
Planning Applications Sub-Committee 21st July 2023 Addendum 

Item 4: 55 Bishopsgate (22/00981/FULEIA) 

1. Clarification on Application Cover Sheet 

Section 3 

The proposed development would deliver over 14% Net (17% Gross) of this 
 remaining floorspace target. 

Section 14 – 17 

The amended figures in the factsheet are now aligned with the figures stated  in 
the report  and do not change the conclusions set out in the report 

 

 

 



 

2. Additional Comments 
• Attached is an additional comment from the Surveyor to St Paul’s 

Cathedral maintaining their objecting to the application. This does not raise 
any new issues. 

 



• Attached are comments from the Georgian Group. The report has 
considered the impact of the development in cumulative scenarios which 
includes consented applications. This has not included 55 Old Broad 
Street or Liverpool Street station as these schemes were at pre-application 
stage when  55 Bishopsgate was submitted. These applications have 
subsequently been submitted but not determined and so included in 
cumulative scenarios. Otherwise, the letter does not raise any new issues.  

 

• Additional comments have been received from TfL, dated: 18/07/2023. 
The applicant has agreed the figures. 

 

The applicant has agreed the figures.  

 

3. Additional Representations Objecting to the Application 

Attached are five additional representations objecting to the application,  
 from: 

• Max Skjoldebrand dated 12.07.2023  
• John Robertson 14.07.2023 
• Fred Rodgers dated 17.07.2023 
• Stephen King (x2) 05.12.2023 & 17.07.2023 

None of these raise any new material planning considerations which aren't 
 already addressed within the committee report. 

 

4. Additional Representation in Support of the Application 

Attached is a representation from the EC BID supporting the application,  
 dated 13.07.2023 

 

5. Amendments to paragraphs 

Summary, Page 6: Delete reference to Policies S12 and S13 

 

Paragraph 337: of the committee report delete Old War Office and insert  
 Ministry of Defence. 

 

Paragraph 203 & 776: delete reference to public toilets at ground level.  
 (Public toilets are provided at Lower Ground Level) 



 

Paragraph 804: Base Sheffield stands (16 spaces) will be provided within the 
 site at ground floor level. 

 

Paragraph 810: The applicant has agreed to undertake overnight delivery and 
 servicing activity from 22:00 – 07:00, 7 days a week.  

 

Paragraph 889: Overall, given that the affected rooms are living rooms, the 
 effect is considered Major Adverse (significant). However, due to the existing 
 levels of daylight the percentage reduction is disproportionate, and the  
 absolute reduction is limited to between 5% and 7.1% (excluding the first  
 storey refuse storage) and this should be taken into consideration. In this  
 context it is not considered that the proposal would result in an unacceptable 
 impact. 

 

6. Additions to paragraphs  

Paragraphs 796 – 801 and 823: TfL have confirmed the temporary pavement 
 widening scheme on Bishopsgate is to made permanent. TBC.  

 

Paragraph 805 - Discussions are ongoing with the applicant and TfL  
 regarding the monitoring and enforcement of the delivery and servicing plan, 
 with particular focus on the number of vehicle trips to the site.  
 

Paragraph 1068 – City's Planning Obligations – an additional Head of Term to 
 be secured: 

• Management of the educational use space & flexible use space in the 
Public Conservatory 

 

7. Deletion to paragraph  

Paragraph 1104 

• Delete reference to Local Plan Policy DM10.1 (New Development) 

 

8. Additional Conditions: 
1. Prior to commencement, excluding demolition, detailed plans shall be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority 
demonstrating the provision of sufficient ducting space for full fibre 
connectivity infrastructure within the development. The development shall be 



carried out in accordance with these plans and maintained as such in 
perpetuity. 

REASON: To ensure that Digital Connectivity infrastructure is incorporated 
 into the development before the design is too advanced to make changes. 

 

2. Prior to occupational, details and curation of the digital screen at ground floor 
level shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The screen hereby approved shall not be in use between the hours 
of 10pm and 8am. The level of illumination shall not exceed 300 cd/m2. The 
screen shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details and 
retained for the life of the development.  

REASON: To ensure a satisfactory visual appearance and to safeguard the 
 amenity of neighbouring premises in accordance with the following policies of 
  the Local Plan: DM10.1, DM10.5, DM12.2 and DM21.3. 

 

3. Insert to Condition 25 
(f) public staircase to lower ground level  

 
4. Amendment to condition 59  

No servicing of the premises shall be carried out other than between the  
 hours of 22:00 on one day and 07:00 on the following day. Servicing includes 
 the loading and unloading of goods from vehicles and putting rubbish outside 
 the building. 

REASON: To avoid obstruction of the surrounding streets and to safeguard 
 the amenity of the occupiers of adjacent premises, in accordance with the  
 following policies of the Local Plan: DM16.1, DM21.3. 

 





 

Surveyor to the Fabric 

 

 

Caroe Architecture Ltd. is a 

company limited by guarantee, 

registered in England & Wales: 

registered number 06927269 

 

 

Page 2 of 3 

Many of the revisions to the scheme lie outside the locus of comment of St 

Paul’s, relating closely to the ground floor offering, landscaping, and detail 

design in these areas. It remains for Officers to decide on the weight of their 

public benefit. Our view is that, whilst there are merits that one can discern 

in relation to the ‘Destination City’ agenda, these are not benefits that can 

be objectively shown to offset the harm to the City skyline and thus the 

setting and significance of St Paul’s by any proportionate weighting exercise.  

The revised scheme also includes an updated cultural offering as part of a 

drive towards delivering a cultural benefit. As an active participant in the 

City’s cultural landscape, it is within our scope to provide comment on this 

element. We are mindful of rejuvenating the vibrancy of the Square Mile’s 

cultural offering, and are aware of the ‘Destination City’ initiative that seeks 

to reinvigorate aspects of the City. 

While public benefits are of course an important driver to all development, 

we would also urge caution with regard to ensuring the longevity of any 

proposed cultural offering – and the real weight of its public benefit and 

long term social value it would deliver. This is not to denigrate the work 

undertaken by the applicant as part of their Cultural Plan, but to ensure that 

the wording of any approval and S106 agreement ensures it is deliverable 

for the entire lifetime of the development. We would seek assurances that 

the proposed cultural programme is achievable, measureable and 

quantifiable, actively monitored, and long lived. It lies with Officers to 

secure this as part of the planning process. Unfortunately, too often cultural 

programming is used to promote the benefits of a scheme, whilst it 

eventually is diluted, or at worst, undeliverable. The Cultural Plan appears 

to aspire to deliver space and a relationship for programming in support of 

NLA in the long-term, but is quiet on the detail of funding for that 

programme into the future. We understand that NLA are the cultural 

partner currently identified by the applicant, but the plan also lacks detail 

on how a similar level of cultural benefit would be delivered in future if the 

arrangement with NLA proves un-sustainable or breaks down.  

Conclusions  

This short response seeks to reiterate our previous standpoint – the 

Cathedral still harbours concerns over the height and massing of the 

proposals and the effect this will have on St Paul’s. We again would note the 

weight that this should be given in decision making. We do not recognise 





 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Application: Demolition of the existing building and the erection of a part-63 

storey (284.68 AOD) and part-22 storey (112.30 AOD) building plus basement, 

including office use (Class E); a publicly accessible multi-purpose space at 

ground floor level, part Level 02 and part Level 03 for a flexible use including: 

retail, food and beverage, drinking establishment, learning, community use, 

exhibition and/or performance space (Sui Generis); a public viewing gallery (Sui 

Generis), public realm improvements, cycle parking, servicing, vehicle lifts, 

refuse facilities and other works associated with the development including 

access and highways works. 

 

LPA ID: 22/00981/FULEIA  

 

Address: 55 Bishopsgate, London, EC2N 3AS 

 

Dear Catherine, 

 

Thank you for consulting the Georgian Group on the above application for Planning 

Permission. Based on the information available to date, the Group objects to this 

application and recommends your local authority refuse consent. 

 

Significance of Surrounding Heritage Assets 

 

This letter will highlight the significance of only those buildings that fall within The 

Georgian Group’s remit (1700-1840), this does not mean that any building I do not 

describe will not be harmed by the proposed development. The Group defers to other 

amenity societies on buildings falling under their expertise.  

 

Celebrations to mark the tercentenary (2023) of the death of Sir Christopher Wren,  

architect of St Paul’s, are now underway and the landmark role that the cathedral's 

great dome and supporting drum have played in London’s skyline for the past three 

centuries is of great public interest. St Paul’s Cathedral is Wren’s masterpiece, and its 

dome became an obsession. As part of plans to repair and rejuvenate Old St Paul’s, 

before its destruction in The Great Fire, Wren proposed the introduction of a new 

domed crossing to the medieval building. The idea of the dome ran through all his 

subsequent designs for the new cathedral and was finally executed in the form we see 

today. Ever since its completion, St Paul’s has dominated London’s skyline and has 

both provided the stage for great national events and been depicted in innumerable 

works of art. The role and contribution of St Paul’s Cathedral to London’s skyline is 

recognised within the London View Management Framework.  

 

 

 

 



St James’s Park is a grade I listed park and garden with its formation occurring in the 

early 16th century and layout and appearance we see today owing much to the 

architect John Nash. Nash’s involvement in the park and wider metropolitan 

improvements undertaken concurrently owe much to his close relationship with the 

prince Regent, later George IV and saw the creation of St James’s Park as a public 

park. During its inception, there was close consideration to encroachment on the park 

to create a space suitable for public use, avoiding impact on space and air. Views out 

of the park from the earliest designs were considered and where opportunity arose to 

create positive views they were grasped upon. The success of the park made it an 

exemplar in landscape design and the picturesque elements provide an important 

example of design influences during the early 19th century. The parks’ role within 

wider metropolitan improvements at the time and association with one of the most 

important architects of the 19th century is of particular interest.  

 

With reference to the London View Management Framework the importance of view 

26A.1 relates to the visible landmark buildings the user can witness from the 

footbridge across the lake. The lake itself was undertaken by Nash who expanded the 

existing canal on the site. When located on the bridge it is possible to see a number of 

important buildings located on Whitehall which creates a unique character to the area, 

enhancing the significance of the park and views out.  

 

Horse Guards is located to the east of St James’s Park and is grade I listed. The earlier 

structure was demolished due to its deteriorating condition with William Kent 

commissioned to design the building we see today. The former building on the site 

had a close relationship with St James’s Park with views being afforded from the park 

itself towards the western elevation which can be seen in Kip’s Prospect. The Kent 

building historically, and today has a close relationship with the park with important 

views existing between the two enhancing their interest and contributing to their 

setting. The western elevation is a particularly notable example of Palladian design 

and one of the most important public buildings constructed under the reign of George 

II, with views available towards the elevation from within St James’s Park.  

 

Proposal  

 

The applicant intends to redevelop the subject site by demolishing the existing 

building and erect a part 63 storey and part 22 storey building in its place. As part of 

the application documentation, there a number of public benefits proposed which are 

noted.  

 

The Georgian Group’s advice 

 

The three heritage assets referred to above are amongst the most important landscape 

and built projects undertake during the 18th and 19th century and are rightly afforded 

the highest grading. The proposed development at 55 Bishopsgate would cause harm 

to each of these heritage assets.  

 

St Paul’s Cathedral and its prominence on the London skyline is well appreciated 

from the protected view 15B within the London View Management Framework. 

Within this view there is a clear division between the city cluster and St Paul’s 

allowing the user to appreciate the silhouette of St Paul’s along with the historic and 



architectural interest associated with this grade I heritage asset. The setting of St 

Paul’s makes a strong contribution to the significance of the building, something the 

proposed development would encroach on. The location of the proposed building 

away from the centre of the eastern cluster would impact the protected view 15B 

within the LVMF. Due to its height and massing it would compete with the 

prominence of St Paul’s creating a visual distraction, therefore harming the 

significance of St Paul’s and the protected view. The existing view and formation of 

the cluster creates a gradient stepping down to the dome of St Paul’s allowing the 

focus to be on the great building. 

 

The impact of no.55 Bishopsgate on St Paul’s should be considered alongside present 

and future applications in order for the cumulative impact to be assessed. Current live 

applications include proposals at 55 & 65 Old Broad Street which would introduce a 

24 Storey tower visible in line the peristyle of St Paul’s Cathedral. The redevelopment 

of Liverpool Street Station, which the Group understands has not yet been submitted 

to the City of London would again impact views towards St Paul’s from view 15B 

within the LVMF. The accumulation of these separate application has the potential to 

raise the level of harm caused to the significance of St Pauls and the City of London 

should consider the cumulative impact during its decision making.  

 

St James’s Park is largely as it was planned in the early 19th century when the 

conscious design of John Nash focused on avoiding encroachment on the newly 

formed public park as to enhance the visitors experience. The setting of the park 

contributes considerably to its significance and certain views out towards the 

surrounding London townscape are notable. Nash’s wider metropolitan improvements 

on going at the time show the contribution and harmonious role St James’s Park plays 

within the wider built environment.  

 

The impact of the 63-storey tower on the setting of St James’s Park and view 26A.1 is 

evident in the visualisations provided as part of the TVHIA. Due to the height and 

massing of the tower it would stand out clearly in views contrasting with the existing 

roofscape of the Horse Guards and other landmark buildings on Whitehall. This 

would have a negative impact on the ability to appreciate this historic parkland in its 

setting and would compete with the existing built form and be contrary to the 

guidance set out within the LVMF SPG. Therefore, there would be an element of 

harm caused to the significance of St James’s Park, Horse Guards and the protected 

view 26A.1 within the LVMF. 

 

Recommendation 

 

The application in its current form would cause less than substantial harm to the 

significance of St Paul’s Cathedral, St James’s Park, and Horse Guards.  

 

Paragraph 199 of the NPPF reinforces the need to give great weight to the 

conservation of heritage assets, and the more important an asset, the greater the 

weight should be. The three heritage assets referred to above are all grade I and 

should be afforded the highest level of weight.  

 

The following advice from paragraph 013 of the Planning Practice  

Guidance accompanying the NPPF entitled ‘What is the setting of a heritage asset and  



how can it be taken into account?’ is directly relevant: ‘When assessing any  

application which may affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities  

may need to consider the implications of cumulative change’. Additionally, Historic  

England’s guidance on the setting of heritage assets states: ‘Where the significance of  

a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development  

affecting its setting, to accord with NPPF policies consideration still needs to be given  

to whether additional change will further detract from, or can enhance, the  

significance of the asset’. 

 

With relevance to view 26A.1, the LVMF guidance states ‘Development in the 

background of this view should be of a scale, mass or form that does not dominate, 

overpower or compete with either of the existing two groups of built form or the 

landscape elements between and either side of them’.  

 

The LVMF guidance on view 15B gives various points to be considered when 

managing change and new development within the view. Paragraph 266 states 

‘Consideration should be given to the space St Paul’s Cathedral requires between it 

and tall buildings to maintain its visual prominence in the river prospect’.  

 

As the application causes less than substantial harm to the significance of three 

separate heritage assets, this harm will have to be weighed against the public benefits 

of the proposed scheme, in line with paragraph 202 of the NPPF. The public benefits 

put forward by the applicant would not outweigh the heritage harm caused by this 

application.  

 

The Georgian Group recommends this application for Planning Permission in its 

current form is refused consent. The application would cause less than substantial 

harm to the three heritage assets of the highest significance, as well as being contrary 

to the guidance set out within the LVMF.  

 

As the decision maker, your local authority should take these comments on board 

when undertaking the balancing act set out within paragraph 202 of the NPPF. 

Additionally, the statutory duty set out within section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed 

Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990. Within the Act, it states that special 

regard should be given to the desirability of preserving a building or its setting or any 

features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

 

Your authority should take these representations into account when determining this 

application.  

 

Yours sincerely,  

 

Edward Waller (Conservation Advisor for South East England and London) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Response to 65200814-SWE-XX-XX-T-TP-0005-P01.03-TfL Tracker (received 

14th July 2023) – 55 Bishopsgate 18.07.2023 

Thank you for providing the additional response to TfL Spatial Planning. The detail is 

much appreciated at this stage of the planning process. Please take it that most of 

the response is noted with the exception of the following items. 

Transport modelling and impact on highways 

As highlighted on multiple occasions, the applicant has failed to carry out any 

strategic modelling which would usually be expected given the size and scale of the 

development, which will be reflected in the Stage 2 comments to the GLA.  

However, it is noted that the decision is imminent. The City Corporation’s Committee 

Report in considering the impacts on the transport network (para 800) concludes 

that. ‘Where necessary, works to widen pavements and improve pedestrian 

crossings will be secured through a S278 agreement and s106 obligations and 

financial contributions with TfL’. 

Although the proposals are not supported by modelling, we remain of the view that a 

contribution of £1.5million for highway mitigation is reasonable and necessary. We 

hope that the applicant can agree this and we welcome confirmation as such.  As 

you are aware, the scale and content of any obligations is a material planning 

consideration which members of the Committee should be able to take into account 

– clarity on this matter would therefore be appreciated.    

Cycle Parking 

TfL would not regard cycle parking in the lower ground floor as short stay cycle 

parking. Cycle parking needs to be designed for the user and in the case of short 

stay, convenience and quick access is paramount. Having the parking in the 

basement defeats this and immediately creates barriers to cycling which is not 

supported. 

That said, TfL does acknowledge the competing pressures for the ground floor space 

and public realm. The applicant is therefore urged to explore all reasonable 

alternatives, this might mean reallocating ground floor space. If this does not prove 

possible, our stage 2 comments to the Mayor will have to reflect this.  

TfL are taking the approach that the cycle parking in the lower ground floor 

basement is in addition to the minimum standards set out in the London Plan (2021). 

Cycle Hire 

Your point that a reasonable location for a docking station needs to be identified is 

agreed. TfL is therefore willing to work with the City of London to find a suitable 

Cycle Hire Docking Station location and request that the contribution of £220k is paid 

to TfL on the basis that can be achieved. A section 106 obligation drafted on that 

basis would be welcomed.  
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Dear Sirs, 
Planning Application - 22/00981/FULEIA 
55 Bishopsgate, London EC2N 3AS 
 
Thank you for your letter of 15th June 2023 advising me that you are reconsulting due to design 
amendments and submission of additional information in relation to the Proposed Development. I can 
confirm that I have reviewed this information and the amendments are insubstantial and relate mainly 
to the base of the building.  
 
However, regarding the additional information, we strongly disagree with Montagu Evan’s assessment 
of the existing building’s quality and contribution to the streetscape in the City of London as presented 
in ES HTVIA Addendum (June 2023). No. 55 Bishopsgate is considered to make a positive contribution 
to the City of London and the setting of Mewes & Davis’ Grade II 1920’s Hudson Bay House opposite 
(No’s 52-68 Bishopsgate). I refer you to the article in Architecture Today (February 1992, copy attached) 
which declared “55 Bishopsgate is an asset to the City of London. It brings dignity back to Bishopsgate, 
provides a continuity of streetscape and offers framed vistas and enjoyable fragmentary details…. it 
succeeds as cityscape and has a quality of detailing and robustness that will outlast fashion.” 
 
As noted in my previous objection letter of 1st December 2022, the Proposed Development does not 
take account of the character of the surroundings, notably the prevailing scale of development in the St 
Helen’s Conservation Area and 52-68 Bishopsgate. 
 
I strongly object to this redevelopment proposal which will cause irreparable damage to the townscape 
views in the City of London and to the St Helen’s conservation area. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 

John Robertson  
Founder and Senior Advisor 
John Robertson Architects 
 
Encls: Architecture Today, February 1992. 
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Catherine Evans 
Department of the Built Environment 
City of London 
P0 Box 270 
Guildhall 
London 
EC2P 2EJ 

 

 

By Email  

14th July 2023  











From: Fred Rodgers 

Sent: Monday, July 7, 

To: Richards, Gwyn 
Subject: 55 Bishopsgate - 22/00981/FULEIA 

THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL 

Dear Mr Richards, 

Following your response to the failure to obtain an independent review of the submitted Ecological Impact 

Assessment for phase 2 of the Barbican Podium renewal, I note that a paper has been submitted to tomorrow's 

P&TC meeting. It's more than a pity though that no evidence has been submitted in support of the decision not to 

require an independent review. 

As the approved policy in the draft City Plan 2036 may not apply to third party applications, it must be the case that 

the requirement to meet the 0.3% UGF doesn't either. No matter, the submitted EIA for 55 Bishopsgate has the 
same defects as the Barbican one. The Barbican Wildlife Group (BWG) is one of a number groups in the City 

submitting weekly records of sightings to GiGL. 

The information from GiGL in the submitted EIA suggests that the last sighting of a frog in the subject area was in 

2018. Upwards of 12 frogs have seen in a single weekly session by BWG members and reported to GiGL. Also, there 

have been similar regular sightings - and reporting - over a number of years. These comments also apply to some of 

the other species referred to in the EIA. 

The problem is not with GiGL though but the fact that it naturally requires payment for its up to date monitoring 

data, so developers simply rely on GiGL's published data. That may be acceptable to you but it's hardly accurate and 

gives no comfort that submitted EIAs can be relied on as being accurate. 

I appreciate the draft City Plan policy is to ensure the accuracy of submitted EIAs in the absence of City Corporation 

employing its own ecologist. But, in the meantime, it would be comforting if the were any evidence that submitted 
EIAs are being scrutinised by City Corporation. 

As mentioned above, no such evidence was produced for the Barbican application, even though there was an 

overriding obligation to obtain an independent review. That suggests my concern will fall on deaf ears. 

II 

The EIA isn't the only submitted document that should have been challenged though. I haven't been able to find any 

comment on the fact that Townsend Landscape Architecture's submitted planting strategy claims: 

The proposed planting will be designed to enhance the character and identity of each space. Species will be chosen 

that can thrive together in shaded environments under the building and planting mixes will ensure year around 

seasonal interest and enhanced biodiversity. 

as a total of 23 plant varieties are mentioned in 5.0 and 7,0 under "planting strategy" but, while examples of all 23 

can be purchased from the RHS, only three seem to be claimed by it as being pollinator friendly. Again, it would be 
comforting if there were any evidence that the submitted had been scrutinised by City Corporation. 

1 



2

Finally, if approved and implemented, the scheme’s embodied carbon is estimated to be 112,230 tCO2e. 
How can this be acceptable? 

 
Best regards, 
 
Fred Rodgers  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 







 

From: stephen king 

Sent: Monday, July 17, 

To: PLN - Comments 

Subject: Re: Application Consultation (22/00981/FULEIA) 

THIS IS AN EXTERNAL EMAIL 

Dear Ms Evans 

Thank you for including me in the planning proposal 22/00981/FULEIA, 55 Bishopsgate. 

Kindly accept my apologies for my late reply as I have been away. 

Please may I reiterate Historic England's letter, Michael Dunn, Principal Inspector 29 November 2022 where he says 
"The demolition of the existing building will, nonetheless, result in the loss of its embodied carbon" as he better 
explains my own request concerning wood from the interior. How can I be enabled to access this material to recycle it 
in my work? 

Kindly note Hatch June 2023 Cultural Plan, 3 Cultural Context's map doesn't appear to include the new Museum of 
London at Smithfield or Bishopsgate Institute. What other omissions are there even though it's described as a 'interim 
document'. Thus I question the claimed public benefits of the scheme [however skateboarders may like it]. 

The architecture referred to as being of the 'highest calibre', a military term and smaller 'satellite building' south of the 
main tower looks more like apartment block. 

Regarding DP9 Ltd's unsigned letter 2 June 2023, "The cycle stair access, showers and lockers has been 
reconfigured at lower ground level, and cycle parking provided." How does the management of this facility propose 
preventing homeless people from taking showers? 

Please could the Planning committee require Schroders better explain how they intend to dispose of the 
existing structure, steelwork, wood and [beautiful] two coloured stone exterior cladding? 

I would like to attend the planning meeting if possible. 

With kind regards. 

Stephen King 

On Thursday, 15 June 2023 at 15:07:24 SST, wrote: 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Please see attached consultation letter for planning application 22/00981/FULEIA (55 Bishopsgate London EC2N 
3AS ). 

Kind Regards 

Planning Administration 
Environment Department 
City of London 
THIS E-MAIL AND ANY ATTACHED FILES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are 
not the addressee, any disclosure, reproduction, copying, distribution or other dissemination or use of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error please notify the sender 
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immediately and then delete this e-mail. Opinions, advice or facts included in this message are given without any 
warranties or intention to enter into a contractual relationship with the City of London unless specifically indicated 
otherwise by agreement, letter or facsimile signed by a City of London authorised signatory. Any part of this e-mail 
which is purely personal in nature is not authorised by the City of London. All e-mail through the City of London's 
gateway is potentially the subject of monitoring. All liability for errors and viruses is excluded. Please note that in so 
far as the City of London falls within the scope of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or the Environmental 
Information Regulations 2004, it may need to disclose this e-mail. Website: http://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk 
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