and the
agreement of schemes affecting the City’s Highways and Walkways (such as
street scene enhancement, traffic schemes, pedestrian facilities, special events
on the public highway and authorising Traffic Orders) in accordance with the
policies and strategies of the Grand Committee;

all general matters relating to road safety;

the provision, maintenance and repair of bridges, subways and footbridges,
other than the five City river bridges;

public lighting, including street lighting;
day-to-day administration of the Grand Committee’s car parks
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(f)  all matters relating to the Riverside Walkway, except for adjacent open spaces;
and

(g) to be responsible for advising the Grand Committee on:-

(i) progress in implementing the Grand Committee’s plans, policies and
strategies relating to the City’s Highways and Walkways; and

(i) the design of and strategy for providing signposts in the City

(h)  Those matters of significance will be referred to the Grand Committee to seek
concurrence.

(B) Local Plans Sub Committee

Composition

4. The 2018/19 Membership comprised the following Members —

Christopher Hayward (Chairman of the Grand Committee and
Sub Committee)

Alistair Moss (Deputy Chairman of the Grand Committee)
Randall Anderson

Mark Bostock

Deputy Keith Bottomley

Marianne Fredericks

Alderman Gregory Jones

Dhruv Patel (ex-officio, Policy and Resources Committee)

Terms of Reference

5. The Committee first appointed a Sub Committee in October 2004 with the
specific task of considering the Local Development Framework (LDF), which
replaced the Unitary Development Plan as the spatial planning strategy for the
City. It was later agreed that this Sub Committee would also be suitable for
considering details of the traffic-related Local Implementation Plan (LIP) as
well. Its Terms of Reference are simply to consider those types of documents
in detail and make recommendations to the Grand Committee.
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Agenda Item 7

PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

Tuesday, 2 April 2019

Minutes of the meeting of the Planning and Transportation Committee held at
the Guildhall EC2 at 10.30 am

Present

Members:

Christopher Hayward (Chairman) Alderman Nicholas Lyons
Deputy Alastair Moss (Deputy Chairman) Deputy Brian Mooney
Rehana Ameer Sylvia Moys

Randall Anderson Barbara Newman

Peter Bennett Graham Packham

Mark Bostock Susan Pearson

Deputy Keith Bottomley Judith Pleasance

Peter Dunphy James de Sausmarez
Marianne Fredericks Oliver Sells QC

Alderman Prem Goyal OBE JP Graeme Smith

Graeme Harrower William Upton, QC
Christopher Hill Alderman Sir David Wootton
Deputy Jamie Ingham Clark

Officers:

Gemma Stokley - Town Clerk's Department

Angela Roach - Assistant Town Clerk

Joseph Anstee - Town Clerk’s Department

Jennifer Ogunleye - Town Clerk’s Department

Deborah Cluett - Comptroller and City Solicitor's Department
Annie Hampson - Department of the Built Environment
Carolyn Dwyer - Director of Built Environment

David Horkan - Department of the Built Environment
Gwyn Richards - Department of the Built Environment
Zahur Khan - Department of the Built Environment
Bhakti Depala - Department of the Built Environment
Ted Rayment - Department of the Built Environment
Gordon Roy - Department of the Built Environment
Craig Stansfield - Department of the Built Environment
Neel Devlia - Department of the Built Environment
Mark Pundsack - Department of the Built Environment
Robin Whitehouse - Department of Markets and Consumer Protection

1.  APOLOGIES
Apologies for absence were received from Henry Colthurst, Stuart Fraser,
Shravan Joshi, Natasha Maria Cabrera Lloyd-Owen, Andrew Mayer and
Deputy Henry Pollard.
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MEMBERS' DECLARATIONS UNDER THE CODE OF CONDUCT IN
RESPECT OF ITEMS ON THE AGENDA

James de Sausmarez declared a personal, non-pecuniary, interest in agenda
Item 9 by virtue of his membership of the St Paul's Cathedral Council and its
Finance, Audit and Risk Committee and the fact that the Diocese of London
had submitted a written objection.

Alderman Prem Goyal declared a personal interest in agenda Items 7 and 8 by
virtue of holding a tenancy in Farringdon Within.

MINUTES
The Committee considered the pubic minutes of the meeting held on 18 March
2019.

A Member reported that he had requested that Officers separate out the
Committee’s desire to see alternative guidelines on daylight/sunlight developed
from the need for further Member training on this issue. Officers had agreed to
this request and had undertaken to bring a full report on the matter to the
Committee for their May meeting. The Member requested that the minutes of
the last meeting be amended to reflect this point.

The Town Clerk undertook to make this amendment.

The Town Clerk drew Members attention to an addendum that had been tabled
regarding the resolution for the item concerning Seal House. The Town Clerk
reported that, whilst the version of the minutes published on the public website
accurately reflected the Committee’s decision in full, the version circulated to
the Committee for today’s meeting did not. The Town Clerk clarified that a final
recommendation containing a proviso had been added at the last meeting after
an addendum was tabled and circulated. The full recommendation should
therefore read as follows:

RESOLVED - That:

(a) The application be referred to the Mayor of London to decide whether to
allow the Corporation to grant planning permission as recommended, or to
direct refusal, or to determine the application himself (Article 5(1)(a) of the
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008);

(b) Planning permission be GRANTED for the above proposal in accordance
with the details set out in the attached schedule, the planning obligations and
other agreements being entered into in respect of those matters set out in the
report, the decision notice not to be issued until such obligations have been
executed;

(c) That your officers be instructed to negotiate and execute obligations in
respect of those matters set out in the report under Section 106 and any
necessary agreements under Section 278 of the Highway Act 1980;

(d) Recommendations (a) to (c) above are provisional and subject to prior
notice being given of the effect of the development on city walkway, and to prior
consideration of any representations received in response to such notice. In the
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event of any representations being received the City Planning Officer and
Development Director shall be delegated authority to consider the
representations and determine whether or not to proceed in accordance with
recommendations (a) to (c), subject to first reporting to this Committee should
representations raise significant new issues not considered in this report.

RESOLVED - That, subject to the amendments noted, the public minutes of
the last meeting held on 18 March 2019 be approved as a correct record.

MATTERS ARISING

Millennium Inclinator Update Report (page 5) — A Member stressed that the
Committee were keen to receive a report as to the costs to date associated with
maintaining the Millennium Inclinator. He asked that this be added to the
Committee’s list of outstanding actions so that Officers did not lose sight of this
request. The Chairman agreed that this point should be added to the list of
outstanding actions and the City Surveyor reminded of this request.

Bartholomew Lane (page 15) — A Member referred to his questioning, at the
last meeting on the impact of eastbound traffic and potential conflict with
pedestrians at Lothbury and Bartholomew Lane as a result of changes to Bank
Junction. He asked that this matter also be added to the Committee’s list of
outstanding actions.

Air Quality (page 15) — A Member also asked that Air Quality feature on the
Committee’s list of outstanding actions going forward given that the Committee
had requested some form of oversight on the matter at their last meeting. The
Chairman clarified that this was a shared responsibility with the Port Health and
Environmental Services Committee.

MINUTES OF THE STREETS AND WALKWAYS SUB COMMITTEE
The Committee received the draft minutes of the Streets and Walkways Sub
Committee meeting held on 26 February 2019.

RECEIVED.

MINUTES OF THE LOCAL PLANS SUB COMMITTEE

The Committee received the draft minutes of the Local Plans Sub Committee
meeting held on 6 March 2019.

RECEIVED.

OUTSTANDING ACTIONS

The Committee received a report of the Town Clerk detailing outstanding

actions from their last meeting.

Updates were provided as follows:
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Ludgate Circus

The Transportation and Public Realm Director reported that he had recently
met with the Director of ‘Vision Zero’ at Transport for London (TfL) who had
indicated that they would be attending the May 2019 meeting of the Planning
and Transportation Committee to present solutions to the problems faced at
this dangerous junction.

The Chairman stated that he was very encouraged by this and would eagerly
await the forthcoming presentation from TfL.

Daylight/Sunlight Training
The Chairman reported that Officers were working to set some suitable dates
for Member training on this subject for May 2019.

Daylight/Sunlight — Alternative Guidelines
The Chairman emphasised that this matter had now been separated out from
the Daylight/Sunlight Training at the request of Members and would be dealt
with separately at Committee level. Members were informed that a report on
the matter was now expected to be brought to the June 2019 meeting of the
Planning and Transportation Committee.

lllegal Street Traders on the City’s Bridges

The Chairman reported that the Chair of the Policy and Resources Committee
had met with the Mayor of the London Borough of Tower Hamlets (LBTH) early
last week and had used the meeting as an opportunity to raise this matter and
request that the LBTH expedite the signing of the Section 101 agreement. This
had then be followed up by a letter signed by both the Chairman of the
Planning and Transportation Committee and the Chairman of the Port Health
and Environmental Services Committee as instructed by Members. The letter
had been sent in the latter part of last week and, to date, a response was still
awaited. The Chairman undertook to continue to pursue this matter and was
pleased to report that the Mayor of LBTH had indicated, at his meeting with the
Chair of Policy and Resources, that he was supportive of and sympathetic to
the City Corporation’s request.

A Member commented that he understood that the LBTH Cabinet had
approved the Section 101 agreement and that he could therefore not
understand the reasons for the delay in ratifying this at Officer level. The
Chairman agreed with this point and emphasised that the argument for this had
been made in very strong terms.

In response to questions, the Committee were informed that the City
Corporation’s Assistant Director Public Protection had chased the matter further
with LBTH this morning but that there was no further update to report. Officers
went on to confirm that the City Corporation had staff ready to action the
agreement as soon as it had been signed.

A Member expressed extreme concern at this and stated that she expected the
LBTH to now progress this without any further delay whatsoever.
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A Member questioned whether the Committee might receive a report on
enforcement on lllegal Traders on the City’s Bridges with Southwark and how
this was working. Officers undertook to bring such a report to the 24 May
meeting of the Committee.

Fumes
The Chairman confirmed that a further report on this matter would be brought to
the next meeting of this Committee.

Expansion of Heathrow Airport

The Chairman clarified that this matter came under the remit of the Policy and
Resources Committee and, as such, suggested that this be removed from this
Committee’s list of outstanding actions. He added that the Policy and
Resources Committee would, however, be made aware of this Committee’s
comments on the matter.

A Member stated that, whilst this was within the remit of the Policy and
Resources Committee, it was still, in his view, something that this Committee
should be kept advised of and have the opportunity to form an opinion on. It
was agreed that any reports to the Policy and Resources Committee on this
subject, alongside any decisions that that Committee may take on the matter
should also be shared with the Planning and Transportation Committee for
information.

RECEIVED.

DELEGATED DECISIONS OF THE CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER AND
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR

The Committee received a report of the Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director detailing development and advertisement applications
determined by the Chief Planning Officer and Development Director or those so
authorised under their delegate powers since the report to the last meeting.

RECEIVED.

VALID PLANNING APPLICATIONS RECEIVED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF
THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT

The Committee received a report of the Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director detailing applications received by the Department of the
Built Environment since the report to the last meeting.

Members noted that the report now featured applicant details for each
application as requested at the last meeting.

RECEIVED.

LAND ADJACENT TO 20 BURY STREET LONDON EC3A 5AX

The Committee considered a report of the Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director seeking approval for the demolition of an existing
building and structures and construction of a building to a height of 305.3m

Page 11



AOD for a mixed-use visitor attraction, including viewing areas [2,597sq.m
GEA], an education/community facility [567sq.m GEA] (Sui Generis) and
restaurant/bar use (Class A3/A4) [1,535sq.m GEA]; together with a retail unit at
ground floor (Class A1); a new two-storey pavilion building [1,093sq.m GEA]
(Sui Generis) comprising the principal visitor attraction entrance with retail at
ground floor level (Class A1/A3) [11sg.m GEA] and a public roof garden;
provision of ancillary cycle parking, servicing and plant and alterations to the
public realm. [Total Scheme Area: 17,441sq.m GEA] on land adjacent to 20
Bury Street, London, EC3A 5AX.

The Chairman preceded the Chief Planning Officer and Development Director’s
introduction of the report by underlining that this was an important decision for
the Committee to make. He stressed that Members should come to a decision
based on the information and representations received before them and that,
once that decision was made, it was possible that the Mayor of London would
direct in respect of the application or that the Secretary of State would call-in
the application for his determination. The Chairman stated that neither of these
possibilities fettered the Committee’s ability to make a recommendation as
Local Planning Authority.

The Chief Planning Officer and Development Director began by drawing
Members attention to a correction within the report highlighting that paragraph
44, sub paragraph 6, should read: “HRP consider that the claimed public
benefit of the development, which would neither offer enhancement of the
WHS, nor fulfil a planning policy objective, would not outweigh the potential
harm to the WHS”.

The Chief Planning Officer and Development Director went on to report that the
Site Location Plan shown on page 65 had been updated and recirculated to
Members as had a number of late, additional representations that had been
received towards the end of last week. She clarified that these representations
did not raise any substantial new issues.

The Committee were also informed that Mr Ridley, who had originally intended
to attend today’s meeting and address the Committee, was now unable to do
so and had chosen to submit a written statement to substitute his appearance.
This was tabled and circulated.

Finally, Member’s attention was drawn to two further, late representations, that
were tabled and circulated. One from the Head of Sir John Cass Primary
School in support of the application and a second from Mr Frederick Rodgers
objecting to the application.

The Chief Planning Officer and Development Director went on to introduce the
report, stating that this was a major proposal for a key building, set to be the
second tallest in London and offers a major visitor attraction encompassing
both educational and community facilities as well as a restaurant and sky bar
over two floors. It was highlighted that the educational and community facilities
had been significantly enhanced through negotiation on the scheme. Members
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were informed that the substantial issues and benefits were set out in full within
the written report.

The Chief Planning Officer and Development Director summarised by reporting
that the application before the Committee was a for a striking new building
marking the City’s skyline which would occupy a tight floorspace. It was
intended to be a major visitor attraction which would provide a boost to both the
London and UK economy. It was anticipated that the attractions busiest period
would be at weekends. The building would also offer educational and
community facilities free of charge allowing 40,000 schoolchildren per year to
visit the attraction free of charge. The main focus of the curriculum here would
be for primary school children under the age of 11. Members were informed
that the building would be energy efficient and would not impact on the
servicing arrangements for The Gherkin in a satisfactory position and would
improve cycle provision. The plaza space in the area would be replaced with a
small garden.

Once all of the schemes currently under construction and consented to are
realised in the City’s Eastern Cluster, the greatest impact of The Tulip would be
an increase of 8.4% in pedestrian movement at St Mary Axe at peak times. The
pedestrian comfort level here was rated as ‘C minus’ and this would remain
unchanged with the addition of The Tulip. The Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director stressed that it was symptomatic of a successful City that
it would be busy. Both the Transport Strategy and the Eastern City Cluster
Strategy consider pedestrian flow and busy City streets in greater detail.

Members were informed that the most significant impact of the scheme would
be on the Tower of London World Heritage Site (WHS) which makes it of
Outstanding Universal Value (OUV). Here, it was accepted that The Tulip would
result in ‘less than substantial harm’ to the view of the Tower of London from
Tower Bridge (View 10A).

Members were also informed that the proposal included a request to demolish
and rebuild the building that currently housed the back of house office facilities
for The Gherkin but that the main entrance to The Gherkin would remain
unchanged with a small ‘pocket park’ introduced between the pavilion and The
Tulip which would accommodate the memorial to the victims of the 1992
bombing as well as a new roof garden space on the proposed pavilion building.

The Chief Planning Officer and Development Director underlined that it was a
requirement of the proposal that there be no on-street queuing for the
attraction. Fire strategies within the proposed building were a matter of
condition as were various refuge points. Members were shown various images
depicting views from the proposed building. The Committee were informed that
the facility would be available until 11pm in the evening.

Members were informed that the proposals included plans for revolving
gondolas to move around the outside of ‘the spoons’ of the building and that
these would be accessed at levels 4, 6 and 8. It was anticipated that it would
take approximately 8 minutes for the gondolas to complete a full circuit and that
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each would hold between 8-10 people. The gondolas could also be used for
dining purposes.

The Assistant Director (Development Management Design) addressed the
Committee t specifically on the Eastern Cluster Policy area. He underlined that
the aspiration was to develop a cluster of tall buildings in this area. He accepted
that this was a unique, unorthodox proposal but stated that he considered the
City dynamic was one that allowed architectural ingenuity to flourish and that
there were already many examples of this within the City skyline. He went on to
state that the merits and appropriateness of The Tulip on the City skyline had
led to a polarised debate, but he considered that this would be an eclectic and
exciting mix of buildings. He added that he was of the view that The Tulip
represented strong architectural integrity and would provide a familial
relationship with The Gherkin which would sit closely alongside.

Members were informed that the proposal was for a concrete core/stem with a
glazed element for the upper stories of the building, using large sheets of
curved glass. At ground floor level, proposals were for the removal of a ramp
which would be replaced with urban greening in the form of a ‘pocket park’
situated between the proposed new pavilion building and The Tulip itself which
would provide an enhanced public realm offering.

The Assistant Director (Development Management Design) went on to state
that there was consensus around the fact that the proposal would impact upon
the WHS of the Tower of London in terms of the view from the North Bastion of
Tower Bridge. It was agreed that this would result in a degree of harm which
Officers felt was towards the upper level of less than substantial.

Officers accepted that the addition of The Tulip would create an abrupt vertical
edge to the Eastern Cluster but also considered that the building was a
sufficient distance away so as not to affect any of the other views of The Tower
which had been assessed. Members were shown the view across the Inner
Court and it was highlighted that the view of The Tulip across the Chapel of the
Tower of London was transient.

Members were shown the impact of the proposal from numerous different
locations and informed that the most prominent views of the new building would
be as one approached the City from both the North and the East. From both
Bishopsgate and Whitechapel Road The Tulip would be very prominent
although not, in the view of Officers, harmful. The view from Aldgate, St
Botolph'’s, whilst prominent in places, was also transient.

Members were advised that it was for them to balance the harm against the
benefits of the proposal.

The Chief Planning Officer and Development Director clarified that Officers had
strongly emphasised that the building was never to be used for advertising or
excessive illumination. She concluded by stating that Officers were of the view
that the economic, educational, social and architectural benefits of the scheme
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outweighed the harm and that the application was therefore recommended for
approval.

The Chairman thanked Officers for their introduction, introduced the registered
objectors and invited them to address the Committee. Anna McPherson,
representing Historic Royal Palaces (HRP) which is the custodian of the Tower
of London emphasised that the Tower was a UNESCO WHS, a Grade | listed
building and one of London’s most popular visitor attractions with approximately
4 million visitors now per annum. She underlined that HRP had consistently
objected to proposals for buildings in the City’s Eastern Cluster which were
progressively encroaching on the Tower of London. She added that this
proposal, which, if granted, would result in a building of great height located on
the edge of the Cluster which would have a seriously damaging affect and
challenge the iconic status and setting of the Tower. She stated that the
proposals breeched both national and London plans for the protection of
historic sites, as noted within the report.

Ms McPherson went on to state that the Tower itself hosted school parties
throughout the year. She added that HRP had referred the proposal to
UNESCO’s World Heritage Centre as being likely to affect the OVU of a WHS.
The World Heritage Centre had requested a report on the cumulative effect of
all of the buildings coming forward within the Eastern Cluster which had been
sent to them after some delay. Their views were not yet available to inform
today’s proceedings. She concluded by asking the Committee to refuse the
application.

Duncan Wilson, Chief Executive of Historic England (HE) addressed the
Committee, referring to NPPF guidance around how planning authorities should
carry out the duty of considering the impact of proposals in terms of listed
buildings and their settings. He added that the preservation of WHS was vital
and that the City Corporation’s own plans recognised this. He informed the
Committee that the Tower had gained WHS status in 1988, positioned in a
strategic site, functioning as the fortress for London and a symbol of Royal
power against the mercantile city. He stated that development within the
Eastern Cluster had already changed the relationship between the City and the
Tower but that the addition of The Tulip would make this more fragile still,
creating a vertical ‘cliff edge’ and challenging the dominance of the Tower
which would appear even more subservient to nearby modern development.

Mr Wilson went on to note that the City officers were in agreement in terms of
the levels of harm that would be done to the views of the Tower of London from
Tower Bridge as set out within the report. He recognised that the proposal was
for the construction of an iconic building with economic benefits that would
boost London’s tourist offering and visitor numbers. However, he did not
consider that these were substantial enough to warrant approval. He added that
the Tower of London was already London’s most iconic attraction and argued
that approval of this scheme could not possibly be deemed as sustainable
development.
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The Chairman thanked the objectors for their contributions and invited
questions from Members.

A Member questioned why there were concerns that The Tulip would spoil the
visitor experience to the Tower of London given that the two would clearly
provide very different visitor experiences. Mr Wilson stated that the addition of
The Tulip to the Eastern Cluster would significantly affect the setting of the
Tower and would have a cumulative impact on this. He added that he felt that
the visual separation between the two that currently existed was very
significant.

A Member stated that he understood that the City’s Officers shared the views
expressed around harm but had still reached the conclusion that this would be
‘less than substantial’. He questioned, therefore, how the views formed by HE
and HRP around significant harm were informed. Mr Wilson clarified that HE
was, in fact, in agreement with Officers around the fact that the proposals would
result in less than substantial harm. It should not, however, be concluded from
this, that the harm caused would not be significant as less than substantial
harm was far from minor. He added that, where HE differed from City Officers
was in their assessment of the benefits of the scheme. Ms McPherson added
that harm was relative to the sensitivity of the subject and that the NPPF made
clear that the harm here was not insignificant.

A Member noted that both parties had previously objected to most proposals for
buildings within the Eastern Cluster over the last decade. He went on to refer to
visitor numbers at the Tower of London which had increased substantially in
this time. He questioned therefore whether, despite previous objections, the
addition of certain buildings/attractions in the Cluster had actually attracted
more visitors to the area which the Tower had benefited from. Mr Wilson stated
that it was true to say that HE had commented on previous applications that
would have an effect on the views of both St Paul’s Cathedral and the Tower of
London but clarified that they had not objected to proposals for all tall buildings
in the City. He went on to report that tourism was a rising tide worldwide but
that HE’s objections were not necessarily based on the effect on visitor
numbers but on the fact that the addition of this new building would damage the
visitor experience and surrounding environment.

A Member emphasised that UNESCO, on their last deputation to London, had
expressed great concerns around the harm being done to the Tower of London
WHS. She stressed that it had been given assurances at this time about future
development proposals around the site and questioned whether the fear was
now that a continual encroachment from the Eastern Cluster towards the Tower
could result in the revocation of its WHS status. Ms McPherson confirmed that
this was exactly the case. She confirmed that UNESCO had last visited London
in 2011 and had made clear that it considered that the setting of the Tower was
extremely important, and that further encroachment could indeed pose a risk to
its status and lead to it being added to the ‘danger list’. This was the main
concern of HRP. Ms McPherson reiterated that ICOMOS’s view had not,
however, been received in time to further inform today’s deliberations.
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At this point, the Assistant Director (Development Management Design)
clarified that the ICOMOS report had been received and circulated to Members
as part of the additional documentation sent to the Committee on the previous
Friday. Ms McPherson stated that she was yet to have the benefit of reading
this.

The Chairman questioned HRP’s views on The Shard and how much harm they
considered that this had caused to the Tower and its setting. Ms McPherson
highlighted that, at present, The Shard stood as a single iconic structure. It did,
however, affect the views of the Tower of London although it was recognised
that the building had been designed in such a way to minimise the impact of
this.

Mr Wilson stated that HE would not welcome the Tower losing its WHS status.
He added that, in his view, The Tulip went beyond what was being discussed
as the Eastern Cluster.

A Member stated that he was struggling to understand the harm/impact that the
proposal would have on the Tower of London. He stated that he did not think it
possible that any new building could challenge the Tower’s iconic status. He
added that any visitors to the Tower were generally well aware that the City
was in close proximity to the site. Mr Wilson accepted that this was a subjective
judgement but reiterated that the view of HE was that the introduction of The
Tulip would constitute a significant breach with regard to setting of the Tower
apart from the City.

The Deputy Chairman referred to the letter of objection submitted by HE dated
6 December, included as an appendix to the written and circulated report. He
noted that the letter agreed with the Officer view that The Tulip would result in
less than substantial harm. The test for Members would therefore be to decide
whether this harm outweighed the public benefits of the scheme and went on to
question why there was no commentary on this point within the HE letter. Mr
Wilson stated that, whilst HE alluded to the educational and tourist benefits of
the proposed scheme and stated that they were not convinced by these, they
had refrained from commenting in any detail on the economic benefits as they
considered that this was for the LPA to determine and weigh up. He added that
it was, however, right and proper for HE to comment on the claimed benefits
and clarify an assessment on the level of harm which they would do.

The Deputy Chairman went on to point out that the ICOMOS technical review
recommendations were primarily focused on “political” points. Ms McPherson
reiterated that all parties were required to protect WHSs and that this was set
out within the UK Planning System. UNESCO were strongly of the view that a
policy around this should also be incorporated within Local Plans.

A Member commented that the City had always been a juxtaposition of historic
and modern buildings. He stated that his personal view was that this kind of
setting could actually heighten the significance of historic buildings and
questioned whether the view of HE was that this should now be avoided at all
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costs. Mr Wilson clarified that there was no objection per se to the use of
modern design in a historical context from HE.

A Member questioned whether the view formed by HE on the application was
based on professional views or prejudice or had been publicly surveyed. Mr
Wilson stated that this was the professional view of HE and had not been
based on public surveys. The view of HE with regard to harm was shared by
the City Corporation’s own officers, the key question was therefore whether or
not this assessment affected the Committee’s decision today.

A Member questioned what defined the Tower’s status as a WHS and the effect
that development might have on this status. Ms McPherson confirmed that
ICOMOS had produced a set of Heritage Site Impact guidelines around this
which were also referred to within the written report before Members. Ms
McPherson went on to report that WHS were inscribed on a list by UNESCO as
they were deemed to be of OUV. She clarified that the Tower of London
featured on the list as a cultural WHS and that, whilst such status was
something for the country to be proud of, recognition went far beyond the host
country and was often international. She stressed that if this status were to be
revoked it would be a great loss to the country.

The Chairman invited those speaking in favour of the application to address the
Committee. Mr Robert Tavernor, founding Director of The Tavernor
Consultancy — Townscape and Heritage Consultants stated that he had been
commissioned to assess the impact of the proposal on WHS of the Tower of
London. Mr Tavernor reported that he had previously advised on proposals
involving tall buildings and had substantial expertise in the City. He clarified that
he had assessed 62 separate views for The Tulip and identified harm in relation
to just one of these, from the North Bastion of Tower Bridge, a location where
existing buildings within the Eastern Cluster were already very visible.

Mr Tavernor went on to argue that the existing line between the City’s tall
buildings and the White Tower would be preserved but that they were in
agreement with Historic England around the harm that would be done to this
particular view. However, Mr Tavernor went on to suggest that this was not the
best view from which to appreciate the relationship between the Tower and the
City. He referred to the river view where the historic dominance of the Tower
was best experienced. He referred to the iconic view of the Tower from
Queen’s Walk from which point the Tulip would appear very separate.

Mr Tavernor concluded by making reference to the several key public inquiries
that had taken place with regard to The Shard which had suggested that it was
not regarded as inherently harmful to the views of the Tower of London. He
reiterated that a full range of views had been assessed in relation to The Tulip
and that he was confident, on the basis of this, that The Tulip would be an
exceptional, modern landmark which would enhance the views of The Tower as
a whole.

Grant Booker, Senior Executive Partner at Foster and Partners began by
offering Lord Forster’s apologies to the Committee. He added that he would be
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reading a short comment from Lord Foster at the end of his speech. Mr Booker
stated that he was an experienced architect who cared passionately about his
work and had worked on most major Foster development projects in the City in
recent years. He reported that the site in question had a fantastic and rich
history and had, with the development of the now iconic Gherkin building (which
was also very controversial at the time), been rebuilt following the Bishopsgate
terror attack.

Mr Booker stated that The Tulip was intended to be a companion structure to
The Gherkin and would therefore be sympathetic to the design of this with the
intention of being a slim, curvaceous and gentle addition to the area. Mr Booker
referred to the building as symbolic, exciting and dynamic — featuring moving
elements in the form of glass gondolas towards the top of the structure.
Members were informed that The Tulip was intended as a purpose-built
attraction with educational elements which would provide what the applicant
believed to be amongst the best, most exciting classrooms on offer anywhere in
the world. Mr Booker reported that the applicant had held round table
discussions with educationalists, including the Head of Sir John Cass School,
on what might be delivered here with some praising the offer as ‘taking the
mystery out of the City and making it a possibility for every schoolchild’.

Mr Booker concluded by delivering a comment from Sir Norman Foster which referred
to The Tulip as a structure that was to be totally devoted to the public with a generous
educational dimension for younger generations. He continued that there was currently
no such facility in London — available for its citizens and visitors alike. Socially, it was
intended to broaden the City’s activities beyond purely economic and would become a
symbol far beyond its host city.

The Chairman thanked those speaking in favour of the application for their
contributions and invited questions from Members.

A Member noted that most of the views shown depicted the trees around the
Tower of London in full bloom , particularly the view depicted from the scaffold
site from within the Tower. She added that the Gherkin was already very visible
from this site in the winter months when the trees were bare. She questioned
why there were no images depicting this. Mr Tavernor clarified that images
were provided for a range of periods throughout the year as this was part of the
requirements for assessment.

A Member questioned how long it was likely to take to evacuate visitors from
the attraction in the event of an emergency. Mr Booker stated that it was
anticipated that it would take approximately 45 minutes to clear the building
from the very top. He confirmed that there would be twin staircases covering all
exits. In response to further questions on this subject Mr Booker confirmed that
there were a number of mechanisms to secure evacuation from the glass
gondolas including the ability to move these around on the rails by hand to one
of a number of evacuation points across various levels.

In response to how the arrival of school parties would be managed, Mr Booker

confirmed that transport to the attraction would not be planned on behalf of the
schools visiting but that separate access routes would be available for school
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parties on arrival. He added that it would be a requirement for school parties to
pre-book.

A Member referred to the assumption of visitor numbers to The Tulip per
annum made within the written report and stated that, if these estimates were
correct, the attraction would be operating at between 50-60% capacity. He went
on to question whether it was considered that this would be sufficient to justify
the cost of the building and maintenance. Mr Booker stated that it was
considered that this was sufficient. He added that Officers had imposed
conditions around capacity.

In response to further questions on the economics of the building, a Member
queried its sustainability and enquired as to whether branding had been part of
the business equation. Mr Booker confirmed that it had not and that the
applicant considered that the building would be sustainable based on visitor
numbers alone. Mr Booker referred also to the restaurant and sky bar offerings
proposed.

At this point, the Chairman sought approval from the Committee to continue the
meeting beyond two hours from the appointed time for the start of the meeting,
in accordance with Standing Order 40, and this was agreed.

A Member questioned how the figure relating to the likely number of school
children visiting the attraction per annum had been arrived at. Mr Booker
confirmed that this was based on the times available and the number of
classroom spaces.

A Member questioned the views of The Tulip from nearer the structure. He
referred to the proposed concrete stem of the building which he considered was
a major change and would have significant impact for those visiting the
Gherkin. He questioned the developers views on this. Mr Tavernor reported
that a fine concrete would be used to build the stem of the building with
articulated lines within its surface. He added that the ends of the stem would be
curvaceous and have a tactile quality. The impact would be positive and
appealing and create a positive contrast to the surrounding glass structures
such as The Gherkin.

In response to final questions, Mr Booker confirmed that independent studies
as to the public and educational benefits of the scheme had been carried out. It
was considered that the proposal would be of benefit to London and a positive
contribution.

The Chairman asked that Members now move to debate the application.

A Member noted the objections raised by both HE and HRP. He referred to the
growing Eastern Cluster which had previously been presented as rising from
one side and ‘falling away’ at the other. He noted that proposals for this building
would not conform to this. He stated that he was, however, in favour of the
application and the way it would contribute to the City’s vibrant and increasing
night time economy. He was satisfied that the harm caused to views would not
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be substantial particularly when weighed against the potential benefits. He
expressed support for the proposal of a mixed-use building which would add
greatly to the Cluster and the City as a whole. He concluded by stating that
potential visitor numbers and increased footfall in the area were a concern and
served to reiterate the work that the City Corporation must continue to do
around matters such as delivery consolidation and air quality to help mitigate
this.

A Member underlined that tourism was an extremely important and significant
industry in London. He referred to the proposals which were for a building with
a small footprint that would bring economic and educational benefits. He stated
that he was also therefore minded to support the application and was confident
that the benefits of this outweighed any harm.

A Member spoke against the application on the basis of taste and aesthetics.
He stated that the proposals for a concrete shaft with a glass bubble on top
would not be out of place in Las Vegas but were clearly not in keeping with the
City skyline. He underlined that, by the Officers’ own admissions, the proposals
were not in compliance with the development plan. However, this was set
against additional material considerations within the written report, one of which
was the provision of an educational facility for 40,000 of London’s state school
children free of charge each year which would enable each London school child
to visit once in their school life. The Member stated that this claim had been
used as a ‘trump card’ but went on to articulate the view that the best place for
school children to learn was within their own classroom without the distraction
of a day out. He stated that he was minded to vote against this application.

A Member stated that he had some doubts as to the form of the building and
the proposal around the use of concrete for the stem of the building given that it
tended not to age well. He also expressed concern around the increased
footfall in the area but went on to state that he considered that the building had
the ‘wow’ factor and the ability to become a new icon for the City presenting it
as historic, yet with an open mind and sense of fun for future generations.

A Member emphasised that the central question was that of harm versus public
benefit which was always a challenge to determine. He stated that he had two
key observations — the first being that, of all the views from and alongside the
Tower of London WHS just one was of issue. He therefore stated that it was
important to maintain perspective around this. The Member went on to refer to
what he felt were the very real educational benefits of the scheme. He reported
that he was currently associated with a state school in the London Borough of
Tower Hamlets and considered that an offering such as The Tulip would make
a huge amount of difference to London state school children in terms of its
contribution to social mobility. He urged Members to be bold, brave and
passionate in their approval of such an application as the City moved through
the 21st century.

A Member disagreed with this view and referred to the proposals as little more
than a vanity project. He added that even the City Corporation’s own Officers
were in agreement with HE over the fact that this was a fine balancing act
between harm and public benefit. He referred to the numerous written
objections received, amongst which were the GLA, and the fact that the City
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already offered many viewing platforms and educational opportunities. The
Member concluded by warning against underestimating the irreversible heritage
harm that would be caused should this application be granted. He referred also
to the loss of public realm around The Gherkin and questioned whether this
was the correct location for such a development where it would clearly have a
severe impact in many ways.

Another Member referred to the numerous letters of support received in favour
of the proposals. She stated that the unique mixture of ancient and modern
represented what the City was and always had been about. She referred to the
restaurant offering within the building which would could be used for the
entertaining of clients and therefore provide a link between the City’s business
and visitor offerings.

A Member noted that the heritage aspects were the only thing against the
application. She referred to the fact that the City was looking to diversify and
praised the juxtaposition between old and new that this proposal would result
in. She reported that traders at nearby Leadenhall Market, situated within her
electoral Ward, were struggling to attract trade at weekends and it was hoped
that these proposals would help attract visitors to the area seven days a week.
She concluded by praising the developers approaches to the Museum of
London to discuss how to develop The Tulip’s educational offerings and noted
that the proposals had the support of the Head of Sir John Cass School.

A Member reiterated that his main concern centered around the sustainability of
the building and whether the anticipated 1.2 million visitors per year was
significant enough to provide financial return. He estimated that these numbers
were representative of the attraction only running at approximately 60% of
capacity.

Another Member echoed concerns around the sustainability of the building
which the developer had carried out his economic appraisal on over a 20-year
operational life. She questioned the use of such a building thereafter. She also
expressed concern over the loss of public realm here and increased footfall.
She went on to note the service lifts that would facilitate 4-5 deliveries per hour.
She questioned how this would be managed and also noted that this did not
cover waste collection. Finally, she questioned proposals for cycle parking
which did not appear to be adequate and stated that, for all of these reasons,
she did not support the proposals.

A Member stated that he strongly supported the application which reflected the
need/ability for the City to be flexible and attract and encourage this type of
iconic building.

Another Member stated that, in view of the social, economic and architectural
benefits of the application, he was fully supportive of the proposals.

A Member stated that, whilst he had been impressed by the contributions from
both HE and HRP around the need for balance between harm and public
benefit, he was in favour of the application. He stated that he considered that
the proposals introduced an interesting mix to the City’s skyline and that he was
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keen to ensure that the movement and mixture of people across the City was
enhanced by this.

A Member stated that the design of the building was reminiscent of a fairground
ride which would be very expensive to maintain and would be a huge
embarrassment if it were to be a failure.

A Member referred to the fact that office space remained the prime focus for
the City Corporation and that this scheme offered none. She questioned the
assurances that had previously been given to UNESCO regarding the
development of the Eastern Cluster and also questioned the impact on the
ground once all of the consented buildings here were fully occupied. The
Member went on to refer to the fact that the educational offering was far from
unique as similar offerings were available nearby as were similar roof top
gardens, sky bars and restaurants. She referred to the Tower of London’s
iconic status that was recognised worldwide and should therefore be protected
at all costs. She considered it was sad that the continued development of the
Eastern Cluster was, in her view, continually chipping away at this important
silhouette and protected views. She concluded by stating that whilst she was
sure that there were many locations around London that would appreciate and
benefit from such an attraction in terms of boosting their local economy, this
was not the correct location for such a building.

Officers responded to various points raised by Members. Members were
informed that the last UNESCO visit to London had taken place in 2011 where
the deputation left assured that the City Corporation were competent and
capable custodians of the City’s World Heritage Sites. Officers added that they
were of the view that work carried out since this time, such as the introduction
of 3D modelling, would now further re-assure UNESCO.

Officers went on to agree that development on the edge of the Eastern Cluster
had not been anticipated but that the proposals before the Committee were for
a slim structure with a small footprint that should now be considered on its own
merits. In terms of the relationship with The Gherkin, the view of Officers and
the developer was that the new structure would be in synergy.

With regard to the concrete stem, Officers reported that concrete was a very
good material when well executed, in the right hands. It has been used for
many iconic structures across London such as The Barbican and Battersea
Power Station.

In terms of opening hours, Officers confirmed that this was key to the
recommendations before Members and that the building would be operational
between 7am-11pm. Peak time hours would be controlled, and it was
anticipated that the busiest periods would fall at weekends thereby limiting the
impact of the attraction on the business city. The impact in terms of increased
footfall took into account all approved schemes within the Cluster and resulted
in an increase of 8.4% at worst. This assessment also took into account a
stress factor of 10% and still resulted in a C- pedestrian comfort rating for the
area. This had also been independently assessed on behalf of the City
Corporation. Schoolchildren would visit the attraction between 10am-3pm only
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10.

11.

to match school hours and to minimise the impact of school parties
approaching the attraction during rush/peak hours.

With regard to sustainability/viability, Officers had discussed concerns around
this early on in the scheme and how this might be managed. The fundamental
costs associated with the proposals were around its initial construction.
Maintenance costs would then be relatively small in comparison and Officers
were satisfied that these were realistic.

Officers reiterated that The Tulip should not be used for advertising or be highly
iluminated and that these would be controlled.

The Chairman concluded the debate with his own contribution, stating that only
very occasionally did the Planning Committee get the opportunity of a lifetime
for its city and he considered that this application could well be it. He referred to
The Tulip as a beneficial, iconic addition to the City and London as a whole -
something which has the potential to play an important role in realising the
vision of the Square Mile as a vibrant 24/7 city and enabling it to continue to
remain at the forefront of a globally competitive environment.

Members then proceeded to vote on the recommendation, with 18 Members
voting in favour of the recommendation and 7 Members voting against the
recommendation. There were no abstentions.

RESOLVED - That planning permission be granted for the above proposal in
accordance with the details set out in the attached schedule subject to:

(a) the Mayor of London being given 14 days to decide whether to allow the
Corporation to grant planning permission as recommended, or to direct
refusal, or to determine the application himself (Article 5(1)(a) of the
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008);

(b) planning obligations and other agreements being entered into under
Section 106 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 and Section 278
of the Highway Act 1980 in respect of those matters set out in the report,
the decision notice not to be issued until the Section 106 obligations
have been executed;

(c) That your Officers be instructed to negotiate and execute obligations in
respect of those matters set out in "Planning Obligations" under Section
106 and any necessary agreements under Section 278 of the Highway
Act 1980.

QUESTIONS ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE WORK OF THE
COMMITTEE
There were no questions.

ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS URGENT
There were no additional, urgent, items of business for consideration.
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12.

13.

14.

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC

RESOLVED- That, under Section 100(A) of the Local Government Act 1972,
the public be excluded from the meeting for the following items on the grounds
that they involve the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in Part |
of the Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act.

Item No. Paragraph(s)
13-14 -

NON-PUBLIC QUESTIONS ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE WORK OF
THE COMMITTEE
There were no questions raised in the non-public session.

ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS URGENT
AND WHICH THE COMMITTEE AGREES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED
WHILST THE PUBLIC ARE EXCLUDED

There were no additional, urgent items of business for consideration in the non-
public session.

The meeting closed at 1.27 pm

Chairman

Contact Officer: Gemma Stokley
tel. no.: 020 7332 3414
gemma.stokley@cityoflondon.gov.uk
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PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE — OUTSTANDING ACTIONS

To be completed/

Item | Date Action DATEET . progressed to next | Progress Update
responsible stage
1. 9 January 2018 | Ludgate Circus Carolyn Dwyer/ May 2019 The Transportation and
23 January 2018 Zahur Khan / lan Public Realm Director
26 March 2018 | The Director of the Built | Hughes reported that he had recently
8 May 2018 Environment advised that met with the Director of
29 May 2018 an additional letter would be ‘Vision Zero’ at Transport for
10 July 2018 prepared as a matter of London (TfL) who had
26 July 2018 urgency, and gave her indicated that they would be
11 Sept 2018 assurance that the issue attending the May 2019
8 Oct 2018 would be treated as a meeting of the Planning and
30 Oct 2018 priority. Transportation Committee to
20 Nov 2018 present solutions to the
18 Dec 2018 problems faced at this
29 Jan 2019 dangerous junction.
19 Feb 2019
18 March 2019 The Chairman stated that he
2 April 2019 was very encouraged by this
and would eagerly await the
forthcoming presentation
from TfL.
2.a) | 20 Nov 2018 Daylight/Sunlight Annie Hampson Training to be The Chairman reported that
18 Dec 2018 Training arranged as soon as | Officers were working to set
29 Jan 2019 is practicable and by | some suitable dates for
19 Feb 2019 A Member requested that no later than May Member training on this
18 March 2019 | Committee  training be 2019. subject for May 2019.
2 April 2019 offered on this matter as

soon as possible.
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2.b) | 18 March 2019 | Daylight/Sunlight - June 2019 The Chairman emphasised

2 April 2019 Alternative Guidelines that this matter had now
A Member argued that the been separated out from the
Committee should separate Daylight/Sunlight Training at
out the desire for Member the request of Members and
training and the desire for would be dealt with
alternative guidelines on separately at Committee
daylight/sunlight, and level. Members were
requested that a report be informed that a report on the
brought to  Committee matter was now expected to
setting out how the City of be brought to the June 2019
London Corporation would meeting of the Planning and
go about creating Transportation Committee.
alternative guidelines,
including timescales, and
the legal implications.

3. 29 Jan 2019 lllegal Street Traders on | Jon Averns /Rachel | May 2019 The Chairman reported that

19 Feb 2019 the City’s Bridges Pye the Chair of the Policy and

18 March 2019 Resources Committee had

2 April 2019 A Member asked for a met with the Mayor of the

progress update in tackling
the illegal street trading on
and around Tower Bridge.
The Committee had
previously agreed funding
from Bridge House Estates
for a full-time licensing
officer position dedicated to
enforcing across the City’s
bridges which are in the
jurisdiction of neighbouring
local authorities, and
agreed that a progress
report would be brought
back to the Committee.

London Borough of Tower
Hamlets (LBTH) early last
week and had used the
meeting as an opportunity to
raise this matter and request
that the LBTH expedite the
signing of the Section 101
agreement. This had then
been followed up by a letter
signed by both the Chairman
of the Planning and
Transportation ~ Committee
and the Chairman of the Port
Health and Environmental
Services Committee as
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However, the Member
stated that he had seen
little, if any, reduction in
illegal street trading despite
the action taken.

instructed by Members. The
letter had been sent in the
latter part of last week and, to
date, a response was still
awaited. The Chairman
undertook to continue to
pursue this matter and was
pleased to report that the
Mayor of LBTH had
indicated, at his meeting with
the Chair of Policy and
Resources, that he was
supportive of and
sympathetic to the City
Corporation’s request.

A Member commented that
he understood that the LBTH
Cabinet had approved the
Section 101 agreement and
that he could therefore not
understand the reasons for
the delay in ratifying this at
Officer level. The Chairman
agreed with this point and
emphasised that the
argument for this had been
made in very strong terms.

In response to questions, the
Committee were informed
that the City Corporation’s
Assistant Director Public
Protection had chased the
matter further with LBTH o
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this morning but that there
was no further update to
report. Officers went on to
confirm that the City
Corporation had staff ready
to action the agreement as
soon as it had been signed.

A Member expressed
extreme concern at this and
stated that she expected the
LBTH to now progress this
without any further delay
whatsoever.

A Member questioned
whether the Committee might
receive a report on
enforcement on lllegal
Traders on the City’s Bridges
with Southwark and how this
was working. Officers
undertook to bring such a
report to the May meeting of
the Committee.

19 Feb 2019 Fumes David Horkan 30 April 2019 The Chairman confirmed that
18 March 2019 | A Member requested an a further report on this matter
2 April 2019 update on this matter would be brought to the next
following a report to the meeting of this Committee.
Committee towards the end
of 2018.
18 March 2019 | Millennium Inclinator Alison Bunn May 2019 A Member stressed that the

2 April 2019

A Member asked that
officers report the failure
rate and level of traffic for

Committee were keen to
receive a report as to the
costs to date associated with
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the Inclinator in comparison
to other escalators and lifts
in the City of London, and
asked whether it was
possible that the City
Surveyor’'s department
were not aware of all
breakdowns.

Members felt that it would
be prudent to start forward
planning for the long-term
and investigating a total
replacement, and that it was
misleading if breakdowns
for short periods were not
reported. The Chairman
added that a fully-functional
long-term  solution was
needed, and asked that all
breakdowns for the
Millennium Inclinator were
reported going forward.

maintaining the Millennium
Inclinator. He asked that this
be added to the Committee’s
list of outstanding actions so
that Officers did not lose sight
of this request. The Chairman
agreed that this point should
be added to the Ilist of
outstanding actions and the
City Surveyor reminded of
this request.

18 March 2019
2 April 2019

Bartholomew Lane

A Member advised the
Committee that the closure
to Bank Junction had
resulted in eastbound traffic
increasingly using Lothbury
and Bartholomew Lane,
which was creating conflict
with pedestrians. Whilst
there was not necessarily
an obvious solution, the
Member asked that officers

Zahur Khan

July 2019

A Member referred to his
questioning, at the last
meeting on the impact of
eastbound traffic and
potential conflict with
pedestrians at Lothbury and
Bartholomew Lane as a
result of changes to Bank
Junction. He asked that this
matter also be added to the
Committee’s list of
outstanding actions.
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fully investigate the impact
on eastbound traffic
following the changes to
Bank Junction. The
Chairman suggested that
the issue be added to the

Committee’s list of
outstanding actions
18 March 2019 | Air Quality Ruth Calderwood Ongoing A Member asked that Air

2 April 2019

A Member raised the issue
of Air Quality, which had
been considered at Court of
Common Council and a
number of other
Committees. The matter
was something for the
Committee to look at
specifically and the Member
suggested that either a
report be brought to the
Committee or that Air
Quality be added to the
Committee’s list of
outstanding actions. The
Deputy Chairman added
that Members had made it
clear that the Committee
wanted some form of
oversight on the matter and
saw Air Quality as an issue
relevant to the Committee.

Quality feature on the
Committee’s list of
outstanding actions going
forwmard given that the
Committee had requested
some form of oversight on the
matter at their last meeting.
The Chairman clarified that
this was a shared
responsibility with the Port
Health and Environmental
Services Committee.




Agenda Item 9

Committee(s) Dated:
Planning and Transportation 30" April 2019
Subject: Public

Delegated decisions of the Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director

Report of: For Information
Chief Planning Officer and Development Director

Summary

Pursuant to the instructions of your Committee, | attach for your information a
list detailing development and advertisement applications determined by the
Chief Planning Officer and Development Director or those so authorised under
their delegated powers since my report to the last meeting.

In the time since the last report to Planning & Transportation Committee Fifty-
Three (53) matters have been dealt with under delegated powers

Twenty-One (21) relate to conditions of previously approved schemes which
Three (3) were Planning Obligations. Eight (8) relate to works to Listed
Buildings. Two (2) applications for Advertisement Consent. Four (4) Non-
Material Amendment applications, Three (3) Tree Preservation Order. One (1)
Determination whether prior app required and Fourteen (14) which One (1) is
a Full Major Application have been approved, including Seven (7) Change of
Use and 2160.5 sg.m of created floorspace.

Breakdown of applications dealt with under delegated
powers

25
21

20

10 3

9%

o

.M
--b
FH

Planning Applications
Listed Building
Consent
Advertisement
Consent
Submission of details
Neon Material
Amendments
Full Major Application
Trees Preservation
Order
Determination
whether pricr app
required
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Any questions of detail arising from these reports can be sent to
plans@cityoflondon.gov.uk.

Details of Decisions

Registered Plan Address Proposal Decision &
Number & Ward Date of
Decision
19/00157/LBC 103 John Removal of a section of non- | Approved
Trundle Court structural wall between the
Aldersgate Barbican kitchen and living room to 09.04.2019
London make the kitchen open plan.
EC2Y 8NE Alteration to non-structural
wall between the bathroom
and bedroom plus the
installation of a mezzanine
level in the bedroom.
Replacement of existing
internal doors and associated
frames to make them full
height.
19/00027/PODC Mitre Square, Submission of a Travel Plan Approved
International pursuant to Schedule 3
Aldgate House, Duke's Paragraph 12.3 of the Section | 28.03.2019
Place, 11 Mitre 106 Agreement dated 09 June
Street & 1 Mitre | 2014 in relation to Planning
Square London | Permission Ref:
EC3 13/01082/FULMAJ.
19/00098/FULL Eastgate House | Installation of a ventilation Approved
40 Dukes Place | louvre on the Duke's Place
Aldgate London elevation and associated 26.03.2019
EC3A7LP external alterations.
19/00033/FULL City Tower 40 Installation of three windows Approved
Basinghall Street | at basement level.
Bassishaw London 21.03.2019

EC2V 5DE
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18/01138/FULL

Billingsgate

Retail Unit 2 20
Eastcheap
London

EC3M 1EB

(i) Change of use from shop
(Class A1) to a mixed use (Sui
Generis) (shop/drinking
establishment) (total
floorspace: 339sq.m); (ii)
alterations to the existing
shopfront including
replacement corner entrance
doors and new entrance door
and windows to Eastcheap.

Approved

02.04.2019

19/00003/FULL

Billingsgate

1 Great Tower
Street London
EC3R 5AA

Change of use from offices
(Class B1) to non-residential
institution (Class D1) use or
assembly and leisure (Class
D2) use at part lower ground
floor level (total floorspace
383sq.m).

Approved

11.04.2019

19/00193/MDC

Billingsgate

Sugar Quay
Lower Thames
Street

London

Water and Energy
Conservation (Post
Construction) Report,
prepared by BBS
Environmental, dated
February 2019 pursuant to
condition 19 and Plant Noise
Commissioning Report,
prepared by RBA Acoustics,
dated 27th February 2019
pursuant to condition 26 of
planning permission dated
16th September 2013
(planning application
reference 14/01006/FULMAJ).

Approved

26.03.2019

18/00745/MDC

Bishopsgate

10 Devonshire
Square London
EC2M 4YP

Details a scheme for
protecting nearby residents
and commercial occupiers
from noise, dust and other
environmental effects
pursuant to condition 2 of
planning permission
18/00419/FULL dated
28/6/2018.

Approved

21.03.2019
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18/00795/MDC 150 Bishopsgate | Details of a surface water Approved
London management strategy and a
Bishopsgate EC2M 4AF scheme for the provision of 19.03.2019
sewer vents in the building
pursuant to Conditions 14 and
15 of planning permission
17/00623/FULL dated
27.07.2018.
19/00072/FULL 5 New Street Change of use from a single Approved
London dwelling house to 5no. self-
Bishopsgate EC2M 4TP contained studios flats and 04.04.2019
installation of smoke vents at
roof level.
19/00073/LBC 5 New Street Internal alterations and Approved
London installation of smoke vents at
Bishopsgate EC2M 4TP roof level in connection witha | 04.04.2019
change of use.
19/00124/ADVT Edward House Installation and display of i) Approved
16 - 18 one halo illuminated fascia
Bishopsgate Brushfield Street | sign measuring 0.3m high by | 09.04.2019
London 1.97m wide at a height above
E1 6AN ground of 2.77m and ii) one
internally illuminated
projecting sign measuring
0.44m high by 0.6m wide at a
height above ground of 2.73.
19/00146/FULL 1 Paternoster Installation of a statue within Approved
Square London | Paternoster Square for a
Bread Street EC4M 7DX temporary period of three 04.04.2019
months.
19/00086/FULL Peninsular Change of use of existing Approved
House 30 - 36 basement unit from B1a
Bridge and Bridge | Monument (Office) to D1 (Medical Clinic) | 28.03.2019
Without Street for use as a physiotherapy
London clinic (Total 177.5 sgqm
EC3R 8LJ floorspace).
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19/00136/NMA

Broad Street

15 - 18 Austin
Friars London
EC2N 2HE

Non-material amendment
under Section 96A of the
Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 (as amended) to
planning permission
17/00816/FULL dated 19th
December 2017 to allow the
addition of louvres at lower
ground level and an additional
step to the corner entrance at
ground floor level.

Approved

19.03.2019

18/01122/FULL

Candlewick

120 Cannon
Street London
EC4N 6AS

Demolition of existing 7th and
8th floors, 9th floor plant room
and construction of three new
levels of office
accommodation and roof top
plant enclosure. Change of
use of part ground and
basement levels to
accommodate enlarged
reception area at ground and
cycle storage facilities at
basement level. Alterations to
shopfront and main office
entrance, replacement
windows on upper floors, re-
rendering of rear facade and
associated works. [179sq.m
GIA].

Approved

22.03.2019

18/01380/NMA

Candlewick

Site Bounded By
King William
Street, Cannon
Street, Abchurch
Lane & Nicholas
Lane
Incorporating 10
King William
Street, 12
Nicholas Lane,
14 Nicholas
Lane, 135-141
Cannon Street,
143-149 Cannon
Street & 20
Abchurch Lane
London

ECA4.

Non-material amendment
under Section 96A of the
Town and Country Planning
Act to planning permission
(14/00178/FULEIA) dated 27
June 2014 to remove
conditions 4 (a scheme for
protecting residents and
commercial occupiers from
noise, dust and other
environmental effects), 6 (
Deconstruction Logistics Plan)
and 11 (survey of the
perimeter of the existing site)
and to vary the wording of
conditions 16 (measures to
resist structural damage
arising from road vehicle
borne explosive device), 9

Approved

26.03.2019
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(programme of archaeological
work), 10 (details of
foundations and piling), 18
(site investigation), 21
(measures to improve carbon
dioxide emissions and 22
(grey water harvesting).

19/00130/MDC

Candlewick

Site Bounded By
King William
Street, Cannon
Street, Abchurch
Lane & Nicholas
Lane London
ECAN 7TW

Submission of a scheme to
protect nearby residents and
commercial occupiers from
noise, dust and other
environmental effects, a
Construction Logistics Plan, a
survey of the 20 Abchurch
Lane facade, a Structural
report of the structural integrity
of St Mary Abchurch Church
and a photographic survey of
10 King William Street
pursuant to conditions 5 (in
part), 7 (in part), 13, 14 and 15
of planning permission dated
27th June 2014
(14/00178/FULEIA).

Approved

26.03.2019

18/01273/MDC

Castle Baynard

66-73 Shoe
Lane London
EC4A 3BQ

(i) Details of facilities and
methods to accommodate and
manage all freight vehicle
movements to and from the
site during the demolition and
construction of the building (ii)
a scheme for protecting
nearby residents and
commercial occupiers from
noise, dust and other
environmental effects
pursuant to conditions 2 and 3
of planning permission
18/00873/FULL dated
08.11.18.

Approved

09.04.2019

19/00155/MDC

Castle Baynard

15 Fetter Lane
London
EC4A 1BW

Submission of details of
external materials and lighting
levels pursuant to condition
2(a), (b), (c), and (d) of
planning permission dated
26/01/2017 (app. no.
16/01170/FULL).

Approved

09.04.2019
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19/00200/MDC

Castle Baynard

66 Shoe Lane
London
EC4A 3BQ

Details of facilities and
methods to accommodate and
manage all freight vehicle
movements and a scheme for
protecting nearby residents
and commercial occupiers
from noise, dust and other
environmental effects
pursuant to conditions 2 and 3
of planning permission
18/01004/FULL dated
08.03.18.

Approved

09.04.2019

19/00206/PODC

Castle Baynard

66-73 Shoe
Lane London
EC4A 3BQ

Submission of a Highway
Schedule of Condition Survey
pursuant to Schedule 3
Paragraph 7.1 of the Section
106 Agreement dated 08
March 2019 in relation to
Planning Permission
18/01004/FULL.

Approved

09.04.2019

19/00276/PODC

Castle Baynard

66-73 Shoe
Lane London
EC4A 3BQ

Submission of the Local
Procurement Strategy and
Local Training Skills and Job
Brokerage Strategy pursuant
to schedule 3 paragraphs 2.1
and 3.2 of the section 106
agreement dated 11 March
2019, associated planning
application reference
18/01004/FULL.

Approved

09.04.2019

18/01349/FULL

Cheap

Abacus House
33 Gutter Lane
London

EC2V 8AS

Change of use at part lower
ground floor from drinking
establishment (Class A4) to a
flexible office use (Class B1)
and/or assembly and leisure
use (Class D2) and at part
ground floor from office use
(Class B1) to flexible office
use (Class B1) and/or
assembly and leisure use
(Class D2) (total floorspace
674sg.m).

Approved

28.03.2019
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18/01357/MDC Kings House 36 | Submission of details of plant | Approved
- 37 King Street | noise impact assessment
Cheap London pursuant to conditions 4 (a) 09.04.2019
EC2V 8BB and (b) and details of plant
mountings pursuant to
condition 5 of planning
permission (ref
:17/00819/FULL) dated
12.10.2017.
18/00314/MDC 67 - 71 Moorgate | Details of a scheme for Approved
& 34 London protecting nearby residents
Coleman Street Wall London and commercial occupiers 04.04.2019
EC2R 6BH from noise, dust and other
environmental effects during
demolition and construction
pursuant to conditions 2 and 3
of planning permission
(application no.
14/00518/FULL) dated 1st
May 2015.
18/00817/MDC Former Richard | Construction Environmental Approved
Cloudesley Management and Logistics
Cripplegate School Golden Plan dated March 2019 04.04.2019
Lane pursuant to conditions 12, 13,
London 14 and 15 of planning
EC1Y 0TZ permission dated 19th July
2018 (17/00770/FULL).
18/01140/MDC Former Richard | Ground Investigation Report, | Approved
Cloudesley prepared by Peter Brett
Cripplegate School Golden Associates, dated April 2018; | 21.03.2019

Lane Estate
London
EC1Y 0TZ

Factual Report on Ground
Investigation, prepared by
Structural Soils Ltd;
Remediation Strategy,
prepared by Peter Brett
Associates, dated February
2019 pursuant to condition 8
of planning permission dated
19th July 2018 (planning
reference 17/00770/FULL).
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18/01355/FULL Cromwell Tower | (I) Change of use of ground Approved
Cromwell Place | and podium level void space
Cripplegate Barbican to a single residential dwelling | 09.04.2019
London unit (Use Class C3) (244
EC2Y 8DD Sqg.m) (ii) associated internal
alterations, replacement of
external glazing and
alterations to the Silk Street
and Podium level elevations.
18/01356/LBC Cromwell Tower | Internal alterations, Approved
Cromwell Place | replacement of external
Cripplegate Barbican glazing and alterations to the | 09.04.2019
London Silk Street and Podium level
EC2 elevations.
19/00036/MDC Former Richard | Work Package Plan - CFA Approved
Cloudesley Piling, produced by Keller,
Cripplegate School Golden dated 15th November 2018; 21.03.2019
Lane Estate and dwg nos, COL-PBA-B1-
London F1-DR-S-1098 Rev P01, COL-
EC1Y 0TZ PBA-B1-ZZ-DR-S-1201 Rev
P01, COL-PBA-B1-ZZ-DR-S-
1202 Rev P01, COL-PBA-ZZ-
XX-DR-C-00 and COL-PBA-
ZZ-XX-DR-C-0023 Rev P2
pursuant to condition 9 of
planning permission dated
19th July 2018 (planning
reference 17/00770/FULL).
19/00135/LBC 523 Willoughby | Removal of glazed partition Approved
House Barbican | from the bedroom and
Cripplegate London relocation of the bedroom 09.04.2019
EC2Y 8BN door to the hallway.
19/00175/LBC 505 Willoughby | Retention of works for addition | Approved
House Barbican | of an en-suite shower/WC
Cripplegate London room in the top floor 09.04.2019
EC2Y 8BN penthouse bedroom.
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18/01373/FULL

Dowgate

Dyers Hall 10
Dowgate Hill
London
EC4R 2ST

Provision of i) a new structural
steel platform complete with
open mesh decking located at
high level within the internal
lightwell between the Hall and
the office building; ii) a new
galvanised steel CAT ladder
to provide safe access from
the existing roof slopes down
to the proposed plant platform;
iii) a new grey GRP enclosure
to house the re-located gas
fired boiler with associated
projecting flue; and iv) a single
VRF condenser to serve new
internal heating/cooling units.

Approved

02.04.2019

18/01374/LBC

Dowgate

Dyers Hall 10
Dowgate Hill
London
EC4R 2ST

Provision of i) a new structural
steel platform complete with
open mesh decking located at
high level within the internal
lightwell between the Hall and
the office building; ii) a new
galvanised steel CAT ladder
to provide safe access from
the existing roof slopes down
to the proposed plant platform;
iii) a new grey GRP enclosure
to house the re-located gas
fired boiler with associated
projecting flue; and iv) a single
VRF condenser to serve new
internal heating/cooling units.

Approved

02.04.2019

18/00741/MDC

Farringdon Within

3-4
Bartholomew
Place London
EC1A 7HH

Submission of a Demolition
Management Plan pursuant to
conditions 2 of planning
permission 17/00875/FULL
dated 8 May 2018.

Approved

04.04.2019

18/00742/MDC

Farringdon Within

3-4
Bartholomew
Place London
EC1A 7HH

Submission of a
Deconstruction Logistics Plan
and a Construction Logistics
Plan pursuant to conditions 4
and 5 of planning permission
17/00875/FULL dated
08.05.18.

Approved

04.04.2019
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19/00095/MDC Site Bounded By | Details of green roofs for Approved
34-38, 39-41, phase 3 of the development
Farringdon Within | 45-47 & 57B pursuant to condition 48 (in 26.03.2019
Little Britain & part) of planning permission
20, 25, 47, 48- 16/00165/FULMAJ dated 16
50, 51-53, 59, March 2017.
60, 61, 61A & 62
Bartholomew
Close, London
EC1
19/00138/NMA 42 - 44 Little Application under Section 96a | Approved
Britain London of the Town and Country
Farringdon Within | EC1A 7BE Planning Act 1990 for the 26.03.2019
removal of conditions 13
(plant noise) and 16 (plant
mounting) of planning
permission 16/00164/FULL
dated 16 March 2017.
19/00178/DPAR Citicape House | Application for determination Approved
61 - 65 Holborn | under Part 11 of Schedule 2 of
Farringdon Within | Viaduct the Town and Country 05.04.2019
London Planning (General Permitted
EC1A 2FD Development) Order 2015 (as
amended) as to whether prior
approval is required for the
method of demolition of the
existing building and the
restoration of the site.
18/01244/TPO Staple Inn Court | Pruning works to Platanus x Approved
Staple Inn hispanica (London Plane)
Farringdon Without | London (Tree T2). 26.03.2019
WC1V
18/01338/TPO Staple Inn Court | Pruning works to Platanus x Approved
Staple Inn hispanica (London Plane)
Farringdon Without | London (Tree T3). 26.03.2019
18/01343/TPO Staple Inn Court | Pruning works to Platanus x Approved
Staple Inn hispanica (London Plane)
Farringdon Without | London (Tree T4). 26.03.2019
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18/01314/FULL 33 Chancery Change of use of part ground | Approved
Lane London floor from Class B1 (office) to
Farringdon Without | WC2A 1EN a flexible use for either Class | 02.04.2019
B1 (office) or Class D1 (non-
residential institutions)
(343sg.m).
18/01366/LBC Kenton & Lucas | Removal, storage and Approved
Wing St reinstatement of ground floor
Farringdon Without | Bartholomews window to allow removal of 26.03.2019
Hospital hospital equipment, namely a
West Smithfield | Gamma Knife Unit.
London, EC1
19/00030/MDC 90 Fetter Lane Submission of a Noise Impact | Approved
London Assessment pursuant to
Farringdon Without | ECT1N 8AA condition 9 of planning 19.03.2019
permission 16/00299/FULMAJ
dated 26.10.16.
19/00160/MDC 49 - 50 Fleet Details of plant noise levels Approved
Street London pursuant to condition 3(b) of
Farringdon Without | EC4Y 1BJ planning permission 09.04.2019
17/00082/FULL dated
15/05/17.
16/00809/FULMAJ | Fountain House | Demolition of existing building | Approved
130 Fenchurch and erection of a building over
Langbourn Street two basement levels, ground, | 29.03.2019
London mezzanine and 18 upper
EC3M 5DJ storeys and a triple height
plant storey [106.35m AOD]
for uses comprising office
(Class B1) [45,128sq.m GEA|],
retail (Class A1) and flexible
retail space (Class A1/A3)
[486sg.m GEA] with
associated cycle parking,
servicing, storage and plant.
[Total 45,614sq.m GEA]
18/00782/MDC 75,79, 85, 89, Submission of a construction | Approved
95 & 97 logistics plan pursuant to the
Portsoken Middlesex Street | discharge of condition 2 of 02.04.2019

& 2 & 14 Gravel
Lane London
E1 7DA

planning permission
17/00250/FULLRS3 dated 22nd
June 2017.
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19/00143/LBC 10 Trinity Square | Installation of directional Approved
London signage within the UN (United
Tower EC3N 4AJ Nations) Room and covering 09.04.2019
of the air handling unit (AHU)
at roof level.
19/00208/NMA 1 Portsoken Non-material amendment Approved
Street London under Section 96A of the
Tower E18BT Town and Country Planning 11.04.2019

Act 1990 to planning
permission 18/01226/FULL
dated 26.2.2019 for
adjustments to the curtain
walling, entrances and internal
layout.
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Agenda Iltem 10

Committee(s) Dated:
Planning and Transportation 30" April 2019
Subject: Public

Valid planning applications received by Department of the
Built Environment

Report of: For Information
Chief Planning Officer and Development Director

Summary

Pursuant to the instructions of your Committee, | attach for your information a list detailing
development applications received by the Department of the Built Environment since my
report to the last meeting.

Any questions of detail arising from these reports can be sent to
plans@cityoflondon.gov.uk.

Details of Valid Applications

Application Address Applicant Proposal Date of
Number & Validation
Ward
19/00214/FULL | Exchange DP9 Limited Remodelling of the public | 13/03/2019
Bishopsgate Square, realm within Exchange

London, EC2A Square to include the

2BR, provision of new soft and

hard landscaping; the
creation of informal
events/activity spaces;
the removal and
replanting of trees; the
creation of an oculus in
the slab above Sun
Street Passage; the
provision of permanent
and moveable outdoor
seating; the creation of a
flexible
restaurant/drinking
establishment (Class
A3/A4) unit (93sg.m GIA)
with associated plant and
outdoor seating and
accessible roof terrace;
and other associated
works incidental to the
development.
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19/00255/FULL | 15 St Helen's | Avison Young | Removal of a lower 22/03/2019
Bishopsgate Place, ground level window and
London, EC3A installation of a lourve
6DE shutter door to provide
access to the plantroom.
19/00278/FULL | Cheapside, KHBT LLP Retention of existing 05/04/2019
Bread Street London, EC1A structure and addition of
7THL an art installation on the
Cheapside traffic island
for a temporary period of
12 months.
19/00210/FULL | 120 & 133 TTSP Removal of two high 21/03/2019
Castle Baynard | Fleet Street, level bridge links
London, EC4A between River Court and
2BE Peterborough Court, and
reinstatement of the
cladding to both
buildings.
19/00227/FULL | 14 New Bridge | Left City Alterations at roof level 28/03/2019
Castle Baynard | Street, Limited comprising: the formation
London, EC4V of a new access
6AG enclosure and lift
overrun, formation of a
new terrace,
refurbishment of existing
cupola, replacement of
part of the roof with a
retractable roof.
19/00263/FULL | Millenuim Mr Wolfgang Installation of an art work | 11/04/2019
Castle Baynard | Sundial, Paul's | Buttress fixed over the river wall
Walk, London, for a temporary period of
EC4 6 months
19/00305/FULL | In Front of 1 Installation of a Parklet 05/04/2019
Cheap St Martin's-le- | Prewett Bizley | on the loading space
Grand, Architects forward of number1 St
London, EC1A Martins Le Grand for a
4AS temporary period until
23rd September 2019.
19/00262/FULL | 33 Old Broad | RR Planning Change of use of ground | 25/03/2019
Cornhill Street, Ltd floor bank (445m2) from

London, EC2N
1THW

Class A2 (financial and
professional service) to
B1 (office) use
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19/00282/FULL | 153 Town Planning | Replacement of front 01/04/2019
Langbourn Fenchurch Bureau elevation windows.

Street,

London,

EC3M 6BB
19/00301/FULL | Station Savills Installation of a 27/03/2019
Tower Forecourt freestanding coffee kiosk

Fenchurch (Class A1) (8.9sg.m).

Street Railway
Station,
Fenchurch
Place, London
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Points to Note:

PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE REPORT

e There are 17 Public Lifts/Escalators in the City of London estate. The report below contains details of the five public escalator/lifts where the service is less than

95%.

e The report was created on 25th March 2019 and subsequently since this time the public lifts or escalators may have experienced further breakdowns which will
be conveyed in the next report.

Location Status % of time in service | Number of times Period of time Comments
as of Between reported Between Not in Use Where the service is less than 95%
28/02/2019 Between
28/02/2019 28/02/2019 28/02/2019
and and and
14/03/2019 14/03/2019 14/03/2019
Pilgrim St IN SERVICE 35.5% 1 217 hrs 01/03/2019 — Engineer attended site, unable to access
$C6458969 motor room due to homeless person sleeping in motor
o room doorway. Return visit when area cleared took
Q place on the 05/03/2019. Engineer found a door fault,
L% parts required, return visit on the 11/03/2019 when
ol received. Lift repaired and left in service.
|_\
Millennium Bridge | OUT OF SERVICE 64.0% 1 121 hrs 09/03/2019 — Engineer attended site and found the lift
$C6459245 cable track damaged, parts required. These will now be
added to the list of critical spares
Lift still out of service at end of reporting period.
London Wall West | IN SERVICE 87.2% 1 43 hours 09/03/2019 — Lift left out of service following
SC6458965 entrapment. Specialist engineer required to rectify
direction signal error. Return visit on the 11/03/2019
where the lift was repaired and left in service.
Atlantic House IN SERVICE 91.2% 2 30 hrs 04/03/2019 — Engineer attended site to accompany

SC6458966

Skanska engineer to investigate sump pump fault. (1 hr)
13/03/2019 — Lift taken out of service due to failing outer
doors where parts are required. Lift still out of service at
end of reporting period. (29 hrs)

Additional information
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Points to Note:

e There are 17 Public Lifts/Escalators in the City of London estate. The report below contains details of the three public escalator/lifts where the service is less

than 95%.

e The report was created on 11th April 2019 and subsequently since this time the public lifts or escalators may have experienced further breakdowns which will

be conveyed in the next report.

PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE REPORT

Location Status % of time in service Number of times Period Not in Comments
as of Between reported Between Use Between Where the service is less than 95%
15/03/2019 15/03/2019
15/03/2019 15/03/2019 and
and and 11/04/2019
11/04/2019 11/04/2019
Millennium IN SERVICE 23% 2 499hrs Out of Service until the 13/03/2019 due to damage
Inclinator sustained to lift car cable track.
$C6459