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

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

Cardinal Nichols 
(Archbishops of 
Westminster)  

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

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

• Bevis Marks Synagogue is a well-known City institution 
and a vital part of the City’s diverse cultural and 
historical heritage. The Synagogue is the only non-
Christian place of worship in the City. National Heritage 
Lottery Fund Visitor Centre, whose patron is HRH The 
Prince of Wales, is due to open soon and the functioning 
Synagogue is at its heart. 

• The two developments (33 Creechurch Lane and 31 
Bury Street) look set to have a dramatic impact on the 
Synagogue’s access to natural light and therefore to 
represent a substantial loss of amenity which could well 
pose an existential threat to the Synagogue and the 
community it serves. 

• The first development relates to the erection of a 20+ 
storey building at 33 Creechurch Lane. If built, this 
development would be just four metres from the eastern 
wall of the Synagogue. It would completely block all light 
from the window at this end of the Synagogue for most 
of the day. Due to the Grade 1 listing of the Synagogue, 
it is not possible to increase artificial light to 
compensate. Further, it will also have a substantial 
impact on the light in the much-used courtyard of the 
building. 

• The other application at 31 Bury Street is for a 50 Storey 
building. This also promises to significantly reduce the 
light into the Synagogue’s historic courtyard and 
represent a major loss of amenity. The cumulative effect 
of both developments, if they were to be built as 



proposed, could have a devastating impact on this 
important centre of worship. Respectfully ask that the 
interests of the Synagogue and its access to adequate 
light are specifically taken into account when 
considering these applications and that the 
representations made by the Synagogue are carefully 
considered and given the attention which they deserve.  

• In the event that the Planning Committee were minded 
to give permission for either development, would 
respectively ask that careful consideration be given to 
any conditions attached to those permissions with a 
view to protecting as far as possible the level of light to 
the Synagogue and its historic courtyard so as to 
preserve the level of amenity that this unique and very 
important Synagogue has hitherto enjoyed. 
 

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



sunlight. The proposed development would reduce sunlight 
levels within the courtyard between 12:30 and 14:00. 
Officers acknowledge that the reduction of sunlight Page 32 
33 may slightly reduce the amenity of the courtyard but 
would not preclude the use of the courtyard for celebrations 
or gatherings before and after services nor would it be 
considered to detrimentally impact on the community or 
societal significance. The impact of cumulative scenarios 
have been assessed including consented and unconsented 
schemes. In the cumulative scenario, the Synagogue would 
experience larger cumulative losses. However, the loss of 
light would be largely due to the other consented buildings 
in the cumulative scenario (in some cases the proposed 
development under consideration at 33 Creechurch Lane) 
and very little of it would be due to the proposed 
development. 

The Honourable 
Company of Master 
Mariners (Mr Roger 
Hoefling 

• Have objected formally to the Tulip, the HCMM does not 
wish to see the proposed development overlook Tower 
Hill and its environs. Bringing the City’s Eastern Tall 
Building Cluster even closer, would diminish the events, 
sacrifice and achievements that have helped shape 
world history represented on and around Tower Hill.  

• HCMM is concerned that the proposed building would 
lead to increasing development east of the Eastern 
Cluster of which ‘The Gherkin is the current eastern 
limit. Such an expansion would be to the further visual 
detriment of the adjacent local authority conservation 
areas, viz St Helen’s Place, Lloyd’s Avenue; Fenchurch 
Street station; Trinity Square and the Crescent as well 
as the Tower of London UNESCO World Heritage Site.  

• The EC3 postcode area uniquely tell the story of how 
London’s origins lie with the sea and trade. Between 31 
Bury Street and the Thames are at 21 Historic England 
listed sites with maritime associations, nine being Grade 
I, five Grade II* and seven Grade II, while the Tower 
also is a UNESCO World Heritage Site. The nine are the 
London Wall, All Hallows by the Tower,; Tower of 
London; St Olaves; Custom House; Trinity house; Tower 
Bridge; the Merchant Navy Memorial First World War 
section and Lloyd’s Building. EC3 has 127 Historic 
England listed sites in addition to many other unlisted 
heritage assets like the Tower Hill Memorial. (The full 
representation (attached to this addendum report) sets 
out the background of many of the listed buildings 
referenced in the full representation). 

• The website for 31 Bury Street proposals claims that the 
development ‘represents an appropriate response to the 
character of the immediate area, nearby conservation 
area, listed buildings and other identified heritage assets 
including the Tower of London World heritage Site’. This 



is firmly refuted in challenges submitted by such as 
Historic England, Tower Hamlets Council, Historic Royal 
Palaces and the senior most Jewish faith in the UK 
suggested that any consultation with bodies such as 
these was very limited at best in its scope and that their 
views were ignored. There does not appear to have 
been any consultation with the maritime sector only 
reinforces this view.  

• The representation describes the history of Tower Hill 
and the Merchant Navy Memorial.  

• A visual is provided on page 7 of the representation 
showing the proposed development (31 Bury Street) and 
the Tulip as well as other buildings in the Eastern 
Cluster as viewed from Tower Bridge with the Tower of 
London in the foreground. A map showing the 
Conservation Areas and controlling authorities is also 
provided. The heritage sites of, principally, maritime 
significance in the area of 31 Bury Street are also 
mapped.  

• The Corporation’s Planning and Transportation 
committee has never rejected an application for a tower 
block. This was confirmed in evidence to the Tulip 
Appeal inquiry on 27th November while the committee 
subsequently has continued that unbroken record. This 
raises concern for heritage of an apparent lack of 
awareness that such decisions are being taken not just 
for the City of even London but for the whole of the UK. 
The Officer’s report on 31 Bury Street mentions in 
referring to Trinity house at paragraph 228; ’an 
ensemble of seagoing structures and buildings 
surrounding…’ and at 234 ‘…illustrating London’s sea 
going past’. ‘Seagoing structure’ sounds ambitious while 
‘past’ ignores the present as evidenced across the City 
and London today. Further, both the presence and 
significance of a war memorial bearing more names 
than any other in the UK as the focal point of Trinity 
Square is ignored.   

• By way of context, Historic England records that 6 out of 
the top 10 of the most visited paid attractions in England 
in 2018 were heritage attraction while putting the Gross 
Value Added (GVA) of heritage to the UK in 2019 as £21 
billion or 1.9% of the national total.  

• The Merchant Navy and the Royal Navy have always 
been overlooked in having to conduct business over the 
horizon in peace and war. In recent years ships have 
become larger but fewer in number, in turn requiring 
smaller crews. As ‘Global Britain’ comes tit e fore, so too 
will maritime trade in which London was founded ans on 
which the City continues to prosper. The respect that 
past is to respect that future too. The Honourable 



Company of Master Mariners wishes to ask that Tower 
Hill and all it represents is respected in requesting that 
the City of London Corporation declines the planning 
application in question.  

Officer Response to Comments:  
An assessment of the impact of the proposed development 
on designated heritage assets including Trinity House and 
the various surrounding listed buildings and conservation 
areas has been carried out and is set out in the main 
officer’s report.  
Consideration of the impacts are contained in the following 
sections in this report: Design and Heritage – Tower of 
London World Heritage Site and Designated Heritage 
Assets and Assessment of the Public Benefits sections of 
the report.  
Considered overall, by reason of its height, form and 
proximity to the ToL WHS in the LVMF view 10A.1 from 
Tower Bridge North Bastion, the proposal would cause a 
low level of less than substantial harm to the OUV of the 
ToL WHS, causing a slight adverse impact on the World 
Heritage Site and the viewer’s ability to appreciate its OUV, 
integrity, authenticity or significance in this view. 
With regards to Trinity House, officers have assessed that 
the proposed building would be seen in views of the 
building’s principal façade looking north to the west of the 
listed building, reading as part of the emerging, dynamic 
backdrop of modern tall buildings in the City Cluster. There 
would be no harm to the setting or the significance of the 
listed building which would remain pre-eminent in the 
immediate foreground setting. This is true of the other 
heritage assets with maritime connexions which have been 
assessed as part of the application.  

 
  
Representations (Support) 
Tower 
Hamlets 
Education 
Business 
Partnership 
(THEBP) 

THEBP have had several in-depth conversations with the Applicant 
team over the past six months. The development would provide 
many opportunities to local charities and community groups, 
creating a sustainable local ecosystem related to employment and 
upskilling local residents. 
 
In relation to the charity, THEBP would specifically benefit from the 
development’s following features: 

- A first floor which is open to external organisation for hosting 
events. We would take advantage of this area for our 
careers-related events where local young people work with 
volunteers from the business community. We currently have 
no open event space to host these events in our own office, 
but this new space would allow us to host large careers-
networking events and mass mock interview practise 



sessions and UCAS application form review sessions.  This 
in turn will make our young people more employable and 
help to turn the tide in youth unemployment and 
intergenerational poverty in the area. 

- The Applicant has committed to taking on our local students 
for work experience during the construction process of the 
build so that they can see first-hand the processes that go 
into this industry. This is a very welcome opportunity for our 
students who struggle to find high quality work experience 
placements themselves and is a key way for them to appeal 
to future employers by having this experience on their CVs. 

- The Applicant is anticipating that the future tenants of the 
building will support local community projects and therefore 
we would build volunteering and sponsorship opportunities 
with these new tenants to improve the future sustainability of 
our charity. 

 
The design includes a large open terrace which is beneficial to 
providing a healthy break in the fresh air during events. 
 

 
It should be noted that an objection letter for 33 Creechurch Lane 
(18/00305/FULMAJ) submitted by Nickie Aiken MP was uploaded onto 31 Bury 
Street public planning application page in error. This letter refers specifically to 33 
Creechurch Lane and has been subsequently removed.  
 
[Note: communications which may have been sent direct to members by objectors or 
applicant rather than sent to officers as representations are not referenced in the 
above]. 
 
 
Request by the Synagogue for a site visit 

In submitting the Officer’s Report for consideration at your meeting, officers are of 
the view that the contents of the report submitted in support of the application as well 
as information submitted by the objectors and other parties are sufficient, 
comprehensive and thorough enough for members to come to a reasoned and 
informed decision on the application without reliance on a site visit. 

In particular, members are reminded of the videos produced by the objectors: 

Synagogue Objection - https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=196tIIzTb2w 

The Windows and the Light of Bevis Marks Synagogue - 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jS2WvheUqew 

Synagogue Ventilation - https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=azGfpOR3xWY 

as well as the videos submitted by the applicant - Bevis Marks Synagogue Courtyard 
fly-through: https://vimeo.com/524275048 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=196tIIzTb2w
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jS2WvheUqew
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=azGfpOR3xWY
https://vimeo.com/524275048


In addition, this Addendum report includes internal photographs of the Synagogue 
taken before the existing scaffolding was in situ. These photographs were taken from 
the Synagogue’s Conservation Plan (January 2019). 

It remains open to members to further enhance this understanding through 
requesting a site visit prior to determination but officers are of the view that the 
information already available to members provide a sufficient basis for an informed 
decision. 

There are particular difficulties in undertaking a site visit at the present time. 
Notwithstanding COVID considerations, the site is a building site with scaffolding 
with sheeting obscuring all of the Synagogue’s facades, rising up to parapet level. 
The scaffolding also encroaches on the courtyard limiting access to all of the 
courtyard and impacting significantly on the views out of the courtyard. In addition, 
the historic interior is also scaffolded with internal features concealed by protection 
measures. The external and internal scaffolding and the scaffold sheeting greatly 
limits light levels within the Synagogue and therefore an accurate idea of normal light 
conditions is not possible and there is the potential for the existing situation to give a 
misleading impression to members of normal existing light levels. Officers 
understand that the internal scaffolding will remain in place up to July at the earliest 
and the external scaffolding will be dismantled at a point after July. Officers have 
undertaken a number of site visits, including to the Synagogue’s interior as part of 
the assessment of this application and other recent applications, viewing the building 
and interior both before and after the existing scaffolding was erected. 

Additional TBHVIA – Amended Cumulative Views with 6-8 Bishopsgate 
 
The cumulative views submitted within the ES when the application was submitted in 
November 2020 did not include illustrations of 6-8 Bishopsgate. At the time of 
submission, the scheme was under construction. Due to the progress of this 
scheme, revised cumulative views have been submitted which shows an illustrative 
view of 6-8 Bishopsgate in all the cumulative views.  
 
The inclusion of illustrations of 6-8 Bishopsgate in the cumulative views is not 
considered to have any impact on the likely significant effects of the proposed 
development on the environment and does not require any reassessment of such 
impacts. It does not alter the conclusions as set out in the main officer’s report. The 
inclusion is made for completeness. These views have been uploaded onto the 
public access website with all other application material 
https://www.planning2.cityoflondon.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QJ0RIOFH0QH00 
 
Urban Greening Factor  
Correction in the report at paragraph 332. Delete ‘The development achieves an 
Urban Greening Factor (UGF) of 0.39 which exceeds the draft City Plan 2036 (Policy 
OS2) minimum target of 0.3.’  
Replace with  
‘The scheme would exceed the draft Local Plan UGF, but would not be as high as 
0.39. Officers assessment indicates that the UGF would exceed the City Plan target 
and lies in the range 0.33 to 0.39’. 

https://www.planning2.cityoflondon.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QJ0RIOFH0QH00
https://www.planning2.cityoflondon.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QJ0RIOFH0QH00


 
The following condition is also proposed: 
 

Prior to implementation, details shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority to demonstrate that a minimum target of 0.3 urban greening 
factor can be achieved. The development shall be carried out in accordance with 
those approved details and a minimum urban greening factor target of 0.3 shall be 
maintained for the life of the development unless otherwise approved by the local 
planning authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with those 
approved details and maintained as approved for the lifetime of the development 
unless otherwise approved by the local planning authority. 

REASON: To assist the environmental sustainability of the 
development and provide a habitat that will encourage biodiversity in 
accordance with the following policies of the Local Plan: DM18.2, 
DM19.2. 

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

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

 

 
 
Further Background Papers:  
 
Further Representations  

1. Roger Hoefling - The Honourable Company of Master Mariners dated 7 April 
2021 

2. Carole Hiley - President Institute of Tourist Guiding dated 31 March 2021 
3. Robert Bell –  Worshipful Company of Solicitors of the City of London dated 

16 May 2021 
4. Cardinal Vincent Nichols (Archbishop of Westminster) dated 30 March 2021 
5. Tower Hamlets Education Business Partnership dated 1st April 2021 



 
Applicant Submission 
April 2021 Committee Views – Bury House, 31 Bury Street, EC3A 5AR dated 7th 
April 2021 – uploaded on the public application documents website -  
https://www.planning2.cityoflondon.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QJ0RIOFH0QH00 

 
 
Officer Information 

6. Additional Bevis Marks Synagogue interior photographs - from the 
Conservation Management Plan (2019) by Caroe Architecture Ltd (CAL) for 
the S&P Sephardi Trustee Ltd 

 
 

https://www.planning2.cityoflondon.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QJ0RIOFH0QH00
https://www.planning2.cityoflondon.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=QJ0RIOFH0QH00
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From:
To:
Subject: Fwd: Bevis Marks Synagogue
Date: 31 March 2021 14:55:22

Another one for you 

Lord Mayor 
Alderman William Russell 
City of London 
Ward of Bread Street

Begin forwarded message:

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

Cc: "McGuinness, Catherine"
 "Moss, Alastair"

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


Dear Lord Mayor

I have read with some concern the development plans for buildings of 21
storeys in Creechurch Lane and 51 storeys in Bury Street in close proximity to
the Bevis Marks synagogue. I have been a Blue Badge guide in London since
1988 and a City of London guide since 1990, and in that time I have seen many
changes in London, especially in the City. I understand that the City of London
needs to adapt to the 21st century, but it is also the cradle of London,
founded some 2,000 years ago. Historically London has welcomed people
from around the world, some seeking refuge others their fortune. So many
seeking refuge here did so to avoid religious persecution, in London they
found the freedom to follow their beliefs. I have travelled to many cities
around the world, but there is no city that can compare with London as far as
diversity in its inhabitants. Bevis Marks Synagogue symbolises this history of
religious freedom, whenever I have visited with others, from this country as
well as from overseas, they are all impressed with the Synagogue. The fact
that Bevis Marks has received funding for a visitor museum, educational and



exhibition space emphasises its importance not just to visitors but to the
people of London. A balance between the history of London and its everyday
life is not easy, and I truly feel that if these developments go ahead in their
present form it will be to the detriment of the area.

The Institute of Tourist guiding, of which I am President, is the regulatory body
responsible for the qualification of guides, not just in London, including the
City of London, but around the country, and I know that many of my
colleagues will share my concerns with regard to these developments.

We have passed the details of the proposals to our members and I am sure
that many will echo my concerns.

Yours

Carole Hiley

Carole Hiley
President Institute of Tourist Guiding
Unit 209
Coppergate House
10 Whites Row
London E1 7NF



THE CITY OF LONDON SOLICITORS’ COMPANY 
   

4 College Hill 
London  EC4R 2RB 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

ROBERT BELL 

MASTER 

 
 
 

 
16th March 2021 

 

Dear Mr Barradell 

I write on behalf of the Worshipful Company of Solicitors of the City of London to express our 
concern about the potential impact of two proposed developments adjacent to Bevis Marks 
Synagogue situated at Bevis Marks, EC3A 7LH. 

The developments in question are 33 Creechurch Lane and 31 Berry Street (Planning Application 
City of London 20/00848/FULEIA). 

Bevis Marks Synagogue is a well-known City institution and a vital part of the City’s diverse cultural 
and historical heritage. The Synagogue is the only non-Christian place of worship in the City. It is a 
Grade 1 listed building and has had a tradition of continuous worship since it opened in 1701. It is 
probably the only Synagogue in the world that can make this claim. In addition, I believe a National 
Heritage Lottery Fund Visitor Centre, whose patron is HRH The Prince of Wales, is due to open 
soon and the functioning Synagogue is at its heart. 

The two developments mentioned above look set to have a dramatic impact on the Synagogue’s 
access to natural light and therefore to represent a substantial loss of amenity which could well 
pose an existential threat to the Synagogue and the community it serves. 

The first development relates to the erection of a 20+ storey building at 33 Creechurch Lane. If 
built, we understand that this development would be just four metres from the eastern wall of the 
Synagogue. We also understand that it would completely block all light from the window at this 
end of the Synagogue for most of the day. Due to the Grade 1 listing of the Synagogue, it is not 
possible to increase artificial light to compensate. Further, it will also have a substantial impact on 
the light in the much-used courtyard of the building. 

I understand that this proposed development replaces a 1978 building. When the City Planning 
Committee considered this earlier development, I believe, they adjusted the proposal to preserve 
the level of light into the Synagogue. 

 

 



The other application at 31 Berry Street is for a 50 Storey building. This also promises to 
significantly reduce the light into the Synagogue’s historic courtyard and represent a major loss of 
amenity. 

As you will appreciate the cumulative effect of both developments, if they were to be built as 
proposed, could have a devastating impact on this important centre of worship. 

Therefore we would respectfully ask that the interests of the Synagogue and its access to adequate 
light are specifically taken into account when considering these applications and that the 
representations made by the Synagogue are carefully considered and given the attention which they 
deserve. 

Similarly, in the event that the Planning Committee were minded to give permission for either 
development, we would respectively ask that careful consideration be given to any conditions 
attached to those permissions with a view to protecting as far as possible the level of light to the 
Synagogue and its historic courtyard so as to preserve the level of amenity that this unique and 
very important Synagogue has hitherto enjoyed. 

Yours sincerely 

Robert Bell 

 
  
Robert Bell 
Master Solicitor 





Learn more. Do more. Become more. 

Bhakti Depala 
Department of the Built Environment 
City of London 
PO Box 27 
Guildhall 
London  EC2P 2EJ 
 
1st April 2021 
Re: Support for Application 20/00848/FULEIA 
 
Dear Ms Depala, 
 
I am writing to add our charity’s support for the application for 31 Bury Street by WELPUT. 
 
I have had several in-depth conversations with staff from the Applicant over the past six months, 
where it has been made clear that the development would provide many opportunities to local 
charities and community groups, creating a sustainable local ecosystem related to employment 
and upskilling local residents. 
 
In relation to our charity, we would specifically benefit from the development’s following features: 

- A first floor which is open to external organisation for hosting events. We would take 
advantage of this area for our careers-related events where local young people work with 
volunteers from the business community. We currently have no open event space to host 
these events in our own office, but this new space would allow us to host large careers-
networking events and mass mock interview practise sessions and UCAS application form 
review sessions.  This in turn will make our young people more employable and help to turn 
the tide in youth unemployment and intergenerational poverty in the area. 

- The Applicant has committed to taking on our local students for work experience during the 
construction process of the build so that they can see first-hand the processes that go into 
this industry. This is a very welcome opportunity for our students who struggle to find high 
quality work experience placements themselves and is a key way for them to appeal to 
future employers by having this experience on their CVs. 

- The Applicant is anticipating that the future tenants of the building will support local 
community projects and therefore we would build volunteering and sponsorship 
opportunities with these new tenants to improve the future sustainability of our charity. 

 
We are also happy to see that the design includes a large open terrace which is beneficial to 
providing a healthy break in the fresh air during events. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Megan Hunter 
 
Deputy Director 
 
Tower Hamlets Education Business Partnership 
First Floor, Norvin House | 45-55 Commercial Street | London | E1 6BD 

 

 



Bevis Marks Synagogue interior photographs 

From the Conservation Management Plan (2019) by Caroe Architecture Ltd (CAL) for the S&P Sephardi Trustee Ltd 

Image credits: David Jackson, CAL 

   

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

      

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



   

          Above : Ground floor  looking west / north-west (p.23)             Above : The banca (Warden’s pew) Ground floor (p.53) 

                        

Above : The Arch (Echal) from first floor looking south-east (p.40)         Above : Ground floor bench seating looking east (p.53) 

 



 

                                                                            Above : View from first floor level looking east (p.119) 



     

                                                       Above : Internal photographs of windows on west elevation (p.183 & 185) 

 

                                                                               Above : View from first floor looking east (p.186) 



 

                Above : East elevation windows with blue decorative border glazing and “Stipplelite” obscured glass (p.187) 
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