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Agenda Item 3
PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
Tuesday, 30 March 2021
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning and Transportation Committee held via
Microsoft Teams at 10.30 am
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Introductions
The Town Clerk opened the meeting by introducing herself and stating that the
Committee was quorate.
A roll call of Members present was undertaken.
The Town Clerk highlighted that the meeting was being recorded as well as live
streamed and would be made available on the City Corporation’s YouTube
page for a period of time after the meeting had concluded. With this in mind, it
was confirmed that participants in the meeting had all individually agreed and
given their consent to being recorded and that all personal data would be
processed in accordance with the Data Protection Act 2018. The Town Clerk
highlighted that, for further information on this, viewers could contact the City
Corporation using the details provided on the public webpages.
The Chair then introduced himself and welcomed all those in attendance and
viewing the meeting via YouTube.
1.

APOLOGIES
Apologies for absence were received from Oliver Sells QC (Deputy Chairman),
Alderman Robert Hughes-Penney and Oliver Lodge.

2.

MEMBERS' DECLARATIONS UNDER THE CODE OF CONDUCT IN
RESPECT OF ITEMS ON THE AGENDA
Susan Pearson declared an interest in a Motion that was to be proposed at
Item 16 (Any Other Business) and stated that she would not therefore be
participating in this item.
Sheriff Christopher Hayward declared an interest in agenda Item 4 as a
member of the Capital Buildings Committee and stated that he would not
therefore be speaking or voting on this matter.
Alderman Sir David Wootton declared an interest in agenda Item 4 as a
member of the Capital Buildings Committee and stated that he would not
therefore be speaking or voting on this matter.
Deputy Keith Bottomley declared an interest in agenda Item 4 as a member of
both the Police Authority Board and the Capital Buildings Committee and stated
that he would not therefore be speaking or voting on this matter.
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Douglas Barrow declared an interest in agenda Item 4 as a member of both the
Police Authority Board and the Capital Buildings Committee and stated that he
would not therefore be speaking or voting on this matter.
Deputy Jamie Ingham Clark declared an interest in agenda Item 4 as an exofficio member of the Capital Buildings Committee and stated that he would not
therefore be speaking or voting on this matter.
Peter Bennett declared an interest in agenda Item 4 as a member of the Capital
Buildings Committee and stated that he would not therefore be speaking or
voting on this matter.

3.

MINUTES
The Committee considered the public minutes and summary of the meeting
held virtually on 9th March 2021 and approved them as a correct record.
MATTERS ARISING
Daylight/Sunlight – Alternative Guidelines (page 11) – A Member
highlighted that, as the minutes record, he had first raised the use of radiance
studies as the most effective way for this committee to assess the loss of
daylight and sunlight two years ago. He reminded Members that he had raised
it once again at the last meeting and asked that Officers undertake that when
an application is received which entails a loss of daylight or sunlight to a
neighbouring property, the developer be asked to provide radiance studies to
assist this Committee in assessing the loss and to seek access to an effected
neighbouring property to obtain precise data for this purpose, only relying upon
reasonable assumptions should such access be denied. He had also
suggested that, if a developer failed to provide these studies, Members should
draw an adverse inference from this omission. Officers had undertaken to
provide a response to that suggestion at this meeting and the Member
therefore pressed for this undertaking to be given to the Committee. Officers
responded to state that they had been waiting to see if BRE were going to
update their national guidance before reporting back to this Committee with any
further suggestions however, it was reported that there was still no definitive
timeline from BRE on this. With this in mind, Officers stated that they could
nevertheless progress a further report to bring back to Committee responding
to specific queries and providing a more general update on daylight/sunlight
issues. In the meantime, Officers reassured Members that they would continue
to work with applicants on providing radiance assessments wherever
necessary.
The Member responded to clarify whether the position going forward would now
be that, when a loss of daylight or sunlight is an issue in a planning application
in the view of Officers, an applicant will be asked to provide radiance studies to
assist this Committee in assessing that loss and advised that they should try to
seek access to affected properties to collate precise data. The Chair responded
to state that his view would be that the Committee should await the forthcoming
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report before directing Officers on this matter. The Member highlighted that the
expert consultant had already advised this Committee that radiance studies
were the most effective means of measuring any loss of daylight and sunlight.
Officers reported that radiance studies could be requested of applicants going
forward and commented that it certainly had been done in the past but
underlined that it could be difficult to insist on this as, as the Member had
already acknowledge, it did require access to individual properties and some
applications involved hundreds of these. The Chair asked that a report be
brought back to the Committee as soon as possible setting out all of the
possible options before a decision was formalised.
Another Member highlighted that the City had a 3D model and suggested that it
would be a very useful tool for Members to be able to look at this and view
development holistically and to see the cumulative impact of this, particularly in
terms of daylight and sunlight. She questioned whether this tool could be
utilised by Members when considering future applications. The Interim Chief
Planning Officer and Development Director confirmed that this was a tool
currently used by Officers and one which they hoped to develop further. He
reported that there was a training session for Members already scheduled on
3D modelling and its potential use in decision making. He added that Officers
still requested details on cumulative impact in daylight and sunlight
assessments and often in independent verification of these assessments too.
Member Training (page 12) – A Member noted that there were currently no
training sessions planned for the Committee on the subject of Whole Life
Carbon Impact and questioned whether Officers could provide an update on
this as she was aware that it had been the subject of various discussions
outside of meetings. The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development
Director confirmed that this was a key focus for Officers and that they were
currently scoping the opportunities for training for Members around this which
would be led by Kerstin Kane.
Awareness of Planning Applications/Stakeholder Engagement (page 14) –
A Member thanked Officers for providing her with further information on
consultation ahead of today’s meeting.
Construction Works – A Member reported that Officers had been in touch with
her to provide further information around whether conditions could be added to
the development of a site and when this commenced. She highlighted that she
had first raised this matter two years ago.
4.

ESTABLISHMENT OF A SPECIAL SUB-COMMITTEE
The Committee considered a joint report of the Town Clerk, the Interim Chief
Planning Officer and Development Director and the Comptroller and City
Solicitor concerning the establishment of a special sub-committee to consider a
forthcoming planning application by the City of London Corporation involving a
significant area of public highway and therefore engaging the restrictions in
Regulation 10 of the Country and Planning General Regulations 1992 by
reason of the Committee’s responsibility for public highway.
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The Town Clerk reminded the meeting that those Members who had declared
relevant interests in this item at agenda Item 2 would not be able to participate
by either speaking or voting.
A Member spoke to state that she understood that the site in question was
owned by the City of London (City Fund - freehold and leasehold) and noted
that, although the Property Investment Board was a non-local authority
committee, its role was to manage the organisation’s property investment
portfolio and to encourage development in the City of London. She therefore
questioned whether the City’s management of the site and members of the
Property Investment Board who managed its investments and also sat on this
Committee also created a conflict of interests, what the public perception of this
might be and whether this could lead to challenge further down the line.
Another Member commented that one of the headlines of the Lisvane
Governance Review was that the City Corporation already has too many
Committees, Sub-Committees, Consultative bodies etc. He suggested that it
therefore seemed counter intuitive that Members were being encouraged to
recommend yet another Sub-Committee and, further down the line, another
four Sub-Committees in the form of Planning Panels – a proposal set to be
considered by the Court of Common Council in the coming months. The
Member stated that he felt that there was something particularly odd about this
proposed Sub-Committee as the plan was that the full Committee meet as
scheduled on the morning of 22 April and that, at the conclusion of this
meeting, a number of Members leave with the remainder then adopting
different hats to form part of the Special Sub-Committee to decide a planning
application that would normally be decided upon by the full Committee. He
commented that this would appear unintelligible to the public and those outside
of the organisation and stated that he believed that these contortions were
required to preserve the ability of a small group of Members to continue to be
able to sit on some of the more ‘important’ Committees simultaneously (in this
case the Capital Buildings Committee and the Planning Committee). He added
that the public were of the view that this gave rise to a perception of bias and
highlighted that a petition signed by over 1,200 people saying just this had been
lodged earlier this morning. The Member went on to state that, in case anyone
were to object to the fact that these proposed procedural ‘somersaults’ would
result in the seven members of this Committee and the Capital Buildings
Committee not participating in the planning decision – this was only by accident
as it just so happened that this application included significant public realm and
highway works and it also just so happened that this Committee had such
matters within its Terms of Reference. This combination of circumstances
meant that the strictures of legislation, as interpreted by a high Court case last
Autumn, meant that this could not be avoided and that those members were
prevented by law from participating in the planning decision. If, however, this
application had not included significant public realm and highway works, the
report inferred that all Members of this grand Committee would have been able
to participate regardless of any public perception. The Member concluded by
stating that he felt that this report therefore demonstrated how unfit for purpose
the City’s current planning process was. The Member stated that he would not
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be opposing the recommendations set out within the report but that his vote in
favour would be based on pragmatism and not principle.
Another Member spoke to make the point that the application in question did
not involve an investment property and did not therefore fall within the remit of
the Property Investment Board. He added that he and other members of the
Property Investment Board who also sat on this Committee were already well
aware of this and that the point raised by the Member was therefore of no
relevance.
The Comptroller and City Solicitor responded to the various points made by
stating that, as set out within the report, what Regulation 10 required was to
avoid any conflict of interest between those who are deciding the application
and those who are bringing forward the proposals. Members were informed that
this obviously had to be applied to the local authority situation and the
Comptroller and City Solicitor commented that it was not unusual for all tiers of
an authority to have been involved in an application or the principle of funding
of an application at various stages of a development. She added that the Court
of Common Council itself had been involved in this particular application at a
very early stage but stated that the organisation had to take an approach that
allowed for some flexibility but was also sufficiently robust. With this in mind,
Officers had turned their minds to identifying who could be considered as
having promoted the application to date – this had been determined to be the
Capital Buildings Committee with the Police Authority Board also having a
clear, vested interest. She concluded by stating that interpreting things too
widely hindered the ability of the local authority to function properly and to take
any decisions on its own planning applications which was expressly provided
for in law.
RESOLVED – That the Planning and Transportation Committee:
1.
Adopt the Handling Note in the Appendix to this Report.
2.
Establish a Special Sub-committee with the following Terms of Reference:
to determine planning application reference: 20/00997/FULEIA and
associated Listed Building Consent applications ref: 20/00998/LBC and
20/00996/LBC.
3.
That the Special Sub-committee sits at the rising of the Planning and
transportation on 22 April 2021.
4.
That the Special Sub-committee be constituted of all Members of Planning
and Transportation Committee other than those who are also Members of
Capital Buildings Committee and Police Authority Board.
5.

BARBICAN AND GOLDEN LANE CONSERVATION AREA CHARACTER
SUMMARY AND MANAGEMENT STRATEGY - DRAFT SUPPLEMENTARY
PLANNING DOCUMENT
The Committee considered a report of the Interim Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director in relation to the draft Barbican and Golden Lane
Conservation Area Character Summary and Management Strategy.
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director introduced the
item by reminding the Committee that they had designated the Conservation
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Area in October 2018 and agreed the boundary. He added that local authorities
were statutorily obliged to publish proposals for the preservation and
enhancement of conservation areas. He reported that this area already had the
very highest level of protection in these estates - most of which were listed
(Grade 2 and 2*) and, as such, were subject to listed building management
guidelines as referenced in the documents. They were also designated
landscapes and scheduled ancient monuments. Ultimately, it was intended that
this document be adopted as a supplementary planning document and would
therefore be a material consideration in the assessment of any proposals
affecting the Conservation Area.
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director reported that, in
line with protocol, three Barbican Committees (the Barbican Estate Residents
Consultation Committee in November 2020, the Barbican Residential
Committee in December 2020 and the Barbican Centre Board last week) had
already considered the draft document ahead of this meeting and feedback
from these committees had been received and collated into the draft SPD
presented today.
As an overview, it was reported that the structure of the document was fairly
clear in that it provided an understanding of the significance of the
Conservation Area by analysing principal characteristics and set out proposals
for the preservation and enhancement of the special architectural and historic
interest of the Conservation Area. It was now recommended that the
Committee agree that the document be issued for a 6-week period of public
consultation.
A Member noted that there had been a very helpful question and answer
session on the document at the Barbican Estate Residents Consultation
Committee meeting at which someone had asked about the extent to which the
Climate Action Strategy would be taken into account in the new Conservation
Area and that the response had referred to the fact that the Barbican had a
heavy carbon footprint, its reduction fell within the Climate Change Strategy,
and there would be a balance of the benefits of proposed changes. He
therefore asked whether Officers could report back and confirm that their
instructions to the consultancy working on the design of the Barbican Podium
repair had been amended to ensure that the recommendations reflected the
Climate Action Strategy. The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development
Director reported that, in terms of the paving on the highwalk, a meeting had
taken place yesterday and that part of the brief for the project team was to look
at the City Climate Action Strategy and respond to this, especially in terms of
embedded carbon within existing materials. He added that the approach to
conservation of the estate was entirely compatible with the Climate Action
Strategy in terms of retaining fabric and the like. He confirmed that the first
emphasis here would be on repair with a second option of scoping and
replacing with second-hand tiles, a third option of utilising materials
manufactured from old tiles with all other options only explored thereafter.
Another Member welcomed the draft document but added that he was sure that
this Committee would want to ensure that the draft issued for consultation was
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factually correct and minimised any typographical errors. He added that the
Barbican Association Planning Group and the Barbican Wildlife Garden Group
had spent a lot of time reading the draft document appended to this report and
had sent some suggested changes to him which he in turn had notified the
Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director of. Officers had since
agreed to correct a number of factual errors, but the Member stated that he
remained concerned that there were still others within the document – one, for
example, relating to Blake Tower. The Member requested that Officers
therefore undertake a further, detailed review of the draft document to ensure
that it was factually correct prior to consultation commencing. The Member
highlighted that many residents had already expressed opinions on the
document, but he accepted that these ought to be lodged as part of the formal
consultation process. The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development
Director confirmed that he had been in correspondence with the Member on
this matter and stated that he was very grateful for any errors being brought to
his attention so that these might be addressed. He went on to state that some
of the points raised increased the emphasis on certain terms or were more
nuanced/general commentary and it was felt that the most appropriate forum
for these to be raised was via the public consultation process.
Another Member questioned whether, bearing in mind the crossover with the
Climate Action Strategy and the points made around Beech Street, Officers had
considered whether reference to cycle parking for residents should feature
within in the document in terms of protecting the area and air quality. Secondly,
the Member stated that not only was this document set to go out to public
consultation for a six-week period, but also the City Plan 2036 had just been
released for public consultation which would close on 7 May 2021. She noted
that, due to current circumstances, it was proposed that these consultations
take place online only and raised concerns that this would disenfranchise a
large number of residents in terms of their awareness of these. The Member
therefore questioned whether other forms of promoting these could be looked
at, particularly considering that this was a document which affected estates
which broadly covered a large swathe of the City’s resident population. The
Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director stated that he
believed that cycle parking sat outside of the scope of this document as this
was focused on the character of the Conservation Area. In terms of
consultation, Members were informed that there would be a public meeting and
that, at present, it was anticipated that this would take place virtually but any
options around holding a physical meeting would be explored as restrictions
were gradually lifted. The Member responded to question how the virtual public
meeting would be advertised and questioned whether any thought had been
given to producing a paper document notifying residents of both this and the
City Plan 2036 public consultations. The Interim Chief Planning Officer assured
Members that the public consultation would be widely publicised, and that
Officers would proactively use all of the existing resources available to them for
this purpose. He added that they consider issuing paper copies of the
documents and a place for people to come and view these as restrictions lifted
in May 2021.
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A Member questioned what would happen at the conclusion of the consultation
process in terms of any further scrutiny of the document. The Interim Chief
Planning Officer and the Development Director that a further report would be
put to this Committee itemising every response received under the public
consultation alongside Officer responses to these. An amended version of the
draft document absorbing the responses received would then be put to
Members of this Committee for approval before being adopted.
Another Member commented that she had also seen a number of track
changes to the document from residents and questioned how many of these
proposed changes had bene made in the draft version of the document
presented to Members today or whether these would be picked up as part of
the broader consultation before inclusion. In terms of the comments received to
date, the Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director cautioned
that care needed to be taken to provide a level playing field to all consultees.
He added that some of the responses already received were slightly preemptive of the formal consultation process and that it was important not to
disadvantage other stakeholders who may take an opposite view. It was
therefore felt that the best approach was to collate all of the responses received
as part of the formal consultation process and report these to Committee within
a single report.
RESOLVED - That Members approve the draft text of the Barbican and Golden
Lane Conservation Area Character Summary and Management Strategy SPD,
appended as Appendix A to the report, and agree to it being issued for public
consultation for 6 weeks from March 2021.
6.

SHORT STAY CYCLE PARKING IN THE CITY OF LONDON
The Committee received a report of the Interim Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director setting out proposals to increase the number of short
stay cycle parking spaces in the City of London to be funded by future
developments which do not meet the London Plan standards.
A Member thanked Officers for collating this report and stated that she
understood the tone of it but highlighted that the London Plan requirements
were a minimum and the reality was that the City had met less than 50% of
these. She felt that this ought to be readily acknowledged within the report. She
added that she was grateful to see solutions broadly set out towards the end of
the report and asked whether, bearing in mind that the long stay cycle provision
was only marginally above the required standards and clearly did not address
the City cultural offering and use outside of office hours, Members could have
an update on the proposed solutions in 2-3 months’ time when people would be
steadily returning to the City.
Another Member commented that she was a cyclist who used short stay cycle
spaces and stated that she found this report quite depressing and was
disappointed that this Committee had allowed this deficit to happen. She was
pleased to see that there was now a proposal to ask developers to make a
financial contribution to address this deficit but she stressed that it was vital that
spaces were provided where they were needed and not like those recently
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installed in Golden Lane because there was space to accommodate these but
where they were not really required. The Member questioned whether the
Committee could be provided with a map indicating where spaces were and
where they were most required. She added that she was also concerned that
the report did not include things like the parking provisions for electric bikes or
scooters and requested that any future report also make reference to this.
Another Member agreed that he did not feel that this report was very explicit in
terms of taking tangible measures to address the problem. It spoke of
developing a proposal to ask developers to make a financial contribution to
meet the cost of any deficit but he felt that the real problem was that there was
a lack of space outside of these developments to site these spaces and he was
therefore unclear as to how this might be beneficial. He therefore also
requested a further paper in the near future setting out tangible proposals for
addressing this problem.
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director commented that
he felt it would be reasonable for Officers to report back to the Committee in 3
months’ time on this matter. He added that the Committee would be
considering schemes before this time that would exceed requirements in terms
of short stay cycle parking requirements and wound also include some of the
elements identified such as cycle hubs within developments. He therefore felt
that this was an increasingly positive picture. In terms of widening the brief of
the report as suggested, Officers undertook to look into this and report back. It
was, however, underlined that this was an immense challenge as the authority
were trying to provide generous pavements for pedestrian movement, areas for
al fresco dining and retail elements which open on to the street and that all of
these were real and unique challenges for the City when compared to other
parts of London. He added that his personal view was that Officers had done
well to achieve what they had but, nevertheless, the concerns of Members had
been noted and these would be addressed in future schemes coming forward
that would not only meet but exceed requirements as well as within a future
update report.
A Member commented that the Committee were very well aware that there was
a lack of space on the City’s streets and that this had always been the case.
She felt that, for this reason, the City should have been enforcing requirements
around cycle parking provision within the developments themselves to meet
their own in-house demands. The Member also felt that the proposed financial
contributions from developers were not an effective solution. She suggested
that it might be useful to undertake a survey of City developments to ascertain
how many of the cycle spaces within their units were actually utilised and
whether or not these could be made available for use by the public. Finally, the
Member sought assurances that any financial contributions that developers
might be asked to make toward the funding of cycle spaces going forward
would be ringfenced solely for this purpose.
Another Member agreed that Member focus and oversight was needed here
and supported the request for a further report on this within the next 3 months.
He added that, with people due to return to the City after the lifting of lockdown,
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this was a key time to address the matter as this would be when provision was
most needed. Secondly, on the issue of proposed financial contributions from
developers, the Member stated that it was spaces that were required and not
funds. He also questioned how any financial contributions would be calculated
and what the basis of this would be. The Interim Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director reported that Officers were currently working up a
proposed formula to present to the Committee for consideration and underlined
that the proposed financial contributions were just one of a number of solutions.
Another Member stated that any future report to Committee should make a firm
proposal on any financial contributions given that the implementation of this
could be a lengthy process. He added that it was clear that the most likely
potential solution would involve bringing back into use any subterranean
spaces that were not currently in use and that there would be real costs
associated with this. He therefore proposed that any future policy should make
it more expensive to developers not to provide sufficient cycle space than to
meet the requirements.
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director accepted the
points made around the historical imbalance in particularly short-term cycle
parking spaces. He did, however, highlight that three of the most significant
schemes that had been considered by this Committee over the past year had
all exceeded standards in terms of both short and long term cycle parking
spaces and it was felt that this was evidence of an improving picture. He
assured the Committee that the team would now liaise on a strategic level to
provide a future report to the Committee. He confirmed that this could also
include a map detailing where current cycle spaces were situated in the City.
The Chair commented that it was clear that the Committee wanted to take a
hard line in terms of insisting that short stay cycle space standards were met
and would be keen to ensure that any financial contributions decided upon
going forward did not make it cheaper or easier for developers to avoid meeting
these. He agreed with the Interim Chief Planning Officer that things were now
on the right trajectory. He highlighted that there was actually a 104%
compliance rate in terms of long stay cycle spaces as opposed to just 41% for
short stay spaces and that the balance here needed to be addressed with the
current pandemic serving to further highlight the importance of this.
RESOLVED - That Members note the report and request a further report on the
matter within the next 3 months.
7.

BIODIVERSITY ACTION PLAN UPDATE
The Committee considered a report of the Director of Open Spaces setting out
the background and production of the Draft Biodiversity Action Plan (2021-26)
(BAP).
A Member commented that this plan was very much needed at a time when a
biodiversity crisis was happening but added that she was surprised to see no
reference to this crisis within the document. Officers responded by stating that
some of the legislation that laid down why an Action Plan was necessary
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referred back to the Rio conference and the biodiversity crisis but accepted that
this could also usefully be referenced within a future draft of the document itself
prior to releasing it for consultation.
RESOLVED - That Members of the Planning and Transportation Committee
recommend for onward approval to the Open Spaces and City Gardens
Committee, the draft Biodiversity Action Plan 2021/2026, subject to the
incorporation of reference to the biodiversity crisis.
8.

DEPARTMENT OF THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT RISK MANAGEMENT QUARTERLY REPORT
The Committee received a quarterly update report of the Director of Built
Environment detailing risks managed by the Department of the Built
Environment that fall within the remit of the Planning and Transportation
Committee.
A Member referred to the two red risks noted (the All Change at Bank public
consultation and recommendations for on-street measures to enable the safe
return of the City’s workforce and support COVID-19 recovery to come to this
Committee in April). She questioned whether there was any risk of confusion
when responses to the all Change at Bank public consultation were received as
she confessed that she had looked at the consultation and had found it quite
difficult to understand which temporary measures may or may not be in place
as this came into place. She added that she had written separately to Officers
on this point. She understood that the consultation was on the basis that
temporary measures around COVID would be removed and she sought
assurances that Officers had now made this abundantly clear as part of the
consultation. Officers reported that the Bank consultation was now live and was
going out in parallel with a review of the COVID on-street measures which had
been in place for a while now. Some of these measures would be retained
whilst others would not and a report on this would be submitted to the next
meeting of this Committee. Officers did, however, reassure Members that both
sets of works were being managed by the same team so that any potential
overlap/conflict would be part of the assessment between what could be
accommodated at Bank and in terms of any other measures that would be
delivered. It was added that the key message here was that Bank still remained
a priority location for this Committee and any on-street COVID measures would
therefore have to accommodate whatever was needed at Bank Junction.
Another Member commented on the new presentation of the Risk Register and
cited Risk ‘DBE-02 Service/Pipe Subways’ as an example of where this could
be confusing given that the objective here was to ‘reduce’ the risk and yet the
current and target risk rating and score remained the same. Officers
highlighted that this risk had been on their register the longest as they were
being managed as a confined space and commented that it was a valid point to
make that, provided that appropriate management protocols were being
followed, the risk should be ‘accepted’. Officers therefore undertook to review
this risk in further detail after today’s meeting.
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Another Member questioned why COVID-19 risk number 27 – ‘failure to deliver
the New DBE Finance (RECOVERY)’ had a higher target risk score than the
exiting risk score when the aim here was to ‘reduce’. He added that other
forums had been using heat maps to show how the overall risks had moved so
that all risks could be assessed against one another on a single grid and
questioned whether it would be possible for this Committee to have similar
going forward. Officers commented that this particular risk had a higher target
score than the current score as the advice being taken from the corporate risk
manager on this was that the risk had been set at the higher level this time last
year where the organisation had listened to government guidance and had
expected around 30-35% of their workforce being too sick to work due to
COVID. After emerging from the second wave of the virus, this score had been
reduced but the target had been kept where it had originally been set as it was
recognised that there was currently still the potential of a third wave and this
therefore needed to be kept under review. It was reported that the COVID
related risks were currently reviewed every fortnight as part of the Public
Service Silver Group’s work. With regard to heat maps, Officers undertook to
include these as part of the next quarterly update.
The Chair referenced Risk CR20 – Road Safety Reduction which currently had
no owner listed. Officers reported that the Assistant Director (Highways) was
now the new owner of this risk.
RESOLVED – That Members note the report and the actions taken in the
Department of the Built Environment to monitor and manage effectively risks
arising from the department’s operations.
9.

OUTSTANDING ACTIONS
The Committee noted a report of the Town Clerk regarding the outstanding
actions of the Committee.
Member Training
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director reported that it
was envisaged that Whole Life Carbon Training would be provided to the
Committee in June 2021.
RESOLVED - That Members note the report.

10. PUBLIC LIFT REPORT
The Committee received a public lift report of the City Surveyor for the period
20/02/2021 – 12/03/2021.
A Member raised a question relating to the Millennium Inclinator stating that he
could recall from prior service on this Committee that a lot of money had been
spent, firstly on repairing the old Millennium Inclinator and secondly on
installing a new Inclinator in time for the 2012 Olympics. He noted from this
report that the Inclinator seemed to only be operational for 90% of the time and
questioned when this matter would finally be resolved. Officers recognised that
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there were ongoing issues with the Inclinator and that this would eventually be
replaced with a normal, vertical lift as part of the Millennium House
development. It was expected that this would happen at some stage this year
and discussions were ongoing with the developer around this.
Another Member raised a question relating to the escalator on London Wall
noting that the public seemed to vandalise this by turning it off and asked if
Officers had any proposed solutions to this problem. Officers clarified that it
was an emergency stop button that was being activated and that this had to be
readily accessible should there be a problem on the escalator. However, they
undertook to look again at this and see if a workable solution could be found.
The Member questioned whether a camera could be installed here to deter any
future vandalism. Officers undertook to look at this and the remote monitoring
of the site.
Another Member commented that emergency stop buttons were in place in lots
of locations and that there were very hefty fines attached to activating some of
these in non-emergency situations. He questioned whether the City had any
powers to fine those who used the buttons improperly. Officers undertook to
investigate this further and report back.
RESOLVED - That Members note the report.

11. DELEGATED DECISIONS OF THE CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER AND
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR
The Committee received a report of the Interim Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director providing Members with a list detailing development and
advertisement applications determined by the Interim Chief Planning Officer
and Development Director or those authorised under their delegated powers
since the report to the last meeting.
RESOLVED - That the report be noted.
12. VALID PLANNING APPLICATIONS RECEIVED BY DEPARTMENT OF THE
BUILT ENVIRONMENT
The Committee received a report of the Interim Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director providing Members with a list detailing development
applications received by the Department of the Built Environment since the
report to the last meeting.
RESOLVED - That Members note the report.
13. RESOLUTION OF THE HEALTH AND WELLBEING BOARD RE: HEALTH
IMPACT ASSESSMENT GUIDANCE NOTE
The Committee noted the resolution of the Health and Wellbeing Board on 19
February 2021 regarding the Health Impact Assessment Guidance Note.
RESOLVED - That Members note the resolution.

Page 14

14. STREETS AND WALKWAYS SUB-COMMITTEE - PUBLIC MINUTES
The Committee received the draft public minutes of the Streets and Walkways
sub-committee meeting held on 18 February 2021.
RESOLVED - That Members note the draft minutes.
15. QUESTIONS ON MATTERS
COMMITTEE
There were no questions.

RELATING

TO

THE

WORK OF THE

16. ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS URGENT
COLPAI Development - Motion
A Member commented that, as the Committee were already aware, he wished
to propose a motion. He clarified that he had already circulated an email to all
members of the Committee on this matter alongside some relevant
background.
MOTION - That application 20/00748 for the discharge of Conditions 43 and 46
relating to the delivery and servicing plan for the school, and application
20/00747 for the discharge of Condition 44 relating to the delivery and servicing
plan for the residential / commercial part of the project, both be determined by
this Committee instead of under delegated authority, as the contentious nature
of these applications makes it appropriate for them to be determined by elected
members.
By way of background, the Member highlighted that residents of Golden Lane
Estate who were his constituents were concerned that the effect of these
applications if approved would be that the large refuse bins for the COLPAI
development would be placed for an indeterminate time awaiting collection
directly next to the entrance of a residential block where they would be
unsightly and may cause smells and attract vermin and fly-tipping. Secondly, to
collect this refuse, lorries would need to manoeuvre in a cul-de-sac which
would be unsafe for road users and pedestrians and would block access to the
estate for all vehicles including emergency vehicles. The Member encouraged
others to visit the site for themselves to see the potential issues. Finally, it was
noted that residents were concerned that similar arrangements would exist for
all of the school’s delivery lorries.
The Member went on to acknowledge receipt of a response to these concerns
from the Director of Community and Children’s Services which arrived shortly
before this meeting began but stated that, even from a quick reading of this, he
could see that there were a number of major issues of concern to residents that
were still to be determined. He reported that local residents had now opposed
these proposals for at least the last two years, during which time they had
repeatedly pointed out that the refuse collection and servicing could all be
undertaken from roads on the other side of the development where none of
these issues would arise. They felt so strongly about the negative impact that
these proposals would have on their lives that they had commissioned a report
from a traffic planner and engineer at personal cost. In these circumstances,
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the Member stated that he felt that the large number of objections lodged
(almost 60 to date) should be heard and that the planning decision ought to be
made by elected members and not delegated to Officers. He hoped that all
Members would agree that this was appropriate and support this motion as they
had done two years ago when they had supported the fact that a discharge of a
condition in relation to the retention of trees on the COLPAI site boundary
should be decided by the Committee and not under delegated authority.
The Motion was seconded. The Member seconding stated that there were a
significant number of objections and that, had this of been a planning
application, it would certainly have exceeded the threshold a number of times
over. She understood that, whilst there was no reference to the number of
objections received for an approved scheme of delegation, it was open to the
Committee to reserve the right to call in a decision. Given the strength of feeling
here, it was felt appropriate to do so in this case.
Another Member spoke to support the motion. Firstly, he recognised that there
was already a precedent here concerning the discharge of the decision on the
retention of trees, he also noted the number of objections received from
residents and felt that it was perfectly reasonable of them to expect their
elected representatives to opine and decide upon this matter. Having said this,
the Member did, however, seek reassurance from Officers that this would not
further delay the opening of the school beyond September 2021, noting that
this was already behind schedule and that the school had already faced many
obstacles to date.
Another Member also spoke in support of the motion as far as it related to
COLPAI. He did, however, question why condition 44 was included here as he
stated that he was not aware that the waste management for the residential
tower had ever been controversial or the subject of complaint. He added that
the waste would be handled straight onto Golden Lane.
A Member supported the motion and stressed that this development had been
extremely contentious with residents. She therefore felt that the matter was
worthy of discussion by this Committee/elected Members and underlined that
this was a matter of public confidence and transparency.
Another Member spoke in support of the motion. He added that the substantive
discussion here was around the satisfaction of the conditions around the 106
agreement which was clearly a matter of great public interest and concern. He
therefore felt that it was incumbent upon this Committee to look at this matter in
more detail and to ensure that the correct decision was made. He agreed that
this should not, however, compromise the opening of the school in any way
given that pupils and parents had already spent a considerable amount of time
using temporary facilities and had expressed educational concerns around this.
With regard to the implications for the opening of the school, the Interim Chief
Planning Officer and Development Director reported that it was critical that a
decision was made on these matters by May 2021 and he had therefore tasked
his Officers with meeting this deadline to bring the matter to Committee .With
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regard to condition 44, Officers explained that this was important as a similar
number of objections had been received for this application.
The Member who had proposed the motion questioned whether a virtual site
tour or in-person site visit could be arranged ahead of the Committee
considering these applications. Officers undertook to provide either of these in
due course and in accordance with what restrictions permitted.
RESOLVED – That the Motion be carried and that application 20/00748 for the
discharge of Conditions 43 and 46 relating to the delivery and servicing plan for
the school, and application 20/00747 for the discharge of Condition 44 relating
to the delivery and servicing plan for the residential / commercial part of the
project, both be determined by this Committee instead of under delegated
authority.
Beech Street Tunnel
A Member stated that she wished to flag the issues that the Beech Street
Tunnel had been causing for some residents on the Barbican Estate in terms of
receiving deliveries and getting taxis as referenced within the minutes of the
last Streets and Walkways Sub-Committee meeting. She noted that issues
were currently being dealt with individually as and when they arose but sought
some assurances from the Chair that a more holistic approach could be taken
going forward so that residents were not left without vital supplies such as
medication and that the Beech Street Tunnel was a success.
The Chair reported that he and the Deputy Chairman and the Deputy Chairman
of the Streets and Walkways Sub-Committee were fully aware of these issues
and added that he had said publicly, from the outset of this scheme, that he
would not be afraid to alter and amend plans if necessary. Officers commented
that they were aware that there were still some changes that needed to be
made to the experimental scheme such as work to open up the central
reservation which was already in train and would provide a fundamental
improvement to the access controls in the area. Officers added that they were
looking at moving towards a permanent scheme and that a report to the last
meeting of the Streets and Walkways Sub-Committee had set out a way
forward on this. Any issues raised at this stage would help inform this
permanent scheme and Officers continued to work to ensure that appropriate
messaging was put out to the communities and businesses that relied upon
Beech Street in terms of access. They encouraged anyone with any points to
raise these with the appropriate Officers.
A Member noted that Google Maps had now updated instructions for Beech
Street. He added that, whilst there had been some issues with signage, the real
problem seemed to be that large logistics operations relied upon electronic
maps, many of which seemed to suggest that you could not enter the tunnel.
Officers noted that this was a point well-made and suggested that the recent
success with Google Maps could be used to encourage other providers to
make similar alterations and finesse their messaging. It was noted that this
remained a work in progress.
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Low Impact Exercise Surfaces
A Member who had raised a question on this matter at the last meeting of this
Committee reported that Officers had now responded to him to suggest that
they would be looking at low impact exercise surfaces and seeing whether this
would fit within the City Public Realm Manual. He added that one of the aspects
of this was to analyse whether this particular material was robust enough. He
reported that the City Corporation already owned and had installed an athletics
track on Hampstead Heath so there was corporate experience of working with
this material.
A Member reported that the Department of Transport were rolling out some
projects around the country and that Slough had been selected to trial ‘sponge
streets’ in the near future. She added that this might also be welcomed in the
City going forward in terms of absorbing water run-off from large buildings.
17. EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC
RESOLVED - That under Section 100(A) of the Local Government Act 1972,
the public be excluded from the meeting for the following items on the grounds
that they involve the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in Part I
of the Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act.
Item No(s)
18-19
20
21-22

Paragraph No(s)
7
3
-

18. GATEWAY 4C ISSUE - SECURE CITY PROGRAMME (SCP) - VIDEO
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM / VIDEO ANALYTICS WORKSTREAM
The Committee received a Joint Gateway 4C Issue report of the Director of the
Built Environment and the Commissioner of the City of London Police
concerning the Secure City Programme (SCP) – Video Management
System/Video Analytics Workstream.
19. SECURE CITY PROGRAMME (SCP) - YEAR 2
The Committee received a joint Gateway 2, Project Proposal report of the
Director of Built Environment and the Commissioner of the City of London
Police regarding the Secure City Programme (SCP) – Year 2.
20. STREETS AND WALKWAYS SUB-COMMITTEE - NON-PUBLIC MINUTES
The Committee received the draft non-public minutes of the Streets and
Walkways Sub-Committee meeting held virtually on 18 February 2021.
21. NON-PUBLIC QUESTIONS ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE WORK OF
THE COMMITTEE
There were no questions raised in the non-public session.
22. ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS URGENT
AND WHICH THE COMMITTEE AGREES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED
WHILST THE PUBLIC ARE EXCLUDED
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The Committee discussed potential arrangements for meetings post 6 May
2021.

The meeting closed at 12.25 pm

Chairman

Contact Officer: Gemma Stokley
tel. no.: 020 7332 3414
gemma.stokley@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Page 19

This page is intentionally left blank

Page 20

Agenda Item 4
Planning & Transportation Committee – 13 April 2021
Further Addendum for Agenda item 4.

Planning application 20/00848/FULEIA: 31 Bury Street
Late Letters of Representation
Representations (objections)
•

Historic Places of Worship, both Christian and of other
faiths, are hallmarks of the London architectural
landscape. The Bevis Marks Synagogue in Aldgate has
a particular significance as it is the oldest synagogue in
the UK to be in continuous use. The Archbishop states
that he hoped the concerns of the Jewish community
receive a proper hearing, and that everything possible is
done to protect the Bevis Marks Synagogue from
developments that would be detrimental to its
architectural context and to the needs of the worshipping
community.

Master Robert Bell – •
Worshipful
Company of
Solicitors of the City
of London

Bevis Marks Synagogue is a well-known City institution
and a vital part of the City’s diverse cultural and
historical heritage. The Synagogue is the only nonChristian place of worship in the City. National Heritage
Lottery Fund Visitor Centre, whose patron is HRH The
Prince of Wales, is due to open soon and the functioning
Synagogue is at its heart.
The two developments (33 Creechurch Lane and 31
Bury Street) look set to have a dramatic impact on the
Synagogue’s access to natural light and therefore to
represent a substantial loss of amenity which could well
pose an existential threat to the Synagogue and the
community it serves.
The first development relates to the erection of a 20+
storey building at 33 Creechurch Lane. If built, this
development would be just four metres from the eastern
wall of the Synagogue. It would completely block all light
from the window at this end of the Synagogue for most
of the day. Due to the Grade 1 listing of the Synagogue,
it is not possible to increase artificial light to
compensate. Further, it will also have a substantial
impact on the light in the much-used courtyard of the
building.
The other application at 31 Bury Street is for a 50 Storey
building. This also promises to significantly reduce the
light into the Synagogue’s historic courtyard and
represent a major loss of amenity. The cumulative effect
of both developments, if they were to be built as

Cardinal Nichols
(Archbishops of
Westminster)

•

•

•
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•

proposed, could have a devastating impact on this
important centre of worship. Respectfully ask that the
interests of the Synagogue and its access to adequate
light are specifically taken into account when
considering these applications and that the
representations made by the Synagogue are carefully
considered and given the attention which they deserve.
In the event that the Planning Committee were minded
to give permission for either development, would
respectively ask that careful consideration be given to
any conditions attached to those permissions with a
view to protecting as far as possible the level of light to
the Synagogue and its historic courtyard so as to
preserve the level of amenity that this unique and very
important Synagogue has hitherto enjoyed.

Officers Response to Comments:
Consideration of the impacts on Bevis Marks Synagogue is
set out in the ‘Impact on significance and setting of listed
buildings’ section of the report. It is considered that in
visual, physical and environmental terms, under both
baseline and cumulative scenarios, the proposed building
would preserve the special architectural and historic interest
and heritage significance of the synagogue and its setting.
The impact of the proposed development on daylight,
sunlight and overshadowing is set out in the main body of
the report including the impact of cumulative scenarios
taking into account consented schemes and schemes which
are currently under consideration. The Synagogue already
experiences fairly low levels of daylight and sunlight in the
existing condition. The absolute alterations in the level of
daylight and sunlight experienced as a result of the
proposed development is considered to be very low. in
terms of VSC absolute reductions are recorded between
1.7%-1.8% and for APSH absolute reductions are recorded
to be between 7-13% for annual sunlight. The existing
lighting conditions in the Synagogue are such that
supplementary electric lighting is already necessary and
therefore already in use. This applies generally through the
Synagogue and including when at the Bimah. The
difference between the existing and proposed condition for
daylight and sunlight is very small that it would be
imperceptible to the human eye. Officers consider that such
fractional light alterations in real terms would not alter the
way the Synagogue could be used. The baseline analysis
indicates that the courtyard currently experiences low levels
of sunlight given the dense urban form surrounding the
Synagogue. Only 1.5% of the courtyard (an area of 4.86
sqm) currently receives more than two hours of direct
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The Honourable
Company of Master
Mariners (Mr Roger
Hoefling

sunlight. The proposed development would reduce sunlight
levels within the courtyard between 12:30 and 14:00.
Officers acknowledge that the reduction of sunlight Page 32
33 may slightly reduce the amenity of the courtyard but
would not preclude the use of the courtyard for celebrations
or gatherings before and after services nor would it be
considered to detrimentally impact on the community or
societal significance. The impact of cumulative scenarios
have been assessed including consented and unconsented
schemes. In the cumulative scenario, the Synagogue would
experience larger cumulative losses. However, the loss of
light would be largely due to the other consented buildings
in the cumulative scenario (in some cases the proposed
development under consideration at 33 Creechurch Lane)
and very little of it would be due to the proposed
development.
• Have objected formally to the Tulip, the HCMM does not
wish to see the proposed development overlook Tower
Hill and its environs. Bringing the City’s Eastern Tall
Building Cluster even closer, would diminish the events,
sacrifice and achievements that have helped shape
world history represented on and around Tower Hill.
• HCMM is concerned that the proposed building would
lead to increasing development east of the Eastern
Cluster of which ‘The Gherkin is the current eastern
limit. Such an expansion would be to the further visual
detriment of the adjacent local authority conservation
areas, viz St Helen’s Place, Lloyd’s Avenue; Fenchurch
Street station; Trinity Square and the Crescent as well
as the Tower of London UNESCO World Heritage Site.
• The EC3 postcode area uniquely tell the story of how
London’s origins lie with the sea and trade. Between 31
Bury Street and the Thames are at 21 Historic England
listed sites with maritime associations, nine being Grade
I, five Grade II* and seven Grade II, while the Tower
also is a UNESCO World Heritage Site. The nine are the
London Wall, All Hallows by the Tower,; Tower of
London; St Olaves; Custom House; Trinity house; Tower
Bridge; the Merchant Navy Memorial First World War
section and Lloyd’s Building. EC3 has 127 Historic
England listed sites in addition to many other unlisted
heritage assets like the Tower Hill Memorial. (The full
representation (attached to this addendum report) sets
out the background of many of the listed buildings
referenced in the full representation).
• The website for 31 Bury Street proposals claims that the
development ‘represents an appropriate response to the
character of the immediate area, nearby conservation
area, listed buildings and other identified heritage assets
including the Tower of London World heritage Site’. This

Page 23

•
•

•

•

•

is firmly refuted in challenges submitted by such as
Historic England, Tower Hamlets Council, Historic Royal
Palaces and the senior most Jewish faith in the UK
suggested that any consultation with bodies such as
these was very limited at best in its scope and that their
views were ignored. There does not appear to have
been any consultation with the maritime sector only
reinforces this view.
The representation describes the history of Tower Hill
and the Merchant Navy Memorial.
A visual is provided on page 7 of the representation
showing the proposed development (31 Bury Street) and
the Tulip as well as other buildings in the Eastern
Cluster as viewed from Tower Bridge with the Tower of
London in the foreground. A map showing the
Conservation Areas and controlling authorities is also
provided. The heritage sites of, principally, maritime
significance in the area of 31 Bury Street are also
mapped.
The Corporation’s Planning and Transportation
committee has never rejected an application for a tower
block. This was confirmed in evidence to the Tulip
Appeal inquiry on 27th November while the committee
subsequently has continued that unbroken record. This
raises concern for heritage of an apparent lack of
awareness that such decisions are being taken not just
for the City of even London but for the whole of the UK.
The Officer’s report on 31 Bury Street mentions in
referring to Trinity house at paragraph 228; ’an
ensemble of seagoing structures and buildings
surrounding…’ and at 234 ‘…illustrating London’s sea
going past’. ‘Seagoing structure’ sounds ambitious while
‘past’ ignores the present as evidenced across the City
and London today. Further, both the presence and
significance of a war memorial bearing more names
than any other in the UK as the focal point of Trinity
Square is ignored.
By way of context, Historic England records that 6 out of
the top 10 of the most visited paid attractions in England
in 2018 were heritage attraction while putting the Gross
Value Added (GVA) of heritage to the UK in 2019 as £21
billion or 1.9% of the national total.
The Merchant Navy and the Royal Navy have always
been overlooked in having to conduct business over the
horizon in peace and war. In recent years ships have
become larger but fewer in number, in turn requiring
smaller crews. As ‘Global Britain’ comes tit e fore, so too
will maritime trade in which London was founded ans on
which the City continues to prosper. The respect that
past is to respect that future too. The Honourable
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Company of Master Mariners wishes to ask that Tower
Hill and all it represents is respected in requesting that
the City of London Corporation declines the planning
application in question.
Officer Response to Comments:
An assessment of the impact of the proposed development
on designated heritage assets including Trinity House and
the various surrounding listed buildings and conservation
areas has been carried out and is set out in the main
officer’s report.
Consideration of the impacts are contained in the following
sections in this report: Design and Heritage – Tower of
London World Heritage Site and Designated Heritage
Assets and Assessment of the Public Benefits sections of
the report.
Considered overall, by reason of its height, form and
proximity to the ToL WHS in the LVMF view 10A.1 from
Tower Bridge North Bastion, the proposal would cause a
low level of less than substantial harm to the OUV of the
ToL WHS, causing a slight adverse impact on the World
Heritage Site and the viewer’s ability to appreciate its OUV,
integrity, authenticity or significance in this view.
With regards to Trinity House, officers have assessed that
the proposed building would be seen in views of the
building’s principal façade looking north to the west of the
listed building, reading as part of the emerging, dynamic
backdrop of modern tall buildings in the City Cluster. There
would be no harm to the setting or the significance of the
listed building which would remain pre-eminent in the
immediate foreground setting. This is true of the other
heritage assets with maritime connexions which have been
assessed as part of the application.
Representations (Support)
Tower
THEBP have had several in-depth conversations with the Applicant
Hamlets
team over the past six months. The development would provide
Education
many opportunities to local charities and community groups,
Business
creating a sustainable local ecosystem related to employment and
Partnership upskilling local residents.
(THEBP)
In relation to the charity, THEBP would specifically benefit from the
development’s following features:
- A first floor which is open to external organisation for hosting
events. We would take advantage of this area for our
careers-related events where local young people work with
volunteers from the business community. We currently have
no open event space to host these events in our own office,
but this new space would allow us to host large careersnetworking events and mass mock interview practise
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-

-

sessions and UCAS application form review sessions. This
in turn will make our young people more employable and
help to turn the tide in youth unemployment and
intergenerational poverty in the area.
The Applicant has committed to taking on our local students
for work experience during the construction process of the
build so that they can see first-hand the processes that go
into this industry. This is a very welcome opportunity for our
students who struggle to find high quality work experience
placements themselves and is a key way for them to appeal
to future employers by having this experience on their CVs.
The Applicant is anticipating that the future tenants of the
building will support local community projects and therefore
we would build volunteering and sponsorship opportunities
with these new tenants to improve the future sustainability of
our charity.

The design includes a large open terrace which is beneficial to
providing a healthy break in the fresh air during events.
It should be noted that an objection letter for 33 Creechurch Lane
(18/00305/FULMAJ) submitted by Nickie Aiken MP was uploaded onto 31 Bury
Street public planning application page in error. This letter refers specifically to 33
Creechurch Lane and has been subsequently removed.
[Note: communications which may have been sent direct to members by objectors or
applicant rather than sent to officers as representations are not referenced in the
above].
Request by the Synagogue for a site visit
In submitting the Officer’s Report for consideration at your meeting, officers are of
the view that the contents of the report submitted in support of the application as well
as information submitted by the objectors and other parties are sufficient,
comprehensive and thorough enough for members to come to a reasoned and
informed decision on the application without reliance on a site visit.
In particular, members are reminded of the videos produced by the objectors:
Synagogue Objection - https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=196tIIzTb2w
The Windows and the Light of Bevis Marks Synagogue https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jS2WvheUqew
Synagogue Ventilation - https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=azGfpOR3xWY
as well as the videos submitted by the applicant - Bevis Marks Synagogue Courtyard
fly-through: https://vimeo.com/524275048
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In addition, this Addendum report includes internal photographs of the Synagogue
taken before the existing scaffolding was in situ. These photographs were taken from
the Synagogue’s Conservation Plan (January 2019).
It remains open to members to further enhance this understanding through
requesting a site visit prior to determination but officers are of the view that the
information already available to members provide a sufficient basis for an informed
decision.
There are particular difficulties in undertaking a site visit at the present time.
Notwithstanding COVID considerations, the site is a building site with scaffolding
with sheeting obscuring all of the Synagogue’s facades, rising up to parapet level.
The scaffolding also encroaches on the courtyard limiting access to all of the
courtyard and impacting significantly on the views out of the courtyard. In addition,
the historic interior is also scaffolded with internal features concealed by protection
measures. The external and internal scaffolding and the scaffold sheeting greatly
limits light levels within the Synagogue and therefore an accurate idea of normal light
conditions is not possible and there is the potential for the existing situation to give a
misleading impression to members of normal existing light levels. Officers
understand that the internal scaffolding will remain in place up to July at the earliest
and the external scaffolding will be dismantled at a point after July. Officers have
undertaken a number of site visits, including to the Synagogue’s interior as part of
the assessment of this application and other recent applications, viewing the building
and interior both before and after the existing scaffolding was erected.
Additional TBHVIA – Amended Cumulative Views with 6-8 Bishopsgate
The cumulative views submitted within the ES when the application was submitted in
November 2020 did not include illustrations of 6-8 Bishopsgate. At the time of
submission, the scheme was under construction. Due to the progress of this
scheme, revised cumulative views have been submitted which shows an illustrative
view of 6-8 Bishopsgate in all the cumulative views.
The inclusion of illustrations of 6-8 Bishopsgate in the cumulative views is not
considered to have any impact on the likely significant effects of the proposed
development on the environment and does not require any reassessment of such
impacts. It does not alter the conclusions as set out in the main officer’s report. The
inclusion is made for completeness. These views have been uploaded onto the
public access website with all other application material
https://www.planning2.cityoflondon.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QJ0RIOFH0QH00
Urban Greening Factor
Correction in the report at paragraph 332. Delete ‘The development achieves an
Urban Greening Factor (UGF) of 0.39 which exceeds the draft City Plan 2036 (Policy
OS2) minimum target of 0.3.’
Replace with
‘The scheme would exceed the draft Local Plan UGF, but would not be as high as
0.39. Officers assessment indicates that the UGF would exceed the City Plan target
and lies in the range 0.33 to 0.39’.
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The following condition is also proposed:
Prior to implementation, details shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
local planning authority to demonstrate that a minimum target of 0.3 urban greening
factor can be achieved. The development shall be carried out in accordance with
those approved details and a minimum urban greening factor target of 0.3 shall be
maintained for the life of the development unless otherwise approved by the local
planning authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with those
approved details and maintained as approved for the lifetime of the development
unless otherwise approved by the local planning authority.
REASON: To assist the environmental sustainability of the
development and provide a habitat that will encourage biodiversity in
accordance with the following policies of the Local Plan: DM18.2,
DM19.2.
Additional Construction Condition to be added:
There shall be no construction on the site until a scheme for protecting nearby residents and
commercial occupiers from noise, dust and other environmental effects 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 and set out therein. A
staged scheme of protective works may be submitted in respect of individual stages of the
construction 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:

In the interests of public safety and to ensure a minimal effect on the
amenities of neighbouring premises and the transport network in
accordance with the following policies of the Local Plan: DM15.6,
DM15.7, DM21.3. These details are required prior to demolition in
order that the impact on amenities is minimised from the time that the
construction starts.

Further Background Papers:
Further Representations
1. Roger Hoefling - The Honourable Company of Master Mariners dated 7 April
2021
2. Carole Hiley - President Institute of Tourist Guiding dated 31 March 2021
3. Robert Bell – Worshipful Company of Solicitors of the City of London dated
16 May 2021
4. Cardinal Vincent Nichols (Archbishop of Westminster) dated 30 March 2021
5. Tower Hamlets Education Business Partnership dated 1st April 2021
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Applicant Submission
April 2021 Committee Views – Bury House, 31 Bury Street, EC3A 5AR dated 7th
April 2021 – uploaded on the public application documents website https://www.planning2.cityoflondon.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QJ0RIOFH0QH00
Officer Information
6. Additional Bevis Marks Synagogue interior photographs - from the
Conservation Management Plan (2019) by Caroe Architecture Ltd (CAL) for
the S&P Sephardi Trustee Ltd
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Fwd: Bevis Marks Synagogue
31 March 2021 14:55:22

Another one for you
Lord Mayor
Alderman William Russell
City of London
Ward of Bread Street

Begin forwarded message:
From: "ITG President (Carole Hiley)"
Date: 31 March 2021 at 14:54:41 BST
To: "The Rt. Hon. The Lord Mayor, William Russell (Alderman)"
Cc: "McGuinness, Catherine"

"Moss, Alastair"

"rabbimorris - sephardi.org.uk"
Musikant
Subject: Bevis Marks Synagogue

, Kris



Dear Lord Mayor
I have read with some concern the development plans for buildings of 21
storeys in Creechurch Lane and 51 storeys in Bury Street in close proximity to
the Bevis Marks synagogue. I have been a Blue Badge guide in London since
1988 and a City of London guide since 1990, and in that time I have seen many
changes in London, especially in the City. I understand that the City of London
needs to adapt to the 21st century, but it is also the cradle of London,
founded some 2,000 years ago. Historically London has welcomed people
from around the world, some seeking refuge others their fortune. So many
seeking refuge here did so to avoid religious persecution, in London they
found the freedom to follow their beliefs. I have travelled to many cities
around the world, but there is no city that can compare with London as far as
diversity in its inhabitants. Bevis Marks Synagogue symbolises this history of
religious freedom, whenever I have visited with others, from this country as
well as from overseas, they are all impressed with the Synagogue. The fact
that Bevis Marks has received funding for a visitor museum, educational and
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exhibition space emphasises its importance not just to visitors but to the
people of London. A balance between the history of London and its everyday
life is not easy, and I truly feel that if these developments go ahead in their
present form it will be to the detriment of the area.
The Institute of Tourist guiding, of which I am President, is the regulatory body
responsible for the qualification of guides, not just in London, including the
City of London, but around the country, and I know that many of my
colleagues will share my concerns with regard to these developments.
We have passed the details of the proposals to our members and I am sure
that many will echo my concerns.
Yours
Carole Hiley

Carole Hiley
President Institute of Tourist Guiding
Unit 209
Coppergate House
10 Whites Row
London E1 7NF
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THE CITY OF LONDON SOLICITORS’ COMPANY
4 College Hill
London EC4R 2RB

ROBERT BELL
MASTER

16th March 2021

Dear Mr Barradell
I write on behalf of the Worshipful Company of Solicitors of the City of London to express our
concern about the potential impact of two proposed developments adjacent to Bevis Marks
Synagogue situated at Bevis Marks, EC3A 7LH.
The developments in question are 33 Creechurch Lane and 31 Berry Street (Planning Application
City of London 20/00848/FULEIA).
Bevis Marks Synagogue is a well-known City institution and a vital part of the City’s diverse cultural
and historical heritage. The Synagogue is the only non-Christian place of worship in the City. It is a
Grade 1 listed building and has had a tradition of continuous worship since it opened in 1701. It is
probably the only Synagogue in the world that can make this claim. In addition, I believe a National
Heritage Lottery Fund Visitor Centre, whose patron is HRH The Prince of Wales, is due to open
soon and the functioning Synagogue is at its heart.
The two developments mentioned above look set to have a dramatic impact on the Synagogue’s
access to natural light and therefore to represent a substantial loss of amenity which could well
pose an existential threat to the Synagogue and the community it serves.
The first development relates to the erection of a 20+ storey building at 33 Creechurch Lane. If
built, we understand that this development would be just four metres from the eastern wall of the
Synagogue. We also understand that it would completely block all light from the window at this
end of the Synagogue for most of the day. Due to the Grade 1 listing of the Synagogue, it is not
possible to increase artificial light to compensate. Further, it will also have a substantial impact on
the light in the much-used courtyard of the building.
I understand that this proposed development replaces a 1978 building. When the City Planning
Committee considered this earlier development, I believe, they adjusted the proposal to preserve
the level of light into the Synagogue.
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The other application at 31 Berry Street is for a 50 Storey building. This also promises to
significantly reduce the light into the Synagogue’s historic courtyard and represent a major loss of
amenity.
As you will appreciate the cumulative effect of both developments, if they were to be built as
proposed, could have a devastating impact on this important centre of worship.
Therefore we would respectfully ask that the interests of the Synagogue and its access to adequate
light are specifically taken into account when considering these applications and that the
representations made by the Synagogue are carefully considered and given the attention which they
deserve.
Similarly, in the event that the Planning Committee were minded to give permission for either
development, we would respectively ask that careful consideration be given to any conditions
attached to those permissions with a view to protecting as far as possible the level of light to the
Synagogue and its historic courtyard so as to preserve the level of amenity that this unique and
very important Synagogue has hitherto enjoyed.
Yours sincerely
Robert Bell

Robert Bell
Master Solicitor
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Bhakti Depala
Department of the Built Environment
City of London
PO Box 27
Guildhall
London EC2P 2EJ
1st April 2021
Re: Support for Application 20/00848/FULEIA
Dear Ms Depala,
I am writing to add our charity’s support for the application for 31 Bury Street by WELPUT.
I have had several in-depth conversations with staff from the Applicant over the past six months,
where it has been made clear that the development would provide many opportunities to local
charities and community groups, creating a sustainable local ecosystem related to employment
and upskilling local residents.
In relation to our charity, we would specifically benefit from the development’s following features:
- A first floor which is open to external organisation for hosting events. We would take
advantage of this area for our careers-related events where local young people work with
volunteers from the business community. We currently have no open event space to host
these events in our own office, but this new space would allow us to host large careersnetworking events and mass mock interview practise sessions and UCAS application form
review sessions. This in turn will make our young people more employable and help to turn
the tide in youth unemployment and intergenerational poverty in the area.
- The Applicant has committed to taking on our local students for work experience during the
construction process of the build so that they can see first-hand the processes that go into
this industry. This is a very welcome opportunity for our students who struggle to find high
quality work experience placements themselves and is a key way for them to appeal to
future employers by having this experience on their CVs.
- The Applicant is anticipating that the future tenants of the building will support local
community projects and therefore we would build volunteering and sponsorship
opportunities with these new tenants to improve the future sustainability of our charity.
We are also happy to see that the design includes a large open terrace which is beneficial to
providing a healthy break in the fresh air during events.
Best regards,

Megan Hunter
Deputy Director
Tower Hamlets Education Business Partnership
First Floor, Norvin House | 45-55 Commercial Street | London | E1 6BD
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Bevis Marks Synagogue interior photographs
From the Conservation Management Plan (2019) by Caroe Architecture Ltd (CAL) for the S&P Sephardi Trustee Ltd
Image credits: David Jackson, CAL

Above : View from first floor level looking south -east (p.42)

Above : View from Page
first floor62
looking north (p.98)

Above : Ground floor looking west / north-west (p.23)

Above : The Arch (Echal) from first floor looking south-east (p.40)

Above : The banca (Warden’s pew) Ground floor (p.53)

Above : Ground floor bench seating looking east (p.53)
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Above : View from first floor level looking east (p.119)
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Above : Internal photographs of windows on west elevation (p.183 & 185)

Above : View from first floor looking east (p.186)
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Above : East elevation windows with blue decorative border glazing and “Stipplelite” obscured glass (p.187)
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Agenda Item 15

By virtue of paragraph(s) 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A
of the Local Government Act 1972.
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