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Kieran Mackay - Department of the Built Environment 

Dom Strickland - Department of the Built Environment 

Robin Whitehouse - Environmental Health Officer 

 
Also in Attendance: 

• The Rt Revd. Dr Stephen Platten, Master of the Worshipful Company of 
Stationers and Newspaper Makers 

• Martin Ashley, Martin Ashley Architects 

• Giles Fagan, Clerk designate, Worshipful Company of Stationers and Newspaper 
Makers 

• David O’Neill, Ion Acoustics 

• Barry Peebles, Method Consulting 

• Peregrine Bryant, Peregrine Bryant Architecture & Conservation 

• Carolyn Goodfellow, Director, Peregrine Bryant Architecture & Conservation 
 
Introductions 
The Town Clerk opened the meeting by introducing herself and stating that the 
Committee was quorate.  
 
A roll call of Members present was undertaken. 
 
The Town Clerk highlighted that the meeting was being recorded as well as live 
streamed and would be made available on the City Corporation’s YouTube 
page for a period of time after the meeting had concluded. With this in mind, it 
was confirmed that participants in the meeting had all individually agreed and 
given their consent to being recorded and that all personal data would be 
processed in accordance with the Data Protection Act 2018. The Town Clerk 
highlighted that, for further information on this, viewers could contact the City 
Corporation using the details provided on the public webpages. 
 
The Chair then introduced himself and welcomed all those in attendance and 
viewing the meeting via YouTube.  
 

1. APOLOGIES  
Apologies for absence were received from Mark Bostock, Peter Dunphy, 
Tracey Graham, Sheriff Christopher Hayward, Christopher Hill and Deputy 
Jamie Ingham Clark.  
 

2. MEMBERS' DECLARATIONS UNDER THE CODE OF CONDUCT IN 
RESPECT OF ITEMS ON THE AGENDA  
There were no declarations. 
 

3. MINUTES  
The Committee considered the public minutes of the meeting held virtually on 
24 February 2021 and approved them as a correct record.  
 

4. STATIONERS HALL, STATIONERS HALL COURT, LONDON EC4M 7DD  



The Committee considered a report of the Interim Chief Planning Officer and 
Development Director regarding Stationers Hall, Stationers Hall Court, London, 
EC4M 7DD – specifically, the installation of condensing units within louvred 
acoustic enclosure on flat roof and lowering the height of the flat roof, located to 
the south of the Great Hall of The Stationers' Hall. Units to serve the Great Hall, 
Court Room and Stock Room.  
 
The Town Clerk introduced the item by reporting that, in addition to the Officers’ 
report and presentation slides, Committee Members had also received three 
virtual site visit clips of the site in question and a late addendum containing late 
representations which had been published and circulated yesterday. 
 
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director introduced the 
application and began by reporting that the London Plan had been adopted on 
2 March 2021 and that the reference within his report to draft policy now related 
to adopted policy. He went on to explain that the application before Members 
today was for a plant room to include four air conditioning units within a 
louvered, acoustic enclosure onto a flat roof of a two storey extension to the 
south of the Great Hall of the Stationers’ Hall. Members were shown a site plan 
with Officers explaining that Stationers’ Hall was both a Grade I listed building 
and also a scheduled ancient monument. It was also situated within the St 
Paul’s Conservation Area with a number of other listed buildings located 
nearby. Members were informed that this application affected a flat roof area 
which fell outside the designation of both the scheduled ancient monument and 
the Grade I listed building but the setting of this and its impact on these and 
other assets would clearly be a material consideration. The Committee were 
shown aerial photographs of the site in question from various angles with 
Officers describing the existing site as a rather dishevelled ash felt flat roof at 
present. From Stationers’ Hall Garden, the proposed site was depicted as being 
outside of the listed building boundary. Further visualisations of the proposals 
illustrated that the enclosure would be set behind the existing parapet walls to 
the south of the Great Hall. 
 
In plan form, the Committee were shown existing and proposed roof plan 
layouts with the proposed plan showing the extent of the plant enclosure which 
would be 5.7m in length and 3.3m in depth. Members were also shown an 
existing and proposed cross section of the site looking North-South with the 
proposed cross section depicting the line of the existing flat roof. Officers 
reported that the original proposal had proposed to drop this roof line by 30cm 
but subsequent amendments to try and address various objections and other 
concerns reduced this further by another 30cm to a total of 60cm which would 
have a significant impact on minimising the visual impact of the proposed plant 
room. It was reported that the plant room itself would be 2.6m high.  
 
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director went on to report 
that one of the critical views of Stationers’ Hall was the principal elevation of the 
courtyard and Members were shown photographs of the area where the plant 
room would be situated which was behind the port stone parapet where it would 
therefore be concealed from view with proposals to lower the flat roof. To 
further illustrate this point, Officers also shared images of the proposed cross 



section from East-West. It was reported that it would, however, be visible from 
Stationers’ Hall Garden where it would project above the brick parapet. The 
plant room would be conditioned to be a lead grey colour.  
 
Members were informed that there were no daylight and sunlight issues 
concerning residential properties by virtue of the proposed location behind 
parapet walls. The enclosure would, however, be visible from a number of 
residential windows around the site and Members were shown visualisations of 
the impact of this. Officers went on to focus on the materiality and design of the 
enclosure which would be chamfered away to reduce its visual impact and 
would be conditioned to have a metal finish with a slate grey colour to match 
the roofing lead colour. It was reported that the visual impact of the proposal to 
surrounding heritage assets and views was considered to be very minor and it 
was therefore considered acceptable in design terms and would not harm the 
special architectural/historic interest of Stationers’ Hall or the character or 
appearance of the St Paul’s Cathedral Conservation Area or the setting of 
nearby listed buildings. In terms of environmental impact, an acoustic report 
had been submitted which demonstrated that this would not cause any noise 
disturbance to surrounding residents, particularly when given the number of 
robust conditions proposed which would, for example, limit the hours of 
operation of the plant to between 07:00-23:00 only and a requirement that the 
proposed plant screen be constructed and completed prior to the plant 
equipment becoming operational. In addition to this, the applicant would be 
obliged to undertake an acoustic assessment following installation but prior to 
operation to ensure that the noise from the units is ten decibels below 
background noise level. The proposed conditions also allowed for further 
acoustic mitigation to be installed should the unit fail to achieve the required 
noise levels. In addition, a further condition was also included which would 
require the units to be mounted in a way that would minimise structure born 
sounds. Officers underlined that with these robust and enforceable conditions in 
place, the proposed plant would not have an adverse impact on the amenity of 
nearby residents.  
 
Turning to sustainability, the Committee were informed that this proposal 
formed part of a larger scheme for the Hall which included the construction of a 
link building between the Great Hall and the Card Room to provide inclusive 
access which was granted in 2019 as well as associated works to bring the Hall 
up to modern standards, especially in terms of sustainability and environmental 
performance. It was reported that event spaces within the Hall at present 
suffered from very significant temperature fluctuations, rendering them very hot 
and uncomfortable during the Summer months, which clearly impacted upon 
the use of these spaces but also upon the historic fabric of the scheduled 
ancient monument. Members were reminded that the Hall originally dated back 
to 1670, was rebuilt after the Great Fire and had 18th/19th century additions. It 
was highlighted that the applicant had identified passive measures to reduce 
temperature fluctuations within the events spaces within the building which 
included insulation, solar controlled window film and window seal 
improvements, however, it was reported that it was not possible to rely on these 
passive measures. There was a particular need to reduce the overheating in 
terms of the historic fabric of the building. In addition, the wider scheme for the 



Hall included an air source heat pump system, which would reduce energy 
consumption and carbon emissions from the building and would use electricity 
instead of the gas boilers of the existing system. This would mean less carbon 
dioxide and airborne pollutants. Finally, the Interim Chief Planning Officer and 
Development Director reported that the applicants had prepared ana Energy 
and Carbon Emissions Study for the Great Hall, Stock Room and Court Room 
which stated that all of these measures would result in an 80% reduction in 
carbon dioxide emissions when compared to the existing situation. In 
conclusion, the Committee were informed that the applicant had looked at 
alternative locations for the plant but that these were not considered to be 
feasible The proposal before Members had been subject to significant 
amendments due to the very collaborative approach taken by the applicants to 
engage with objectors. It was noted from the addendum report that two of the 
original six objections received had now been subsequently withdrawn as a 
result of these amendments and the condition on the hours of operation of the 
units. In addition, it was noted from the addendum that another representation 
from a Ward Member confirmed that the amendments made to the proposal 
and the undertaking given to residents meant that they now considered the 
scheme to be acceptable. Officers stated that they considered the scheme to 
be acceptable in terms of design, heritage and environmental impacts as well 
as in sustainability terms and it was therefore recommended to Members for 
approval.   
 
The Town Clerk reported that there were no registered objectors addressing 
the meeting today. The Town Clerk went on to introduce two speakers 
speaking in favour of the application – Mr Martin Ashley of Martin Ashely 
Architects and The Rt. Revd. Dr Stephen Platten, Master Stationer.  
 
The Rt. Revd. Dr Stephen Platten began by thanking the Committee for the 
opportunity to address them and to explain the intentions behind these plans. 
He referred to the ancient status of the Hall which was the historic headquarters 
of the Worshipful Company of Stationers and Newspaper Makers, a Grade I 
listed building and a scheduled ancient monument, as previously highlighted by 
Officers. Members were informed that the Hall remained vital as an attractive 
venue for the Company which received no support from public funds and was 
supported financially through its memberships by way of things such as 
subscriptions, membership events, investments, donations and loans. It was 
therefore important that the Hall was maintained in such a way that it continued 
to be a venue that people wanted to use. In addition, it was also important to 
look after the building in heritage terms. The Rt. Revd. Dr Platten went on to 
explain that this renewal project was being funded entirely by the Company 
through a variety of things including the liquidation of part of its assets in its 
investment portfolio, donations to the Company and loans from the 
membership. In taking on the financial burden, the membership of the company 
was sparing the public purse and were underwriting any costs for keeping this 
Grade I building in the long run. He added that it had become clear some years 
ago that the facilities of the Hall needed to be improved and that there was 
currently no air conditioning or air cooling system within the building, neither 
was there a lift to move between levels making access for those with mobility 
issues a problem. It was recognised that these things would affect the 



commercial attractiveness of the venue in the long run and that air quality 
would become increasingly important to people, particularly in the aftermath of 
the pandemic. It was reported that a lack of air cooling would not only render 
spaces within the Hall uncomfortable during the summer months but would also 
have a detrimental impact on the historic fabric of the building. With this in 
mind, the Company viewed these improvements as essential as opposed to a 
luxury and had considered all of the possible ways in which the proposed air 
conditioning units might be sited to reduce their impact. The Rt. Revd. Dr 
Platten reported that the Company were particularly concerned about local 
residents and stated that he had written personally to some households on 
these plans. With residents in mind, the plans had been altered to lower the 
height of the store room, measures to redirect and reduce noise and vibrations 
from the Gallery had been built into the condenser housing and the Company 
had also committed to switching off the condenser units between 23:30-07:00. 
The Rt. Revd. Dr Platten concluded by stating that he was accompanied today 
by a number of colleagues who would be happy to answer any general or 
technical questions that members might have on the plans, the building or its 
use.  
 
Mr Martin Ashley, a historic buildings conservation architect, addressed the 
meeting. He explained that, as well as being an architect of 40 years’ 
experience, he also sat as a Trustee of the Stationers’ Company Charitable 
Trust who would be financially supporting the development presented today. Mr 
Ashley explained that he was nominated as trustee by Historic England so that 
he could be in place to advise and comment upon the appropriateness of the 
Hall ‘s proposals in terms of its scheduled ancient monument and Grade I listed 
building status. Mr Ashley went on to state that the Hall were very grateful to 
the Interim Chief Planning Officer and his team for their collaboration on the 
plans. He explained that the proposed location for the cooling plant had been 
chosen after a long process and significant interrogation of the alternatives and 
because it had been found to be  the only possible spot that would meet the 
technical requirements whilst also preserving the historic significance of the site 
and its setting whilst minimising impact upon neighbours. He listed some 
alternative locations that had also been considered but subsequently ruled out 
– the roof of the Court Room (in this location, the plant would significantly 
prejudice the Grade I listed building and the scheduled monument unless it 
were to be set down into a roof well which would not then work technically), the 
roof of the Card Room (this would prejudice the significance of the Grade I 
listed building and would involve the removal of an 18th century glazed lantern), 
the terrace of the meeting rooms that were being built (this would overwhelm 
the terrace and damage the Hall’s amenity offer and would also prejudice the 
setting of the Hall and the Garden),  the garden itself (here there was just one 
position where plant could be sited which would be technically possible 
although not advisable due to long ducting requirements. This would also 
significantly prejudice the Grade I listed building, the Totefield Centre – the only 
surviving 17th century warehouse in the City of London – and statutory 
consultees had warned against this), and also the front Courtyard (this would 
be prejudicial to the setting of the Grade I listed building).  Mr Ashley reported 
that the specialist team had designed the system to operate at 12 decibels 
below background noise levels and had done this through a number of 



measures. One of these measures was introducing more plant than was 
actually needed so that this could run at just 50% capacity and run quieter than 
a plant running at full capacity. The plant would also be enclosed by an 
acoustic enclosure which would deal with any air borne and structural noise 
and had been specially designed for this location.  The system had also been 
designed to deal with the cooling requirement and measures had been taken 
through the draught proofing insulation and solar shading. Mr Ashley concluded 
by stating that he was content that the plans presented would have maximum 
benefit for minimum impact upon the Grade I listed building, the scheduled 
ancient monument and neighbours.  
 
The Chair thanked both speakers for their contributions and invited any 
questions that Members might now have of them and the applicant team 
present today.  
 
A Member spoke to underline that she was aware that the majority of the 
objections received had now been withdrawn as a result of conversations had 
between the applicant and their neighbours but stated that she felt it was a pity 
that they had seemingly not been notified of these plans until quite late in the 
process. She questioned whether they were aware of the things that had been 
reported to the meeting today in terms of the consideration of other locations. 
She went on to comment on the hours of operation for the plant noting that it 
was proposed that this be operational from 07:00 and questioned whether it 
would be possible for the Hall to consider a 07:30 start instead to assist those 
living directly above this location. Giles Fagan, Clerk designate to the 
Stationers’ Company responded first to the point on hours of operation for the 
plant and stated that, realistically, this would not be in operation until 08:00 in 
the morning for the majority of the time. However, there were few occasions 
where the Hall played host to an early breakfast meeting which commenced at 
08:00 and, in order to adequately heat or cool the space being used prior to 
this, the plant would need to be operational from 07:00. Mr Fagan added that, 
ideally, this would be from 06:30 for such occasions but that a compromise of 
07:00 had been reached. With regard to consultation, Mr Fagan recognised, in 
hindsight, that this could have been raised at an earlier stage with the Hall’s 
neighbouring residents but reported that information had been sent by the 
contractors in October 2020 outlining the intention to carry out these works but 
no response had been received until late December 2020 when the objections 
began to come in. The Member thanked Mr Fagan for his response but 
suggested that those who would be most adversely affected by the plans ought 
to have been notified of them at an earlier stage in the process and before a 
final location had been decided upon.  
 
Another Member followed up on the point made around hours of operation and 
stated that she was very conscious of the golden rule around 8 hours and sleep 
hygiene. She noted that the hours mentioned within the report (23:30-07:00) for 
which the plant would not be operational equated to less than 8 hours and 
questioned whether the applicant would be amenable to ensuring that, when 
early morning meetings were taking place and the plant was required to be 
operational from 07:00, an 8 hour minimum window in which it wasn’t in use 
was always maintained, bearing in mind that they had reported that this did not 



occur frequently. Mr Ashley responded by commenting that the plant had been 
designed to operate at 12 decibels below background noise and so the effect of 
the plant running during the night should not be perceptible to the residents or 
impact upon their sleep hygiene.  
 
Another Member stated that he had personal experience of air source heat 
pumps and had found that they were normally extremely noisy. He noted that 
the applicant claimed that the plant would be 12 decibels below ambient noise 
but questioned what ambient noise levels had been taken into consideration 
given that it tended to vary significantly in the location in question. He sought 
reassurance from the applicant team that the ambient noise levels referred to 
also applied to the night-time noise levels in this location. With regard to the 
hours of operation, the Member stated that, in licensing, there was a policy that 
dictated that residents were entitled to a good night’s sleep between 23:00-
07:00 and that he did not therefore understand why a terminal hour of 23:30 
was proposed in this case. Mr Ashley reported that the Hall had engaged a 
specialist acoustic firm called Ion Acoustics to advise on these plans alongside 
the engineers designing the plant. He introduced David O’Neill of Ion Acoustics 
and asked that he respond to the question on noise. Mr O’Neill welcomed the 
opportunity to clarify this point and reported that background noise levels had 
been measured over an extended period of time for full 24-hour periods with 
day, evening and night-time levels measured separately. These were then 
compared not only with the ambient noise level which could vary with passing 
traffic and the like but also with the underlying, steady background noise 
emitted from the service plant of nearby buildings/offices and against which the 
noise limit had been set. He reported that the City’s noise limit was for plant to 
operate at 10 decibels below background noise levels which was actually the 
most onerous interpretation of the British Standard and guidance. Mr O’Neill 
reiterated that these plans set the plant operation at 12 decibels below 
background noise which was a reflection of how well the plant had been 
designed. It was highlighted that this would be at the worst affected window 
with noise levels dropping off further against the background level elsewhere 
during daytime and also throughout the night. Mr O’Neill added that, from a 
noise point of view, it would normally be argued that the plant could operate for 
24 hours a day and that a terminal our of 23:00 could not be based on any 
noise disturbance.  
 
Another Member questioned when noise levels had been measured given that 
levels in the City were currently extraordinarily low due to the ongoing 
pandemic and national lockdown measures. She went on to state that the key 
issue here was around vibrations and the noise and disturbance that there 
could cause. It would also be essential to ensure that the units were well 
maintained with ambience levels set and monitored regularly and she 
questioned whether there was a condition proposed to ensure that ongoing 
maintenance took place. Mr O’Neill reported that noise levels had been 
measured in 2019, before the pandemic took hold and therefore in more typical 
conditions. With regard to vibration, Mr O’Neill reported that the units would be 
installed on dedicated, specific anti-vibration mounts within the proposed 
enclosure which was also a requirement set out within the draft conditions. 
Immediately below the plant was Stationers’ Hall so there was no third-party 



underneath the proposed location. With regard to maintenance, Mr Ashley 
recognised that ageing air conditioning units could become rattily but assured 
the Committee that there was a condition within the Officer’s draft 
recommendations requiring that the plant be maintained and replaced in whole 
or in part as often as was required to ensure compliance with noise levels. The 
Member went on to question whether, in practical terms, the units would be 
serviced annually. Barry Peebles of Method Consulting who had designed the 
plant commented that, in line with the warranty, regular maintenance would 
need to be carried out. Mr Fagan added that regular maintenance of all 
equipment in the Hall took place and that, as keepers of the Hall, this would 
continue to be treated as a priority. 
 
Seeing no further questions of the applicant team, the Chair asked that 
Members move to any questions they might have of Officers and to the general 
debate.  
 
A Member noted that the report referred to the fact that any new plant would be 
required to emit noise lower than the existing noise level by at least 10 decibels 
and questioned whether Officers could inform the Committee what this would 
equate to in either percentage or fraction terms. Officers responded to state 
that it was difficult to respond in percentage terms as decibels were a 
logarithmic scale and that, in actual fact, a very large reduction was required 
and was therefore a challenge to achieve. They went on to state that what was 
present at the moment in terms of noise levels approximated to around 50 
decibels and that, as the acoustic expert had explained, these were 
background noise levels that were present for 90% of the time during both the 
day and night.  The City required that the noise levels emitted from new plant 
be 10 decibels lower than these, already present, background noise levels and 
that this should not therefore be disturbing to sleep and be virtually 
imperceptible to those in nearby dwellings in most circumstances. The Member 
responded to state that he was aware that 10 decibels lower equated to 1/10th 

of the ambient noise and should not therefore be audible. A lowering of 12 
decibels would equate to approximately 1/15th of the background noise. The 
Member stated that he was therefore of the view that condition 4 around the 
hours of operation was almost unnecessary and that he had intended to 
propose an amendment but could see that some had now withdrawn their 
objections to the application on the basis that this condition existed. He 
concluded by stating that he could see no possible reason for refusing this 
application and that he would be supporting it.  
 
By way of a follow up, another Member stated whether it was correct to 
therefore conclude that, aside from times where residents were going to sleep 
or waking up, the noise from the plant would be mostly imperceptible but would 
be a slightly perceived noise issue to those who perhaps did not sleep well 
throughout the night. She questioned once more why there could not be a 
condition requiring an 8 hour pause in the operation of the plant each day which 
would then counteract the issue of the slightly perceived noise for some. 
Officers responded further to clarify that, whilst they had said that the noise 
may be perceptible, the nature of the noise emitted from these units, at ten 
decibels below the background noise levels, should be inaudible. However, it 



was recognised that this was a very varied test. It was also recognised that 
sleep disturbance was most prevalent when people were trying to go off to 
sleep and when they were just about to wake up. With regard to the hours of 
operation, it was reported that the reason that the additional 30 minutes until 
23:30 was required according to the operational need of the plant to ensure that 
it could condition the building as required for use.  
 
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director highlighted that 
condition 4 states that the plant should not be operated between the hours of 
23:30-07:00 and that it was understood that these hours were proposed 
because of the nature of the uses within the Hall’s event spaces and to capture 
the eventuality of these spaces being used for early morning meetings as well 
as for evening events.  
 
Another Member highlighted that this Committee were always very concerned 
with the protection and maintenance of the City’s heritage and stated that he 
felt that the positioning of the plant would do just this in the context of 
Stationers’ Hall. He went on to comment that he understood the importance of 
having this having visited the Hall on several occasions and added that he was 
of the view that the application struck the right balance in terms of local 
residents and the potential effect on those in the Gallery. 
  
Another Member sought further clarity on the hours of operation, stating that 
she understood that the units would be operational whilst the hall was in use to 
regulate the temperature inside the building and also to protect the heritage 
assets. She questioned whether when the Hall was not in use (at weekends or 
at the present time for example) the units would therefore be off. The Interim 
Chief Planning Officer and Development Director confirmed that the 
requirement for the units was two-fold and that this also concerned the 
protection of the historic fabric of the building.  
 
A Member stated that it was important to put the issues being raised into 
perspective and underlined that, in his personal experience, noise from such 
plant was imperceptible. He went on to talk about air source heat pumps and 
the City’s Climate Action Strategy which sought to encourage people to do 
things that would render buildings more environmentally friendly in the future. 
He was of the view that the installation of such plant should therefore be 
encouraged.  
 
Another Member spoke to endorse this point but went on to pose a further 
question regarding noise. He stated that, as he understood it, the noises 
referred to were an average and that the main issue with noise emissions from 
such plant tended to be centred around the start up and run down noise as 
opposed to the general running. With this in mind, the issue around the 
additional 30 minutes proposed for night-time operation was pertinent in terms 
of noise nuisance to neighbours. Officers responded to reiterate that the hours 
of operation for this particular plant were to be restricted as set out and that, as 
such, start-up noise should not be so stark. They added that they thought that 
any start-up noise with this sort of plant was now much more controlled with 
multiple units ramping up individually as opposed to all at once. It was added 



that these noises should also not be an issue with well-maintained plant as they 
often became more pronounced as plant became worn and aged die to 
additional vibration. Officers concluded that the plant noise emissions had been 
assessed based on the plant running on full and that the Committee had 
therefore been informed of the worst-case scenario here.  
 
The Committee then proceeded to vote on the recommendations before them 
within this report. The vote was conducted by rollcall led by the Town Clerk with 
those Members present and eligible to vote asked to also confirm that they had 
been present for and able to hear the entirety of this item. 
 
Votes were cast as follows: IN FAVOUR –  27 Votes 
                OPPOSED –   0 Votes. 

There were no abstentions.  
 
RESOLVED – That planning permission be GRANTED for the above proposal 
in accordance with the details set out in the attached schedule. 
 

5. OUTSTANDING ACTIONS  
The Committee noted a report of the Town Clerk detailing the Committee’s 
outstanding actions. 
 
Daylight/Sunlight – Alternative Guidelines 
A Member noted that this matter had first been raised two years ago after he 
had pointed out that, on applications where loss of daylight was an issue, the 
Committee typically received advice around the application of BRE guidelines 
and that breeches of these guidelines could be tolerated because the City was 
a dense, urban environment. In May 2019, an expert consultant subsequently 
provided a training session to the Committee and mentioned that radiance 
studies were another way to assess the impact of a development on daylight. It 
was noted that the same consultant had conducted a training session for the 
Committee earlier this morning, and expressed a view that radiance studies 
were the best way for laymen to assess the impact of developments on daylight 
where there was a genuine concern about this issue. In response to a 
Member’s question about the practicality of an applicant preparing radiance 
studies if they did not have precise data about the rooms potentially affected, 
the consultant had stated that he thought that reasonable assumptions could 
nevertheless be made. The Member added that he felt that the applicant could 
simply ask the relevant owner for access to their property to prepare the study. 
He had put to the consultant that, if an applicant omitted to provide a radiance 
study in a case in which daylight was an issue, this Committee should draw an 
adverse inference from such an omission. The consultant felt that, in 
appropriate cases, the applicant should be asked to provide a radiance study. 
In response to a question asked by another Member, the consultant also 
indicated that radiance studies had the added advantage of taking account of 
reflective light from light coloured surfaces in buildings opposite such as where 
Portland Stone was used.  
 
In view of all of this, the Member asked Officers to undertake, when future 
applications were received in which daylight will be an issue, to ask the 



applicant to prepare a radiance study to be provided to this Committee so that 
Members could make an informed assessment of the issue. 
 
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director undertook to 
liaise with consultants and his team on the points raised and provide a verbal 
update on these to the Committee at their next meeting.  
 
Short-Stay Cycle Spaces 
A Member reported that she had asked a question of Officers regarding short 
stay cycle spaces and was grateful for their response. She noted that, across 
applications granted over the past 12 months, the City were falling short of the 
London Plan requirements. Officers had provided information on this from 
January 2020 – mid-February 2021 and this had revealed that the City were 
falling 58% short of the London Plan requirements cumulatively.  The Member 
highlighted that Officers were now intending to bring a paper to the next 
meeting of this Committee to look at how this deficit could be resolved.  
 
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director confirmed that a 
paper on this would be put to the next meeting. He highlighted that whilst the 
City were falling short in terms of short-stay cycle spaces, they were exceeding 
targets in terms of long-term cycle parking. The paper would seek to explain the 
rationale and reasons behind this as well as looking at how this could be 
resolved.  
 
Member Training  
A Member stated that she was very thankful for the regular training sessions 
now in place for the Committee and questioned whether, for transparency and 
to provide the public with details of what training was being undertaken, this 
information could be shared on the public webpages alongside information on 
who was delivering these courses.  
 
The Town Clerk undertook to liaise with Officers in DBE to collate a full list of 
training sessions that had been offered to the Committee as well as a list of 
training providers. This list could then be appended to the next report on 
Outstanding Actions as well as posted in the webpage document library for 
reference.  
 
RECEIVED. 
 

6. PUBLIC LIFT REPORT  
The Committee received a public lift report of the City Surveyor for the period 
09/02/2021 – 19/02/2021. 
 
A Member commented that this was the first time in many years that a lift had 
been out of service for an entire reporting period. He recognised that this had 
apparently been caused by vandalism and asked Officers to confirm if there 
was any form of CCTV evidence of this vandalism and, if so, what was being 
done to follow up on this. He noted that a longer-term solution to this problem 
was forthcoming with the delivery of Millennium Bridge House but, even so, this 



act of vandalism which had taken the Millennium Inclinator out of service for an 
entire reporting period was very concerning.  
 
Another Member noted that reconstruction had now begun on Millennium 
Bridge House and sought assurances that the Inclinator was not out of service 
as a result of these works. She added that she would hope that, as the ongoing 
works were carried out, greater surveillance would be put in place to 
discourage vandalism. She noted that, with the gradual lifting of lockdown 
measures and with better weather on the horizon, the riverside walkway would 
be very well utilised and the ability to move up and down here would be vital for 
those with access needs.   
 
The City Surveyor responded to clarify that the Inclinator was not out of service 
due to any building works and it, was hoped that it would be returned to service 
later today. It was reported that inclement weather was causing problems in 
terms of repairing the lift as was common at this time of year. In relation to any 
CCTV, it was reported that there was no dedicated surveillance for the 
Inclinator, but that Officers were checking footage from surrounding buildings 
such as the City of London School. 
 
 
RESOLVED – That Members note the report. 
 

7. DELEGATED DECISIONS OF THE CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER AND 
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR  
The Committee received a report of the Interim Chief Planning Officer and 
Development Director providing Members with a list detailing development and 
advertisement applications determined by the Interim Chief Planning Officer 
and Development Director or those authorised under their delegated powers 
since the report to the last meeting. 
 
RESOLVED – That the report be noted. 
 

8. VALID PLANNING APPLICATIONS RECEIVED BY DEPARTMENT OF THE 
BUILT ENVIRONMENT  
The Committee received a report of the Interim Chief Planning Officer and 
Development Director providing Members with a list detailing development 
applications received by the Department of the Built Environment since the 
report to the last meeting. 
 
RESOLVED – That Members note the report. 
 

9. QUESTIONS ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE WORK OF THE 
COMMITTEE  
City Plan 2036 
A Member questioned when the City Plan would go out for public consultation. 
Officers reported that all of the necessary documents were set to be uploaded 
onto the public webpages this week and that if that happened on schedule the 
public consultation would commence next week. Members were reminded that 
the consultation stage would last for 6 weeks.  



 
Awareness of Planning Applications/Stakeholder Engagement 
A Member commented that, on the basis of comments made at today’s and 
previous meetings, there seemed to be an ongoing issue with regard to the lack 
of awareness when applications were being submitted and worked up in the 
pre-consultation stages. These concerns had been raised by residents with 
regard to the 70 Gracechurch Street application where they had said that they 
had not been made aware of pre-consultation meetings taking place in the 
wider area and a Member had raised concerns today that residents had not 
been made aware of plans or given the ability to feed into the wider process. 
The Member questioned how this might be improved upon for people living and 
working in the City and how information on plans might be shared at an earlier 
stage with a view to minimising objections in the longer term. 
 
The Interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director underlined that 
Officers took a very proactive approach to advise developers at a very early, 
pre-application, stage of the need to engage, with any major schemes also 
required to have a Statement of Community Involvement which would set out 
measures taken. He recognised that there were, however, questions posed as 
to whether this process had been as rigorous and robust as it could have been 
in relation to some schemes.  
 
The Chair added that when he and the Deputy Chairman first met with 
developers at pre-application stage, the standard question they tended to ask 
was around Ward Member and wider engagement with other stakeholders.  
 
With regard to a comment on how plans were flagged with residents at both 
primary and secondary residences (particularly during the ongoing pandemic), 
the interim Chief Planning Officer and Development Director undertook to 
report back to Members on current practice and how this compared with other 
local authorities. A Member responded to state that other local authorities 
tended to contact all those within a certain radius of an application site but 
noted that the City Corporation did not normally send letters to residents. She 
noted that similar discussions were also taking place in terms of notifying 
residents of licensing applications. She questioned whether notices could be 
placed on the City’s public webpages at as early a stage as possible to help 
improve notification and communication of these.  
 
The Chair commented that he had been surprised to learn of how many 
stakeholders the City consulted with informally as a matter of course on 
forthcoming applications alongside any statutory consultees. He asked that 
Officers reflect this in any response to the Member on this matter.  
 
Virtual Meetings 
A Member recognised that the government legislation allowing for virtual 
meetings was set to come to an end and asked what thought the City 
Corporation had therefore given to facilitating hybrid or face-to-face meetings 
thereafter.   
 



The Town Clerk responded by stating that the legislation which allowed for 
virtual meetings was due to come to an end in early May 2021, and that further 
information was currently awaited from government on the proposed way 
forward and whether or not this was likely to be extended.  If the legislation 
were not extended, Members were reminded that the Committee had already 
successfully trialled hybrid meetings with Officers reminding them that these 
would need to take place in accordance with any ongoing rules around social 
distancing and numbers. The Committee were also informed that the 
Committee meeting rooms in the West Wing had now also been equipped with 
the necessary equipment to host hybrid meetings.  
 
The Chair added that he was personally very keen to return to in-person/hybrid 
meetings as soon as possible.  The Deputy Chairman highlighted that the 
Ministry of Justice were beginning consultation this week and seeking to allow 
local authorities greater flexibility to choose the type and format of meetings 
going forward. He added that he felt that it was imperative that the City 
Corporation were ready to proceed as soon as hybrid/in-person meetings 
became a viable option once more.  
 

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

 
 
The meeting closed at 11.59 am 
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