
Committee: Date: 

Planning and Transportation 4 July 2017 

Subject: 
Inner Temple Treasury Building The Terrace Crown Office 
Row London EC4Y 7HL 
Extension and refurbishment in association with an 
education and training facility and office use (sui generis) 
of the Treasury Building, works comprising; i) Mansard roof 
extension at fourth floor, with new dormer windows on 
front, rear, west and east elevation and a glazed rooflight; 
ii) Installation of a rooftop plant area; iii) Reconstruction of 
the hall roof resulting in an increased ridge height; iv) 
Insertion of dormer windows in the hall roof; v) Extension 
at the north east corner to create a new lift shaft; vi) A new 
brick clad escape stair on the north side between the 
Treasury Building and the Hall; vii) Creation of new 
chimney stacks and associated internal and external 
alterations and cycle parking. 
 

Public 

Ward: Farringdon Without For Decision 

Registered No: 17/00077/FULMAJ Registered on:  
2 February 2017 

Conservation Area:     Temples           Listed Building: No 

Summary 
 
The proposals relates to the Inner Temple Treasury Building, which comprises 
the Inner Temple Hall, Library and offices of the Treasury. The Treasury 
Building was designed by Sir (John) Hubert Worthington in 1947 to replace 
earlier buildings destroyed in WWII. 
The site is within the Temples Conservation Area and in close proximity to 
listed buildings. The Buttery adjoining to the west is a Scheduled Ancient 
Monument and Grade II* listed, Temple Church to the north is Grade I listed, 
The Master's House to the north is Grade II listed, Mitre Court Buildings to the 
north east are Grade II listed, 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 Kings Bench Walk are Grade I 
listed, 3 North Kings Bench Walk is Grade II* listed, 1-5 Paper Buildings are 
Grade II listed, 6 lamp standards to the east and south of the site are Grade II 
listed. The Inner Temple Garden is a Grade II registered park or garden.  
 



This application is not an EIA application and no works to The Buttery (which 
is a Scheduled Ancient Monument) are proposed.  
The four storey building plus basement, accommodates a hall, library, dining 
and ancillary administrative facilities all used by the Inn.  
Planning permission is sought for the extension and refurbishment of the Inner 
Temple Treasury Building to provide a new barristers' Education and Training 
Centre, primarily at third floor level within adapted library space and a new 
roof level extension above the Library and the Hall.  
The development comprises a new mansard roof extension featuring dormer 
windows and chimney stacks. Two extensions are proposed on the north 
elevation to accommodate a new lift shaft and stairs and internal alterations 
include the insertion of a new ceiling above second floor level within the 
library.  
A total of 77 (plus 8 supplementary) representations have been received 
across two rounds of consultations. The representations are summarised in a 
table in the body of the report. The issues raised include the harm to the 
library space, the impact of the proposed extension on heritage assets and 
the Temples Conservation Area, the need for education facilities and the 
impact on the Inner Temple Garden of potential temporary structures during 
construction.  
The proposals would result in less than substantial harm to the significance of 
the Temples Conservation Area and the setting and significance of Temple 
Church.  The proposals would result in some harm to the Treasury Building as 
a non designated heritage asset. The harm is outweighed by the public 
benefits of the proposal which comprise the completion of the original design 
for the building, and the creation of a barrister's' training centre which would 
reinforce the legal character of the Inner Temple and sustain the building's 
long-term use.  
It is considered that the development complies with the NPPF and the 
Development Plan as a whole and is appropriate subject to conditions, and a 
Section 106/Section 278 Agreement being entered into and complied with. 
 

Recommendation 
 
(1) That planning permission be granted for the above proposal in accordance 
with the details set out in the attached schedule subject to:  
(a) planning obligations and other agreements being entered into under 
Section 106 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 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; 
(b) 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. 





 



Main Report 
 

Site 

1. The site is located within the Inner Temple, between Crown Office Row 
and Church Court. The proposals relate to the Inner Temple Treasury 
Building, which comprises the Inner Temple Hall, Library and offices of 
the Treasury.  

2. The Treasury Building was designed by Sir (John) Hubert Worthington in 
1947 to replace earlier buildings destroyed in WWII. It was completed to 
an amended design by T.J. Sutcliffe in 1958. A notable omission from 
the original design was the library roof.  

3. The building is Neo-Classical in style and is built of red brick with stone 
detailing. The Hall section of the building comprises ground plus one tall 
storey with stained glass windows and a hipped clay tile roof enclosing 
plant. The Library and Treasury office section of the building comprises 
ground plus three storeys with small-paned timber sash windows, a flat 
roof and brick chimney stacks. A basement extends beneath the full site. 
The building’s interior includes the richly decorated hall, double-height 
oak panelled library and a series of offices, reception rooms and 
circulation spaces.  

4. There has been a library on the site since at least 1506, while the Hall 
stands on the site of the ancient halls of the Knights Templar who were 
associated with the area from the 13th century. The Buttery at the Hall’s 
west end is the remains of a later medieval hall. The buildings and their 
legal and educational functions continue the site’s use established over 
500 years ago.  

5. The site is in close proximity to a number of designated heritage assets. 
The Buttery adjoining to the west is a Scheduled Ancient Monument and 
Grade II* Listed, Temple Church to the north is Grade I Listed, The 
Master’s House to the north is Grade II Listed, Mitre Court Buildings to 
the north east are Grade II Listed, 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 Kings Bench Walk are 
Grade I Listed, 3 North Kings Bench Walk is Grade II* Listed, 1-5 Paper 
Buildings are Grade II Listed, 6 lamp standards to the east and south of 
the site are Grade II Listed. The Inner Temple Garden is a Grade II 
registered park or garden. The site is within the Temples Conservation 
Area. Fleet Street Conservation Area adjoins to the north.  

6. The Treasury Building as a whole has been identified as a non-
designated heritage asset for reasons detailed below.  

 
Relevant Planning History  

7. In 1991 Planning permission was granted for an additional storey in 
hipped roofs and infilling of lightwell to provide chambers for barristers 
and ancillary accommodation (ref: 1977EW). This planning permission 
was not implemented.  



8. In 1994 planning permission was granted for construction of a new wall 
and associated works to screen a rubbish compactor and bins on 
Church Court elevation of the building (ref: 1977JL) 

9. In 1996 planning permission was granted for the formation of a new 
doorway to an existing storeroom and the replacement of existing door 
leaf to the doorway of Pegasus Bar (ref: 5056D). 

10. Planning permission was granted in 1998 for the formation of access for 
people with disabilities involving alterations to the building, landscaping 
and paving (ref: 5056F) 

11. In 1999 planning permission was granted for the installation of railings to 
lightwells and alterations to north Treasury Entrance (ref: 5056G) 

12. In 2003 Planning permission was granted for alterations to terraces to 
facilitate wheelchair and disabled access (ref: 5057C).  

13. The Treasury Building was assessed for listing by Historic England. The 
quality of the building and in particular its interiors were noted but the 
assessment concluded that it was not of the exceptional quality required 
to merit listing. A decision was issued on 21 June 2016. A review was 
requested and the review decision issued on 14 June 2017 held the 
earlier decision not to list the Treasury Building.  

 

Proposals 

14. The proposed development is for the extension and refurbishment of the 
Treasury Building in association with its use as an education and training 
facility and offices (sui generis). 

15. The alterations are proposed to the Library and Treasury office sections 
of the building.  

16. The building would provide a new barristers’ Education and Training 
Centre, primarily at third floor level and at roof level The ground and first 
floors would be refurbished to provide improved Treasury offices and 
toilet facilities. At basement level, alterations would create additional 
book storage for the library, improved catering facilities and ancillary 
offices for the catering team. The library would remain at second floor 
level. All the elements of the Treasury Building are considered to be 
parts of the sui generis use linked to the Inner Temple activities.  

17. The scheme includes a fourth floor mansard roof extension above the 
flat roof and changes to the height and pitch of the Hall roof, 
incorporating dormer windows into the proposed roof structure and the 
addition of chimneys.  

18. The proposal provides a new auditorium at third floor level which would 
be located in the space currently occupied by the gallery level of the 
Library. The auditorium would contain 120 seats arranged in a horse-
shoe shape on a sloped floor with access down both sides of the 
auditorium. The double height gallery space within the library would be 
removed and a ceiling above the second floor would be installed. The 



loss of shelf length within the Library would be offset by the creation of a 
bookstore at basement level, resulting in a reduction of 13% of shelf 
space. There would be a reduction of 11 reader positions from 97 
existing to 86 proposed.  

19. Eight new training rooms and breakout spaces for at least 120 people, 
with serveries adjacent to the breakout space, would be located on third 
and fourth floor level.  

20. To facilitate improved access and circulation throughout the building, two 
extensions to accommodate a new lift shaft, fire escape stairs, disabled 
WC and library infrastructure room are proposed.  

21. An extension at the north east corner would house a new lift shaft. A 
new brick clad extension on the north side between the Treasury 
Building and the Hall would house escape stairs.  

22. 37 new bicycle stands are proposed to be added to the existing cycle 
parking facilities which would be located behind Crown Office Row 

 

Consultations 

23. The views of other City of London departments have been taken into 
account in the preparation of this scheme and some detailed matters 
remain to be dealt with under conditions and the Section 106 agreement.  

24. Following receipt of the planning application by the City the application 
has been advertised in the press, four site notices were put up around 
the site, and statutory and non-statutory bodies were consulted. The 
applicants submitted additional information to support their application 
on 10 May 2017. The contributors from the first round of consultation 
were reconsulted, making them aware of the additional information 
submitted and providing them with an opportunity to make further 
comments. Copies of all letters and email making representations are 
attached.  

25. Conservation Area Advisory Committee raised no objections and the 
Committee were impressed with the sensitive design of the scheme.  

26. Historic England does not wish to comment on the proposal and has 
deferred to the view of the local planning authority.   

27. Twentieth Century Society object to the application expressing concerns 
that the proposal would greatly undermine the grandeur of the library 
space through the demolition of original fabric, the reduction of space 
and loss of light. They consider that the proposals would cause 
substantial harm to a non-designated heritage asset and therefore object 
to the application and recommend refusal.  

28. Save Britain’s Heritage object and express concern that the proposed 
alterations to the library would have a serious harmful impact on the 
building, resulting in the loss of a fine interior and one of London’s best 
examples of post war construction.  



29. The Director of Open Spaces expressed concern that the Inner Temple
Garden may be considered as a location for temporary structures during
the refurbishment. The Inner Temple Gardens are listed and a protected
open space that is a highly valued public amenity. The Director of Open
Spaces wishes to register that the use of the Inner Temple Gardens
would be inappropriate and that serious consideration should be given to
the use of existing hard surfaced areas in preference to the loss of any
green space.

30. A total of 77 (plus 8 supplementary) representations have been received
as a result of two rounds of consultation. Of the 77 representations, 45
object (including 8 supplementary representations) to the application, 29
are in support and 3 raise concerns on the impact on Inner Temple
Garden. (A representation has been received which appends an online
petition which was compiled in October 2015 and attracted 1500
signatories. This petition has been submitted with an objection and is not
a petition which was undertaken during the course of this application or
formally submitted to the Corporation.

31. The representations are summarised in the tables below. Copies of the
representations are appended in date order to this report, and should be
referred to in order to appreciate the full extent of the points raised.

Representations 

Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

1st 2nd 
1 Richard 

Humphreys 
QC 
17 
February 
2017 

Listing  
The Treasury Building, Hall or 
Library have not been listed by 
the Secretary of State. An 
application to the Secretary of 
State to review his decision has 
not yet been determined. 
[SoS decision has now been 
received] 
Reduction in the height of 
the Library space  
The Library (i.e. its rooms and 
gallery) should be regarded as 
a non-designated heritage 
asset. 

The effect of the proposed 
scheme on the significance of 
the Inner Temple Library as a 
non-designated heritage asset 
has not been assessed in any 
of the planning submission 

R (Khodari) v. RBKC [2017] 
EWCA Civ 333 establishes  that 
the loss of, or harm to, the interior 
of a non-designated heritage 
asset can be a material 
consideration even if those 
features can be removed without 
the need for planning permission 
and confirms my original 
representation.  

Works to the interior are part of 
the development that requires 
planning permission. The interior 
works are applied for in the 
description of the application and 
are shown in the submitted plans. 
The plans show how the 
proposed external works would 
directly affect the interior of the 
Library.  



 Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

documentation.  
 
The removal of the entire 
gallery of the existing library, 
with the consequential 
additional loss in particular of 
library rooms H and J on the 
main 2nd floor would be a direct 
and significant loss of, and 
harm to, the significance of the 
heritage asset.  
 
The ‘reduction in the size of the 
library’ constitutes a major 
reduction in the significance of 
the Library as a heritage asset.  
 
The proportions of the library 
are elegant and they depend 
on the high ceilings, the 
balustraded galleries, oak 
panelling and decoration, the 
sequence of spaces and above 
all the quality of light admitted 
by the two tiers of windows.  
 
The gallery, which provides 
well-proportioned height to all 
the 3 main interlinking rooms, 
as well as important 
bookshelves, desk space, 
daylight, garden views and 
circulatory space, will be totally 
lost. The remainder of the main 
rooms in the library will be a 
very long (somewhat 
oppressive) run under a single 
height ceiling, lacking 
proportion and the library would 
be unable to display the whole 
current collection of books. 
 
Library as a non-designated 
heritage asset and 
application of para 135 of 
NPPF 
Paragraph 135 of the NPPF is 

It is not contended by the Inn that 
the loss/harm to the Library would 
occur if planning permission for 
the proposed development were 
refused so substantial weight can 
and should therefore be given to 
the interior.  
 
The loss/harm to the interior 
plainly is a highly material 
consideration where, but for the 
grant of permission, the harm 
would not otherwise arise.  
 
The proposed development 
would result in significant harm to 
the Library which has the 
requisite degree of heritage 
interest to be considered as a 
heritage asset.  
 
The loss of the entire gallery 
floor, other rooms on the main 
floor, the reduced ceiling height 
etc constitutes harm and loss of a 
significant scale, significantly 
affecting the special character 
and architectural quality of the 
Library.  
 
It is premature to give any weight 
to the benefit. The Inn has not 
decided whether to seek 
validation of its proposed BPTC 
course and has yet to complete a 
business plan. There is no 
certainty (or an approval in 
principle) that the BSB would 
validate the proposed provision of 
the BPTC. It is thus premature to 
place weight on the asserted 
benefits of the proposal.  
 
The use of the space absent 
BPTC provision, is not explained 
and no covenant or condition is 
suggested to ensure the use for 



 Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

not considered or applied to 
the library in any of the 
application documents.  
 
The Heritage Statement 
provides no assessment of the 
Library as a non-designated 
heritage asset. There is a brief, 
single reference to the wording 
of paragraph 135 of the NPPF 
but no application. The 
(Heritage) Statement refers 
only to the effect of the scheme 
on the Temples Conservation 
Area and nearby listed 
buildings.    
 
The planning statement makes 
no express reference to 
paragraph 135 either.  
 
Considerable weight should be 
given by the City of London to 
the significance of the heritage 
asset and to the harm to 
partial, but significant, loss of 
the asset.  
 
Benefits 
There is support for improved 
facilities but the scheme tries to 
accommodate far too much on 
the site. A scheme which 
utilised the roof space without 
affecting the library could be 
supported in principle. 
 
Business Case/Viability  
No business case for the 
proposed scheme has been 
presented with the application. 
There is concern the scheme 
would not be viable. The 
viability, in terms of long term 
sustainability, of the scheme is 
highly relevant to the weight 
which can be given to the 

the provision of legal education 
and training and it cannot be 
concluded that the benefits 
outweigh the significant harm to 
the interior of the Library.  
 
Previously referred to the harm to 
the character and appearance of 
the Conservation Area   not only 
by reason of the harm to the 
interior of the Library but in 
respect of the dormer windows, 
the effect on the setting of the 
Temple Church and the harm to 
the Garden for the lengthy 
duration of the proposed 
construction period.    
 
The claim the applicants make 
that the number of people using 
the Library is minimal is incorrect. 
Mr Nicholas Asprey in his 
representation states an 
electronic monitor at the library 
counts people entering and 
leaving the library and after 
making allowance for staff footfall 
and for users entering and 
leaving more than once – it is 
likely that over 150 people use 
the Library every day at present.  
 
The locational need asserted is 
undermined. There are other 
possibilities which exist and have 
not been 
considered/demonstrated not to 
be realistic: existing buildings in 
Inner and Middle Temple, Royal 
Courts of Justice, Scheme 1 (or 
similar) which could meet 
locational need.  
 
The Inn has existing buildings 
which it has not considered.  
Sets of Chambers from time to 
time decide to relocate outside 



 Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

benefits when balancing them 
against the substantial harm.  
 
It has not been demonstrated 
there are no alternative 
locations within the Inn and/or 
in conjunction with the Middle 
Temple (or Lincoln’s Inn) which 
could be used/successfully 
adapted for education and 
training. 
 
The library as part of the 
character of the Temples 
Conservation Area.  
 The Temples Conservation 
Area includes the Library 
rooms and gallery.  
 
The Library rooms, including 
gallery, make a positive 
contribution to the significance 
of the Conservation area. 
 
The effect of the proposed 
development on the character 
of the Conservation Area, by 
reason of its significant harm to 
the Library rooms (including 
gallery) has not been 
addressed in the application 
documents.  
 
Paragraph 134 of the NPPF is 
referred because it is 
considered that the harm to the 
significance of the 
Conservation Area as a whole 
would constitute “less than 
substantial harm” rather than 
substantial harm. Considerable 
importance and weight should 
be given to that “less than 
substantial harm.” (reference is 
made to case law East 
Northamptonshire District 
Council V. Secretary of State 

the Inn or leases come to an end.  
The Middle Temple has premises 
very close to the Inn’s Hall (e.g. 
Cloisters). There is no evidence 
that Middle Temple has refused 
to consider land exchange or 
refused to consider sharing a joint 
provision of education and 
training facilities for both.  
 
The Royal Courts of Justice is 
150 yards from the Inn’s Treasury 
Building and has a vast number 
of courts (including tiered Courts) 
not all of which are used, even 
during the day. It is not suggested 
that the possibility of hiring these 
has been explored and rejected 
by the Ministry of Justice. The 
proximity to the Inn, its dining hall 
and library would maintain the 
collegiality referred to in the 
Supplementary Statement 
concerning Bar Education 
Training and the Role of the Inns 
of Court.   
 
There is no mandated 
requirement for 120 seats, 
although Mr Snowdon refers to 
the figure of 120 having been 
formulated in 2010, the applicants 
put forward (to the City of London 
informally) Scheme 1 in 2014 with 
99 seats and shows there is no 
magic in the figure of 120.  The 
BET refers to the need for ‘up to’ 
120 students. 
 
The applicant has failed to 
consider the alternatives properly, 
undermines what weight can be 
given to the benefits which, it is 
asserted cannot otherwise be 
delivered.  
 
The Bar Educational Training 
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contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

for Communities and Local 
Government (the Barnwell 
Manor case ) 
 
Paragraphs 138 and 134 of the 
NPPF have not been applied 
by the applicant’s advisers to 
the Library. It has not been 
demonstrated that the benefits 
would outweigh the harms.  
 
Design of the proposed 
dormers 
The proposed dormers on the 
north, south and east 
elevations are inappropriate 
and harmful. They should have 
a horizontal, not a strongly 
vertical, emphasis.  
 
On the Northern elevation, the 
run of 3 contiguous windows 
within a dormer above the 
proposed lift shaft would be 
eye-catching, discordant and 
inappropriate, especially in the 
setting of the adjacent Grade I 
listed Temple Church.  
 
The effect of the proposed 
development on the setting 
of the Temple Church 
The effect of the proposed 
development on the setting of 
the Temple Church and on the 
church’s significance has not 
been fully assessed; in 
particular: 
The effect from late afternoon/ 
early evening of lighting being 
visible through the additional 
fenestration at high level. 
The potential visibility in views 
in Church Court of the 
underside of the suspended 
floor of the proposed lecture 
theatre. 

Statement confirms what 
Lincoln’s Inn, Gray’s Inn and 
Middle Temple are constructing 
or have converted parts of their 
estate  to provide an education 
facility. The BET does not state 
that for example Scheme 1 would 
not provide sufficient training 
facilities or that the conversion of 
existing buildings within the Inner 
Temple and/or Middle Temple 
could not provide sufficient 
training facilities. The conversion 
of nearby buildings would also 
maintain the collegiality referred 
to in the Supplementary 
Statement.   
 



 Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The run of 3 contiguous 
windows in the dormer above 
the proposed lift shaft 
 
Conclusion 
Planning Permission should be 
refused. 
 
The application does not 
accord with the important 
policies of the development 
plan.  
 
The loss of the gallery will lead 
to harm to the Library’s 
significance as a heritage 
asset.  
 
It has not been demonstrated 
that the setting, and thus the 
significance of the Grade I 
listed Temple Church would not 
be adversely affected by the 
proposed development. 
 
The harm caused to the library 
and the design of the dormers 
would not preserve or enhance 
the character of the 
Conservation Area.  
 
The NPPF is a material 
consideration. The benefits set 
out in the documentation are 
not considered to outweigh the 
significant harm to the library 
as a non-designated heritage 
asset.  
The lack of a robust and viable 
business case for the proposed 
development means that little 
weight can be given to the 
benefits of the scheme.  
 
Use of Inner Temple Garden 
for temporary structures 
It is assumed the Inner Temple 



 Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6 March 
2017 

Garden will be used for 
temporary structures before 
and for the duration of the 
construction period for up to 2 
years.  
 
[Applicants submitted 3 
documents in response to Mr 
Humphreys 1st consultation 
response.  
Mr Humphreys responded back 
to the applicants and this is 
summarised below] 
 
Mr Humphreys 2nd 
consultation letter 
responding to the 3 
documents by the applicant.  
 
Review of Listing Decision 
None of the response 
documents claim that the 
applicants or its advisors have 
drawn to the attention of the 
Secretary of State HBA’s 
acknowledgement that the 
interior of the library has 
“special character and 
architectural quality”. This is 
close to an admission that the 
statutory test for listing – 
“special architectural or historic 
interest” – is met.  
Despite HBA’s 
acknowledgement, KMH 
continue to seek to belittle the 
interior.  
The evidence relied upon by 
KMH appears to be the claimed 
absence of comment by the 
architectural press. Firstly this 
is not factually correct, 
secondly it could not fairly or 
reasonably be inferred either 
from the claimed absence of 
comment that reception to the 
interior of the library was 



 Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
lukewarm when the 
contemporaneous Country Life 
article had already been 
published and been both 
comprehensive, and in praise 
of its interior.    
KMH were instructed only after 
the Inn had decided to proceed 
with the present scheme and 
after the application to list the 
buildings had been made. It is 
unfortunate that the Inn 
appears content for its heritage 
to be belittled in this way.  
The most important and 
significant point, however, is 
that KMH do not now contradict 
HBA’s acknowledgement that 
the interior of the library has 
“special character and 
architectural quality.” 
 
Irrespective of the outcome of 
the review, that 
acknowledgement, along with 
the views of Girouard, Pevsner 
and Tyack are all highly 
relevant to the issue as to 
whether the interior of the 
library should be regarded as a 
non-designated heritage asset.  
 
The Library’s interior as a 
non-designated heritage 
asset 
KMH state that the interior is 
not of “exceptional quality”. 
Leaving aside the question as 
to whether or not it is, KMH is, 
wholly incorrect to imply that 
the interior has to be of 
“exceptional quality” to be a 
non-designated heritage asset.  
That is not the test. Whether 
the interior is a “heritage asset” 
depends on whether the asset 
has “a degree of significance 



 Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
meriting consideration in 
planning decisions, because of 
its heritage interest”.  
My representation submitted 
that the interior of the library 
could in law, and should, be 
regarded as a non-designated 
heritage asset. Contrary to 
KMH’s apparent assumption, 
this is an entirely separate 
point from the contribution that 
the interior of the library makes 
to the character of the 
Conservation Area.  
There is no reason in law, 
policy, logic or common sense 
why the interior of the library 
may not be a heritage asset; 
heritage assets as defined, are 
not confined to the exterior of 
buildings; nor to the whole of a 
building; nor are heritage 
assets confined to buildings at 
all; a heritage asset, as defined 
could be a site or place or area 
or a landscape. Here the 
interior is a part of a building 
and a place.  
 
The interior of the library plainly 
has heritage interest: 
 There has been a library 

on the present site 
continuously since at least 
the 15th Century 

 The present library came 
into existence following 
Second World War 
bombing and with the 
considerable assistance of 
public monies; 

 Its design and layout 
reflect the best qualities of 
traditional design, layout 
and execution  

 Pevsner notes its “double-



 Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
height galleried rooms” 
Tyack notes that it is 
“Ingeniously divided into 
bays by beautifully crafted 
oak bookcases, with 
galleries above” 

 It is associated in many 
parts of the world with 
research of the law, as 
well as the education, 
work and research of 
many eminent post-war 
judges and barristers; and 
it has central importance 
to this medieval Inn of 
Court.  

It is notable that the responses 
[from the applicant] do not 
contradict any of the foregoing.  
 
Contrary to KMH’s inaccurate 
assertion, a designated 
heritage asset is not equated in 
my representation with a non-
designated heritage asset in 
terms of significance or weight. 
NPPF paragraph 135 applies 
to the latter heritage asset, as 
already made very clear in my 
representation.  
 
AHL consider it relevant to 
draw attention to the fact that 
interior works do not require 
planning permission. AHL does 
not, however, draw attention to 
the statutory wording: it is only 
works which (i) affect only the 
interior of the building, or (ii) do 
not materially affect the 
external appearance of the 
building, which do not involve 
‘development’ and thus do not 
require planning permission.  
 
In summary, there is no reason 



 Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
in law, policy or logic why the 
interior of the Library should 
not be regarded as a non-
designated heritage asset. The 
very significant impact on the 
interior of the library as a non-
designated heritage asset, 
which HBA acknowledge to 
have “special character and 
architectural quality” should 
have been addressed in the 
application documentation and 
assessed against NPPF 
paragraph 135. This has still 
not been properly assessed. 
 
It is notable that the impacts on 
the interior of the library 
described in paragraphs 31-34 
and 36-38 of my representation 
are not in any way 
contradicted.  
 
It is notable too that the points 
made in paragraphs 46-48 of 
my representation concerning 
the claimed benefits, serious 
concerns as to viability, lack of 
business plan, existence of 
alternatives etc are not 
addressed or rejected by the 
applicant. The Inn will 
inevitably seek to let out the 
new space for commercial use 
too and clarification in respect 
of this should in my view be 
sought by the City of London 
and provided by the Inn: on this 
basis the application is 
inaccurately and (inadvertently) 
misleadingly limited to 
“education, training and office 
use (sui generis).  
 
AHL clarifies only a minor point 
about the present relocation of 
the education and training 
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department offices to 2 Kings 
Bench Walk. AHL states simply 
that the education of barristers 
is “the Inn’s primary charitable 
objective, a function that is 
currently constrained by the 
limitations of the available 
accommodation. 
 
No reference is made to 
Scheme 1 which the Inn 
originally intended to promote 
(involving use of the extensive 
existing and proposed 
roofspace alone) and in 
respect of which the Inn 
received favourable pre-
application advice in 2014.  
 
The interior of the library as 
part of the character of the 
Conservation Area 
 
KM Heritage inaccurately 
(again) asserts that my 
representation “attempts to link 
the internal quality of unlisted 
buildings in conservation areas 
to the overall character and 
appearance of conservation 
areas”.  
 
My representation could not 
have been clearer: the late 
17th/early 18th design and plan 
form of the library, including its 
gallery, and its skilled 
execution are part of the 
character. 
 
Character (as opposed to 
appearance) does not require 
the interior to “be seen” from a 
public viewpoint or the 
Conservation Area, contrary to 
KM Heritage’s response. This 
is, with respect, a basic and 
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fundamental error. It is 
precisely why the words 
“character or appearance” of a 
Conservation Area appear in 
section 72 of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
(as amended). In any event, 
the rest of the Conservation 
Area is “experienced” to use 
KM Heritage’s words from the 
interior of the library (through 
its windows towards the 
Church to the north and the 
gardens to the south) which is 
of course itself part of the 
Conservation Area.  
 
KM Heritage incorrectly states 
that my representation equates 
unlisted buildings with listed 
buildings: it does no such thing; 
nor does NPPF paragraph 135.  
 
NPPF deems Conservation 
Areas to be designated 
heritage assets. Harm to the 
character of a Conservation 
Area requires the application of 
paragraph 134 in that context, 
as explained in NPPF 
paragraph 138.  
 
Design of dormers 
 
HBA repeat the point made in 
the Design and Access 
Statement that the project 
“offer[s] the opportunity to 
complete the roofscape of the 
building, as originally intended 
by its architects.” The 
accompanying drawing showed 
Sir Hubert Worthington’s 
original plan with dormer 
windows with a horizontal 
emphasis. Self-evidently Sir 
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Hubert’s roofscape which 
included dormers with that 
emphasis is not proposed by 
the applicant;  
as my representation stated, 
however, “as, if not more, 
importantly” as built, there are 
small windows with a horizontal 
emphasis at Library gallery 
level which were not in the 
original plan.  
 
HBA recognise that form 
matched the proposed function 
in Worthington’s design (the 
dormers were intended for a 
bookstore in the roof). The 
dormers were therefore always 
intended to be subordinate in 
appearance and function. As 
built, the gallery windows are 
subordinate too. The proposed 
dormers will not be subordinate 
in appearance or function.  
 
The first and principal issue is 
what is appropriate for this 
building (rather than other 
buildings). HBA refer to 
Harcourt Buildings, but the 
proposed dormers in the 
scheme will plainly not be of 
the same size (or horizontal 
emphasis) as the gallery 
windows below.  
 
As regards the impact on 
Church Court and on the 
setting of the Grade 1 listed 
Temple Church, I need only 
refer again to e.g. Drawing 
1040-RevP1 and Proposed 
View from Church Court 1: the 
view of these large dormer 
windows will be very noticeable 
and viewpoint 1 does not 
support the contention that the 
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run of dormer windows above 
the lift shaft will be “tucked in”. 
The fact that it provides natural 
light into the lift shaft is hardly 
relevant to the significance of 
the setting of the Church or to 
the appearance of the 
Conservation Area. In my view 
there will be harm to both. It is 
difficult to see how a run of 3 
windows within a single dormer 
will “match” other, single 
windowed dormers, as claimed 
by KMH. They will be 
noticeable by virtue of their 
size. KMH implicitly recognise 
the potential for harm by stating 
that they are “furthest away 
from the Temple Church”; The 
applicant’s Proposed view from 
Church Court 1 says it all.  
 
Lighting for the first time from 
these large dormers at this new 
fourth floor/roof level will, 
moreover, appear well above 
the height of the Church 
opposite.  
The Church and Building are 
not shown together in the 
Proposed views from Church 
Court 1 or 2. Again, in my view 
there will be harm.  
 
It is noted that KMH accept that 
the underside of the lecture 
theatre would be visible, albeit 
that it would be “very limited”.  
 
Finally I await sight of the letter 
dated 30th November 2016 
from Mr Rayment of the City of 
London to the applicant which 
has led the applicant not to 
seek planning permission (as 
part of this application) for the 
erection of substantial 
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temporary structures in the 
Inner Temple Garden for some 
2 years. The applicant’s 
responses provide no 
clarification at all in respect of 
the point made at page 23 of 
my representation that the 
adverse effects of the scheme 
as a whole should have been 
set out for consideration. 
Although the applicant makes 
express reference to the letter 
in its Design and Access 
Statement, the City believe that 
the letter is confidential but are 
giving this further consideration 
at the time of writing. 

2 
 
 

Mr Stephen 
Solley  
13 
February 
2017 

Noise from construction  
Residential amenity  
Traffic and Highways – heavy 
truck will come in through 
Tudor Gate – what effect will 
this have on foundations? 
The heavy vehicles may crash 
into cyclists and are to be 
discouraged in one of London’s 
oldest quarters.  
The advantage of adding a 
modest supplement of space is 
wholly outweighed by the 
noise, damage, disruption and 
the architectural tweaking of 
the existing building.  
Post Brexit there will be a 
surfeit of office space to fulfil 
the requirements. 

 

3 
 
 

Gordon 
Wignall  
24 
February 
2017 

Support the representations 
made by Mr Richard 
Humphreys QC that the library 
is a non-designated heritage 
asset. 

 

4 
 
 

Professor 
Sir Roy 
Goode  
24 
February 
2017 

Support for the detailed 
objections made by Mr 
Humphreys QC. The height of 
the library would be reduced, 
which contributes to its 
elegance reduced and a 

The major building works 
proposed would be an act of 
destruction and one which is on a 
scale unnecessary for the 
purposes it is designed to 
achieve. Nearly half the members 
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significant amount of shelving 
space, critical to the adequate 
functioning of the library would 
be lost.  
There is no need for a ramped 
lecture theatre occupying two 
floors since there are ample 
lecturing and courtroom 
facilities in the nearby vicinity.  
 

of the Inn voting on the proposal 
objected to it. The proposed 
development has attracted 
opposition not only from 
members of the Inner Temple but 
also from librarians, academics 
and users around the world.  
 

5 
 

Mr Justin 
Gau 
25 
February 
2017 

Vandalism of one of the finest 
law libraries. 

 

6 
 
 

Ms Beverly 
Lang 
26 
February 
2017 

Irreplaceable damage will be 
caused to the Inner Temple 
Library. 
Support the representations 
made by Mr Richard 
Humphreys QC that the library 
is a non-designated heritage 
asset. 
There are other places in which 
the Inn could create additional 
accommodation either within its 
existing estate or by 
purchasing or leasing premises 
outside the Inn.  
The Royal Courts of Justice 
allow Inner Temple to use its 
courtroom for advocacy training 
offering a more authentic 
experience 
There are alternative schemes 
to the Treasury Building which 
do not include destruction of 
the Library.  
Disruption from works.   

 

7 
 
 

Mr Paul 
Ozin QC  
27 
February 
2017 

Add support to the 
representations made by Mr 
Richard Humphreys QC 
The proposal would destroy the 
unique character of the 
building, it is architecturally 
unsympathetic to the existing 
structure. 
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It’s supposed benefit and need 
are not convincingly 
demonstrated 
Object to the loss of the height 
of the library. 

8 
 
 

Mr Robert 
Woodcock 
QC  
27 
February 
2017 

Absence of evidence that 
alternative suitable venues do 
not exist capable of 
accommodating the functions. 
Hoped that those responsible 
for considering this application 
visit the site. 

 

9 
 
 

Mr Simon 
Levene  
27 
February 
2017 

Oppose for the reasons given 
in the Private Eye article. 

 

10 
 
 

Mr David 
Sanderson  
27 
February 
2017 

High ceilings, balustraded 
galleries, oak panelling, quality 
of light by two-tier windows of 
the library contribute to making 
it and elegant space.  
The Library plays a central role 
in the education of students 
and its destruction would be a 
tragedy. 

 

11 
 
 

Mr Ronald 
Thwaites 
QC 
28 
February 
2017 

No conceivable justification for 
destroying a part of the legal 
heritage of London that is 
much used and frequently 
visited. 

 

12 
 
 

Sir Richard 
Buxton  
28 
February 
2017 

The proposed development will 
cause damage to the building 
which is within the Temples 
Conservation Area. 

 

13 
 
 

David 
Vaughan 
CBE QC 
and 
Nicholas 
Asprey Esq 
Dated 
March 
2017 

Fully support the two written 
submissions by Richard 
Humphreys QC. 
 
History and importance of 
the Library 
The Library is one of the finest 
law libraries in the world. It is 
an architectural masterpiece 
and one of the Inn’s most 

In view of the supplementary 
papers submitted by the Inn we 
wish to draw attention to the very 
strong objections to the Inn’s 
scheme that have been submitted 
by many eminent judges, 
practising lawyers and academic 
lawyers and institutions. We fully 
support and endorse their 
objections and wish to draw 
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precious assets.  
 
Report of the Inn’s Strategic 
Review Group 
It is worth quoting the report 
produced in October 2015 by 
the Inn’s own Strategic Review 
Group (SRG). After carrying 
out a detailed consultation 
among the Inn’s members, the 
report concluded ‘considered in 
isolation, the argument for 
constructing an auditorium in 
the Treasury Building is 
compelling, but we do not 
believe that it should be done 
at the cost of reducing the 
library service, which is rightly 
valued by members of the Inn. 
 
The Use of the Library 
The Library provides 
comprehensive and up to date 
research facilities. A copy of 
the latest Annual Review that 
shows the extent of the 
services provided by the 
Library and its staff and the 
extent 
to which they contribute to the 
education and training of 
students and pupils has been 
attached to the representation.  
The Library’s services and 
facilities are free of charge 
except for minor expenses 
such as photocopying charges.  
 
Firstly, the importance of the 
Library lies in its availability and 
in the accessibility of its books, 
the proportion of which will 
never be published online. 
 
Secondly, by arrangement with 
the other Inns of Court the 
Library specialises in many 

particular attention to the 
following: 
The representation of Sir Stephen 
Sedley 
The representation of Save 
Britain’s Heritage in its entirety. 
This drew attention to the failure 
of the Inn to describe the 
significance of the Library as a 
heritage asset as required by the 
NPPF. 
We suggest that the attempt by 
KM Heritage in their 
Supplemental Heritage Statement 
to downgrade the architectural 
significance of the Library should 
be construed in the light of that 
serious error. We note that Save 
Britain’s Heritage describe the 
Inn’s plans on their website as 
“brutal and insensitive”;  
The representation of Philip 
Petchey on behalf of the Library 
Users Group in its entirety. 
The representation of the 
Twentieth Century Society in its 
entirety 
The representation of Guy Tritton 
that draws attention to the very 
high degree of opposition to this 
proposal among ordinary 
members of the Inn and other 
users of the Library who have not 
been consulted by the Inn and 
whose interests in the Library and 
its resources are being ignored or 
overridden by the Inn. More than 
1,500 signatories signed his 
petition opposing the Inn’s 
scheme many of whom added 
trenchant comments of their own. 
 
The Legal Issue 
The Inn contends that the interior 
works to the building are a 
consequence of the planning 
application but not a subject of 
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areas of the law. Research in 
specialised areas requires the 
user to work in the Library and 
the library websites of the other 
Inns of Court direct the user to 
the Library accordingly. 
 
Thirdly, people using the 
Library are counted 
electronically: see the statistics 
on page 6 of the Annual 
Review. After making 
allowance for staff footfall and 
for users entering and leaving 
more than once it is likely that 
over 150 people use the 
Library every day at present. 
The claim by Michael Spencer 
QC that the use of the Library 
is ‘minimal’ is unfounded and 
wrong. It also fails to take into 
account the projected future 
increase in usage of the 
Library. The figures provided 
by Mr Spencer and those 
provided by Susanna 
Fitzgerald QC are unreliable, 
as is Sir Stephen Tomlinson’s 
observation that the Library is 
‘woefully underused space’. 
 
Comments made in response 
to library surveys by both 
working lawyers and students 
show that they appreciate 
being able to work in a quiet, 
spacious and uncrowded 
environment which provides an 
escape from chambers and 
from the noisy libraries of the 
BPTC providers. 
 
Fourthly, the Library is a crucial 
resource for barristers who 
practice outside London and 
who come to London to appear 
in the Royal Courts of Justice 

that application and that such 
works are therefore not material 
to decide whether to grant 
planning permission. This is said 
to follow from the judgment of 
Lewison L.J. in R (Khodari) v 
RBKC [2017] EWCA Civ 333. It is 
a startling proposition and in our 
view misconceived. 
 
We consider the legal position to 
be clear, and as follows: that 
internal alterations do not by 
themselves constitute 
‘development’ for planning 
purposes, but in a case where 
planning permission is required 
for any reason such alterations 
may be a material consideration 
in deciding whether permission 
should be granted or refused. 
 
In the present case the Inn needs 
planning permission because the 
project involves altering the 
exterior of the building in several 
respects. The consequential 
alteration of the interior of the 
Library – the loss of the galleries, 
the loss and/or alteration of the 
bookshelves, the panelling etc. – 
are relevant to the planning 
decision because (i) those 
features have great intrinsic value 
in themselves and (ii) their loss or 
alteration will have a severe 
detrimental impact on what 
remains of the Library. 
 
Since the Inn would not even 
contemplate harming the Library 
if planning permission for the 
present scheme is refused the 
harm to the interior that would be 
caused by the Inn’s scheme must 
be material and should be given 
considerable weight. 
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or the Old Bailey or to use the 
Library’s resources for 
research. 
 
Fifthly, work patterns at the Bar 
are changing and many 
barristers no longer practice 
from a set of chambers but 
prefer to practice from other 
locations such as libraries.   
 
Sixthly, it is known that some 
criminal and other publicly 
funded chambers that depend 
on legal aid cannot afford their 
own up to date library of even 
the most regularly used 
textbooks. For them too the 
Library is a vital resource. 
 
The Library’s resources are 
and must remain easily 
accessible for working lawyers 
and Bar students in the future. 
The proposals embodied in the 
planning application will put 
this resource in jeopardy. 
 
Harm to the Library 
The Design and Access 
Statement acknowledges the 
‘special character and 
architectural quality’ of the 
Library; and yet the Inn’s 
proposal will destroy both its 
special character and its 
architectural quality. In 
particular, the removal of the 
Galleries and lowering of the 
ceilings will destroy the 
proportions of the rooms and 
the sense of spaciousness and 
light that is such an important 
feature of the rooms. We draw 
attention to two lesser but in 
our view equally unacceptable 
features of the Inn’s proposals. 

 
The Heritage Statement 
We suggest that KM Heritage’s 
statement has limited relevance 
to the planning application. The 
Library is a heritage asset and 
entitled to special treatment 
under planning law and policies. 
Inn’s scheme would destroy 
many of the features that give it 
such distinction. 
One of its exquisite features is 
the galleries and the feeling of 
space and extra light that they 
impart to the interior.  
 
As the Library is a heritage asset 
the Inn must show that its 
scheme will produce planning 
gain which outweighs the harm. It 
has comprehensively failed to do 
this. We respectfully urge 
members of the planning 
committee to visit the Library and 
view it for themselves to 
experience the force of what we 
are saying. 
 
Project History and the 
Consideration of Alternatives 
First, although the number of 
people working in the Library at 
any one time has diminished 
since the Library was built in the 
1950s it remains a vital resource 
for most working lawyers from 
time to time. Although many 
working lawyers have access to 
their own online resources they 
still need to use the Library to 
access its vast resources that are 
not online. 
 
The scheme envisages that a 
vast number of books would be 
removed to the basement of the 
Treasury Building and that many 
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First, the ceilings will be 
lowered to a level below the 
fine oak pediments above the 
doorways linking the main 
rooms. The pediments will 
therefore disappear. 
Secondly, the ceilings will be 
lowered to a level below the 
tops of the windows. To avoid 
obliterating the tops of the 
windows completely the 
ceilings will be set back about 
one metre from the windows. 
The awkwardness of such a 
contrivance is wholly out of 
place here. 
 
Harm to the Library’s 
Services 
The design of the proposed 
auditorium and ancillary rooms 
is predicated on the 
assumption that the Inn will 
eventually attract 240 students. 
The students can be expected 
to make extensive use of the 
Library and it is desirable that 
they should do so. However it 
is not hard to predict that the 
impact of such an influx on 
other users will be severe. 
The Library will lose 8 reader 
places in the rooms off the 
Galleries and a further 6 reader 
places in Room J, leaving a 
total of 82 places. With 240 
students there will be little if 
any spare room for other users. 
 
It makes no sense to promote a 
scheme that will greatly 
increase the numbers using the 
Library and at the same time 
reduce the number of reader 
places. The Library is not 
opposed to an increase in the 
usage of the Library by both 

more books would be moved to 
other parts of the Inn’s estate as 
yet unspecified. This is totally 
unacceptable. 
 
Educational Training & the 
Role of the Inns of Courts 
It seems to us clear that the 
proposal will lead to harm – 
substantial harm – to an 
important heritage asset (albeit 
not designated). This being the 
case, the Inn needs to show need 
that outweighs that harm. The Inn 
has not demonstrated any need 
for the scheme. The only reason 
for destroying the Library is the 
Inn’s desire to construct a tiered 
auditorium. This is unnecessary 
and could not compensate for the 
partial destruction of the Library. 
A different scheme could achieve 
an auditorium above the Library 
without the harm caused by the 
present scheme. 
 
Even now there is no business 
plan. Each of the Inns has its own 
space needs and resources but 
there has until now been a lack of 
planning between the Inns. It 
could hardly be sensible for the 
Inn to go it alone regardless of 
what the other Inns are 
proposing. The Inn still does not 
know if it can deliver the BPTC 
training at lower cost or to a 
higher standard than the colleges 
of law. 
 
We are told that Lincoln’s Inn are 
constructing a facility to deliver 
the training, that Middle Temple 
have converted part of their 
library into space from which to 
deliver the training and that 
Gray’s Inn already have the 
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‘first stage’ and ‘second 
stage’ students of the future, 
but it is opposed to a 
simultaneous reduction in the 
size of the Library and the 
resultant inevitable over-
crowding. 
 
There will also be an 
unacceptable loss of shelf 
space. 
 
Past Intentions 
Mr Spencer surmises that the 
Benchers who oversaw the 
building of the Library “would 
have been mortified had they 
realized that the facility they 
constructed and the money 
expended would be such as to 
prevent future development”. 
We disagree. 
First, the Library does not 
prevent future development: 
the roof can be used as the Inn 
has recognized by proposing 
its first scheme together with 
an auditorium and ancillary 
rooms to support the delivery of 
education to the increased 
number of students in the Inn 
in the future, without the 
concomitant deleterious effects 
on the Library. 
Secondly, in our view they 
would have been mortified by 
the proposed harm to the jewel 
of the rebuilt Inn, namely the 
Library, which is disrespectful 
of the time, effort and money 
spent by them and by the 
public via the War Damages 
Commission. 
 
Background to the 
Application 
The Inn should not be 

facility. The Inn, it is implied, is 
the only Inn without such a 
facility, although we have been 
providing the same advocacy 
training as has been provided by 
all the Inns for many years. 
 
The Inn’s scheme will reduce the 
number of reader places in the 
Library to 85 and not 91 as stated 
in KM Heritage’s paper. 
 
Gray’s Inn’s facility is currently 
occupied by City University who 
use it to run training sessions. We 
understand that City University 
have a long lease on that 
building. It was purpose built 
originally for the ICSL and has a 
lecture theatre but if it does not 
become available Gray’s Inn will 
be in the same position as 
ourselves. 
 
The authors say that many of the 
specialist bar associations no 
longer meet or train in the Inns 
but prefer such venues as the 
Royal College of Surgeons. This 
statement is meaningless unless 
we are told the reasons. 
 
We suggest that the Inn has 
failed to make out its case for 
causing so much damage to the 
Library in the manner envisaged 
in the scheme. The planning 
application should be refused. 
We think it important that 
Committee members come and 
see for themselves the interior of 
the Library before making a 
decision. 
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permitted to cause a partial 
destruction of the Library 
unless it can show that it 
cannot reasonably achieve its 
education and training 
objectives in any other way. It 
has comprehensively failed to 
do this. 
We envisage that the planning 
application is being sought in 
anticipation that in due course 
the Inn will be able to provide 
part or all of the BPTC courses. 
At the moment this seems to 
be speculative. 
 
Alternative Possibilities 
The Inn devised an option 
which involved no intrusion into 
the Library. The Inn’s Estates 
Department then put forward 
an even more ambitious 
scheme that included a tiered 
auditorium incorporating the 
whole of the second floor of the 
Library (known as option 1).  
 
The Inn has not explained why 
it could not reasonably achieve 
its education and training 
objectives under the first option 
and thereby not harm the 
Library.  
 
It has not produced any 
business plan to support its 
application possibly because 
the nature and scope of its 
requirements are purely 
speculative at this stage. The 
Inn has not explained why it 
cannot make use of other 
auditoria in the vicinity such as 
Royal Courts of Justice and the 
new facility in Lincoln’s Inn.  
 
Until these alternative 
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possibilities have been 
exhausted it cannot be 
justifiable to grant planning 
permission for a scheme that 
will involve a partial destruction 
of the Library. 
 
Lack of Support 
The Library is not the sole 
province of the Executive 
Committee or its Governing 
Benchers but of the Inn’s 
membership as a whole. The 
Inn is a charitable institution 
and there is therefore a public 
interest in how its assets are 
used too. This application is 
being pursued even though it is 
doubtful whether it has solid 
support within the Inn. 
 
First, the Governing Benchers 
voted in support of Option 2 by 
only the slenderest of margins 
Secondly, the Governing 
Benchers who opposed the 
proposal included some of the 
most eminent and powerful 
members of the Inn, including 
four past chairmen of the 
Library Committee. 
Thirdly, the ordinary members 
of the Inn, in whom the future 
lies, were not consulted on the 
proposal. 
Fourthly, the proposal as put to 
the Governing Benchers was 
unsupported by any business 
plan, and indeed we 
understand it is not proposed 
to provide such a plan even to 
the Planning Committee. 
 
 
Conclusion 
We invite members of the 
planning committee will visit the 
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Library before making any 
decision. We very much hope 
that the Inn’s application for 
planning permission will be 
refused. 
 

14 
 
 

Mike Fox 
SAVE 
Britain’s 
Heritage 
1 March 
2017 

Objects and requests the 
application is refused 
 
The proposed alterations to the 
Library would have a serious 
harmful impact on the building, 
resulting in the loss of a fine 
interior and one of London’s 
best examples of past war 
reconstruction.  
 
Disappointing no significant 
description or evaluation of the 
current library interior is 
included. 
 
Although not listed, SAVE 
considers the Library’s interior 
to be very significant, worth 
retaining and preserving.  
 
The proposals  
This application proposes to 
reduce the Library in size. 
What is currently a light filled 
welcoming Library with ample 
study spaces, would be 
transformed into a darker, more 
oppressive single storey room, 
with reduced shelving and 
space for study.  
 
Policy Context 
The Library is a significant part 
of a non-designated heritage 
asset and the proposals will 
cause substantial harm.  
 
NPPF 128 requires an 
applicant to describe the 
significance of any heritage 
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assets affected, which in this 
case has not been done. 
Consideration and assessment 
has been given to external 
aspects of the Treasury 
Building, but not to internal 
qualities which make a 
significant contribution to the 
building’s status as a non-
designated heritage asset.  
 
NPPF requires that the ‘effect 
of an application on the 
significance of a non-
designated heritage asset 
should be taken into account in 
determining the application’. 
SAVE consider that the existing 
library interior makes a 
significant contribution to the 
non-designated heritage asset, 
and its demolition would result 
in substantial harm, and 
therefore the application should 
be refused.  
 
An alternative proposal which 
respected and retained the 
Library’s proportions and 
features should be 
encouraged. 

15 
 
 

Mr Ian 
Stern 
1 March 
2017 

Supports the application  
 

 

16 
 
 

Mr Alistair 
McCreath 
1 March 
2017 

The proposal does not destroy 
the library.  
It allows the Inn to provide 
better education and training to 
its members and students 
which is one of the Inns most 
important functions. 

 

17 
 
 

Mr Faisel 
Sadiq 
1 March 
2017 

When attending the library 
during work hours the library 
has between 8-24 users and 
the library often feels deserted.  
The remit of the Inn is to 
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provide education and the Inns 
ability to deliver is hampered by 
its lack of space. The proposal 
seeks to address this.  
The proposed plans retain 
much of the library’s beauty. 

18 
 
 

Dr Andrew 
Goodman 
1 March 
2017 

Associate with the 
representations of Richard 
Humphreys QC.  
The scheme is part of a flawed 
business plan. 

 

19 
 

Mr Stuart 
Brown  
1 March 
2017 

The Inn’s principle function is 
fostering the education of 
aspiring barristers. 
The project has been carefully 
considered over a long period 
and should not detract from the 
Inn’s aesthetic qualities whilst 
allowing for a 21st century 
project.   

 

20 
 
 

Mr Anthony 
Leonard  
1 March 
2017 

The proposal will ensure the 
Inn has a place in the 
education of the legal 
profession achieved with 
minimal visual impact on the 
estate overall.  
The consequences for the Inn’s 
library are proportionate.  
It is in competition with the 
other Inns for students and 
need to follow the lead taken 
by Lincoln’s Inn in the provision 
for advocacy and other training. 

 

21 
 
 

Mr Abbas 
Lakha  
1 March 
2017 

Supports the application  
 

 

22 
 
 

Guy Tritton 
2 March 
2017 

Strongly objects to this 
application. The library is 
considered one of the best law 
libraries in England. It is one of 
the finest examples of post-war 
reconstruction and the whole 
design of the library including, 
the double height balustrade, is 
a treasure valued by everyone.  
 

 



 Name of 
contributor 

Consultation 

 1st 2nd 
This option was not a binary 
one as there were two principal 
options put forward – what 
were called option 1 and option 
2. Option 1 involved adding a 
fourth floor to the Inner Temple 
Building as originally envisaged 
for the post war reconstruction 
plans after WW2. This involved 
the addition of an auditorium 
and many training rooms on 
the 4th floor and some on the 
3rd floor in a manner that did 
not involve the destruction of 
the double height galleried 
rooms. Option 2, the plan put 
forward to the City of London 
which involves the destruction 
of the double height galleried 
rooms and several of the 
rooms on the 2nd floor for 
relatively little gain.  
 
Members of the Inner Temple 
and the wider public were 
dismayed that Option 2 (the 
proposed scheme) was being 
pursued and an online petition 
(in October 2015) was set up to 
register their objections. The 
online petition attracted 1500 
signatories with little publicity. 
The signatories to that petition 
and comments have been 
attached to the representation.  
The number of signatories and 
the comments demonstrate 
antipathy and hostility that this 
proposal has been put forward 
without any attempt to seek the 
views of the members of the 
Inner Temple or the wider legal 
community.  
 
If application is granted, the 
result will be a library reduced 
substantially in size with much 
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reduced shelving. 
 
Would strongly urge you to 
reject this planning application. 

23 
 
 

Susan 
Jacklin QC 
2 March 
2017 

 

The proposed development 
would improve the external 
appearance of the Treasury 
Building and enhance its 
standing within the 
Conservation Area.  
The Inner Temples needs high 
quality advocacy training and 
teaching facility to meet the 
needs of it students. Pupils and 
other members. 
Own facility at the heart of the 
Inn is required urgently so that 
the primary purpose of 
providing education and 
training for the Bar can be 
maintained. 
The quality of training currently 
delivered is being 
compromised by inadequate 
facilities and the Inner Temples 
faces a shrinking intake of 
students.  
The proposed development 
would enable the Inner 
Temples to participate in the 
provision of more cost efficient 
training and enable students 
from economically 
disadvantaged backgrounds to 
enter the profession.  
The space in the gallery and 
room H and J are not needed 
in terms of accommodating 
users of the library. 

 

24 
 
 

Miss 
Susanna 
FitzGerald 
QC  
3 March 
2017 

The extended roof with the 
vertical dormers will add to the 
Treasury Building not detract 
from it. They are in keeping 
with the rest of the building. 
The new lift shaft will not 
impinge on the surroundings of 
Temple Church  
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Rarely found more than 10 
people working in the Library 
during the day. Most of those 
using the Library were 
accessing the Inn’s computer 
rather than accessing books. 

25 
 
 

Miss 
Rachel 
Agnello QC 
3 March 
2017 

Education is the core function 
of the Inn and the Inn is in 
desperate need of new 
facilities.  
 

 

26 
 
 

Mr Michael 
Spencer  
3 March 
2017 

This proposal is the third 
attempt to provide new facilities 
within the confines of the 
Treasury Building.  
The two sites identified prior to 
choosing the Treasury Building 
were not workable in 
engineering and planning 
terms.  
The Inn is governed by its 
Royal Charter, in which one of 
the principle objects imposed 
by the Charter in return for the 
grant of its lands is the 
Education of students and 
barristers in Law.  
Electronic material has resulted 
in minimal use of the library.  
Without the facilities, the Inn 
would fall well behind the other 
Inns in the provision of facilities 
for students.  
The proposed development 
would leave a library that will 
still be the envy of most other 
institutions.  
The proposed roof extension is 
elegant and reflects the original 
design left unconstructed after 
the war. 

 

27 
 
 

James 
Richardson 
QC (Hon) 
4 March 
2017 

Support the detailed objections 
made by Mr Richard 
Humphreys QC. 
In October 2015, a petition in 
opposition to the proposal 
attracted approximately 1500 
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signatories. Only by a narrow 
majority of the governing 
benchers of the Inn voted for 
this proposal. 
The Library benefits from an 
abundance of natural light; 
double height galleried rooms 
should be preserved. 

28 
 

Sir 
Stephen 
Sedley 
6 March 
2017 

Objection.  
The impact of the proposed 
development on the Inner 
Temple’s library is unjustified 
and unacceptable.  
 
For the reasons set out in his 
written submission by Richard 
Humphreys QC, the library 
plainly ranks as a non-
designated heritage asset. It is 
accordingly entitled to 
particular consideration in the 
planning process to the extent 
that unjustified or 
disproportionate harm to it may 
constitute ground for rejection.  
 
The access of light from the 
windows looking south and 
north will be impoverished and 
the uniquely balustrade 
galleries will be destroyed.  
 
No sufficient need to install a 
lecture theatre has been 
demonstrated.  
 
As to the value of the library as 
a heritage asset, I fully endorse 
Mr Humphreys and Save 
Britain’s Heritage comments.  
 
The paper submitted to Historic 
England by four Masters of the 
Library in support of the listing 
has been appended to the 
consultation response.  
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The truncation of the Library’s 
vault by the insertion of a false 
ceiling and the destruction of 
the balustrade galleries would 
be an irreplaceable loss, 
aesthetic, cultural and 
historical, requiring a level of 
justification which the Inner 
Temple’s application entirely 
fails to supply.  
 
It is unfortunate the 
Conservation Area Advisory 
Committee met as early in the 
process as 23 February and to 
have expressed a view about 
the sensitivity of the scheme in 
the absence, at that date, of 
public objections to it. I wish to 
reserve my position on the 
legal propriety of this 
procedure.  
 
It is hoped that no member of 
the Planning Committee and 
no officer advising it, will form a 
view on the present application 
without first visiting the Library. 

29 
 
 

Mr Philip 
Moser QC 
6 March 
2017 

This is an urgently needed 
project to enhance a principle 
use for which the Inn exists. 
The Library will be largely 
unaffected.  
Care has been taken in the 
design to make the final results 
closer to the original 
architectural concept than 
funds allowed 70 years ago. 

 

30 
 
 

Ms Vivian 
Robinson 
QC 

Supports the application  
 

 

31 
 
 

Mr Guy 
Fetherston
haugh QC 
6 March 
2017 

Had the post-war rebuilding 
plans come to fruition, the roof 
space of the Treasury and Hall 
would have been fully 
mansarded, with chimneys. 
The current proposals 
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implement those plans in some 
respects and go further in 
others improving upon 
Worthington’s vision by raising 
the mansard height, inserting 
handsome dormer windows 
and adding a sympathetically 
designed lift and staircase that 
will enable the use of the new 
internal facilities.  
The majority of the Inn’s 
Benchers favoured a use that 
would offer needed education 
facilities at the expense of a 
small part of the library. 

32 
 
 

John Bate-
Williams 
7 March 
2017 

The proposal to remove the 
double height ceiling would ruin 
the library. 

 

33 
 
 

Sir 
Stephen 
Tomlinson 
7 March 
2017 

This development is in keeping 
with the surroundings and will 
enable the Inn to perform its 
historic function ordained by 
the Royal Charter, of educating 
students.  
The Library is an underused 
space. It will continue to 
provide its current service but 
will simply reduce the available 
reader spaces. The existing 
reader spaces are underused.  
 

 

34 
 
 

Philip 
Petchey  
8 March 
2017 

Appended to this submission 
are comments from library 
users describing what they 
value about the Library.  
 
Though not technically “listed”, 
the library does have special 
architectural and historic 
significance and thus ought to 
be listed. It nevertheless has a 
distinct historic and obvious 
‘heritage characteristic’. 
 
NPPF para 135 requires the 
effect on a heritage asset to be 

Consider the Library to be an 
outstanding undesignated 
heritage asset. This is not 
apparent from looking at the 
building from the outside. Nor can 
its quality be assessed by looking 
at pictures. To make a proper 
assessment it is necessary to see 
the building. I am confident that 
the officer who comes to write the 
report to members will have seen 
it, however urge that the Report 
itself recommends that members 
visit the Library.  
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taken into account. There 
would be a significant loss and 
harm to the Library. We invite 
you to attach very considerable 
weight to the harm to the 
Library.  
 
The ceilings will be 
substantially lowered and the 
remaining reading rooms will 
be between 2.45m and 2.9m. 
The modification would create 
confinement.  
The present plans must have 
implications for temperature 
control and light ingress.  
 
The library collections located 
in the gallery will be relocated. 
This must severely impact on 
the present ease of access.  
It is not for the City to seek to 
take a view on the absolute 
importance of library facilities 
or training facilities. However, it 
can and should say to the Inn – 
given the extent of the harm, 
demonstrate to us that you 
need to cause it.  
 
No business case has been 
provided and neither has it 
been demonstrated that there 
are no alternative locations 
within the Inn or other Inns or 
other available buildings (such 
as the vast Royal Courts of 
Justice), whether in 
combination or otherwise.  
 
It is not for us to show why 
planning permission should be 
granted but for the Inn to show 
why when there would be 
harm, it should be granted.  
 
There were two options, one of 
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which preserved the Library 
and provided a lecture theatre 
and training rooms but not as 
much floor space. We suggest 
that this represents the sort of 
compromise that the NPPF 
encourages in order to 
preserve asserts of value.  
 
The Inn’s case on need lacks 
credibility. 
 

35 
 
 

Mr Robert 
McCracken 
QC 
8 March 
2017 

Integrity of the Library should 
be respected. This proposal 
would seriously damage the 
City’s heritage.  
Endorse what has been said by 
Richard Humphreys QC, Sir 
Stephen Sedley and Lord 
Sumption.  
The proposed changes to the 
interior would harm the 
character and appearance of 
the Conservation Area.  
The proposed fenestration of 
the South elevation is 
inconsistent with the original 
designs. The size of the 
proposed roof windows are 
awkwardly substantially larger 
than the windows immediately 
below. 
The proposed fenestration of 
the north elevation is 
discordant at the east end.  
Proposed colours of the east 
and west side of the dormer 
windows would increase their 
prominence.  
The long run of the roof above 
the Treasury and Library would 
not reflect the existing 
projection below the roof and 
be a further external visual 
discordance. 
The view from outside of the 
library chandeliers at dusk and 

Endorse the comments made by 
Mr Richard Humphreys QC, 
Philip Petchey, Nicholas Asprey 
and David Vaughan CBE, QC. 
Note that a private meeting has 
taken place between the 
representatives of the applicants 
and City officers. Fairness 
requires that a similar opportunity 
should be given to objectors 
before the officers’ report is 
drafted. The applicant can appeal 
against an adverse decision; 
objectors cannot. Where heritage 
is at stake, the opportunity for 
objectors at this stage to 
influence officers should be as 
great as for promoters. 
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after dark would be lost. 
 
The Inner Temple Library is a 
heritage asset even though not 
listed.  
 
A key feature of the character 
of this Conservation Area is 
that it is collegiate.  
 
The Library should be regarded 
as a place to which a large 
section of the public has 
access that the interior of the 
library cannot lawfully be 
viewed merely as the concern 
of the Inn.  
 
The alleged ‘need’ is 
unconvincing. 
Other alternatives have not 
seriously been examined for 
example:  
 Retractable tiered seating 

for the Hall 
 Underground lecture 

theatre and training room  
 Chambers of Andrew Tait 

QC at Francis Taylor 
Building which has a 
seminar room 

 Conversion of office 
buildings within the Inn.  
 

  The margin of benchers in 
favour of the scheme was very 
narrow.  
 

36 
 
 

Ms Cate 
Tuitt 
8 March 
2017 

The Secretary of State has still 
to decide upon the application 
of the library, hall and treasury 
building to be listed. (no longer 
the case) 
The Conservation Area means 
that the plans are not in 
keeping with the planning 
guidelines and SPDs and the 
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heritage.  
This would be over 
development if granted.  
The amount of traffic that would 
occur would be significant. 
Noise and pollution levels 
would increase.  
The Library heritage asset has 
not been adequately assessed 
by the architects or planners.  
The loss of heritage is extreme 
to the area.  
The loss of the library space is 
unwarranted.  
Opposite are the Grade I listed 
Temple Church and Grade II 
listed Church Court. 

37 
 
 

Neil D. Coe 
9 March 
2017 

The validity of the application is 
questionable due to: 
 Incomplete Planning 

Application Description to 
cover the proposed 
scheme 

 Insufficient explanation 
and justification of 
proposed Use Class Order 

 Incomplete Design and 
Access Statement, 
Heritage Study, Heritage 
Statement and Planning 
Statement. 

 
The design of the proposed 
scheme is poor and of 
insufficient quality for such an 
architecturally and historically 
significant site. 
 
The proposed scheme does 
not substantially comply with 
Planning Policy, at National, 
Regional, and Local level. 
 
The proposed scheme would 
be highly detrimental to 
Designated and Non-
Designated Heritage Assets, 

2.0 Supplementary Planning 
Information: Design Approach 
by Hugh Broughton Architects.  
The content of the Design 
Approach only covers the interior 
design and fails to address the 
resultant and significant 
consequences to the exterior 
design, as a result of misguided 
overdevelopment of the interior 
and associated planned 
destruction of the Library.  
 
It is obvious from the model 
shown in 3.0 Layouts that the 
proposed steep mansard roof and 
tall dormers are disproportionate 
to the host building and do not 
complement the overall 
composition. The requirement of 
for large vertical dormers is not 
justified as the 4th floor breakout 
space is top lit, and the third floor 
breakout space can suffice with 
the original smaller windows 
which are at least third of the 
size.  
 
The generous proportions of the 
window seats to the Training 
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which include the adjacent 
Listed Buildings, Ancient 
Monument, Registered Garden, 
Temple Conservation Area and 
the Inner Temple Library, 
Treasury and Hall. 
 
The substantial ‘harm’ to 
Heritage Assets from the ill-
conceived scheme would far 
outweigh any unsubstantiated 
‘benefit’. 
 
The level of Community 
Engagement and Involvement 
has been highly selective and 
wholly insufficient for the Inn’s 
ordinary members, Library 
users, Tenants of Chambers, 
neighbouring institutions, the 
learning profession, and the 
general public, for a proposed 
scheme of this magnitude and 
sensitivity. 
 
The business case for the E&T 
facilities and associated 
detrimental impact on the site 
has not been justified. 
 
The destruction of the fine 
Inner Temple Library to 
facilitate the proposed luddite 
scheme is not necessary or 
warranted. 
 
The Inn and their consultants 
have made no meaningful 
efforts to explore or articulate 
numerous alternative options 
that exist, which would improve 
the design and authenticity of 
the proposed scheme, and 
negate any ‘harm’. 
 
The Inn can have a world class 
Education and Training facility 

Rooms are not essential.  
 
The document acknowledges the 
warm light levels and talks about 
the contribution it makes to the 
Conservation Area. This 
statement contradicts the 
statement made by the Inn’s 
Director of Property Surveyor as 
to the impact of the interior as a 
material planning consideration.  
 
3.0 Supplementary Planning 
Information: Response to the 
points raised by Richard 
Humphreys QC concerning the 
design of the proposed 
dormers by Hugh Broughton 
Architects 
The additional of a large and 
dominant roof-scape above an 
accepted building of specific 
architectural style and period is 
no longer appropriate to the host 
building or adjacent listed 
Georgian and Victorian buildings, 
to the Temples Conservation 
Area.  
 
3.0 Supplementary Planning 
Information: Project History 
and the Consideration of 
Alternatives by RJ Snowdon, 
Director of Properties & 
Surveyor Inner Temple.  
The supplementary information 
on the Project History and 
Consideration of Alternatives 
provides a muddled description of 
the project history and includes 
limited detail on the Alternatives 
considered.  
 
The discharged alternatives 
within the Garden are both 
attractive and feasible schemes 
and perhaps more challenging 
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and retain its world class 
Library, as the two are not 
mutually exclusive. 
 
The Inn has been timid with its 
proposed scheme, by 
restricting the brief to working 
within the existing building, 
which would result in 
overdevelopment, poor design 
and significant harm to its 
Heritage Assets. 
 
The current scheme 
(application) lacks vision and a 
more radical solution is 
available that would meet all of 
the Inns requirements in a 
more economical manner, and 
satisfy the necessary stringent 
planning requirements. 
The application for the 
proposed scheme Ref: 
17/0007/FULMAJ should be 
refused. 
 
(An appendices has been 
provided with the application 
which includes photos, 
drawings, listing, architecture 
quotes and inspiration) 

than adapting the existing 
Treasury Building and Hall, with 
its associated structural and 
decanting implications. 
 
The northern boundary of Peony 
Garden extending under the car 
park is a logical scheme as this is 
already an area of built 
development. The cost of 
creating an education and 
training facilities in this location 
would be favourable when 
contrasted with the cost of 
adapting and extending the main 
buildings to accommodate 
additional facilities.  
 
The High Border is another 
attractive alternative with direct 
benefit of access and servicing 
from the main buildings.  
There have been other 
opportunities, within the Inn, 
since 2010, for rationalisation of 
Chambers and the creation of 
additional E&T facilities which 
have been missed and are not 
detailed in this submission.  
The principle omission in this 
submission is the numerous 
alternatives to the Treasury 
Building and Hall, which include 
development under, adjacent or 
up and over the buildings.  
 
Areas of previous built 
development, not reinstated after 
WWII, such as the Lamb Building 
in Church Court, Library Tower to 
corner of COR/KBW, King’s 
Bench Office to south of current 
carpark and amended footprint of 
Tanfield Chambers could lend 
weight to any alternatives.  
 
The proposed external fire 
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escape staircase in Church Court 
is one of the least successful 
elements of the scheme covered 
by the planning application and 
could be incorporated into the 
main building.  
 
The supplementary submission 
fails to mention the alternative of 
extending upwards, which has 
been acknowledged by the Inn 
and their architects as beneficial 
to partially obscure the modern 
development in Fetter Lane.  
 
The objector attached a range of 
alternative options to the existing 
buildings, showing plans of the 
usage proposed in the planning 
application to compare with the 
changes to the design and usage 
of alternative options.  
 
4.0 Supplementary Planning 
Clarification: Email by RJ 
Snowdon dated 15th May 2017 
The Inn is either providing 
supplementary information that is 
a material consideration or not. If 
they are not applying for planning 
permission [for the interior works], 
and it is not deemed a material 
consideration, then all of the 
Supplementary Planning 
Information should be formally 
withdrawn.  
 
5.0 Supplementary Planning 
Information: Heritage 
Statement by KH Heritage 
The additional information 
provided by KH Heritage at last 
sets out the heritage significance 
of the current library and its 
predecessors. It usefully 
reinforces the case for the 
preservation of the present 
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Library from this proposed 
scheme which is set to destroy it.  
The opinions of the author were 
felt to be inappropriate and 
should not carry any planning 
weight.  
 
6.0 Supplementary Planning 
Information: Bar Educational 
Training & Role of the Inns of 
Court by James Wakefield, 
Paul Brown QC and Guy 
Fetherstonhaugh QC.  
This paper does not provide a 
business case to balance the’ 
benefits’ and ‘need’ against the 
known ‘harm’ proposed to the 
Inn’s heritage assets.   

38 
 
 

Rt Hon 
Lord Lloyd 
of Berwick 
(not dated) 
 

Objects  
Express support for the 
representations made by Mr 
Richard Humphreys QC.  
The principal objection is the 
effect on the library.  
It has been custom on Grand 
occasions to display treasure in 
the library. With the reduction 
in the height of the ceiling, 
would not want to take guests 
into the library.  
Refers to a petition signed by 
1552 users of the Library and 
suggests that it deserves 
weight. 
In addition to the effect on the 
Library, there is an effect on 
the Conservation Area to which 
Mr Humphreys QC draws 
attention to in his submission.  
The proposed vertical dormers 
look out of place and are 
obvious from Church Court and 
would harm the setting of 
Temple Church. 
The need for the auditorium is 
said to justify the harm to the 
Library and to the character of 

Education and Training have at 
long last been relocated in a set 
of Chambers at 2 King’s Bench 
Walk as close as could be to the 
Centre of the Inn. It is said that 
the move is temporary. But no 
reason is given. The only 
objection seems to be that there 
is no disabled access.  
 
As for training rooms, a set of 
chambers will soon become 
available at 2 Mitre court, recently 
let to a firm of solicitors. There 
are four rooms suitable for 
training rooms. The entrance is 
only a few yards from 2 King’s 
Bench Walk. No doubt other 
similar set will become available 
long before the completion of the 
proposed rebuild.  
 
As for the loss of rent, it hardly 
measures against the likely £25 
million capital cost.  
 
For lectures the Inner Temples 
currently uses what was the old 
luncheon room. It holds 65 
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the Conservation Area. But 
with Lincoln’s Inn already 
building an auditorium, it is 
difficult to believe that more 
than one tiered auditorium 
would be required. 

students in a horseshoe shape. 
For larger events the Parliament 
Chamber can be used which 
holds 96 students in a horseshoe 
shape. For still larger events we 
would be able to use the 
auditorium currently being built by 
the Lincoln’s Inn. The whole 
purpose of COIC to which James 
Wakefield refers on page 2 of his 
evidence is that the four Inns 
should cooperate in providing 
education, and in other matters, 
rather than compete.  
 
I cannot believe James Wakefield 
is right in suggesting that we will 
get a black mark from the 
Regulator unless we build a 
second auditorium for which a 
business case has never been 
made and cannot agree with 
James Wakefield when he says 
that it would be “wonderful” to 
build an auditorium at the 
expense of causing irreparable 
damage to the library.  

39 
 
 

Mr Tom 
Mitcheson  
9 March 
2017 

Modernisation of the Treasury 
Building is essential to maintain 
it purpose as an educator of 
trainee and practicing 
barristers.  
The current plans achieve a 
reasonable and necessary 
compromise between 
maintaining the existing 
structure and building for the 
future. 

 

40 
 
 

Mr Clive 
Newberry 
QC 
9 March 
2017 

Support the representations 
made by Mr Richard 
Humphreys QC and this 
application should be refused. 

 

41 
 
 

Juliet May  
The Hon. 
Mrs Justice 
May DBE 

The application was endorsed 
by a large majority of the Inn’s 
governing body. 
Most legal research is done 
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10 March 
2017 
 

online. As a result the current 
Library space is underused. 
The Inn’s Education and 
Training Department is 
cramped. 
One of the Inn’s primary 
Charter purposes is the 
education and training of new 
and existing barrister members 
and the buildings must be 
adapted to ensure that the 
primary function continues. 

42 
 
 

HH Nick 
Coleman 
10 March 
2017 

The continued raison d’etre for 
the existence of the Inns of 
Court is that they provide 
education for the advocates of 
the future.  
The proposed development 
does not materially undermine 
the overall appearance of the 
Treasury Building.  
The changes to the application 
to minimise the effect on the 
library are a suitable 
compromise. 

 

43 
 
 

John Ross 
QC 
10 March 
2017 

Supports the application  
New facilities for students are 
desperately needed.  
Considers the external 
appearance of the library wing 
enhances the appearance of 
this wing and the adjacent hall.  
The proposed alterations blend 
the building in its immediate 
vicinity. 
 

 

44 
 
 

John 
Whittaker 
10 March 
2017 

The works would destroy one 
of the gems of interior 
architecture in the City. 

 

45 
 
 

Mr 
Humphrey 
Lloyd 
10 March 
2017 

Support the numerous 
objections made and that of Mr 
Richard Humphreys QC 
Wish to emphasise the Library 
interior is an exceptional 
example of fine workmanship. 

 

46 Mr This is a welcome development  
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Grahame 
Aldous  
10 March 
2017 

that will enhance the facilities 
and help preserve the heritage 
value of the site as well as the 
future development of the Bar. 

47 
 
 

Mr 
Nicholas 
Green  
10 March 
2017 

The new development will 
provide essential new training 
and education facilities and will 
be consistent in style with the 
existing building.  
It will have minimal impact on 
the amenity of others. 

 

48 
 
 

Mr Alastair 
Hodge  
10 March 
2017 

Supports the application  
 

 

49 Mrs 
Kathryn 
Arnot 
Drummond  
10 March 
2017 

The proposal will benefit 
current and future members of 
the Inn providing improved 
teaching areas and facilities.
  

 

50 Mr John 
Chadwick  
12 March 
2017 

The proposal will provide much 
needed education facilities. 

 

51 Lord 
Jonathan 
Sumption 
12 March 
2017 

Support the representations 
made by Mr Richard 
Humphreys QC. 
The proposed works will 
destroy a significant part of the 
finest modern library interiors in 
the United Kingdom.  
This application should be 
refused. 

 

52 Ms Alison 
Levitt QC 
13 March 
2017 

The new facilities will take the 
education function of the Inner 
Temple to the next generation.  
The improved facilities make it 
possible to extend outreach 
activities aimed at school 
children and adults. 

 

53 Mr Simon 
Baker  
15 March 
2017 

This project is the only credible 
way to provide the Inn with 
modern facilities that are 
needed to fulfil the core 
function for student and 
barrister members.  
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The Library is a museum not a 
working facility. Increasing 
digitisation will affect the way 
barristers’ access legal 
information. 
 
The long term practical benefits 
of the scheme outweigh any 
disadvantage to the library. 
  

54 Mr Kieron 
Beal QC 
15 March 
2017 

The proposed works will 
complete the original architect’s 
vision for the building and are 
in keeping with the overall 
character and amenity of the 
area.  
Many of the comments relate to 
the re-designed internal space, 
but the internal use of a non-
listed building does not appear 
to be material consideration for 
planning purposes.  
If it is a material consideration 
for the issue of nature and 
extent of the amenities, then 
the works represent an 
excellent opportunity to provide 
first class facilities for use in 
education and training. 

 

55 Vicky 
Stewart  
16 March 
2017 

Objects to any plan to change 
the Inner Temple Library. 

 

56 Mr Peter 
Birkett 
17 March 
2017 

There is an overwhelming need 
for extra space which this 
proposed development would 
provide.  
The Inns function is becoming 
more and more the promotion 
and development of Advocacy. 
The library is an attractive 
facility but only utilised by a 
small minority of members. 

 

57 Tim 
Walpole-
Walsh 
18 March 

Objects  
This sort of quality and history 
should not be destroyed or 
tampered with. 
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58 Sir David 
Keene 
19 March 
2017 

Does not object to the 
application; however as a 
resident of the Inn has 
concerns regarding the use of 
the Inner Temple Garden.  
 
Has the understanding if 
planning permission is granted, 
there will be temporary 
buildings erected on the Inner 
Temple Garden for a period of 
2 years. That may not formally 
constitute part of the present 
application but concerned it 
seems likely to be a 
consequence.  
 
This would impact on 
residential amenity concerning 
impact on the views from the 
windows of the residential 
property (Harcourt Buildings). 
which would be highly 
objectionable.  
 
The Garden is an important 
green space and the use of the 
Garden would constitute a loss 
of open space. 
 
Were permission to be granted, 
would not want it to be argued 
that the loss of public space 
had to be accepted as an 
inevitable consequence of such 
a permission.  
 

 

59 Mr Richard 
Southwell 
QC 
21 March 
2017 

Objects to the destruction of 
the Library on the grounds set 
out in Mr Richard Humphreys 
QC and Rt Hon Lord Lloyd of 
Berwick. 

 

60 Stephen W 
Williamson 
QC 
21 March 

Objects 
Endorses all the objections of 
Lord Lloyd of Berwick raises on 
the Library but also on the 
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2017 architectural ambience.  

Concerned about the need for 
such a structure because: 
A suitable building for the Inn’s 
Education and Training 
Department has been 
identified. 
Questions the amount of use 
that will be made of lecture 
facilities, given the availability 
of other facilities in the City, the 
lack of residential facilities in 
the Inn and the restricted 
access to the Inn.  
Concerns about the effect of 
construction works. 

61 Michael 
Sutcliffe  
21 March 
2017 

Objects to the application on 
the grounds of design, external 
appearance and effect on the 
setting of Listed Buildings in a 
Conservation Area.  
Escape Staircase 
This proposal overrides the 
visual separation of the Hall 
from the Treasury/Library and 
impinges on the windows of 
both buildings.  
The rhythm of windows/solid 
brickwork will be unbalanced. 
Fussy in appearance with 
prominent quoins and out of 
character.  
The Lift Shaft does not sit 
comfortably at the internal 
return. It appears to be 
pastiche with blind paired 
dummy sash windows and 
capped with imitation dormers 
at variance in size and 
appearance. 
The two proposed elements 
with a strong vertical emphasis 
will be intrusive in Church 
Court.  
The single dormer on the return 
hip roof over the existing 
staircase in unnecessary.  

The general guidance on the 
preparation of Heritage 
Statements requires that they 
should be balanced evidence 
based assessment of the 
potential impacts of a proposed 
development and should not 
express personal views of the 
proposed works.  
This Supplement contains 
numerous statements which do 
not observe this guidance and 
should be given no weight by the 
LPA when considering this 
application.  
Provides background on T.W 
Sutcliffe’s career and makes 
corrections on KM Heritage 
Supplemental Heritage 
Statement.  
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Proposed Roof Alterations  
The application seeks to justify 
roof extensions by reference to 
an earlier and unbuilt design. 
LPA has to consider effect of 
proposals on design and 
appearance of what exists now.  
The new accommodation within 
the raised roof will increase the 
overall volume and bulk in an 
intrusive way within the 
Conservation Area.  
Insertion of additional floor 
within the Library 
The Library with its Galleries is 
an admired space. To truncate 
the space with the insertion of 
an additional floor will destroy 
an important asset.  
Without the protection that 
Listing by Historic England 
would have given to the interior 
space, the LPA must take all 
possible steps to protect this 
non-designated Heritage asset.  
 
Declaration of Interest 
Father was the architect TW 
Sutcliffe. 

62 Twentieth 
Century 
Society 
22 March 
2017 

The proposals would greatly 
undermine the grandeur of the 
library space through the 
demolition of original fabric, the 
reduction of space and the loss 
of light. These proposals will 
cause significant harm to a 
non-designated heritage asset 
and recommend refusal. 

 

63 Rt Hon 
Professor 
Sir Bernard 
Rix 
22 March 
2017 

Objects 
Writes to express support for 
the representations made by 
Mr Richard Humphreys QC, 
The Lord Lloyd of Berwick, Sir 
David Keene and others 
objecting to the application.  
The application would result in 
grave damage and prejudice to 
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one of the loveliest libraries 
created in London in modern 
times and invite the City to 
refuse planning permission. 
 

64 Ms Inner 
Temple  
(anonymou
s) 
23 March 
2017 
 

Do no object to the building 
works to the Treasury Building 
but have concerns regarding 
the temporary structure which 
is planned to be housed in the 
Inner Temple Garden.  
A temporary structure in the 
Inner Temple Garden would 
impact on the amenity of 
resident, community and 
members of the public who use 
this space. 

 

65 Andrew 
Tait QC 
23 March 
2017 

The Chambers of Andrew Tait 
QC (Occupying Francis Taylor 
Building) will be affected by the 
potential for severe noise and 
disturbance over the 
construction period.  
In the event planning 
permission is granted 
necessary parameters should 
be secured as to construction 
management. A planning 
condition should be attached to 
preclude the use of the FTB 
forecourt during construction. 
Concerned about the proposed 
loss of a significant part of the 
library, in terms of limiting the 
level of access to resources 
and the apparent 
consequential loss of the open 
space of Inner temple Garden 
to accommodate decanted 
facilities during the construction 
period. 

 

66 The Rt Hon 
Lord Woolf, 
CH, FBA 
(Hon) 
23 March 
2017 

Strongly endorse the 
representations made by 
Richard Humphreys QC and 
Lord Lloyd of Berwick, 
objecting to the planning 
application. 
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67 Karl Ulas 

17 March 
2017 

Objections to the plans 
submitted to alter the Inner 
Temple Library 
The architectural quality of the 
existing library is outstanding.  
The principle that a library 
should not be lost to short-
sighted development plans far 
outweighs the potential benefit 
of an extra lecture theatre. 

 

68 Mr David 
Streatfeild-
James QC 
24 March 
2017 

Wish to be associated with the 
objections set out by Mr 
Richard Humphreys QC. 
Concerned with the 
irreplaceable damage that will 
be done to the Library. 

 

69 Mr Andrew 
Warnock  
24 March 
2017 

Strong support for the 
proposed alterations which will 
enable the Inn to remain a first 
rate provider of advocacy 
training for student and 
barristers.  
The proposed alterations are 
aesthetically pleasing and 
sympathetic to the character of 
the existing buildings.  
The addition of a floor will 
enhance the buildings and 
accord with the original plans 
for the Treasury building when 
it was first constructed. 

 

70 Sir Konrad 
Schiemann 
24 March 
2017 

Live in the flat overlooking the 
Inner Temple Garden. Neither 
for or against the proposal.  
Concerned about the 
consequential physical effect 
on the Garden during 
construction if the garden were 
used to place temporary 
structures. 

 

71 Desiree A 
A Artesi 
Fabio 
Artesi 
Gianfranco 
Artesi 
24 March 

Wish to support what is said by 
Sir David Keene. 
Concerns raised on the impact 
on residential amenity due to  
impact on views from the 
windows (Harcourt Buildings) 
and the loss of valuable green 
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2017 space.  

Supports the submissions of Mr 
Humphreys QC dated 17 
February 2017 

72 Patrick 
Maddams 
Hon FRIBA 
28 March 
2017 

Provides a summary of the 
voting in October 2015 
providing an overview of the 
percentage of votes received 
for each scheme voted for.  
Education and Training is a 
core function of the Inn and 
there is a recognised need to 
ensure that the Inn’s facilities 
meet the demands of modern 
legal education.  
The Inn fully accepts that it 
must ensure that the Library is 
able to continue to deliver all its 
core services so that the Inn’s 
members continue to have 
access to its collection. 
Since the Benchers vote in 
October 2015, the architect has 
worked to reduce the 
intrusiveness and intervention 
to the Library space which is 
largely confined to it gallery 
level.  
 

 

73 Mr Thomas 
Roe QC  
29 March 
2017 

Strongly object to the proposed 
“vandalism” of the finest library 
buildings.  
Agree with the comments of Mr 
Richard Humphreys QC 

 

74 Stanley 
Brodie QC  
23 March 
2017 
 
 
 
 
4 April 
2017  

Support the objections made 
by Mr Richard Humphreys QC, 
Sir David Keene, Sir Stephen 
Sedley and Lord Lloyd of 
Berwick. 
The Treasury Building and the 
Library are heritage assets.  
 
The supposed explanations in 
Patrick Maddams 
representation (regarding the 
results of the October 2015 
vote) are partisan and 
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misleading and should be 
ignored.  
Mr Maddams purports to write 
on behalf of the Temple, but 
question his authority to do so. 
I would expect to be told of his 
intended representation before 
it was sent. I was not informed. 
He does not represent me. 

75 Mr Alan 
Birbeck  
8 April 
2017 

Strongly opposed to the 
proposals. 
 
Losing space in the library 
would be a considerable 
detriment for the Inn’s main 
knowledge resource.  
 
Endorse the representations 
made by Richard Humphreys in 
favour of identifying the Library 
as a non-designated heritage 
asset and many of the 
comments by the eminent 
contributors opposing the 
scheme.  
 
Quality of physical resources - 
The library stocks materials 
which is not available online  
 
Quality of Study Space – The 
libraries provide a quiet place 
to work. They provide the 
impoverished pupils and 
members of the legal aid bar a 
chance of resources and peace 
in which to work.  
Quality of Staff  
 
Impact on publicly funded and 
sole practitioners 

Quality of the physical venue  
 
Usage – It is estimated around 
150 persons use the library daily. 
This varies depending on the day 
of the week, time if the day and of 
the year.  
 
Quality of online resources – The 
online resources provided by the 
Inner Temples are second to 
none. However as was 
emphasised by the Strategic 
Review of October 2015 there 
was a strongly expressed 
preference by users for hardcopy 
resources.  
 
Impact on publically funded and 
sole practitioners BAME groups - 
The impact of shrinking the 
available space will be significant 
on publically funded and sole 
practitioners and more 
considerable on BAME groups.  
 
It would be a great shame if this 
resource were diminished in size. 
The current space is ideal and is 
in my view the Inns greatest 
asset.   
 

76 Tom Devlin  
28 April 
2017 

Objects to the internal 
alterations to the building.  
 

 

77 Simon 
Jervis  
28 April 

Objects to the internal 
alterations to the building. 
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Policy Context 

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

33. There is relevant City of London including the Temples Conservation 
Area Character Summary and GLA supplementary planning guidance in 
respect of Planning Obligations and Sustainable Design Construction. 
Government Guidance is contained in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) and the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).  

 

Considerations 

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

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

• To determine the application in accordance with the development 
plan unless other material considerations indicate otherwise. 
(Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004). 
For development within a conservation area, special attention shall 
be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of that area and its setting (S72 (1) Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990) 

• In considering whether to grant planning permission for development 
which affects a listed building or its setting, to have special regard to 
the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features 
of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. (S66 
(1) Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990). In 
this case the duty is to have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving the setting of listed buildings;  

35. Considerable importance and weight should be given to the desirability 
of preserving a listed building and/or its setting, and to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation 
area, when carrying out any balancing exercise in which harm to the 
setting of listed buildings or conservation areas is to be weighed against 
public benefits. A finding that harm would be caused to a listed building 



or its setting or to a conservation area gives rise to a strong presumption 
against planning permission being granted.  

36. In considering the planning application before you, account has to be 
taken of the statutory and policy framework, the documentation 
accompanying the application, and the views of both statutory and non-
statutory consultees. 

37. It is necessary to assess all of the policies and proposals in the 
Development Plan and to come to a view as to whether in the light of the 
whole plan the proposal does or does not accord with it. 

38. The principal issues in considering this application are: 

• The extent to which the proposals comply with the Development 
Plan and policy advice (including the NPPF) and the desirability of 
preserving the setting of listed buildings and preserving or enhancing 
the character and appearance of the conservation area; 

39. In evaluating the principal issues the following key matters are to be 
considered: 

• Heritage (including the impact of the proposal on the significance of 
the Treasury Building as a non-designated heritage asset, and the 
impact of the proposal on the significance of other identified 
designated and non-designated heritage assets) 

• Design 

• Benefits of the Proposals (and alternatives available  to achieve 
such benefits)  

• Construction Impacts  
40. In addition, the following are considered: 

• Access 

• Energy and Sustainability 

• Transport, Servicing and Parking 

• Waste and Refuse 

• Trees 

• Archaeology 

• Air Quality 

• Flooding and Drainage 
 
HERITAGE 

Identification of Heritage Assets and their significance 
 
41. Paragraph 129 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should 

identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that 
may be affected by a proposal (including the setting of any asset). The 



assessment of significance should be taken into account when 
considering the impact of a proposal. 

42. The designated heritage assets of relevance in the consideration of this 
case are: 

• Temples Conservation Area 
43. As well as the setting of: 

• The Buttery - Scheduled Ancient Monument & Grade II* listed 

• Temple Church (St. Mary’s) - Grade I listed  

• The Master’s House - Grade II listed  

• Mitre Court Buildings - Grade II listed 

• 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 Kings Bench Walk - Grade I listed  

• 3 North Kings Bench Walk - Grade II* listed 

• 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 Paper Buildings - Grade II listed  

• 4 lamp standards, Kings Bench Walk – Grade II listed 

• 2 lamp standards outside Inner Temple Hall – Grade II listed 

• Inner Temple Garden - Grade II registered park or garden 
 
44. The non-designated heritage assets of relevance have been identified 

as: 
a. The Inner Temple Treasury building (the site) 
b. The Cloisters 
c. Francis Taylor Building 

45. The Temples Conservation Area, its individual buildings and landscape 
have a shared historical and communal value for their early association 
with the Knights Templar and long-established legal use over five 
centuries. The area and many of its buildings are rare or unique in 
London and some possess national and international significance.  

46. Temple Church has exceptional historical and aesthetic value, being first 
consecrated in 1185 and extended, altered and reconstructed in 
subsequent centuries; the Buttery is a surviving fragment of a medieval 
hall and is a rare survival in London; the buildings in the northern part of 
Kings Bench Walk identified above are early examples of legal 
chambers and have high aesthetic, architectural and historic 
significance; the chambers at the southern section of Kings Bench Walk, 
Paper Buildings and Mitre Court share these qualities but to a slightly 
lesser degree due to their later construction.  

47. Inner Temple Garden is one of the City’s largest and most historic open 
spaces, with associations ranging from the Knights Templar to the 
construction of the Victoria Embankment.  



48. The significance of the Treasury building as a non-designated heritage 
asset is summarised below. The Cloisters and Francis Taylor Building 
are post-war reconstructions of earlier buildings. Each has aesthetic and 
historical value and makes a positive contribution to the conservation 
area.  

Heritage Policies  

49. Policy 7.8 of the London Plan states that “Development affecting 
heritage assets and their settings should conserve their significance, by 
being sympathetic to their form, scale, materials and architectural detail.” 
Paragraph 7.31A of the supporting text states “Substantial harm to or 
loss of a designated heritage asset should be exceptional, with 
substantial harm to or loss of those assets designated of the highest 
significance being wholly exceptional. Where a development proposal 
will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated 
asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 
proposal, including securing its optimal viable use. Enabling 
development that would otherwise not comply with planning policies, but 
which would secure the future conservation of a heritage asset should 
be assessed to see if the benefits of departing from those policies 
outweigh the disbenefits.” 

50. Policy CS12 of the Local Plan seeks to conserve or enhance the 
significance of the City’s heritage assets and their settings by: 
safeguarding the City’s listed buildings and their settings, while allowing 
appropriate adaptation and new uses, and preserving and enhancing the 
distinctive character and appearance of the City’s conservation areas, 
while allowing sympathetic development within them.   

51. Policy DM12.1 of the Local Plan relates to managing change affecting all 
heritage assets and ensuring that the proposals sustain and enhance 
heritage assets, their settings and significance.  Policy DM12.2 relates to 
development within conservation areas.  It seeks to ensure that 
development in consideration areas is only permitted where it preserves 
and enhances the character or appearance of the conservation area. 
Policy DM12.3 relates to listed buildings and seeks to ensure that listed 
building consent is granted for the alteration of a listed building only 
where this would not detract from its special architectural or historic 
interest, character and significance or its setting. Furthermore that 
“Development will be required to respect the significance, character, 
scale and amenities of surrounding heritage assets and spaces and their 
settings”. (12.1.4)  

52. Chapter 12 of the NPPF is relevant in this instance as it sets out key 
policy considerations for applications relating to designated and non-
designated heritage assets. Other relevant guidance is provided by 
Historic England including the documents Conservation Principles, Good 
Practice Advice Notes, including Note 1, Conservation Area Designation 
and Management, Note 3 The Setting of Heritage Assets and Building in 
Context (HE/CABE)  



53. The NPPF defines a heritage asset as “A building, monument, site, 
place, area or landscape identified as having a degree of significance 
meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its heritage 
interest.”  

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

55. Paragraph 135 of the NPPF states that “The effect of an application on 
the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into 
account in determining the application. In weighing applications that 
affect directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced 
judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss 
and the significance of the heritage asset.”  

56. Paragraph 138 of the NPPF states that the “Loss of a building (or other 
element) which makes a positive contribution to the significance of the 
Conservation Area or World Heritage Site should be treated either as 
substantial harm under paragraph 133 or less than substantial harm 
under paragraph 134, as appropriate, taking into account the relative 
significance of the element affected and its contribution to the 
significance of the Conservation Area or World Heritage site as a whole.  

 
Extent to which the proposed development complies with the heritage 
policies of Development Plan 
 
57. The proposal has been assessed in relation to the relevant heritage 

polices of the London Plan and Local Plan.  The proposed extensions 
and external alterations to the Treasury Building would be high quality 
and appropriate to the building in terms of form and appearance. The 
roof extensions would complete the original design concept of the 
building with appropriate materials and detailing. The proposed roof 
extensions would conserve the significance, character and appearance 
of the non-designated heritage asset and the setting of nearby heritage 
assets.  

58. The proposed staircase extension to the north elevation would result in 
some harm to the setting of Temple Church and this part of the 
conservation area, but it is considered that in the context of the scheme, 
and consideration of alternatives as set out below, this harm is less than 
substantial and is justified and outweighed by the public benefits of 
development.  

59. It is acknowledged that the proposed development would result in some 
harm to the significance of the Treasury Building as a heritage asset due 
to the addition of the staircase and the internal alterations to the library. 
It is considered that the harm is less than substantial and that in the 
overall context of the scheme, and acceptance of the Applicant’s case 
that there are no alternative sites which meet the need for educational 
facilities in a way which maintains collegiality and a community of 



practitioners, the detrimental, harmful elements are outweighed by the 
beneficial aspects of the proposals.  

 
Impact on the setting and significance of listed buildings 
 
60. The roof extensions would alter the appearance of the building on its 

north, south and east elevations. The new roof and extended chimney 
stacks above the library, and the new dormer windows to each part of 
the roof would be prominent new elements in the roofscape of the Inner 
Temple.   

61. To the south and east the roof extensions would be visible in the context 
of Kings Bench Walk, Mitre Court Buildings, Paper Buildings, and the 
nearby lamp standards and gate piers. The extensions would form a 
sympathetic addition to an already substantial building that is the focal 
point of the Inn. The design approach to the roof extensions and 
dormers would be in harmony with the listed chambers buildings and 
prevailing aesthetic of the Temples. The form, scale, design and 
materials of the new roof would be sympathetic to its context and would 
not result in any harm to the setting and significance of the listed 
buildings identified above.  

62. To the north side the roof extension, lift core and escape staircase 
enclosure would alter the appearance of the building, and would project 
into Church Court over three storeys, resulting in some harm to the 
setting of Temple Church. In terms of the NPPF this harm would be less 
than substantial. The harm would be outweighed by the public benefits 
of the scheme, which include the provision of an educational facility, 
maintaining the building in the use for which it was designed, and an 
enhancement of the Inner Temple’s legal character.  

63. There would be no harm to the setting of the Buttery or Master’s House 
arising from the proposal as they do not address the open space of 
Church Court in the same manner as the Church or share the same 
visual relationship with the Treasury Building.  

 
Impact on the significance of the Temples Conservation Area 
 
64. The impact of the works on the significance of the Temples Conservation 

Area has been assessed with reference to The Temples Conservation 
Area Character Summary and Historic England Advice Note 1 
‘Conservation Area Designation, Appraisal and Management’ which 
provides guidance on assessing positive contributors at paragraph 16. 

65. The Temples Conservation Area character summary identifies The 
Temples as a subtle combination of buildings and spaces with a 
character and environmental quality that is reminiscent of the collegiate 
atmosphere of Oxford and Cambridge. It emphasises that the area’s 
character is influenced by the use to which the activities of the legal 
profession has evolved and continues to carry on.  



66. The Treasury Building, including the hall and library, make a positive 
contribution to the character and appearance of the conservation area 
due to its architectural quality, historical associations and relationship 
with adjacent buildings in terms of age, materials and style. The interior 
of the Treasury Building including the library rooms (which include the 
gallery) are an element which makes a positive contribution to the 
character or appearance of the conservation area.  

67. Due to the elevated and central position of the building the roof 
extensions would impact on the conservation area when viewed from the 
north, south and east. From the south and east the new roof and 
extended chimney stacks above the library would increase the height 
and visual prominence of the building when viewed from numerous parts 
of the conservation area. The dormer windows would be a prominent 
element of the extended roof and have been designed with reference to 
existing dormers on neighbouring buildings and are appropriate to the 
traditional character of the Temples. The roof extension would in effect 
complete the original 1947 design of the building, albeit with adjustments 
to its scale and detailing to meet the requirements of the training centre.  

68. The proposed dormer windows would be larger than those indicated on 
the original 1947 design for the building, at which time the roof storey 
was envisaged to serve as book storage. The scale and design of the 
dormers is commensurate with the Neo-Georgian proportions of the 
Treasury Building and similar examples on neighbouring buildings of the 
same period.  

69. The roof extension includes plant at the upper level incorporated within 
the form of the roof and screened from view. The new break-out space in 
the training centre would be top-lit by a large rooflight extending over the 
space.  

70. The plant and rooflight would not be visible from any ground level views 
in the conservation area and they would not result in any harm to its 
significance. The scale, form and materials of the roof extension as a 
whole would be appropriate to the building and sympathetic to the 
character of the area.   

71. The building would be extended to the north to create a new lift core and 
escape stair. The extensions would alter the appearance of the building 
when viewed from Church Court, with the extensions being closer to the 
church in each location.   

72. The lift core would be set back between two existing projections, behind 
an existing lightwell. It would be faced in matching brick with timber sash 
windows and topped by a lift overrun designed as a tripartite dormer 
window.  

73. The staircase would be enclosed in brick with stone cornice, copings and 
quoins to match existing and would include a new stone doorcase and 
panelled door. At the base it would have stone steps with metal 
handrails, and at the top would be open to the elements with a metal 
balustrade. The enclosure would project from the junction of the hall and 



library towards Temple Church, but its footprint would not exceed the 
depth of existing rear extensions.  

74. The escape staircase enclosure would obscure an attractive part of the 
Treasury Building’s rear elevation and intrude into Church Court over 
three storeys, resulting in harm to the significance of the conservation 
area. This harm would be less than substantial.  

75. The NPPF states that “Where a development proposal will lead to less 
than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, 
this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, 
including securing its optimum viable use.” In this case the harm would 
be outweighed by the public benefits of completing the original design for 
the building and creating a barrister’s training centre which would 
reinforce the legal character of the Inner Temple and sustain the 
building’s long-term use.  

76. The current configuration of Church Court is post-war. Prior to 1941 the 
area, then known as Tanfield Court, was divided into two smaller spaces 
by the Lamb Building which was aligned north-south between the library 
and church. A building had been on the site since the 16th century or 
earlier with the church closely surrounded by buildings from an early 
date. It was demolished following bomb damage. The church’s current 
open aspect to the south is modern in its form and appearance within the 
conservation area, not reflective of its earlier built up character.  

77. Within Church Court there are three semi-mature trees and a modern 
statue of the Knights Templar mounted on a stone column. These 
interrupt views from the church and further mitigate the potential harm to 
its setting. The visual impact of the stair enclosure would be minimised 
by the use of sympathetic matching materials and detailing.  

78. The interior of the Treasury Building makes a positive contribution to the 
Temples Conservation Area in terms of its historical associations and 
legal use. The proposed development would retain the library in its 
current location, albeit in an amended form, and its significance to the 
conservation area would be undiminished. The internal appearance of 
the library does not have a visual presence in the conservation area and 
its alteration would not cause any harm to its significance. The 
auditorium enclosure would sit behind the third floor windows which 
currently light the library gallery. It would be set back from the windows 
with artificial lighting installed in the void to suggest the appearance of 
an inhabited space when viewed from ground level, thereby minimising 
any potential visual impact in the conservation area. 

 
Impact on the setting and significance of the Inner Temple Garden  
 
79. The southern elevation of the Treasury building can be viewed in its 

entirety from the Inner Temple Garden, which offers a range of viewing 
points. The building’s façade provides a visual termination to the 
northern edge of the large open space along with 1-2 Crown Office Row. 
The imposing architectural character and elevated position mean that 



the Treasury Building is a prominent element within the setting of the 
garden.  

80. The proposed roof extensions would raise the height of the building and 
increase its prominence in views from the garden. The overall height of 
the roof would not exceed the existing Inner Temple Hall roof ridge line. 
The altered hall roof and new library roof would incorporate new dormer 
windows and extended chimney stacks which would increase its 
prominence in the setting of the garden.  

81. The extension and alterations to the building would be harmonious with 
the neighbouring buildings and the Inner Temple and would not cause 
harm to the significance or setting of the registered park and garden.  

 
82. (Potential construction impacts on Inner Temple Garden are considered 

below)  
 
Impact on the significance of non-designated heritage assets 
 
83. The Treasury Building is considered a non-designated heritage asset 

due to the positive contribution it makes to the Temples Conservation 
Area; for its architectural significance as a high quality post-war building; 
and for its historical significance in relation to the Inner Temple and the 
long established use of the site. 

84. The interior of the Treasury Building, in particular the library, is 
considered to contribute to the significance of the non-designated 
heritage asset due to the historical associations of its use, its 
accomplished design and high quality materials. The interior was 
identified as one of the building’s more notable features in the 
assessment carried out by Historic England in the application to list the 
building  

85. The building would be extended at roof level as described above. The 
proposed roof extension and alterations would be widely visible from 
Kings Bench Walk, Inner Temple Garden and Church Court, where they 
would appear as a traditionally-designed clay-tiled roof with copper-clad 
dormers and brick chimney stacks. The roof extension would complete 
the original architectural concept for the building which was truncated 
during its construction and which arguably appears incongruous in 
relation to neighbouring Georgian and post-war structures. The new roof 
would not exceed the height of the existing Inner Temple Hall roof and 
would be appropriately scaled to the building and its context. 

86. The extensions to the rear would accommodate a new lift core and 
escape stair respectively and are an essential component of the 
scheme. The roof extensions have been sensitively designed in 
sympathetic materials and would not be harmful to the significance of the 
non-designated heritage asset.  

87. The training centre would include a 120-seat auditorium extending down 
into the upper level of the two-storey library. The gallery level would be 
removed and a new ceiling installed above second floor level, with 



internal finishes made good to match. The rear ancillary rooms, staircase 
and external wall would be subsumed into the new lift core and 
circulation space.  

88. The partial loss of the library gallery level and associated spaces would 
cause a degree of harm to the significance of the non-designated 
heritage asset by diminishing the scale and quality of a key interior. The 
reduction of its spatial volume and proportions and the loss of the 
panelling, shelving and other finishes at gallery level would be 
detrimental to the library’s significance. The existing proportions and 
internal appearance of the library would be changed, the alterations 
would be carried out in a sympathetic manner with high quality matching 
finishes, with new high quality spaces would be created as part of the 
development. On balance, the benefits of the scheme which include 
maintaining and optimising the long standing use of the building and 
providing a significant educational facility for the legal community, are 
considered to outweigh the harm caused by the internal alterations.  

89. The new lift core would result in the loss of a section of the Treasury 
Building’s north elevation which currently lights the library internal 
staircase, and its replacement with a new section of brickwork. The 
proposed works would partially infill an existing recess, retaining a 
setback behind two existing projections. The overrun would be a more 
visually assertive new element but its design is harmonious with the 
existing building and proposed roof extension. The lift core extension 
would not negatively impact on the building’s significant features or 
historic interest and is not considered harmful.  

90. The proposed staircase enclosure would alter the appearance of the hall 
and library by concealing the existing division between the two buildings 
and by obscuring the end of the hall’s elevation including its quoins. It 
would project from the building between ground and roof level to the line 
of the existing single storey rear extensions but would be significantly 
taller. The staircase enclosure would result in a degree of harm to the 
significance of the non-designated heritage asset by disrupting the 
architectural composition of its rear elevation and obscuring architectural 
details.  

91. The Cloisters building at the west side of Church Court and the Francis 
Taylor Building to the north of the site have been identified as non-
designated heritage assets in close proximity to the site and the 
proposed extensions would be viewed within their immediate setting. 
The alterations to the Treasury Building would be sympathetic in terms 
of scale, design and materials to each non-designated heritage asset 
and there would be no harm caused to their setting or significance.  

 
 

 

 



DESIGN 

Design policies 
 
92. Policy 7.4 of the London Plan states that “development should have 

regard to the form, function, and structure of an area, place or street and 
the scale, mass and orientation of surrounding buildings.” 

93. Policy CS12 of the Local Plan sets out the City’s design policies: “To 
promote a high standard of design and sustainable buildings, streets and 
spaces, having regard to their surroundings and the historic and local 
character of the City…” 

94. And seeks to ensure that “…bulk, height, scale, massing, quality of 
materials and detailed design of buildings are appropriate to the 
character of the City and the setting and amenities of surrounding 
buildings and spaces.”  

95. Whilst “Encouraging design solutions that make effective use of limited 
land resources. Ensuring that development has an appropriate street 
level presence and roofscape and a positive relationship to neighbouring 
buildings and spaces.” 

96. 3.10.8 “In assessing development schemes detailed consideration will 
be given to the bulk and massing and special characteristics of their 
locality. All development proposals are expected to have a high standard 
of design and detailing”. 

97. 3.10.13 “The design and execution of extensions and alterations to 
buildings, such as entrances and windows, are of considerable 
importance since they have a cumulative effect on the overall character 
and appearance of the City. Extensions or alterations should be 
considered in relation to the architectural character of the building, 
designed to minimise their impact and integrated with the design of the 
building. Alterations and extensions should achieve a successful design 
relationship with their surroundings, taking full account of the local 
context and the setting of the building”. 

98. Chapter 14 of the NPPF sets out the key policy considerations in relation 
to design. Paragraph 60 states “Planning policies and decisions should 
not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they 
should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through 
unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms 
or styles. It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local 
distinctiveness.” 

99. NPPF paragraphs 63 and 64 state that “In determining applications, 
great weight should be given to outstanding or innovative designs which 
help raise the standard of design more generally in the area.” and 
“Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails 
to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality 
of an area and the way it functions.”  

 
 



Extent to which the proposed development complies with the design 
policies of the Development Plan and NPPF Guidance 
 
100. The proposal has been assessed in relation to the relevant design 

policies of the London Plan and Local Plan and guidance in the NPPF. It 
is considered that the design of the proposed development would be 
high quality and appropriate and would make a strong contribution to the 
local distinctiveness of the Temples area.  

101. The proposed extensions at roof level would comprise a clay-tiled hipped 
roof in different sections relating to each part of the building. The roof 
over the hall would be reconstructed to match the existing with dormer 
windows incorporated to light the new internal accommodation. The new 
hipped roof over the library would complete the original design for the 
building which was constructed with a flat roof due to budgetary 
constraints in the late 1950’s. The library roof would be in matching clay 
tiles with copper clad dormer windows, and would incorporate a shallow 
external terrace to the south and a glazed roof light over the internal 
break-out space.  

102. The bulk and massing of the roof would be broken down into different 
hipped sections that respond to the varied planes of the building’s 
facades. Each part of the roof would be further articulated by the dormer 
windows which would align with the windows below, and the chimney 
stacks which would be extended in their existing locations in matching 
brick with stone copings. The design and form of the roof is considered 
to respond well to the building and its setting, and would be a high 
quality and appropriate addition in terms of its materials and detailing.  

103. The dormers have been designed and located with reference to the 
original 1940s elevation drawings and the appearance of comparable 
dormers to the roofs of neighbouring, contemporary buildings. They 
would have patinated copper cheeks to match other 1950s buildings in 
the area and would incorporate small-paned timber sash windows or 
French windows in the area of the external terrace. The scale of the 
dormer windows is larger than those on the original drawings, at which 
time the roofspace would have largely incorporated book storage. The 
enlarged scale would result in an inversion of the usual hierarchy of the 
façade, in that the dormers would be larger than the third floor attic 
windows immediately below. It is accepted that the new training facility 
has a requirement for maximum natural daylight that would already be 
compromised by the traditional form of the roof and dormers. The 
building is well designed in a late Neo-Georgian style, but is not a pure 
example of classical architecture and is able to accommodate a variation 
to a more traditional hierarchical approach.  

104. The new lift core would be clad externally with matching brick with sash 
windows and an overrun disguised as a tripartite dormer window.  

105. The escape stair enclosure would project from the building over three 
storeys. It would bridge over the existing lightwell to the same depth as 
the building’s existing waste enclosure and the hall’s single storey 



servery extension. The stair would be clad in matching brick with stone 
quoins and string courses to match existing.  

106. Both extensions to the north have been sensitively designed with 
reference to the existing building in order to ensure their visual impact is 
minimal. The use of matching materials and the careful detailing of the 
new elements would further ensure their design quality is equal to the 
existing building.  

107. The proposed extensions have been assessed in a range of local views 
from the north, south-east and south-west. In views from Kings Bench 
Walk and the Inner Temple Garden the roof extensions are considered 
to be high quality and appropriate in scale, form and detailing.  

 
BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSALS 

108. The proposal would provide a new barristers’ Education and Training 
Centre within the building, which would primarily be located at third floor 
level, within adapted library space and in the proposed roof extension. 

109. The Inn has an established and historic role in providing education and 
training for barristers. The Applicants state that in the Charter granting 
the Inn its accommodation in the Temple, signed by James I in 1608, it 
preserves the estate and its precincts for accommodation and education 
of barristers. Over recent years, the Bar Council has criticised providers 
of Bar Professional Training Courses (BPTC), and called for the 
education of barristers to be unified and improved so that BPTC would 
provide a more realistic prospect of pupillage and one which would be 
recognised by practitioners. Given the presence of advocacy and legal 
training skills present in the Inns’ practitioner members, the Inns’ began 
to actively consider delivery of the BPTCs. 

110. In order to put this into practice, in 2013 the Inns created a department 
(Council of the Inns of Court (COIC)) to support the Inns of Court in 
advancing and building on their educational activities. The COIC is 
currently pursuing the delivery of BPTC. This would secure the training 
of two cohorts per year, each of up to 120 students attending full time 
courses for 20 weeks. The applicants anticipate that this reformed 
training model within the Inns will increase access and the diversity of 
entrants to the profession.  

111. The initiative would include all four Inns of Court (Lincoln’s Inn, Gray’s 
Inn, Middle and Inner Temples). Lincoln’s Inn are currently constructing 
a facility to deliver this, Middle Temple have converted part of their 
Library into a space for training and Gray’s Inn already have a facility 
which can provide education and training.  

112. The Inns have not finally committed to delivering this training and there 
would be a need to apply for validation from the regulator. The 
applicants argue that without the provision for the proposed Inner 
Temple training facilities (in addition to other facilities being developed 
by the other Inns), it would be difficult to progress the validation 
application. 



113. The existing education and training department within the Inner Temples 
comprises three main function rooms, a committee room and an 
additional meeting room, with basic audio visual facilities which the 
applicants consider to be inadequate. The applicants argue the overall 
standard of educational facilities within the Inns’ estate is poor and of the 
four Inns’, the Inner Temples current educational estate is the least 
suitable.  

114. The existing building’s limitations have been identified by the applicants. 
There are numerous entrances and exits around the Treasury building 
and circulation within the building is awkward, with library users having 
to leave the library via one exit, walk the length of the outside building 
and enter the Hall at the other end. There is a lack of lecture theatre with 
adequate audio visual facilities and the existing meeting/training rooms 
have to be especially re-arranged and set up each time they need to be 
used for training purposes. The applicants state the majority of training 
for the Bar is conducted in smaller groups and there is a lack of smaller 
meeting rooms and breakout spaces to accommodate the number of 
anticipated student numbers. 

115. The applicants have expressed concern that the overall standard of 
educational facilities within the Inner Temple is the least suitable of all 
the Inns and this has already had an adverse impact on the Inn’s ability 
to fulfil its role, with many ‘Specialist Bar Associations’ no longer meeting 
or training at the Inns, but preferring to use external venues such as the 
Royal College of Surgeons. The new facilities would enable the Inn to 
continue to deliver education and training. 

116. Your officers accept the case that the applicants have made that there is 
a need for additional education and training facilities to enable the Inn to 
continue to play a central role in providing education and training for 
aspiring barristers consistent with the historic function ordained by the 
Royal Charter, of educating students. The case is made by the Inn, and 
as a body with responsibility for provision of education and training and 
for compliance with the Royal Charter, their views are considered 
credible and well-informed. There is support for improved facilities 
amongst many objectors (albeit disagreement regarding scale of 
provision and as to how it should be achieved)    

117. It is considered that the benefits of the proposals to provide improved 
facilities for legal training, optimising the long standing heritage use and 
preserving the character of the conservation area can be appropriately 
secured through a S106 obligation. This will ensure that the principal 
future use remains related to the legal profession and that those benefits 
are maintained. 

 
 
 
 
 

 



Consideration of Alternative Options/Locations for the provision 
education and training facilities 

118. Many objectors have stated that improved facilities can be achieved on 
other sites without causing harm to the library interior.  

119.  The Applicants state that a space planning study was conducted by the 
Inner Temples Estates department to identify areas within the Inner 
Temples estate where there might be opportunities to create additional 
floor space to benefit the Inn’s education and training needs. The study 
identified the requirement for an auditorium to seat 120 people and the 
need for smaller training rooms and breakout spaces to accommodate 
up to 120 students.  

120. Three areas within the Inner Temple Estate were identified as capable of 
supporting additional development; the Garden (Peony Garden and the 
High Border), The Treasury Building Roof and 1 / 2 Crown Office Row. 

121. When first assessed as a potential option, the rooftops of both of the 
Treasury Building and Crown Office Row did not provide sufficient 
footprint to create the necessary floor space and these options were 
discounted.  

 
The Garden option (2009-2011) 
 
122. The High Border immediately to the south of the main gate/Crown Office 

Row was a potential option explored. The High Border proposal would 
have involved mainly subterranean development and this option was 
discounted on the grounds of costs and logistics as it would have been a 
complex civil engineering task.  

123. The northern boundary of Peony Garden extending under the car park 
was an alternative option. This centred on the northern boundary of the 
Peony Garden, at the southern end of the main car park. The proposal 
included the creation of an underground facility, topped with a small 
surface building. This option was discounted due to the challenging 
construction environment and the removal of significant spoil, the 
constraints of protected trees and adjacent listed buildings and a high 
water table in this part of the site.  

 
3 Serjeants Inn (2011-2013) 
 
124. Designs were prepared and pre-application advice was sought from the 

City of London planning department; this was an option that could not be 
supported on planning grounds and was discounted.  

 
Treasury Office Roof Revisited (2013-date) 
 
125. Following the setbacks of the 3 original options identified, the Inn 

revisited the possibility of utilising the Treasury Office roof space to 
provide the education and training facilities. Previously, the Inn had not 



contemplated removing and replacing the Hall roof, but specialist advice 
indicated the existing plant equipment on the Hall roof was approaching 
the end of its economic and functional life. Following this, the project 
appraised the whole roof area, rather than just the existing flat roof area, 
to provide a bigger footprint.  

126. Pre-application discussions were held with City of London between 
January – April 2014 which included a single storey rooftop scheme 
utilising a mansard roof to be built over the Hall to contain the necessary 
plant and equipment. Whilst an auditorium seating 99 people and seven 
training rooms accommodating 114 people could be provided, the Inn 
considered the facilities fell short of the numbers required. The 
auditorium within this scheme would have been on a level floor rather 
than raked, and the applicants stated this was not considered to be ideal 
for optimal viewing. The ancillary catering, cloakroom and WC facilities 
were considered to be inadequate. The scheme included separate 
access via lifts from Church Court and failed to integrate the scheme into 
the building beneath.  

127. The inadequacies led the Inn to redesign the scheme which incorporated 
the Gallery level of the Library and one refocused the building around a 
main entrance from the south terrace, which is the scheme under 
consideration.  

128. The two Treasury Building options were placed before the membership 
of the Inn in October 2015, in which both the initial scheme and the 
scheme being considered as part of this application, were voted on by 
the governing members of the Inn. The design which incorporates the 
Gallery of the Library was voted as the scheme to proceed. 

129. Objectors have pointed to sites outside the Inner Temple, referring to 
use of the Middle Temple, the Royal Courts of Justice or the Lincoln’s 
Inn auditorium. These would be alternative locations outside the Inner 
Temples. The Inn believes the education and training centre should be in 
the main building. The Inn argues that the profession and Inn life relies 
upon collegiality which would help nurture students and encourage them 
to mix with and learn from senior members, and that alternative locations 
which would be in a separate geographical location from the Inn would 
not be desirable. Representations have been received which refer to 
other sites available within the Inn for training and education purposes 
(such as 2 Kings Bench Walk and Mitre Court and the Francis Taylor 
Building).  The Inn states that 2 Kings Bench Walk would not provide the 
further growth space that the proposed accommodation would provide, 
and that alternative potential and available sites do not fulfil the 
requirements based upon the space planning study referred to above.  

 

Impact on the operating of the Library use 

 
130. The partial loss of the library gallery level would result in the loss of shelf 

length and book storage space. This would be offset by the creation of a 
bookstore at basement level, resulting in an overall reduction of 13% of 



shelf space. Should readers want to access books stored in the 
basement, they would be able to order the books required. The 
applicants have stated that a large number legal text/books are available 
to view online.  

131. There would be a reduction of reader positions from 97 existing to 84 
proposed. A further 2 reader positions would be provided for occasional 
research/reading use in the basement. The applicant has advised the 
number of users currently using the reader positions is relatively low and 
the reduction of 11 would not create a shortage.  

 
Assessment of Public benefits  

 
132. Representations regarding the required scale of education provision, the 

most suitable site for it, and whether the benefits justify the harm to the 
library interior indicate that there are strongly held divergent views, 
including amongst senior participants in the life of Inner Temple. 
Objectors have also expressed concern that the proposals may not be 
viable and there is no business case. Your officers have concluded that 
the Applicants have made a credible case regarding the need for 
facilities that will address likely current and future demand, and the 
benefits of providing them in a unified Inner Temple Treasury Building 
where Inn functions can be consolidated. It is noted that the case is 
made by the Inn, and as a body with responsibility for provision of 
education and training and for compliance with the Royal Charter, their 
views are considered particularly well-informed.  It is also noted that the 
case is supported by information from the Director of the Council of the 
Inns of Court and Dean of the Inns of Court College of Advocacy, who 
confirms that the proposals forms part of a cross-Bar initiative to improve 
the teaching estate involving all four Inns. As such, the Applicant’s 
evaluation of the appropriate scale of education and training facilities, of 
the appropriate location, and of the short comings of alternative locations 
is considered persuasive and is accepted.  

133. Regarding viability concerns, the Treasury Building is owned by the Inn 
and there is no suggestion that the Inn does not have the resources 
required to deliver the scheme. It is also noted that were the proposals to 
be delivered, the lawful “sui generis” use of the Treasury Building would 
ensure that its primary use remained related to the Bar and Inner 
Temple.  

134. The proposal has been assessed in relation to the relevant heritage and 
design polices of the London Plan and Local Plan.  

135. It is acknowledged that the proposed development would result in some 
harm to the significance of the Treasury Building as a heritage asset due 
to the addition of the staircase and the internal alterations to the library. 
It is considered that in the overall context of the scheme the detrimental, 
harmful elements are outweighed by the beneficial aspects of the 
proposals.  



136. Policy CS22 of the Local Plan seeks to maximise opportunities for the 
City’s working communities to access suitable educational facilities and 
opportunities including enhancing existing education facilities and 
ensuring that facilities are sited in appropriate locations.  

137. It is considered that the design of the proposed development would be of 
a high quality which makes a strong contribution to the local 
distinctiveness of the Temples area meeting the requirements of Policy 
7.8 of the London Plan and policies CS12, DM12.1, DM12.2, DM12.3 
and CS22 of the Local Plan. 

138. The proposal has been assessed in relation to the relevant heritage and 
design policies of the NPPF.  

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

140. NPPF paragraphs 63 and 64 state that “In determining applications, 
great weight should be given to outstanding or innovative designs which 
help raise the standard of design more generally in the area.” and 
“Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails 
to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality 
of an area and the way it functions.”  

141. Considerable weight and importance has been given to the desirability of 
preserving the setting of the nearby listed buildings and to the desirability 
of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of the 
Temples Conservation Area in accordance with the relevant policies of 
the NPPF.  

142. There is a presumption against granting planning permission that harms 
either of those objectives, and that presumption has been applied in 
evaluating the planning application.  

143. In this case the less than substantial harm is outweighed by the public 
benefits of completing the original design for the building and creating a 
barristers training centre which would reinforce the legal character of the 
Inner Temple and sustain the building’s long-term use. The consolidation 
of the Inner Temple activities at the site is considered to preserve the 
character of the conservation area which partly derives from its historic 
Inner Temple and Bar functions.  

144. In forming a balanced judgement when considering the impact on the 
non-designated heritage asset, the Treasury Building, as required by 
paragraph 135 of the NPPF, it is the view of officers that the scale of 
harm is low, and that the public benefits of the proposal outweigh that 
harm. 

 
 

 



CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS  

Environmental Impacts from Construction  
 
145. Representations have been received raising concerns about the effect of 

the construction works and the use of certain locations within the Inner 
Temple for construction vehicles and site huts. The amenity of nearby 
residents and commercial occupiers would be protected by a condition 
which would require the applicants to submit for approval a scheme for 
protecting nearby residents and commercial occupiers from noise, dust 
and other environmental factors and this would include seeking approval 
for the locations to be used during construction for construction traffic 
and vehicles.  

 
The use of the Inner Temple Garden for temporary structures  
 
146. Concerns have been raised that the Inner Temple Gardens will be used 

for temporary structures to allow the functions of the Treasury Building to 
continue during the construction phase.  

147. The use of the Inner Temple Garden, for temporary structures to enable 
the ordinary functioning of the Inn during the construction period, is not 
included in this application. 

148. The Inner Temple Gardens is a Grade II registered park or garden under 
the Historic Buildings and Ancient Monuments Act 1953. Historic 
England considers registered landscapes should be protected and the 
impact of any proposed development on the landscape’s special 
character should be considered as a material consideration. It is 
considered that the use of Inner Temple Garden for temporary structures 
would cause harm to the special character of the Garden, impact on the 
amenity of the area by removing part of the garden from use and would 
impact on the character and appearance of the Temples Conservation 
Area.  

149. Proposed Condition 17 prohibits the use of the Inner Temple Garden as 
a works compound or for temporary structures during construction. 

150. (The London Square Preservation Act 1931 Act also restricts the use of 
the Inner Temple Garden but as a separate regime and this is not a 
planning matter. Proposed Condition 17 addresses the potential use of 
the Inner Temple Garden and brings the matter within planning control). 

 
ACCESS 

151. The access to and circulation within the building is poor and the Inn 
identified a need to create better access and circulation within the 
Treasury Building and the Hall.  

152. There are several access points to the building some of which are not 
wheelchair accessible. Within the building there are level changes which 



do not allow for wheelchair users to access all levels of the building with 
ease.  

153. Access to the main entrance is improved by replacing the current lower 
section of the South terrace (currently only accessible via steps) so that 
wheelchair users can access via the existing ramps on the west side, 
without having to navigate past the external Pegasus Bar seating.  

154. All students and visitors to the Treasury Building would access the 
building via the main entrance on the south terrace. The current 
Treasury Office entrance would become a fire escape only.  

155. The new lift shaft would house two 10-person lifts and would serve 
basement to fourth floor level. A new fire escape stair within a brick 
enclosure would be constructed in Church Court.  

156. The existing library lift and stair would be extended to the new fourth 
floor level. The main staircase would be extended to the third floor 
allowing visitors to either take the lift or use the staircase to access the 
proposed training centre.  

157. The Access Officer welcomes the improvement of inclusive access to 
and within the building which would meet the requirements of Local Plan 
policy DM10.8 and part A of London Plan policy 7.2. 

 
ENERGY AND SUSTAINABILITY 

158. The NPPF, London Plan and Local Plan seek to ensure that 
sustainability is integrated into designs for all developments.  

159. The London Plan requires an assessment of the energy demand that 
demonstrates the steps taken to apply the Mayor’s energy hierarchy to 
achieve carbon reductions and to use renewable energy sources. 
London  

160. Plan policy requires non domestic buildings to achieve a 35% carbon 
emissions reduction over Part L (2013) of the Building Regulations. 
Policy CS15 of the Local Plan supports this approach.  

161. An energy statement has been submitted in relation to the new build 
element of the proposed development which consists of the construction 
of a new roof extension at 4th floor. Energy consumption reduction 
would be achieved by design features and the use of energy efficient 
building measures. The proposed development would include Air Source 
Heat Recovery, ErP compliant air handling equipment incorporating heat 
recovery and Solar Photovoltaics. 

162. The reduction in carbon emissions with the proposed energy efficient 
measures in place would result in a 41% carbon saving which exceeds 
the target set by the Mayor.  

163. A BREEAM pre-assessment has been submitted which demonstrates 
the refurbishment and extension of the existing building would achieve a 
‘very good’ rating. Policy CS15 has not been complied with and a 
condition is recommended for further details of a BREEAM assessment 



to be submitted prior to demolition to demonstrate how an ‘Excellent’ 
rating could be achieved.  

 
TRANSPORT, SERVICING AND PARKING 

164. Vehicular access to the site would be through a narrow archway from 
Tudor Street on the east side of Inner Temple, which would remain the 
only point of vehicle access to the site. Access to the Inner Temple is 
controlled by a security booth and the vehicle size for access is limited.  

165. Currently the deliveries comprise daily deliveries of fresh produce and 
dry goods for the catering department. The catering department currently 
receives 6-7 daily deliveries of fresh produce and dry goods and 2-3 
deliveries of drinks per week. Delivery drivers drive to the existing 
designated service zone located adjacent to the catering entrance to the 
south of the Hall. Other deliveries to the building include stationery and 
personal deliveries. For these type of deliveries, delivery vehicles park in 
the designated service zone to the south of the building or in adjacent 
car parking spaces and supplies and parcels are delivered to the main 
reception of the Treasury Building. The training and education 
department currently receive on average 21 deliveries per week. A total 
of 75 deliveries arrive on average per week to service the Treasury 
Building.  

166. It is proposed that the extension would increase the catering 
department’s requirements for food and drinks supplies by one third. It is 
not anticipated this would increase the number of deliveries, only the 
quantities delivered, and this would be able to be accommodated using 
the existing sizes of delivery vehicles. A delivery and servicing 
management plan would be secured in the S106 agreement.    

 
167. All deliveries would continue to arrive via Tudor Street and the main 

delivery entrance for the building would be the catering delivery entrance 
located to the south of the Hall. 

 
168. A condition has been recommended to manage vehicle movements 

during the construction period.  
 
Car Parking  
 
169. The Inner Temple car park has a total of 220 car parking spaces with 

three designated disabled spaces. No car parking spaces is proposed 
and no increase in disables parking spaces is proposed. 

 
Cycle Parking Facilities  
 
170. The existing cycle parking in the Inner Temple is dispersed around the 

perimeter off the Inner Temple car park in banks of 4 or 5 serving the 
adjacent buildings (Paper Buildings, Kings Bench Walk and Mitre Court 



Buildings). A larger bicycle storage area is located to the rear of Crown 
Office Row with 26 Sheffield bike stands.  

171. A total of 37 new Sheffield bike stands would be provided, which would 
be located behind Crown Office Row. This would be in line with the 
London Plan Cycle Parking standards for the uplift in student numbers 
and is therefore acceptable.  

WASTE AND REFUSE  

172. An existing bin store is located on the north side of the building in 
Church Court. The bin store is a brick enclosure containing a compactor 
and two 1100L waste bins. Waste from the existing bin store is moved 
by hand daily to the Inner Temple car park for collection by a refuse lorry 
once a day.  

173. The existing bin store would be modified to accommodate the addition of 
the new fire escape stair, and this would involve the relocation of the 
door. The Waste and Amenity Planning Manager is satisfied with the 
proposals would comply with policy CS17 of the Local Plan.  

 
TREES  

174. An Arboricultural Impact Assessment has been submitted as part of the 
application. The report identifies a group of four London Plane trees (T1-
T4) located at the southern edge of Church Court which could potentially 
be impacted by the proposed development. The trees are not the subject 
of a Tree Preservation Order but are protected by virtue of their location 
within the Temples Conservation Area. 

175. The Arboricultural report states that the London Plane Tree (T2) would 
‘require minor tree pruning works’ to facilitate the construction of the new 
stair core on the northern side of the building. The works include tipping-
back the southern low-upper crown overhang of the tree by a max of 
2.5m. 

176. In addition, assuming that the tree roots of T2 extend under the existing 
bin store, there would be a root protection area edge incursion of 2.5%. 
The works would only affect the southern section of the canopy of T2 
which is partly hidden from view. It is considered these works would not 
affect the overall appearance of tree T2 or the character or appearance 
of the conservation area. Conditions have been added to control the 
extent and quality of works.  

177. During construction it is proposed that temporary tree protection boxes 
be provided around each of the four London plane trees (T1-T4) to 
prevent direct damage to the trunks and roots. A condition has been 
added to deal with the protection of the trees during building works. 
Informatives have been added to deal with wildlife protection, faculty 
provision, ownership and archaeology.  

178. The report makes reference to the southern crowns of the four trees T1-
T4 being in close proximity to the adjacent building. It states that in the 



short term their crown size will likely increase by up to 30% which will 
require crown tipping-back to clear the adjacent building. Therefore it is 
likely that in future T1-T4 will require building clearance pruning works 
that will be over and above the proposed tipping-back for the emergency 
staircase. This will have to be the subject of a separate section 211 
Notice and an informative has been added to deal with this.  

 
ARCHAEOLOGY 

179. The site is an area of archaeological potential, lying to the east of the 
Saxon settlement of Lundenwic where there is evidence of a Saxon 
cemetery. Occupation during the Saxon, Medieval and Post-Medieval 
periods has been recorded in the vicinity.  

180. The potential for archaeological remains on the site is high, however, the 
existing building has a basement across the entire site. There is potential 
for deep cut features of the Saxon, medieval and post-medieval periods 
to survive.  

181. A new lift shaft would be constructed, and a set of stairs in the basement 
would be rebuilt. Both are likely to affect archaeological remains.  

182. An Archaeological Impact Assessment and a Method Statement for an 
Archaeological Watching Brief during geotechnical investigations have 
been submitted as part of the application. 

183. Conditions are recommended to cover a programme of archaeological 
work. 

 

AIR QUALITY  

184. The applicant submitted an assessment of the likely changes in air 
quality as a result of the construction and operational phases of the 
development and has been considered having regard to Policy 7.14 of 
the London Plan and CS15 of the Local Plan.  

185. The development is within a sensitive land use area due to nearby 
residential areas. An Air Quality Neutral Assessment and an Air Quality 
Impact Assessment have been undertaken with regard to the GLA’s 
Sustainable Design and Construction SPG and relevant guidance. 

186. During construction, emissions to air would require control through the 
implementation of good practice mitigation measures detailed in the 
Scheme of Protective Works to be approved under conditions attached 
to the planning permission.  During the operational phase, relevant 
combustion plant will meet the emission limits specified in the GLA’s 
Sustainable Design and Construction SPG and compliance with these 
emission limits will be ensured via conditions attached to the planning 
permission. 

187. It is expected that any extra traffic movements from the proposed 
development would be negligible and the overall air quality impact at 



relevant locations is considered to be negligible. The development is Air 
Quality Neutral and is expected to have an insignificant impact on local 
air quality. 

 

FLOODING AND DRAINAGE 

188. A flood risk assessment has been submitted as part of the application. 
The site is within Flood Zone 1 and has low risk of flooding from ground 
water or the sewers and has a very low to negligible risk of flooding from 
all other sources. The low risk from sewer flooding would be mitigated by 
installing an anti-backflow valve to prevent sewer flows entering the 
basement. The residual low risk of flooding from groundwater sources 
would not warrant specific mitigation measures.  

189. The Flood Risk Assessment includes a Sustainable Urban Drainage 
(SuDs) Assessment, which sets out the appropriate measures for the 
site. As the site is underlain by clay soils and has a basement it is not 
possible to infiltrate on site. The development is an extension to an 
existing building, all of the site area is impervious and there are no areas 
that can be made pervious. 

190.  The most appropriate SuDs techniques for the site are rainwater 
harvesting. Water butts are proposed to harvest rainwater which would 
reduce the total volume of runoff from the site and peak run off during 
extreme rainfall. A condition would be added to provide further details of 
the water butts to ensure they are suitably located and enclosed to 
safeguard the appearance of the conservation area. The report 
concludes that the proposed development should not increase flood risk 
on or offsite.  

 
PUBLIC SECTOR EQUALITY DUTY (section 149 of the Equality Act 2010) 

191. The City, as a public authority, must, when deciding whether to grant 
planning permission have due regard to the need to: 

(a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other 
conduct that is prohibited by or under this Act; 
(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a 
relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; 
(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it 

192. Access to the library and its facilities will be maintained, including for 
those with protected characteristics. There is no reason to conclude that 
the proposals will have any different effect on those who share a 
relevant protected characteristic and those who do not share it.  

 
 



PLANNING OBLIGATIONS AND COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 

193. The development would require planning obligations in a Section 106 
agreement to mitigate the impact of the proposal and make it acceptable 
in planning terms and to contribute to the improvement of the City’s 
environment and facilities.  

194. These contributions would be in accordance with Supplementary 
Planning Documents (SPDs) adopted by the Mayor of London and the 
City. 

195. CIL is not payable as the proposed development would provide 
education and facilities for the Inner Temple and development which is 
used wholly or mainly for the provision of education is not chargeable.  

 
City CIL and S106 Planning Obligations 
 
Liability in accordance 
with the City of 
London’s policies 

Contribution  
 

Available for 
allocation 
 

Retained for 
administration 
and monitoring  

City CIL  £0 £0 £0.00 
City Planning Obligation 
Affordable Housing 

£22,730 £22,503 £227.30 

City Planning Obligation 
Local, Training, Skills 
and Job Brokerage 

£3,410 £3,375 £34.10 

City Planning Obligation 
Monitoring Charge 

£1,250 - - 

Total liability in 
accordance with the 
City of London’s 
policies 

£27,390 £25,878 £261 

 
City’s Planning Obligations  
 
196. The obligations set out below are required in accordance with the City’s 

SPD. They are necessary to make the application acceptable in planning 
terms, directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably 
related in scale and kind to the development and meet the tests in the 
CIL Regulations and government policy.  

• affordable housing contributions 

• local procurement 

• local training skills and job brokerage 

• delivery servicing plan  

• travel plan 
 
197. The benefits of the proposals to provide improved facilities for legal 

training, optimising the long standing heritage use and preserving the 



character of the conservation area would be secured through a S106 
obligation. This will ensure that the principal future use remains related 
to the legal profession and that those benefits are maintained. 

198. I request that I be given delegated authority to continue to negotiate and 
agree the terms of the proposed obligations as necessary. 

 
Monitoring and Administrative Costs 
 
199. A 10 year repayment period would be required whereby any unallocated 

sums would be returned to the developer 10 years after practical 
completion of the development. Some funds may be set aside for future 
maintenance purposes.  

200. The applicant will pay the City of London’s legal costs and the City 
Planning Officer’s administration costs incurred in the negotiation, 
execution and monitoring of the legal agreement and strategies. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

201. The proposal has been assessed in accordance with the relevant 
statutory duties, and having regard to the development plan and other 
relevant policies, and relevant advice including the NPPF.  The 
proposals would result in some less than substantial harm to the 
significance of the Temples Conservation Area and the Temple Church.  
The proposals would result in some less than substantial harm to the 
Treasury Building as a non-designated heritage asset. The harm is 
outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal which comprise the 
completion of the original design for the building, and the creation of a 
barrister’s training centre which would reinforce the legal character of the 
Inner Temple and sustain the building’s long-term use.  

202. The proposal accords with the development plan when considered as a 
whole. It is considered that the design of the proposed development 
would be high quality and make a strong contribution to the local 
distinctiveness of the Temples area meeting the requirements, in 
particular, of Policy 7.8 of the London Plan, policies CS12, DM12.1, 
DM12.2, DM12.3 and CS22 of the Local Plan.  
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Appendix A 

London Plan Policies 
The London Plan policies which are most relevant to this application are set 
our below:  
Policy 5.2  Development proposals should make the fullest contribution to 
minimising carbon dioxide emissions. 
Policy 5.3  Development proposals should demonstrate that sustainable 
design standards are integral to the proposal, including its construction and 
operation. Major development proposals should meet the minimum standards 
outlined in supplementary planning guidance. 
Policy 5.7  Major development proposals should provide a reduction in 
carbon dioxide emissions through the use of on-site renewable energy 
generation, where feasible. 
Policy 5.12  Development proposals must comply with the flood risk 
assessment and management requirements set out in PPS25 and address 
flood resilient design and emergency planning; development adjacent to flood 
defences will be required to protect the integrity of existing flood defences and 
wherever possible be set back from those defences to allow their 
management, maintenance and upgrading to be undertaken in a sustainable 
and cost effective way. 
Policy 5.13 Development should utilise sustainable urban drainage systems 
(SUDS) unless there are practical reasons for not doing so. 
Policy 6.9  Developments should provide secure, integrated and accessible 
cycle parking facilities and provide on-site changing facilities and showers for 
cyclists, facilitate the Cycle Super Highways and facilitate the central London 
cycle hire scheme. 
Policy 6.13  The maximum standards set out in Table 6.2 should be applied 
to planning applications. Developments must:  
meet the minimum cycle parking standards set out in Table 6.3  
provide for the needs of businesses for delivery and servicing. 
Policy 7.2  All new development in London to achieve the highest standards 
of accessible and inclusive design. 
Policy 7.8  Development should identify, value, conserve, restore, re-use 
and incorporate heritage assets, conserve the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings and make provision for the protection of archaeological 
resources, landscapes and significant memorials. 
Policy 7.14  Implement Air Quality and Transport strategies to achieve 
reductions in pollutant emissions and minimise public exposure to pollution. 
Policy 7.21  Trees should be protected, maintained, and enhanced. Existing 
trees of value should be retained and any loss as the result of development 
should be replaced. 
 



Relevant Local Plan Policies 

CS4 Seek planning contributions 
 
To manage the impact of development, seeking appropriate developer 
contributions. 

 
CS10 Promote high quality environment 

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

 
CS12 Conserve or enhance heritage assets 

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

 
CS15 Creation of sustainable development 

 
To enable City businesses and residents to make sustainable choices in 
their daily activities creating a more sustainable City, adapted to the 
changing climate. 

 
CS16 Improving transport and travel 

 
To build on the City's strategic central London position and good 
transport infrastructure to further improve the sustainability and efficiency 
of travel in, to, from and through the City. 

 
CS17 Minimising and managing waste 

 
To support City businesses, residents and visitors in making sustainable 
choices regarding the minimisation, transport and management of their 
waste, capitalising on the City's riverside location for sustainable waste 
transfer and eliminating reliance on landfill for municipal solid waste 
(MSW). 

 
CS18 Minimise flood risk 

 
To ensure that the City remains at low risk from all types of flooding. 

 
CS19 Improve open space and biodiversity 

 
To encourage healthy lifestyles for all the City's communities through 
improved access to open space and facilities, increasing the amount and 
quality of open spaces and green infrastructure, while enhancing 
biodiversity. 

 



CS22 Maximise community facilities 
 
To maximise opportunities for the City's residential and working 
communities to access suitable health, social and educational facilities 
and opportunities, while fostering cohesive communities and healthy 
lifestyles. 

 
DM10.1 New development 

 
To require all developments, including alterations and extensions to 
existing buildings, to be of a high standard of design and to avoid harm 
to the townscape and public realm, by ensuring that: 
 
a) the bulk and massing of schemes are appropriate in relation to 
their surroundings and have due regard to the general scale, height, 
building lines, character, historic interest and significance, urban grain 
and materials of the locality and relate well to the character of streets, 
squares, lanes, alleys and passageways;  
b) all development is of a high standard of design and architectural 
detail with elevations that have an appropriate depth and quality of 
modelling; 
c) appropriate, high quality and durable materials are used; 
d) the design and materials avoid unacceptable wind impacts at 
street level or intrusive solar glare impacts on the surrounding 
townscape and public realm; 
e) development has attractive and visually interesting street level 
elevations, providing active frontages wherever possible to maintain or 
enhance the vitality of the City's streets; 
f) the design of the roof is visually integrated into the overall design of the 
building when seen from both street level views and higher level 
viewpoints; 
g) plant and building services equipment are fully screened from 
view and integrated in to the design of the building.  Installations that 
would adversely affect the character, appearance or amenities of the 
buildings or area will be resisted; 
h) servicing entrances are designed to minimise their effects on the 
appearance of the building and street scene and are fully integrated into 
the building's design; 
i) there is provision of appropriate hard and soft landscaping, including 
appropriate boundary treatments; 
j) the external illumination of buildings is carefully designed to ensure 
visual sensitivity, minimal energy use and light pollution, and the discreet 
integration of light fittings into the building design; 
k) there is provision of amenity space, where appropriate; 
l) there is the highest standard of accessible and inclusive design. 

 
DM10.4 Environmental enhancement 

 
The City Corporation will work in partnership with developers, Transport 
for London and other organisations to design and implement schemes 



for the enhancement of highways, the public realm and other spaces. 
Enhancement schemes should be of a high standard of design, 
sustainability, surface treatment and landscaping, having regard to:  
 
a) the predominant use of the space, surrounding buildings and 
adjacent spaces; 
b) connections between spaces and the provision of pleasant 
walking routes;  
c) the use of natural materials, avoiding an excessive range and 
harmonising with the surroundings of the scheme and materials used 
throughout the City; 
d) the inclusion of trees and soft landscaping and the promotion of 
biodiversity, where feasible linking up existing green spaces and routes 
to provide green corridors; 
e) the City's heritage, retaining and identifying features that 
contribute positively to the character and appearance of the City; 
f) sustainable drainage, where feasible, co-ordinating the design with 
adjacent buildings in order to implement rainwater recycling; 
g) the need to provide accessible and inclusive design, ensuring 
that streets and walkways remain uncluttered; 
h) the need for pedestrian priority and enhanced permeability, 
minimising the conflict between pedestrians and cyclists; 
i) the need to resist the loss of routes and spaces that enhance the City's 
function, character and historic interest; 
j) the use of high quality street furniture to enhance and delineate the 
public realm; 
k) lighting which should be sensitively co-ordinated with the design 
of the scheme. 

 
DM10.8 Access and inclusive design 

 
To achieve an environment that meets the highest standards of 
accessibility and inclusive design in all developments (both new and 
refurbished), open spaces and streets, ensuring that the City of London 
is: 
 
a) inclusive and safe for of all who wish to use it, regardless of 
disability, age, gender, ethnicity, faith or economic circumstance;  
b) convenient and welcoming with no disabling barriers, ensuring 
that everyone can experience independence without undue effort, 
separation or special treatment; 
c) responsive to the needs of all users who visit, work or live in the 
City, whilst recognising that one solution might not work for all. 

 
DM12.1 Change affecting heritage assets 

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



2. Development proposals, including proposals for 
telecommunications infrastructure, that have an effect upon heritage 
assets, including their settings, should be accompanied by supporting 
information to assess and evaluate the significance of heritage assets 
and the degree of impact caused by the development.  
 
3. The loss of routes and spaces that contribute to the character 
and historic interest of the City will be resisted. 
 
4. Development will be required to respect the significance, 
character, scale and amenities of surrounding heritage assets and 
spaces and their settings. 
 
5. Proposals for sustainable development, including the 
incorporation of climate change adaptation measures, must be sensitive 
to heritage assets. 

 
DM12.2 Development in conservation areas 

 
1. Development in conservation areas will only be permitted if it 
preserves and enhances the character or appearance of the 
conservation area. 
 
2. The loss of heritage assets that make a positive contribution to 
the character or appearance of a conservation area will be resisted.  
 
3. Where permission is granted for the demolition of a building in a 
conservation area, conditions will be imposed preventing demolition 
commencing prior to the approval of detailed plans of any replacement 
building, and ensuring that the developer has secured the 
implementation of the construction of the replacement building. 

 
DM12.3 Listed buildings 

 
1. To resist the demolition of listed buildings. 
 
2. To grant consent for the alteration or change of use of a listed 
building only where this would not detract from its special architectural or 
historic interest, character and significance or its setting. 

 
DM12.4 Archaeology 

 
1. To require planning applications which involve excavation or 
ground works on sites of archaeological potential to be accompanied by 
an archaeological assessment and evaluation of the site, including the 
impact of the proposed development. 
 
2. To preserve, protect, safeguard and enhance archaeological 
monuments, remains and their settings in development, and to seek a 
public display and interpretation, where appropriate.  



 
3. To require proper investigation and recording of archaeological 
remains as an integral part of a development programme, and 
publication and archiving of results to advance understanding. 

 
DM12.5 Historic parks and gardens 

 
1. To resist development which would adversely affect gardens of 
special historic interest included on the English Heritage register.  
 
2. To protect gardens and open spaces which make a positive 
contribution to the historic character of the City. 

 
DM15.1 Sustainability requirements 

 
1. Sustainability Statements must be submitted with all planning 
applications in order to ensure that sustainability is integrated into 
designs for all development. 
 
2. For major development (including new development and 
refurbishment) the Sustainability Statement should include as a 
minimum: 
 
a) BREEAM or Code for Sustainable Homes pre-assessment; 
b) an energy statement in line with London Plan requirements; 
c) demonstration of climate change resilience measures. 
 
3. BREEAM or Code for Sustainable Homes assessments should 
demonstrate sustainability in aspects which are of particular significance 
in the City's high density urban environment. Developers should aim to 
achieve the maximum possible credits to address the City's priorities. 
 
4. Innovative sustainability solutions will be encouraged to ensure 
that the City's buildings remain at the forefront of sustainable building 
design. Details should be included in the Sustainability Statement. 
 
5. Planning conditions will be used to ensure that Local Plan 
assessment targets are met. 

 
DM15.2 Energy and CO2 emissions 

 
1. Development design must take account of location, building 
orientation, internal layouts and landscaping to reduce likely energy 
consumption. 
 
2. For all major development energy assessments must be 
submitted with the application demonstrating: 
 



a) energy efficiency - showing the maximum improvement over 
current Building Regulations to achieve the required Fabric Energy 
Efficiency Standards; 
b) carbon compliance levels required to meet national targets for 
zero carbon development using low and zero carbon technologies, 
where feasible;  
c) where on-site carbon emission reduction is unviable, offsetting 
of residual CO2 emissions through "allowable solutions" for the lifetime 
of the building to achieve national targets for zero-carbon homes and 
non-domestic buildings. Achievement of zero carbon buildings in 
advance of national target dates will be encouraged;  
d) anticipated residual power loads and routes for supply. 

 
DM15.4 Offsetting carbon emissions 

 
1. All feasible and viable on-site or near-site options for carbon 
emission reduction must be applied before consideration of offsetting. 
Any remaining carbon emissions calculated for the lifetime of the 
building that cannot be mitigated on-site will need to be offset using 
"allowable solutions". 
 
2. Where carbon targets cannot be met on-site the City 
Corporation will require carbon abatement elsewhere or a financial 
contribution, negotiated through a S106 planning obligation to be made 
to an approved carbon offsetting scheme.  
 
3. Offsetting may also be applied to other resources including 
water resources and rainwater run-off to meet sustainability targets off-
site where on-site compliance is not feasible. 

 
DM15.6 Air quality 

 
1. Developers will be required to consider the impact of their 
proposals on air quality and, where appropriate, provide an Air Quality 
Impact Assessment. 
  
2. Development that would result in deterioration of the City's 
nitrogen dioxide or PM10 pollution levels will be resisted.    
 
3. Major developments will be required to maximise credits for the 
pollution section of the BREEAM or Code for Sustainable Homes 
assessment relating to on-site emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx). 
 
4. Developers will be encouraged to install non-combustion low 
and zero carbon energy technology. A detailed air quality impact 
assessment will be required for combustion based low and zero carbon 
technologies, such as CHP plant and biomass or biofuel boilers, and 
necessary mitigation must be approved by the City Corporation. 
 



5. Construction and deconstruction and the transport of 
construction materials and waste must be carried out in such a way as to 
minimise air quality impacts. 
 
6. Air intake points should be located away from existing and 
potential pollution sources (e.g. busy roads and combustion flues). All 
combustion flues should terminate above the roof height of the tallest 
building in the development in order to ensure maximum dispersion of 
pollutants. 

 
DM15.7 Noise and light pollution 

 
1. Developers will be required to consider the impact of their 
developments on the noise environment and where appropriate provide 
a noise assessment. The layout, orientation, design and use of buildings 
should ensure that operational noise does not adversely affect 
neighbours, particularly noise-sensitive land uses such as housing, 
hospitals, schools and quiet open spaces.  
 
2. Any potential noise conflict between existing activities and new 
development should be minimised. Where the avoidance of noise 
conflicts is impractical, mitigation measures such as noise attenuation 
and restrictions on operating hours will be implemented through 
appropriate planning conditions. 
 
3. Noise and vibration from deconstruction and construction 
activities must be minimised and mitigation measures put in place to limit 
noise disturbance in the vicinity of the development. 
 
4. Developers will be required to demonstrate that there will be no 
increase in background noise levels associated with new plant and 
equipment.  
 
5. Internal and external lighting should be designed to reduce 
energy consumption, avoid spillage of light beyond where it is needed 
and protect the amenity of light-sensitive uses such as housing, 
hospitals and areas of importance for nature conservation. 

 
DM16.1 Transport impacts of development 

 
1. Development proposals that are likely to have effects on 
transport must be accompanied by an assessment of the transport 
implications during both construction and operation, in particular 
addressing impacts on: 
 
a) road dangers; 
b) pedestrian environment and movement; 
c) cycling infrastructure provision; 
d) public transport; 
e) the street network.  



 
2. Transport Assessments and Travel Plans should be used to 
demonstrate adherence to the City Corporation's transportation 
standards. 

 
DM16.3 Cycle parking 

 
1. On-site cycle parking must be provided in accordance with the 
local standards set out in Table 16.2 or, for other land uses, with the 
standards of the London Plan. Applicants will be encouraged to exceed 
the standards set out in Table 16.2. 
 
2. On-street cycle parking in suitable locations will be encouraged 
to meet the needs of cyclists. 

 
DM17.1 Provision for waste 

 
1. Waste facilities must be integrated into the design of buildings, 
wherever feasible, and allow for the separate storage and collection of 
recyclable materials, including compostable material.    
 
2. On-site waste management, through techniques such as 
recyclate sorting or energy recovery, which minimises the need for waste 
transfer, should be incorporated wherever possible. 

 
DM18.1 Development in Flood Risk Area 

 
1. Where development is proposed within the City Flood Risk Area 
evidence must be presented to demonstrate that:  
 
a) the site is suitable for the intended use (see table 18.1), in 
accordance with Environment Agency and Lead Local Flood Authority 
advice;  
b) the benefits of the development outweigh the flood risk to future 
occupants;  
c) the development will be safe for occupants and visitors and will 
not compromise the safety of other premises or increase the risk of 
flooding elsewhere.  
 
2. Development proposals, including change of use, must be 
accompanied by a site-specific flood risk assessment for: 
 
a) all sites within the City Flood Risk Area as shown on the Policies 
Map; and 
b) all major development elsewhere in the City. 
 
3. Site specific flood risk assessments must address the risk of 
flooding from all sources and take account of the City of London 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. Necessary mitigation measures must 
be designed into and integrated with the development and may be 



required to provide protection from flooding for properties beyond the 
site boundaries, where feasible and viable. 
 
4. Where development is within the City Flood Risk Area, the most 
vulnerable uses must be located in those parts of the development which 
are at least risk. Safe access and egress routes must be identified. 
 
5. For minor development outside the City Flood Risk Area, an 
appropriate flood risk statement may be included in the Design and 
Access Statement. 
 
6. Flood resistant and resilient designs which reduce the impact of 
flooding and enable efficient recovery and business continuity will be 
encouraged. 

 
DM18.2 Sustainable drainage systems 

 
1. The design of the surface water drainage system should be 
integrated into the design of proposed buildings or landscaping, where 
feasible and practical, and should follow the SuDS management train 
(Fig T) and London Plan drainage hierarchy. 
 
2. SuDS designs must take account of the City's archaeological 
heritage, complex underground utilities, transport infrastructure and 
other underground structures, incorporating suitable SuDS elements for 
the City's high density urban situation. 
 
3. SuDS should be designed, where possible, to maximise 
contributions to water resource efficiency, biodiversity enhancement and 
the provision of multifunctional open spaces. 

 
DM18.3 Flood protection and climate 

 
1. Development must protect the integrity and effectiveness of 
structures intended to minimise flood risk and, where appropriate, 
enhance their effectiveness. 
 
2. Wherever practicable, development should contribute to an 
overall reduction in flood risk within and beyond the site boundaries, 
incorporating flood alleviation measures for the public realm, where 
feasible. 

 
DM19.2 Biodiversity and urban greening 

 
Developments should promote biodiversity and contribute to urban 
greening by incorporating:  
 
a) green roofs and walls, soft landscaping and trees; 
b) features for wildlife, such as nesting boxes and beehives; 
c) a planting mix which encourages biodiversity; 



d) planting which will be resilient to a range of climate conditions; 
e) maintenance of habitats within Sites of Importance for Nature 
Conservation. 

 
DM21.3 Residential environment 

 
1. The amenity of existing residents within identified residential 
areas will be protected by: 
 
a) resisting other uses which would cause undue noise 
disturbance, fumes and smells and vehicle or pedestrian movements 
likely to cause disturbance;  
b) requiring new development near existing dwellings to 
demonstrate adequate mitigation measures to address detrimental 
impact. 
 
2. Noise-generating uses should be sited away from residential 
uses, where possible. Where residential and other uses are located 
within the same development or area, adequate noise mitigation 
measures must be provided and, where required, planning conditions 
will be imposed to protect residential amenity.  
 
3. All development proposals should be designed to avoid 
overlooking and seek to protect the privacy, day lighting and sun lighting 
levels to adjacent residential accommodation.  
 
4. All new residential development proposals must demonstrate 
how potential adverse noise impacts on and between dwellings will be 
mitigated by housing layout, design and materials. 
 
5. The cumulative impact of individual developments on the 
amenity of existing residents will be considered. 

 



SCHEDULE 
 
APPLICATION: 17/00077/FULMAJ 
 
Inner Temple Treasury Building The Terrace Crown Office Row 
 
Extension and refurbishment in association with an education and 
training facility and office use (sui generis) of the Treasury Building, 
works comprising; i) Mansard roof extension at fourth floor, with new 
dormer windows on front, rear, west and east elevation and a glazed 
rooflight; ii) Installation of a rooftop plant area; iii) Reconstruction of the 
hall roof resulting in an increased ridge height; iv) Insertion of dormer 
windows in the hall roof; v) Extension at the north east corner to create 
a new lift shaft; vi) A new brick clad escape stair on the north side 
between the Treasury Building and the Hall; vii) Creation of new 
chimney stacks and associated internal and external alterations and 
cycle parking. 
 

CONDITIONS 
 
 
 1 The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the 

expiration of three years from the date of this permission.  
 REASON: To ensure compliance with the terms of Section 91 of the 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 
 2 Before any works thereby affected are begun the following details shall 

be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority 
and all development pursuant to this permission shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details:  

 (a) particulars and samples of the materials to be used on all external 
faces of the building including external ground and upper level 
surfaces;  

 (b) details of dormer windows;  
 (c) details of soffits, hand rails and balustrades;  
 (d) details of windows and doors;  
 (e) details of stonework to fire escape surround, chimney stacks and 

new elevations;  
 (f) details of rooflight;  
 (g) details of plant screening;  
 (h) details of junctions with adjoining premises;  
 (i) details of all alterations to the existing facade;  
 (j) details of the integration of window cleaning equipment and the 

garaging thereof, plant, flues, fire escapes and other excrescences at 
roof level;  

 (k) details of the integration of cleaning equipment, cradles and the 
garaging thereof;  

 (l) details of all ground level surfaces including materials to be used; 
(m) details of walkway surfaces including materials to be used;  



 (n) details of external surfaces within the site boundary including hard 
and soft landscaping;  

 (o) measures to be taken during the period of demolition and 
construction for the protection of the trees to be retained and details of 
any pruning of the trees.  

 (p) details of all water butts (and enclosures)  
 REASON: To ensure that the Local Planning Authority may be satisfied 

with the detail of the proposed development and to ensure a 
satisfactory external appearance in accordance with the following 
policies of the Local Plan:  DM10.1, DM10.5, DM12.2. 

 
 3 Works shall not begin until a scheme for protecting nearby residents 

and commercial occupiers from noise, dust and other environmental 
effects including the proposed locations of the work compounds to be 
used during construction has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be based on the 
Department of Markets and Consumer Protection's Code of Practice for 
Deconstruction and Construction Sites and arrangements for liaison set 
out therein. A staged scheme of protective works may be submitted in 
respect of individual stages of the development process but no works in 
any individual stage shall be commenced until the related scheme of 
protective works has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. The development shall not be carried out 
other than in accordance with the approved scheme.  

 REASON: To protect the amenities of nearby residents and commercial 
occupiers in accordance with the following policies of the Local Plan: 
DM15.6, DM15.7, DM21.3. These details are required prior to any work 
commencing in order that the impact on amenities is minimised from 
the time that development starts. 

 
 4 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(s) hereby approved shall be submitted 
to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing prior to the 
commencement of work. The details shall include relevant measures 
from Section 4 of the Mayor of London's Construction Logistics Plan 
Guidance for Developers issued in April 2013, and specifically address 
the safety of vulnerable road users through compliance with the 
Construction Logistics and Cyclist Safety (CLOCS) Standard for 
Construction Logistics, Managing Work Related Road Risk. No 
demolition or construction shall be carried out other than in accordance 
with the approved details and methods.  

 REASON: To ensure that demolition and construction works do not 
have an adverse impact on public safety and the transport network in 
accordance with London Plan Policy 6.14 and the following policies of 
the Local Plan: DM15.6, DM16.1. These details are required prior to 
demolition and construction work commencing in order that the impact 
on the transport network is minimised from the time that demolition and 
construction starts. 

 



 5 No works except demolition to basement slab level shall take place 
until the developer has secured the implementation of a programme of 
archaeological work to be carried out in accordance with a written 
scheme of investigation which has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. This shall include all on site 
work, including details of any temporary works which may have an 
impact on the archaeology of the site and all off site work such as the 
analysis, publication and archiving of the results. All works shall be 
carried out and completed as approved, unless otherwise agreed in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

 REASON: In order to allow an opportunity for investigations to be made 
in an area where remains of archaeological interest are understood to 
exist in accordance with the following policy of the Local Plan: DM12.4. 

 
 6 Prior to the commencement of any works on site, details shall be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority 
showing the means of protection of trees T1, T2, T3 and T4 including 
their root system and the approved details shall be implemented prior 
to and during the course of the building works as appropriate.  

 REASON: To ensure the protection of the adjacent trees in accordance 
with the following policies of the Local Plan: DM10.4, DM19.2. These 
details are required prior to commencement in order that any changes 
to satisfy this condition are incorporated before the design is too 
advanced to make changes. 

 
 7 A pre-construction BREEAM assessment demonstrating that a target 

rating of 'Excellent' has been achieved (or such other target rating as 
the local planning authority may agree provided that it is satisfied all 
reasonable endeavours have been used to achieve an 'Excellent' 
rating) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority prior to demolition.  

 REASON: To demonstrate that carbon emissions have been minimised 
and that the development is sustainable in accordance with the 
following policy of the Local Plan: CS15, DM15.1, DM15.2. 

 
 8 Before any construction works hereby permitted are begun the 

following details shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority in conjunction with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority and all development pursuant to this permission shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved details:  

 (a) Fully detailed design and layout drawings for the proposed SuDS 
components including but not limited to: water butts, flow control 
devices, design for system exceedance. Three water butts should be 
provided in the locations shown on Drawing 231-SK20170314-1, at 
least two of these should have a restricted discharge so as to only hold 
water temporarily - each water butt should be sized to attenuate at 
least 5mm of rainfall falling on its relevant catchment area; unless 
otherwise agreed with the Lead Local Flood Authority;  

 (b) Evidence that Thames Water have been consulted and consider the 
proposed discharged rate to be satisfactory.  



 (c) A Lifetime Maintenance Plan for the SuDS system to include:  
 - A full description of how the system would work, it's aims and 

objectives and the flow control arrangements;  
 - A Maintenance Inspection Checklist/Log;  
 - A Maintenance Schedule of Work itemising the tasks to be 

undertaken, such as the frequency required and the costs incurred to 
maintain the system.  

 REASON: To improve sustainability, reduce flood risk and reduce 
water runoff rates in accordance with the following policy of the Local 
Plan: DM18.1, DM18.2 and DM18.3. 

 
 9 The refuse collection and storage facilities shown on the drawings 

hereby approved shall be provided and maintained throughout the life 
of the building for the use of all the occupiers.  

 REASON: To ensure the satisfactory servicing of the building in 
accordance with the following policy of the Local Plan: DM17.1. 

 
10 (a) The level of noise emitted from any new plant shall be lower than 

the existing background level by at least 10 dBA. Noise levels shall be 
determined at one metre from the window of the nearest noise 
sensitive premises. The background noise level shall be expressed as 
the lowest LA90 (10 minutes) during which plant is or may be in 
operation.   

 (b) Following installation but before the new plant comes into operation 
measurements of noise from the new plant must be taken and a report 
demonstrating that the plant as installed meets the design 
requirements shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  

 (c) All constituent parts of the new plant shall be maintained and 
replaced in whole or in part as often is required to ensure compliance 
with the noise levels approved by the Local Planning Authority.  

 REASON: To protect the amenities of neighbouring 
residential/commercial occupiers in accordance with the following 
policies of the Local Plan: DM15.7, DM21.3. 

 
11 Any generator on the site shall be used solely on intermittent and 

exceptional occasions when required in response to a life threatening 
emergency or an exceptional event requiring business continuity and 
for the testing necessary to meet that purpose and shall not be used at 
any other time.  At all times the generator shall be operated to minimise 
noise impacts and emissions of air pollutants and a log of its use shall 
be maintained and be available for inspection by the Local Planning 
Authority.  

 REASON: To minimise adverse air quality in accordance with policies 
DM15.6 and DM 21.3 of the Local Plan and policies 7.14 B a and c of 
the London Plan. 

 
12 Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority all 

combustion flues must terminate at least in accordance with the height 



detailed in the air quality assessment submitted in order to ensure 
maximum dispersion of pollutants.  

 REASON: In order to ensure that the proposed development does not 
have a detrimental impact on occupiers of residential premises in the 
area and in accordance with the following policy of the Local Plan: 
DM15.6 and to maintain local air quality and ensure that exhaust does 
not contribute to local air pollution, particularly nitrogen dioxide and 
particulates PM10, in accordance with the City of London Air Quality 
Strategy 2015 and the Local Plan DM15.6.  

  
 
13 No boilers that have a dry NOx emission level exceeding 40 mg/kWh 

(measured at 0% excess O2) shall at any time be installed in the 
building. Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning 
authority the stack discharge velocity shall be in accordance with the 
air quality impact assessment submitted.  

 REASON: To comply with policy DM15.6 of the Local Plan and policies 
7.14B a and c of the London Plan. 

 
14 A. No CHP plant in the thermal input range 50kWth to 20MWth with 

NOx emissions exceeding that specified in Band B of Appendix 7 to the 
GLA Sustainable Design and Construction Supplementary Planning 
Guidance published April 2014 (or any updates thereof applicable at 
time of installation) shall at any time be installed in the building.  

 B. Prior to any CHP plant coming into operation the following 
details must be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority:  

 1. The results of an emissions test demonstrating compliance with 
Part A of this condition and stack discharge velocity carried out by an 
accredited laboratory/competent person; and  

 2. An equipment maintenance schedule demonstrating that the 
emission standard would always be met.  

 C. The CHP plant shall at all times be maintained in accordance 
with the approved schedule.  

 REASON: To comply with policy DM15.6 of the Local Plan and policies 
7.14B a and c of the London Plan 

 
15 This permission only permits the carrying out of works to tree T2 as 

detailed in the Arboricultural Impact Statement dated January 2017 
which are necessary to implement the full planning permission under 
Part lll of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (Reg 14(a)(vii)). 
This permission does not authorise any other works to the 4 plane 
trees, (T1-T4), as set out in the arboricultural report.  

 REASON: To ensure the protection of the adjacent trees in accordance 
with the following polices of the Local Plan CS19 

 
16 All works to the tree(s) shall be carried out in accordance with BS 3998: 

2010, Tree work - Recommendations.  



 REASON: In order to ensure the continued protection of the tree(s) in 
accordance with the following policies of the Local Plan: DM10.4, 
DM19.2. 

 
17 Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 4 of Schedule 2 Town and 

Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 - Part 
A The Inner Temple Garden shall not be used for temporary structures 
including the use for of the Garden as a works compound.  

 REASON:  To preserve the character and appearance of the 
conservation area and to safeguard historic open space in accordance 
with the following policies of the Local Plan: DM12.2 and CS19. 

 
18 No amplified or other music shall be played on the roof terrace.  
 REASON: To safeguard the amenity of the adjoining premises and the 

area generally in accordance with the following policies of the Local 
Plan: DM15.7, DM21.3. 

 
19 Permanently installed pedal cycle racks shall be provided and 

maintained on the site throughout the life of the building sufficient to 
accommodate a minimum of 37 pedal cycles. The cycle parking 
provided on the site must remain ancillary to the use of the building and 
must be available at all times throughout the life of the building for the 
sole use of the occupiers thereof and their visitors without charge to the 
individual end users of the parking.  

 REASON: To ensure provision is made for cycle parking and that the 
cycle parking remains ancillary to the use of the building and to assist 
in reducing demand for public cycle parking in accordance with the 
following policy of the Local Plan: DM16.3. 

 
20 The development shall not be carried out other than in accordance with 

the following approved drawings and particulars or as approved under 
conditions of this planning permission: 231-P1001-Rev P1, 231-P1002-
Rev P1, 231-P1009-Rev P1, 231-P1010-RevP1, 231-P1011-RevP1, 
231-P1012-Rev P1, 231-P1013-Rev P1, 231-P1014-RevP1, 231-
P1015-RevP1, 231-P1019-RevP1, 231-P1020-RevP1, 231-P1022-
RevP1, 231-P1024-RevP1, 231-P1027-RevP1, 231-P1040-RevP1, 
231-P1041-RevP1, 231-P1042-RevP1, 231-P1043-RevP1  

 REASON: To ensure that the development of this site is in compliance 
with details and particulars which have been approved by the Local 
Planning Authority. 

 
 

INFORMATIVES 
 
 
 1 In dealing with this application the City has implemented the 

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



   
 detailed advice in the form of statutory policies in the Local Plan, 

Supplementary Planning documents, and other written guidance has 
been made available;  

   
 a full pre application advice service has been offered;  
   
 where appropriate the City has been available to provide guidance on 

how outstanding planning concerns may be addressed. 
 
 2 Any furnace burning liquid or gaseous matter at a rate of 366.4 

kilowatts or more, and any furnace burning pulverised fuel or any solid 
matter at a rate of more than 45.4 kilograms or more an hour, requires 
chimney height approval.  Use of such a furnace without chimney 
height approval is an offence. The calculated chimney height can 
conflict with requirements of planning control and further mitigation 
measures may need to be taken to allow installation of the plant. 

 
 3 The location of outside space is an important consideration with regard 

to the exposure of air pollutants. The applicant is therefore minded to 
consider the location of existing and planned combustion plant 
termination points relative to any terrace, general access areas or 
openable windows etc. In addition to any building control or planning 
requirements, the third edition of the Chimney Height Memorandum 
(1981) requires that that certain types of combustion plant terminate at 
least 3m above any area to which there is general access. 

 
 4 Developers are encouraged to install non-combustion renewable 

technology to work towards energy security and carbon reduction 
targets in preference to combustion based technology.  

   
 When considering how to achieve, or work towards the achievement of, 

the renewable energy targets, the Markets and Consumer Protection 
Department would prefer developers not to consider installing a 
biomass burner as the City is an Air Quality Management Area for fine 
particles and nitrogen dioxide. Research indicates that the widespread 
use of these appliances has the potential to increase particulate levels 
in London to an unacceptable level. Until the Markets and Consumer 
Protection Department is satisfied that these appliances can be 
installed without causing a detriment to the local air quality they are 
discouraging their use. Biomass CHP may be acceptable providing 
sufficient abatement is fitted to the plant to reduce emissions to air.  

   
 Advice on a range of measures to achieve the best environmental 

option on the control of pollution from standby generators can be 
obtained from the Department of Markets and Consumer Protection.
  

   
 There is a potential for standby generators to give out dark smoke on 

start up and to cause noise nuisance. Guidance is available from the 



Department of Markets and Consumer Protection on measures to avoid 
this 

 
 5 You are advised that a section 211 Notice does not need to be given to 

the local planning authority where consent would not be required if the 
tree was protected by a TPO (Reg 15(1)(a)(i) of the Tree Protection 
Regulations 2012.) One of these exemptions from the need to obtain 
consent (and in this case from the need to give a s.211 Notice) is the 
cutting down, topping, lopping or uprooting of a tree so far as the work 
is necessary to implement a full planning permission under Part III of 
the TCPA 1990 (Reg 14(a)(vii)). However any other works including, in 
the long term, general trimming back of the 4 plane trees will require a 
section 211 Notice. 

 
 6 You are advised to discuss the impact of the proposed works on the 

existing trees with the Chief Planning Officer who will advise in respect 
to any potential archaeological remains. 

 
 7 If at any time ground works or excavations are to take place below 

existing ground levels for works related to the existing tree(s) or any 
new tree(s), you are requested to contact the Chief Planning Officer to 
establish whether the site has archaeological potential. 

 
 8 You are advised to contact the Church Authorities before any works 

commence in order that they can advise as to whether a Faculty is 
required for those works. 

 
 9 You are advised to notify and if necessary obtain the permission of the 

owner before carrying out any work for which approval has been 
granted. 

 
10 Many species are protected under legislation such as the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and the Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 2010. A contravention of those statutory 
provisions may constitute a criminal offence. The grant of this 
consent/planning permission does not override any statutory 
requirement to notify Natural England and/or obtain a licence prior to 
carrying out activities which may harm or disturb protected species 
such as bats. 
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