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Deborah Cluett - Comptroller and City Solicitor's Department 

Simon Owen - Chamberlain's Department 

Dipti Patel - Chamberlain’s Department 

Alison Bunn - City Surveyor’s Department 

Gwyn Richards - Chief Planning Officer and Development Director 
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Neel Devlia - Department of the Built Environment 

Lucy Foreman - Department of the Built Environment 

Emmanuel Ojugo - Department of the Built Environment 

Averil Pittaway - Department of the Built Environment 

Giacomo Vecia - Department of the Built Environment 

 
Introductions 
The Town Clerk opened the meeting by introducing herself.  
 



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 Town Clerk also reminded Members, and any members of the public 
observing the meeting on-line, that this was an informal meeting and that any 
views reached by the Committee today would therefore have to be considered 
by the Director of Markets and Consumer Protection or those deputising for him 
after the meeting in accordance with the Court of Common Council’s COVID 
Approval Procedure and that they would make a formal decision having 
considered all relevant matters. The Town Clerk highlighted that this process 
reflected the current position in respect of the holding of formal Local Authority 
meetings and the Court of Common Council’s decision of 15th April 2021 to 
continue with virtual meetings and take formal decisions through a delegation to 
the Town Clerk and other officers nominated by him after the informal meeting 
has taken place and the will of the Committee was known in open session. 
Details of all decisions taken under the COVID Approval Procedure would be 
available online via the City Corporation’s webpages.  
 

1. APOLOGIES  
Apologies for absence were received from Peter Dunphy, Sheriff Christopher 
Hayward and Alderman Bronek Masojada. 
 

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 informal meeting held 
virtually on 12 May 2021 and approved them as a correct record. 
 

4. GOVERNANCE REVIEW: PLANNING PANEL ARRANGEMENTS  
The Committee considered a report of the Town Clerk concerning the 
Governance Review: Planning Panel Arrangements. 
 
The Chair reminded the Committee of the context of this report which had 
emanated from the Lisvane recommendations which covered Panels and other 
matters in relation to Planning. The Chair highlighted that Planning was one 
area of work that had received advanced consideration over and above other 
matters raised by Lisvane and that this had been dealt with by the Resource 
Allocation Sub-Committee in February 2021 where the principle of Panels had 
been established and subsequently by the Policy and Resources Committee in 
March 2021 which had also endorsed this. Members were informed that the 



purpose of the paper before this Committee today was two-fold (to debate and 
decide upon the course of action in terms of Panels and secondly to consider 
the petition presented to the Court by Mr Bostock and referred to this and the 
Policy and Resources Committee). The Chair underlined that the views of this 
Committee would be fed into the Policy and Resources Committee in July 2021 
when they were due to consider this same paper and eventually to the Court of 
Common Council in the same month. The Chair invited any contributions that 
members of the Committee might have on this matter and highlighted that, 
thereafter, he intended to ask the Committee to vote on each matter set out 
within paragraph 43 of the report utilising the electronic voting links issued to 
them by the Town Clerk prior to the meeting.  
 
A Member spoke to underline that whilst he was named as the presenter of the 
petition, he was one of seven sponsors with others including the Barbican 
Association and the Golden Lane Residents’ Association. The Member went on 
to note that the report before the Committee only dealt with the matter of 
Panels which was only one of three points addressed by the petition which also 
concerned the eligibility of Members who have professional associations with 
the property development industry to sit on the Planning Committee. The 
Member stated that he believed that reducing the number of Members 
participating in planning decisions would inevitably reduce democratic 
responsibility which he felt was already weak within the City Corporation due to 
its unique business voting system. He stated that the Panel proposal before the 
Committee today had been decisively rejected in principle by the signatories of 
the petition which included 14 Common Councillors and at least half of whom 
were City residents who he felt formed the only truly engaged sector of the City 
Corporation’s electorate. Other signatories were those who had an interest in 
preserving the City’s heritage and the Member reported that signatories now 
stood at 1,322 as of this morning. The Member went on to state that 97% of all 
planning applications were currently delegated for decision to Officers and that 
he could therefore not see that there was a convincing case for changing the 
current arrangements for considering the remaining 3% - all of which were 
either major or controversial applications. 
 
Another Member spoke to state that he supported the formation of Panels 
which was a very clear recommendation of Lord Lisvane’s Governance Review. 
He underlined that he believed that Panels would transform the way in which 
the system operated for the better – firstly it would mean that the grand 
Committee would not get bogged down in large planning applications and 
would therefore have more time to focus on important, strategic matters and 
issues (as had been articulated in the past). Secondly, the Member added that 
he felt that smaller Panels would allow Members to deep-dive in much greater 
detail at a much earlier stage then would ever be possible in a full, grand 
Committee setting. This would put Members at the heart of the detail of 
planning applications. Thirdly, the Member highlighted that he was of the view 
that Panels were more democratic with Ward Members able to speak on an 
application within their Ward on a completely unfettered basis which he 
believed enhanced representation. The Member went on to recognise that, like 
any new policy, this would need to be proved. He noted that paragraph 38 of 
the report referred to an 18 month review period which he stated that he would 



fully support. However, any meaningful review would have to be underpinned 
by the criteria against which it will be assessed/the evidence. The Member 
stated that, in his view, one such criteria would be the ability to demonstrate 
that a wider group of Members, beyond the Chair and Deputy Chair of this 
Committee, had been involved with applications at a much earlier stage. The 
Member went on to note that paragraph 11 of the report set out the Policy and 
Resources Committee’s reasons and anticipated outcomes for the Panel 
system which should also form the basis to evaluate whether outcomes had 
been met. In addition to this, the Member felt that the administrative side of a 
Panel system should also be included within the review. This would include 
highlighting if there had been issues around fixing dates for Panel meetings, 
with Panel meetings being quorate or with Panel meetings getting through the 
business on the agenda for example as well as any resulting impacts on the 
timeliness of planning decisions. The Member underlined that this was 
absolutely not about being more pro-developer or less democratic – vitally, he 
felt that the Panels must not be small cliques of Members and that they would 
not be if the Town Clerk were to select these Panels independently and vary 
these. The Member noted that the Policy and Resources Committee had 
already debated and voted on there being no outright ban on members sitting 
on both the Property Investment Board and the Capital Buildings Committee as 
well as the Planning and Transportation Committee as well as on members with 
professional connections or a background/expertise in property serving on this 
Committee. The Member stressed that it was the responsibility of all elected 
Members to manage their interest in accordance with the Code of Conduct and 
underlined that there was no history of any impropriety that he was aware of. 
He underlined that the recent changes introduced to the Planning Protocol also 
managed the separation of roles with regard to planning applications following 
the recent Holocaust Memorial judgement. He therefore felt that all Members 
could demonstrate to all stakeholders, particularly those who had signed the 
petition, that the Panel arrangements for consideration of planning applications 
proposed here could work and, moreover, were good for enhanced 
accountability. He also clarified that he had many engaged stakeholders within 
his own Ward, both businesses and residents. The Member concluded by 
stating that he would like to see this system working in practice and noted that 
the Chair had considerable experience of making this work elsewhere. He 
underlined that he supported an 18 month review to assess the effectiveness of 
the Panel system which he believed was the right decision to make.  
 
A Member stated that he respected the views of those who had signed the 
petition but did not agree with what it said – in particular, he stated that he did 
not respond well to a petition which appeared to express the view that City 
residents form the only truly engaged sector of the Corporation’s electorate. On 
the principle, the Member stated that he was in favour of the establishment of 
Panels in terms of clarity as he felt that it had been clear for some time that 
there had not been adequate clarity about the role of Members on this 
Committee. He added that Members had two roles in terms of the planning 
process – one was making planning decisions according to planning criteria 
and the second was representing local communities and that to perform these 
two roles Members did not have to be on this Committee, only an opportunity to 
express their views and those of the local communities that they directly 



represent. The Member stated that he was therefore in favour of the 
introduction of a Panel system which would help separate these two functions 
and allow Members representing Wards in which the applications were situated 
to speak and make representations in an entirely uninhibited way and, similarly, 
allow the decision makers to make the planning decisions in an uninhibited 
way. The Member went on to state that he felt that clarity was essential to the 
points made around democratic accountability and that he was of the view that 
Panels would enhance representation and improve the quality of decisions and 
that this was not about the number of Members taking a decision but about the 
clarity of the roles of those taking them. With regard to the composition of the 
proposed Panels, dealt with at paragraphs 21 and 22 of the report, the Member 
stated that there were four Aldermen on this Committee, each with one vote, 
and that he would favour Aldermen being included within Panel numbers. Of 
the options set out within paragraph 22, he underlined that he would encourage 
Aldermen to be included within Panel numbers but obviously not in 
contradiction to the Panel system and not being asked to consider applications 
within their own Wards. 
 
Another Member spoke and highlighted that she was one of the sponsors of the 
petition and was therefore not in favour of the introduction of Panels. She 
added that the comparison with other local authorities, particularly at paragraph 
16 of the report, and the comments from Officers within the report around the 
number of planning applications that are delegated and that, generally, only 
major and key applications are considered by the full Committee. The Member 
commented that the current situation was therefore that most applications were 
actually decided by Officers and questioned whether there would therefore be a 
sufficient workload for four different Panels. She went on to remark that she felt 
it was important that major/controversial applications were currently considered 
by the full Committee. She added that she was also concerned by the 
assumption that Members would have greater advocacy under a Panel system 
as she was of the view that it was important for Members to be able to debate 
applications and to hear and understand that debate. Without being involved in 
the debate and only being permitted to speak for a set period of time Members 
would be unable to rebut and discuss things. Finally, with reference to the 
Lisvane Governance Review, the Member noted that Lord Lisvane had stated 
that the City Corporation already had too many Committees and that this 
proposal would introduce another four. 
 
A Member spoke to state that she was conscious that Members would be 
asked to take a lot of decisions and vote on various different matters today. She 
added that she felt that, for reasons of transparency and democratic 
accountability, it was important that the votes taken on these various different 
aspects were somehow visible publicly in terms of how people had voted and 
the consequences of this thereafter. The Member went on to highlight that the 
premise for the advance consideration of Planning from within the Governance 
Review more generally, was about being responsive to the concerns of 
members of the public and particularly residents around planning process. 
However, it seemed to her that none of this rationale/impetus was referred to 
within this report and that the approach that had been adopted had not really 
engaged with this in any meaningful way. It appeared to her that there had 



been no proper opportunity (other than by the initiation of the petition) for there 
to be any engagement of consultation with City residents as to options and their 
views on this and she was of the view that this was regrettable given that 
residents were an important group of stakeholders. The Member went on to 
note that the recommendations within the report rejected the points raised on 
eligibility by the Transparency International report and, again, she felt that it 
was a real shame that there had been no efforts made to engage with them on 
this. With regard to the points already made around enhanced efficiency and 
set out within paragraph 11 of the report, the Member remarked that she was 
concerned that this could mean a lot more provisional decision making (or pre-
disposal) at Panel stage or leading up to Panel by way of using more pre-Panel 
briefings, thereby making the process less transparent. The Member therefore 
felt that, if Panels were to be introduced, at the very least, the City Corporation 
should commit to recording these briefings and making them publicly available 
on the webpages alongside all other application documents. In relation to the 
issue of quorum, the Member added that she felt that one matter that had been 
overlooked was the timing of meetings and that evening meetings should be 
carefully considered to ensure maximum availability for working Members. In 
terms of Panel options, whilst the Member stressed that she was against both 
of these, the option set out within paragraph 6c and the suggestion of a minor 
size variation between Panels was not correct as the difference between 10 
members on one Panel and six on another was almost double. She added that 
the best option of a bad bunch would therefore, in her opinion, be to achieve as 
close to parity as possible in terms of Panel memberships. With regard to 
residents, whilst it was true that they were not the only stakeholders, looking at 
other authorities, Members all had significant numbers of residents within their 
Wards who made up their electorate. Looking at the South Panel proposed 
here, it appeared that this would be made up of Wards with extremely few, if 
any, residents. With regard to major applications, the Member  highlighted that 
she felt that it would be absolutely necessary to introduce trigger levels to refer 
applications to the grand Committee. However, as already highlighted by a 
previous speaker, the applications currently dealt with by the grand Committee 
were considered major. The Member commented that it was a shame that the 
report did not set out trigger levels in other local authorities. The Member noted 
that paragraph 28 specifically stated that a higher quorum ensured robust 
decision making. The Member concluded by summarising that she felt that this 
was a real missed opportunity in terms of wider engagement and that she did 
not think that what was being proposed was correct, particularly given that Lord 
Lisvane did not recommend the formation of constant Panels.  
 
A Member spoke to say that he thought that the petition regarding Panels was 
contaminated with multiple assertions, including criticisms of previous planning 
decisions as well as implied predetermination of future decisions. As a member 
of this Committee he was therefore very keen to distance himself from this. 
With regard to the proposal of Panels itself, the Member stated that his view, as 
voiced during the informal engagement sessions with Members, was that this 
was a very complex way of addressing a problem which he did not believe 
existed. He underlined that he was of the view that it was perfectly possible for 
Members to vote on an application within their own Ward and not necessarily 
be swayed by the views of their own constituents as had been proved by 



various Members over the past 12 months. He added that he felt that if this 
Committee’s volume of work was to be reduced by 75% which was what was 
being implied here, they would become less efficient as he was of the view that 
the more often Members considered these major applications, the better they 
got at them and understanding the wider picture/London Plan. He clarified that 
he therefore felt that the introduction of Panels would lead to less efficiency in 
terms of scrutiny.  
 
Another Member spoke to say that he was one of few Members who had 
supported the idea of Panels when it was first discussed several years ago and 
stated that he was still of the view that Panels could work for many of the 
reasons already articulated. However, he felt that the way that this paper 
proposed assembling these Panels made no sense and that, if forced to vote 
first on the principle of Panels before looking at how these would be 
constituted, he would therefore have to vote against the introduction of Panels. 
He suggested that he would prefer the Committee to be able to vote on the 
composition of Panels as a starting point. He went on to state that, 
fundamentally, it seemed to him that this paper did not address the concerns 
that the petitioners had expressed and that the proposal around geographic 
Panels simply made matters much worse. He went on to highlight that, under 
the proposed structure, he would form part of the Panel considering 
applications within the Eastern Cluster and he suspected that he and other 
Panel members may therefore become very popular with developers in the 
Eastern Cluster as a result. Alternatively, dependent on any trigger level 
introduced, this Panel may see very little work. Overall, he felt that having a 
much smaller group of people that applicants may seek to influence, was not 
the way to address the very reasonable concerns of petitioners. The Member 
went on to state that he also had an issue with geographical Panels because it 
created a fixed Panel structure that could and very likely would, cause 
differences in the interpretations of the City’s policies to become fixed with, for 
example, one Panel believing that loss of office space should always be 
opposed and another finding it entirely reasonable to permit this. He added 
that, as an alternative, the obvious solution would be for Panels to be drawn up 
by rotas – a system which he felt would have a variety of advantages and 
would substantially address the concerns raised, avoid a divergence of the 
application of policies and also permit those appointed by rota to consider any 
engaged disclosable pecuniary interests that they might have and exclude 
themselves where necessary, allowing another Member to be appointed in their 
place and ensure that a quorum was achieved. A rota system would also 
address the appointment of Aldermen to Panels as they would be on the rota in 
the same way as all other Committee members. The Member commented that 
he would like the opportunity to move this as an amendment at the appropriate 
point in the discussion today. The Member also highlighted that rota systems 
were widely used in the Courts and not difficult to manage. The Member 
questioned whether the Chair would consider addressing the matter of Panel 
structure first, ahead of any vote on the principle of Panels.  
 
A Member began by raising the comments set out within paragraph 10 of the 
report which she suggested were untrue. Comments suggesting that the grand 
Committee did not have adequate time to do a deep dive and properly 



scrutinise planning applications was simply not true. The Member underlined 
that she had sent an email to the full Court having researched six years of 
Planning Committee data which demonstrated that just 3% of planning 
applications were actually dealt with by the Committee with less than 11 
applications being considered in some years. The time spent in Committee 
deciding upon planning applications was therefore a tiny fraction of the 
Committee’s work. The Member commented that no one had responded to or 
questioned the data which she had notified Members of in February 2021. The 
Member commented that the remainder of the Committee’s work was strategic 
policy and transport and that she had suggested in the past that, if timing were 
an issue, separate meetings could be scheduled solely for the consideration of 
planning applications, in the evening for example when some may find it easier 
to attend. The Member went on to highlight that, in paragraph 16 of the report, 
the Planning Officer made it clear that the City Corporation was already in step 
with other local authorities where full Committees dealt with major planning 
applications. She reiterated that this Planning Committee only dealt with 3% of 
major planning applications at present and that the current system enabled all 
35 members of the Committee the opportunity to attend scheduled meetings 
where they were able to do so which she believed allowed for better debate 
and scrutiny. Speaking further on debate, the Member added that she had been 
extremely concerned in recent months by some Members demanding that this 
be curtailed and that ‘the question now be put’ which she felt had no place in a 
Planning Committee where planning applications were being scrutinised. She 
added that it was the responsibility of the Chair to ensure that all Members had 
an equal, free and unfettered opportunity to contribute and make their points 
without being bullied or intimidated. The Member went on to state that the 
current proposal set out within the paper today and put forward by Policy and 
Resources was based upon false information as the Committee did not 
currently spend hours considering planning applications. The Member 
conceded that the present system was by no means perfect particularly given 
that there were members of this Committee who also served on the Property 
Investment Board which had not been the case prior to the 2014 review of the 
Protocol. The Member stated that, with 125 Common Councillors, it should be 
possible to fill both the Property Investment Board and the Planning and 
Transportation Committee with no crossover and felt that those with property 
expertise and working in the property industry closely alongside developers 
would perhaps be best suited to the Property Investment Board. She stressed 
that she felt that having members serve on both of these bodies created huge 
unease in terms of public perception and exuberated the reputational risk for 
the City Corporation particularly when considering multi-million pound 
developments. The Member continued to underline that, in the past, Ward 
members were able to speak at Planning Committee meetings and this was still 
set out within Standing Orders which outlined that any Members was able to 
attend any Committee meeting and, with the permission of the Chair, speak. 
This could be easily encouraged and promoted by amending the protocol and 
the Member felt that these proposals were therefore not offering Members 
anything, rather they were having things taken away whilst also exuberating 
reputational risks for the City Corporation.  The Member went on to say that she 
was concerned to see that the new Panel system could potentially be 
introduced in the autumn when she was aware that there were some large 



planning applications due to come forward at this time, particularly in the 
Eastern side of the City. She added that she had never felt conflicted when 
considering a planning application as a Ward member because she followed 
the City’s policies, the London Plan and national Planning Policy when reaching 
any decision.  In this respect, the Member stressed that she did not believe that 
Ward members considering applications for within their own Wards were 
conflicted. She did, however, believe that there were conflicts for Members who 
did work in the development world/profession and noted that the Chair himself 
had had to exclude himself from a number of meetings when he had become 
aware of a potential professional conflict fairly late in the day. Finally, the 
Member stated that the suggestion that a small Panel could get involved at the 
very beginning of a planning application and become involved with the design 
of a building was wrong as it was the role of Planning Officers to provide pre-
application advice and not Members as this would run the risk of leading to 
serious conflict. The Member stated that the composition of Panels would also 
inevitably change as Members came and went and that if a false sense of hope 
or indication were to be given to a developer that their plans were acceptable 
and the Panel membership were to change and Members were to decide 
differently on the day there could be huge upset, disappointment and 
reputational damage. The Member concluded that she believed that 
applications should continue to be put to the full Committee alongside an 
Officers report and recommendations and that decisions should be based on 
policy. She added that she felt that organising Panels would be a bureaucratic 
nightmare and would lead to decisions taking longer and, inevitably, more 
applications being called in by the full Court.   
 
A Member spoke to state that he was of the view that the real reason for the 
proposal that Panels be introduced was that the Corporation’s leadership were 
keen to tighten their grip on the planning process. He stressed that he felt that 
the leadership evidently regarded the promotion of the Corporation’s interests, 
and those of office developers, as articles of faith and wanted to treat this 
Committee as a rubber stamp for pursuing these. The Member commented that 
the criticism that this Committee had received internally and increasingly 
externally had seemingly concerned the leadership enough to propose the 
introduction of Panels in order to lessen this unwelcome scrutiny and the 
embarrassment caused by it. The Member went on to expand upon the 
comments of the initial speaker in this debate by highlighting that Panels were 
just one of three points raised by petitioners – the other two concerned the 
eligibility of members to sit on the Planning Committee whilst also sitting on  the 
Corporation’s property committees or they had professional associations with 
the development industry. The Member went on to state that it was obvious to 
almost everyone that Members responsible for the Corporation’s extensive 
property portfolio within the Square Mile should not participate in planning 
decisions. Indeed, as already reported by the previous speaker, prior to 2014, 
Members of the Corporation’s property committees were not eligible to sit on 
the Planning Committee. He noted that the Planning Protocol was amend last 
autumn to provide that Members involved in sponsoring an application for one 
of the Corporation’s own properties could not then be involved in the planning 
decision and an elaborate process was devised to give effect to this including 
the creation of a special purpose Sub-Committee. He remarked that this 



change had been made under the pretext of complying with a recent change in 
the law consistent with the judgement in the Holocaust Memorial case, although 
no legal commentator seemed to feel that this judgement had changed the law 
in any significant way. He went on to suggest that this amendment to the 
Protocol had not gone far enough because members of the Property 
Investment Board still could and did participate in planning decisions on 
developments where the Corporation was not the applicant but had an 
ownership interest in the property. He highlighted that this had happened last 
November in the case of 150 Aldersgate. Even where the Corporation was 
neither the applicant nor has an ownership interest in the property, it was still 
possible for a conflict to arise given that the Property Investment Board was a 
founding sponsor of the Eastern City Partnership whose other members were 
property developers. In spite of this, members of that Board could and did 
participate in planning decisions on the development put forward by these other 
members of the Eastern City Partnership as happened earlier this year in the 
case of the two controversial office developments at 55 and 70 Gracechurch 
Street. The Member remarked that the simple solution to these problems which 
had triggered a petition signed by over 1,330 people declaring no confidence in 
the City Corporation’s planning process was to reintroduce the restriction that 
had existed up until 2014, preventing members of the Corporation’s property 
committees from sitting on the Planning Committee. Finally, the Member dealt 
briefly with the third point raised in the petition and remarked that Transparency 
International (already referenced by a previous speaker) had criticised the City 
Corporation for allowing Members with professional associations with the 
property development industry to sit on its Planning Committee. Those who 
supported this claimed that adopting Transparency International’s 
recommendations would deprive the Planning Committee of these Members’ 
expertise. However, the member commented that only two members of the 
Committee had expertise that was genuinely relevant to planning – one as a 
retired architect and the other a planning barrister. Neither of these members 
fell within Transparency International’s definition of ‘professional association’ 
which was aimed at those who were paid to promote developments. He added 
that it was disingenuous of those Members who were paid by developers to 
claim that public confidence could still be maintained in the City’s planning 
process if they participate in decisions as long as they recuse themselves in 
cases where they have actually been involved in promoting a development. He 
questioned which of their potential clients would be keen to hire them if they 
were to have a record of voting against developments, however well-founded 
any vote against might be.  
 
Another Member spoke to state that he did not find it acceptable or beneficial to 
either his electorate or to the Corporation for him to not be able to debate or 
vote upon applications within his own immediate area. He underlined that he 
represented a residential Ward and that residents within his Ward were not 
against development but were keen to ensure that any developments were the 
right ones. He emphasised that it was residents who knew better than anybody 
else, the effects that a new development would have on the ground. The 
Member recalled a number of times during his previous membership of this 
Committee where he was able to debate applications and highlight ways in 
which they could be improved upon before a decision was taken either by way 



of deferral or the addition of certain conditions. He underlined that he felt that it 
was absolutely essential that Members living in or representing an area where it 
was proposed that a development take place could take part in the debate 
around this so as to ensure that all of the subtleties and nuances that they were 
aware of could be taken into account. He was of the view that this led to better 
quality decision making for all parties.  
 
A Member remarked that the recommendations before the Committee today 
flowed from the Governance Review informal engagement sessions to which all 
Members of the Court were able to contribute. These had then been put to the 
Resource Allocation Sub-Committee and subsequently the Policy and 
Resources Committee and therefore reflected the majority view of what should 
happen going forwards. He felt that this Committee opposing these 
recommendations at this stage and preserving the ability of the grand 
Committee to decide upon all major applications could be perceived as 
members being self-interested and self-preserving. He highlighted that a Panel 
system operated very successfully for licensing applications. He rebuked the 
idea that these Panels would be additional Committees, stating that they would 
be ad-hoc groups that could come together and take decisions on behalf of the 
grand Committee as needed. The Member stated that this Committee had 
struggled with the number of meetings necessary to deal with these planning 
decisions. He was of the view that a Panel system would therefore be more 
time efficient and that continuing to call together 35 Members every three 
weeks to take these decisions, as happened at present, seemed non-sensical. 
Panels would, in his view, also allow the grand Committee to focus in more on 
strategy and its wider Planning and Transportation remit.  
 
A Member spoke to state that he had looked at this matter in some detail and 
genuinely believed that a move to Panels would increase accountability for all 
as well as allowing for Member engagement and efficiency. He emphasised 
that what was being proposed was a trial and that he was of the view that he 
felt that this should be given a fair opportunity so that evidence could be 
gathered as to how effective the new system was before this debate was re-
engaged with at the appropriate point. The Member underlined that all Common 
Councillors were democratically accountable to the totality of their electorate 
and that he did not subscribe to the fact that the electorate were divisible with 
any one group more important than another. He added that he was also 
absolutely clear on the requirement of all Members to consider their conflicts of 
interest robustly and effectively, especially in the light of the review of the 
Corporation’s Standards regime.  The Member reiterated the words of the 
previous speaker in highlighting that the Policy and Resources Committee had 
already considered recommendations on the Planning process and that he was 
happy to support their views on this which took into account the wider 
needs/views of the City Corporation as a whole.  
 
Another Member stated that, whilst it was correct to state that residents were 
not the only stakeholders in the City, they were major stakeholders in the City 
and Members would therefore endanger their relationship with them at their 
peril. The Member went on to report that he had been a member of this 
Committee for 22 years now and that all that had been achieved in the City, in 



terms of development, over these 22 years had emanated from the grand, 
Ward-based Committee in its current configuration. He was therefore of the 
view that this current format should not be tampered with and that the currently 
configured Committee should be very proud of all that it had achieved. 
 
A Member stated that he too was concerned that today’s paper did not fully 
address the concerns of the petition and that, whilst he was not intuitively 
against panels, he was also of the view that if something was not broke, why fix 
it. He went on to say that the proposals around geographic panels did not make 
sense to him and underlined that he did not have any problems considering 
applications within his own Ward which he considered on their merits whilst 
also bearing in mind the interests of constituents in his Ward in the round. In 
terms of potential or perceived conflicts for those sitting on City property 
Committees and those with professional associations with the property 
development industry, the Member suggested that some formal independent 
advice may be needed on this in order for Members to reach the right 
conclusion on this and e on much firmer ground. 
 
Another Member recognised that there was no perfect solution here and that 
what was being proposed was an experimental way forward. He stressed that 
he could see both positives and negatives in terms of a Panel system. The 
Member stated that he felt that setting up fixed Panels would leave 6-8 exposed 
to lobbying from a particular industry and that he found the idea of Panels 
drawn up by rota a much stronger proposal, particularly if they also included the 
Alderman on the grand Committee. He added that there could still be a 
geographical element to rotas so that, for example, applications for the North of 
the City would be considered by members drawn from those Wards 
representing the East, West and South. This would mean that Panels were not 
immediately fixed and that any advance briefings on applications could be 
attended by all. The Member went on to say that he felt that there had been too 
many issues with Members being involved with applications from an early point 
in the past and that a more suitable way forward would be for the Chair and 
Deputy Chair to give an early steer on these - as was the case at present. The 
Member reflected on previous major/controversial applications considered by 
this Committee and questioned what the view of his constituents would have 
been if he had told them that he was able to appear before a meeting and 
speak to the application but not form part of the debate or vote on its outcome. 
With this in mind, the Member argued that it was important to introduce a 
‘trigger’ that would still allow for full Committee consideration of certain 
applications.  
 
A Member underlined that this was a Planning and Transportation Committee 
and that it was therefore their role to consider planning applications. It had 
already been clarified that 97% of applications were delegated to Officers and 
she stressed that, in her view, this Committee should therefore deal with the 
remainder.  The Member added that she could recall a time when major 
applications had been debated by the full Court and that she would not 
necessarily be against this happening in the future. The Member also stated 
that comparisons with other local authorities was unhelpful given their very 



different make up in terms of voters/residents and the very different types of 
applications that they had to consider.  
 
Another Member spoke to state that, in principle, he had absolutely no 
objection to the formation of Sub-Committees if the main Committee was being 
unduly taxed by lots of detailed discussions about planning applications. 
However, as a new Member of this Committee, he noted that there seemed to 
be some disagreement as to whether this was actually the case. From 
reviewing the minutes of the last meeting he did, however, feel that things could 
perhaps be dealt with more efficiently. He went on to state that four Panels 
seemed, to him, to be overly engineered and could be quite difficult from an 
administrative point of view. In this respect, the Member stated that he would 
favour just one Panel drawn up on a rota basis. The Member added that he 
would also be in favour of setting a materiality threshold in terms of what 
applications ought to be considered by the full Committee - The Tulip being the 
most extreme example of this. The Member went on to state that he did not feel 
that the distinction between those who were able to decide and those merely 
able to represent was a valid one. He added that if he were to have a 15% 
equity stake in a property development company, he would and should recuse 
himself from taking a decision but he did not feel that he should be precluded 
from the decision making process merely because an application affected his 
Ward.  
 
A Member spoke again to offer some clarity to members of the public viewing in 
terms of the informal engagement sessions held on the governance review 
proposals around planning. She stressed that these were sessions chaired by a 
Deputy Chair of Policy and Resources which all Members were invited to attend 
and the reason that planning had been expedited was because she had called 
for this on the basis of wanting to look more closely at conflicts for those 
members who sat on this and the Property Investment Board and those 
members with professional associations with the property development 
industry. The Member went on to state that, if a Members’ job entailed working 
closely with developers and supporting them with applications, it was not a very 
good advert for their services to be seen to be refusing things and she therefore 
felt that these members should be excluded from sitting on the Committee in 
order to avoid them feeling conflicted. Returning again to the informal 
engagement sessions with Members, the Member reported that the Deputy 
Chair of Policy and Resources had made it very clear from the outset of every 
session that Members could share their views and that these would be listened 
to although not necessarily incorporated. She added that it was the Resource 
Allocation Sub-Committee that had taken the decision to implement Panels and 
that this had emanated from one of the first engagement sessions and the 
views of the Chair and Deputy Chair of this Committee. The Member stated that 
she believed that this was because virtual meetings were taking longer and that 
many Members were therefore dropping out at lunch time, making it crucially 
important for decisions to be taken before a quorum was lost. The Member 
emphasised that this could be resolved by holding a separate meeting of the 
grand Committee solely for the consideration of applications.  With regard to 
comparisons between Planning and Licensing applications, the Member 
stressed that licensing was a very different regime. Both applicants and 



objectors were able to appeal licensing decisions via the magistrate’s court, no 
time limits were  allocated to those addressing meetings and it therefore 
amounted to a rather informal discussion to try and bring two sides together.  
 
MOTION - Another Member spoke again on the composition of the Panels 
which, after listening carefully to the debate today, he stated was clearly a very 
central question. He therefore moved that the Town Clerk be asked to select 
Panel members on a rota basis in consultation with the Chairs of the Panels 
themselves, favouring a more randomised approach and a means of 
addressing the concerns of a number of members of this Committee. Following 
a question from the Chair, the Member clarified that he would propose this 
system within the confines recommended by Lord Lisvane which prevented any 
member from considering a planning application from within their own Ward. 
The Motion was seconded. 
 
The Chair spoke to remind Members that there were a number of points which 
required decision today as set out at paragraph 43 of the report – the first of 
these being whether the Committee wished to proceed with Panels and all 
subsequent points flowing from this. The second point then posed the question 
whether Members wanted to proceed on the basis of geographical panels or 
otherwise, as proposed by the previous speaker.  
 
In response to questions, the Town Clerk reminded Members that this was an 
informal meeting and that any votes taken were therefore indicative only. That 
being said, some Members had already queried how the way in which they 
voted could be made transparent. The Town Clerk clarified that it was possible 
to record voting numbers within the minutes as currently happened with 
planning applications and that it was also possible to record the name of any 
Member dissenting from a majority view within the minutes in accordance with 
Standing Orders. Alternatively, and for absolute transparency in terms of who 
has voted which way, a roll call vote could be taken on each of the points set 
out within the report. The Chair went on to propose that, for those points that 
were binary, the Town Clerk undertake to record the names of those voting 
against within the minutes. He sought the Committee’s views on this.   
 
A Member suggested that the best way to proceed would be for the 
fundamental question regarding the principle of Panels to be undertaken by 
rollcall with any subsidiary points to be contacted by electronic vote via email. 
The Chair agreed with this way forward.  
 
Another Member questioned whether electronic voting was anonymised or 
whether details of who had voted for what could subsequently be recorded in 
the minutes. The Town Clerk it was not common practice to record names of 
Members within the minutes but confirmed that it was possible for those 
Officers issuing the electronic voting forms to ascertain who had voted which 
way. 
 
A Member underlined that the substance of this paper was concerned with the 
formation of geographic panels and that, given that it now appeared that many 
Members were in favour of the introduction of Panels appointed by rota instead, 



it would be helpful to have a further report dealing with the detail of this. She 
also suggested that it would be helpful for the petitioners to have an opportunity 
to attend a meeting, should they wish to, ahead of a future paper returning to 
Committee to raise any points that they may have on Panels drawn by rota.  
 
The Chair underlined that it was important to note that the petition itself rejected 
the idea of Panels entirely. In response to questions, the Town Clerk 
highlighted that this report had was not intended to address the other points 
raised within the petition. This report had been called for by the Policy and 
Resources Committee who had already worked through the various 
recommendations of Lord Lisvane pertaining to planning and had considered 
the points raised at the various Member engagements sessions before setting 
the parameters. Officers had therefore been tasked with progressing work 
around the principle of geographic Panels for the consideration of future 
planning applications, looking at the detail of this and presenting Members with 
a range of options therein. Subsequent to this, the petition had been received 
and this was therefore appended to and referenced within the report so that if 
Members now wished to rethink the proposed way forward in light of this, they 
were able to do so and send a resolution back to the Policy and Resources 
Committee to this effect.  
 
Another Member agreed that, if what this Committee were now going to favour 
was Panels set up on a randomised, rota basis, then subsequent points on 
quorum and composition would need to be reconsidered as, at present, the 
options presented were predicated on geographical Panels. 
 
A Member sought further clarity on the petition, noting that this was received by 
the Court before being referred on to this and the Policy and Resources 
Committee to consider. With this in mind, the Member stated that she had been 
expecting a report to this meeting addressing the petition but felt this report did 
not do this. The Member called for an initial vote as to whether or not this 
Committee supported the principle of Panels to be taken. She added that she 
felt that Members were being pressurised to take decisions on this matter and 
change the system and cautioned against making policy on the hoof. The 
Member added that, if there were to be any subsequent reports to the 
Committee on this matter, then it ought to also address the other points raised 
within the petition in terms of members who also serve on the Property 
Investment Board and those with professional associations with the 
development world sitting on this Committee. 
 
The Chair highlighted that the report did set out the thinking of the Policy and 
Resources Committee on the wider points raised by the petition and noted that 
several members had also spoken at length on these matters today. He went 
on to suggest that the Town Clerk now conduct a rollcall vote on the principle of 
a Panel system before moving to a separate rollcall vote on the motion 
proposed and seconded with regard to Panels being drawn on a rota basis.  
 
The Committee then proceeded to vote on whether or not they were in favour of 
proceeding with Panel arrangements for the consideration of future planning 
applications. The vote was conducted by rollcall led by the Town Clerk. 



 
Votes were cast as follows:    IN FAVOUR –   14 Votes 
                  OPPOSED –     10 Votes* 
                                                There was one abstention.  
 
*In accordance with Standing Order No. 38, those Members who had voted 
against the recommendation asked that their names be recorded in the minutes 
– they were Randall Anderson, Mark Bostock, John Edwards, John Fletcher, 
Marianne Fredericks, Graeme Harrower, Natasha Lloyd-Owen, Deputy Brian 
Mooney (Chief Commoner), Deputy Barbara Newman and Susan Pearson. 
 
The Chair now requested that the Committee vote on the motion proposed and 
seconded and the concept of Panels being appointed by rota from the body of 
the grand Committee (including Aldermen), excluding Members from 
considering applications for their own Ward.  
 
A Member expressed concern at this as it seemed to be an attempt to make 
policy on the hoof. She reiterated that the detail of Panels drawn by rota would 
need to come back to this Committee should Members support this concept. 
Another Member endorsed this point and called for a future paper on this now 
that the principle of Panels had been supported.  
 
The Town Clerk noted that the majority of the Committee had supported the 
principle of planning Panels. She added that this report was predicated on the 
option of geographic Panels, as directed by the Policy and Resources 
Committee. However, it was becoming increasingly apparent that this 
Committee disagreed with this way forward with an alternative proposal now 
put forward and seconded calling for Panels to be drawn by rota. The Town 
Clerk suggested that this proposal should now be formally voted on and, if 
supported by the Committee, this would be fed back to the Policy and 
Resources Committee. It would then be for the Policy and Resources 
Committee to look again at this and, if necessary, call for a future paper from 
Officers looking at options around things such as quorum and how members 
were to be selected for Panels and by whom.  With regard to timescales for 
progression, the Town Clerk underlined that this was entirely in the hands of 
Members.  
 
Members raised concerns around the motion as currently proposed which 
suggested that rotas might be selected by the Chairs of Panels and therefore 
negated the randomisation of this. The Chair agreed with this point. The motion 
was therefore withdrawn with the mover proposing that the Committee now 
simply vote to make it clear as to whether or not they supported Panels being 
geographically based to provide a clear steer on this to Officers and the Policy 
and Resources Committee. This was supported by other Members, noting that, 
should this Committee oppose geographic Panels, it would then be for Officers 
to provide alternative options and further details/implications of these. A 
Member asked if a future paper could consider representative panels which 
always included resident members, albeit not Members who were resident in 
the Ward concerned each time.  
 



The Committee then proceeded to vote on whether or not they were content to 
proceed with Panels drawn on a geographical basis. The vote was conducted 
by rollcall led by the Town Clerk. 
 
Votes were cast as follows:    IN FAVOUR –   0 Votes 
                  OPPOSED –     20 Votes 
                                                There were five abstentions.  
 
RESOLVED – That the Planning and Transportation Committee: 
 

• Support proceeding with Panel arrangements for the consideration of 
future planning applications; 

• Oppose Panels being drawn on a geographical basis and ask the Policy 
and Resources Committee to reconsider their proposal on this with 
Officers asked to present a future paper on alternative options for the 
creation of Panels and how these might work. 
 

5. HIGHWAY REDUCTION AND GAIN THROUGH THE PLANNING PROCESS  
The Committee received a report of the Chief Planning Officer and 
Development Director setting out information on the number of stopping up 
orders and the changes to the public highway that have been approved through 
planning applications. 
 
A Member commented that it was interesting to note how vigilant the 
Committee needed to be on these issues and therefore called for a real 
underlining of this aspect within the Officer report when applications which 
would involve a loss of public highway came forward in future.   
 
Another Member questioned the figures in terms of public realm created at 
ground level and not on rooftops which was not necessarily accessible to all. 
Officers responded to state that the report referenced ground floor public realm 
gains only.   
 
Another Member referenced Aldgate Square which he presumed had resulted 
in a loss of public highway but a very large increase in public realm and asked 
whether this was incorporated within this report. Officers clarified that this had 
not been included within the report given that it was not the subject of a 
planning application. 
 
RESOLVED – That Members note the content of the report.  
 
At this point, the Chairman sought approval from the 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. 
 

6. LONDON RENTAL E-SCOOTER TRIAL UPDATE  
The Committee received a report of the Director of the Built Environment 
updating Members on the London Rental E-Scooter trial. 
 



A Member questioned why the London boroughs were able to get through this 
process and the City were not. In terms of the delay, Officers stated that, 
technically, the City could have slightly compressed the statutory consultation 
period for the Experimental Traffic Order to meet the specified deadline but 
chose not to do this as it was felt vital to give statutory consultees as much time 
as possible to respond on this. Officers went on to report that no objections had 
been received through the consultation. This had delayed the process for the 
City by one week and, as Members were already aware, the contractual 
arrangement with the operators was that a launch had to occur at the start of a 
trial period which happened every 28 days. Consequently, the City launch 
would therefore now take place on 5 July 2021.  
 
Another Member requested an update on the electric bicycle scheme that was 
to be rolled out by Santander/TfL. She questioned whether these would be 
introduced in the City and, if so, what impact Officers thought that this 
extension of the Santander scheme would have on these operators. The 
Member also asked if Officers could ensure that, when these e-scooters were 
promoted, any promotional material depicted users wearing helmets. Officers 
responded to state that they did not yet have exact details of how TfL were 
intending to deploy the Santander electric cycle but were assuming that these 
would just be incorporated with the other Santander cycles, spread amongst 
the various existing docking stations accordingly. Officers reported that this was 
the approach taken in Paris which had offered a combination of electric and 
non-electric, docked hire cycles for a while now. Officers went on to state that 
they assumed that e-scooters might appeal to a slightly different demographic 
but noted that there was also likely to be a lot of crossover too in terms of bike 
and e-scooter hire. Officers clarified that part of the reasoning for this trail was 
to understand how the hire of these scooters related to other available hire 
services. Officers went on to state that they were very mindful of the importance 
of the comms around this project and were working alongside the City of 
London Police on this. Any comms/imagery would cover appropriate riding 
behaviours such as the wearing of helmets. 
 
Another Member noted an increasing number of e-scooters in the City and 
elsewhere and questioned the legality of and enforcement powers around this. 
Officers clarified that private e-scooters remained illegal and that Officers would 
be working on appropriate messaging around this alongside TfL, the City of 
London Police and the Metropolitan Police around the launch of the trial. 
Members were informed that the Police were enforcing this and that there was 
likely to be further,  focused enforcement at the start of the trial period. 
Members were encouraged to raise any areas where there were particular 
issues with e-scooters with the Police or Officers.  
 
Another Member highlighted that parking provision for these scooters was 
important and was pleased to read that this would be provided for on the road 
as opposed to on the pavement. The Member noted that parking bays were to 
be situated at Golden Lane and questioned how the locations in the City had 
been chosen. The Member went on to question whether these scooters would 
be expected to use cycle lanes. With regard to parking, Officers reported that 
there were a number of dockless cycle parking areas around the City, many of 



which were on pavements but did not obstruct the pavement, however, it was 
clarified that these would not be used for e-scooter parking or mapped in the 
apps used for e-scooter hire. It was hoped that this would reinforce the point 
that e-scooters should not be used on the pavement and was also an attempt 
to maximise the use or reallocation of carriageway for cycle or dockless vehicle 
parking in the future. Officers went on to state that part of the City’s COVID-19 
response had originally involved the provision of additional space for dockless 
cycles. However, it materialised that this was not really necessary with the 
onset of various lockdowns and restrictions. These locations were now 
therefore proposed to be used for e-scooter parking and Officers reported that 
the rationale behind the Golden Lane location was to enable those based here 
to be able to use and access the trial, noting that several of the City’s 
neighbouring boroughs would also be joining the trial in due course. It was 
recognised that some residents here may have their own e-scooters although 
Officers stressed that they would not advise the use of these on public highway. 
It was reported that Golden Lane was also close to other destinations such as 
White Cross Street Market where people might want to use the service to travel 
to or from those.  
 
A Member questioned there would be any way of identifying each scooter for 
the purpose of traffic offences for example. Officers confirmed that each e-
scooter would have a unique identifier on it which would be visible from a few 
metres distance. This would identify both the operator as well as the individual 
scooter so that if there were any particular concerns or if enforcement officers 
needed to follow up on a particular incident it would be possible to follow up on 
that using this. 
 
The Chair thanked Officers for their work on this and confirmed that he had 
been approached regarding the potential compression of the statutory 
consultation period but stated that his view on this was that it was not 
something that he was prepared to countenance. This therefore left the City 
within TfL’s defined brackets for the launch of the trial which was London wide. 
The Chair also highlighted that there were many boroughs such as 
Westminster who had expressed an interest in this but were yet to launch the 
trial. 
 
The Chair went on to report that he had been liaising with the Mayor’s Walking 
and Cycling Commissioner and had received his assurance that, in relation to 
police enforcement, was that the Metropolitan Police (as well as the City of 
London Police as reported today) would be giving particular focus to this in the 
next few weeks as part of this campaign. 
 
RESOLVED – That Members note the report.  
 

7. OUTSTANDING ACTIONS  
The Committee received a report of the Town Clerk detailing the list of 
Outstanding Actions. 
 
RECEIVED.  
 



8. PUBLIC LIFT REPORT  
The Committee received a public lift report of the City Surveyor for the period 
27/04/2021 – 21/05/2021. 
 
A Member noted that another lift had been out of service for a very long period 
of time because of the emergency phone support and remarked that this 
seemed to happen with some frequency. He therefore questioned whether 
there was an alternative way for this to be provided to avoid this problem. 
Officers confirmed that they were able to utilise a remote monitoring system 
instead and that a programme to examine costs and roll this out to all of the 
City’s lifts was now underway to avoid reliance on the BT line in future.  
 
RECEIVED. 
 
 

9. DELEGATED DECISIONS OF THE CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER AND 
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR  
The Committee received a report of the Chief Planning Officer and 
Development Director providing Members with a list detailing development and 
advertisement applications determined by the 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. 
 

10. VALID PLANNING APPLICATIONS RECEIVED BY DEPARTMENT OF THE 
BUILT ENVIRONMENT  
The Committee received a report of the 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. 
 

11. QUESTIONS ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE WORK OF THE 
COMMITTEE  
Member conduct in hybrid meetings 
A Member stated that, whilst he hoped that a return to in-person meetings 
would be possible for all in the near future, he would like an assurance from the 
Chair that, if virtual meetings continued, he would not, as a general rule, pass 
comment on the facial expressions of meeting participants following comments 
made by him at the last meeting of this Committee.  The Chair responded to 
clarify that he would challenge any participant where he felt that their behaviour 
was inappropriate or needed to be noted without fear of favour and clarified that 
he had since spoken separately with the individual concerned on this matter. 
The Member spoke again to request that the Chair be as tolerant/lenient as 
possible in this respect given that things such as facial expressions were often 
magnified in a virtual setting.  
 



The Member concerned thanked the speaker for raising this point today and 
confirmed that she had now spoken further with the Chair on this matter. The 
Member reported that, during her conversation with the Chair, she had states 
that she did not feel that he challenged others on the Committee for similar 
behaviour and had underlined that some Members found meetings intimidating 
due to the behaviour of other Members. The Chair had assured the Member 
that, going forward, he would ensure that Members were able to express their 
views without feeling intimidated, harassed or bullied. The Member stated that 
the reason she was speaking on this matter today was to thank those Members 
and members of the public that had contacted her to offer their support and 
underline that they did not think that this was acceptable, noting that they felt 
that she was frequently bullied, harassed and intimidated at this and other 
Corporation meetings. The Member added that she was speaking today to 
underline that it was not acceptable for anyone to feel harassed, intimidated or 
bullied by the behaviour of any Members. The Member reiterated that she did 
not feel that the Chair had always pulled up this kind of behaviour, referring 
specifically to comments made about her at the last meeting of this Committee 
which a number of others appeared to find amusing but which she had not 
heard at the time. The Member added that this kind of behaviour was not 
acceptable and undermined the City Corporation’s policy around on inclusivity 
and diversity, on mental health support and depression and anxiety. The 
Member underlined that no one should feel ostracised or the butt of jokes as all 
Members were equally elected to serve their electorate and to speak/enter 
debate without fear of intimidation. The Member stated that she was aware that 
there were many Members who felt harassed and bullied and felt the need to 
maintain the status quo or risk losing votes on Committees or the ability to be 
elected as a Chairman or Deputy Chairman. She underlined that she had no 
ambitions in this regard and would therefore speak out on this matter as well as 
on behalf of all those who felt bullied and intimidated which had no place in 
society, politics or the Court of Common Council. The Member concluded by 
stating that she hoped that the Chair would intervene should Members 
demonstrate similar behaviour in future meetings of this Committee.  
 
The Chair thanked the Member and stated that he had also asked that she and 
any other Member challenge any time where she did not feel that he had acted 
fairly and reiterated that, as Chair, he would challenge the behaviour of any 
Member or Officer that he felt was inappropriate or disrespectful without fear or 
favour. The Chair added that he hoped that today’s meeting had demonstrated 
that it was possible to have a robust but successful and respectful debate in 
which there were many differing views expressed.  
 
Another Member spoke to underline the depth of feeling on this matter and 
reported that he had emailed the Chair directly at the conclusion of the last 
meeting to underline this and was disappointed to have not yet received a 
response to this. The Chair apologised if this was the case as he thought that 
he had responded to over a further conversation on this matter but undertook to 
discuss this further with the Member at the conclusion of this meeting.  
 
 
 



Panel Arrangements – wider consultation 
A Member made a further request that, ahead of any future report on Panel 
arrangements and the possible options therein being presented to this 
Committee, those who wanted to feed into the process externally were 
encouraged to do so via email given that the petitioners were so many in 
number and their strength of feeling. Better still, would be the opportunity to 
have a short session where residents and other stakeholders could raise any 
questions or concerns around the intended approach. The Chair stated that he 
was sure that Officers would take this view on board when progressing the next 
steps.  
 

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

13. EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC  
RESOLVED - That under Section 100(A) of the Local Government Act 1972, 
the public be excluded from the meeting for the following items on the grounds 
that they involve the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in Part I 
of the Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act. 
 
  Item No(s)     Paragraph No(s) 
                             14       3 
        15            3, 5 & 7 
        16                3 & 7 
                           17-18       - 
 

14. TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC REALM CONSULTANCY FRAMEWORK - 
AWARD REPORT  
The Committee considered and approved a report of the Director of the Built 
Environment setting out progress made to date in tendering for the 
Transportation and Public Realm Consultancy Framework for professional 
services. 
 

15. DEBT ARREARS - BUILT ENVIRONMENT (P&T COMMITTEE)  
The Committee received a report of the Director of the Built Environment 
informing Members of arrears of invoiced income as at 31st March 2021.  
 

16. REPORT OF ACTION TAKEN  
The Committee received a report of the Town Clerk advising Members of action 
taken by the Town Clerk since the last meeting of the Committee, in 
consultation with the Chair and Deputy Chairman, in accordance with Standing 
Orders Nos 41(a) and (b). 
 

17. NON-PUBLIC QUESTIONS ON MATTERS RELATING TO THE WORK OF 
THE COMMITTEE  
Questions regarding various follow-up matters to the Committee’s sustainability 
training session were raised.  
 



18. ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS URGENT 
AND WHICH THE COMMITTEE AGREES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED 
WHILST THE PUBLIC ARE EXCLUDED  
There was no additional, urgent business for consideration. 
 
 

The meeting closed at 1.01 pm 
 
 
 

 

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


