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AGENDA 
 
 
1. APOLOGIES 
 
2. PUBLIC MINUTES 
 To agree the public minutes of the meeting held on 29 January 2016. 

 
 For Decision 
 (Pages 1 - 4) 

 
3. HEARING SUB (STANDARDS) COMMITTEE-PROPOSED HEARING 

PROCEDURE 
 

For Decision 
(Pages 5 - 6) 

 
4. COMPLAINT BY LM AGAINST JC - POINTS OF CLARIFICATION 
 

For Decision 
(Pages 7 - 40) 

 
5. QUESTIONS RELATING TO THE WORK OF THE COMMITTEE 
 

For Decision 
6. ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS URGENT 
 



HEARING SUB (STANDARDS) COMMITTEE 
 

Friday, 29 January 2016  
 

Minutes of the meeting of the Hearing Sub (Standards) Committee held at the 
Guildhall EC2 at 10.30 am 

 
Present 
 
Members: 
Nigel Challis 
Mark Greenburgh 
Oliver Lodge 
 

Edward Lord  
 

 
Also Present: 
Anju Sanehi (Independent Person) 
 
Officers: 
Lorraine Brook - Town Clerk's Department 

Deborah Cluett - Comptroller and City Solicitor's Department 

Michael Cogher - Comptroller and City Solicitor 

Gemma Stokley - Town Clerk's Department 

Edward Wood - Comptroller and City Solicitor's Department 

 
 
 

1. REPORT OF THE MONITORING OFFICER  
The Sub-Committee considered a report of the Monitoring Officer presenting 
the findings of an investigation into a complaint authorised by the Assessment 
Sub-Committee on 16th December 2015. 
 
The Chairman highlighted that Mr Sleigh had now been replaced by Mr Lodge 
on the Sub-Committee. He explained that Mr Sleigh was currently serving as 
Deputy Chairman of the City’s Property Investment Board to which all of the 
witnesses in this case reported. He therefore felt that it was inappropriate for 
him to continue to consider this complaint.  
 
The Monitoring Officer introduced his report and provided the Sub-Committee 
with a brief overview of his investigations. He outlined the difficult interplay of 
issues in this case given that the complainant had made a related ‘whistle-
blowing’ complaint and was currently suspended from work as the subject of a 
staff disciplinary case. He emphasised that this Sub-Committee should be very 
clear on its boundaries and the fact that their role was to decide whether or not 
there was any misconduct on the side of Deputy Chapman only. 
 
The Monitoring Officer commented on the disparities between the style of the 
complainant’s statement and the other statements and informed the Sub-

Page 1

Agenda Item 2



Committee that the Complainant had been offered assistance to refine his 
statement but had refused this assistance. 
 
After presenting his report, the Monitoring Officer and Mr Edward Wood 
(Comptroller and City Solicitor’s Department) withdrew from the meeting. 
 
The Assistant City Solicitor commented that Member influence was a very tricky 
issue but that it was for this Sub-Committee to ‘set the bar’ here in terms of 
what they felt was proper and appropriate. The Sub-Committee were aware 
that any decisions taken on this matter were likely to set a precedent on this 
matter. 
 
In terms of Policy, the Chairman highlighted that, should this matter proceed to 
a full hearing, this would be a first for the Committee and that consideration 
would therefore have to be given to the form that such a hearing would take.  
 
Members went on to outline their concerns about a number of apparent 
inconsistencies in the statements presented to them. They also noted that there 
seemed to be a lack of information as to the process that the complainant 
should have been following regarding the events held at Leadenhall Market. 
The emails provided seemed to ‘dip in and out’ of the matter without actually 
providing a narrative as to how an event was initially refused but then 
proceeded.  
 
Members also commented on the use of personal email addresses and 
suggested that this was an area that the Standards Committee might like to 
provide advice to all Members on going forward.  
 
The Independent Person present agreed with all of the points raised and stated 
that it seemed extraordinary that events such as those referred to within the 
complaint could be signed off and agreed at the last minute. She also 
commented that there were a number of inconsistencies within the statements 
as to what actually happened on the morning of the Monte Carlo event.  
 
In view of the inconsistencies in the statements provided and the apparent gaps 
in the information provided, the Sub Committee were unanimously of the view 
that this matter should now proceed to a full hearing. The Independent Person 
present also agreed with this approach.  
 
Having unanimously decided that a full hearing should now proceed, the Sub-
Committee went on to discuss the procedure that should be adopted for the 
hearing. A draft procedure was tabled by the Assistant Comptroller and City 
Solicitor.  
 
Members suggested that further information would be helpful to provide some 
additional context to the complaint at the full hearing, namely the official 
procedure which ought to have be followed by Officers in terms of 
managing/processing events at Leadenhall Market, a scale of fees for such 
events and a timeline of events referred to within the complaint. It was also 

Page 2



agreed that a ‘who’s who’ of relevant staff within the City Surveyor’s 
Department and their reporting lines would be useful.  
 
It was felt that both the complainant and respondent should be permitted to 
attend the full hearing with relevant witnesses called to attend according to a 
running order to be determined. It was also agreed that the complainant and 
respondent should be entitled to be accompanied to the hearing by a friend or 
colleague if they so wish. 
 
The Sub Committee questioned the steps taken to secure the assistance of the 
Barnet Waddingham witness who had not responded. The Chairman requested 
that further efforts be made on this front with any response provided to be 
circulated to the Sub-Committee ahead of the full hearing.  
 
The Sub Committee were of the view that cross examination should not be 
permitted at the hearing and that it would not be necessary for the Monitoring 
Officer to sum up or ‘run’ the hearing in any way. 
 
Members were of the view that the Hearing should be held in private session 
but that a view should be taken at the time as to whether any decision reached 
should be made public.  
 
RESOLVED – That the matter be referred to a full hearing to be held on 
Tuesday, 23 February 2016.  
 

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

 
 
The meeting closed at 11.30 am 
 
 
 

 

Chairman 
 
 
 
Contact Officer: Gemma Stokley 

 gemma.stokley@cityoflondon.gov.uk  
 020 7332 1407 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

 

HEARING SUB (STANDARDS) COMMITTEE 

PROPOSED HEARING PROCEDURE 

 

The Sub-Committee will open in public session.  It is a matter for the sub-committee to 

determine whether it moves into confidential session with the press and public excluded, in 

accordance with the provisions of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972  

 

1. The Chairman introduces the members of the Sub-Committee and others present, and 

explains the purpose of the hearing, the procedure to be followed and the nature of the 

meeting  

 

2. The Complainant and Respondent may be accompanied if they wish, but will be expected 

to give evidence and answer any question put by members of the sub-committee 

personally, 

 

3. The Complainant and Respondent (and anyone accompanying them) are invited to be 

present throughout the hearing; other witnesses will enter to give evidence and then 

withdraw. 

 

4. The Monitoring Officer presents his report (n.b. the Monitoring Officer is not acting as 

‘prosecutor’ or ‘defence’). 

 

5. The Complainant and then the Respondent will be invited to make an opening statement 

which should be no more than ten minutes long.  

 

 

6. The Chairman  calls the witnesses in the following order: 

 

 Complainant 

 Nicholas Gill 

 Trevor Nelson 

 Stephen Ivers 

 John Black 
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 Respondent 

 

The statements will be taken as read rather than read out.  Witnesses will be asked to 

confirm that their statements are true. 

 

7. Immediately after giving their evidence-in chief each witness will be invited to answer 

questions (if any) from the Sub-Committee. Any questions that the complainant or 

respondent has, or the Monitoring Officer may wish to ask in clarification, should be 

passed to and put by the Chairman. 

 

8. There will then be an opportunity for the Complainant and the Respondent (in that order) 

to make any short closing comments if they so wish. Again this should be no more than 

up to 10 minutes each. 

 

9. The Monitoring Officer, the Complainant and the Respondent then withdraw to allow the 

Sub-Committee to consider the evidence and representations. 

 

10. The Monitoring Officer, the Complainant and the Respondent are then invited to return 

and the Sub-Committee announces its decision as to whether there has been a breach of 

the Code of Conduct. 

 

11. If the Sub-Committee considers that there has been a breach of the Code it may invite any 

representations on the appropriate sanction (censure of the member; withdrawal of 

Corporation hospitality for an appropriate period; or removal of the member from a 

particular committee or committees).  The Sub-Committee may ask the parties to 

withdraw again to allow it to consider the appropriate sanction, then invite them to return 

to hear the Sub-Committee’s decision as to any appropriate sanction. 

 

12. The decision will be confirmed to the parties in writing within five working days and 

published. Full reasons may be published at the discretion of the Sub-Committee. 

 

13. This procedure may be varied by the Sub-Committee as it considers appropriate in order 

to dispose of the matter in a fair and efficient manner. 
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Hearing Sub (Standards) Committee 23 February 2016 

Timeline 

 

Date Event 

01/10/2005 Leighton McDonnell starts work for the City Corporation 

09/11/2006 John Chapman presented to the Court following election as a Common 

Councilman for Langbourn Ward 

15/10/2014 Leadenhall Market Strategy adopted by the Property Investment Board 

26/01/2015 John Chapman emails Trevor Nelson with proposal for Monte Carlo or Bust Car 

Rally 

14/05/2015 John Chapman appointed to the Property Investment Board 

17/06/2015 Leighton McDonnell starts new role at Leadenhall Market 

19/08/2015 John Chapman forwards proposal for Virtual Golf Event to Trevor Nelson 

04/09/2015 Delegated authority for the Monte Carlo or Bust Car Rally signed 

08/09/2015 Monte Carlo or Bust Car Rally (Day 1 – cars arrive) 

09/09/2015 Monte Carlo or Bust Car Rally (Day 2 – cars depart) 

04/11/2015 Delegated authority for the Virtual Golf Event signed 

05/11/2015 Virtual Golf Event 

05/11/2015 Leighton McDonnell suspended 

09/11/2015 Leighton McDonnell makes ‘whistle-blowing’ complaint to the Head of Audit 

and Risk Management 

18/11/2015 Leighton McDonnell makes complaint about John Chapman to the Standards 

Committee 
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To: Cogher, Michael 

Subject: RE: Standards Hearing 

 

 

 

From: David Hughes   

Sent: 02 February 2016 11:15  

To: Cogher, Michael  

Subject: Yesterday conversation 

 

 

 

Dear Michael 

 

I refer to our telephone conversation on 1st February.  

 

I was responsible for the Virtual Golf Event and Adam Brook works for me. 

I confirm that neither I, Adam  

nor Barnett Waddingham have any actual or anticipated business connection 

with John Chapman. We  

were put in touch with him by Phillip Seaman, an acquaintance of mine and 

we had no prior  

involvement with Mr Chapman before this introduction which was simply for 

the purpose of facilitating  

the Virtual Golf Event. 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you need any further assistance. 

 

Kind regards 

 

David Hughes 

Head of Data, Analytics and Pricing solutions 

Barnett Waddingham 

 

  

Barnett Waddingham LLP (OC307678), BW SIPP LLP (OC322417), Barnett 

Waddingham Actuaries and Consultants Limited (06498431) are registered in  

England and Wales with their registered office at Cheapside House, 138 

Cheapside, London EC2V 6BW. 

This message and any attachments are confidential and are solely for the 

individual to whom they are addressed. Any use of, or action taken in 

reliance  

upon this information by any other person is prohibited. If you received 

this information in error, please contact the sender immediately and 

delete the  

material from any computer that may contain it and destroy any printed 

copies you may have made. We have taken all reasonable precautions to  

ensure that no viruses are transmitted with this message. However, we can 

accept no responsibility for any loss or damage resulting directly or  

indirectly from the use of this e-mail or its contents. Incoming and 

outgoing e-mails are subject to scanning and may be intercepted by our e-

mail  

administrators. 

Barnett Waddingham LLP is authorised and regulated by the Financial 

Conduct Authority and is licensed by the Institute and Faculty of 

Actuaries for a  
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range of investment business activities. Barnett Waddingham Actuaries and 

Consultants Limited is licensed by the Institute and Faculty of Actuaries 

in  

respect of a range of investment business activities. BW SIPP LLP is 

authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority. 
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FILE NOTE 

 

TELEPHONE CONVERSATION WITH DAVID HUGHES  

1 February 2016 

 

 

David Hughes of Barnett Waddingham rang my PA at about 12.30, apologising for not 

replying to my emails sooner and indicating he was ringing on behalf of Adam Brook. I 

returned his call. It should be noted that I had not at this point made any further attempt to 

contact BW following the Committee meeting on 29
th

 January. 

 

He apologised to me for not replying to my emails to Adam Brook earlier but they had both 

been very busy. He informed me that he was Adam’s manager. 

 

I explained the context and asked him if he could explain what connection Barnett 

Waddingham had with John Chapman. 

 

He told me that there was no actual or anticipated business connection between them, and in 

particular no financial relationship and no prior contact before the organising of the Virtual 

Golf Event. 

 

He had joined BW early last year to set up a service targeted at the Lloyds Reinsurance 

market. Adam Brook joined in April to assist him with marketing etc. They wanted to set up 

an event to target Lloyds. 

 

He knew Phillip Seaman at Lloyds who was an acquaintance he saw from time to time, 

although he did not have any business transactions with him. Phillip Seamen gave him John 

Chapman’s name as someone who could assist in setting up an event in the Market. As a 

result Adam was put in touch with John Chapman who assisted in the setting up of the event. 

John Chapman put them in touch with three people and checked in with them as things went 

on. 

 

The issues raised by Leighton Macdonnell were all very last minute and had not been 

mentioned before – they were raised on the Thursday before the event on the Monday and 

being asked for £10,000 at that point seemed like blackmail given how embarrassing it would 

have been for them to cancel at that point. 

 

He thought the event was very successful and brought people to the Market. He used the 

Lamb and the Cheese for entertaining. He would like to run similar events with the City in 

the future. 

 

 

Michael Cogher 

2/2/16 
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HEARING SUB COMMITTEE - SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS 

 
 
1) Procedure which ought to have been followed by Officers in terms of 

managing/processing events at Leadenhall Market 
 
 

Procedures  
 

The procedure followed to process and ‘sign off’ on events at Leadenhall Market 
follows the Corporation’s Scheme of Delegations to Officers. Under this the City 
Surveyor can: 

 
Act in respect of:-  
a.  all lettings, including lease renewals, with an annual rent of not more 

than £100,000 which are for a term of 25 years or less, providing the 
terms are at or above market value;  

b.  all quarterly tenancies, tenancies at will, licences, easements, 
wayleaves, Rights of Light, crane oversail, hoarding licences and 
similar arrangements;  

c.  to negotiate and agree all rent reviews, including nil increase reviews, 
except where the increase is in excess of £50,000 per annum;  

 
From 2012 to 2014 events were licenced by a standard licence document drawn 
up in 2012 by C&CS, an example of which is attached. (AMumford.com Ltd) 
 
From 2015, following a review it was felt prudent to sign these licences off by way 
of a Delegated Authority (DA) form, to bring them in line with other IPG lettings. 
The DA has then been completed using the QMS form “QF 146 - New Letting – 
City Fund form format”.  Thereafter, a licence, drawn up, negotiated and 
completed by C&CS was to be produced to back up the DA. An example is 
attached (Barnett Waddingham) 

 
Marketing Strategy 

 
The key considerations when reviewing potential events at the Market have been: 

 
1. to improve the profile of Leadenhall Market and 
2. to prolong the dwell time of customers in the Market so that our tenants 

benefit. 
 
 

This is in line with the strategy adopted in September 2014 of events needing to: 
 

1. enhance visibility of the Market and attract footfall 
2. not disrupt tenants businesses 
3. be cost neutral to the City 
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Attached is a schedule of the external marketing events that we have had in the 
Market since 2012. Over the four years we have had 31 hires (approximately 8 
per annum).  In addition there are a number of regular annual events organised 
by our marketing consultants (Osprey Consultants) and our tenants. These 
include the Christmas Light switch on by the new Lord Mayor, St George’s Week 
events, Pancake Tuesday races, Fashion Shows, Leadenhall Live Music events 
and many more.  The 2016/17 draft Annual Events Schedule is attached for 
information.   
 
Since 2012 we have moved away from large one off private events.  These 
happened during the week and feedback was that they tended to have a 
detrimental effect on tenants business thus defeating the object.  

 
2) Scale of fees for such events and any waiver of fees that might be 

permitted – and details of whether or not these are published anywhere 
 

Due to the small number of events per annum, we have not had a published 
charging policy but have negotiated a fair fee for the type of event but have 
always sought (where possible) to recover COL costs. Historically where these 
have been organised by the City, either directly by the City Surveyor’s or other 
departments, or through our retained marketing consultants, there is no charge 
levied and no Licence or DA issued as these events have been viewed as being 
in line with our marketing strategy.  

 
Where there are external events organised by others and we have “hired out” 
part of the market then a range of charges have been demanded. Generally 
when the event is a charity event or where organised and run by one of our 
tenants for the benefit of the market, no charge has been levied e.g. Annual 
Poppy Day Appeal. Depending on the extent of the hire in terms of the amount of 
square footage of the Market that the event demands or the length of time the 
Market has been hired then there has been a range of charges. E.g. A purely 
private commercial event has paid up to £7,500 (2013 Heineken Private hire 
through A Mumford Ltd). Others have been charged between £365 and £5000.  

 
Since January 2016, our retained marketing consultant now evaluate and 
consider all external private/charity events, in conjunction with the agreed 
schedule of events for the year, to ensure that there is a coherent strategy.  They 
will then recommend which external event to progress, which will then be signed 
off by way of a DA and Licence.  They will, together with the City’s asset 
management team, will keep the marketing strategy under review to adapt to any 
changing circumstances. 

 
3) “Who’s who” of relevant staff within the City Surveyor’s Department and 

their reporting lines 
 

Leadenhall Market is managed as part of the City Fund Property Investment 
Portfolio. Attached are the organograms showing the City Fund team over the 
2012/16 timescale. There have been a number of staff changes with Nicholas 
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Gill.  Investment Property Director and Trevor Nelson, Assistant Director being 
the consistent personnel. 

 
Originally the Market was managed by David Wong as Trevor’s direct report. 
Following his departure in 2013 David was replaced by Merce Gene Lopez, who 
was managed by Steven Chandler and then by Patrick Durcan. When Merce left 
on maternity leave in February 2015, Patrick took over direct management of the 
Market until he moved to the Oracle implementation team in June 2015 when 
Andrew Cross and his team were deployed on a temporary basis to manage the 
Market reporting to Trevor. The last sheet shows that since January 2016 the 
current asset manager for Leadenhall Market is Jennifer Lewis (hired specifically 
because of her skills and experience of Leadenhall Market via our retained 
advisors, Montagu Evans) who reports to Neil Robbie, an experienced Senior 
Asset Manager, and then to Trevor and Nicholas. 

 
 
Attachments 
 
1) Leadenhall Market 2012/16 – External Private / Charity Events Schedule 

2) Leadenhall Market 2016/17 – Draft Annual Events Schedule organised by Osprey 
Consultants  

3) Agreement for Hire of Parts of Leadenhall Market for the Purposes of an Event  
(A Mumford) 

4) Leadenhall Market – Event Brief (A Mumford) 

5) Leadenhall Market Standard Licence Agreement 

6) Delegated Authority for Licence Agreement (Barnett Waddingham LLP) 

7) Licence Agreement (Barnett Waddingham LLP) 

8) Investment Property Group Organogram Charts 

• March 2012 
• January 2014 
• July 2014 
• January 2016 

 
 

 

Nicholas Gill 
Investment Property Director  
11th February 2016 
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OSPREY CONSULTANTS 

LEADENHALL MARKET EVENTS PROGRAMME 2016/2017 – FIRST DRAFT 

APRIL   
Saturday 9th Wedding The Lamb 
Friday 22nd St George’s Day Market wide 
Saturday 30th Wedding The Lamb 
   
MAY   
Monday 2nd Wedding The Lamb 
Saturday 7th Wedding The Lamb 
Thursday 26th Shakespeare Celebration Market wide 
   
JUNE   
Saturday 4th Wedding The Lamb 
Friday 10th-Sunday 10th July European Football  
Thursday 23rd Midsummer Fete Market wide 
Saturday 25th Wedding The Lamb 
   
July   
Saturday 2nd Wedding The Lamb 
Thursday 7th Leadenhall Live Market wide 
Saturday 9th Wedding The Lamb 
Thursday 14th Leadenhall Live Market wide 
Saturday 16th Wedding The Lamb 
Thursday 21st Leadenhall Live Market wide 
Saturday 23rd Wedding The Lamb 
Thursday 28th Leadenhall Live Market wide 
Saturday 30th/Sunday 3st Prudential Bike Ride Lamb bar menu 12-4 30th 
   
August   
Friday 5th-Sunday 21st Rio Olympic Games  
Saturday 20th Wedding The Lamb 
Saturday 27th Wedding The Lamb 
Monday 29th-Friday 16th Sept Great Fire exhibition/events Market wide 
   
September   
Saturday 3rd Wedding The Lamb 
Saturday 10th Wedding The Lamb 
Saturday 17th/Sunday 18th Open House The Lamb bar menu 12-4 
   
October   
Saturday 1st Wedding The Lamb 
Thursday 13th Autumn Fair Market wide 
   
November   
TBC London Poppy Day Market wide 
Friday 18th TBC Lord Mayor’s lights switch on  
Saturday 26th Wedding The Lamb 
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December   
Saturday 10th Wedding The Lamb 

 
Monday 19th-Friday 23rd Last Minute Shopping Week Whittington Avenue stage 
   
January 2017   
Saturday 1st Wedding The Lamb 
   
February 2017   
TBC Pancake Race The Lamb-Butchers 
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