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AGENDA

NB: Certain matters for information have been marked * and will be taken without
discussion, unless the Committee Clerk has been informed that a Member has questions
or comments prior to the start of the meeting. These information items have been collated

in a supplementary agenda pack and circulated separately.

1. APOLOGIES

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

3. MINUTES

To agree the public minutes of the Planning Applications Sub-Committee meeting held on
29 October 2024.

For Decision
(Pages 5 - 44)

4. 60 GRACECHURCH STREET

Report of the Planning & Development Director.

For Decision
(Pages 45 - 528)

5. *VALID PLANNING APPLICATIONS RECEIVED BY THE ENVIRONMENT
DEPARTMENT

Report of the Chief Planning Officer & Development Director.
For Information

6. * DELEGATED DECISIONS OF THE CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER AND
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR

Report of the Chief Planning Officer & Development Director.

For Information

7. QUESTIONS ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE WORK OF THE SUB-
COMMITTEE

8. ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS URGENT






Agenda Iltem 3

PLANNING APPLICATIONS SUB-COMMITTEE
Tuesday, 29 October 2024

Minutes of the meeting of the Planning Applications Sub-Committee held at Livery
Hall - Guildhall on Tuesday, 29 October 2024 at 10.30 am

Present

Members:

Deputy Shravan Joshi MBE (Chairman)
Graham Packham (Deputy Chairman)
lan Bishop-Laggett

Michael Cassidy

Mary Durcan

Deputy John Edwards

Deputy Marianne Fredericks
Jaspreet Hodgson

Alderwoman Elizabeth Anne King, BEM JP
Deputy Charles Edward Lord

Deputy Brian Mooney BEM

Deputy Alastair Moss

Eamonn Mullally

Deborah Oliver

Deputy Henry Pollard

Alderman Simon Pryke

lan Seaton

Hugh Selka

Tom Sleigh

Jacqui Webster

Officers:

Polly Dunn - Assistant Town Clerk

Callum Southern - Town Clerk’s Department
Fleur Francis - Comptroller and City Solicitor’s

Department

Rob McNicol - Environment Department
Joanna Parker - Environment Department
Gwyn Richards - Environment Department

Alex Thwaites - Environment Department

Amy Williams - Environment Department

1. APOLOGIES
Apologies were received from Deputy Randall Anderson, Anthony David

Fitzpatrick, Deputy John Fletcher, Alderman Robert Hughes-Penney, Natasha
Lloyd-Owen, Shailendra Kumar Kantilal Umradia, and William Upton KC.
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MEMBERS' DECLARATIONS UNDER THE CODE OF CONDUCT IN
RESPECT OF ITEMS ON THE AGENDA

The Deputy Chairman made four non-pecuniary declarations in relation to Item
5, noting he was a Member of the St. Bride Foundation Friends Scheme, owned
an apartment in 24 Tudor Street which was nearby a designated heritage asset,
was currently a Patron of Dr Johnson’s House and was, until May 2024, the Chair
of the Board of the Guildhall School of Music and Drama and was still serving on
the Board.

The Deputy Chairman made a non-pecuniary declaration in relation to Item 6 as
he had made a submission regarding the 165 Fleet Street case at Licensing
Committee, but had been cleared to participate in the discussion on the Item as
he did not have a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest (DPI) and did not object to the
application.

Jaspreet Hodgson declared a non-pecuniary interest as a resident of Barbican
Speed House.

MINUTES

RESOLVED - That the public minutes of the meeting held on 10 September
2024 be agreed as a correct record.

Matters arising

A Member sought clarity over a comment from the minutes of the previous
meeting regarding a retrospective application from the Deputy Chairman over
whether the solution mentioned referred to the planned quarterly meetings
between Planning Officers, City Surveyors and the City of London Girls School
or the planning perspective of CCTV and a gate being fitted without permission
or neighbourhood engagement. Officers stated that the answer to how
retrospective applications would be avoided in future was that quarterly meeting
had been established to discuss and review programmes of works to avoid
similar events occurring. Officers also assured that they would be recommending
resident engagement with any retrospective application submitted would be
undertaken.

TENTER HOUSE, 45 MOORFIELDS, LONDON, EC2Y 9AE

The Sub-Committee considered a report of the Planning and Development
Director concerning the demolition of the Class E unit (and related structures),
ground and basement floor slab, car park and access ramp of Tenter House
together with the demolition of part of the City Point Plaza floor slab and New
Union Street, to provide a new part 14-storey and part 21-storey office building,
with one ground floor retail unit, community floorspace at ground floor level, new
level plaza (open space), and a reconstructed New Union Street, together with
cycle parking, waste storage, servicing, landscaping, plant, and other associated
works.
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The Town Clerk referred to those papers set out within the main agenda pack,
as well as the Officer presentation slides and two addenda which had been
separately circulated and published. Officers presented the application stating
that 45 Moorfields was also known as Tenter House and informed the Sub-
Committee that the site was bounded by City Point Plaza to the north, 21
Moorfields and New Union Street, a private road, to the south, and Moorfields to
the East. The site was not located in a conservation area and is not a listed
building but was located in close proximity to a number of heritage assets,
including the Barbican and Golden Lane Conservation Area. It was also noted by
Officers that the site was close to several residential properties, including Heron
House and Willoughby House in the Barbican Estate (Grade II* listed) and
highlighted planning permission was granted in September 2020 for the
demolition of the pre-existing 11-storey building and the construction of an 18-
storey building for office use with ground floor retail units. The permission had
been lawfully implemented and the applicant was currently undertaking
demolition of the building which was due to be complete down to ground level by
January 2025.

Members were presented with images of the pre-existing Tenter House at the
ground level environment, as well as the current site with a view of car park
access ramp looking west and the entrance to New Union Street from Moor Lane
looking east. Members were also shown aerial and ground-level images of the
CGI Consented Scheme which Officers reported did not contain any works to the
Plaza and retained the car park ramp which undermined the quality and potential
of the consented scheme. Officers then presented images of the proposed Tenter
House CGI which included greening across the site with more solid structure and
suggested the neighbouring of tall buildings made the site suitable for a tall
building. It was reported that the development would rise to 21-storeys or roughly
95m AOD.

Members were shown the proposed site plan with extensive greening works to
the Plaza within the red line boundary area with the proposed community space
to the west of the site and the proposed restaurant to the east of the site. Officers
noted the office entrance would now be directly accessed from City Point Plaza
with fully inclusive access. Members were also shown some CGls of City Point
Plaza looking from the south and southwest, the view from Moorfields looking
northwest where Officers indicated the entrance would be significantly improved
by greening. The view of Moorfields looking west from the previous ramp
location, and the view of New Union Street from Moorfields looking west was also
shown which would be exit only as was the existing situation, with the street set
to be relandscaped as a pedestrian-priority thoroughfare.

Members were shown the lower ground plan which showed the entrance to the
on-sit servicing bay which was in the same location as the pre-existing and was
the same size as the consented scheme. Officers drew attention to the cycle
parking and end of trip facilities proposed over, and above, the consented
scheme and noted it was fully London Plan compliant. Officers also confirmed
that only one basement level was now proposed compared to the consented
scheme which had two.
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Members were shown the ground floor plan and Officers suggested the layout
was considered to make best use of the site through the provision of an uplift in
office floor space, complimentary retail and community space. Officers indicated
the proposal would transform the Plaza into a fully inclusive, heavily green space,
with the removal of stepped access across the site.

The Sub-Committee was presented with the proposed first floor plan which
outlined indicative areas for creative and affordable workspace.

Members were also shown the proposed second floor plan which provided an
example of a typical office floorplate and noted the floor plates had been
designed to be flexible and adaptable to meet a range of occupier needs,
including SMEs.

Officers presented the proposed fourteenth floor plan with a wrap-a-round terrace
which was densely planted and was for use by office occupiers to support internal
office functions and had been designed with wellness principles in mind and was
fully accessible. The depth of the planting around the edge of the terrace was
2.5m and designed for both wind mitigation and to prevent users of the terrace
being able to access the edge which was important for both suicide prevention
and to minimise overlooking nearby residential properties. Officers noted the
balustrade around the edge of the terrace would be 2.5m high and access would
be restricted between 6:00pm and 8:00am.

Members were shown the proposed fifteenth to eighteenth floor plan.

Officers presented the proposed nineteenth floor plan to Members which showed
the south facing terrace and confirmed that also had restricted access between
the hours of 6:00pm and 8:00am.

The proposed roof plan was presented to the Sub-Committee and highlighted the
level of greening across the site.

Members were shown detailed elevations, particularly the south elevation with
the greening proposed at upper floor levels with solar shading and PV panels on
the facade. Officers also highlighted that the bottom of the elevation showed the
change in level different across New Union Street up to Moorfields and the
proposed serving bay with an acoustic door. The east and west elevations were
also presented to the Sub-Committee by Officers who drew attention to the
exoskeleton grid structure and the planting with glazing sitting behind it. The east
elevation was shown to Members in more details with planting and balconies as
amenity for officer occupiers.

Members were informed that the two bollards at the end of New Union Street on
the eastern Elevation on Moorfields were designed to stop vehicles driving down
the wrong way down the one-way street and to encourage pedestrian safety.

Officers presented the interaction between Moorfields and City Point Plaza which
detailed the restaurant in the entrance to the plaza which featured step-free
access.
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Members were informed that the sliding drum doors shown in the CGI of the
office reception provided fully inclusive access compared to the consented
scheme and Officers noted the lobby would be programmed for culture uses to
be detailed through the Cultural Implementation Strategy. Members were also
shown the context of the north, east, south and west elevations in the proposed
development.

Officers explained that the development would exceed the Urban Greening
Factor (UGF) target of 0.32, or 0.54 with the plaza excluded and further noted
that the development would far exceed the biodiversity net gain target set out in
the emerging City Plan with 4.2 biodiversity units per hectares compared to the
target of 3 biodiversity units per hectares.

Members were presented with images of the indicative Plaza landscaping work
that showed the possible depth of trees

The Sub-Committee were informed by Officers that the cultural offer for the
scheme included artwork to New Union Street and would be designed and
curated by the local community and cultural groups. The community space on
the ground floor would also be available at a nominal or nil charge for community
groups and the office lobby would be programmed for recitals and readings.
Artwork attached to the construction hoardings would be commissioned by
community collaboration and the cultural offer would contribute to the aims of
Destination City and Officers suggested it would provide active ground floor uses
and features of interest across the site.

Members were presented with the servicing strategy summary which showed a
variety of swept path analyses for different vehicle types. Officers acknowledged
some different vehicle types, including refuse vehicles, would have to reverse
into the bay. However, the vast majority of vehicles would be able to turn fully
within the bay. Officers also drew attention to the size of the proposed servicing
bay compared to the consented scheme and suggested that both the proposed
and consented servicing scheme were a drastic improvement to the current
scheme. Officers explained that the pre-existing building had no controls and
informed Members, subject to controls on consolidation, that a cap of daily
deliveries would be in place with restricted hours, including no overnight
servicing, and no reversing vehicles after 9:00pm. Officers confirmed this was to
be secured through the delivery and servicing management plan.

The applicant had also tested a number of different sunlight scenarios according
to the Officer presentation, including the pre-existing development, the
demolished site and the proposed. The sites had also been tested with balcony
and without balcony which was established in the BRE guidelines. Officers
explained that the proposed building would not have a harmful material impact
over and above that of the consented scheme and this had been independently
verified by a third party. Members were also presented with the sun hours ground
test on City Point Plaza and Officers noted that the proposed scenario was the
same as being consented as none of the Plaza would see two hours of sun on
21 March. To supplement that, the applicant had also undertaken transient
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overshadowing and tested the plaza on 21 June and 21 September December
and Officers noted there was a marginal difference on 21 June between the
consented and the proposed scheme. Officers informed the Sub-Committee that
the proposed scenario would continue to meet the BRE guidelines and would
also meet the wind microclimate and thermal comfort guidelines with the
development suitable for its intended uses.

Members were shown a view of the development from Gabriel's Wharf and
Officers assured that none of the strategic views identified in the London View
Management Framework would be affected. Local views of St Paul’'s Cathedral
from the South Bank showed the proposal was fleetingly visible, seen briefly for
19m out of a total of 1.9km. The height of the proposals were reduced from that
originally submitted to minimise the impact with greening added to the upper
floors to soften visibility. Officers noted that as tall buildings could be viewed from
the South Bank behind St Paul's Cathedral, the development was broadly
consistent with the wider character of the kinetic viewing experience. However,
Officers did consider that the proposal would result in a slight level of less than
substantial harm to the setting of St Paul's Cathedral from the South Bank
viewpoint. Historic England had not objected in principle to the proposals which
reflected the fleeting nature of the impact.

A day and night view of the development from Gabriel’s Wharf was shown to the
Sub-Committee by Officers, as well as a slightly different local viewpoint further
to the east than the previous view where existing buildings could be seen behind
the north-west tower and pediment of St Paul’s, with the proposed scheme barely
visible.

The view from Willoughby high walk looking east was shown to Members with
the consented and proposed scheme with 21 Moorfields in the background and
Officers assured no harm would be caused to the Barbican as a designated
heritage asset.

Officers presented the lighting impact assessment with the proposed fagade and
public realm lighting and noted it would be subtle and provide opportunities for
passive surveillance and highlighting important details from the facade whilst
minimising potential nuisance from light spill. Officers also explained that a full
lighting strategy would be secured by condition and would include curfew hours
for office lighting.

Officers indicated the building would have excellent sustainability credentials and
the scheme was designed to facilitate a future connection to Citigen with a
Breeam ‘Outstanding’ and Nabers 5* rating were targeted. Members were also
informed that the building would be fully electric with a diverse power supply to
the grid and the scheme would far exceed the policy targets for the urban
greening factor and the biodiversity net gain.

It was concluded by Officers that the scheme represented a high-quality
transformation of the site and key public open space next to an important
transport hub. It was also considered to be acceptable in height and massing,
particularly in the context of the neighbouring tall buildings and its townscape
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context and suggested there would be no impact on London-wide strategic views.
Officers accepted there would be a degree of less than substantial harm caused
to the significant of St Paul’s Cathedral in local views from South Bank. However,
these would be fleeting in nature and the height of the building had been reduced
in the proposal to respond to the view and was now considered acceptable on
balance. The architecture of the proposals was sought to bring together the
fragmented quality of the plaza through a restrained ordered facade design that
promoted a tactile and green character. Officers also maintained that the facade
significantly improved the ground floor experience over that of the consented
scheme as it added to the variety of active and inclusively accessible uses across
the ground floor. The architecture also celebrated its timber construction details
and provided a warmer, and approachable, character over and above the
corporate appearance of the consented highly glazed scheme. Officers affirmed
that the scheme would deliver over 33,000m? of Grade A office floor space and
would accommodate over an estimated 18,880 jobs in a well-connected area.
The office use on site would be complimented by the proposed restaurant and
café, community uses and cultural programming of the lobby and the community
and lobby space, along with the new artwork on New Union Street, would deliver
on the aspirations of the City of London’s Destination City initiative. Officers
explained that the provision of a drastically enhanced fully inclusive public realm
was a significant benefit of the scheme, providing dense greening and a
reinvigorated City Point Plaza with good microclimatic conditions and contributed
to the urban greening and biodiversity net gain that exceeded policy aspirations.

Officers reiterated to the Sub-Committee that the scheme was acceptable in
transport and highways terms, subject to conditions and Section 106 obligations
and the amenity aspects of the scheme on local residents had been rigorously
assessed and independently reviewed and, subject to recommended conditions,
were acceptable. It was acknowledged that the scheme would result in some
degree of minor harm to St Paul’s Cathedral in localised, fleeting, viewpoints, but
no harm to any other heritage assets had been identified and the scheme was
considered to be of high quality, well considered and very substantially compliant
with local plan policies and exceed some policy aspirations.

Officers confirmed that the proposed development was recommended to the sub-
committee for approval.

The Town Clerk explained that there was one registered objector to address the
meeting and he invited the objector to speak after he had confirmed the speaking
procedure with the objector.

Ms. Helen Kay stated it was an improvement of the existing scheme and
explained the decision before the sub-committee would be life-changing for many
people. Ms. Kay highlighted that the recommendation to approve the
development application had received over 100 objections which took up 177
pages of the agenda pack for the meeting. Ms. Kay drew attention to resident
frustration and upset and indicated that the issues that had been objected to
could have been dealt with at the pre-planning stage. Ms. Kay suggested that,
on occasions, she felt residents had received bad press but felt that residents
wanted a thriving business community and a sustainable city as much as those
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who supported the development and noted that residents brought up their
families in the City, volunteered there and contributed to its success. Ms. Kay
recommended a number of conditions, including the restriction on the hours
terraces could be operational, which Ms. Kay acknowledged Officers confirmed
would be included.

Ms. Kay also recommended a condition to fit automatic blinds to the windows
due to the detrimental effects of light spillage on the 210 bedrooms in the
Barbican near the development, citing the London Plan. Ms. Kay suggested that
architects would claim there was PIR lighting in the building, but felt this could be
overridden and left on over holiday periods. Ms. Kay noted the fitted blinds at
London Wall Place made a huge difference and hoped that Deutsche Bank would
do the same at 21 Moorfields, but felt it was wrong that residents had to initiate
negotiations.

Ms. Kay recommended a third condition to make the service yard big enough for
larger lorries to turn around as the high-pitched beeping that resulted from
reversing was a noise nuisance. It was suggested that white noise was in the
City of London’s planning guidelines, but it was not mandatory and was ignored.
Ms, Kay suggested that architects would claim the entrance for servicing was too
narrow due to the core, but argued that 21 Moorfields had a similar issue and
was a design issue. She suggested a design change now would save twenty
years of disturbance.

Ms. Kay suggested the addition of another condition for observance of guidelines
on the cumulative effect of loss of light as the London Plan stated that access to
daylight and sunlight was crucial for the mental health of residents and workers.
Ms. Kay raised concerns there were consequences of the extension of the
development from 18 floors to 21 as it would require more servicing and there
would be more loss of light. Ms. Kay

Ms. Kay stated that the daylight, sunshine and overshadowing analysis did not
show the cumulative impact of Tenter House and 21 Moorfields and suggested
it should. She further stated that formal requests had been made for it on 24 April
and no response had been received other than the response to the
representation made in the report that dismissed the comment which would block
the only daylight gap between City Point and 21 Moorfields.

Ms. Kay recommended a fifth condition that all traffic flow from Moorfields rather
than Moor Lane as mentioned in the report and made reference to a long-awaited
plan for a green garden style street for Moor Lane which was paid for thirteen
years ago by S106 by the Heron. She also stated that moor Lane was part of the
neighbourhood healthy streets plan and assures had been offered that servicing
and deliveries would be booked in advance which would add more traffic to a
narrow, and quiet, greened street.

The Chairman asked if Members of the Sub-Committee had any questions of the
objector. A Member queried if there was a way to track discussions that had been
had between the developers and residents to see how dialogue had broken down
between the two parties. The objector explained that developers would consult
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during the pre-planning stage, so issues, such as those raised with the service
yard, should be discussed at that stage. The Member followed up and considered
whether the objector had discussed the issues raised with the developer face-to-
face. The Objector confirmed they had.

One Member asked the Objector for examples of what noise and light pollution
would mean to residents affected and considered the delay of the greening in
Moor Lane and what implications that would have for long-term residents and
those committed to the area. The Objector explained those who lived opposite
the developments would be affected by the lights being left on all night and all
weekend, often with no one in the offices and the use of blinds and curtains would
have to be used. The Objector explained that as it was getting dark earlier in the
winter months, there would be a glare into homes and would be made much
easier by blinds being fitted in office spaces. The Objector also noted that they
were woken up early in the morning by reversing lorries. In consideration of the
greening of Moor Lane, the Objector indicated money had been received from
the Heron development through Section 106 monies and Moor Lane was
currently on its sixth development and the Objector had patiently waited for each
one to be finished. The Objector stated it was part of the Neighbourhood Healthy
Street Plan and a small group was going to be established in December 2024 to
write the scope for the greening of Moor Lane. A Member indicated to Officers it
would be helpful to have the plan for the greening of Moor Lane going forward.

A Member asked what impact the 41 service deliveries a day would have on the
Moor Lane greening scheme. The Objector indicated it would be significant as it
was a narrow street, as well as the noise and fumes they create, and indicated
there was no reason for vehicles to drive into Moor Lane when Moorfields was
an option.

The Chairman invited supporters of the application to speak. The Town Clerk
explained that there were two registered supporters to address the meeting and
he invited the supporters to speak after he had confirmed the speaking procedure
and outlined they had five minutes each.

Mr. Andrew Thomas, commercial manager at Metropolitan Properties City Ltd.
(part of the Freshwater Group) addressed the Sub-Committee and thanked
Officers for the recommendation to approve the application, as well as residents
and Members who attended an exhibition or commented on the development
plans by other means. Mr. Thomas stated that Freshwater was a family-owned
with a commitment to providing ensuring benefits for their tenants and local
communities, and had a track record of new build and refurbishments in Central
London, including office schemes in Finsbury Square, Worship Street, Kingsway
and Cavendish Square.

Mr. Thomas stated that Highdorn had owned Tenter House for thirty-five years
and were excited to deliver a high-quality sustainable building for the next phase
of the site’s life. Mr. Thomas explained that the opportunity to redevelop Tenter
House would provide more than the highest quality office space and contribute
toward a harmonious relationship between the surrounding buildings and would
offer valuable enhancements to the public realm within City Point Plaza.



Page 14

Mr. Thomas stated that the previous permission was pursued with an aspiration
for a revised scheme that resolved inherent problems with the Plaza. The
aspiration was supported, in principle, by Officers at the time of the 2020
permission. However, there was no guarantee that the revised Plaza design
could be achieved due to a complex ownership structure. As a result, the
consented and implemented scheme was pursued. Mr. Thomas noted that,
throughout, they had been exploring aspirations for the Plaza through intensive
and protracted legal discussions with neighbours to get to a point where the
developer was able to incorporate the Plaza as part of the new scheme. It was
also stated by Mr. Thomas that the developer had taken the opportunity to
respond to changes in the development plan policy and deliver a best-in-class
office building.

Mr. Thomas informed the Sub-Committee that, if the application were approved,
the programme would deliver the completed Plaza improvements by November
2025 and the completed building by the end of 2028. Therefore, the current
Tenter House building was being demolished in accordance with the
implemented planning permission to ensure the scheme was delivered in those
timescales.

It was noted by Mr. Thomas that, following further engagement with the City of
London Corporation, neighbouring landowners and resident suggestions for
improvements had been made to his plans. This included a reduction in building
height, additional greenery, greater energy efficiency and access to community
space. Mr. Thomas believed, as a result of the changes, that the scheme had
evolved for the better and would make a positive contribution to the City.

Mr. Guy Bransby, of Montagu Evans, stated that planning permission for the
redevelopment of the site was granted in 2020 which had technically been
implemented and continued to be undertaken on the site. However, the design
had been revised to deliver a scheme that met current and future tenant
requirements following changes to way employees worked post-Covid and new
regulatory requirements on sustainability, fire and Disability Discrimination Act
(DDA) access. The new scheme accorded, and in some cases exceeded, the
strategic London Plan and City Plan policies to maintain the City’s position as the
world’s leading international financial and business centre.

Mr. Bransby stated to the Sub-Committee that the new scheme made optimal
use of the site by providing a greater quantum of Grade A office-floor space in a
highly sustainable location and addressed the Corporation’s Destination City
objectives which the extant permission did not. The new scheme provided the
means to deliver the regeneration of the Plaza, costed at £5m, which would
create a significantly more accessible, equitable and safer environment for
visitors and workers in the City.

Other benefits noted by Mr. Bransby included a ground foor retail unit to
contribute to the vibrancy and link to the nearby principal shopping centre at
Moorgate, along with a standalone community use for the public to create a
healthy and inclusive City to accord with City Plan policy S1 in particular. 1t would
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be on the ground floor to ensure a high level of accessibility, and its operation
would be secured by the community use management plan linked to the cultural
strategy all bound by the Section 106 agreement.

It was assured by Mr. Bransby that the developers would proactively engage and
consult with local residents to develop idea on to use the space exclusively for
them. The provision of creative workspace within the building, public art at New
Union Street and uses of the construction hoardings would link to Destination
City. He noted there was an estimated amount of £10.5m of CIL monies and
£3.5m of Section 106 contributions, which was approximately £9.5m more than
the extant scheme.

Mr. Bransby stated that the development had exemplar biodiversity net gain
sustainability credentials which included targeting a Breeam ‘Outstanding’ rating
and the new building would be sustainable in its heating and power usage. All
concrete removed from the building would be recycled. He also noted that the
number of consolidated deliveries was around 41 per day and the majority of
deliveries would be vans which were able to turn around in the entirely in the
Loading Bay through a much more efficient design compared to the extant
scheme. Around 10% would involve reversal onto New Union Street, but, as
requested by the objector, white noise would be employed to smother the
reversing beeps. In addition, a condition of no reversing after 9:00pm had been
agreed which did not form part of the extant permission. Mr. Bransby noted that
no such controls, or any controls on delivery or servicing, were in place for the
pre-existing building.

It was specified by Mr. Bransby that a condition had been agreed, with regard to
the terrace on the 14" floor, to prevent access after 6:00pm on weekdays and no
access at weekends. No audible music had also been agreed at any time and
access would only be available to tenants of the building. A 2,5m high glass
screen with extensive planting behind it to act as a noise barrier and to prevent
access to the terrace boundaries. Mr. Bransby noted that the residents were
Willoughby House were approximately 70m away from the development’s
closest facade. However, he was able to confirm that the applicant was happy to
commit to a condition on blinds on the western elevation.

Mr. Bransby explained that extensive consultation had taken place in line with
the Corporation’s updated statement of community involvement and had hosted
an exhibition on site on 28 November during the pre-application period which had
forty attendees. Regular meetings had also been held with adjoining landowners
and Barbican residents throughout the process, including during the pre-
application period, which resulted in enhancements to the scheme. This included
improved screening and revised landscaping on the 14™ floor terrace to prevent
overlooking, additional testing of daylight and sunlight, improved energy
efficiency and sustainability features and improved landscaping and additional
greening on the building. More recently, a reduction of 5m to the height and
1000m? less floor space, along with the move of the community space to the
ground floor, had also been accepted and Mr. Bransby indicated the developer
was committed to continuing the engagement with the local community post-
planning.
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The Chairman asked if Members of the Sub-Committee had any questions of
those who spoke in support of the application. A Member asked for assurance
that a standalone community space, as set out in the development documents,
would be delivered and not be diluted by other uses. The Member also asked if
developers would commit to proactively engage and consult with local residents
in development ideas on the space so it addressed resident needs and
aspirations. A supporter of the development indicated assurance could be given.

A Member indicated they would like to see a much more robust social value
framework for community space in the public realm as they did not think the
development necessarily did that and were concerned that the community space,
if built without the framework, could be underused and underrepresented. If a
space was developed without a clear use, infrastructure funding would have to
be found, and hard work would have to be carried out as a community to
collaborate and bring partnership in to use that space. A supporter indicated the
plan was to work with the community and with City Officers in conjunction with
the cultural strategy and the proposed condition on the planning permission to
develop a robust programming plan for the public space.

A Member asked for an explanation of what the differences were, of the vehicle
movement aspect of servicing, between the existing scheme, the consented
scheme and the proposed scheme. A supporter stated that with the current pre-
existing building, the servicing yard was in approximate the same position as it
was now. It was accessed from New Union Street, the arrival and departure
sequence was the same, with vehicles arriving from Moor Lane from the west
before they would pass one-way along New Union Street into the service yard.
They would then exit to the east on New Union Street onto Moorfields and head
north.

The supporter indicated there was no change to the vehicle routing proposed
from the pre-existing scheme to the consented. The latest proposed scheme
made a significant change as there were no servicing controls in place previously
and there was no consolidation. There was also no cap on the number of
deliveries and there was no restriction on the times in which servicing could be
undertaken.

The supporter further stated that the consented scheme drastically improved and
overhauled the servicing yard to provide for vehicles to turn within for it rather
than reverse in with no restriction. While there was still an element of reversing
in for around four or five deliveries a day, that was around 10% of the overall
number of deliveries. A cap on the number of deliveries was also introduced for
the consented scheme of 41 deliveries and had remained the same for the latest
proposal.

The supporter stated that the difference with the proposed scheme was there
was around double the amount of office floor space from the pre-existing building
and yet the number of deliveries had been kept to a very similar level. Servicing
hours had also been added that were off-peak and there would be no reversing
late at night. He indicated this worked well with the aspiration to increase
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pedestrian movement on New Union Street which would occur at times when
deliveries were prohibited. The supporter noted the width of the loading bay had
been increased with the new proposal and, from an architectural perspective,
had gone from two basements to one which was a positive in terms of the
embodied carbon and also meant that the developer had done well to retain the
service yard and improve it slightly while having one less floor of basement at the
same time. The supporter also stated that cycle parking had been increased
significantly in line with the London Plan.

A Member recommended supporters engaged with public art experts at Guildhall
or visual artists team at the Barbican Centre. A supporter stated it was the plan
of the developer to work with the Barbican Centre and other major cultural
providers in the area to develop the public art response in conjunction with the
City’s own public art experts.

A Member asked why the loading bay could not be designed to be large enough
to allow vehicles to turn around within it. A supporter stated that the improved
scheme was the best solution as it would allow the vast majority of vehicles to
turn within the servicing yard and there would only be a small amount of reversing
manoeuvres which had been mitigated in a number of ways. The number of
basements had also been reduced from two to one which had considerably
reduced the amount of space which had been done for increased cycle parking
of around 150 spaces and the end-of-trip facility. A lot more had needed to be
accommodated in less basement space and yet the servicing benefit of the
scheme had not been diminished and various controls to try to limit the number
of reverse manoeuvres.

A Member asked why access had to be via Moor Lane and not Moorfields. A
supporter stated that all three schemes had proposed a one-way system from
west to east along New Union Street as it worked well and reflected the narrow
nature of the private road and noted the applicant only had part control of the
road and it was not in the applicant’s gift to reverse the circulation of the road.
The supporter indicated it worked for pedestrians as it was much simpler and
less confusing than having two-way vehicle movements.

A Member stated that once the building was operational, the applicant would
have no control over the number of vehicles that could carry out deliveries and
considered whether a condition could be added on restricting reversing before a
certain time to ensure it was not done in the early morning. Mr. Steele noted there
were draft conditions for the timing of service deliveries that would prohibit off-
peak servicing, part of which included no servicing in the early morning, as well
as late night which the condition defined as being between 7:00am and 10:00am,
a restriction in place from 4:00-7:00pm, followed by a restriction preventing
reversing from 9:00pm onwards. He stated that the detail was set out in the
Section 106 agreement which was already in place for the consented scheme
and anticipated there would be another that would set out the cap on deliveries.
Mr. Steele also stated that there could be a discussion around the proportion of
HGVs with the City regarding what would go in a Section 106 agreement and
suggested that the HGV element was largely a function of the consolidation that
ultimately brought down the number of deliveries as slightly larger vehicles were
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needed to consolidate goods; the four to five vehicles that would be likely would
be the consolidated vehicles.

A Member asked why a proposal was put forward if there was already awareness
that the height of the development would potentially damage the strategic view
of St. Paul’s Cathedral. Ms. Lois Wheller (Tavernor Consultancy) stated they had
been advising on the townscape and heritage and there was no impact of any
strategic views. There were two views across the site, one from Westminster pier
where there was no visibility in that view and two viewpoints from Gabriel's Wharf
where there was also no visibility of the development. Ms. Wheller stated that
what came to light later in the development of the scheme was a slightly degree
of visibility when one moved away from the strategic viewpoint and the height of
the scheme had been lowered to address the small degree of visibility. She also
noted that once one moved away from the 16B viewing area in the LVMF, other
buildings came into view behind St. Paul's Cathedral. It was a very small degree
of fleeting visibility of which the developers had reduced the impact so as not to
affect the legibility of the Cathedral and had arrived at the view, as a result, that
there was no harm to the significant of St. Paul’'s Cathedral in that sequence. Ms.
Wheller noted that Officers found a small degree of harm in the report but had
balanced that against the public benefits and the developers had consulted with
Historic England who had not objected to the degree of visibility.

A Member asked what assurances the applicant could provide to ensure that
trees were built on Moor Lane as similar assurances had been made in the past
on other developments and had not come to fruition. Mr. Bransby d the
application did not include Moor Lane and did not have any impact on greening
on Moor Lane.

A Member expressed concerns about resident engagement given the application
had garnered over 100 objections and considered whether objectors and
applicants had worked closely enough together to resolve issues before the
application came to the Sub-Committee. Mr. Bransby stated that he felt that the
developers had engaged well with the residents, as had the residents with the
developers, and indicated it had been a useful process as borne out by the
amendments made to the scheme and commitments made at the meeting to
address the concerns of objectors. He also stated that the need for a second
round of consultation due to the scheme being revised, as well as the high-profile
nature of the development, my have been factors in the number of objections.

A Member was encouraged a community space would be included in a
development of its size but questioned whether toilets would be available in the
space and whether they would be available for public use. Mr. Bransby stated
the community space did contain a toilet and the applicant’s view was that the
space was to be managed by whichever operator managed the space on behalf
of the local community. It would be up to them as to how they provided public
access to the toilet, but the developer was happy for access to be given to the
public to use the toilet in the community space. He also noted there were
community toilets nearby.
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A Member asked whether assurance could be given that the lights would not be
left on all night. Mr. David Walker (David Walker Architects) stated that low
intensity lights had been incorporated and there was a detailed lighting report
which supported that. He also noted that, given the coffered nature of the ceiling
where the timber beams sat below the position of the light, that would further
benefit the shading of the fittings from the exterior.

A Member stated there used to be an issue with flooding outside Tenter House
every time it rained and considered whether that had been resolved. Mr. Bransby
stated he was not aware of a flooding issue, having checked with the client, the
project manager and the architect.

A Member asked why an application did not come to Sub-Committee without the
demolition with an opportunity to retrofit given City policy. Mr Bransby noted the
extant permission did not demolish the whole site as there was a prep unit that
was not included in previous scheme but formed part of the current scheme. He
also stated that pre-application discussions had taken place with Officers to
establish whether the developers were on comfortable ground with the position
not to do extensive optioneering and option testing.

A Member stated there was an opportunity to make the community space
successful through an ongoing commitment financially to the space for it to
continue to run. Mr. Bransby stated the applicants were committed to the space
and bound by obligations Officers were delegated to include in the Section 106
agreement.

A Member stated the greening of the Plaza was notoriously difficult and trees
were failing there already and was interested to hear bout the ongoing
commitment to working with the City to find solutions that would work to avoid
more dying trees. Mr. Bransby stated he was aware of the issue of planting taking
hold in the Plaza and was committed to getting the planting, the species and the
maintenance programme right through appropriate conditions and obligations.

A Member stated that white noise blockers were notoriously unreliable and was
interested to hear what innovative solutions developers may have to address the
problem of noise. Mr. Bransby stated his team were committed to addressing the
iIssue, having had attention drawn to it by residents and other schemes, and were
committed to working with Officers to address it.

A Member stated that while the applicant had agreed to include blinds to address
lighting, it did not address issues with climate change of reducing the fact that
26% of the energy consumed in the City were lights and questioned Officers on
whether the lighting strategy would apply to the applicant should the application
be approved and whether those lighting conditions would ensure the PIR system
was not switched off and lights would not stay on all night behind a blind. Officers
agreed that the two issues of blinds and the lighting itself were not mutually
exclusive and confirmed that the lighting strategy still required all the
sustainability elements around PIRs. If Members considered it necessary to
attach a condition on blinds, that would sit alongside the existing condition
regarding the lighting strategy.
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Officers drew attention to Condition 26 in the Agenda Pack and confirmed that
the justification of the Condition was related to environmental reasons.

A Member queried whether there was any technical or planning reason as to why
there was some reluctance from the Applicant to a condition which would ensure
that deliveries had to arrive via Moorfields rather than Moor Lane. Officers stated
that it could not be dealt with by condition as it would require a redesign of the
entire layout.

A Member asked what conditions could be implemented to address objectors
concerns about deliveries flowing down a residential street. Officers stated that
it was addressed by the conditions laid out regarding the consolidation of the
hours of use and the limit of deliveries, as well as the Section 106 agreement.

It was queried by a Member as to whether it was correct that Moor Lane was
used by Centre Point and, even if the application were amended, Centre Point
would still have vehicles delivering via Moor Lane. Officers stated that New Union
Street was not under the applicant’s control to make changes to and, with regard
to servicing, the numbered of deliveries was now restricted to 41. In addition,
Officers had asked for a booking system for all servicing to be implemented.

It was stated by a Member that other local authorities were removing heavy traffic
from residential streets and felt the opposite was being done with the application.
The Member also suggested that with the impact of numerous developments, a
solution should be investigated in detail and, if it was possible, a condition should
be attached to address the issue of heavy traffic on residential streets.

A question was raised by a Member on how the servicing would operate,
especially as there was only one enforcement officer who only had so much
capacity to ensure only 41 deliveries were made and considered how many
deliveries would be made an hour. The Member also suggested that the servicing
area needed to be enlarged as they were concerned it was not large enough to
take 41 deliveries a day and the impact this would have on surrounding streets.
Officers estimated there would be 21 four and a half ton and 5 seven and a half
ton lorries a day and explained it was not feasible to change New Union Street
as it was a private road, there was not enough space to widen the carriageway
and, if vehicles came via Moorfields, New Union Street would have to be changed
to ensure it flowed westbound rather than eastbound. Officers stated that was
not feasible as traffic would have to be controlled at the junction and a traffic
survey had been carried out that estimated around 1,500 vehicles used Moor
Lane daily. Officers stated that they did not feel the addition of 41 more trips
would impact upon the operation of Moor Lane and residents.

It was noted by a Member that there was an issue of noise pollution on Moor
Lane from taxis and deliveries being dropped off and questioned whether it was
possible to make use of double red lines and remove use of the road by pick up
and drop off taxis as the Silk Street entrance and other areas could be used
instead. Officers stated that it was within the gift of the Corporation to add such
restrictions as there were no waiting or loading restrictions currently in force.



Page 21

A Member stated that, if it was impossible to change the route, whether the
application of double red lines and the removal of taxis could be done, especially
as there was an option on Silk Street to do that. Officers indicated that it was
within

One Member asked why Officers had not pushed for a larger servicing area as
part of the planning process to ensure the building was future proof for servicing
without impacting upon the surrounding street. Officers stated the consented
scheme of 2020 had the same loading bay and there would be five in-and-out
movements during the day which, in theory, meant there would only be three
deliveries. Alongside the capping of deliveries and types of vehicles used, as well
as the booking system, it was felt not to be feasible to expand the space for three
deliveries.

The Member noted this was a new application and asked why a larger service
area had not been included in the new scheme, particularly as the developer had
revised the scheme previously in reaction to market forces.

The Chairman asked for an explanation of the logic behind the solution before
the Sub-Committee as opposed to other options and requested that the context
of healthy streets plans for the area be discussed. Officers stated that the
reduction in the number of basement levels within the proposed development
meant the ground floor and basement areas were working harder to make use of
the space, especially as more space had been used for a significantly enlarged
cycle parking area. Ultimately, Officers considered the scheme acceptable as it
was a reduction from the pre-existing position and comparable to the approved
scheme, as well as the restriction of the minimum number of vehicles which was
felt was well-separated from Moor Lane as vehicles would be on a private road.

A Member asked for an explanation of why it was not technically feasible to have
access to the service bay from Moorfields and queried why the building could be
redesigned for cycle parking for those who worked in the office, but not for the
service bay for residential amenity. Officers stated it was not in the gift of the
applicant to allow for a two-way as the road in question was a private road and
redesign of the service bay would have known on affects on Moorfields that were
unknown. The Healthy Streets assessment being done across the wider area
was looking at various proposals for Moor Lane and Moorfields, but Officers
indicated that City Operations colleagues had not informed them that the
proposal conflicted with any of the proposals shortlisted at the moment.

The Member also asked what could be done to identify who owned the private
road. Officers stated that Brookfield owned City Point and the Plaza around that.
They had also received representations from residents and met with the Barbican
Association directly on that point.

A Member stated that the report set out the position of the City as a local planning
authority and was a relevant factor in relation to the basement and considered
why Moorfields was being discussed as Liverpool Street Station had 65 million
passenger movements and 14,000 National Rail movements. They noted the
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impact on residential amenity and asked what statistics were available on that
and why that, ultimately, did not factor into the final Officer decision. Officers
noted the consented scheme was given planning permission and demolition was
due to be completed by January and the applicants had indicated that, if the
scheme before the sub-committee was not approved, they would continue to
implement the previously approved scheme. Therefore, it was a material
consideration. Officers stated that the wider implications of changing the scheme
to two-ay and in-and-out via Moorfields could have significant impact on
pedestrian flows.

A Member asked Officers to confirm that the 100 objections received ultimately
had no bearing on the Officer conclusion. Officers confirmed that was the case,
every objection had been scrutinised, efforts had been undertaken to address
the issues raised and the scheme before the Sub-Committee did actually address
the issues and was considered to be recommended positively.

Another Member queried whether the mitigation of extra traffic flow was looked
at in the surrounding area when major projects came before the Sub-Committee
as calming measures were previously enforced at Moor Lane and Fore Street
and questioned what had changed that was done around 10 to 15 years ago.
Officers stated that no additional calming measures were required at Moor Lane
and there was a Healthy Streets Plan that was looking at traffic measures,
calming measures and greening along Moor Lane and Moorfields and which was
designed to improve the pedestrian and cyclist active travel environment. As a
result of the proposal in the application, it would not result in any increase in
vehicle movements and, therefore, no direct on-street requirements were
needed.

MOTION: A Member proposed that whilst the Committee is supportive in
principle of the application, consideration be deferred to allow further discussion
between Officers, the applicant and residential neighbours on the issue of
servicing and deliveries.

The Chairman asked if there was a seconder and a Member agreed to second
the proposed Motion.

In response to further Member questions, the Chairman confirmed that Members
were debating the Motion and not the full application.

The Deputy Chairman indicated he would oppose the Motion as it was not
necessary as the previous building had used Moor Lane without problems, it was
also a lightly used road and would have a huge impact if Moorfields was used as
the access point. The Deputy Chairman also believe the Sub-Committee should
not get into the habit of deferring applications.

A Member stated that the applicants had made a number of concessions and
there were zero controls over the consented scheme already approved, this
scheme had restricted to around four movements a day down a private road and
was not sure what the issue with the application was and felt the debating would
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lead to a wholesale redesign of the building which was not appropriate or
proportionate to the circumstances.

The Chairman stated that if there was a technical reason the Sub-Committee
thought the applicant had not considered an option, or if there was a fault in the
logic applied, he might have supported a motion. However, he could not see that
in the report. He saw a Healthy Streets Plan that supported the current servicing
option and the footfall demanded that the Sub-Committee did not make
Moorfields two-way.

It was stated by another Member that the Healthy Streets Plan had not been
implemented in a decade and had been told the Plan was outside the scope and
could not be applied to support an application and noted, in reference to the
private street, that it was not in the middle of nowhere and families were sleeping
in the area, and they heard the noise from the street.

A Member, who made a point of personal explanation, stated he specifically
acknowledged residential amenity and asked the other Member to withdraw his
comment that he suggested it was in the middle of nowhere.

The Member stated he intended to cause no offence but reiterated the need to
consider the people element of the application.

It was stated by another Member that there had been significant concessions,
particularly around blinds, and while they understood the spirit of the proposal,
they would not be supporting it as they suggested developers were being asked
to defy the laws of physics and it would prolong that discussion longer than
necessary. He also stated it would not be good discipline to continue to defer
items.

A Member indicated they would support the Motion and fully appreciated there
was another application they could implement but believed the developers had
come forward with a redesign as it would be beneficial for them and their
partners. They also stated that a harmonious relationship with neighbours was
needed and future proofing the servicing of the site was beneficial to the
developer in the long term and the tenants. The Member noted that if streets did
not function effectively, it would lead to pollution and clogged up streets which
would impact upon business. They also stated that previous applications had
been deferred and had returned to the Sub-Committee within months and
believed that it provided space for City Planners and developers to revisit and
review applications.

A Member stated they agreed with the need to avoid deferring applications but
felt that sending traffic in and out of Moorfields had not been looked at and felt it
had not been explained why it was impossible other than a reference to New
Union Street being a private road. The Member noted that deferring the
application would not have been considered had they felt they had received an
explanation that made sense. While the Member appreciated all the constraints
that had already been put in place, they felt reversing lorries would not help New
Union Street an art filled street with an up ramp and down ramp or make it safer,
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even with restricted hours. The Member stated that if it is impossible to provide
access from Moorfields and if that could be demonstrated to the Sub-Committee,
that would answer that question. The Member indicated they would support the
Motion.

The proposer of the motion stated they were entirely in support of the project as
they felt it was a well-designed building and would be a great addition to that area
of the City. However, there were concerns that had been raised by residents,
who lived near the development, around servicing and deliveries and other
Members had noted other applications had been deferred where concerns were
raised where developers were able to find a solution quickly. The proposer
suggested the Sub-Committee moved to the vote.

Having debated the Motion, Members proceeded to a vote:

Votes were cast as follows: IN FAVOUR — 8
AGAINST - 11
ABSTENTIONS -0

The motion to defer the application was therefore not carried.
The Chairman moved the debate back to the substantive item.

A Member asked Officers whether it was acceptable that there was, according to
Officers, a slight erosion in the strategic site lines for St. Paul’s Cathedral as they
thought there was strategic protection of views of the Cathedral and suggested
proposals should come forward to the Sub-Committee that had slight erosions to
viewpoints. The Chairman clarified the item was at the debate stage.

Votes were cast as follows: IN FAVOUR - 14
AGAINST -4
ABSTENTIONS - 1

The Sub Committee - RESOLVED -

(1) That the Planning and Development Director be authorised to issue a decision
notice granting planning permission for the above proposal in accordance with
the details set out in the attached schedule subject to:

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

(2) That your Officers be instructed to negotiate and execute obligations and
other agreements in respect of those matters set out under "CIL, Planning
Obligations and Related Agreements"” including under Section 106 and Section
278.
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At this point, the Chairman sought approval from the Sub-Committee to continue
the meeting beyond two hours from the appointed time for the start of the
meeting, in accordance with Standing Order 40, and this was agreed.

65 FLEET STREET, LONDON, EC4Y 1HT - *AMENDED 25/10*

The Sub-Committee considered a report of the Planning and Development
Director concerning the partial demolition and refurbishment and extension of
buildings to provide: purpose-built student accommodation (Sui Generis) which
comprised of 856 rooms; extension of up to two storeys for the north block (up to
37.24m AOD) and up to four storeys for the south block (up to 55.465m AOD)
with provision of roof terraces; provision of culture uses (learning and non-
residential institution uses, (Use Class F1); provision of commercial uses which
included retail (Use Class E); external alterations and extension to the Tipperary
Pub (Sui Generis); enhancements to Whitefriars Crypt; public realm works were
included to the passageway and the Courtyard; hard and soft landscaping; and
associated works.

Members were presented with the site location and heritage context with a red
outline of the development site location flanked by Bouverie Street and
Whitefriars Street with Fleet Street to the north. The blue outline which faced
Fleet Street was the Grade Two-listed Tipperary Pub and the blue outlined which
faced south onto Ashentree Court was Whitefriars’ Crypt which was also Grade
Two-listed.

Members were shown a visual of the north block to Fleet Street and the South
block to Whitefriars Street and Bouverie Street which demonstrated that the site
was surrounded by conservation areas, listed buildings and the Inner Temple
Garden. The northern part of the development was in the Fleet Street
Conservation Area and Officers confirmed it was a site of two buildings, with the
north block called fronting Fleet Street and the southern block known as being to
the south. Officers stated that the southern block was much higher and was a
postmodernist building from the 1980s. The northern block was a collection of
the Tipperary Pub which was a white, slender, block bookended on either side
by non-designated heritage assets from the 1920s. The centre was more of a
postmodernist building that was in the area of the conservation area.

Members were presented with images of the 65 Fleet Street gated and stepped
courtyard and atrium interior and informed the Sub-Committee that the Applicant
had re-opened the temporary pub, inserted a florist and a café and enlivened
temporarily the courtyard route through. Officers stated that the courtyard was in
a dismal state and areas of the routes were gated; the atrium would be
repurposed and was an opportunity for retrofit.

Members were informed, while being presented with the retrofit approach, that a
retrofit first policy was being followed and 100% of the substructure, below
ground, would be retained of the north and south block and 93% of the
superstructure, above ground, would be retained for the north block and 94% for
the south block. With regard to the extensions proposed in the north block, one
floor would be removed and three floors put back in with a net gain of two, while
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the southern block would have two floors removed with six floors being installed
for a net gain of four.

Officers presented the proposed layout on the ground floor with the golden layout
which presented the slender footprint of the temporary pub which would be
expanded into what was existing retail use with more of a food and beverage
offer. The very pale colour fronting Fleet Street on the diagram shown would be
retail and the yellow colour in the centre of the diagram would be one floor of the
proposed new culture use; the pale blue colour for the rest of the site would be
856 units of student accommodation which would be from the lower ground up
to the 9™ floor of the southern block. Officers noted the arrows indicated the
entrances to the student accommodation from Bouverie Street and there would
be two secondary entrances in red and the culture use entrance, in blue, was
prominently located. There was also an additional cycle parking entrance.

The lower ground proposed plan and entrances were presented to Members by
Officers which displayed the cultural use in the centre and the Whitefriars Street
cultural use to the south of the site. Altogether, with the blue entrance, the area
for cultural use would be 1,486m?. The green arrow indicated the main cycle
entrance for students and other uses and the grey area would be for repurposing
the existing servicing area which would be consolidated hours off-peak, except
for refuse collection.

A presentation of the existing and proposed north block Fleet Street elevation
was shown by Officers to Members, along with the existing and proposed north
and south block Bouverie Street elevation. The existing and proposed north and
south block Whitefriars Street was also shown to the Sub-Committee.

Members were shown visuals of the existing and prosed frontage of Fleet Street
and Bouverie Street and Officers noted the postmodern element which was
inserted in the centre, the arch would have the exterior cladding removed and
would be re-cladded in Portland stone as it was a Conservation Area and
traditional materials would be used. There would also be mansard extensions in
slate and the arch would be reshaped and have an accent of green faience, to
the south a more contemporary treatment would be visible.

Officers presented the existing and proposed view looking down Whitefriars
Street from Fleet Street and noted the more contemporary treatment on display
with the additional matting.

The existing and proposed view of Bouverie Street was also shown by Officers
who stated that the ground floor of the southern block would existing granite on
the site be repurposed and would be etched GRC in a Portland stone lookalike
and the levels above would be a green metallic finish with a gradation of different
greens. It would also be fluted in appearance.

Visuals of the public realm were presented by Officers of the route looking from
Fleet Street to a new area of the courtyard which would be free to roam. Officers
stated that the gates would be removed and was much brighter with activity
entrances and seating on the pedestrian route. The courtyard was also presented
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by Officers who stated that it would also be free to roam with an accessible lift
included from Whitefriars Street.

The existing and proposed visual of the development from Temple Gardens and
2-6 and 3 Kings Bench Walk were shown by Officers to the Sub-Committee.
Officers indicated that the view presented would probably be the most prominent
in longer views with buildings shown in the foreground with the southern block
raised just above the foreground buildings. Officers stated the fluted soft green
elevation would disappear as one approached the building.

Members were shown a visual of a Level 005 typical student accommodation by
Officers who stated the blocks in blue were studio rooms which contained an en-
suite along with a kitchen facility included. A more affordable option presented
was the cluster rooms highlighted in yellow and shared amenity spaces were
highlighted in orange. Officers further stated that the scheme would deliver 10%
accessible rooms across the floors on different floors and were highlighted in
purple. 35% of the units would be affordable. Officers noted that the lower ground
level and lowers levels of the student accommodation would have more
challenging light conditions, partly due to being at the lowest levels, but primarily
as there were limitations with a retrofitted scheme and the urban grain built-up
context the site was located within. However, it was comparable with other
student accommodation in similar contexts. Officers stated that the cultural offer,
highlighted in yellow, and the Tipperary Pub were entirely segregated from one
another and the existing lightwell would be an open atrium with a large amenity
space located at the lower ground level with roof lights above. Active spaces
would be located underneath the well-lit light and the darker areas would be more
areas for socialising such as bars.

The Level B1 student amenity spaces proposed plan was shown to Members
and Officers stated the amenity space at lower ground level would have no light
at all and be used as back-of-house gym, cinema and washing facilities. Cycling
storage and Whitefriars Crypt was also highlighted.

The proposed green roof plan and accessible terrace for student use was
presented to Members. Officers stated it would be a well-lit roof terrace to be
used for dwell space with a perambulation around the roof terrace with attractive
views. Officers noted Members were concerned with potential suicide risks and
stated that there would be a 2.1 enclosure around the atrium and Condition 34
laid out various requirements in place for the issue to be addressed which
included management and training for staff, as well as placement and fixing of
furniture and the final details of the balustrade. Officers stated there would be an
NHS contribution from the Applicants which would be £45,000 to supplement GP
requirements in the immediate area.

The Sub-Committee were presented with a map of sensitive light receptors by
Officers. Officers stated they had looked at eight residential units that were
affected; six of them were BRE compliant or negligible in terms of the impact.
One of the units to the north had some minor adverse impact, in terms of the
sunlight, and there was another unit that had a moderate adverse impact in terms
of daylight and major adverse impacts in terms of sunlight. Officers stated they
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believed this was acceptable on overall planning balance given the urban
location and the existing lighting level of such areas.

Members were shown visuals of the The Tipperary (Grade Il) elevation onto Fleet
Street and the ground floor bar. Officers stated it would be preserved and
refurbished, particularly the small cellular nature of the ground floor and the first
floor and upper floors would be repurposed to include a dining room. The offer
would be expanded into the unit on the left of the visual over three floors which
would provide an enhanced food and beverage offer.

Officers presented the Sub-Committee with a visual of the cultural vision of the
visitor and learning space which would be provided by the St. Bride’s Foundation
and would occupy the light blue to the right of the circular light well in the
courtyard and would occupy the darker blue in the lower ground floor level.
Officers further stated it would be a celebration of everything print related and
would examine communication, typography, digital design and graphic design
would be considered. Officers noted it would be educational, multigenerational
and feed into the curriculum and offered opportunities for workshops, learning
spaces, as well as permanent exhibitions and would be prominently located
within a main entrance in the courtyard. Officers confirmed the final details would
be contained within the Section 106 agreement.

Officers presented a visual of a journey from St. Bride’s Foundation through the
Salisbury Square development which had emerged and into the new educational
offer.

A visual of the existing Whitefriars Crypt (Grade 1l listed) access via real lightwell
on Ashentree Court / Magpie Alley was shown to Members. Officers stated it had
been looked underwhelming. Officers presented the cultural vision for the
Whitefriars Crypt and stated the extension would expand opportunities for
exhibitions, introduce accessible access, and the look would be in keeping with
the award-winning Vine Street Experience.

Officers stated that the Tipperary Pub would be accessible on all floors and a lift
would be introduced to that as well.

Officers summarised that the proposals exemplified the City of London’s retrofit
first approach with exceptional sustainability credentials and would propose an
inventive repurposing of a long vacant building in the heart of Fleet Street. The
proposals supported good growth and optimised the size through high quality
design and delivered fit-for-purpose student accommodation and a mix of
complimentary uses with well-being being central the proposals. Officers stated
the proposals would support London’s higher education offer with a portion of
affordable units close to the London School of Economics and King’s College
which would bring a new population and audience to the locale which contributed
to the wider reenergising of the neighbourhood and boosted the economy. The
scheme provided 1,480m? of cultural space which linked into the existing and
emerging cultural ecosystem through an outwardly faced, publicly accessible,
and free exhibition of the Carmelite remains which would be open seven days a
week. Officers further stated that St. Bride’s Foundation would support
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educational learning and showcase hidden treasure from a local institution which
celebrated print making and reflected the essence of the Fleet Street. The public
realm would be enhanced with the ground floor being activated, as well as the
accessible pedestrian routes and courtyards to dwell. Officers considered the
development to be high quality with an engaging mix of uses which aligned with
Local Plan and London Plan policies which embodied the Destination City
ambitions. Officers recommended the planning permission and listed building
consent to Members to be approved.

The Chairman indicated there were no objectors to the scheme and explained
that there were three registered supporters to address the meeting. The Town
Clerk confirmed the speaking procedure and outlined each speaker had
approximately 3 minutes each.

Mr. Barnaby Collins (DP9) addressed the Sub-Committee and stated the
proposal represented an exemplary use of a derelict building by reactivating a
redundant asset using retrofit principles to the full. He also stated that office-use
was demonstrably unviable as the development consent failed post-
implementation and was abandoned eight months into deconstruction works. A
third party reviewed financial assessment concluded that office and extension
options were unviable. Mr Collins stated the Tipperary Pub had already been
reopened and meanwhile uses had been brought forward to bridge the gap
between the current unsightly dereliction and the new scheme. A huge
improvement would be made to the setting of the Whitefriars Crypt remains and
would create a new visitor attraction which would be fully accessible with
additional space for an exhibition. Mr Collins informed the Sub-Committee that
St Bride’s Foundation’s involvement was an integral part of the development and
would be hugely valuable and influential cultural resource. The proposal would
also create a centre of excellence for connecting learners with earners and would
allow the City’s future achievers to benefit from access to some of the world’s
leading education establishment. Mr Collins stated that the development would
be occupied in full upon opening and would help to revitalise local supporting
retail functions and, of the accommodation provided, 35% would be affordable to
rent and would equate to over two years of the City’s housing supply target. Mr
Collins also noted that the application had attracted 19 supporting comments
from the public consultation and no objections.

lan Seaton declared he was a Member of the Court of The Worshipful Company
of Girdlers’ who had a prior relationship with DP9 who he was not aware was in
attendance.

Mr. Jay Ahluwalia (Dominus Group) addressed the Sub-Committee and noted
that Dominus Group was committed to the City which was by far the most
invested in region in the UK by the Group. The Group had previously delivered
student accommodation at Holburn Viaduct and Crutched Friars and, recently,
had begun a retrofit scheme for a new hotel at Great Tower Street which would
be operated by the group similarly to the Hilton-branded Lost Property hotel near
the steps of St Paul’s. Mr. Ahluwalia stated that the Group started looking into 65
Fleet Street in detail around the same time last year and had engaged and built
relationships with stakeholders across the local community since Christmas. He
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indicated the group were delighted to have secured letters of support from the
Fleet Street Water BID, Inns of Court College of Advocacy, the Guildhall School
of Music and Drama and Dr. Johnson’s House. He informed the Sub-Committee
that a lot of ideas had developed from those conversations. A number of the 300
affordable bedrooms would go to postgraduate ICCA students who were training
to become barristers. He also drew attention to plans to refurbish and extend the
Tipperary Pub, the transformation of Whitefriars Crypt to create a brand-new
public realm. Mr Ahluwalia also stated he was delighted to be working with the
St Bride Foundation to bring forward new cultural spaces which had the potential
to reconnect Fleet Street to its printing heritage. Since the planning application
had been made, Mr Ahluwalia noted the Group had continued to listen and had
remodelled the massing and detailing of the upper parts of the building and
included a commitment to accommodating deliveries within the service bay on
Whitefriars Street to maintain access to Salisbury Square and stated that the
Group were committed to providing the best-in-class on-site management. He
informed the Sub-Committee that 65 Fleet Street would be professionally
managed subject to a student management plan and there would be a
community liaison officer who would provide a single point of contact for the local
community amongst a community liaison group. A student liaison officer would
also be the primary contact for students, in terms of their health and well-being
and managing disturbances. He suggested that together, the community liaison
officer and the student liaison officer would ensure the community had a voice
throughout construction and operation. Mr Ahluwalia summarised that, should
Members be minded to approve the application proposed, the Group were
commitment to delivering an exemplary retrofit scheme which would boost the
City’s attractiveness to talent, would broaden the cultural offer and would bring
new life and activation to Fleet Street, the benefit of which would be felt for years
to come.

Ms. Alex Swatridge (St. Bride Foundation) addressed the Sub-Committee and
stated that St Bride Foundation held an internationally significant collection which
celebrated the history of print, graphic design, typography, publishing and
beyond, and played a vital role in the creative industries both nationally and
internationally with extensive talks and workshop programmes. She noted that
the partnership with Dominus Group presented an opportunity to expand the
Foundation’s current activities to create a destination campus across two distinct
sites and the chance to bring to bring print back to Fleet Street to provide learning
opportunities for creative communities and the general public.

Ms. Helen Arvanitakis (St. Bride Foundation) addressed the Sub-Committee and
stated that the Foundation had taken a holistic view in developing an expanded
lifelong learning programme across the campus where visitors of all ages could
explore the art and craft of printing through workshop demonstrations and hands-
on activities. She noted that the new cultural space at 65 Fleet Street would
provide a free to access public exhibition which would tell a story of print of Fleet
Street. This would lead to learning spaces focused on providing a schools and
young persons education programme and would significantly strengthen the
Foundation’s ability to engage audiences and significant expand its reach and
impact. She also stated that the Foundation would be able to create an archival
standard space to care for the most unique and vulnerable areas of its collections
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and the development would enable the Foundation to champion community
creativity and would become a vibrant hub for exploring design, creative skills
and Fleet Street’s rich heritage. Ms. Arvanitakis further stated that to ensure the
vision could be fulfilled, the Foundation and Dominus Group were working
together to devise a sustainable model for the programme and would be initiating
a fundraising campaign if planning permission were to be granted.

The Chairman invited Members to pose questions to the Applicants.

A Member congratulated the architect for the innovative way in which the building
was going to be used and noted it was difficult to get accommodation on large
floor plates and would be achieved using a large atrium. The Member queried
whether the atrium itself would be open or closed as an open atrium could create
an outside atmosphere to the internal student accommodation. Mr. lan Ferguson
(Dominus Group) explained it would an open atrium.

The Chairman invited Members to pose questions to planning Officers.

A Member sought assurance that all the necessary fire regulations and
precautions would be in place as it was a high occupancy residential block and
whether the installation between each unit was sufficient to ensure there was no
overhearing noise from other units. Officers confirmed that it would all be covered
in the building control regulations.

The Chairman moved the item to a vote.

Votes were cast as follows: IN FAVOUR — 16
AGAINST -0
ABSTENTIONS -0

The Sub Committee - RESOLVED -

1. That, subject to the execution of a planning obligation or obligations in
respect of the matters set out under the heading ‘Planning Obligations’ the
Planning and Development Director be authorised to issue a decision notice
granting planning permission for the above proposal in accordance with the
details set out in the attached schedule; and

2. That your Officers be instructed to negotiate and execute obligations in
respect of those matters set out in "Planning Obligations" under Section
106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and any necessary
agreements under Sections 278 and 38 of the Highway Act 1980 in respect
of those matters set out in the report.

165 FLEET STREET, LONDON, EC4A 2DY

The Sub-Committee received a report which sought a change of us of part of the
ground floor and part of the basement floor from commercial use (Class E) to a
mixed use, including a noodle bar with café and part leisure (mini golf) at ground
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floor level, and ten pin bowling and ancillary facilities at basement level (Sui
Generis).

Officers presented the report and the site location plan was shown to Members.
Officers stated that the application site was located on the northern side of Fleet
Street and was within the Fleet Street Conservation Area and the principal
shopping centre designation. The building was not listed. The building currently
housed offices on the upper floors and a bank on the ground floor and basement
level. The bank had been vacant since 2021 and was the subject of the
applications.

Members were shown an aerial view of the existing building which showed the
surrounding properties, notably Johnson’s Court to the north and west of the site
and St Dunstan’s Court and Bolt Court to the east.

Officers showed the existing unit at street level and confirmed the proposed
development was for the ground floor element in the photo only with the access
on the right-hand side of the elevation. It was noted by Officers that it would be
the sole access point which would lead directly onto Fleet Street.

The proposed ground floor level was presented to Members and Officers stated
it would feature a noodle bar, a café and mini golf. It was also noted by Officers
that the levels of the ground floor were partially subterranean at the rear.

Members were shown the proposed basement plan. Officers noted the proposal
sought to introduce bowling and ancillary facilities and the site could have a
capacity of up to 250 people at any one time.

Officers showed the existing unit from the Fleet Street view from the west and
stated the application was recommended for approval, subject to conditions
detailed within the report and the addendum. One condition of note secured the
opening times of 10:00am to 12:30am Monday to Wednesday, 10:00am to
1:30am Thursday to Saturday and 10:00 — 23:30 on Sunday. Officers noted the
hours were the same as the those approved by the Licensing Committee on 16
April 2024. Officers stated that the conditions also secured approval of a
management plan which required the use of the main access on Fleet Street for
customers and staff only, the restrictions on delivery and servicing hours, the
requirement for no music to be heard outside the premises and the prevention of
the surrounding streets being used by customers.

Officers concluded that the proposal would contribute to the function and
character of the principal shopping centre by bringing about an active frontage in
line with policy and would help to rejuvenate the commercial Fleet Street area.
Officers also stated the conditions were proposed to prevent undue harm to the
surrounding neighbours. The proposal was recommended for approval subject
to the conditions detailed within the report and the addendum by Officers.

The Chairman invited the objectors to address the Sub-Committee.
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Mr. Jeremy Simons addressed the Sub-Committee stated he had lived and
worked for over 40 years in the immediate vicinity of the premises in Pemberton
House prior to is conversion to apartments and had been a resident of 4
Pemberton Row for the last 26 years. He noted that the residents of Pemberton
Row were concerned at the breakout of noise from the rear basement adjacent
to the proposed bowling alleys which would be via the noise at Johnson’s Court.
Mr. Simons stated this was immediately opposite three flats at number 3
Johnson’s Court and faced the rear of six flats at 4 Pemberton Row with 5 whose
bedrooms would face the void. He told the Sub-Committee that the curators
cottage of Dr. Johnson’s House was also in the immediate vicinity, so there were
10 noise sensitive receptors concerned. Mr. Simons recommended a condition
should be imposed to ensure there was no noise breakout after 11:00pm with
noise levels below 50DB between the hours of 11:00pm and 7:00am. That would
ensure that residents could continue to benefit from the quiet enjoyment of their
home.

Ms. Annabel Graham Paul, who spoke on behalf of Professor Rebecca Bailey-
Harris and Dr. Kirsty Mann, who are residents of 6 Bolt Court. Ms. Paul noted
that the Officers advised that it was necessary to impose a condition which
restricted the hours of operation in order to make the development acceptable.
However, it was stated whether the hours recommended were acceptable as
policy DM 3.5 on nighttime entertain made clear that conditions to ensure hours
of closure to protect amenity were necessary to safeguard quiet times for
residents. Ms. Paul also stated that policy DM 21.3 on residential environment
said similar things and the proposed closing at 12:30am Monday to Wednesday,
1:30am Thursday to Saturday, and 11:30am on Sunday was too late as the report
recorded there were a large number of residential occupiers in the immediate
vicinity. Ms. Paul told the Sub-Committee that vicinity residents were entitled to
peaceful sleep after 11:00pm and it was no more reasonable for residents to be
subjected to noise at 1:30am than it would be to be subjected to noise at 2:30am.
She stated that the City’s Licensing Sub-Committee was concerned with a very
different issue concerning the prevention of public nuisance which was altogether
a broader concept than the planning policies which demanded no unacceptable
impact on the amenity of residents from noise and disturbance from customers
who arrived and left the premises. Ms. Paul stated that it appeared the Licensing
Committee’s approved hours had been accepted by Officers without analysis as
to how they accorded with planning policies 3.5 and 21.3. and noted the reason
for proposed condition four did not contain a reference to the relevant policy 3.5.
She further stated that the Licensing Committee decision was subject to an
outstanding appeal which by consent of all parties had been held in abeyance
pending the Sub-Committee’s decision and the Sub-Committee was not bound
by the Licensing Committee’s views formed in a different context. Ms. Paul
concluded by stating that the planning policy in particularly had to be applied to
what was necessary to ensure there was no unacceptable impact on residential
amenity.

Mr. Toby Brown gave a presentation to the Sub-Committee and Members were
shown a photograph of Bolt Court with 6 Bolt Court on the right and the exit from
the development on the far left. Mr. Brown stated he spoke for many local
residents to explain what it was like to live at Bolt Court and noted they were
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worried as expressed by the 30 objections that had been received from
neighbouring commercial and residential premises. Mr. Brown stated that while
nearby the Courts was busy in the day due to the busy roads, it was quiet in the
evenings which allowed residents to sleep. He noted residents were vulnerable
in Bolt Court due to it being a historic (Grade 1) listed building which secondary
glazing could not be added to. This created an echo chamber, and sound would
travel when people congregated in the courtyard or at St Dunstan’s Court. Mr.
Brown conveyed that while this was acceptable in the daytime, it was a different
in the evenings and residents would occasionally be woken up by inebriated
people or groups who travelled through the courtyard as the sound would be
amplified. Mr. Brown showed the Sub-Committee a map of the surrounding area
with the number of residents indicated. He informed the Sub-Committee that he
lived at Bolt Court for 13 years and stated it was important that it was peaceful in
the evenings so residents could work and sleep. He also stated there were a
number of families in the area who lived with children. Mr. Brown showed an
image of the closing times of alcohol licensed premises in the area with licensed
hours to midnight and later and noted there were traditional pubs on Fleet Street,
as well as bars and restaurants, which residents valued as a historic part of the
area. Mr Brown stated that he supported the campaign for the Tipperary public
house to be protected as an asset of community value and that the bars and
restaurants nearby were all of modest size. Mr. Brown stated that while the
presentation from the Officer had shown there were late night licenses in the
area, the reality was that Fleet Street had all its premises closed by 11:00pm and
many were closed at the weekends. He conveyed that the nightlife coexisted with
residents and the development had been presented as a sporting or leisure
centre, when in reality it was a late-night drinking establishment with games on
the side. Mr. Brown noted he was aware if this as he had previously been to
similar establishments with stag parties and corporate evenings and stated they
were influenced heavily by alcohol and customers could walk in to drink without
playing the games. Mr. Brown told the Sub-Committee his experience of being a
resident at Bolt Court was people would use the various alleyways of Fleet Street
as cut throughs to get from Fleet Street to Farringdon station and some of those
groups would end up in courtyards and alleyways and be understandably noisy,
particularly if they had been drinking. He stated the capacity of the development
of up to 250 people at any time, or 2,500 across the day, worried residents and
it would be the only late-night venue with the hours proposed after other venues
had closed. Mr. Brown concluded that residents were concerned that there was
no power to control the behaviour of customers once they had left the premises
and requested the Sub-Committee did not put residents in a position where they
were woken up at night by customers after 11:00pm.

Ms. Annabel Graham Paul addressed the Sub-Committee in her own capacity as
an objector. Ms. Paul stated no evidence had been put forward by the applicant
to indicate that the business would be unviable without the late opening hours
and urged caution on the hybrid nature of the premises, which was a relatively
new type of business in London without many precedents, until its operational
impacts were better assessed. Ms. Paul told the Sub-Committee that would be
the responsible way to reflect the London Plan’s Agent of Change that if there
was no potential problem with noise and disturbance, then it would be open to
Bloomsbury Leisure Holdings to apply to extend their hours by way of condition
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variation. Ms. Paul stated that, by contrast, there would be no scope within the
planning regime to reduce the hours if the condition did not protect residential
amenity and urged the Sub-Committee to impose normal operating hours for a
venue of its kind; with an 11:00pm closing time Monday to Saturday and 10:00pm
on Sunday. Ms. Paul concluded that to not do so would otherwise result in an
unacceptable impact on residential amenity and would be contrary to the city’s
planning policies. If the Sub-Committee did not feel a condition could be imposed,
Ms. Paul urged the refusal of the planning permission.

The Chairman invited Members to ask questions of the Objectors.

A Member asked the Objectors to provide an idea of what the noise was like
along Fleet Street, particularly on weekends, and whether the Objectors were
aware there was a condition on new developments, with a retail or bar element
on the ground floor, which would limit operating hours until 11:00pm. An Objector
stated they were a doctor working in intensive care and the importance of being
able to rest at home. They stated the area was peaceful at night and relatively
little background noise from Fleet Street. However, the area was sensitive to
amplification of noise and noted that, if someone was stood outside having a
conversation on the phone or in a group, the noise bounced up the building like
a cave and conversations would be heard. The Objector stated there was an
office party a few years ago, of around six people, and even though the windows
were closed, residents could hear everything at the party. They further stated
that people would congregate in the alley during the day to smoke and the sound
was more amplified when they were stood underneath the archway. They noted
the developer would have no control over how customers left their premises an
whether people would congregate under the archway and, while it did not matter
during the day, it did matter in the evenings as residents would hear everything.

A Member stated there was a significant business of hen-dos and stag parties
across the City and queried whether this was currently being seen on Fleet
Street. The Objector confirmed they were not. Another Objector stated that public
houses in the area were wonderful parts of the Fleet Street community, and the
reality was that most people would disperse by 10:00pm, even on a Thursday or
Friday.

The Chairman invited the Supporter of the application to address the Sub-
Committee.

Mr. Stuart Minty informed the Sub-Committee he was a Chartered Town Planner
who represented the Applicant. Mr. Minty stated that the applicant was an
experienced license holder who ran a large number of existing leisure venues
throughout the City of London and further afield in Greater London. The site was
located in the central activity zone, the Fleet Street Conservation rea and the
principal shopping centre. He noted it had previously occupied as a bank and
had been vacant since late 2001. Mr Minty stated the intention was to provide a
new leisure venue comprising of a noodle bar, café, mini golf facility at the ground
floor with tenpin bowling and ancillary facilities in the basement. The business
model was for corporate businesses predominantly during the week and families
and parties at the weekend, and felt the proposal complied with the development
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plan and acompassed a number of public benefits. Mr Minty stated he
appreciated the concerns raised with the public representations around the
impacts on local amenity and they were taken seriously. He stated the conditions
included were applauded and felt they would suitably control those potential
impacts. Mr Minty stated the lawful use of the premises was Class E and the
proposal would align to the changes within the use classes in order to provide a
flexibility for businesses and adapt and diversify to meet the changing demands
and better reflect the diversity of uses required to attract customers and make
the business viable now and in the future. Mr. Minty stated that the proposal
supported the aims of policy DM20 and it would retain the ACT street frontage
and would contribute to the function and character of the principal shopping
centre and would provide facilities to the City’s workforce and residents, as well
as enhance the vitality of the area. Mr Minty stated the supporting text of policy
S22 confirmed that the primary shopping centre was underperforming and,
therefore, the application had potential to diversify and that would included bring
forward a broader range of leisure facilities and retail to extend activity into the
evenings and weekends. Mr. Minty further stated that the management strategy
confirmed that Fleet Street contained a diverse mix of uses: shops, restaurants,
public houses, wine bars, banks, building societies, and other agencies which all
made a fundamental contribution to the vitality of those areas. He stated that the
mixed-use facility would not be out of character with the location and would bring
it back into use. It would encourage footfall back into area and reinforced the
special character of the conservation area. Mr. Minty stated local amenity had
been discussed at length and felt the use intended for the development would
not depart from the character of the area and there were a number of planning
conditions which would suitably address concerns raised from the public about
anti-social behaviour. Mr. Minty made reference to the Licensing Committee
which the related application was discussed at in April 2024 and stated that
concerns, such as anti-social behaviour and noise nuisance, were considered
and evaluated at that meeting as they were at this meeting. He further stated that
the Licensing Committee wanted to ensure an appropriate balance was struck
between the context of the area, the need to encourage business while
addressing concerns raised by the residents. Mr Minty noted that the principal
activity was crazy golf and that was acknowledged in the Licensing Committee
papers; the eating and drinking services were ancillary. The pack for the April
2024 meeting and the pack for the meeting of Planning Applications Sub-
Committee also recognised that the premises had a booking system which
allowed for the gradual flow of patrons entering and leaving the premises. Mr
Minty stated that most of the use would be underground which would assist with
noise attenuation and the hours that had been put forward by the Officers aligned
with those approved by the Licensing Committee and would be controlled by
planning condition. He also stated the applicant had put forward a management
plan that outlined measures to protect the outside amenity, which included
weekly risk assessment, customer management and dispersal, and noted that
with the nature of crazy golf, customers did not all leave the same time as they
may do with a public house as they would be booked in to play their round of
crazy golf which would generally take an hour to finish for 18 holes. Mr Minty
concluded that the sole entrance was at the ground floor level and the side
entrance was mainly for fire and emergencies.
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A Member queried why there was a need for a permanent 1:30am licence as
corporate clients would often request services into unusual hours of the morning
to maximise the value of the event. The Member stated that it was common for
attendees to leave these events early, usually by 10:00am and other venues
would often apply for temporary licenses to accommodate such contracts, which
were often granted, that would allow them to host the event without being
committed to a permanent late-night licence. The Member stated they were
concerned that if other venues closed earlier, individuals seeking continued
service may migrate to this location which could result in undesired patrons and
could create a scenario that may be challenging to manage without causing
disturbances. He suggested that the viability of the business model was likely
based on hosting corporate functions who wanted an activity element alongside
provision of alcohol and would be better served by applying for temporary
consent for later hours when required. The Member also asked the Chairman
whether this was a discussion within the remit of the Planning Applications Sub-
Committee. The supporter stated a permanent consent had been applied, but if
there was a feeling a temporary consent would be more appropriate, dependent
on what that temporary consent would entail, advice would have to be sought
from the client. The supported noted he understood why use of a temporary
consent had been raised as it would allow the evaluation of how the use was
performing and stated there was a management plan with the application already
that required review after a year. However, it did not include the opening hours.
The supporter indicated they were open to the suggestion of a temporary consent
if that was the consensus of the Sub-Committee.

A Member asked whether there would be a walk-in mechanism for crazy golf and
the bowling. The supporter stated the experience of the operator was that 90-
95% of customers booked in advance as they wanted the certainly of an hour to
play. However, walk-ins would be accepted if there was space.

It was asked by a Member whether market testing had been carried out to
demonstrate the market for business was there and queried whether it would not
be reasonable to accept the closing hours that had already been seen with other
establishments in the area. The supporter stated that the applicant wanted
flexibility to be able to operate their business throughout the day and the evening
and that would attract a clientele with different and different people throughout
the day. Therefore, the evening activity would allow for that flexibility. The
supporter noted that customers would have to be in the venue for an hour before
they left.

The supporter was asked by a Member to what extent work was going to be done
with neighbours to deal with the challenge to the peace and quiet in the area.
The supporter stated that the applicant was experience in leisure facilities and
had been operating a successful scheme in Camden for 20 years and had
another venue in Marylebone. With regard to demand, the supporter stated he
was not sure but indicated crazy golf was popular and bowling had been popular
for a number of years and there was a growing trend of similar facilities, including
those relating to darts or cricket. The supporter stated that the resident interaction
was very important and were open to suggestions, whether it be a management
group and how often it would meet.
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The Member asked whether if a proposal was made to reduce the operating
hours to 11:00pm Monday through Saturday and 10:00pm on Sundays as it was
common practice in the area. The supporter stated the applicant would need
slightly more than that and felt it was too early for the business operation.
However, he indicated the Member would be more willing to compromise on days
in the middle of the week, particularly Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday, but felt
Thursday, Friday and Saturday would require later opening hours and would be
consistent with other operations.

A Member sought an explanation on what the facilities would entail and queried
whether it was possible for customers to engage in crazy golf, bowling downstairs
and utilise ancillary facilities simultaneously.

The Member also stated they believed that the City typically applied an 11:00pm
restriction for new developments where, if it proved successful and agreeable to
all parties, the applicant could later request extended hours. Therefore, they
suggested that trading 13 hours from 10:00am to 11:00pm would be highly viable
as it aligned with the model already used across the City and queried why the
current model would not be feasible for the development before the Sub-
Committee. The supporter stated that the business had to appeal to different
people and those who may visit at 10:00am would be different to those who
visited at 10:00pm. The supporter noted it depended on a number of variables
such as whether customers were at a corporate function or a party and were
trying to appeal to as many audiences as possible. The supporter stated it would
be a managed function, customers would not all leave at the same tie and there
was a maximum occupancy of 250 people, but the reality was that customers
would leave slowly, one group after the other. It was further stated by the
supporter that the applicant was willing to look at reduced opening hours, despite
the hours suggested on the application having been granted by the Licensing
Committee, as they understood concerns raised and the want to monitor the
situation given it was a new use in a new area. However, the supporter noted
that lowering the operating hours on Thursday, Friday and Saturday would
undermine the business function and would concerns over significant reductions.

A Member asked the supporter whether the applicant would accept a condition
proposed by an objector earlier in the meeting on noise that emanated from the
void in Johnson Court. The supporter stated there were noise conditions already
recommended and was conscious that anything additional would overlap or
supersede, but were happy with the noise mitigation as outlined.

Another Member stated that the lightwells referred to previously were not
lightwells, but fire control devices. The supporter agreed that was the case.

The Chairman invited Alderwoman Martha Grekos to address the Sub-
Committee and indicated she had 5 minutes to speak. Alderwoman Grekos
stated she objected to the applications on three grounds as it was contrary to the
current policy DM 20.1, an emerging policy RE2 which encouraged active
frontages and resist their loss. She also stated that the Officer report mentioned
policy DM20.1 but omitted to mention policy RE2 despite stating that the draft
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plan did have weight and was of material consideration. Alderwoman Grekos
stated she was aware that the Committee had a site visit and were specifically
told that the show windows would all be covered and no one would be able to
see through them. Alderman Grekos questioned why this had been done,
whether there was something to hide and queried how it contributed to the
function and the character of the principle shopping centre and enhance its
vibrancy. She stated that the activation of the frontage was lost and the shop
might as well be boarded up and disagreed with the Officer’s conclusion that the
proposal was acceptable in land use terms and stated it was clearly not.
Alderwoman Grekos also stated it was contrary to current policy DM 3.5 which
set out that any proposals for new nighttime entertainment and related use would
only be permitted where there was no unacceptable impact on the amenity of the
resident or on environment amenity. She told the Sub-Committee that it had
heard from a resident and saw it was predominantly a residential area again
which the Officer reports had failed to mention. Alderwoman Grekos stated the
applicant had submitted a management plan after she had submitted her
objection saying they had not submitted the management plan and further stated
that the Licensing Committee hearing dealt with the prevention of public nuisance
and not the planning policy considerations before the Sub-Committee which was
regarding no unacceptable impact on the amenity of residents. This was a
different test and higher threshold for the applicant to meet. Alderwoman Grekos
also stated that the report failed to mention that the Licensing Committee
decision had been appealed and was very much a different regime to the one
before the Sub-Committee and noted she did not believe that the management
statement addressed the concerns of residents and local businesses, and both
had objected. Alderwoman Grekos stated that just saying customers would not
be permitted to use, stand, consume food or alcohol during operating hours
outside was not sufficient as she questioned how it was to be policed at 1:30am.
She also told the Sub-Committee that one form of creating no unacceptable
impact was reducing the operating hours. Alderwoman Grekos questioned
whether Members of the Sub-Committee would allow such proposals in their
respective wards and stated she suspected the answer would be no. She asked
why the development would be allowed in its location when it was contrary to
policy and some business owners were relocating outside the City boundary
given they had seen that the Corporation’s planning committee had allowed such
entertainment venues when the City of Westminster had imposed far more
stringent restrictions. Alderwoman Grekos stated that such proposals did not help
with the economic recovery of the City and doubted very much that large
corporates would be booking for their staff to be attending such premises until
1:30am in the morning and was not the image any corporate would want to give
out at present. She also stated that it did not fuel the local economy as there was
limited passing trade and noted 90% of the customers would be pre-booked. She
stated that was only to fulfil the needs of hen-dos and such other parties that
were no longer welcomed in premises in the West End as the Council there had
imposed condition on operations. Alderwoman Grekos told the Sub-Committee
that the City was attracting proposals that wanted to exploit flexibility when other
councils were restricting hours and asked why the Sub-Committee should accept
proposals that would only haem the City and create a bad precedent for other
venues to come into the area. She also stated she was aware of the adult gaming
centre being proposed diagonally opposite the venue proposed. Alderwoman
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Grekos stated that Fleet Street was meant to be thriving in a few years as there
was a lot of work happening there. It was going to be a legal quarter mixed with
a substantial amount of residents, which included the consent given to the
building of 815 further student accommodation units, as well as banking,
insurance, accounting and other industries with retail and hospitality to match
those consumers.

The Chairman invited Members of the Sub-Committee to pose questions to
Officers.

A Member asked Officers whether consideration was given to the licensing hours
of other licensed premises in the area and whether the conversation was around
the long operating hours into the evening given it was a residential area. Officers
told Members that the application was assessed with its own merits and stated
that Officers were cognisant to residential amenity and impacts upon that which
was why the management statement was received during the application to
appear comments that had been made. Officers stated, with regard to the
opening hours, that they had found them acceptable in planning terms and
environmental health terms as well.

The Chairman invited Members of the Sub-Committee to debate the application.

The Deputy Chairman stated that residential amenity was a key consideration on
other planning applications, referring to the Sub-Committee having pulled back
the terminal hour that outdoor office terraces could be used in residential areas,
and noted as part of such decisions that Members were aware of City policy that
residents were entitled to enjoy an undisturbed night’s sleep between 11:00pm
and 7:00am. The Deputy Chairman also stated that the Sub-Committee had
previously passed motions to close such terraces well before 11:00pm and ward
members were surprised that the Licensing Committee had ignored the principle
by agreeing to a terminal hour of 1:30am, with alcohol being served until 1:00am
on some evenings at the location proposed. The Deputy Chairman noted that
many licensed premises did apply for a terminal hour of midnight which did not
attract the late-night levy, but closed at 11:00pm or earlier as can be seen by the
map produced by the Objectors. The additional hour provided rarely used
flexibility for special occasions. The Deputy Chairman stated the proposed
premises for development was different as, at the Licencing Committee hearing,
it was clear that the prospective operators intended to trade for as long as the
permitted hours allowed and originally sought permission to sell alcohol until
2:00am, 7 days a week. The Deputy Chairman told the Sub-Committee that the
Agent of Change Principle was specifically called out in the new Local Plan and
was included in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF2) which came
into force in 2018. The principle was not a consideration for a Licensing
Committee application, but was for a Planning application. The Deputy Chairman
stated that the ‘agent of change principle’ encapsulated the position that a person
or business (i.e. the agenda) introducing a new land use was responsible for
managing the impact of that change. The Deputy Chairman stated that near the
residential alleyways immediately to the north of Fleet Street, there were no
licensed premises that stayed open until anytime near to 1:30am. Therefore, the
Applicant was clearly the Agent of the proposed significant change and had legal
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responsibility to mitigate the potential impacts. The Deputy Chairman noted that,
as many Members of the Sub-Committee who had also served on the Licensing
Committee were aware, once customers left licensed premises, the operator had
no control over their behaviour and it was common that customers who had been
drinking until the early hours were then decanted onto the streets, were often
noisy and caused numerous other problems when they left. The Deputy
Chairman told the Sub-Committee that the proposed hours of servicing for the
premises excluded 11:00pm to 7:00am which acknowledged the City policy, but
was inconsistent with the proposed trading hours.

MOTION: The Deputy Chairman proposed a motion that the terminal hour for
closure of the premises was brought back to 11:00pm every day to protect
residential amenity.

The Chairman asked if there was a seconder, and a Member agreed to second
the proposed Motion.

The Chairman invited the Sub-Committee to debate the Motion proposed.

The Chairman stated he fully supported the Motion proposed and the Motion was
not against a nighttime economy but was in keeping with the character of the
area and what the City wanted to achieve with the Destination City Programme.
The Chairman told the Sub-Committee that it was a great scheme and, in
principle, agreed with wanting the kind of leisure activity proposed in the
development in the Square Mile and more of it was needed.

A Member stated they supported the Motion and noted that new builds already
had conditions in place for bars and restaurants to have trading limited to
11:00pm. The Member stated there was an option for those establishments to
negotiate that limit and a number of precedents had been set for bars and
restaurants which were limited to 11:00pm and a condition had recently been put
in place on a bar in Tower ward and that operator felt they were more than
capable of running a viable business in those hours, as were a vast majority of
all the licensed premises. The Member stated further that only a handful of
licensed premises operated past 11:00pm and a previous application at the
meeting had it’s use of a terrace limited to 6:00pm due to the impact on residential
amenity. The Member referred to a previous application from the meeting, that
granted an application which would bring in 900 new residents on Fleet Street,
which included a letter from the NHS that discussed that noise could be a
contributor to stress and poor health. The Member stated that it was very difficult
for people to get back to sleep once they had been awoken and it did not take
just drunken behaviour to wake people up as someone who was speaking loud
on their phone could also wake residents up. The Member welcomed the
opportunity to have a new mini sport in the City and stated they believed that the
Applicant would work in harmony with the residents if Members supported the
Motion limiting trading to 11:00pm. The Member stated that once residents
understood the model, and there was room for renegotiation, the Applicant could
always return to change the limit, but felt the Motion would ensure security for
both parties while a change in use was underway.
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Another Member stated he agreed with most of what the Deputy Chairman had
to say and noted he lived at a residential enclave, where the residents were right
next to the facilities, where licensed premises were limited to 11:00pm, except
for Fridays and Saturdays, and suggested the Sub-Committee could be more
flexible on those two nights.

A Member stated that the Sub-Committee was discussing the residential impacts
and, regardless of what other premises did in other parts of the City, the Sub-
Committee had been told that it was a very quiet area at the weekend and,
therefore, later hours at the weekend would have a greater impact.

Having debated the Motion, Members proceeded to a vote:

Votes were cast as follows: IN FAVOUR — 12
AGAINST -1
ABSTENTIONS -0

The Motion was carried.
The Chairman moved the meeting back to the debate stage.

A Member stated the premises would represent a significant change to the area
and, given the amount of investment being put into the law courts at Fleet Street,
it was important to get the tone right and expressed concerns that, as the whole
developed would not subterranean, the impact on residents would be significant.
The Member, who stated he had lived near a similar environment in the past,
stated it would be a nightmare and drive people out of the area and was a
fundamental change.

The Chairman moved to a vote on the substantive item as amended by the
Motion carried:

Votes were cast as follows: IN FAVOUR — 10
AGAINST -2
ABSTENTIONS -1

The Sub Committee - RESOLVED -

(1) That Planning Permission be granted for the above proposal, as amended by
the Motion carried, in accordance with the details set out in the attached
schedule.

* VALID PLANNING APPLICATIONS RECEIVED BY THE ENVIRONMENT
DEPARTMENT

The Sub-Committee received a report of the Chief Planning Officer and
Development Director detailing development applications received by the
Department of the Environment since the report to the last meeting.
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10.

A Member raised a question regarding Alban Gate with a plea to ensure that the
escalators worked as they had not worked for two and a half years and asked
Officers to update them on the issue. Officers indicated they would bring it to the
attention of the applicant and the planning agent.

The Member also raised a question on waste management for 81 Newgate
Street, checking that the residents of Little Britain had been given an opportunity
to comment. Officers stated that they did not ordinarily consult on the approval
of details, but they were aware of the application, and anyone could comment on
those.

A Member stated they were mindful that not all the responses to questions by
Members were in the public domain and had been given comfort by responses
to question which was why they had not been asked at the meeting of the Sub-
Committee. However, the Member stated they thought it was important there was
a public record or were attached to the minutes. Officers told the Sub-Committee
that all Members would usually be copied into responds to Members on planning
gueries and, while Members may not wish for all the responses to be in the public
domain, they stated they would discuss with the Town Clerk’s Department.
Another Officer suggested, as it was not time critical, that it be picked up as a
question at the next meeting of the Sub-Committee which would give Officers
time to prepare a response that was appropriate for both the public and
potentially the non-public aspect. The Chairman stated Officers could come back
to the Sub-Committee on that at the next meeting.

RESOLVED - That the report be noted.

* DELEGATED DECISIONS OF THE CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER AND
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR

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

RESOLVED - That the report be noted.

QUESTIONS ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE WORK OF THE SUB-
COMMITTEE

There were no questions on matters relating to the work of the Sub-Committee.
ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS URGENT

The Chairman stated the London Planning Awards were held recently and the
Vine Street Roman Wall exhibition won the best heritage and cultural project, 8
Bishopsgate won the best sustainability project, the lighting SPD and 8
Bishopsgate were commended and 3D Heritage Views and Growth Capacity
Modelling work was also shortlisted.



The Chairman noted that Rob McNichol had been shortlisted as inspiration

leader at the Royal Town Planning Institute National Awards for Planning
Excellence.

The Chairman reminded Members that there was a planning training session on

Friday 15t November at 9:00am.

The meeting ended at 1.44 pm

Chairman

Contact Officer: Callum Southern
Callum.Southern@cityoflondon.gov.uk
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Agenda Item 4

Commiittee:

Date:

Planning Application Sub-Committee

6 December 2024

Allianz House 60 Gracechurch Street London EC3V OHR

Demolition of the existing building, retaining existing
basement and the erection of a new building comprising
basement levels and ground floor plus 36 upper storeys,
including office use (Class E), retail / cafe use (Class E),
free publicly accessible area and learning space at level 35
(sui generis), cycle parking, servicing, refuse and plant
areas, new and improved public realm, highways works
and other works associated with the development.
(PLEASE NOTE: This application is accompanied by an
Environmental Statement. Copies of the Environmental
Statement are available from Obayashi Properties UK
Limited, Bracken House, 1 Friday Street, London EC4M
9JA).

Re-consultation due to amendments.

Public

Ward: Bridge And Bridge Without

For Decision

Registered No: 24/00743/FULEIA

Registered on:

11 July 2024

Conservation Area: N/A

Listed Building: No
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Summary

Site and surroundings

The application relates to a 0.22 hectare site on the corner of Gracechurch and
Fenchurch Street within the Bridge and Bridge Without ward in the south of the City of
London. The site is bounded by Gracechurch Street on its west side, Fenchurch Street
on its north side, the adjacent building at 55 Gracechurch Street and St Benet’s Place
on its south and southeast side and a courtyard with the buildings at 6 - 8 Fenchurch
Street and Philpot House on its east side.

The application site is a 9 storey building with 2 basement levels comprising
16,158sgm (GIA). There is retail activity on the ground level and offices on the upper
floors. The site also includes an area of public highway around the perimeter of the
building along Gracechurch Street and Fenchurch Street.

The north frontage of the building, along Fenchurch Street, falls within a designated
Principal Shopping Centre (PSC) (Leadenhall Market). There is currently one retalil
unit at ground/lower ground floor level along the full extent of the PSC frontage.

The application site is not situated within a Conservation Area and the existing building
is not listed. Bank Conservation Area boundary extends along the west side of
Gracechurch Street, across from the site, and to the east and south east is the
boundary of Eastcheap Conservation Area. The existing building is not considered to
be a Non-Designated Heritage Asset (NDHA). Part of the site falls within ‘sites of
additional archaeology’ as identified in the City Map. There are a number of designated
heritage assets in the immediate vicinity of the site which are identified and addressed
below in the heritage section of the report.

The context of the site is mixed use with retail/commercial uses on the ground and
lower levels and office at upper floors. There are some residential properties around
the site with the closest being to its south-east.

Proposals

Planning Permission (23/00469/FULEIA) is sought for the demolition of the existing
building, retaining the existing basement and the erection of a new building comprising
basement levels and ground floor plus 36 upper storeys. The proposed building would
be mixed use including, predominately offices (Class E), with complementary retail /
cafe use (Class E) on ground level and a free publicly accessible area at level 35,
including a roof garden and a learning space (Sui Generis). At ground level a public
realm would be created underneath the building with direct level access to

2
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Gracechurch Street. This area, referred to in the application as the ‘Undercroft’, would
comprise 368sgm of sheltered public space with available public seating. Its bio-
friendly character with features of greening would allude to the public roof garden and
therefore create an interesting point of arrival for its visitors. One accessible car
parking and visitor cycle parking spaces would occupy the southern part of this public
realm. The Undercroft would have a dual purpose, offering a public space by day and
a servicing area by night. Permanent footpath widening and repaving works are
proposed on the public highway to the perimeter of the building along Gracechurch
Street and Fenchurch Street.

A dedicated cycle entrance would be formed with direct access from Fenchurch Street,
at the northeast side of the building, providing access to a ground floor lobby and to
three lifts leading to the basement cycle parking. A total of 849 long term bicycle
spaces would be provided with associated shower and locker facilities and 41 short
stay spaces would be provided (14 of which are proposed to be located in the
Undercroft).

Environmental Impact Assessment

An Environmental Statement prepared by Trium accompanies the scheme, which
assesses the likely significant environmental effects that have the potential to arise as
a result of the proposed development, both during the demolition and construction
works and on completion and occupation of the proposed development. The
environmental disciplines identified in the Environmental Statement include Air Quality,
Noise and Vibration, Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing, Solar Glare and Light
Trespass, Wind Microclimate, Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment,
and Climate Change. This Committee must consider the information to make a
reasoned conclusion on the significant environmental effects identified in the
Environmental Statement and considered in Appendix A of this report.

Consultation

The consultation process of the planning application commenced upon validation of
the application in July 2024 for a period of 30 days. Following amendments to the
proposed design relating primarily to the set back of the western bay of the proposed
east elevation to separate this section of the proposed tower from the party wall,
updates to the initial submission documents, including the Environmental Statement,
were submitted to the Local Planning Authority in October 2024 and a second round
of public consultation occurred on the 22" of October 2024 for a period of 30 days.

The additional information received over the course of the application process and all
consultation responses received over the two rounds of consultation have been taken
into consideration in the assessment of the application and for the purposes of
reaching the reasoned conclusion.
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Objections and comments have been received from statutory consultees including
Historic England, Historic Royal Palaces, St’ Pauls Cathedral, the London Borough of
Tower Hamlets, relating to the design of the development, its impact on designated
heritage assets and the impact on the environment and amenity of the immediately
surrounding area and buildings. This report has considered these impacts, including
any requisite mitigation which would be secured by conditions and S.106 obligations.

The application received three public representations over the course of the
application. One comment was neutral and the other two were from residents of the
Jamaica Buildings objecting on the grounds of the impacts caused to the amenities of
nearby occupants caused by additional development, primarily during construction, in
a dense and overdeveloped urban area and recommending planning conditions to
take into consideration restrictions on nighttime construction. This report has
considered these comments, including any requisite mitigation which would be
secured by conditions.

Proposed Offices, Retail, and Public spaces

The site is within the Central Activities Zone in a highly sustainable location. The
proposal would deliver a high quality, office-led development in the emerging City
Cluster, which will meet growing business needs, supporting and strengthening
opportunities for continued collaboration and clustering of businesses and maintaining
the City’s position as the world’s leading international, financial, and professional
services centre.

The scheme would provide 52,012sgm (GIA) of flexible Grade A office space (Use
Class E(g)) on the site suitable for circa 3,295 FTE City workers. The site is central to
the City’s growth modelling and would deliver a significant proportion of the required
commercial space to meet projected economic and employment growth demand until
2040. This quantity of floorspace would significantly contribute to maintaining the City’s
position as the world's leading international, financial and professional services
business centre.

The proposed office floorplates would offer high quality 1,000 to 1,300sgm net floor
suitable to a multitude of large and smaller occupiers. A variety of private outdoor
amenity spaces would be provided. A podium floor would be located at level 6,
providing a large external terrace on top wrapping around the north and west
elevations offering 250sgm of private amenity space with views to the west over the
Bank Conservation Area. Level 34 would also provide another large external amenity
space of 223sgm for the use of the office staff.

The commercial office space would be complemented by the provision of 187sgm of
retail / café space at ground level, 611sgm (GIA) of cultural floorspace and public areas
which would include a public space at level 35 with outdoor and indoor areas (the

4
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Sanctuary and the Garden), an education and community room (the Learning Space),
and the ground level route (the Passage). 368sqm of public realm (the Undercroft)
would be provided on site at the ground floor with direct access to Gracechurch Street.
The retail space and cultural offer in the elevated public space would combine to form
a compelling new City destination, thus aligning with the Destination City agenda.

The proposals would optimise the use of land, delivering high quality office space
towards the south west edge of the emerging City Cluster, and publicly accessible
spaces. It would improve the site's interfaces with and contribution to the surroundings.
It would enhance convenience, comfort and attractiveness in a manner which
optimises active travel and builds on the City's modal hierarchy and Transport
Strategy. It is considered that the proposal would constitute Good Growth by design.

Environmental impact

The scheme has been designed to ensure that its impact is acceptable in
environmental terms. The daylight sunlight, wind microclimate, thermal comfort,
ground conditions, air quality and noise credentials of the development are acceptable
subject to mitigation and conditions where relevant. The proposal would result in some
daylight and sunlight transgressions to surrounding residential dwellings. However,
considering BRE Guidance, the nature of the results and the sites location within a
dense urban environment, it is not considered that the proposal would result in an
unacceptable impact on the existing properties and would not reduce the daylight to
nearby dwellings to unacceptable levels such that it would warrant a refusal of
permission.

Highways and Transportation

In transportation terms, the scheme would support active travel and maintain
pedestrian comfort for a high number of future employees. The proposal would align
with aspirations set out in the City’s Transport Strategy. Acceptable levels of cycle
parking and facilities are proposed, which would encourage active travel to the site.
The scheme is in compliance with Local Plan Policy 16.3 and London Plan Policy T5.
Accessible cycle parking spaces have been included in line with the requirements of
London Plan, and one accessible car parking space would be provided in the
Undercroft area for the users of the building in line with London Plan Policy T6. A Travel
Plan would be secured via S.106 to support disabled people associated with this
development through various measures. Conditions have been recommended to
ensure the cycle parking would be designed in accordance with London Cycling
Design Standards. The proposals for the enhanced public highways, can satisfactorily
accommodate the additional pedestrian trips on the transport network. Demolition and
construction methodologies would be secured via condition and proposals agreed
between the Highways Authorities and the appointed contractor, in accordance with
construction regulations and logistic guidance. Servicing would take place overnight,

5
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between 23:00 and 7:00, in the Undercroft through a booking system to be secured
under management plans in the S.106 and the servicing trips proposed for the
proposed mixed use development would be consolidated by 75% and this is
considered acceptable with conditions and S.106 obligations recommended to secure
the servicing and delivering arrangements.

Sustainability

An options assessment was conducted with a ‘retrofit first’ approach in accordance
with the Carbon Options Guidance and the GLA Circular Economy Guidance and
concluded that the retention and retrofit of the existing building would not meet optimal
sustainability and policy objectives for the site and its position in the City context. The
proposed building would be designed to the highest sustainability standards and
delivers key sustainability policies for the City. The proposal delivers a flexible,
adaptable and high-quality office space, an improvement to the public realm, and the
delivery of greening and climate resilience measures. Thus, the proposal would
contribute to future proofing London against a range of environmental, social and
economic challenges.

The proposal incorporates a significant element of integrated urban greening, climate
resilience measures, and is targeting a BREEAM ‘Outstanding’ rating. It embeds
circular economy principles and a whole life-cycle carbon approach to minimise both
upfront and in use embodied carbon emissions. It achieves the GLA standard
benchmark for commercial buildings which is recognised as a challenge for a tall
building typology. The proposal would achieve high energy efficiency standards
through passive design measures, this is demonstrated in targeting an ambitious
NABERS UK rating of 5.5 stars. The proposal is considered to be in overall compliance
with London Plan policy Sl 2, SI 7, Local Plan policy CS15 and DM17.2, as well as
emerging City Plan 2040 policy DE1. The building design responds well to climate
change resilience by reducing solar gain, saving water resources and significant
opportunities for urban greening and biodiversity and complies with London Plan
policies G5 Sl 4, SI 5 and Sl 13, Local Plan policies DM18.1, DM18.2, CS19, DM19.2,
and emerging City Plan 2040 policies S14, OS2, OS3, 0S4, S15, CR1, CR3 and CR4.

Design/Heritage/Archaeology

The proposals comply with the required initial steps of archaeology investigation, in
accordance with Local Plan DM 12.4, emerging City Plan 2040 HE2 and London Plan
HC1, subject to an archaeology condition.

Principle of a Tall building:

The application site is considered appropriate in principle for a tall building and a full
assessment of the proposal against London Plan policy D9 is set out below, which

6
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concludes the policy would be complied with; the proposal would comply with the
various requirements of Local Plan policy CS 14 and most relevant parts of emerging
City Plan policies S12 and S21, although there would be some minor conflict with S12
(3) in relation to the highest point of the scheme which is slightly above the draft
proposed Cluster contour lines in this location and with S21 (5) in relation to the
impacts identified on the settings of designated heritage assets.

Views:

The proposals comply with London Plan Policy HC4, Local Plan Policy CS13 and
emerging City Plan 2040 Policy S13 and associated guidance in the LVMF SPG and
Protected Views SPD. In LVMF pan-London panoramas the development would
consolidate and enhance the visual appearance of the City Cluster on the skyline.

The development would preserve the experiences from public high-level viewing
platforms including from Monument, St Paul’s Cathedral Stone and Golden Galleries.
However, it would impact the westerly views from Sky Garden at 20 Fenchurch Street,
but this would be entirely mitigated by the new elevated public space proposed at level
35, which would reinstate these viewing experiences.

Design:

The proposal would be a striking new addition to the Cluster and would be of a dynamic
and distinctive architectural character, with full details of its innovative ‘fin’ facade
system to the south and-east areas of the tower facades secured through condition
and S.106 obligation. Officers consider that the architectural design of the building
would be a well-layered and unique piece of design that expands London's public
realm and urban greening, through the inclusion of the Undercroft (open between 7am
and 11pm), as well as making a significant beneficial contribution to the landmark
qualities of the building, befitting the pivotal location of the site at the western edge of
the emerging City Cluster. This is in accordance with London Plan policies Local Plan
Policies CS10, DM10.1, DM10.3, DM10.4, DM10.8 and DM19.1 emerging City Plan
Policies S1, S8, DE2-8, HL1, and London Plan Policies D3, D4 and D8, and relevant
sections of the NPPF. The proposals would constitute Good Growth by design and be
in accordance with Local Plan Policies CS10 and DM 10.1, Emerging City Plan 2040
DEZ2 London Plan D3, D4 and D8, the policies contained in the NPPF and guidance in
the National Design Guide, contextualised by London Plan Good Growth objectives
GG1-3,5,6.

Heritage:

The proposal would not harm the attributes or components of the Outstanding
Universal Value, Significance, authenticity and integrity of the Tower of London World
Heritage Site, in accordance with Local Plan Policy CS12, CS13 (3) Emerging City

7
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Plan Policy S11, HE1, HE3 London Plan Policy HC2 associated guidance in the World
Heritage Site Management Plan, Local Setting Study and LVMF SPG.

The proposal would, via change in their settings, cause a low level of less than
substantial harm to The Monument (Grade 1); a low level of less than substantial harm
to Tower Bridge (Grade I) and slight level of less than substantial harm (at the lowest
end of the spectrum) to the Eastcheap Conservation Area. This harm has been
minimised and mitigated through the design process. However, as it would fail to
preserve the significance/special interest or setting of these two designated heritage
assets, there would be conflict with Local Plan policies, CS12 (1 and 2), DM12.1 (1),
emerging City Plan S 11 (2) and London Plan HC1 (C) and the objective set out in
Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and
relevant NPPF policies. Giving considerable importance and weight to the desirability
of preserving the setting of listed buildings, this harm would be outweighed by the
public benefits of the scheme. Such public benefits include the delivery of growth in a
highly sustainable location; the provision of an accessible public offer comprising free
to access elevated public spaces, including the provision of a cultural offer in the form
of a learning space at level 35; the provision of improved and accessible external
public realm across the site including the Undercroft; uplift in urban greening and
biodiversity; and the uplift in office floorspace with the associated creation of additional
jobs, and annual worker expenditure in the emerging City Cluster and its surroundings.

Planning judgement

It is the view of officers that as a matter of planning judgement, and in particular as the
effect of the proposal will be to advance Local Plan Strategic Objective 1, and as policy
CS1 complied with, and as London Plan policy D9, and Local Plan policy CS10
(Design), CS13 (Protected Views) are complied with, that notwithstanding the degree
of conflict with policies CS12 (Historic Environment), DM12.1 Managing Change
affecting all heritage assets and spaces), emerging City Plan Policies 2040 S11
(Historic Environment), S12 (3) (Tall Buildings), and London Plan HC1 (Heritage
Conservation and Growth) , the proposals comply with the development plan when
considered as a whole.

The scheme would provide benefits through CIL for improvements to the public realm,
housing and other local facilities and measures. That payment of CIL is a local finance
consideration which weighs in favour of the scheme. In addition to general planning
obligations there would be site specific measures secured in the S.106 agreement.

Virtually no major development proposal is in complete compliance with all policies
and in arriving at a decision it is necessary to assess all the policies and proposals in
the plan and to come to a view as to whether in the light of the whole plan the proposal
does or does not accord with it. The Local Planning Authority must determine the
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application in accordance with the development plan unless other material
considerations indicate otherwise.

Paragraph 10 of the NPPF sets out that there is presumption in favour of sustainable
development. For decision taking that means approving development proposals that
accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay.

As set out in paragraph 205 of the NPPF, when considering the impact of a proposed
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset great weight should
be given to the conservation of a designated heritage asset (and the more important
the asset, the greater the weight should be). In addition, other material considerations,
including the application of policies in the NPPF, in particular the outcome of the
paragraph 208 NPPF balancing exercise, and the significant weight to be placed on
the need to support economic growth, also indicate that planning permission should
be granted.

National Planning Guidance advises that conflict between development plan policies
adopted at the same time must be considered in the light of all material considerations
including local priorities and needs as guided by the NPPF. It is the view of Officers
that as the proposal complies with the Development Plan when considered as a whole
and as other material considerations also weigh in favour of the scheme, planning
permission should be granted as set out in the recommendation and the schedules
attached.
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Recommendation

. That the Planning and Development Director be authorised to issue a decision

notice granting planning permission for the above proposal in accordance with
the details set out in the attached schedule subject to:

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

. The application being referred to the Secretary of State pursuant to the Town

and Country Planning (Consultation) Direction 2021 and the application not
being called in under section 77 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

. That the Department for Digital, Culture, Media & Sport (DCMS) be notified of

the application and advised that the City Corporation intends to grant planning
permission and that the Planning and Development Director be given delegated
authority to consider any response received from DCMS, UNESCO or
ICOMOS.

. That your Officers be instructed to negotiate and execute obligations in respect

of those matters set out in “Planning Obligations” under Section 106 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and any necessary agreement under
Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980.

. That your Officers be authorised to provide the information required by

regulations 29 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017, and to inform the public and the Secretary of
State as required by regulation 30 of those regulations.
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SITE PHOTOS

Existing view of the site from Gracechurch Street (facing southeast)
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Existing view of the site from Gracechurch Street (facing north)
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Existing view of the site from Fenchurch Street (facing west)

Existing view of the site from Gracechurch Street (facing north) St. Benet’s
Place to the right hand side
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Proposed view from Gracechurch Street (facing southeast)
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Proposed office entrance Gracechurch Street Elevation
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Proposed West Elevation showing the tower element
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Proposed aerial view Gracechurch Street
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Proposed Southern and eastern elevation from Butlers Wharf
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Proposed publicly accessible Roof Garden at level 35
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Proposed Learning Space at level 35
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APPLICATION COVER SHEET

60 Gracechurch Street

FACT SHEET
TOPIC INFORMATION
1. HEIGHT EXISTING PROPOSED
56.34m 162.30m
2. FLOORSPACE EXISTING USES PROPOSED USES
GIA (SQM) (sgm) (GIA) (sgm) (GIA)
Office 13,134 52,012
(Class E(g)(i))
Retalil 1,076 (shop) 187 (café)
(Class E)
Publicly Accessible Areaon  n/a 611
Level 35 (‘the Sanctuary’)
and the associated corridor
on at GF (‘the Passage’)
(Sui Generis)
Learning Space n/a 83
Ancillary (Basement/BOH) 1,948 7,745
TOTAL 16,158 60,638
TOTAL 44, 480
UPLIFT: (275%)
3. OFFICE
PROVISION IN
THE CAZ 52,012sgm (GIA) / 54,937 (GEA) / 39,429sgqm (NIA)
4. EMPLOYMENT EXISTING PROPOSED
NUMBERS
(Operational 934 3,315
Phase)
5. VEHICLE/ EXISTING PROPOSED
CYCLE
PARKING Car parking spaces 9 0
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Blue Badge Parking Spaces 0 1
Cycle long stay 40 849
Cycle short stay 0 41
Lockers 113 849
Showers 5 73

Changing facilities

2 changing rooms

849 changing lockers

6. HIGHWAY n/a - no loss or gain
LOSS / GAIN
7. PUBLIC REALM 368 sgm gain (on-site)
EXISTING PROPOSED
8. TREES
0 0
EXISTING PROPOSED
9. SERVICING 29/day (off-street) - 117/day (off-street)
VEHICLE TRIPS
- 32/day (with approx. 75% consolidation)
10. SERVICING No existing restrictions. 23:00to 7:00
HOURS
11. RETAINED 20% retention of the existing structure (substructure and superstructure) by mass
FABRIC
12. OPERATIONAL 52% - Improvements against Part L 2013
CARBON
EMISSION 29% - Improvements against Part L 2021
SAVINGS

(GLA policy target 35%)
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13. OPERATIONAL

88,860 tonnes CO2e over 60 years

CARBON
EMISSIONS 1,465 tonnes CO2e per square meter over 60 years
PROJECT LIFE CYCLE EMISSIONS COMPARED TO GLA BENCHMARKS
14. EMBODIED .
CARBON GLA benchmarking by stage [kgCO,e/m? GIA]
EMISSIONS 1600

1400

1200

495

1000

800

600

400

805

200

Office WLC Benchmark Ofice WLC Aspirational Benchmark Application Scheme
60 Gracechurch Street

RICS V1 kg CO2e/m2 GIA

W A1-AS excl. sequestration M B-C excl. B6 & B7

Upfront embodied carbon (A1-A5) - 48,821 tCO2e / 805 kgCO2e/m2
In use embodied carbon (B-C, excl. B6 & B7) - 29,995 tCO2e / 495 kgCO2e/m2

15. WHOLE LIFE-
CYCLE
CARBON
EMISSIONS

Total whole life-cycle carbon emissions: 167,673 tonnes CO2e
Whole life-cycle carbon emissions per square meter: 2,765 tonnes CO2e GIA
(A-C including sequestration and pre-construction demolition - RICS V1)

16. WHOLE LIFE-
CYCLE

CARBON OPTIONS RESULTS
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CARBON
OPTIONS

Light i i & i ta i & i z Full
MEFP & Envelope Minor Exfension Major Extension Maior Extension Maior Extension
Upgrade Within the capacity ~ Relaining exisfing Retaining Retaining
of the exisfing super and sub substructure foundations
shucture structure

Option Reference I Scenario 2

—

Scenario 4 Scenario § Scenario ¢

Project reference period

Gross Infemal area (GIA) m*

Net Infernal area (NIA) m*

Change in NIA (compared o existing) m?

Substructure % retained by mass

Supersiructure [Frame, Upper flcors, Roof, Stairs and
ramps)

Total WLCA (incl. B6 & pre-demoition) (k

Upiront Embodied Carbon (A1-A5)
excl. sequestrafion (kaCOxe/m? GIA)

In-use & End of Life Embodied Carbon (8-C)
X, B6 & B7 (kgCO,8/me Gia)

Tolal WLCA {incl. B6 and pre-demoliion) [iC
M

ioduie B7 is not consi 25,020

Tolal exisling building demolifion [1CO;e)
Upfront Embodied carbon (A1-A5) (1CO.2)
In-use embodied carbon (B-C) (1C0;=)
Operational Carbon for building lite fime (B6)
[1COw2)

17.

TARGET
BREEAM
RATING

i
i
Score: 91.8%

Good Very Good

Policy target: Excellent or Outstanding

18.

URBAN
GREENING
FACTOR

0.33 (GLA methodology)

19.

AIR QUALITY

e Air Quality Neutral
e Air Quality Positive

20.

BIODIVERSITY
NET GAIN

Existing = 0.00 habitat units. = Proposed = 0.45 habitat units.
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Main Report

Environmental Statement

The application is for EIA development and is accompanied by an
Environmental Statement (ES). The ES is a means of drawing together, in a
systematic way, an assessment of a project’s likely significant environmental
effects. This is to ensure that the importance of the predicted effects and the
scope for reducing them are properly understood by the public and the
competent authority before it makes its decision.

The Local Planning Authority must take the environmental information
contained in the Environmental Statement into consideration in reaching its
decision as well as comments made by the consultation bodies and any
representations from members of the public about environmental issues as
required by the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017.

The duties imposed by regulation 26 of the EIA Regulations require the local
planning authority to undertake the following steps:

a) To examine the environmental information

b) To reach a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the proposed
development on the environment, taking into account the examination
referred to at (a) above, and where appropriate, their own supplementary
examination

c) To integrate that conclusion into the decision as to whether planning
permission is to be granted; and

d) If planning permission or subsequent consent is to be granted, consider
whether it is appropriate to impose monitoring measures.

A Local Planning Authority must not grant planning permission unless satisfied
that the reasoned conclusion referred to above is up to date. A reasoned
conclusion is to be taken to be up to date if, in the opinion of the relevant
planning authority, it addresses the significant effects of the proposed
development on the environment that are likely to arise as a result of the
proposed development. The drafted statement attached to this report at
Appendix A and the content of this report set out the conclusions reached on
the matters identified in regulation 26. It is the view of the officers that the
reasoned conclusions address the significant effects of the proposed
development on the environment that are likely to arise as a result of the
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proposed development and that reasoned conclusions set out in the statement
are up to date.

Representations made by any body required by the EIA Regulations to be
invited to make representations and any representations duly made by any
other person about the environmental effects of the development also form part
of the environmental information to be examined and taken into account by your
Committee.

The Environmental Statement is available online, together with the application,
drawings, relevant policy documents and the representations received in
respect of the application.

Additional environmental information was requested, published and consulted
upon under regulation 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. The additional information (being
further information and any other information) which forms part of the
environmental information is also available online along with any further
representations received in conjunction with the information.

Site and Surroundings

The application site is located towards the southern end of Gracechurch Street,
where is meets Fenchurch Street on its eastern side. It is approximately 0.22
hectare and is bound by Gracechurch Street to the west , Fenchurch Street to
the north, and the adjacent building at 55 Gracechurch Street and St Benet’s
Place on its south and southeast side and a courtyard with the buildings at 6 -
8 Fenchurch Street and Philpot House on its east side. The site also includes
an area of public highway around the perimeter of the building along
Gracechurch Street and Fenchurch Street.

The existing building Allianz House, was built in the mid-90s to comprise 9
floors above ground and 2 below, offering 13,134sgm (GIA) of existing office
floorspace and 1,948sgm (GIA) of ancillary space in the basement. One large
retail unit, 1,076sgm (GIA), is situated at part ground and lower ground levels,
with direct street access, extending along the full frontage of Fenchurch Street
and the northwest corner of the Gracechurch Street frontage offering levels of
activation to the street elevation. Entrance to the retail unit is achieved from the
northwest corner of the building. The office entrance is located at the centre of
Gracechurch Street, west frontage, with servicing access situated at the
southern part of this elevation. There are level changes along the frontage of
Gracechurch Street.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The street level frontage along Gracechurch Street all the way to the northwest
curved corner of the building incorporates setbacks that provide public areas
designated as permissive paths. Similarly, St Benet’s Place is also identified as
a permissive path. The frontage along Fenchurch Street falls within Leadenhall
Market Principal Shopping Centre (PSC), which is an area identified as highly
suitable for retail uses under the adopted and emerging Local Plan.

The application site is not situated within a Conservation Area and the existing
building is not listed. Bank Conservation Area boundary extends along the west
side of Gracechurch Street, across from the site, and to the east and south east
is the boundary of Eastcheap Conservation Area. The existing building is not
considered to be a Non-Designated Heritage Asset (NDHA). Part of the site
falls within ‘sites of additional archaeology’ as identified in the City Map. There
are a number of designated heritage assets in the immediate vicinity of the site
which are identified and addressed below in the heritage section of the report.

Gracechurch Street forms part of the Transport for London Road Network for
which Transport for London is the Highway Authority and also is a Strategic
Cycle Route (London Cycle Network). Fenchurch Street forms part of the City
of London Highways Authority.

The context of the site is mixed use with retail/commercial uses on the ground
and lower levels and office at upper floors.

The closest neighbouring residential properties to the application site are to the
south-east, including one property at 4 Brabant Court, a manager’s flat at the
Ship Public House 11 Talbot Court four and 14 flats at 3 East House, all situated
within the same block bounded by Gracechurch Street, Fenchurch Street,
Philpot Lane and Eastcheap. About 100-120m to the southeast of the site are
35 flats at Botolph Alley, 92 apartments and flats at Lovat Lane, 40 flats at
Monument Street, and 29 flats at St Mary At Hill. Approximately 100m to the
north of the site are 3 flats at 4 Bulls Head Passage.

The nearest subway station is the Monument, about 120m to the southwest of
the site’s office entrance. The nearest train stations are Cannon Street at about
360m to the south west and Fenchurch Street Station, at approximately 470m
to the east and of the site.

Relevant planning history

The existing building was granted planning permission on 29th November 1994
under application Ref. No. 0450AT that approved the following development:
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17.

18.

19.

20.

‘Redevelopment to provide a new office building with Class A1 & A2
retail provision and off-street servicing and car parking.’

There is no further relevant planning history in connection to the site and the
current planning application.

It is worth noting that the adjoining building at 55 Gracechurch Street was
granted permission on 29th September 2021 for the following development:

‘Demolition of all existing buildings and the erection of a new building
comprising basement levels and ground floor plus 29 upper storeys,
including office use (Class E), flexible retail use (Class E, drinking
establishment (sui generis), hot food takeaway (sui generis)) a public
viewing gallery and garden terrace (sui generis), new pedestrian routes,
cycle parking, servicing, refuse and plant areas, public realm improvements,
and other works associated with the development.’

However, at the time of this report, the above consent expired as the approved
development did not commence within the required timeline as set out in
Condition 1 of the Planning Permission (application Ref. No.
20/00671/FULEIA).

Proposals

Planning permission under application Ref: 24/00743/FULEIA submitted to the
City of London and made valid in July 2024 is sought for:

e The demolition of the existing building at 60 Gracechurch Street with the
retention of the existing basement levels;

e The redevelopment of the site comprising the construction of a new building
of ground floor plus 36 storeys (plus two retained basement levels), reaching
maximum height of 162.30m AOD (146.37m AGL);

e The use of upper floors as offices (Class E(g)) with publicly accessible
retail/café (Class E(a)(b)) at ground floor, a covered accessible public realm
of 368sgm at ground level with direct access to the street (the Undercroft),
the use of the 35" floor as a publicly accessible roof terrace including both
internal and external space (the Sanctuary and the Garden) and a flexible
Learning Space;

¢ Ancillary basement cycle parking and end-of trip facilities;

e Servicing and plant;
29
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21.

e Highway improvements and other works associated with the proposed
development.

The scheme would provide 60,638sgm (GIA) floor space. A schedule of these
areas is shown on Table 1 as follows.

Table 1. Schedule of Areas

Schedule of Areas

sgqm (GIA)

Existing Proposed Difference

22.

23.

Office (Class E(Q)) 13,134 52,012 + 38,878

Retail / Café (Class E (a) / (b)) 1,076 187 - 889

Public space (Sui Generis)

(Incl. Level 35 (the Sanctuary & 0 611 +611

Garden and associated ground

floor Passage)

Leaning Space at Level 35 (Sui 0 83 +83

Generis)

Ancillary basement and BOH 1,948 7,745 + 5,797

Total 16,158 60,638 + 44,480
The overall uplift in space would be 44,480sqgm of GIA floorspace created by

the redevelopment works on site. An uplift of 38,878sgm of GIA in office
floorspace would be created.

The proposed building would be cut through horizontally to provide two
distinctive architectural elements, the base of the building (referred to as the
podium in the application) and the tower element. This reflects a common
design approach of tall buildings in the Eastern Cluster. At the separation point,
the building would create a two-storey element, referred to as ‘the portico’ in
the application, and it would be recessed from the tower to create opportunities
of external amenity space. The west tower elevation would have a diagonal cut
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24.

25.

26.

27.

to create a spine of terraces that incorporate greening at every level visible from
distant views. The top of the podium and the west terraces would offer private
amenity spaces for the use of the office staff. As mentioned above, the terrace
at level 35 would be publicly accessible and forms one of the public offers of
the proposed development.

The main entrance would be from the corner of Gracechurch and Fenchurch
Street giving entry to a large open ground floor incorporating a public café at
the ground level and escalators and a central staircase, referred to in the
submission as the ‘amphistair’, ascending to the first floor office reception. A
bike entrance would be from the north of the building via Fenchurch Street with
direct access to three lifts leading to the basement cycle parking and end-of-
trip facilities.

The public realm area referred to as the Undercroft would be accessed directly
from the southwest of the building through Gracechurch Street with a secondary
entrance achieved through the café. The Undercroft would serve a dual
purpose. During the day it would be an open public realm space serving the
main entrance to the public spaces at level 35. It would incorporate public
seating, short stay cycle parking and an accessible car parking. During night
hours (between 23:00 and 7:00) the Undercroft would be used as a servicing
area. Landscaping with seating opportunities would be incorporated within the
public realm space to create a bio-friendly environment and a welcoming and
calming space in a very busy location.

The proposed elevated public spaces, at level 35, referred to as the Sanctuary
and the Garden in the application, would be accessed from the Undercroft
through check in and security control points and then follow a designed
passage (proposed to include informational signage on the history of the site
and surrounding areas), arriving at a lift leading directly to the top. The
Sanctuary and Garden would offer views to the south and west towards the
Thames. The area also offers a Learning Space for school classes and
community groups.

Consultations

Statement of Community Involvement

The applicant has submitted a Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)
prepared by Jbp outlining their engagement with stakeholders. The consultation
included sensitive neighbours, community representation, businesses and
those interested in the proposed development. It involved consultation of 1,074
addresses, advertisements on social media, establishment of a 24 hour contact
centre, public consultation website with contact forms, two in-person public
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28.

29.

30.

31.

events over six days, four meetings with political and community stakeholders,
and correspondence with local stakeholders (such as solicitors, residents and
businesses).

The community involvement was two-phased to allow analysis of feedback from
the first round of consultation and further refinements of the proposal until the
second round. An in-person consultation took place in 20 Gracechurch Street
over a three day period, 16-18 April 2024. A total of 55 individuals attended this
event including occupiers of 20 Gracechurch Street, nearby business
professionals and built environment enthusiasts. Further engagement occurred
online through social media, the website and the press. Over the course of the
consultation 11 feedback forms were submitted. The feedback was in the main
positive and supported the proposals for new publicly accessible space within
roof level and at the lower levels of the building.

The second phase of public consultation was held at the same event space as
the first over three days, 28-30 May 2024. A total of 24 individuals attended with
similar mix backgrounds as in the consultation. Over the course of the second
consultation, three feedback forms were submitted from neighbouring resident
and employees. The feedback was in the main positive and supported the
public spaces as in the first consultation.

The SCI informs that some attention was given on other forms of feedback
(social media channels) form local residents in Bull's Head passage objecting
on overshadowing to their property. The applicant requested to meet and
discuss their concerns and in response to daylight/sunlight and overshadowing
studies have been submitted showing negligible impact in their property.

Statutory Consultation

Following receipt of the application by the Local Planning Authority in July 2024,
it has been advertised on site and in the press and has been consulted upon
twice as follows:

e On validation of the application in July 2024 for a period of 30 days.

e Under Regulation 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 following the receipt of further
information, for a 30 day period starting on 22 October 2024. This
consultation covered some revisions to the design of the scheme and the
request for updated information as a consequence of the revisions, including
but not limited to updates to the Environmental Statement.
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32. Copies of all received letters and emails making representations are attached
in full and appended to this report. A summary of the representations received,
and the consultation responses are set out below.

33. The applicant has provided detailed responses to matters raised in consultee
responses. The applicant’s responses are attached in full and appended to, in

this report.
Consultee Summary of comments
Health and Safety No comments.

Executive (HSE)
HSE does not identify the planning application to fall under

Letter dated their remit of statutory consultation, hence they do not
23.07.2024 and need to provide advice.

22.10.2024

Natural England No objection.

Letter dated Based on the plans submitted, Natural England considers
26.07.2024 and that the proposed development will not have significant
04.11.2024 adverse impacts on statutorily protected nature

conservation sites or landscapes.

Re-consultation response:
No objection.

Natural England has previously commented on this
proposal and made comments to the authority in our
response dated 26 July 2024 reference number 483338.
The advice provided in our previous response applies
equally to this amendment. The proposed amendments to
the original application are unlikely to have significantly
different impacts on the natural environment than the
original proposal.

Environmental No comments.
Agency
Letter dated
29.07.2024 and The following advice has been provided:
23.10.2024
33
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Water Resources

Increased water efficiency for all new developments
potentially enables more growth with the same water
resources. Developers can highlight positive corporate
social responsibility messages and the use of technology
to help sell their homes. For the homeowner lower water
usage also reduces water and energy bills. We endorse
the use of water efficiency measures especially in new
developments. Use of technology that ensures efficient
use of natural resources could support the environmental
benefits of future proposals and could help attract
investment to the area. Therefore, water efficient
technology, fixtures and fittings should be considered as
part of new developments. We recommend that all new
non-residential development of 1000sgm gross floor area
or more should meet the BREEAM ‘excellent’ standards
for water consumption. We also recommend you contact
your local planning authority for more information.

Officer response: An informative has been
recommended.

Crossrail
Safeguarding
Direction

Letter dated
26.07.2024 and

No comments.

Email dated

25.10.2024

NATS NATS has assessed the application and has identified an

Safeguarding unacceptable impact upon its H10 radar located at
Heathrow Airport. NATS advised that should the LPA be

Email dated minded to grant the scheme, NATS respectfully requests

26.07.2024 the imposition of conditions on any planning permission

and requesting a Radar Mitigation Scheme (RMS) to be

Email dated submitted and approved prior to construction works which

22.10.2024 shall be implemented before construction above 100m

AOD is carried out and the submission of a “Crane
Operation Plan” prior to construction works to be agreed
in consultation with the “Radar Operator”.

NATS comments remained unchanged from the above,
following re-consultation.
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Officer response: Conditions are recommended.

TfL Infrastructure
Protection

Email dated
26.07.2024

No comments.

Greater London
Archaeological
Advisory
Service (GLAAS)

Letter dated
01.08.2024 and
05.11.2024

In summary GLAAS has no objections subject to a written
scheme of investigation (WSI) condition and an
informative explaining what the WSI should be prepared.
This pre-commencement condition is necessary to
safeguard the archaeological interest on this site. Without
this pre-commencement condition being imposed the
application should be refused as it would not comply with
NPPF paragraph 211.

In detail GLAAS made the following comments:

Assessment of Significance and Impact

The proposed development is in an area of archaeological
interest. The City of London was founded almost two
thousand years ago and London has been Britain’s largest
and most important urban settlement for most of that
time. Consequently, the City of London Local Plan 2015
says that all of the City is considered to have
archaeological potential,except where there is evidence
that archaeological remains have been lost due to deep
basement construction or other groundworks.

An archaeological desk-based assessment (MOLA 2024)
has been submitted with the planning application. The
DBA highlights that although archaeological remains of
Roman and medieval date have previously been found on
the site in 1959 and 1995, the current basements are likely
to have removed all but the deepest cut features. The
proposed development entails extending Basement 2 into
a previously undisturbed area in the south-east of the site.
However, this area has already been truncated by the
construction of Basement 1. As there is some potential for
deep cut archaeological remains to survive in this area, a
watching brief during ground reduction is recommended.

Planning Policies
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NPPF Section 16 and the London Plan (2021 Policy HC1)
recognise the positive contribution of heritage assets of all
kinds and make the conservation of archaeological
interest a material planning consideration. NPPF
paragraph 200 says applicants should provide an
archaeological assessment if their development could
affect a heritage asset of archaeological interest.

NPPF paragraphs 195 and 203 and London Plan Policy
HC1 emphasise the positive contributions heritage assets
can make to sustainable communities and places. Where
appropriate, applicants should therefore also expect to
identify enhancement opportunities.

If you grant planning consent, paragraph 211 of the NPPF
says that applicants should record the significance of any
heritage assets that the development harms. Applicants
should also improve knowledge of assets and make this
public.

Recommendations

The significance of the asset and scale of harm to it is
such that the effect can be managed using a planning
condition.

informative are

Officer response: Condition and

recommended.

Lead Local Flood
Authority (LLFA)

Letter dated
01.08.2024

Conditions recommended requiring further details of SuDs
system, flood prevention measures and a maintenance
plan.

Officer response: Conditions are recommended.

Westminster

Letter dated
05.08.2024

No comments.

Heathrow Airport

Letter dated
07.08.2024 and
24.10.2024

Heathrow Airport examined the proposed development
from an aerodrome safeguarding perspective and advised
it could conflict with safeguarding criteria. They have
advised that any planning permission granted should be
subject to conditions including and requesting a Radar
Mitigation Scheme (RMS) to be submitted and approved
prior to construction works which shall be implemented
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before construction above 100m AOD is carried out and
the submission of a “Crane Operation Plan” prior to
construction works to be agreed in consultation with the
Radar Operator”. If these conditions are not imposed to
any future planning permissions, Heathrow Airport would
object to this proposal.

Heathrow Airport would also like to notify the developer of
the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) notification processes if
any part of the development exceeds 91.4m AGL, upon
grant of permission, and the CAA crane notification
requirement when a crane exceeds 100m or above.

Heathrow Airport’'s comments remained unchanged from
the above, following re-consultation.

Officer response: Conditions and informatives are
recommended.

Thames Water

Email dated
09.08.2024
and

Email dated
20.11.2024

Waste comments

Thames Water has raised no objections and has
requested conditions to be included to require a piling
method statement and a pilling layout plan.

Thames Water advises that any significant work near their
sewers must minimize the risk of damage. Works should
be guided in accordance with the Thames Water ‘guide
working near or diverting our pipes’.

As required by Building regulations part H paragraph 2.36,
Thames Water requests that the Applicant should
incorporate within their proposal, protection to the
property to prevent sewage flooding, by installing a
positive pumped device (or equivalent reflecting
technological advances), on the assumption that the
sewerage network may surcharge to ground level during
storm conditions.

If as part of the basement development there is a proposal
to discharge ground water to the public network, this
would require a Groundwater Risk Management Permit
from Thames Water. Any discharge made without a permit
is deemed illegal and may result in prosecution under the
provisions of the Water Industry Act 1991. They would
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expect the developer to demonstrate what measures will
be undertaken to minimise groundwater discharges into
the public sewer. Permit enquiries should be directed to
Thames Water’s Risk Management Team by telephoning
02035779483 or by emailing
trade.effluent@thameswater.co.uk.

Thames Water would recommend that petrol / oil
interceptors be fitted in all car parking/washing/repair
facilities. Failure to enforce the effective use of petrol / oil
interceptors could result in oil-polluted discharges
entering local watercourses.

As per Building regulations part H paragraph 2.21,
Drainage serving kitchens in commercial hot food
premises should be fitted with a grease separator
complying with BS EN 1825-:2004 and designed in
accordance with BS EN 1825-2:2002 or other effective
means of grease removal. Thames Water further
recommend, in line with best practice for the disposal of
Fats, Oils and Grease, the collection of waste oil by a
contractor, particularly to recycle for the production of bio
diesel. Failure to implement these recommendations may
result in this and other properties suffering blocked drains,
sewage flooding and pollution to local watercourses. For
further information the developer should refer to Help and
advice | Help centre | Thames Water.

With the information provided, Thames Water has been
unable to determine the Foul water infrastructure needs of
this application. Thames Water has contacted the
developer in an attempt to obtain this information and
agree a position for FOUL WATER drainage, but have
been unable to do so in the time available, As such,
Thames Water recommend a condition to be imposed if
planning permission is granted to request a confirmation
that either:- 1. Foul water Capacity exists off site to serve
the development, or 2. A development and infrastructure
phasing plan has been agreed with the Local Authority in
consultation with Thames Water, prior to occupation of the
development. Where a development and infrastructure
phasing plan is agreed, no occupation shall take place
other than in accordance with the agreed development
and infrastructure phasing plan, or 3. All Foul water
network upgrades required to accommodate the
additional flows from the development have been
completed. The developer can request information to
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support the discharge of this condition by visiting the
Thames Water website at
thameswater.co.uk/preplanning.

With the information provided Thames Water has been
unable to determine the waste water infrastructure needs
of this application. Thames Water has contacted the
developer in an attempt to obtain this information and
agree a position for SURFACE WATER drainage, but
have been unable to do so in the time available. As such
Thames Water request that a condition be added to any
planning permission requesting confirmation that either:-
1. Surface water capacity exists off site to serve the
development or 2. A development and infrastructure
phasing plan has been agreed with the Local Authority in
consultation with Thames Water. Where a development
and infrastructure phasing plan is agreed, no occupation
shall take place other than in accordance with the agreed
development and infrastructure phasing plan. Or 3. All
Surface water network upgrades required to
accommodate the additional flows from the development
have been completed. The developer can request
information to support the discharge of this condition by
visiting the Thames Water website at
thameswater.co.uk/preplanning.

Water comments

Thames Water has raised no objections and has
requested conditions to be included to require a piling
method statement and a pilling layout plan.

The proposed development is located within 15m of a
strategic water main. Thames Water do NOT permit the
building over or construction within 3m of water mains. If
the development will include significant works near
Thames Water’s mains (within 3m) they will need to check
that the development doesn't reduce capacity, limit repair
or maintenance activities during and after construction, or
inhibit the services they provide in any other way. The
applicant is advised to read Thames Water guide working
near or diverting their pipes Working near our pipes |
Developer services | Thames Water.

The proposed development is located within 5m of a
strategic water main. Thames Water do NOT permit the
building over or construction within 5m, of strategic water
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mains. Thames Water request that a condition be added
to any planning permission requesting information
detailing how the developer intends to divert the asset /
align the development, so as to prevent the potential for
damage to subsurface potable water infrastructure.

Thames Water recommends an informative to be attached
to any planning permission saying that Thames Water will
aim to provide customers with a minimum pressure of 10m
head (approx 1 bar) and a flow rate of 9 litres/minute at
the point where it leaves Thames Waters pipes. The
developer should take account of this minimum pressure
in the design of the proposed development.

Following initial investigations, Thames Water has
identified an inability of the existing water network
infrastructure to accommodate the needs of this
development proposal. Thames Water have contacted the
developer in an attempt to agree a position on water
networks but have been unable to do so in the time
available. As such Thames Water request that the a pre-
occupation condition be added to any planning permission
requesting confirmation that either:- all water network
upgrades required to accommodate the additional
demand to serve the development have been completed,;
or - a development and infrastructure phasing plan has
been agreed with Thames Water to allow development to
be occupied. The developer can request information to
support the discharge of this condition by visiting the
Thames Water website at
thameswater.co.uk/preplanning.

Supplementary comments

Thames Water states they are unable to identify an
accessible discharge point that serves the site. The only
point of discharge from the site is a 305mm combined
connection in St Benet's Place (TQ32809802B) which
does not have the capacity to serve this development.
Thames Water requested that the applicant confirms
points of discharge (by manhole) for both Foul & Surface
Water.

Following re-consultation of this application, the following
comment was received TW advised that “with regard to
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the COMBINED WASTE WATER network infrastructure
capacity, we would not have any objection to the above
planning application, based on the information provided”.

Officer response: Responses to TW last requirement
have been sought by Officers and applicant’s responses
have been shared with TW, who then confirmed there is
sufficient capacity for wase water. Therefore all
conditions, other than those referring to capacity water,
and informatives in TW response are recommended.

London City
Airport

Letter dated
09.08.2024 and
23.10.2024

London City Airport assessed this proposal from an
aerodrome safeguarding perspective and advised it has
the potential to conflict with London City Airport’s
safeguarding criteria. London City Airport have advised
that any planning permission granted should be subject to
conditions including and requesting a Radar Mitigation
Scheme (RMS) to be submitted and approved prior to
construction works which shall be implemented before
construction above 100m AOD is carried out and the
submission of a “Crane Operation Plan” prior to
construction works to be agreed in consultation with the
Radar Operator”. A condition for a Permanent Obstacle
Lighting Scheme is also recommended to avoid
endangering the safe environment of aircraft and the
operation of the London City Airport.

London City Airport would also like to notify the
developer of the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA)
notification processes if any part of the development
exceeds 91.4m AGL, upon grant of permission, and the
CAA crane notification requirement when a crane
exceeds 100m or above.

Following re-consultation of this application, London City
Airport responded with the same recommendations as
above. The position remained unchanged.

Officer response: Conditions and informatives are
recommended.

Historic England

Letter dated
12.08.2024

Historic England responded on 12.08.2024 providing the
following comments:
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and Summary
Letter dated
20.11.2024 Historic England is particularly concerned about the harm
to the significance to St Mary Woolnoth that would be
caused by the proposed development, as seen in views
as one approaches it from the west. Such harm could be
avoided or minimised by a reduction in height which would
bring the proposals in line with the height of neighbouring
consented schemes, and by simplifying the facade
design. We therefore strongly encourage you to explore
such amendments. The potential harmful impact of the
proposals on other highly designated heritage assets,
including the Monument and the Tower of London World
Heritage Site also need to be carefully considered,
particularly in a scenario when other consented
developments are not built. Any conclusions on the impact
on the OUV of the World Heritage Site need to be
substantiated by a Heritage Impact Assessment using the
appropriate methodology, which may indicate further
opportunities to avoid or minimise harm.

Historic England Advice

Significance of the heritage assets

a) The Church of St Mary Woolnoth & Bank Conservation
Area

St. Mary Woolnoth was completed in 1727 in the English
Baroque style and represents one of the most distinctive
and original designs of its architect Nicholas Hawksmoor.
It has an unusually imposing facade, which is dominated
by two distinctive flat-topped turrets supported by
Corinthian columns, a great illustration of Hawksmoor’s
skill in manipulating mass, Classical detail and sculptural
forms to achieve a dramatic effect. The church is grade |
listed indicating its exceptional historic and architectural
interest. It was designed to have a dominant and imposing
presence - an appreciation of its architectural effect is
reliant on its setting, including the relative scale of
surrounding buildings and clear sky backdrop. It is located
within the Bank Conservation Area, covering the heart of
the historic financial district, to which it makes a major
positive contribution. The area is centred on Bank junction
and encompasses the major thoroughfares of Poultry and
Cornhill. The character of the area is defined by high-
guality nineteenth century and early twentieth century

42

Page 86



Page 87

commercial buildings, many of which are listed. 1 Cornhill
(grade II) is one such example - its dome ‘makes the
principal accent of the principal crossing of the City’, as
described in The Buildings of England. The City Cluster
already appears prominently in views looking east from
the junction and dominates the scale of the listed buildings
in the foreground. Many of these were designed to have
landmark qualities; the impact of the visually dominant
cluster is distracting and therefore cause some harm to
the ability to appreciate their significance. However,
existing views to the south east are less affected and may
therefore be more vulnerable to adverse change. 20
Fenchurch Street is the only existing tall development
which appears in the backdrop; 55 Gracechurch Street
would additionally appear if constructed, albeit at a lower
height.

b) The Monument

The Act for the Rebuilding of the City of London, passed
in 1667, stipulated a monument to the Great Fire, that was
to be stone column or pillar. Sir Christopher Wren and his
Chief Assistant, Dr Robert Hooke, collaborated on the
design - a colossal Doric column on a tall pedestal with a
cupola and ornament sitting on the capital above. It was
erected 1671-7 and is one of the City’s most significant
landmarks. Public monuments pre-dating the Georgian
period are particularly rare and reflect the arrival of
Renaissance modes of commemoration to Britain. At the
time of its construction it was the tallest isolated stone
column in the world, and as such is an important feat of
both engineering and architectural accomplishment. The
structure is grade | listed and a scheduled monument. It
was designed to have a dominant and imposing presence
- an appreciation of its architectural effect is reliant on its
setting, including the relative scale of surrounding
buildings and clear sky backdrop. Its dominance and
wide-ranging visibility have been diminished by modern
development, leaving the remaining good quality views of
it particularly vulnerable to further detrimental change.
One such view is from outside the Church of Saint Magnus
the Martyr, looking north up Fish Street Hill. This street
was once on the alignment of Old London Bridge and
would have been a well-known view of the Monument at
the point where one entered the City on the historically
important processional route from the south.
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c) The Tower of London World Heritage Site

The Tower’s attributes, as defined in the adopted WHS
Management Plan (2016) convey its Outstanding
Universal Value (OUV). They reflect the Tower’s role as
the setting of many significant episodes of European
history and as a model example of the development of a
medieval fortress palace. It is an iconic landmark and
symbol of London which sits at the heart of our national
and cultural identity. The Tower of London is a monument
of exceptional historic and architectural importance as
reflected in its multi-designation as a World Heritage Site,
scheduled monument, collection of listed buildings, and
conservation area. The Tower's landmark siting and visual
dominance are key aspects of its significance and adverse
impacts on these will affect the integrity of the World
Heritage Site. These elements of significance, as
experienced through views into, within and out of the
property are increasingly vulnerable due to tall buildings
in the City and additional development has the potential to
compound this harm.

d) Tower Bridge

With its distinctive form and silhouette, the Sir Horace
Jones’s nearby Tower Bridge from the late 19th century is
both an engineering marvel and an internationally
recognised symbol of London. On its approach from the
east its structure creates the sense of a portal framing
entry into central London.

Impact of the proposals

The proposals are for the replacement of the existing
building on the site with a new tall building designed by
3XN Architects. It would be of a similar scale to adjacent
developments - slightly shorter than 20 Fenchurch Street
and slightly taller than consented developments either
side at 55 Gracechurch Street and 70 Gracechurch Street.
These developments have, or would once constructed,
contribute to harm to multiple highly graded heritage
assets (particularly those referred to above) by increasing
the visual dominance and distraction of the Cluster in their
settings. The current proposals would be largely occluded
or framed by these existing and consented developments
when seen in conjunction with them, but at the height
proposed would introduce some new visual impacts.
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Those that are of most concern to us are set out below.
The consented development at 55 Gracechurch Street
(20/00671/FULEIA) is a material consideration - but if it is
not built out, the current proposals would have similar
harmful impacts as those previously identified in our letter
of objection to that application.

a) St Mary Woolnoth and the Bank Conservation Area

The church’s significance through the contribution of its
setting, as appreciated in views from Bank junction, would
be harmed, as would the character and appearance of the
Bank Conservation Area. The proposed development
would appear taller than 20 Fenchurch Street, and would
be closer to the viewpoints around the junction, increasing
its dominance and distracting effect on the listed buildings
in the foreground. The detailed design of the proposals,
with visually striking ladder of the terraces all the way up
the building on its eastern elevation, would compound this
impact. Existing Cluster buildings are typically plainer in
character with unmodulated glass-curtain walls that are
less of a visual distraction. The best locations to
appreciate St Mary Woolnoth are slightly closer, from the
northern end of King William Street. The proposals would
introduce a new harmful impact to the skyline in reducing
the clear sky backdrop to the church’s distinctive tower.
This would detract from the ability to appreciate its
architectural qualities and as a landmark building. The
applicants own Heritage and Townscape Visual Impact
Assessment has found harm to the listed building due the
impact illustrated in View 6.

b) The Monument

In a cumulative scenario, the proposals would largely be
occluded by 55 Gracechurch Street, which appears
slightly taller due to being closer to the viewpoint in front
of St Magnus the Martyr. If 55 Fenchurch remains unbuilt,
the proposals would appear directly behind the column of
the Monument up to the height of the capital and viewing
gallery. This effect would diminish in a kinetic experience
moving north along Fish Hill Street, but one would still be
left with an impression of the Monument being dwarfed by
its context, which runs counter to its intended purpose.
The applicants own assessment also concludes that harm
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to the significance of the listed building and scheduled
monument would be caused.

c) The Tower of London World Heritage Site

In a cumulative scenario, the proposals would largely be
hidden by 20 Fenchurch Street and 55 Gracechurch
Street (if constructed) in views of and from the World
Heritage Site. It would slightly add to the bulk and density
of the Cluster and could result in an adverse impact on
attributes forming the OUV of the World Heritage Site.
Those attributes include its Physical Dominance, its
appreciation as an Internationally Famous Monument and
its Landmark Siting. If the latter development is not built,
the current proposals would increase the visual
dominance of the Cluster in a similar way to the approved
scheme for 55 Gracechurch Street, albeit more of the
development would be behind 20 Fenchurch Street in
most views.

d) Tower Bridge

When viewing Tower Bridge from Butler's Wharf looking
upstream towards 20 Fenchurch and 55 Gracechurch
Street would be prominently visible in the backdrop of
Tower Bridge, framed by the bridge’s iconic form. If the
latter development is not built, the current proposals would
add considerable additional built form to this framed view
and further reduce the amount of clear sky within the
space between the two towers and upper and lower decks
of the bridge that allows the unique form of the bridge to
be appreciated and understood. The proposals would
therefore add some harm to the considerable harm
already caused by the presence of No. 20 Fenchurch
Street to the significance of Tower Bridge through
development within its setting, albeit less than 55
Gracechurch Street would.

Relevant Policy and guidance

a) The City of London Plan 2015 — 2026

Policy CS12: Historic Environment, seeks the
“safeguarding [of] the City’s listed buildings and their
settings” and “Preserving and, where appropriate, seeking
to enhance the Outstanding Universal Value...of the
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Tower of London World Heritage Site and its local
setting.”

Policy CS13: Protected Views, aims “to protect and
enhance significant City and London views of important
buildings, townscape and skylines...by...securing an
appropriate setting of and backdrop to the Tower of
London World Heritage Site, so ensuring its OUV.”

Policy CS14: Tall Buildings, states that such development
will only be permitted on sites that are considered suitable,
having regard to the potential effect on the City skyline;
the character and amenity of their surroundings, including
the relationship with existing tall buildings; the significance
of heritage assets and their settings; and the effect on
historic skyline features. The Policy indicates that
permission will be refused for tall buildings in
inappropriate locations, including conservation areas.

b) The London Plan 2021

London Plan Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and
growth requires development proposals affecting heritage
assets and their settings to conserve their significance. It
further requires the cumulative impacts of incremental
change to be actively managed.

London Plan Policy HC2 World Heritage Sites, requires
development proposals in the setting of WHSs to
conserve, promote and enhance their OUV, including the
authenticity, integrity and significance of their attributes,
and support their management and protection. In
particular, they should not compromise the ability to
appreciate their OUV, or the authenticity and integrity of
their attributes. It additionally requires development within
the setting of a WHS to be supported by a Heritage Impact
Assessment.

London Plan Policy D3 requires all development to follow
a design-led approach that optimises the capacity of sites,
including consideration of design options to determine the
most appropriate form of development that responds to a
site’s context.

London Plan Policy D9 Tall Buildings requires that
proposals should take account of, and avoid harm to, the
significance of London’s heritage assets and their
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settings. Proposals resulting in harm will require clear and
convincing justification. Where the proposals concern the
setting of a World Heritage Site, the Policy reserves the
strongest protection, stating that new tall buildings “must
preserve, and not harm, the Outstanding Universal Value
of the World Heritage Site, and the ability to appreciate it”.

c) The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

The NPPF requires planning policies and decisions to
reflect relevant international obligations and statutory
requirements (Paragraph 2). This includes those
obligations under the 1972 World Heritage Convention
which require that the UK Government protects and
conserves the World Heritage within its territory.

Chapter 16 of the NPPF concerns the historic
environment. Paragraph 195 notes that heritage assets
range from sites and buildings of local historic value to
those of the highest significance, such as World Heritage
Sites which are internationally recognised to be of
Outstanding Universal Value. It recognises that these
assets are an irreplaceable resource, and should be
conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance.

A robust and proportionate understanding of the
significance of any affected heritage assets is required
and this should be taken into account in order to avoid or
minimise any conflict between the conservation of
heritage assets and any aspect of a development
proposal (Paragraphs 200-201).

If harm is deemed to be less than substantial, paragraph
208 of the NPPF requires that harm be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposals. Great weight should
be given to the conservation of designated heritage
assets, irrespective of the level of harm caused, and the
more important the asset, the greater the weight should
be (Paragraph 205). Any harm to, or loss of, the
significance of a designated heritage asset should require
clear and convincing justification (Paragraph 206).

Chapter 12 of the NPPF considers good design as a key
aspect of sustainable development. Paragraph 135
requires that developments should be sympathetic to local
character and history, and Paragraph 193 states that
development that is not well designed should be refused
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permission, especially where it fails to reflect local and
government design guidance. Related to this, the National
Design Guide (NDG, 2021) emphasises the importance of
heritage and context when considering the merits of a
design.

d) The Setting of Heritage Assets Historic Environment
Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 (GPA3)

GPA3 recommends a staged approach to understanding
impacts on setting. Step 3 of this guidance requires an
assessment of the effects of proposed development on
significance or the ability to appreciate it. A further
checklist of potential attributes of a development which
may affect significance is provided, including:

§ Proximity to asset

8§ Position in relation to key views to, from and across

8 Prominence, dominance or conspicuousness

§ Competition with or distraction from the asset

8 Dimensions, scale and massing 8 Materials (texture,
colour, reflectiveness, etc) 8 Change to skyline,
silhouette

§ Lighting effects and ‘light spill’

Historic England’s position

The proposals would cause harm to highly valued features
of the historic City. In each case the harm would be less
than substantial in the language of the NPPF, and
relatively low in the range. However, this harm would
occur to heritage assets of the highest significance and
therefore attracts the greatest possible weight. We are
therefore unable to support the proposals in their current
form.

The City’s adopted policies CS7, CS12, CS13 and CS14
require tall building proposals to avoid harm to the City’s
historic environment and its skyline, including the OUV of
the Tower. Similarly, the London Plan provides for a
robust protection of significance, including OUV in policies
HC1 and HC2. All of these policies indicate the need to
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carefully manage the cumulative impacts of incremental
change.

We are concerned about the new harmful impacts that
would be caused to the significance of the Grade | listed
Church of St Mary Woolnoth, as appreciated in some of
the best views of it from the west. Such harm could be
avoided or minimised by a reduction in height which would
bring the proposals in line with the height of neighbouring
consented schemes, and by simplifying the facade
design. We therefore strongly encourage you to explore
such amendments.

Any conclusions on the impact on the OUV of the World
Heritage Site need to be substantiated by a heritage
impact assessment using the appropriate methodology,
which may indicate further opportunities to avoid or
minimise harm. The application submission does not
adequately assess the impact on attributes of OUV and
this must be undertaken in order to comply with the
requirements of Para 200 of the NPPF and Policy HC2 of
the London Plan.

The Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the
World Heritage Convention (2023) advise that a Heritage
Impact Assessment (HIA) is essential for all interventions,
including development projects, that are planned within or
around a World Heritage property (paragraphs 110,
118bis). Specific guidance on the HIA process has been
produced: UNESCO's Guidance and Toolkit for Impact
Assessments in a World Heritage Context (2022). This
explains how a HIA can be used iteratively throughout the
design process as a tool to identify how a proposal might
affect a property's attributes, its integrity and authenticity,
and how any negative effects might be avoided.

UNESCO’s World Heritage Centre has recently requested
that the UK Government submit a report about the WHS’
State of Conservation by 01 December 2024. This request
was prompted by concerns about the cumulative impact
of tall building development within the Tower of London’s
setting.

In the context of this heightened international scrutiny we
would urge you to request a proportionate heritage impact
assessment, guided by UNESCOQO’s Guidance and Toolkit
for Impact Assessments in a World Heritage Context
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(2022). This will address the UK’s obligations under the
World Heritage Convention as implemented in line with
the Operational Guidelines (paragraphs 110 and 118bis),
and will assist in confirming the extent of any potential
impacts in relation to attributes of the World Heritage
Site’s OUV to inform determination of this application.

Recommendation

Historic England has concerns regarding the application
on heritage grounds. We would welcome the opportunity
to discuss ways of avoiding or minimising the harm we
have identified above. A modest reduction in height would
potentially resolve some of our key concerns because it
would likely remove or reduce new harmful impacts.

Historic England has advised that this proposal has
potential to affect the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV)
of a World Heritage Site (WHS). The Department for
Culture, Media & Sport (DCMS), representing the UK
State Party to the 1972 World Heritage Convention, has
therefore decided to notify the case to UNESCO, via the
World Heritage Centre in accordance with Paragraph 172
of the World Heritage Committee’s Operational Guidelines
for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention,
as soon as a proportionate Heritage Impact Assessment
is available. Historic England would recommend that any
decision on this application be deferred until a response
from the World Heritage Centre and/or the advice of the
World Heritage Committee’s Advisory Bodies has been
received.

In determining this application you should bear in mind the
statutory duty of section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have
special regard to the desirability of preserving listed
buildings or their setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which they possess.

This response relates to designated heritage assets only.
If the proposals meet the Greater London Archaeological
Advisory Service’s published consultation criteria we
recommend that you seek their view as specialist
archaeological adviser to the local planning authority.
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Historic England responded on 20.11.2024, following re-
consultation, providing the following comments:

Summary

Historic England is concerned about the harmful impact of
the proposals on the significance of St Mary Woolnoth, the
Monument and the Tower of London World Heritage Site
(WHS).

We have previously advised that such impacts need to be
carefully considered, particularly in a scenario when other
consented developments are not built. We understand
that 55 Gracechurch Street, which was a key
consideration in the design of these proposals and the
cause of similar harmful impacts, is now no longer a live
consent, which changes the baseline.

A Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) for the WHS has
now been submitted. We have some methodological
concerns and we do not agree with its conclusions. The
proposals would cause some harm to multiple attributes
of the Tower’s Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) and
contribute to a greater harmful cumulative impact.

Historic England Advice

We have set out our position on these proposals in detalil
in our letter of 12 August 2024 and continue to refer you
to this advice. A Heritage Impact Assessment for the
Tower of London World Heritage Site has been submitted
following this advice. In light of this new information we
offer the following comments.

The submitted HIA argues that the Concentric Defences
attribute of OUV relates wholly to the physical fabric of the
Tower of London. We disagree and consider that setting
makes an important contribution to how the defences can
be appreciated. The WHS Management Plan notes the
visual linkage of the wall-walks with the surrounding
cityscape and river as a key component of this attribute.

We think that there would be some harm to this attribute,
further to the Tower's Physical Dominance, its
appreciation as an Internationally Famous Monument and
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its Landmark Siting. This harm would arise because of the
bulkier and more distracting form of the cluster when seen
in relation to the Tower in cross river views. It would also
negatively impact views from the Inner Ward of the Tower
where it would increase the amount of modern
development encroaching on the historic buildings in the
foreground.

A further view has been provided in the HIA - south of the
Tower on the north riverbank (Figures 6.8 and 6.9). We
think that this view demonstrates some further harm. The
encroachment of the proposals on the WHS as viewed
from this area would harm an appreciation of the
Concentric Defences and Landmark Siting attributes of
OUV. The proposed building would impinge on the
silhouette of St Thomas’s Tower, presenting a visually
dominating and distracting form.

The updated visualisations in the submitted Heritage
Impact Assessment do not include 55 Gracechurch Street
in the cumulative scenarios. We understand that this is
because the consent is no longer live and is therefore not
a material consideration. Whilst our previous advice
already considered that the proposals would cause harm
to attributes of OUV, the new baseline clarifies the harmful
impact. These proposals would contribute further harm to
the negative cumulative impact of tall buildings in the
cluster, particularly owing to its scale and exposed
position at its southern edge.

This development would cause a relatively low level of
less than substantial harm in the language of the NPPF,
but to an asset of the greatest significance. Furthermore,
it would contribute to the erosion of the contribution made
by setting to the ability to appreciate the World Heritage
Site’s attributes of OUV. This contribution is already
vulnerable to the cumulative impact of new tall
development.

ICOMOS, as adviser to the World Heritage Committee,
has previously stated that ‘the cumulative effect of existing
buildings, planning proposals that are pending and
proposals that have received consent but are not yet built
is already severe’ (Bury House Technical Review,
20/00848/FULEIA) and that ‘integrity of the World
Heritage property the Tower of London has already
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reached its limit in terms of visual impact (Land adjacent
to Bury Street Technical Review, 18/01213/FULEIA).

We note that ICOMOS’s comments in these cases
concerned developments at the eastern edge of the
cluster. The impact of the current proposals, at the
opposite edge of the cluster, would be different, but would
contribute to the overall negative cumulative impact of the
cluster as described above. We therefore advise that you
take ICOMOS's concerns about the overall cumulative
impact of the cluster seriously when considering the
impact of these proposals. This is particularly important in
the in the context of the current heightened international
scrutiny regarding the property. UNESCO's World
Heritage Centre has recently requested that the UK
Government submit a report about the WHS’ State of
Conservation by 01 December 2024. This request was
prompted by concerns about the cumulative effect of tall
building development within the Tower of London’s
setting.

Lastly, we query the materiality of the exposed southern
elevation, which would be formed of predominantly
metallic cladding comprised of aluminium fins and fascias.
This could have a bright reflective quality, even if it has a
matt finish. This may not be accurately depicted in the
submitted visualisations and we suggest requires careful
scrutiny to ensure that the proposed building would not
unintentionally leap out from the cluster. This could
increase the harmful impacts we have already flagged. As
a largely blind facade, we question whether the design
quality is sufficient given the prominence it would have.

Recommendation

Historic England has concerns regarding the application
on heritage grounds. We recommend that amendments
are sought to avoid or minimise the harm to the heritage
assets of the highest possible significance, including a
reduction in height and review of the materiality of the
southern facade.

Historic England has advised that this proposal has
potential to affect the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV)
of a World Heritage Site (WHS). The Department for
Culture, Media & Sport (DCMS), representing the UK
State Party to the 1972 World Heritage Convention, has
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therefore decided to notify the case to UNESCO, via the
World Heritage Centre in accordance with Paragraph 172
of the World Heritage Committee’s Operational Guidelines
for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention.
Historic England would recommend that any decision on
this application be deferred until a response from the
World Heritage Centre and/or the advice of the World
Heritage Committee’'s Advisory Bodies has been
received.

In determining this application you should bear in mind the
statutory duty of section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay
special attention to the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or appearance of conservation
areas.

Your authority should take these representations into
account and seek amendments, safeguards or further
information as set out in our advice. If there are any
material changes to the proposals, or you would like
further advice, please contact us.

Officer response: The matters in the Historic England
comments are addressed in the Tall Building,
Architecture, Urban Design and Public Realm, Heritage
and Strategic Views sections of this report.

London Borough of
Tower and Hamlets
(LBTH)

Letter dated on
14.08.2024
and

Letter dated on
20.11.2024

LBTH objects to the proposed development due to the
harm cause to the setting of the Tower of London and
makes the following comments:

These proposals are for a new office-led tall building
development on the intersection of Gracechurch Street
and Fenchurch Street. The site is within the Easter (City)
Cluster and within London’s Central Activities Zone (CAZ).

The Councils’ main considerations in respect of this
application is the impact on the setting of the Tower Of
London, World Heritage Site. The development will also
likely be viewed from other locations within Tower
Hamlets including The Tower Conservation Area.

The assessment should have regard to relevant LBTH
guidance such as the following: Tower Hamlets Local Plan
2031: Managing Growth and Sharing the Benefits (2020),
Urban Structure and Characterisation Study (2009) and its
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Addendum (2016) and other relevant guidance, such as
Conservation  Area  appraisals, design guides,
supplementary planning documents and the Tower
Hamlets Conservation Strategy.

In the submitted supporting document for the application,
ES Volume II: Townscape Heritage and Visual Impact
Assessment July 2024, the impact of the proposed
building on different views of and from Tower Bridge and
Tower of London, is demonstrated. In views 9, a wireline
is used to demonstrate the proposed development in the
backdrop of the bridge.

Development within the existing tall building cluster of the
City of London is clearly visible within the setting of the
World Heritage Site as seen in views 11 and 12. The
impact on the Tower must be given special attention
commensurate to its important designation. The Tower
should not be dominated by new development close to it.

City of London Corporation should consider whether these
should also be provided as rendered views, as the
Proposed Development is clearly visible alongside the
massing of existing developments in the area. This is of
even further importance as views 10 and 11 would
experience a significant effect during operational
development.

Additionally, it is unfortunate that the Applicant has not
taken into account and provided the visibility from LBTH
Borough Designated View 2 from Wapping Wall bridge to
St Paul’'s Church (as shown in Figure 6 of Tower Hamlets
Local Plan 2031), as requested in the LBTH consultation
response to the Scoping Opinion Request.

In summary, the proposed building would exacerbate the
existing harm caused to the setting of the Tower of
London, and numerous other heritage assets within its
context, by the tall buildings which form the city cluster.
The proposal would expand the width of the cluster and
therefore its perceived mass in the setting of the
Scheduled Ancient Monument. We therefore object to the
proposal due to the harm cause to the setting of the Tower
of London.

ES Statement:
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LBTH were previously consulted upon and provided a
response to the EIA Scoping Opinion Request for the
subject application site in June 2024. LBTH consultation
responses to the Scoping Opinion Request have been
referenced below where relevant.

With reference to Schedule 4(2) of the EIA Regulations,
the ES includes an assessment of alternatives and design
evolution in Chapter 3. Whilst LBTH expected to see more
explicit reference to the consideration of alternative scale
and massing when it comes to effects on the Tower of
London World Heritage Site and Scheduled Monument,
and Tower Bridge Grade | listed building and their
settings, it has been noted that consideration to these
receptors has been given through LVMF views as noted
in paragraph 3.15 of Chapter 3.

The Environmental Statement (ES) concluded that the
following aspects and matters that could affect LBTH will
result in insignificant residual effects: Air Quality, Noise
and Vibration, Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing, Solar
Glare and Light Trespass, Wind Microclimate, Climate
Change, Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact
Assessment.

In the consultation response to the Scoping Opinion
Request, LBTH listed cumulative schemes within their
jurisdiction which should be taken into account in the
assessments. It is unfortunate to see that none of those
have been considered.

A Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment
(HTVIA) has been provided within Volume 2 of the ES.
The HTVIA follows an unusual format given that the
effects during demolition and construction are provided in
Chapter 7, before even understanding the baseline and
scoping process of the relevant receptors.

The assessment concludes a minor adverse effect during
demolition and construction and minor neutral effect
during operational development on the Tower of London
WHS, listed buildings within and the Tower Conservation
Area. LBTH considers that the Applicant should have
provided an assessment on each receptor so the residual
effects can be clearly understood for distinct receptors
and designations, however, the non-significant effects
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both during demolition and construction and operational
development are agreed.

The HTVIA considers the impact on the following heritage
receptors within LBTH: Tower of London World Heritage
Site (WHS) and listed buildings within it, the Tower
Conservation Area and Grade | Tower Bridge and its
surrounds. The Tower of London’s designation as
Scheduled Monument is only mentioned, however, it
appears that no assessment of that particular designation
has been carried out. Similarly, it is not clear whether all
listed buildings within the Tower of London as stated in
paragraph 8.253 of the HTVIA have been considered in
the assessment.

Views 10 and 11 would experience a significant effect
during operational development leading to moderate to
major beneficial. With regard to the visual impact
assessment, the relevant receptors within LBTH include
Views 12a, 12b and 12c, all which are located within the
Tower of London. LBTH welcomes the use of winter
photography for these views so that full impact from the
Proposed Development can be understood.

Assessed views 12a, 12b and 12c would all experience
non-significant effects, concluded as negligible to minor
adverse effect during the demolition and construction
phase. This would be the same for the cumulative
assessment of demolition and construction for Views 12a
and 12b while View 12c would experience no effect.

All of the three views would experience negligible to minor
neutral effect (non-significant) as a result of the
operational development. This would be the same in the
cumulative assessment for Views 12a and 12b, while for
View 12c there would be no effect in the cumulative
assessment.

It should be noted that the assessments within the Built
Heritage and Townscape and Visual Assessments are
subjective. City of London Corporation should consider
whether adequate justification has been provided for the
conclusions of the ES in relation to townscape, visual and
heritage effects.

In terms of the ES, LBTH has no objections in relation to
the aspects listed, on the basis that the ES is considered
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to be adequate by City of London Corporation in
accordance with the EIA Regulations 2017 (as amended),
and the methodology adopted is appropriate and does not
under or overstate the assessment of effects. City of
London Corporation must consider whether further
information is required in accordance with Regulation 25
of the EIA Regulation.

On their second response, following re-consultation of
the application LBTH responded with the following
comment:

LBTH previously provided comments on the scheme on
14.20.2024, given the similarities with the current
scheme, our previous comments reflect LBTH position.

Officer response: The matters in this comment are
addressed in the Tall Building, Architecture, Heritage and
Strategic Views sections of this report.

Historic Royal
Palaces
(HRP)(Tower of
London)

Letter dated
19.08.2024

HRP identify the significance of Tower of London as a
World Heritage Site, Scheduled Monument, collection of
listed buildings and conservation area. Its Landmark
Siting and the Physical Dominance of the White Tower are
two of the key attributes of its Outstanding Universal Value
(OUV), experienced through views into, within and out of
the property, that are vulnerable to the impact of tall
buildings in the City.

This development is located within the City of London’s
proposed southern extension of the City Cluster,
appearing on the west side of the Cluster when viewed
from the Tower of London. It is HRP view that the
continual encroachment of the City Cluster on the key
views to and from the Tower have caused incremental
harm to the OUV of the World Heritage Site. The
extension of the Cluster to incorporate 20 Fenchurch St
will exacerbate that harm.

The proposed development at 60 Gracechurch Street will
be largely occluded from key views to and from the Tower
by 20 Fenchurch Street and the consented scheme for 55
Gracechurch Street (if built out) and so in the cumulative

Page 103

59




view the additional harm would be less than substantial,
in accordance with HRP view.

HRP adds that if the latter scheme is not constructed, the
proposals for 60 Gracechurch Street would add
significantly to the bulk of the cluster on the western edge
and hence on the OUV attributes described above. They
do not agree that the effect would be in any way
‘beneficial’ as described in the applicant’s Heritage and
Townscape Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA) and the
harm must be weighed against the public benefits of the
proposals.

Officer response: The matters in this comment are
addressed in the Tall Building, Architecture, Heritage and
Strategic Views sections of this report.

TfL Spatial
Planning

Letter dated
28.08.2024 and
email dated
14.11.2024

TfL’s comments in summary are as follows:

« Seeking a contribution of £200,000 for a new Cycle Hire
docking station at the site or in the local vicinity.

«More detailed Construction plans and further
engagement with TfL are required due to potential
impacts on pedestrians, cyclists and buses along A10
Gracechurch Street.

« This must include a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA)
and Pedestrian Comfort Levels (PCLs) analysis for the
proposed construction access arrangements, provided
prior to determination.

« A Section 106 (S106) contribution of £729,869 (BCIS
index linked) is sought for the A10 Transport for London
Road Network (TLRN) improvement scheme including
junction, crossing and footway improvements and
making permanent the footway extensions delivered in
temporary materials during the COVID pandemic. This
also requires a backstop clause to ensure delivery of
TLRN highway works around the site boundary in the
event that our scheme should not proceed as planned,
though it is currently expected to do so in good time for
completion and opening of the development, as
required by CIL and S106 regulations.

«ATZ (Active Travel Zone) and local highway
improvements, particularly at the Fenchurch Street

Page 104

60




pedestrian crossing, should be secured by the
Corporation and funded by the development.

e The proposed cycle parking entrance on Fenchurch
Street should also be subject to a Stage 1 RSA and
Designer's Response prior to determination. RSAs
requested must comply with TfL Road Safety Audit
Procedure May 2014 SQA 0170.

e The trip generation and London Underground (LU)
impact assessment in the TA requires further work,
especially given that full strategic modelling would
usually be expected given the size and scale of the
proposed development.

« PCL analysis of adjacent local crossings is also
requested.

« Currently the cycle parking proposed does not comply
with London Plan Policy T5 and the London Cycle
Design Standards (LCDS) in terms of design and
amounts of different parking types.

The full response is attached in the appendix of the
report.

Following the above comments the applicant engaged
with TfL in negotiating the requested contributions. TfL
responded with amendments to their requirements as
follows:

“TfL’s requested planning obligations for this site

£100,000 prior to occupation to co-fund with the 70
Gracechurch Street development a new Cycle Hire
docking station in Rood Street within walking distance
of the site. To ensure the development complies with
London Plan policy T5 (Cycling)

The payment of £683,658 to TfL prior to
commencement towards TfL Highway Improvements or
the completion of a s278 Agreement in respect of the
S278 Works with TfL prior to commencement.
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In the event a s278 Agreement for the s278 Works has
been entered into prior to commencement, to complete
the s278 Works prior to Occupation of the Development

The TfL Highway Improvements to include but are not
limited to:

- safety improvements to junctions in the vicinity of the
Site;

- measures in the vicinity of the Site to improve safety
and security at night and reduce fear of crime;
- pedestrian corridor improvements in the vicinity of the
Site; and
- any other strategic highway mitigation works
reasonably necessary to the make the Development
acceptable

The s278 Works to include but are not limited to:

o pit lane on A10 Bishopsgate to support
construction of the development

o potential signal retiming at same junction
o supporting highway modelling if necessary
o Road Safety Audits (RSAS)

o following TfL Streetscape Guidance with
approval from TfL

o ensuring sufficient space along the A10 for
Bus operations and for Cyclists to pass
Buses and other traffic safely on the near side
both northwards and southwards

o co-ordination with 70 Gracechurch Street
development's highway works

o improving the crossings that connect to the
South East corner of the Gracechurch Street
/ Fenchurch Street / Lombard Street junction

We would ask that the definition in the s106 refer to the
attached plan
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Reason: To ensure the development complies with
London Plan policies T1 (Strategic approach to
transport); T2 (Healthy Streets); T4 (Assessing and
mitigating transport impacts), TS (Cycling), D8 (Public
realm) and D9 (Tall buildings)”

Officer response: The matters in TfL’s comments have
been negotiated with the applicant and are covered in
the Highways and Transportation section of this report
and S.106 obligations have been recommended in the
CIL/S106 section of the report.

London Borough of
Southwark

Letter dated
09.09.2024 and
15.11.2024

No comments.

St Paul's
Cathedral

Letter dated
23.09.2024 and
Email dated
19.11.2024

Introduction

Further to a review of the submission documents and a
prior pre-application meeting, | write on behalf of the
Chapter of the Cathedral Church of St Paul in London,
referred to hereinafter as the Cathedral, regarding the
emerging proposals for 60 Gracechurch Street.

Background & Pre-application Discussion

We thank the project team for reaching out regarding pre-
application discussion for the emerging scheme and for
their time and thoughtful presentation. We issued
comment to the developer team in response to pre-
application discussion. As the scheme is, in the main,
unchanged from pre-application stage, much of our
comment is repeated below.

Relevant Planning Policy
Planning Policy Context

A number of key policies are relevant to this proposal in
relation to the Cathedral. These are drawn from the
adopted City of London Local Plan 2015, the London Plan
2021, and the National Planning Policy Framework. We
have also given some consideration to the emerging
emerging City Plan 2040 (previously City Plan 2036).
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Whilst a broad range are policies are relevant, particular
consideration is given to those concerning protection of
the historic environment and tall buildings.

The key policies relevant to the impact of the emerging
proposals on the Cathedral are summarised below:

City of London Local Plan 2015:

Core Strategic Policy CS10: Design

Policy DM 10.1 New Development

Policy DM 10.4 Environmental Enhancement Core
Strategic

Policy CS12: Historic Environment

Policy DM 12.1 Managing change affecting all heritage
assets and spaces Core Strategic

Policy CS13 Protected Views

Core Strategic Policy CS14 Tall Buildings

One of the particular points of emphasis within the
Emerging City Plan 2040 — and as directed by the GLA —
is the correct and suitable placement of tall buildings. The
spirit of these emerging policies therefore has some
relevance for this application.

The London Plan 2021:

Policy D1: London’s Form, character and capacity for
growth

Policy D4: Delivering Good Design

Policy D9: Tall Buildings

Policy HC1: Heritage Conservation and Growth
Policy HC3: Strategic and Local Views

Policy HC4: London View Management Framework
National Planning Policy Framework:

Chapter 12: Achieving well designed places

Chapter 16: Conserving and enhancing the historic
environment
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Comment

Given the location of the scheme, potential visual and
heritage impacts to the Cathedral from the Processional
Way are of greatest concern. As previously raised with
regards to the design development of the extant consent
for 70 Gracechurch Street nearby, we would be strongly
opposed to any proposals that impinge on these
Processional Way views and kinetic experience, that (if
found) would have the potential to cause a high level of
visual impact and heritage harm to this Grade | listed
building of exceptional significance.

We welcome discussion of potential impacts from the
Processional Way within the submission material and our
pre-application meeting. The concept of the ‘cloak of
invisibility’ developed by MillerHare, and the adherence of
the emerging scheme to this development envelope, is
welcome. As discussed, we still seek assurances that the
proposals will absolutely not visible in these views. To be
clearest, we would object to any ‘technical visibility’ so
often discussed in relation to proposals of this nature.

We therefore welcome sight of MillerHare’s methodology
for this ‘invisibility’ envelope, including both technical and
non-technical summaries to be reassured that our
understanding of the proposal is correct and there will be
absolutely no visibility from the Processional Way. We
request that Officers interrogate this material accordingly
and welcome its inclusion in the proposals.

As the applicant made clear in the materials shared, the
proposal for this major tower will also be appreciable in
views from the south west where the Cathedral is visible.
These include LVMF view 15B.2, where the cluster
appears to the viewer to the right-hand side of the
Cathedral.

LVMF guidance for this view states that ‘New tall buildings
should seek to complement the City’s eastern cluster of
tall buildings with buildings of a height appropriate to their
site and of high architectural design quality’ and ultimately
that development proposals maintain the visual
prominence of the Cathedral and not diminish the ability
to appreciate the building as a Strategically Important
Landmark.
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From recent experiences (and discussion in our pre-
application meeting) we acknowledge the rate of
development within the cluster — especially those
constructed and consented schemes between 20
Fenchurch Street (the Walkie Talkie) and the centre of the
cluster. Many of these are located along Gracechurch
Street, now including No. 60.

It was helpful to understand from the submission materials
and the preapplication presentation how proposals fit
within this emerging context. However, following
consideration, we have some concerns regarding the
height and massing of the proposals in relation to the
overall urban form of the cluster. While these are
predominantly view management and urban design
considerations (with relevance to important views of the
Cathedral, within which St Paul’'s is appreciable as a
Strategically Important Landmark), this does not preclude
the potential for heritage harm — which officers should
interrogate and judge accordingly.

As described, the height of the emerging proposals for No.
60 attempts to mediate between the consented 70
Gracechurch Street and extant 20 Fenchurch Street.

Our concern remains that there appears to be a lost
opportunity to manage the urban form of the cluster
appropriately. We suggest that the Walkietalkie (which is
in the background) should not appear to be a ‘target’ for
the scale of these new buildings We would encourage
design exploration of proposals mediating between the
consented 70 Gracechurch Street and the nearby, lower,
55 Gracechurch. We also suggest that design dialogue
should take into account the now live planning application
for 70 Gracechurch Street.

While 20 Fenchurch Street does indeed stand out
markedly at this edge of the cluster, we would be
concerned of proposals responding to its height and
creating a very tall ‘wall’ of buildings along Gracechurch
Street. This would effectively reinforce a hard datum to
urban form, almost a plateau rather than a gentler
descending gradient to the cluster's edge (see below
extract and LVMF view 15B.1, cumulative and proposed).

We suggest that the relationships between these
proposals are not satisfactorily coordinated within the
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general design aspirations and Policy intent of the Cluster.
Whilst some may feel that the built form of cluster has the
appearance of a ‘massing and architecture competition’,
with each new major development seeking to out-compete
a neighbour, we have always understood that the planning
authority has an eye for overall form, urban design, and
overall quality — especially as this impacts public amenity
in key views. Policy CS14 of the adopted 2015 Local Plan
states proposals must have due regard to ‘the potential
effect on the City skyline; the character and amenity of
their surroundings, including the relationship with existing
tall buildings; the significance of heritage assets and their
settings; and the effect on historic skyline features.’” This
is mirrored more broadly within Policy CS10 Design.
Indeed, whilst not yet adopted, the emerging City Plan
2040 also mentions at Policy S12 Tall Buildings that new
development should ‘not necessarily be designed to
maximise height; instead they should be thoughtfully
designed to create built form that contributes positively to
the skyline and townscape character, creating a coherent
cluster form.’

What appears to be emerging with the recent sequence of
developments for Gracechurch street does not appear to
be measured and ordered with an eye to urban design of
the skyline and topography in relation to the river Thames.
This sequence seems to be a bulky wall ‘infilling’ to the
scale and mass of the Walkie Talkie; ending in a cliff-edge.
Is there not a more considered approach needed; some
deliberation and judgement?

Broadly, our thesis is that the urban form of the cluster
should be tailing off to the river as indicated by the overlaid
line, with the Walkie-Talkie as the background, not making
a camel’s ‘hump’ and a cliff-edge.

It is stated that the proposals would be compliant with
emerging Policy in the 2040 Local Plan — though we here
note we have our own queries and concerns as to the
nature of this Policy that are yet to be resolved. In the
interim, we would hope that development aligns with the
spirit of established Policy that has informed the
development of the cluster to date — namely that new
development maintains and contributes to an appropriate
gradient of urban form with design deliberation and care.
We feel this is the language of the LVMF noted above the
new development ‘should seek to complement the City’s

Page 111

67




eastern cluster of tall buildings with buildings of a height
appropriate to their site’.

We are not persuaded that this aim is achieved in letter or
spirit of this proposal, and that the proposals would not
have minor adverse visual and townscape affects.

Conclusion

we again thank the project team for their time and network
with regards to their pre application engagement, and the
inclusion of additional and specific information within the
planning submission to respond to some of our
comments.

We also warmly welcome the ethos of the project team
with regards to their clear investment in the site and its
long term prospects. Given these considerations, our
comments are intending to assist the project team’s
aspirations an investment for the site in the long term.

However, we do have concern regarding the way the
proposals would respond to the current and emerging
context in terms of urban design, and as appreciable in
strategic and local views.

We hope that our comments are constructive and assist
the project team, and Officers at the City, moving forward.

On 19.11.2024 the Lead Heritage Consultant and Clerk to
the Surveyor emailed the LPA on the following:

Following review of the updated proposals, we would note
that our previous comments still stand — though we
welcome attempts to positively respond to the cluster
context.

In addition, we would register concerns regarding any
increase in visual impact at night as a result of changes to
the detail of the fagcade and the proposed lighting strategy.
We therefore consider that ‘architectural’ external lighting,
as appears to be indicated within the scheme, would not
be required.
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Officer response: The matters in this comment are
addressed in the Tall Building, Architecture, Heritage and
Strategic Views sections of this report.

Royal Borough of No comments.
Greenwich

Letter dated
09.10.2024

34.

35.

36.

37.
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Letters of Representation

One public representation (neutral) was received during the first round of
consultation. The representation was made by CMS Cameron McKenna
Nabarro Olswang LLP on behalf of owners of 10 Fenchurch Street (Noble Time
Limited), which is adjacent to the east of the site.

The letter informs that the owners of 10 Fenchurch Street do “not object to the
principle of the redevelopment of the Property but is concerned to ensure that
any development of the Property approved pursuant to the Planning Application
does not impact the use, occupation and value of 10 Fenchurch Street either
during construction or following completion and occupation of the new
building.” The concerns raised focus on impacts to the amenity (noise and
vibration) of the occupiers at 10 Fenchurch Street during the construction
period. Other matters of concerns raised in the submitted comment include
crane and scaffolding over-sailing; rights of light; party wall agreements;
servicing arrangements during construction and operation; and other public
realm considerations.

In response to the above comments, the applicant submitted statement
(overview of ongoing engagement, prepared by Jbp) on 22" November 2024
in which it is stated that the applicant has been engaged on ongoing
discussions with the owners of 8-10 Fenchurch Street ad they have met with
them on that basis. The statement mentions the following “The purpose of this
has been to ensure they are well informed about the proposals and the progress
through the planning process. Stakeholders welcomed this ongoing
engagement, which will continue to determination and beyond”.

Some considerations raised above are not material planning considerations
and fall under separate legislative frameworks. For the planning considerations,
officers confirm that impacts of construction would be managed through
Construction Management Plans and Schemes of Protective Works which

would be secured by condition.
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Another two public representations (objections) were received during the
second round of consultation from residents of the Jamaica Buildings, St
Mickael's Alley. The first comment objects to the further large-scale
development in a densely developed area which would cause additional
congestion, night time noise and pollution during the construction period and
the second requests a condition to be considered to restrict construction during
night hours if the proposed development is carried. Officers note these
comments and respond to them in the report and by way of recommended
conditions that control the hours of construction, the construction logistics and
the protection of the amenity of nearby occupants. More information related to
pollution can be found in the Air Quality section in this report.

Policy Context

The Development Plan consists of the London Plan 2021 and the City of
London Local Plan 2015. The London Plan and Local Plan policies that are
most relevant to the consideration of this case are set out in Appendix B to this
report.

The City of London (Col) is preparing a new draft plan, the City Plan 2040,
which has undergone Regulation 19 consultation. The City Plan 2040 has been
submitted to the Secretary of State and it is anticipated to be examined in public
in Spring 2025. Emerging policies are considered to be a material consideration
with limited weight with an increasing degree of weight as the City Plan
progresses towards adoption, in accordance with paragraph 48 of the NPPF.
The emerging City Plan 2040 policies that are most relevant to the
consideration of this case are set out in Appendix B to this report.

Government Guidance is contained in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) December 2023 and the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) which is
amended from time to time.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states at paragraph 2 that
“Planning Law requires that applications for planning permission must be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise”. Other relevant sections of the NPPF are
set out in the following paragraphs.

The NPPF states at paragraph 8 that achieving sustainable development has
three overarching objectives, being economic, social and environmental.

Paragraph 10 of the NPPF states that “at the heart of the Framework is a
presumption in favour of sustainable development.” That presumption is set out
at paragraph 11. For decision-taking this means:
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a) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date
development plan without delay; or

b) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which
are most important for determining the application are out of date, granting
permission unless:

e the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets
of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the
development proposed; or

e any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this
Framework taken as a whole.

Paragraph 48 states that “local planning authorities may give weight to relevant
policies in emerging plans according to:

a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its
preparation the greater the weight that may be given);

b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the
less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may
be given) and

c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to
this Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies
in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given).”

Paragraph 85 states that decisions should help create the conditions in which
businesses can invest, expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed
on the need to support economic growth and productivity, considering both local
business needs and wider opportunities for development.

Chapter 8 of the NPPF seeks to promote healthy, inclusive and safe places.
Paragraph 96 states that planning decisions should aim to achieve healthy,
inclusive and safe places which promote social interaction, are safe and

accessible and enable and support healthy lifestyles.

Paragraph 97 states that planning decision should provide the social,
recreational and cultural facilities and services the community needs.
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Paragraph 103 of the NPPF states that existing open space should not be built
on unless an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the
open space, buildings or land to be surplus to requirements or the loss resulting
from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or better
provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location.

Chapter 9 of the NPPF seeks to promote sustainable transport. Paragraph 109
states that “Significant development should be focused on locations which are
or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a
genuine choice of transport modes. This can help to reduce congestion and
emissions and improve air quality and public health”.

Paragraph 116 states that applications for development should give priority first
to pedestrian and cycle movements and second to facilitating access to high
quality public transport; it should address the needs of people with disabilities
and reduced mobility in relation to all modes of transport; it should create places
that are safe, secure and attractive and which minimise the scope for conflicts
between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles; it should allow for the efficient
delivery of goods and access by service and emergency vehicles.

Paragraph 117 states that “All developments that will generate significant
amounts of movement should be required to provide a travel plan, and the
application should be supported by a transport statement or transport
assessment so that the likely impacts of the proposal can be assessed”.

Chapter 12 of the NPPF seeks to achieve well designed places. Paragraph 131
advises that “The creation of high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings
and places is fundamental to what the planning and development process
should achieve. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development,
creates better places in which to live and work and helps make development
acceptable to communities.”

Paragraph 135 sets out how good design should be achieved including
ensuring developments function well and add to the overall quality of the area,
not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the development, are visually
attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective
landscaping, are sympathetic to local character and history, including the
surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or
discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities),
establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets,
spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and
distinctive places to live, work and visit; optimise the potential of the site to
accommodate and sustain an appropriate amount and mix of development
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(including green and other public space) and create places that are safe,
inclusive and accessible and which promote health and wellbeing.

Paragraph 136 of the NPPF states that “Trees make an important contribution
to the character and quality of urban environments and can also help mitigate
and adapt to climate change. Planning policies and decisions should ensure
that new streets are tree-lined, that opportunities are taken to incorporate trees
elsewhere in developments (such as parks and community orchards), that
appropriate measures are in place to secure the long-term maintenance of
newly planted trees, and that existing trees are retained wherever possible...’

Paragraph 139 sets out that significant weight should be given to outstanding
or innovative designs which promote high levels of sustainability or help raise
the standard of design more generally in an area, so long as they fit in with the
overall form and layout of their surroundings.

Chapter 14 of the NPPF relates to meeting the challenge of climate change.
Paragraph 157 states that the planning system should support the transition to
a low carbon future in a changing climate. It should help to; shape places in
ways that contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions,
minimise vulnerability and improve resilience; encourage the reuse of existing
resources, including conversion of existing buildings.

Paragraph 159 states that new developments should avoid increased
vulnerability to the range of impacts arising from climate change. When new
development is brought forward in areas which are vulnerable, care should be
taken to ensure that risks can be managed through suitable adaptation
measures.

Chapter 16 of the NPPF relates to conserving and enhancing the historic
environment. Paragraph 201 of the NPPF advises that Local Planning
Authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage
asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting
the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and
any necessary expertise. They should take this into account when considering
the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict
between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.

Paragraph 203 of the NPPF advises, “In determining applications, local
planning authorities should take account of:

a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage
assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;
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b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and

c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local
character and distinctiveness.”

Paragraph 205 of the NPPF advises “When considering the impact of a
proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great
weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the
asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any
potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial
harm to its significance”.

Paragraph 206 states that any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a
designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from
development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification.
Substantial harm to or loss of:

e grade Il listed buildings, or grade Il registered parks or gardens, should be
exceptional;

e assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected
wreck sites, registered battlefields, grade | and II* listed buildings, grade |
and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be
wholly exceptional.

Paragraph 208 of the NPPF states “Where a development proposal will lead to
less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset,
this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal
including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use”.

Paragraph 209 of the NPPF states “The effect of an application on the
significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in
determining the application. In weighing applications that directly or indirectly
affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required
having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the
heritage asset”.

Paragraph 212 of the NPPF states “Local planning authorities should look for
opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas and World
Heritage Sites, and within the setting of heritage assets, to enhance or better
reveal their significance. Proposals that preserve those elements of the setting
that make a positive contribution to the asset (or which better reveal its
significance) should be treated favourably.”
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Statutory Duties and Considerations

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

e To have regard to the provisions of the development plan, so far as material
to the application, to local finance considerations and to any other material
considerations. (Section 70(2) Town & Country Planning Act 1990);

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

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

In considering the planning application before you, account has to be taken of
the documents accompanying the application, the environmental information
including the Environmental Statement, the further information, any other
information and consultation responses.

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

The principal issues in considering this application are:

a) The economic benefits of the proposal.

b) The appropriateness of the proposed uses, including the site’s cultural offer.
c) The appropriateness of the site to accommodate a tall building.

d) The appropriateness of the architecture and urban design of the proposals.

e) The impact of the proposal on existing public realm and the acceptability of
the proposed new public realm.

f) The impact of the proposal on the Tower of London World Heritage Site.
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9)

h)

)
k)

The impact on strategic views in the London Views Management
Framework and on other strategic local views.

The impacts of the proposal on the setting and significance of heritage
assets.

The potential impacts of the development on buried archaeology.

Whether the scheme is accessible and inclusive.

Transport, servicing, cycle parking provision and impact on highways.

The environmental impacts of the proposal including wind microclimate,
daylight, sunlight, overshadowing, solar glare and light trespass, air quality,

noise and vibration, contamination, building resource efficiency, energy
consumption and sustainability.

m) The impact of the development on flood risk.

n)

0)
p)

Q)

s)

Security and suicide prevention.
The outcome of the Health Impact Assessment.
Ensuring that fire safety has been designed into the proposal.

An assessment of the public benefits of the proposal and whether they
would be sufficient to outweigh any heritage harm.

Duties under the Public Sector Equality Duty (section 149 of the Equality
Act 2010).

The requirement for financial contributions and other planning obligations.

Economic Considerations

The National Planning Policy Framework places significant weight on the need
to support economic growth and productivity taking into account both local
business needs and wider opportunities for development. Significant weight is
to be given to the economic objective (to help build a strong, responsive and
competitive economy, as referred to at paragraph 8 of the NPPF). In deciding
this application the weight to be given to the economic benefits will depend on
the nature and extent of those benefits in the light of any other planning
considerations relevant to the assessment.
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The City of London, as one of the world's leading international financial and
business centres, contributes significantly to the national economy and to
London’s status as a ‘World City’. Rankings such as the Global Financial
Centres Index (Z/Yen Group) and the Cities of Opportunities series (PwC)
consistently score London as the world’s leading financial centre, alongside
New York. The City is a leading driver of the London and national economies,
generating £69 billion in economic output (as measured by Gross Value
Added), equivalent to 15% of London’s output and 4% of total UK output. The
City is a significant and growing centre of employment, providing employment
for over 590,000 people.

The City is the home of many of the world’s leading markets. It has world class
banking, insurance and maritime industries supported by world class legal,
accountancy and other professional services and a growing cluster of
technology, media and telecommunications (TMT) businesses. These office
based economic activities have clustered in or near the City to benefit from the
economies of scale and in recognition that physical proximity to business
customers and rivals can provide a significant competitive advantage.

Alongside changes in the mix of businesses operating in the City, the City’s
workspaces are becoming more flexible and able to respond to changing
occupier needs. Offices are increasingly being managed in a way which
encourages flexible and collaborative working and provides a greater range of
complementary facilities to meet workforce needs. There is increasing demand
for smaller floor plates and tenant spaces, reflecting this trend and Sized
Enterprises (SMEs). The newly launched Small and Medium Enterprise
Strategy (2024) includes the City’s strategy to attract and support the growth of
SMEs. The London Recharged: Our Vision for London in 2025 report sets out
the need to develop London’s office stock (including the development of hyper
flexible office spaces) to support and motivate small and larger businesses alike
to re-enter and flourish in the City.

The National Planning Policy Framework establishes a presumption in favour
of sustainable development and advises that significant weight should be
placed on the need to support economic growth and productivity, taking into
account both local business needs and wider opportunities for development. It
also states that planning decisions should recognise and address the specific
locational requirements of different sectors.

The City lies wholly within London’s Central Activity Zone (CAZ) where the
London Plan promotes further economic and employment growth. The GLA
projects (GLA 2022 London Labour Market Projections), that City of London
employment will grow by 176,000 from 2016 to 2041, a growth of 31.6%.
Further office floorspace would be required in the City to deliver this scale of
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growth and contribute to the maintenance of London’s World City Status.
London Plan Policy E1 supports the improvement of the quality, flexibility and
adaptability of office space of different sizes.

The London Plan 2021 strongly supports the renewal of office sites within the
CAZ to meet long term demand for offices and support London’s continuing
function as a World City. The Plan recognises the City of London as a strategic
priority and stresses the need ‘to sustain and enhance it as a strategically
important, globally-oriented financial and business services centre’ (Policy
SD4). CAZ Policy and wider London Plan Policy acknowledge the need to
sustain the City’s cluster of economic activity and provide for exemptions from
mixed use development in the City in order to achieve this aim.

London Plan Policy GG2 sets out the Mayor’s good growth Policy with regard
to making the best use of land. These include prioritising sites which are well
connected by existing or planned public transport; proactively explore the
potential to intensify the use of land to support additional homes and
workspaces, promoting higher density development, particularly in locations
that are well-connected to jobs, services, infrastructure and amenities by public
transport, walking and cycling; applying a design—led approach to determine
the optimum development capacity of sites; and understanding what is valued
about existing places and use this as a catalyst for growth, renewal, and place-
making, strengthening London’s distinct and varied character.

London Plan Policy GG5 sets out the Mayor’s good growth Policy with regard
to growing London’s economy, To conserve and enhance London’s global
economic competitiveness and ensure that economic success is shared
amongst all Londoners, it is important that development, amongst others,
promotes the strength and potential of the wider city region; plans for sufficient
employment and industrial space in the right locations to support economic
development and regeneration; promote and support London’s rich heritage
and cultural assets, and its role as a 24-hour city; and makes the fullest use of
London’s existing and future public transport, walking and cycling network, as
well as its network of town centres, to support agglomeration and economic
activity.

In terms of the Local Plan 2015 Strategic Objective 1 seeks to maintain the
City’s position as the world’s leading international financial and business centre.
Policy CS1 aims to increase the City’s office floorspace by 1,150,000sq.m gross
during the period 2011-2026, to provide for an expected growth in workforce of
55,000. The Local Plan, Policy DM1.2 further encourages the provision of large
office schemes, while DM1.3 encourages the provision of space suitable for
SMEs. The Local Plan recognises the benefits that can accrue from a
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concentration of economic activity and seeks to strengthen the cluster of office
activity.

The Strategic Priorities of the emerging City Plan 2040 sets out that the City
Corporation will facilitate significant growth in office development of the highest
qguality to meet project economic and employment growth and protecting
existing office floorspace to maintain the City’s role as a world leading financial
and professional services centre and to sustain the City’s strategically important
cluster of commercial activities within the Central Activities Zone; broadening
the City’s appeal by ensuring new office developments deliver flexible, healthy
working environments and meet the needs of different types of businesses
including Small and Medium Enterprises, supporting specialist clusters such as
legal and creative industries and promoting a range of complementary uses;
creating a more vibrant and diverse retail economy; balancing growth with the
protection and enhancement of the City’s unique heritage assets and open
spaces and creating an inclusive, healthier and safer City for everyone.

The emerging City Plan (2040) Policy S4 (Offices) states that the City will
facilitate significant growth in office development through increasing stock by a
minimum of 1,200,000sgm during the period 2021-2040. This floorspace should
be adaptable and flexible. Policy OF1 (Office Development) requires offices to
be of an outstanding design and an exemplar of sustainability.

The application site is located in an area that is not inappropriate for tall
buildings to the south of the Eastern Cluster as identified in the Local Plan 2015
and within the City Cluster Tall Buildings area identified in the emerging City
Plan 2040. The Cluster Policy area is defined by an illustrative diagram and on
the Policies Map in the adopted and emerging Plan. The area on appropriate
sites. Strategic Policy S21 of the emerging City Plan identifies the City Cluster
as a key area of change where a significant growth in office floorspace and
employment will be successfully accommodated including through the
construction of new tall buildings together with complementary land uses,
transport, public realm and security enhancements.

Despite the uncertainty about the pace and scale of future growth in the City
following the immediate impact of Covid-19, the longer term geographical,
economic and social fundamentals underpinning demand remain in place and
it is expected that the City will continue to be an attractive and sustainable
meeting place where people and businesses come together for creative
innovation. Local Plan and emerging City Plan 2040 policies seek to facilitate a
healthy and inclusive City, new ways of working, improvements in public realm,
urban greening and a radical transformation of the City’s streets in accordance
with these expectations. These aims are also reflected in the Corporations
‘Destination City’ vision for the square mile.
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86. The proposed scheme would deliver on the City’s objectives and support the
City’s economic role by providing 154,156sq.m (GIA) of flexible office
floorspace alongside a complementary retail and cultural offer and enhanced
public realm.

Land Use

87. The proposed development would be mixed use. This section of the report
provides an assessment of the acceptability in principle of the proposed land
uses. As mentioned in the proposals section above, the existing and proposed
land uses and their area schedule is set out below:

Table 2. Schedule of Areas

Schedule of Areas

sgm (GIA)
Existing Proposed Difference
Office (Class E(Q)) 13,134 52,012 + 38,878
Retail / Café (Class E (a) / (b)) 1,076 187 - 889

Public space (Sui Generis)

(Incl. Level 35 (the Sanctuary & 0 611 +611
Garden and associated ground

floor Passage)

Leaning Space at Level 35 (Sui 0 83 +83
Generis)

Ancillary basement and BOH 1,948 7,745 + 5,797
Total 16,158 60,638 + 44,480

Provision of Office Accommodation

88.  Strategic Policy CS1 of the City of London Local Plan 2015 and Policy E1 of
the London Plan seek to ensure that there is sufficient office space to meet
demand and encourage the supply of a range of office accommodation to meet
the varied needs of City occupiers. Policy DM 1.3 seeks to promote small and
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medium sized businesses in the City by encouraging new accommodation
suitable for small and medium sized businesses and office designs which are
flexible and adaptable to allow for subdivision to meet the needs of such
businesses. Similar Policy objectives are carried forward into Policies S4 and
OF1 of the emerging City Plan 2040.

The predominant use of the proposed development is as office space,
comprising of 52,012 sqm (GIA) of Commercial/Office Floorspace Class E (an
uplift of 38,878 sqgm (GIA) of office floorspace on this site). The office space is
classified as Grade A office space.

Adopted Local Plan Policy CS1 seeks a significant increase in new office
floorspace in the City. The emerging City Plan 2040 identifies a need for a
minimum 1.2 million square metres NIA of office space, which approximately
equates to 1.6 million square metres GIA.

The Offices Topic Paper as part of the evidence base for the emerging City
Plan 2040 looks at capacity modelling within areas of the City for an increase
in office floorspace. The proposed development site is within the ‘City Cluster’
category, which is modelled at being able to achieve an office floorspace uplift
of 630,000 - 770,000 sgm. The proposed development would deliver a
significant amount of this floorspace target providing 38,878 sgm (GIA) uplift
which accounts for 2.4% of the total office floorspace (1.6 million sgm GIA) to
be delivered by 2040 as required by the emerging City Plan 2040. The site is
central to the City’s growth modelling.

The proposed office spaces are designed to support a range of tenants, with
flexibility to accommodate a variety of tenant requirements and the demands of
business growth, with options which offer a range of interior and exterior
environment amenity, floor area, and choice of outlook. This would accord with
the emerging City Plan 2040 Policy S4 which encourages new floorspace to be
designed to be flexible to allow adaptation of space for different types and sizes
of occupiers.

The scheme meets the aims of Policy E1 of the London Plan, CS1, DM1.2 and
DM1.3 of the Local Plan 2015 and S4 of the emerging City Plan 2040 in
delivering growth in both office floorspace and employment. The proposals
provide for an additional increase in floorspace and subsequent employment
opportunity in line with the aspirations for the CAZ and the requirements of the
Local Plan and the emerging City Plan. The proposed development would result
in a substantial uplift of high quality, flexible Class E office floorspace for the
City, contributing to its attractiveness as a world leading international financial
and professional services centre.
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Proposed Retail/Café use

The north of the site, elevation along Fenchurch Street, is located within the
Leadenhall Market Principal Shopping Centre (PSC) as defined by the adopted
Local Plan 2015 and the emerging City Plan 2040. Policy DM 20.1 of the Local
Plan 2015 resists loss of retail, prioritises the PSCs for shops and seeks to
provide new retail floorspace. The policy sets out the key criteria for loss of retail
including the maintenance of shopping frontage predominance within PSCs,
the contribution the unit makes to the function of the PSC, and the effect of the
proposal to the area involved. Strategic Policy S5 and Policy RE1 of the
emerging City Plan 2040 are relevant to retailing and PSCs. Emerging Policy
REL1 resist loss of ground floor retail frontage and/or floorspace and proposals
for changes between retail uses would be assessed against the contribution a
unit makes to the function and character of the PSC, maintaining an active
frontage, and the effect of the proposal on the area (size of the unit, length of
the frontage, composition, distribution and location of retail uses and units
within the frontage). It is highlighted that the legal context to Policy DM 20.1 has
changed, following changes to the Use Class Order 1987 (as amended) on 1%t
September 2020 where the former use classes of shops, financial and
professional services, restaurants and cafes, non-residential institutions, and
assembly and leisure uses merged into one use class (Class E), which allows
changes between Class E uses at any time without the need for planning
permission (i.e. changes from a shop to a café or offices), unless there is an
existing planning restriction for a particular site. The assessment of the
proposals has therefore taken these changes into consideration, given that it
constitutes a fallback position.

Policy DM 1.5 of the Local Plan 2015 and Policy OF1 of the emerging City Plan
2040 encourage a mix of commercial uses within office developments which
contribute to the City’s economy and character and where such uses would not
compromise the operation of office premises, would activate streets and
provide supporting services for businesses, workers and residents.

The existing site contains 1,076 sgm (GIA) of retail floorspace, currently
occupied by a pharmacy and beauty retail unit (Boots). The retail unit is
accessed from the northwest corner of the building offering entrance to a
staircase and an accessible platform lift leading to the lower ground floor where
the store is located. A secondary entrance is located at the northeastern side,
at Fenchurch Street, of the building giving way to part ground level store area
with a staircase leading to the lower ground floor store. The street elevation
consists of shopfront glazing and a louvre section at fascia level running along
the full extent of the shopfront. Only the northern part of Gracechurch Street
elevation provides a glazed shopfront offering street views into the lower ground
floor retail unit. Due to the level changes and the internal layout of the existing
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shop, the quality of the shopfront is poor and does not provide a particularly
active or attractive frontage.

The proposed scheme would provide 187 sgm of retail space at the ground
floor and thereby the site will see a reduction of retail area equal to 889 sgm
(GIA). The new ground floor would provide a two storey gallery space, with
active frontages and animated spaces along the west and part north street
elevations. The east side of the proposed Fenchurch Street ground floor
elevation would see a reduction of shopfront frontage due to a new UKPN
substation access and the provision of dedicated bike access into a lift lobby.
Planting areas would be integrated within the depth of the ground level facade
to limit the impact on pedestrian comfort. The northwest corner of the building
would offer the main entrance to the offices foyer and the café area located
towards the south of the building’s ground level. Gracechurch Street would see
an increase in active frontage compared to the existing situation, and a new
public realm area would be created to the south (the Undercroft). The design of
the new public realm would provide space for people to dwell in the daytime
offering the main point of arrival to visitors of the newly formed elevated public
spaces of the building. There would be direct access from this area to a
secondary entrance to the south of the ground floor café achieved via a set of
steps or a platform lift due to the level changes. Its design would give a further
dynamic enhancement and activation to this area considering the extensive
green provision integrated into its design alluding to the public roof garden.

The proposals would result in a total loss of retail floorspace within the PSC
and re-provide a small portion of retail as a café outside the PSC. It should be
noted, that offices and retail fall within the same use class (Use Class E) and
the loss of retail floorspace to offices in this occasion is not subject to planning
permission, as explained further above, and thereby would not form part of this
assessment.

The site’s north frontage belongs to the peripheral location in the PSC, with
Leadenhall Market being the centre of the PSC, with a main entrance point
about 120m to the north of the site along Gracechurch Street. There is a focus
in the emerging City Plan 2040 to transform Leadenhall Market to become a
primary destination for visitors, capitalising on its unique heritage and nearby
emerging attractions such as public elevated spaces. The expansion of the City
Cluster workforce will increase the demand of retail activity in the surrounding
streets. The emerging City Plan 2040, seeks opportunities to improve
wayfinding in the area and better revealing the presence of Leadenhall Market
itself, and to improve the accessibility of the area.

The proposed building would create a new visitor attraction of public elevated
spaces in the surroundings of Leadenhall Market with a large open public space
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at ground level on Gracechurch Street, therefore contributing to the vision of
this area. Whilst the ground floor would result in a reduction of traditional retail
floorspace in a PSC location onto Fenchurch Street, it would provide an open
plan café area with direct connection to the main arrival point, a new public
realm area, of the elevated public spaces. It is recommended that the site would
also create an opportunity to improve the presence and heritage importance of
Leadenhall Market in line with the aspiration of the emerging City Plan by
making references to it in the visitor’s cultural journey to the roof terrace, and
through wayfinding and signage strategies to be detailed and agreed upon
under the Cultural Implementation Strategy secured via S.106.

In terms of activation, the amount of active retail frontage at the extent of the
site’'s two street frontages is largely retained and upgraded, with the loss of
some activation along Fenchurch Street and the introduction of additional active
frontage and animated spaces along Gracechurch Street. Whilst the loss of
frontage along Fenchurch Street is resisted within the policy context, the visitors
journey begins at Gracechurch Street and the presence of a café area at this
location would respond better to and complement the uses of the upper levels
as well as increase the permeability into the building through the connection to
a passage leading to the elevated public areas. It is considered that the
activation along Gracechurch Street frontage would create better directional
opportunities to the main entrance of Leadenhall Market, located at the same
street frontage towards the north, and it is welcomed.

Compared to the existing unit, the proposed ground floor, addresses the
existing level constraints at the site, offering level access to the café from the
same entry point at the northwest corner of the building and step-free
secondary access from the new public realm. There is only one retail unit
currently on site, and the reprovision retains that number.

In weighing the planning balance, it is necessary to take into account the fact
that the current Local Plan and the emerging City Plan places emphasis on the
primary business function of the City and on strengthening the cluster of
activities that contribute to London’s role as the world’s leading international
financial and professional services centre. The scheme would provide
significant additional office floorspace, within the emerging City Cluster
contributing to meeting the City’s targets for increasing office floorspace. Other
objectives of the emerging City Plan 2040 met include provision of cultural and
public facilities including a new publicly accessible roof garden and educational
space providing higher level views.

It is considered that the proposals are acceptable. The mix of uses would
provide a complementary use to the offices and publicly accessible areas on
the upper floors in accordance with Policy DM 1.5 as well as provision for other
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workers, visitors and residents of the City in accordance with the emerging City
Plan 2040 Policy OF1. Whilst the proposed development would result in loss of
some activation on a PSC frontage, contrary to adopted Local Plan Policy
CS20, DM20.1 and emerging City Plan Policy REL, it is considered to be
acceptable for the reasons outlined above. A condition is recommended to
secure retail uses falling within Class E (a/b), to prevent the change to any other
use within Class E.

Cultural Offer and Strategy

Policy CS11 of the Local Plan seeks to maintain and enhance the City’s
contribution to London’s world-class cultural status and to enable the City’s
communities to access a range of arts, heritage and cultural experiences, in
accordance with the City Corporation’s Visitor Strategy by:

e Providing, supporting and further developing a wide range of cultural
facilities.

e Maintaining the City’s collection of public art and culturally significant objects
and commissioning new pieces where appropriate.

e Protecting existing cultural facilities where they are need.

e Providing visitor information and raising awareness of the City’s cultural and
heritage assets.

e Allowing hotel development where it supports the primary business or
cultural role of the City.

The emerging City Plan 2040 under Policy CV2 will seek opportunities to
provide new arts, cultural and leisure facilities that offer unique experiences at
different times of the day and week and attract significant numbers of visitors
into the City.

London Plan Policy D9 part D seeks to incorporate free to enter publicly
accessible areas in tall buildings. Policy DM10.3 of the Local Plan encourages
high quality roof gardens and terraces where it does not cause other impacts
with public access secured where it is feasible. Strategic Policy S8 of the
emerging City Plan 2040 seeks to deliver publicly accessible spaces in tall
buildings and emerging Policy DE4 requires all tall buildings or major
developments to provide free to enter, publicly accessible elevated spaces,
which may include roof gardens, terraces, public viewing galleries, or other
retail or leisure facilities to create attractions in the City and views from the
skyline. Strategic Policy S21 (City Cluster) of the emerging Plan requires the
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provision of open spaces at ground level free to enter publicly accessible
spaces such as roof gardens and roof terraces, and cultural and leisure
destinations and other facilities, that will provide additional public space and
experiences for people working in the City alongside visitors and residents.

The provision of cultural offers within development proposals is of increasing
importance. The City of London contains a huge concentration of arts, leisure,
recreation and cultural facilities and spaces that contribute to its uniqueness
and complement its primary business function. Destination City is the City
Corporation’s flagship strategy, that seeks to ensure that the City is a global
destination for workers, visitors and residents. It seeks to enhance the Square
Mile’s leisure and cultural offer by creating a sustainable, innovative, and
inclusive ecosystem of culture that celebrates its rich history and heritage and
makes it more appealing to visitors as well as the City’s working and resident
communities.

A cultural plan has been submitted for the proposed site in accordance with
Policy CV2 of the emerging City Plan 2040. The plan analyses the City’s
existing cultural infrastructure and sets out the applicant’s vision to provide an
environment in the City that supports wellbeing for all users as a place of rest
and nourish and a place of learning opportunities.

A new elevated public space is proposed at level 35. This space offers interior
space (the Sanctuary), and exterior space (the Garden) with panoramic views
to the west and south towards the Thames. The Sanctuary would offer a range
of seating options and available public food and drinks kiosk for visitors to grab
a drink as they enjoy the views in a sheltered area, even when the weather
conditions are not favourable for outdoor activities. The Garden offers an
external green space with species specially selected to ensure yearlong
survival over the seasons. Landscaping would incorporate seating and
gathering spaces and would be placed strategically to create accessible routes.
Details of the landscaping strategy and accessibility of these areas would be
secured under planning conditions. This space is intended to create a calming
environment for reflection and contemplation in lush seasonal planting and local
biodiversity and form an escape from the busy city centre.

Level 35 also provides a Learning Space to accommodate free school visits
and community groups to book and use. The Learning Space would offer 83
sgm of flexible layout to ensure it can host a variety of classes and workshops,
catering to different class groups and ages. From the education space it is
intended students would gain an insight into the City’s history and apply leaning
while observing panoramic views of the capital with easy access to nearby
heritage and cultural sites. Its direct access and view to the Garden will allow
an interactive nature-based learning. To support the activities and dwell times
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of this space, support facilities would be offered for the users such as secure
bag storage, dedicated WCs and audiovisual systems.

The visitor’s journey to level 35 has been designed to start upon arrival to a
newly formed public realm space, the Undercroft, located at the south of the
ground level with direct level access to Gracechurch Street. A wayfinding
strategy and signage design would be secured under planning conditions to
ensure the visibility and legibility of this arrival point. The Undercroft, as
described in the proposals section further above in the report, is an area
dedicated for public use that combines extensive greening and seating
opportunities in a sheltered, secure space accessible during the day. The
biophilic design and the mix of soft and hard landscaping features in this space
would allude to the roof garden at level 35 and with the support of acoustic
designs it would promote a calming experience for the visitors. The southern
part of the public realm area would demarcate one accessible car parking and
visitor cycle parking promoting inclusive and active transport. Servicing will take
place in the Undercroft out of hours, ensuring minimal overlap between member
of the public and any vehicles, as secured by condition. Further details on the
operation and management of the public realm would be secured under the
S.106 agreement.

The direct access from the public realm to the ground floor internal café
provides an opportunity for respite from the busy street upon arrival or following
a visit to the public spaces. Otherwise, visitors can go directly to the check in
point and security screening at the east end of the Undercroft. A passage has
been designed to form the way towards the visitors lift. The passage would form
a fully enclosed area with references to the site’s heritage connecting it to St’
Benet's Church, which was located on the site until the 1800s, and other
buildings visible from the panoramic views of the rooftop. This space would be
carefully designed with creative lighting, sound and materiality that stimulate
the interest of the user. At the end of the passage is a lift to take groups of up
to 40 people to the Sanctuary. It is noted that the building provides two lifts in
case of malfunction or demand. Visitors would follow the same journey at the
end of their visit.

The public spaces at level 35 (Sanctuary, Garden, Learning Space) have a
capacity of 165 people at any one time, and this number would be managed to
ensure evacuation and safety of all those visiting.

The Sanctuary and Garden spaces would operate between 10am and 9pm or
nautical dusk, meaning 1 hour after sunset (whichever is later) seven days a
week. It has an area capacity of 125 people and will be free to access at all
times by members of the public with tickets bookable every 15 minutes and
20% walk-ups. Consideration has been given to dwell times throughout the
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journey, however these will vary depending the user group types, hours of the
day and seasons. It is estimated that individual visitors of the Sanctuary would
spend approximately 25-130 minutes throughout their whole journey, whilst
school groups would dwell for approximately 60-185 minutes. Details of the
management and operation of the public spaces would be secured under
S.106.

In terms of the Learning Space, the hours of operation would be the same as
the Sanctuary offering four bookable slots (10am - 1pm, 1pm - 4pm, 4pm - 7pm,
7pm —9pm). The area would have capacity for up to 40 people (including school
children and adults) and would be free to book by all schools online or over the
phone. A S.106 obligation would secure the prioritisation of state schools of
more deprived areas in the booking system. Details of the management and
operation of this space would be secured under S.106.

The applicant has not selected an operator for the public spaces at this stage,
however, it is noted that one operator would be responsible to manage the
Sanctuary/Garden and Learning Space and all of its associated spaces,
including security, facilities, cleaning, reception and check-in of the public. The
cultural plan states that the applicant would look to progress entering an
agreement with an operator during construction and prior to occupation of the
proposed development. This, including details of further engagement and
partnerships, will be secured in the Cultural Implementation Strategy under a
S.106 obligation. The funding of these spaces would be covered by the building
owner and/or the operator with further details secured in the Cultural
Implementation Strategy.

On 22" November 2024, the applicant submitted an overview of their ongoing
engagement (statement prepared by Jbp) with educational providers,
communities and organisations to understand how the Learning Space and the
roof garden could support educational and community needs across London.
This statement informs officers of the ongoing positive discussions with
stakeholders to ensure good use and wide acknowledgement of the cultural
provision on this site on its way to implementation and operation.

The provision of the roof garden and education space would accord with Local
Plan Policy DM10.3 and emerging City Plan 2040 Policies S8, S21 and DE4
which seek to secure the delivery of high quality, publicly accessible elevated
viewing spaces. Public access to tall buildings within the City is important in
creating an inclusive City. The proposal would contribute towards the network
of free viewing galleries across the City. Final details of the operation of the
cultural spaces would be secured through the S.106 as part of the Cultural
Implementation Strategy and Management Plans.
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Design and Heritage

The relevant Local Plan 2015 policies for consideration in this section are S10,
DM10.1, , DM10.3, DM10.4, DM10.8, CS12, DM12.1, CS12 CS13, CS14,
CS16, bM16.2, CS19, DM19.1, DM19.2, emerging City Plan 2040 Policies
HL1, S8, DE1, DE2, DE3, DE4, DE8, DE9 S10, AT1, S11, HE1, HE3, S12, S13,
S14, 0S1, OS2, 0S3, 0S5, and London Plan Policies D3, D4, D5, D8, D9,
HC1, HC2, HC3, HC4,GG1-3, GG5, GG6.

Principle of a Tall Building

The proposal is considered a tall building as defined by the adopted Local Plan
(CS14, para 3.14.1) and the emerging City Plan 2040 (S12(1), >75m AOD) and
London Plan Policy D9 (A).

The application site is in the Central Activities Zone, and the proposal would
complement the unique international, national and London-wide role of the
CAZ, as an agglomeration and rich mix of strategic functions, including
nationally and internationally significant economic activity, in line with London
Plan Policy SD4. It would be in a highly accessible and sustainable location,
with the highest PTAL Level of 6B, with excellent access to transport
infrastructure including active travel.

The City’s long-term, plan-led approach to tall buildings is to cluster them to
minimise heritage impacts and maximise good growth. As such, the adopted
Local Plan 2015 seeks to consolidate tall buildings into a singular, coherent
Eastern Cluster (CS7 and CS14 (1)), an approach carried forward in the
emerging City Plan 2040 (as the ‘City Cluster’; policies S12 (2) and S21).

The application site is located outside but immediately adjacent to the southern
boundary of the ‘Eastern Cluster’ policy area in the adopted Local Plan (CS7,
fig G). In the emerging City Plan 2040, the proposal is within the City Cluster
Tall Buildings Area (fig. 14) and the City Cluster Key Area of Change (fig. 27),
which extend the Cluster to the south, incorporating 20 Fenchurch Street and
drawing it into a singular City Cluster.

The application site is not in one of the areas identified as inappropriate for a
tall building which are shown on Figure N of the 2015 Plan. As such, the
proposal would trigger policy CS14 (3) of the Local Plan, which stipulates that
‘elsewhere in the City’ (i.e. other than the Cluster), other sites for tall buildings
could be suitable depending on the proposal’s impact on skyline, amenity,
heritage assets and skyline features. Officers have assessed these impacts in
the relevant sections below and conclude that, while there would be
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comparatively modest impacts on the settings of heritage assets, these have
been minimised through design and clearly and convincingly justified.

The proposal would be in the City Cluster Tall Buildings Area in the emerging
City Plan 2040 and would largely comply with the relevant contour lines of the
proposed City Cluster. In the language of emerging policy S12, the proposal
would mediate successfully between the adjacent 140m and 160m lines, but
there would be a localised breach only at the north-east corner of the proposal
where it would rise to 162m. At 2m above the higher contour line of 160m,
officers consider this to be a very minor breach of the contour lines and there
would therefore be a degree of conflict with emerging City Plan 2040 Policy S12

3).

The proposal would be in the City Cluster Key Area of Change and would draw
in-principle support from emerging policy S21. While the proposal would accord
with all relevant provisions of this policy, there would be a degree of conflict
with S21 (5) because the proposal has been found not to preserve the settings
of the three heritage assets outlined below. However, in relation to both these
emerging policy conflicts, the emerging City Plan 2040 has not yet gone through
Examination in Public and is therefore a material consideration to which is
afforded limited weight.

An assessment against London Plan policy D9 (C) and (D), and the
aforementioned Local Plan policy CS 14 (3) is made below, with reference to
other sections of this report for more detail. It is found that the proposal would
satisfy those criteria. Although, as discussed below, the proposal would cause
less than substantial harm to the significance of designated heritage assets,
there is clear and convincing justification for the proposals, alternatives have
been explored, and there are clear public benefits which outweigh the harm.
Because the proposal would accord with CS14 (3), it is considered that the
proposal would effectively be in an area identified as suitable for a tall building,
and comply with D9 B (3).

Taking all these matters into consideration, it is considered that the proposals
would conform to the City’s plan-led approach as the site is in an area effectively
identified by the 2015 Local Plan as appropriate for a tall building and within the
emerging City Plan 2040 Policy S12 in accordance with London Plan D9 (B; 3),
and notwithstanding the degree of conflict identified with emerging City Plan
2040 policy S12 with regards to height and S21 with regards to designated
heritage assets.

Tall Building — Impacts
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This section assesses the proposals against the requirements of policy D9 C
(1-3) and D of the London Plan. The visual, functional, and environmental
impacts are addressed in turn. Further assessment of the architectural
approach and design details follow on below.

The proposal would be read as part of the consolidating City Cluster, defining
the south-western edge. The height and form of the proposal has been
amended following extensive pre-app discussions to ensure a sensitive
relationship with the Cluster, wider London skyline, historic skyline features,
local views and the significance of strategic heritage assets.

The proposal has been designed with the future evolution and consolidation of
the Cluster in mind. In strategic London-wide and riparian views, the proposal
would help to mitigate the somewhat assertive presence of 20 Fenchurch Street
as an outlier from the Cluster. The proposed tower with its soaring, dynamic
elevations and fanning crown treatment would help to counterbalance the
singular presence of 20 Fenchurch Street, subduing its currently outlying
presence on the skyline.

The siting and height of the proposal, to the west of 20 Fenchurch Street, and
the manner in which the crown treatment steps down away from it, would, in
most views, particularly those riparian views, allow 20 Fenchurch Street still to
read as a subsidiary ‘peak’ in height at this point in the Cluster. And it would be
an architectural diversification of this edge of the Cluster, with the proposal’'s
dynamic and different elevational treatments providing a characterful foil to the
simpler stylings of 20 Fenchurch Street.

The height of the proposal would mean that it would have an impact on the
westerly views available from the Sky Garden at 20 Fenchurch Street.
However, the proposed elevated public space in the scheme would entirely
mitigate the impact on these westerly views.

The proposal would relate appropriately to the emerging and consolidating
Cluster, with its height of a scale commensurate with the stepping down from
the apex of the Cluster at 22 Bishopsgate and specifically chosen to create
gentle undulation among the rooftop heights of the existing and consented
neighbouring towers along Gracechurch Street that step down towards the river
before a final, subsidiary peak at 20 Fenchurch Street. This approach has been
critiqued by St Paul's Cathedral in their response to the application, but officers
consider it to strike the right balance in transitioning scale down from the apex
towards the river. Such an approach to the future form of the Cluster has been
informed by significant 3D modelling activity to ensure that the Cluster can
develop and consolidate while minimising the possibility of harm to the City’s
strategic heritage assets.
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The proposal is, comparatively, of a more modest height than some of the other
existing and consented Cluster towers, listed here in descending AOD order:

e Undershaft: 304.9m (2016 consent)

e 22 Bishopsgate: 294.94m

e 55 Bishopsgate 284.68m (resolution to approve)
e 100 Leadenhall 263m

e 122 Leadenhall Street (the ‘Cheesegrater’): 239.40m
e Heron Tower: 217.80m

e 52-54 Lime Street: 206.50m

e Tower 42:199.60m

e 30 St Mary Axe (the ‘Gherkin’): 195m

e Leadenhall Court: 182.7m

e 20 Fenchurch Street: 177m

e 50 Fenchurch Street: 165m

e 60 Gracechurch Street: 162m (the proposal)

e 85 Gracechurch Street: 155.70m

e 70 Gracechurch Street: 155m

Visual impacts:

a) the views of buildings from different distances:

Of the long range views D9 C (1; a; i), these have been tested in the HTVIA
July 2024 views Nos. 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 40, D, E and addendum
October 2024, and their respective Appendices. Following representations
made to the EIA scoping and initial consultation by Tower Hamlets, an
additional long range view was added to the addendum pack. Some of the
comments received from statutory consultees, including Historic England and
Tower Hamlets, relate to these views, the impacts of which are discussed
throughout the report and in detail in the Strategic View and Heritage sections
of the report. In all relevant LVMF views, the proposal would preserve the
setting of St Paul's Cathedral as the Important Landmark as well as the
composition, features and characteristics of the LVMF views. In relation to long
range views, the development would comply with Policy D9 C (1 a; i).

In relation to mid-range views, and consideration of London Plan D9 C (1, a; ii),
the impacts are largely demonstrated in Views no. 9,10,11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,
17, 18, 19, 20, 29, 30, 32, 33, 36, 37, 38, 39, and appendix views A, B, C, F, G,
H and I. Some of the comments from statutory consultees, including the GLA
and the LB Tower Hamlets, relate to these views and the impacts are discussed
through the report and in detail in the Strategic View and Heritage sections of
the report.
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In both baseline and cumulative scenarios, in mid-range views from all
directions, the proposed development would compatibly integrate into the
Cluster and would be intrinsic to reinforcing and defining its overall silhouette
and form. From the southwest, including from Tate Modern and London Bridge,
the development would appear as a striking new part of the western periphery
of the Cluster, slightly lower than 20 Fenchurch Street.

From the north and west, the observer would begin to experience the elegant
and dynamic form of the proposals with its striking scalloped detailing, a
cascade of green terraces, articulated fagcade design, and modelled fanning
crown of roof gardens. From the southwest, south and east, the south elevation
would be highly prominent, and in views from the east glimpses of the eastern
elevation would also be experienced revealing the buildings crown of glass
rooftop pavilions and roof gardens, as well as the large areas of innovative ‘fin’
facade system, for which the detail and final materiality is proposed to be
agreed via condition and S.106 agreement. However, the architectural
framework within which the facade panels are proposed would provide visual
interest through their ability to reflect light and cast shadow in a dynamic way
that responds to environmental conditions and the viewing position of the
observer. Therefore, in relation to mid-range views, the proposed development
is considered to comply with London Plan D9 C (1; a; ii).

In relation to immediate views, (London Plan D9 C (1; a; iii)), views no. 1, 2, 3,
4,5,6,7, 8,14, 28,31, 34 and 35 illustrate the closer range views of the building
and how the building is experienced at street level from Gracechurch Street
(north and south), Fenchurch Street, Eastcheap, Fish Street Hill, Pudding Lane,
Lombard Street, Bank Junction, among others.

Within this immediate environment, the proposed building would be seen in the
context of other modern and contemporary tall buildings with a landmark status,
including 20 Fenchurch Street. While these immediate views would change, as
the proposed building would be larger and wider than the existing, on its street
fronting elevations, it would however have a positive relationship with the street,
creating a comfortable pedestrian scale with a tactile quality, in addition to
adding vitality to the street through clear glazed active facades, and the addition
of the Undercroft public realm, which would also be an inclusive and highly
planted space. In relation to immediate views the proposals would comply with
D9 C (1; a; iii).

In relation to D9 C (1; b) the proposal has been designed to assist the future
evolution and consolidation of the City Cluster. It would define the Clusters
western edge and reinforce the Cluster’s skyline form, which would accentuate
the important place of the City Cluster in the mental ‘mind map’ of the City and
London, assisting wayfinding and London-wide legibility. The skyline impact is
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commensurate with a recognition of the importance of the City and the Cluster
in the wider historical and socio-economic topographical reading of the capital.
As such, itis considered the proposal would reinforce the existing and emerging
Cluster of tall buildings, reinforcing the local and wider spatial hierarchy, aiding
legibility and wayfinding. Therefore, the development is considered to comply
with D9 C (1; b).

In relation to D9 C (1, c), the architectural quality of the facades is exemplary
and would be maintained throughout its life span. The tower would be visually
split into two parts: the ground floor podium, and tower above with spine of
terraces and positively finished by a crown of fanning glass pavilions and roof
gardens, offering visual relief and unique public and occupier amenities.
However, final details of materiality are proposed to be secured through the
S.106 agreement, with greater detail provided for the south and eastern
elevations, to ensure the design intent of the elevations — to provide rippling
movements of light and shadow - will be executed to the highest quality.

Overall, the architecture is well-considered in the round, and of a high quality,
which would be visually distinctive and an attractive addition to the skyline in of
itself, and is considered to comply with D9 C (1; c)

In relation to D9 C (1, d), a full assessment of impact on heritage assets is set
out in the Heritage section of the report. Officers have identified the following
adverse impacts (indirect, via setting):

o Low level of less than substantial harm to The Monument (grade 1)
o Low level of less than substantial harm to Tower Bridge (grade I)

o Slight level of less than substantial harm (at the lowest end of the spectrum)
to the Eastcheap Conservation Area.

For the reasons set out in this report, it is considered that there is clear and
convincing justification for the proposed development. It would optimise the
capacity of this site and deliver an essential contribution to the provision of
required office space as set out in the office section of the report.

To optimise the site, while minimising harm, alternatives were explored
throughout the iterative pre-app process including different massing profiles
and elevational treatments and adjusting the positions of the upper pavilions to
soften their impact on the Monument. While adverse heritage impacts have not
been entirely mitigated, these are fleeting, considered minimised and clearly
and convincingly justified; clear public benefits flow from the development to
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outweigh the harmful impacts. As such, the proposal is considered to comply
with D9 C (1; d).

In respect of D9 C (1; e) the proposal would be visible in relation to the Tower
of London WHS as demonstrated by Views in the THVIA July 2023 and
Addendum October 2024. The proposal has been found through detailed
analysis, referred to later in this report, not to cause harm to the Outstanding
Universal Value of the Tower of London World Heritage Site, or the ability to
appreciate it. This is by reason of its strategic siting within the long-established
and consolidating Cluster backdrop, the intervening distance and height when
viewed from in and around the Tower of London. The development would
comply with D9 C (1, e).

In respect of D9 C (1; f), the proposal would be set well back from the banks of
the River Thames, outside the Thames Policy Area. Rising to a similar total
height as no. 20 Fenchurch street, and marking the southern height datum of
the City cluster. Due to its location to the south west of the cluster, its distance
from the river, as well as its strategically driven height aiming to consolidate the
edge of the cluster, it would preserve the open quality and views of/along the
River, avoiding a ‘canyon effect’ when seen in association with the London
Bridge Cluster, in accordance with D9 C (1; f).

In respect of D9 C (1, g), the potential impact of solar glare from the proposed
development is considered at its worse to be minor adverse but the effects are
not significant, as discussed in the relevant section in this report. Further details
would be requested as a S.106 obligation to require a detailed solar glare
assessment to be submitted post completion but prior to occupation of the
proposed development which would include details of a mitigation measures (if
considered necessary), in addition to an agreed set of additional testing
locations as part of the facade materiality to be secured through the S.106
obligation. The proposed development would comply with Policy D9 C (1; g) of
the London Plan.

In accordance with D9 C (1; h), the proposal has been designed to minimise
light pollution from internal and external lighting, which is inherent in the fagade,
and will be secured in detail via S.106 obligation on the the southern and
eastern facades, which requires a detailed lighting strategy to be submitted
prior to the occupation of the building, demonstrating the measures that would
be utilised to mitigate the impact of internal and external lighting on light
pollution and residential amenity. The strategy shall include full details of all
luminaires, associated infrastructure, and the lighting intensity, uniformity,
colour and associated management measures to reduce the impact on light
pollution and residential amenity. The development would comply with London
Plan policy D9 C (1; h).
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Functional Impact

Through the pre-app process and consultation, the internal and external design,
including construction detailing, materials and emergency exits have been
designed to ensure the safety of all occupants, these issues have been covered
in more detail in the architecture and public access and inclusivity section of the
report, and are considered to be in accordance with London Plan Policy
D9;C;2;a.

The proposed servicing strategy would retain the existing vehicle access from
Gracechurch Street into the newly formed public realm area, the Undercroft.
This area functions as a dual-purpose area, making an efficient use of the
available ground floor space. During the daytime hours (07:00 to 23:00), the
area will be used as a public realm and open space and parking for the disabled
people, whereas during overnight hours (23:00 to 07:00), it will be facilitating
delivery, servicing, refuse and recycling activities. There are two servicing bays
in this area to accommodate movements associated with the type of vehicle
needed to complete such activities. Swept path analysis were undertaken,
showing that the 7.5t (8m) box van can access and egress the loading
bays. The proposals have been assessed to ensure they are serviced,
maintained and managed in such a way that will preserve safety and quality,
without disturbance or inconvenience for surrounding public realm in
accordance with D9 C (2; b). Further details in respect of the servicing approach
are set out in the Transportation section of this report.

The proposed development creates several pedestrian access points, being the
main access near the junction Gracechurch Street with Fenchurch Street and
four other access points, three of which are situated along the Gracechurch
Street and the fourth is from St Benet's Place. The area known as the
Undercroft is attracting people from all four access points, channelling them
through a few stairs and along the sliding doors to the café area and foyer. This
area would be the main point of arrival for visitors of the elevated public spaces.
The proposed Undercroft would allow a space for a security check in reception,
which connects to a passageway leading visitors to the lift for the public spaces.
The public rooftop spaces have been designed to accommodate 125 people
with lifting, access and supporting functions designed around this expected
occupancy. The double-height ground floor foyer and café spaces are
generously sized to accommodate visitors to the café and public areas, allowing
for internal queue management and security checks. This would comfortably
accommodate peak time use, avoiding unacceptable overcrowding or isolation
in the surroundings. This is in accordance with D9;C;2;c. For cyclists, two
accesses have been created, the main is from Fenchurch Street and the other
is from Gracechurch Street. A dropped kerb is proposed on Fenchurch Street
to facilitate cyclists moving into the building, leading into a lift lobby are in the
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building with three lifts that take cyclists to the basement cycle store area.
Entrance to the ground floor foyer and café is achieved through drum sliding
doors. A central staircase, the amphistair, and a set of escalators provide
access to the office floors above with separate lifts provided on the ground level.
The Undercroft area offers step-free access to the visitor passage or the café
through accessible lifts. The final details of the entrances, amphistair and
accessible lifts would be included in inclusion and accessibility conditions.

As discussed in the transport section of the report, there will be an uplift in
pedestrian and cyclist activity on the wider transport network as a result of the
development. The impact will require some interventions to the public highway
which will be developed in detail as part of the S278 agreement. Such
interventions comprise the widening of the footways and resurfacing of the
public highway to improve walking, wheeling and cycling on Gracechurch Steet
and Fenchurch Street. The S.106 agreement will require the developer to enter
into a S278 agreement with the City of London and the TfL to undertake any
works to mitigate the impact of the development in accordance with (D9;C;2;d).

In particular, the provision of office floor space, the education floorspace, and
the elevated public roof Garden and Sanctuary viewing gallery will promote the
creation of jobs, services, facilities and economic activity and will act as a
catalyst for future growth and change in the locale in accordance with
(D9;C;2;e).

With the imposition of conditions, no adverse effects have been identified on
the operation of London’s aviation navigation and the proposals have also been
found to avoid significant detrimental effect on solar energy generation on
adjoining buildings (D9;C;2;f).

Environmental Impact

In regard to D9 C (3; a) the proposals have been found to provide safe and
satisfactory levels of wind, daylight and sunlight and temperature conditions
and would not compromise the comfort and enjoyment of the public realm at
ground floor and private and public terraces of the building. In regard to (D9 3b-
c), the design has given consideration for how the proposals can assist with the
dispersal of air pollutants and which will not adversely affect street-level
conditions or create harmful levels of noise from air movements, servicing or
building uses, preserving the comfort and enjoyment of surrounding open
space. Thermal comfort, pollutants dispersal and solar glare are analysed in
detail elsewhere in the report. It is considered the proposal would meet the
environmental considerations of Policy D9 C (3).

Public Access
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The proposal would provide a striking new elevated public space at the crown
of the building. This would provide striking views over central London to the
west, south-west and south in the form of an elegant, curvaceous viewing
platform incorporating a separate but linked Learning Space. It would be
accessed through an intriguing and innovative sequence of public spaces,
commencing with the ‘Undercroft’ at ground level. The proposal would fully
accord with D9 (D).

Tall Building, Principle, Conclusion

Overall, officers considered the site to be appropriate for a tall building and a
strategic delivery site supporting the consolidation of the City Cluster. As a
matter of planning judgement, it is considered the proposal would accord with
London Plan Policy D9, Local Plan Policy CS 14 and all parts of emerging City
Plan 2040 policy S12 except S12 (3) due to the minor breach of the proposed
City Cluster contour lines. This conflict will be considered against the
Development Plan as a whole as part of the Planning Balance.

Architecture

Existing Context and Building

The existing building at 60 Gracechurch Street was built in 1996 and is formed
of 9 above ground storeys, reaching a maximum height of 56.34m AOD. It sits
within a complete urban block, and a continuous terrace of buildings along
Gracechurch Street, all of which share front building line datums, and very
uniform heights and roof setbacks, which work together to form a consistent
and complete street. Similarly, there is conformity of building materiality through
the use of Portland stone and masonry detailing, proportion and hierarchy,
despite these buildings being of different ages and architectural styles. In urban
design terms, the scale and proportion of the existing building, and the other
buildings fronting Gracechurch Street which complete this edge of the block,
are well-proportioned and exhibit good quality architectural detailing. The
curved nature of the building on this prominent corner also helps to lead the
eye, and pedestrian movement, around on to Fenchurch street. The curved
form is also reflected in the design of 70 Gracechurch Street, which sits on the
opposite side of the junction. Working positively together, the curves of these
two buildings mark a legible gateway to Fenchurch Street, softening its edges,
and enhancing the pedestrian experience of these streets.

The ground floor of the application site also offers legible entrances, and an
active and human scaled ground floor, which is predominantly clear glazed
allowing views into the building, in particular into the retail unit on the north west
corner, which also provides an active frontage onto Fenchurch Street.
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Proposed design

Bulk, scale and massing

The proposal is for a tower to be erected on the site of the existing building,
rising at its tallest point to 162.30m AOD. It would be a dynamic piece of design,
with distinctive and different treatments of its podium, tower and crown levels
responding to its immediate and strategic contexts, and brought together into a
unified whole.

Throughout the design process, consideration was given to a consented
scheme at 55 Gracechurch Street immediately to the south, which would have
screened much of the proposal from view in the cumulative scenario. In October
2024 the designs were amended by glazing and recessing the western third of
the south elevation to optimise visual and physical separation between the two
schemes. It is relevant to note that this consent has now expired and, as such,
the proposals would not be screened to the south by another scheme, although
the site of 55 Gracechurch Street remains in the City Cluster and a precedent
for a tower scheme on that site has been established.

The tower has been designed to rise above and out of a base podium, which
relates to the scale and materiality of the existing masonry buildings fronting
Gracechurch Street. Above this, and an intermediatory double-height layer at
the top of the podium, the tower extends upwards, clearly dividing the form of
the buildings into three parts — podium base, tower, and crown. The tallest point
of the tower is its north eastern corner, with the height of all other corners
descending from this point, to varying degrees. The form and massing of the
buildings top, which fans into three layers of glazed pavilions to the south, and
a lattice roof structure over the north, creates a distinctive and clearly expressed
termination of the building, which can be appreciated at distance.

To the west, the massing of the tower element would be given volumetric
articulation through the application of a diagonal run of external terraces, which
would cleave the western elevation into two parts, the southern portion being
slightly more recessed than the northern, in order to break up the western
facade. The top of the southern portion of the building would be defined by a
set of three tiered lightweight rooftop pavilions, which sweep back from one
another to reveal a set of roof gardens, and at its top a green roof, reducing the
massing of the top of the building, and giving it a layered and unfolding
expression. From the south, these pavilions are set back a little from the leading
edge of the elevation so they do not appear flush, and would be viewed
stepping up in height from west to east, with the angular solid top floor rising to
its pinnacle to the east behind.
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The alignment of the northern facade of the tower element would taper to the
southwest, to reduce to overall length of the western facade, and as such not
run parallel to the podium frontage below. The top of the northern elevation
would also taper down in height to the west, giving the top of the building a
dynamic, angular silhouette. The descending massing at the top of the building
from the northeastern corner also follows around on the eastern facade, though
the degree of decline is less severe, and the end steps down to the flat top of
the final roof pavilion.

The massing of the podium would expand, and step forward of the existing
building, and its neighbouring building's frontages between levels 2 and 5, and
8 to 36 above. Geometrically, the corner would also be treated differently,
through the use of a chamfer, rather than a curved radius to the corner, as
existing. Another point of difference is the introduction of the “Undercroft” which
would operate in a hybrid fashion between publicly acceptable space in the day
time, and a servicing yard overnight. This would therefore create a large, double
height, opening at the base of the building on Gracechurch street and provide
a covered space that people can use during the day.

Expression and materiality
Podium:

The design intent of the base of the podium is to provide a more human scale
and relatable ground floor experience, while also providing a strong grounding
for the tower above. It is also essential in continuing the townscape and street
frontages along Gracechurch Street which have a clear, consistent and highly
cohesive townscape composition. As such, the podium base is composed into
a hierarchy of three layers, all of which would be primarily formed from a precast
concrete facade frame with large aggregate of a warm tone to create a textured,
varying and human-scaled smooth finish.

At its base, the ground floor expression would be double height, with widely
spaced columns supporting the floors above. In-between these, on the north
western corner, would be full height clear, flush glazing (with integrated HVM
within its base stallriser). All glazing would utilise an internal frame, including
the buildings primary entrance, giving the glazing a sleek elegant appearance.
The specification of the glazing will be conditioned to ensure it remains clear,
transparent with low levels of reflectivity, to ensure optimal visibility to the café
proposed on the ground floor will be visible externally, and fully publicly
accessible. The design of the entrance doors will also be conditioned to ensure
they are fully inclusive of a range of users, and positively facilitate engagement
with the café use, which is a critical component of the public offer and closely
related to the success and animation of the undercroft public space.
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Regardless of the facade type on the ground floor street fronting elevations, the
facade line would align with the back of the columns, providing depth, and
enabling three faces of the columns to be articulated with an additional layer
patterns or geometric modelling — to be captured via condition. On
Gracechurch street there would be two full glazed bays, and three left open as
the threshold to the undercroft public space within. Above this opening at first
floor level would be a glazed mezzanine floor for the office, which would appear
suspended above the entrance to the undercroft. The proposed soffit of the
undercroft would be scalloped to tie in with this motif used across other
elements of the building. Nevertheless, full details of the Undercroft’s soffits,
spandrels and overall bay design, including materially, finish and illumination,
of this will be reserved for condition to ensure that its design reinforces the
expression of an entrance to the undercroft, and that this will be a welcoming
and inclusive space. And, with respect of the first floor office level elevations,
while being of high quality, would remain subservient to and part of the
language of the public space below them.

To the north along Fenchurch Street there would only be one full height glazed
bay to the east of the entrance, a second glazed bay with first floor spandrel
with cycle entrance. The final two bays on this facade would have solid ground
floors set behind a small, planted edge. The ground floor facades of these are
indicated to be designed to facilitate climbing plants, to green this edge of
inactive facade.

The rear facade fronting onto the private courtyard next to 2-3 Philpot Lane, in
addition to the passageway of St Benet's Place would maintain the solidity of
the existing building at ground floor level in addressing these spaces.

The middle portion of the podium would incorporate 4 floors of offset bays, set
across a 3x3m grid which would be divided horizontally by full height vertical
piers, and glazed windows. The piers have been designed to be 3-
dymentionally modelled, curving between planes to create a dynamic visual
rhythm. The horizonal bands at each floor level would also be modelled and
scalloped/curved. Windows would have concrete headers. On the chamfered
corner, the podium design incorporates balconies set within the fagade framing
system, which would include planters such that the soft landscaping would be
an integrated feature of the design, and soften this corner. Due to the projection
of the podium in front of the prevailing building lines of neighbouring buildings,
the corners have been design to incorporate glazed windows, so that the 1.5
projections on the flanking elevations, which would be readily apparent in the
street scene, are not blank.

The top of the podium, levels 6-8, would be a set-back double height
predominately glazed area of facade. The design intent is for these floors to
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bridge together the architectural languages of the tower and podium, and as
such these floors are marked by a line of structural columns, with glazing set
behind. The columns have been designed to curve laterally, following the
scalloped geometry established elsewhere across the facade. They would be
light colour precast concrete. The leading edge of level 6 would also incorporate
a line of planters, again to soften the shoulder datum and provide greening and
visual interest to the street frontages. Details of planting and balustrades across
the entire building would be reserved for condition.

Overall the proposed materiality, rhythm and order of the podium base would
be acceptable, and compatible with the urban context, being formed of similar
robust materials, that offer opportunities for finer embossment, detail, and
tactile engagement. The podium facade would also offer dynamic visual rhythm,
which would be unique to the street frontages. Notwithstanding the proposed
drawings, detailed bay studies at 1:20 demonstrating junctions, drip details,
reveals, materials, texture, finish and colour will be conditioned, to provide
greater clarity and ensure the proposed elevations are of adequate design
quality.

Tower:

The elevations to the tower element would be united in the application of a 1.5m
wide facade grid framed by projecting pale toned aluminium mullions and
transoms. The ventilation of the building would be integrated into the facades
as drawn, in details to be secured by condition. The typical bay system used
across the majority of the tower element, is set across two floors, giving the
elevations a subtle vertical emphasis. Where the horizontal lines cap the
module, the projecting transoms would be curved or scalloped, to provide
additional modelling and articulation. Typically, the double height modules are
offset from one another, proving greater variation across the facades. While the
application of this aluminium grid system is the uniting element of the tower, its
scale and rhythm would vary on each of the buildings four facades, in addition
to the materiality of the panels within their frame, which would either be solid
aluminium or transparent glazing.

On the northern elevation, all bay modules would incorporate panels of full
height glazing within their frames. The eastern third of the elevation would
continue this format, but double the scale of the system, so that the bays move
to being 3m wide and 4 storeys tall. This jump up in scale would help to provide
additional variation and interest to the tower and would help to reduce the
overall bulk and mass of the tower though emphasising its verticality through
the vertical subdivision of the elevation. The top of the northern elevation would
be finished in curved perforated aluminium panels, in two different colour tones,
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to accentuate the angular character of the top of the building, and screen the
plant enclosure behind.

The east and two-thirds of the south elevation would be largely solid across the
body of the tower, owing to the position of the core of the building against the
east elevation and the party wall conditions in these areas which have led to
the applicant’s preference for solidity. This is recognised as unorthodox for a
tower proposal, with the extent of solid wall created by such factors typically
much more limited, and is only considered justified by the innovative proposal
for a facade system that would create subtly rippling surfaces of light and
shadow, similar to the properties of glass, to lend interest and animation to
these parts of the building, details of which are set out below. This system,
which is to undergo extensive design refinement and scrutiny through S.106
obligation, is considered to have the potential to create a unique architectural
moment in the Cluster.

The eastern elevation would be broken down into three vertically expressed
bays, each with a slightly different order to create visual interest. With the
exception of the lightweight glazed roof top pavilion which would sit on top of
the southern portion of the elevation, all other bays from ground level to floor
36 would be solid, and for the tower element would be made from light coloured
metal, with subtle architectural articulation lending the elevation a metallic,
filigree quality, though the final details of the appearance and finish of these
bay panels is proposed to be secured through the S.106 agreement. In terms
of their articulation, the northern bay would match the double order of the north
eastern facade, so that the corner is wrapped with the same scaled framing,
though its visual appearance would differ considering the differences in the
visual properties of glass and metal. The central portion of the facade would
return to the smaller offset grid pattern, and again be infilled by metal panels.

The final, southerly portion of the east facade would be separated by a channel
of panels, and use a slightly different panelling system. In this system there
would be three layers to the bay module, a back panel, a middle fascia panel,
and an external metal or glazed angled fin. Throughout the elevation the angles
of the outermost fins would be subtly varied so that the overall effect would be
to create a subtly reflective surface of rippling light and shade. This system
would offer flexibility, with the materiality of all these elements and the angling
of the outermost fins to be tested, modified and adjusted as required to refine
the appearance of the fagcade and secure the optimal patterning of light and
shadow during the development of the detailed design which would be secured
via S.106 agreement.

In addition to the final materiality and appearance, the obligation would control
the advanced testing of materials and what methodologies are required to
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assess their visual appearance, in particular to understand the visual properties
of the materials, and how these are affected by their base material, finish,
location and angle of their application, and how combined these work together
to transpose a patterned appearance across the expanse of the eastern (and
southern) facade which can be appreciated in varied atmospheric conditions
and at night. Such examples include, but would not be limited to the erection of
physical models, AVR3 photo imagery, kinetic videography, and full-scale bays
mock up panels, to ensure the overall facade would appear dynamic, in varying
light conditions, and deliver on the promise of this angled fin system and the
principles set out above.

The top floors of this elevation would also be finished in perforated metal
panels, concealing the plant enclosure behind. It should be noted that the
eastern elevation, which in effect is the buildings rear, and benefits form greater
levels of enclosure and screening than the other three elevations, would still be
highly prominent in views. In particular, in views looking westwards along
Fenchurch Street (View No. 08), and also from the windows of other tall
buildings within the Cluster, in particular from 20 Fenchurch Street — and the
public viewing gallery/garden at ‘sky garden’ (Views 3 a,b,c of the HTVIA),
directly opposite, which would enable the elevation to be read in its entirety, by
day and by night, in addition to a number of other high level public viewing
platforms, such as 120 Fenchurch Street.

The southern elevation would also made up of three vertical bays, each divided
by a thin channel of visually recessive metal panels, and topped by the
stepping, lightweight glazed rooftop pavilions. The western third of the elevation
would be glazed and stacked in double storey increments with the 1.5m grid
expressed externally by projecting fins. This facade module type would wrap
around the south western corner of the tower onto the west elevation, helping
to unify the design. This western third of the elevation would also be inset from
the building line by 1.5m, helping to break up the bulk of the facade.

The other two thirds of the south facade are proposed to be clad in light
coloured metal panels, using the same triple layer ‘fin’ system as described
above. Like the pavilions, each of these three vertical bays would step up in
height sequentially by a storey, with the tallest being on the east. The double
height module would also be offset, such that the slim scalloped horizonal
bands are staggered. As above, the intention of the proposed use of angled
glazed and/or metal fins on these areas of the elevation is to create a subtle
interplay of light and shadow across the facade over the course of the day, in
order to bring visual relief and interest to these areas of solid fagcade. Final
details relating to materiality, solidity and transparency, and the arrangement
and angle of fins, are to be agreed via S.106 agreement in order to optimise the
visual interest of the elevation, given how highly prominent the southern
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elevation of the tower would be in both local and strategic views across the
Thames towards the City Cluster, by day and by night.

The western elevation, divided by the reclining diagonal spine of terraces,
would utilise two fagade module types. The northern portion of the facade would
appear to be more solid, though the application of the typical aluminium framing
system with larger vertical piers. The southern portion, which wraps around the
south western corner as described above, would be more glazed with far
slimmer vertical piers. The differences between these two systems in terms of
their ratio of solid to void would accentuate the intentional division of the facade
into two elements, and thereby assist in reducing the massing of this extent of
westerly facade, though breaking it down into two smaller elements of familiar
but distinct architectural textures. The external terraces which form the seam of
this divide would share the same scalloped geometries both in plan form, and
in the modelling of the horizontal structure. Planters would be integrated within
the structure of the terrace in front of the balustrade line, with details of both to
be secured by condition, to enable planting to be seen from street level and
define a green edge to these external spaces to reinforce their importance as
a fully integrated part of the architectural design of the tower.

The fifth elevation and top roofscape of the tower would feature an extensive
green roof at level 36, and to the north, screening the plant enclosure and PV
array, an open latticed architectural frame of matching colour and appearance
to the other faced elements, so that when seen in longer views would become
a unified and unique 5th elevation of the building, commensurate with other
articulated tower roofscapes within the City cluster. BMU equipment would also
be located within this roofscape, and be fully screened from view when not in
use for facade cleaning and maintenance.

The extent of solidity across the east and two-thirds of the south elevations
would be unorthodox for a tower proposal. In this case, the proposed solidity is
driven by the party wall conditions with the sites to the east and to the south,
particularly the now-expired consent for a tower on the site to the south. This
unorthodoxy demands an innovative design response, and officers are satisfied
that the proposed ‘fin’ fagade system, through its architectural articulation and
intricate patterning of light and shade, would deliver visual interest and relief
across these elevations with the final details, and opportunities for glazed
elements, optimised via S.106 obligation. A full architectural fagcade lighting
strategy will also be reserved for approval via S.106 obligation, to ensure the
dynamism of the facade system is experienced in lower light conditions, and as
such becomes a complementary feature of the London skyline by night, given
that much of the southern and eastern facades will no benefit from any interior
lighting or the reflective qualities of glass like other towers in the Cluster.
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The expression and proposed materiality of the north and western elevations
are considered to be of a high architectural quality, commensurate with other
towers within the City cluster, and in addition to the flexibility of the triple-layered
panel system proposed for the southern facade, when taken in the round, is
considered to accord with Local Plan Policy CS10 and DM10.1 or DEZ2.

Public realm:

Streetscape enhancements: The proposal includes enhancements to the
streetscapes along Gracechurch Street and Fenchurch Street, which would be
detailed under a S.278 agreement. These include widening the footways along
both streets, and formalising the temporary street widening works currently in
place, which would entail levelling the pavement surfaces with York Stone
pavers, and instating permanent granite curbs, in line with City of London
Highways specification. Due to the high pedestrian footfall along these streets,
no planting is proposed. However, opportunities to introduce resting spots at
50m increments is proposed to be scoped into the S.278 works, to ensure these
streets and the approach to the building reaches a high level of inclusivity and
accessibility. Furthermore, no hostile vehicle mitigation (HVM) is proposed
within the public realm, as this is proposed to be integrated into the architecture
of the building.

The Undercroft is a proposed new area of publicly accessible semi-external
space within the ground floor of the building, to be used in a hybrid fashion; as
a public space during the day, and as the buildings servicing bay over-night.
Despite being only a single storey, its floor to ceiling height is tall, making the
volume of the space generous. Its use as part of the public realm would be
assisted though the inclusion of tables and chairs — and other areas of seating,
in addition to the complementary provision of a café with the ground floor of the
building. Access to the café would be via a flight of stairs to the north and/or a
lift. The internal elelvation to the office building lobby and café would be clear
glazed, enabling direct views to the café inside. The details of entrance doors
will be reserved for condition, however at the design intent is for access to be
provided by a drum door, which is welcome as revolving doors are inaccessible
to a range of people. The extent of level changes north to south would preclude
inclusive access via a ramp, which could not be accommodated without
compromising other ground floor functions. Full details of the lifting strategy,
and its management will be conditioned and secured in the S.106 to ensure
inclusive access to the ground floor.

The Undercroft would also feature a number of generous sized planters (in
depth and width) both within its interior, and lining the edge of Gracechurch
street. The size of these would be able to accommodate a high density of
planting, in addition to some taller feature species, to give the space a strongly
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biophilic character; soften the hard surfaces within; and enhance the thermal
comfort of the space. A shade tolerant planting palette would be used to ensure
year around seasonal interest and enhanced biodiversity. A number of climbing
plants are proposed to grow up columns and vertical surfaces. Planters would
form part of the HVM strategy and as such are made from concrete of the same
pallet at the podium above. Full details of the landscape designs, including
planning specification, and strategies for urban furniture, plant lighting, and
architectural lighting and hard surfaces, will be conditioned to ensure the
designs are of a high quality and resilient in this context.

To the south east of the Undercroft is the provision of a blue badge parking bay.
The east far wall of the undercroft would be a raised area dedicated as a
security check point during the day time before ascending to the level 35 roof
garden and associated café and learning room, accessed via the corridor
passageway. Another lift is proposed here to facilitate step free access to the
roof garden. However, this raised area would be shared and an essential part
of the servicing strategy, and as such its management and maintenance will be
detailed and conditioned within the inclusive access management plan, and the
servicing management plan, to ensure the lift is fully operational for public use.
These management plans would also detail how the Undercroft will be
managed, maintained and cleaned to ensure the space is a welcoming and
clean space for people to use. The specification of hard landscaping, which
must be resilient, easy to clean, of high quality, and inclusive - with full details
of tactile paving and the demarcation of the blue badge bay, will also be secured
via condition.

The corridor to the roof garden lifts, known as the Passage, would be a fully
designed interior walk way, lined with arched forms and walls incorporating
information on the history of the site. At its end next to the lift would be a small
seating area. Details of the internal elevations and journey experience will be
secured via condition.

Local Plan policy DM10.3 and emerging City Plan policies S8, S14 and DE5
seeks the delivery of high quality, publicly accessible roof gardens and terraces
with high levels of urban greening. Public access to tall buildings within the City
is important in creating an inclusive City. The proposed public roof garden at
level 35 has been designed as a quiet contemplatory space which would enable
views to the west over the city, offsetting the obstruction of this viewing
experience that the tower would cause to the viewing garden at 20 Fenchurch
Street. The external terrace would have good ratio of soft to hard landscaping,
and a number of seating options. The specification and seasonality of which,
taking into consideration the climatic conditions of this location, is to be
approved via condition. Internally, at this level there would also be a café kiosk
to enhance the amenity of the terrace. A learning space is also proposed on
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this floor, in addition to a bank of toilets. Details on the proposed glass
balustrade enclosing this space, and other private terraces will be conditioned
to ensure they adequately mitigate environmental conditions to ensure the
highest possible levels of thermal comfort, and best practice on suicide
prevention is met. Equally, a condition on the design and location of terrace
entrance doors will be required to demonstrate these are appropriately located
in respect of wind conditions, so that access to the public terrace will remain
inclusive and accessible for the public to use throughout the year.

Delivering Good Design and Design Scrutiny

Officers consider that the application process has adhered to the intentions of
London Plan D4 Delivering Good Design.

In respect of D4B, the pre-application process including formal meetings,
workshops using visual tools and site visits and as applied a holistic lens to the
design analysis to optimise the potential of the site. Officers with expertise in
sustainability, microclimate, daylighting, policy and land use, accessibility,
heritage, archaeology, urban design, public realm, transport and urban
greening have been engaged and shaped the final application proposals.

A development carbon optioneering process has been followed which has had
external scrutiny and is set out elsewhere in the report. At an early stage,
transport and pedestrian data informed options for the service route layout,
cycle routes and public realm development officers. Environmental
microclimate, daylight and sunlight analysis informed the massing and design
treatment as well as the public realm and landscaping. Wider engagement by
the applicant is set out elsewhere in the report.

Part D4 C has been met and a detailed design and access statement has been
submitted.

In respect of D4 D, the proposals have not been referred to an independent
design review but have undergone a rigorous local “borough” process of design
scrutiny as required by the policy. In addition, the applicants undertook
preapplication engagement with the Historic Royal Palaces, St Paul's Cathedral
and Historic England.

In relation to D4 E, parts 1-6, there has been a “City” level of scrutiny comprising
extensive officer topic-based reviews over multiple preapplications; external
input has been provided by other experts as set out above; feedback has been
recorded and provided to the applicants; the evolution of the proposals is
summarised in the DAS; and within the Committee report.
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In relation to D4 F, parts 1-4, officers have been mindful to ensure that building
heights, land use and materials for the buildings and the landscape are
stipulated on the drawings to minimise ambiguity. Because the innovative fin’
facade system is an unorthodox, yet potentially promising proposal, a bespoke
process of detailed design development and refinement has been set out
through conditions and S.106 obligations to ensure that the detailed designs
deliver on its promise. More generally, the recommendation is also supported
by a robust relevant condition to ensure the scheme is implemented to an
exemplary standard.

Overall, the application process has adhered to the intentions of London Plan
D4 Delivering Good Design and officers consider that the relevant parts of the
policy have been complied with.

Conclusion on architecture and public realm design

Officers consider that the proposal would result in a unique piece of architecture
with its own identity, with a prominently visually permeable ground floor
frontage, and increase in ground level public realm through the inclusion of the
undercroft area, which would become an integral part of the arrival experience
to the roof garden. While reserving further details of the principal southern and
eastern tower elevations for S.106 agreement, officers consider that the
architectural design of the building would be compatible with the existing
context, being read as a well-layered piece of design, which expands ground
level public realm.

The proposals would enhance the landscaping of the site and adjoining streets,
providing richer and more dynamic planting and greater opportunities for sitting
within the undercroft. The proposals would therefore enhance the overall quality
and character of this section of Gracechurch Street.

The architecture and urban design proposals comply with Local Plan Policies
Csi10, bM10.1, DM10.3, DM10.4, DM10.8 and DM19.1 emerging City Plan
Policies S1, S8, DE2-8, HL1, and London Plan Policies D3, D4 and D8,
paragraphs 130 and 132 of the NPPF and the City Public Realm SPD all require
high-quality public realm and increased urban greening.

It is considered that the proposal would make the best use of land, following a
design-led approach that optimises the site capacity to accommodate
employment growth and would increase the amount of high-quality office space.
The proposals align with the function of the City to accommodate substantial
growth in accordance with Local Plan Policies CS1: Offices and London Plan
Policies SD4, SD5 and E1.

109



2009.

210.

211.

212.

213.

Page 154

Strategic Views and Heritage

London Plan policies HC3 and HC4, Local Plan 2015 Policy CS13, emerging
City Plan 2040 policies S12 and S13, and the City’s Protected Views SPD, all
seek to protect and enhance significant City and London views of important
buildings, townscapes and skylines. These policies seek to implement the
Mayor’s London View Management Framework (LVMF) SPG, which provides
guidance on the protection and enhancement of views of historic City
Landmarks and Skyline Features, including securing an appropriate setting and
backdrop to the Tower of London (WHS).

A Built Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment has been prepared
and submitted as part of the application documents. A THVIA Addendum dated
October 2024 was submitted to assess the effects of post-submission design
amendments and includes a set of updated views and a number of additional
new views. Of the 34 views originally submitted, 10 verified views were updated
in the THVIA Addendum including Views 9, 10, 11, 12a,12b,12c, 14, 16, 18, 33,
and 6 new nos 35 — 40 have been added. It should be noted that not all views
have been updated to reflect the changes to the southern elevation, in particular
views 34a and 34b which take in the Monument, although officers consider that
the original and amended submissions together allow for full assessment to be
made. As set out above, one-third of the east and two-thirds of the south
elevations would be clad in the innovative ‘fin’ fagcade system which would
employ angled metal or glazed panels to create rippling light and shade to
provide visual texture and relief. These have been shown in the renders, with
final details of the system to be secured via condition.

The views selection was informed by extensive testing. The split of view
visualisation types (render, wireline, and computer-modelled representation) is
based on the proximity and sensitivity of the views, to represent the impact of
the proposed development.

For clarity, the consented tower scheme at 55 Gracechurch Street (ref:
20/00671/FULEIA), the adjoining site to the south, has been removed from the
cumulative and future baseline views imagery in the most recent, amended
submission as this scheme has not been implemented, and its planning
permission has expired.

Consultee responses and objections have been received from Historic
England, Historic Royal Palaces and London Borough of Tower Hamlets, based
on the first submission, which relate to the impacts of the proposed tower on
strategic views and the outstanding universal value of the Tower of London
World heritage site, and best practice in terms of impact assessment in
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accordance with policy guidance for Impact Assessments in a World Heritage
Context (2022).These are referenced and discussed in detail below.

Tower of London World Heritage Site

OUV and Relationship to Setting:

The seven overarching attributes of Outstanding Universal Value which are
contained in the Statement of Outstanding Universal Value, itself contained in
the World Heritage Site (WHS) Management Plan, have underpinned this
assessment, alongside the components contributing to each attribute. It is
considered that three attributes are of particular relevance to assessing the
impact of the proposal: i.) an internationally famous monument; ii.) landmark
siting; and iii.) physical dominance of the White Tower.

Whilst the Tower of London comprises a scheduled ancient monument, and
various listed buildings and is in a conservation area, it is considered
proportionate and robust, in the circumstances of this case, to consider the
impact on OUV in order to draw a conclusion on these assets.

The WHS Management Plan establishes a ‘local setting area’, an ‘immediate
setting’ and a non-spatially defined ‘wider setting’. The proposal is not in the
designated local setting (as identified in Figure 4 of the WHS Management
Plan) but is in the wider setting. The Local Setting Study (section 7) identifies
the main views and/or viewpoints to and from the Tower of London (ToL) which
are deemed to exemplify the OUV and the components, with management
guidance providing a baseline for assessing change. The representative
views/viewpoints include a number of LVMF viewing locations, all of which have
been used to assess the impact of this proposed tall building.

The Management Plan acknowledges the influence of the Cluster of tall
buildings in signifying the commercial centre of the City of London (at paragraph
2.4.25) and that the relationship between the ToL and the Cluster is long-
established, forming a backdrop in views, including over buildings in the Inner
Ward. In recognising the place of the Cluster in the wider setting it also
acknowledges that it will intensify as a distinct and separate element to the ToL.
The Management Plan, at paragraph 7.3.27, states that proposals for tall
buildings to the west of the White Tower, falling within the background of the
WHS will continue to need to consider i.) their effect on the established Cluster
ii.) the space between it and the ToL and iii.) the effect on the ability to
recognise, understand and appreciate the OUV of the Tower.

The assessment uses the assessment framework in the Mayor’'s ‘London’s
World Heritage Sites: Guidance on setting’ SPG, which is based on the relevant
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UNESCO'’s guidance, including the impact tables at Appendix 3 and 4, in
conclusion.

Consultee responses have been received from Historic England and Historic
Royal Palaces raising concerns over the impact of the proposals on the WHS
and ToL, in addition to an objection from London Borough Tower Hamlets
(LBTH) who contend that the proposals would harm the setting of the ToL.

Historic England have suggested that the proposal ‘could’ have a harmful
impact on the WHS and that the original submission did not adequately assess
the impact of the proposal in the OUV of the WHS; in the amended submission
a full HIA has been provided by the applicant. Historic England have
subsequently responded to the amended proposals with the view that the
proposal would cause harm to OUV and specifically to the attributes Landmark
Siting and Concentric Defences.

Whilst officers give the views of these stakeholders significant weight, officers
reach a different conclusion to Historic England, Historic Royal Palaces and
and the LB Tower Hamlets on the proposal and conclude that there would be
no harm to OUV as captured in views 10, 11, 12a.12.b.12c, and 36 of the HTVIA
July 2024 and HTVIA addendum October 2024, for the reasons set out below.

The proposal would be visible within, and would therefore result in a change to
the wider setting of the WHS. However, change is not necessarily
harmful. Views, including those identified within the LVMF view management
framework, and ToL Local setting study, where the proposal will be experienced
in conjunction with WHS are identified and assessed below.

LVMF View 10A.1, River Prospect, Tower Bridge (Upstream, North Bastion)

This is also identified as a Representative View in the Local Setting Study (View
9), whilst the impact here is also representative of the impact from Approach 14
(Tower Bridge).

The LVMF SPG identifies that this location enables the fine details and the
layers of history of the Tower of London to be readily understood. The LVMF
states that such understanding and appreciation is enhanced by the free sky
space around the White Tower, and that where it has been compromised its
visual dominance has been devalued. It also states that the middle ground
includes the varied elements of the City, rising behind the Tower, which
includes prominent tall buildings of the late 20th and early 21st centuries, and
earlier periods such as spires of City churches and the Monument. It is also
noted that the lantern and upper dome of St Paul’'s Cathedral can be seen,
while other prominent buildings or structures in the background, include the
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Canon Street Station towers, BT Tower, Centre Point and the Tate Modern
(paragraph 182).

The visual management guidance anticipates the consolidation of the Cluster
which it is deemed will add considerably to the character and stature of the
view, and that any new skyline buildings must account for how they relate to
skyline features (paragraph 187). The guidance also states that landmarks
which enable an appreciation of the scale and geography of London should not
be obscured by inappropriate development in the foreground; that guidance
applies, in particular, to the Monument (paragraph 185). The visual
management guidance also states that the background should be managed
sensitively, and that development should not compromise a viewer’s ability to
appreciate OUV (paragraph 186).

In this view the proposal would appear to the west, and mark the western
periphery of the Cluster, sitting adjacent to and partly occluded by 20 Fenchurch
Street (AKA the Walkie talkie), and at a considerable distance from the
ToL. The south-east corner of the proposal would form an interesting new
bookend to the western side of the Cluster, with the rippling elevations on the
south-east corner subtly reflecting light and shade below the building’s
distinctive crown.

Officers consider that the characteristics and composition of this viewing
experience would not significantly change as a result of the proposals, given
the intervening distance between the proposal and the ToL, the existing
presence of 20 Fenchurch Street within this view and the way it would partly
occlude the proposal. In this location, the proposals form, scale and massing
would complement and consolidate the Cluster as a distinct skyline, where its
stepped roof gardens and lightweight pavilion top floors would seen to form a
layered roofline and its south elevation would form an interesting bookend to
the Cluster.

Appearing at a considerable distance to the west from the focus of the ToL in
the foreground, the WHS would not be obscured, distracted from or dominated.
Given the intervening distance, siting, scale, form and appearance, the
proposal would not compromise those relevant attributes of OUV. It would leave
unaffected those relevant components which also form part of the LVMF visual
management guidance — the physical form and visual dominance of the White
Tower, the iconic sky-etched silhouette, the close relationship to the River
Thames and City beyond in the background, in accordance with the visual
management guidance in the LVMF SPG (paragraphs 183-186).

Furthermore, the consolidation of the Cluster into a more coherent, clear and
discreet form, contrasting with the preeminent tower in the foreground setting
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of the river would reinforce and make more legible the relationship between two
related skyline identities, which is an important aspect of the understanding and
appreciation of its OUV. The tower, and its concentric defences, would still read
as a powerful defensive structure strategically sited to preside over the river,
designed to be distinct from the City and its surrounds.

Equally, from this vantage point, the proposed building would preserve the
observer's ability to recognise and appreciate the relevant Strategically
Important Landmarks, the ToL and St Paul's Cathedral and would not obscure
an appreciation of the scale and geography of London, including the Monument,
in accordance with the visual management guidance in the LVMF SPG.

LVMF View 25A.1-3, Townscape View, Queen’s Walk

This view is identified in the ToL WHS Management Plan (7.3.22) as the most
iconic view of the Tower. The focus of the view is the ToL, which is the sole
Strategically Important Landmark, inclusive of a Protected Vista, the Landmark
Viewing Corridor of which is focused on the White Tower, benefiting from a
dynamically protected sky-backed silhouette between the three Assessment
Points (25A.1-3). The Monument and Tower Bridge are also identified as
landmarks. The LVMF recognises the juxtaposition of built elements from a
variety of eras as an aspect of the view (paragraph 413). The visual guidance
acknowledges the long-established presence of the consolidating City Cluster
in the view which, alongside those historic landmarks, reflects over 900 years
of London’s development (para 410). The juxtaposition of the WHS with the
modern city and of built elements from a variety of eras is deemed a central
characteristic of the view (para 411/413), and its rich variety of landmarks
including City Cluster towers such as the Gherkin and Tower 42.

Given the pre-eminence of the River Thames in the foreground, the openness
of the ToL ensemble defining its north bank, and the significant intervening
distance between the ToL and the proposal, which would be on the western
periphery of a consolidating Cluster, it is not considered that the proposal would
undermine the composition and characteristics of the view or those landmark
elements. The south-east corner of the proposal would form an interesting new
bookend to the western side of the Cluster, with the rippling elevations on the
south-east corner subtly reflecting light and shade below the building’s
distinctive crown. The observer would continue to recognise and appreciate the
Tower of London as the Strategically Important Landmark, set away from the
City and not lost in it.

The siting, height, and scale, set a significant distance from the WHS and would
respect the setting of the Tower and not dominate it, in accordance with LVMF
visual management guidance at paragraphs 414-415. The proposal would
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preserve the relevant attributes of OUV and those associated components. The
proposal would not affect the foreground/midground of the views or the close
relationship with the River Thames and principal setting from this iconic view
(LVMF SPG para 416-417). It would not appear in the background, preserving
the sky-backed Protected Silhouette between the Assessment Points, whilst
preserving the long-established relationship between the ToL and the
consolidating Cluster as two distinct juxtaposing urban forms, in accordance
with the visual management guidance (paragraphs 57, 418-422) and guidance
contained in the Local Setting Study.

LVMF View 11B.1-2, River Prospect, London Bridge (Downstream)

This view is also identified as important in the WHS Management Plan and the
Local Setting Study (Representative Viewpoint 11). The ToL WHS is identified
as the sole Strategically Important Landmark, whilst Tower Bridge and HMS
Belfast are identified amongst other landmarks.

Given the pre-eminence of the River Thames in the foreground and the
significant intervening distance between the Tower of London and the proposal,
which would be on the western periphery of a consolidating Cluster and only
just within the viewing frame to the west, it would not undermine the
composition and characteristics of the view or those landmark elements. It
would allow the observer a recognition and appreciation of the ToL as the
Strategically Important Landmark.

The proposal would not affect the clear sky backdrop of the White Tower and
would not impose itself on it, given the intervening distance and separation in
the field of view, having a neutral impact on and thus preserving all those
relevant attributes of OUV and those associated components — preserving the
relationship with the River, the City, and the iconic form, ‘dominance’ and
silhouette of the White Tower.

Inner Ward, Tower Green and the Scaffold Site

The LSS states there is a range of views from within the Inner Ward and the
identified Representative View 1 is the Scaffold Site. These views are deemed
by the Local Setting Study to illustrate the TolL'’s significance as the setting for
key historical events and the relationship and scale of surrounding palace
buildings of the Inner Ward. It aims to maintain views illustrating the living
tradition of the ToL, its rich ceremonial life and unique sense of place apart from
the modern city outside the walls, where the relationship between the scale of
the individual buildings can be appreciated. Under ‘key issues’ it states tall
buildings could, and so not in principle would, detract from that unique sense of
place apart from the modern city and/or could affect the scale of the enclosing
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historic buildings — qualified in the associated ‘Objectives and Guidance’
development should i.) respect that sense of place and ii.) ensure the buildings
surrounding the Inner Ward remain the focus of the view.

These viewing experiences have been assessed in a three-dimensional model
and within view 12a from the HTVIA. The proposal would, on the whole, be
hidden behind the western range of enclosing buildings, having no visual
impact. From views nearer the White Tower looking towards the Chapel of St
Peter ad Vincula, the proposal would be seen rising next to 20 Fenchurch Street
as a distinct, non-prominent feature at significant intervening distance,
appearing as part of the emerging long-established Cluster backdrop. Only in
very minor fleeting glimpses would a sliver of the south eastern corner of the
proposal breach the silhouette of the Chapel, sitting in the sky space between
the western range buildings roof tops and 20 Fenchurch street. Moving toward
the Chapel, in its immediate setting from the green, the proposal followed by
the rest of the Cluster moves out of view and it is unchallenged and pre-
eminent.

In accordance with the guidance in the Local Setting Study the proposal would
I.) respect the distinct sense of place and the pre-eminent stage in which those
rich traditions would continue to take place and ii.) allow those enclosing Inner
Ward buildings to remain the focus of the observer. It is considered the iconic,
strategic landmark siting and dominance of the White Tower would be
unchanged in terms of the overarching attributes of OUV while the relationship
between the ToL set away from the City beyond would be maintained, the
proposal being a proportionate addition to the emerging Cluster as a distinct
long-established backdrop entity.

Inner Curtain Wall (South)

Local setting study view 4 recognises that this view is a 360 degree experience,
the aim of which is to maintain an appreciation of the ToL as a riverside
gateway, the historic relationship between the ToL and the River. The
associated guidance seeks to maintain the White Tower as the key focus to the
north, appearing more dominant than buildings in the Inner Ward or those
beyond.

The proposal would again appear adjoining 20 Fenchurch Street to the west of
the White Tower, and when viewed alongside 50 Fenchurch Street (under
construction) and 1 Leadenhall (consented), would assist in consolidating the
Cluster’s distinct urban form and separate long-established identity. The White
Tower, accentuated by its fortified massive masonry crenelated walls, would
remain the focus of the view from the Inner Curtain Wall. It would continue to
dominate the scene while that relationship with the River and an appreciation
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of it as a historic gateway would be undiluted. It is considered that those
identified relevant attributes and components of OUV would be preserved and
the visual management guidance in the Local Setting Study would be complied
with.

Inner Curtain Wall (North)

The Local Setting Study, in assessing views from the north Curtain Wall
acknowledges that this is a 360-degree experience and demonstrates a clear
contrast between the historic Tower and the modern city outside its walls. The
identified aim is to i.) maintain views that reveal the relationship between the
Tower and the City and ii.) maintain an appreciation of the defences as an
outstanding example of concentric castle design. Under ‘Key Issues’ it
recognises that future tall buildings could reduce the perceived prominence of
the Tower in its setting stating that such buildings, under the associated
guidance, should continue to reveal the historic relationship of the Tower of
London and the City to the north and that clear views of the concentric curtain
walls should be preserved.

The proposal, sited a considerable distance to the west of these views,
adjoining and subduing the isolated eye-catching form of 20 Fenchurch Street
would, as acknowledged by Historic Royal Palaces and Historic England,
appear on the western side of the established Cluster, consolidating its distinct
form, whilst preserving that relationship with the Tower of London. The
concentric defences would remain pre-eminent and an appreciation undiluted
in these views under the baseline and cumulative scenarios, also in accordance
with the guidance.

Other Views

Selected other WHS views have been considered, proportionate to the siting of
the proposal on the far side of the Cluster. The view from the riverside walkway
of Tower Wharf, looking towards St Thomas’s Tower containing the Traitors
Gate, demonstrates the relationship between the emerging City Cluster in the
background and the ToL which, in this moment, is ‘towering’ over the immediate
foreground. Historic England have identified harm arising in this view,
specifically to the attribute ‘Concentric Defences’.

In this view, approximately only the top 5th of the building would be visible next
to 20 Fenchurch Street, and officers consider that the proposal would reinforce
the relationship between the two distinct urban forms — the Cluster and the ToL
ensemble, which would dominate in the immediate foreground, causing no
harm.
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Conclusion — Impact on Tower of London World Heritage Site:

The proposal would preserve those attributes of OUV (and their relevant
components), which have been identified in accordance with Local Plan Policy
CS12, CS13 (3) emerging City Plan Policy S11, HE1, HE3 London Plan Policy
HC2 HC4 associated guidance in the World Heritage Site Management Plan,
Local Setting Study and LVMF SPG and the CoL Protected Views SPD. The
proposal would preserve the ability to recognise and appreciate the ToL as a
Strategically Important Landmark, whilst according with the associated visual
management guidance in the LVMF as it relates to OUV.

Historic England, Historic Royal Palaces and LB Tower Hamlets have raised
concerns about the way they perceive the proposal would add to the bulk of the
Cluster, which they assert as a distracting presence could or would cause harm
to the WHS. Historic England have raised subsequent concerns as to how the
innovative fin’ facade system could pose a distraction in the views. Officers
disagree with these conclusions whilst attaching great weight to the views of
these stakeholders; put simply, the proposal’s location on the far side of the
Cluster would make it an extremely recessive presence in views of and from
the WHS, with the intervening main form of the Cluster far more obvious. The
proposal would appear on the extreme periphery of the viewer’s eyeline when
observing the WHS, or would simply not be noticed by them. Furthermore, the
proposed facade system would be refined, under strict scrutiny and robust
testing and sampling of materials, through the S.106 obligation, as described
above to ensure that its presence would be appropriately subtle in these long-
range views. The proposal would amount to comparatively modest
consolidation of the Cluster’s existing form, would not fundamentally alter the
Cluster’s visual relationship with the WHS, and would give the Cluster an
elegant western bookend.

As such, it is considered in all instances that the overall impact would not harm
the attributes of the OUV or any of the components, authenticity or integrity of
the WHS, preserving its significance. In line with Section 6 of the SPG, the
height, form and detailed design of the proposal has been amended to mitigate
the impact, ensuring the proposal would read as part of the emerging coherent
Cluster form, which it is established is intensifying and forms a long-term
backdrop to the ToL ensemble. It is the view of officers that the proposed
development would not harm the significance of the Tower of London whether
in relation to the WHS, the individual listed buildings, or the Scheduled
Monument.

London View Management Framework (LVMF) Impacts
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The London View Management Framework (LVMF) designates pan-London
views deemed to contribute to the capital’s identity and character at a strategic
level.

The site is located on the south-western periphery of the City Cluster of tall
buildings, which the LVMF SPG visual management guidance seeks to
consolidate to reinforce its long-established positive role on the skyline of the
Capital (paras 57 /87 /129 / 130/ 144 /146 / 187).

Being in the City Cluster of tall buildings, the proposal is sited to avoid breaching
designated Protected Vistas towards Strategically Important Landmarks (SILS),
including of St Paul’'s and the Tower of London (ToL). However, it would be
visible from several assessment points, these are discussed below.

London Panoramas and Townscape Views

Designated London Panoramas at View 1 (Alexandra Palace), 2 (Parliament
Hill), 4 (Primrose Hill), 5 (Greenwich Park) and 6 (Blackheath Point) are all
assessed in the submission, as the proposal would be visible to varying
degrees The magnitude of change in these broad panoramas is considered
minor. The proposal would be a comparatively modest consolidation of the
overall existing form of the Cluster. In particular, it would be seen partially
foregrounding or occluded by 20 Fenchurch Street, depending on the viewing
position; it would appear as a comparatively (in relation to the Cluster as a
whole) modest, yet elegant, western bookend to the Cluster. Through its role in
consolidating the western edge of the Cluster, the proposal is considered to
constitute a minor enhancement to the characteristics and composition of these
views.

As such, the proposal would accord with the visual management guidance in
relation to these views, consolidating the City Cluster which is identified as a
landmark in these views and preserving their composition and the viewers'
ability to recognise and appreciate the Strategically Important Landmarks,
including St Paul’'s Cathedral.

From the designated Townscape View LVMF 26A (St James Park) the proposal
would be invisible and therefore have no impact.

River prospects

The magnitude of change and potential impact to River Prospect views is
greater, given the building would be located on the south-western edge of the
City Cluster, in close proximity to the river Thames. River prospect views 10A.1
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and 25A.1 have been assessed above, the remaining relevant views are
identified and assessed below.

LVMF View 11 B.1 and 11B.2 London Bridge downstream — HTVIA View 20

The focus of the view is Tower Bridge and the Tower of London, in addition to
the river, which dominates the foreground and middle ground of the view (p.108
of the SPG). The guidance also identifies Adelaide House, the former
Billingsgate fish market and the Custom House, within this view as adding
formality to the foreground of this view.

The proposed tall building would just be seen from position 11B.2 to the west,
and left of the viewing frame, at great distance and visual separation from the
WHS and Tower Bridge. From this viewing position, there would be no impact
on the ability to recognise and appreciate Tower Bridge and the Tower of
London, due to the minor degree of intervisibility.

119. Overall, proposal would preserve the townscape setting of the Tower of
London and Tower Bridge, whilst not detracting from wider landmarks in the
view, all in accordance with the visual management guidance.

LVMF View 15 (15B.1 and 15B.2), River Prospect, Waterloo Bridge

(downstream)

This is an iconic London view. St Paul's Cathedral is identified as the
Strategically Important Landmark. It is considered that the proposal would
complement the development of the emerging City Cluster as a coherent entity
in the skyline composition, assisting in subduing and taking the tension out of
the isolated ‘eye-catching’ visual influence of 20 Fenchurch Street. The height
is appropriate to the site and would create a gentle undulation in the roofline of
the Cluster, stepping down from the apex around 22 Bishopsgate, towards the
scale of the River and would be of a high-quality design. This is in accordance
with paragraph 263 of the SPG visual management guidance.

The proposal’s west elevation would be prominent in these views and the
striking diagonal run of terraces would add dynamism and variation to the
existing elevations of the Cluster. The south elevation would be more obliquely
visible, with the glazed south-west corner ‘held’ intriguingly by the subtly rippling
light and shade of the innovative fin’ fagade system, the appearance of which
is to be secured via condition and S.106 agreement to ensure it delivers on its
promise of visual dynamism in varying weather conditions and at night.

The proposal would not draw tall buildings closer to St Paul’s, would not affect
its clear sky backdrop and would not dominate or cause a ‘canyon effect’
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around the Cathedral, in accordance with guidance in paragraphs 264-267 of
the SPG. It would not obscure or detract from any identified landmark element
in the view and would give further context to those relevant Cluster landmarks
identified.

The proposal would preserve the townscape setting of St Paul's whilst not
detracting from wider landmarks in the view, all in accordance with the visual
management guidance at paras 262-264, 265 and 57 of the SPG.

LVMF View 16 (16B.1 and 16B.2), River Prospect, The South Bank: Gabriel’s

Wharf Viewing Platform

St Paul's Cathedral is identified as the Strategically Important Landmark. The
proposal would complement and contribute to the development of the existing
and emerging Cluster of tall buildings, drawing in 20 Fenchurch Street to the
far east and south of this view into the cluster.

Despite its prominent location on the southern western periphery of the cluster,
the proposed tower’s location, height and massing, is considered to embed
successfully within the composition of the Cluster, and preserve and enhance
the townscape setting of St Paul’s whilst not detracting from wider landmarks
in the view in accordance with the visual management guidance at paragraphs
280-283 of the LVMF SPG.

The proposal would preserve the townscape setting of St Paul's whilst not
detracting from wider landmarks in the view, all in accordance with the visual
management guidance at paras 280-281,283 and 57 of the SPG.

LVMF View 17 (17B.1 and 17B.2), River Prospect, Golden Jubilee /

Hungerford Footbridges (Downstream)

St Paul’s Cathedral is identified as the Strategically Important Landmark. The
proposal’s appearance in these views would be similar to the visibility from
Waterloo Bridge described above. Here again the proposal would consolidate
the form of the Cluster, stepping down in height from the apex of the Cluster
toward the River. Accordingly it would preserve a recognition and appreciation
of St Paul’s, strengthening the composition and coherent urban form of an
existing tall building cluster and would not obscure or detract from a landmark
feature, according with the visual management guidance in paragraphs 301-
305 of the LVMF SPG.

Summary of LVMF Impacts
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The proposal would not harm the characteristics and composition of these
strategic views and their landmark elements, preserving the ability of the
observer to recognise and appreciate the strategically important landmarks (St
Pauls and TolL), in accordance London Plan Policy HC4, Local Plan Policy
CS13(1), emerging City Plan Policy 2040 S13, and guidance contained in the
LVMF SPG.

The proposal would preserve St Paul’s Cathedral and the Tower of London as
the Strategically Important Landmarks and the composition and characteristics
of all LVMF views.

There would be some minor enhancement to the London Panoramas through
the proposal’s consolidation of the western edge of the City Cluster. Lighting
will be detailed by condition and managed to ensure the development would
not command the focus within these views or distract unduly from other
elements of their composition, but be visually compatible with them after dark.

City of London Strategic Views

The City of London Protected Views SPD identifies views of St. Paul’s
Cathedral, the Monument, the Tower of London World Heritage Site and other
historic landmarks and skyline features, which must be assessed in relation to
proposals for new built development. The proposed development site is located
within the eastern periphery of the City of London, and as such falls outside of
the St Pauls Heights policy area.

Kinetic views from the Southbank and the river bridges are identified in the
SPD. The heritage significance of relevant historic City landmarks is considered
below within the section on indirect impacts to heritage assets.

Monument

Monument Views

In support of Local Plan policy CS13, the Protected Views SPD identifies views
of and approaches to the Monument which are deemed important to the
strategic character and identity of the City. The proposals have been designed,
in terms of siting, height and appearance, to preserve views of and from the
Monument.

Views from the Monument
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The proposal is not sited in the Monument Views Policy Area and is outside the
field of view of identified Views 1-5 from the Viewing Gallery, which would be
preserved.

Paragraph 4.14 of the Protected Views SPD addresses ‘Northern Views’ from
the Viewing Gallery and states that proposed increases in height near the
Monument will be assessed in terms of their impact on views to and from the
Monument. The principal axial views are identified as being provided by King
William Street and Gracechurch Street/Bishopsgate as leading the eye into the
Bank Conservation Area and the fringe of the City Cluster.

The proposed tower, due to its proximity to the viewing gallery of Monument,
its scale and western building line would introduce a considerable building mass
in views of the Monument to the north. In such views (View 31), some of the
existing tall buildings in the north of the eastern Cluster would be screened.
However, most of the sweep of Gracechurch Street, as referenced in the
Protected views SPD, as a principal and historic street within the City would
remain legible. The proposal would introduce another tall building, which would
read as part of the developing cluster of tall buildings in the City, in both baseline
and cumulative views. Whilst the proposal would be prominent, it would be
consistent with existing modern development visible from the Monument and
would still allow for an appreciation of the diversity of those routes identified
and the contrast between the Bank Conservation Area and the Cluster. It is
considered that the proposal would not harm the view.

No other identified view from the Monument would be affected.
Views of and Approaches to the Monument

The proposal would not be in the ‘Immediate Setting’ of the Monument as
defined in the Protected Views SPD, but it would be in its near setting. It would
be prominent in views from Tower Bridge (paragraph 4.22 of the SPD); the
Queen’s Walk (western end) (paragraph 4.26), and, the approach from
Gracechurch Street (paragraphs 4.24 - 4.25).

From Tower Bridge the proposal would not obscure or dominate the Monument
and would read as part of the Cluster, adjacent to 20 Fenchurch Street. As part
of this dynamic, diverse viewing experience, the proposal would cause no
harm.

Those views from the Queen’s Walk (western end) of the Monument, are
identified as the most complete and intimate view, of the Monument from the
South Bank (4.26). The view from directly opposite on the South Bank is
approximately on the line of the Old London Bridge and remains one of the
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oldest and best views of the Monument. At present, the Monument is
backdropped by the emerging Cluster with some limited sky-etched silhouette
afforded to the crowning flaming urn finial. This would remain unaffected in a
kinetic experience from this viewing place and at no point would the proposal
have a direct interface in the backdrop of the Monument. The siting, height and
form of the proposal would allow it to read as part of the emerging coherent
Cluster form, while the clean and simple design would not detract from or
visually overwhelm the Monument. It is considered that the proposal would
accord with the guidance in the Protected Views SPD.

In the kinetic experience described in paragraphs 4.24 and 4.25, of the
approach to the Monument from the Gracechurch Street/Lombard Street
junction, the proposal would be prominent in the view for part of it (Views 1a, b,
and c). From this junction, the proposed materiality of the podium is designed
to harmonise with the materiality, height and scale of the existing street blocks,
creating enclosure to and definition along Gracechurch Street. The tower rises
up from the podium, above the recessed double-height transitional floors which
mark the top of the podium element and provide some visual relief and
separation from the podium and surrounding townscape - due to their setback,
glazing ratio, and lighter contrasting materials. This composition would allow
the Monument to remain visible, at eye-level, including its golden orb
dynamically framed by the proposal in views further north up Gracechurch
Street. with the proposals receding into the background of views to the
Monument when moving southward along Gracechurch Street. Once at the ‘slot
view’ identified at paragraph 4.25, opposite 52-54 Gracechurch Street, the
proposal would be peripheral, the focus remaining principally on the Monument.

Views from the Queen’s Walk northwards towards the Monument, are identified
as the most complete and intimate view, of the Monument from the South Bank
(4.26). The view from directly opposite on the South Bank is approximately on
the line of the Old London Bridge and remains one of the oldest and best views
of the Monument. At present the Monument is backdropped by the emerging
Cluster with some limited sky-etched silhouette afforded to the crowning flaming
urn finial. This would remain unaffected in a kinetic experience from this viewing
place and at no point would the proposal have a direct interface in the backdrop
of the Monument. The siting, height and form of the proposal would allow it to
read as part of the emerging Cluster form, with enough breathing space to the
east of the Monument, such that it would not detract from or visually overwhelm
the Monument. It is considered that the proposal would accord with the
guidance in the Protected Views SPD.

Further assessment of the impact of the proposed development on the
significance of Monument is found below within the section on indirect impacts
to heritage assets.
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Conclusion on Monument views

The proposal would preserve all views of and from the Monument identified
within the Protected Views SPD and would thereby accord with Local Plan
policy CS13 and emerging City Plan S13 and associated guidance in the
Protected Views SPD.

St. Paul’s Cathedral

St Paul’s Viewing Points:

The proposal would not be visible and would be out of scope of many of the
Viewing Points of St Paul’s identified in the Protected Views SPD. Owing to its
scale and close proximity to the river, it would be visible along the full kinetic
riparian sequences from Waterloo Bridge through to London Bridge.

The proposal would be visible from viewpoints to the south, including from the
Thames Bridges, Tower Bridge to London Bridge and along the South Bank,
Queens Walk. In such views, the proposal would be visible, next to 20
Fenchurch Street, as part of the developing Cluster of tall buildings in the City.
In all instances when viewed from the Thames banks or bridges, the proposal
would not encroach towards the Cathedral or challenge its primacy and skyline
presence. The proposed development would not interact or compete with the
silhouette of the Cathedral.

The proposal would not be visible from the Processional Approach to St Paul’s
Cathedral on Fleet Street or Ludgate Hill (Views 21 and 22). The envelope of
the building has been designed to avoid any erosion of sky silhouette and space
around the Cathedral, thus ensuring pre-eminence in this viewing experience
of state and royal significance. The proposal would leave this kinetic townscape
experience unaffected, in accordance with Local Plan Policy CS 13 and
emerging City Plan Policy S13 and guidance contained in the Protected Views
SPD.

The proposal would be visible from the Stone and Golden Galleries of St Paul’s
Cathedral. The Protected Views SPD seeks special attention be paid to the
roofscape surrounding the Cathedral. In these views, the tower would adjoin 20
Fenchurch Street, consolidating the Cluster. It would not obscure or detract
from a City skyline landmark and would be an attractive addition to the skyline.
Itis considered, in both the baseline and cumulative scenarios, it would preserve
the composition and character of these views.
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Views from other publicly accessible elevated viewing area, in particular the
“The ‘Sky Garden’ at 20 and 22 Bishopsgate, New Change, Tate Gallery, 120
Fenchurch Street Tate Modern:

The Sky Garden is a popular public viewing gallery and visitor attraction offering
360-degree views of London. This public benefit was integral to the planning
balance in the Secretary of State’s decision on the 20 Fenchurch Street
planning application. The impact on it as a public attraction and sensitive
receptor is a material consideration. The viewing experience offers a unique,
360-degree experience over different levels along a perimeter walk. Due to the
siting and height of the proposal closely to the west, it would have an impact on
the views along the western edge of the garden. At the third landing, views to
St Pauls be completely occluded by its massing, other London landmarks, and
expansive long range views across the capital would be occluded, thereby
partly diminishing the westerly views from the Sky Garden. This diminishment
would be entirely mitigated by the provision of the level 35 terrace in the
proposal, which would be a significant new elevated public space for the Cluster
that would re-provide the views lost from the Sky Garden.

From the viewing gallery at the Blavatnik Building within the Tate Modern the
proposals will appear within the City Cluster, situated to the left of 20 Fenchurch
Street. The proposal would not affect an appreciation of other key aspects of
the skyline from here, including St Paul’s. The visual amenity of the viewing
gallery is therefore considered to be preserved.

Other Borough Strategic Views:

London Borough of Tower Hamlets:

Adopted Tower Hamlets Plan 2031 Policy D.DH4 (c) and Figure 6 identifies
designated local views of which model View D (THVIA October 2024) from the
Wapping Wall bridge at the entrance to the Shadwell Basin is relevant. The
Shadwell Basin provides a clear space over which the historic church spires of
St Paul's Shadwell and St George in the East can be viewed. The City Cluster
is visible to the west and left-hand side of the view detached from the local
context. In baseline and cumulative scenarios only slivers of the proposed
development would be visible to the beyond the north of 20 Fenchurch Street
at considerable distance to the south west of the churches identified in this view.
Overall the proposals would mark a virtually imperceptible change in the
composition of the view and preserve the prominence of local designated
landmarks and designated vie