
Planning Applications Sub Committee 29th October 2024 Addendum 

Agenda Item 5 – 65 Fleet Street (24/00648/FULMAJ and 24/00649/LBC) 

 

1. Clarification 

 

For clarity, this agenda item concerns both the planning application reference 

24/00648/FULMAJ and the listed building consent application reference 

24/00649/LBC, which both relate to the proposed development at 65 Fleet Street as 

addressed in the report for this agenda item.  

 

2. Cover sheet 

 

Correction in row 2 to the (F1) proposed floor space figures and where referenced 

incorrectly as 1,503.68sqm   in paras 15, 19, 104 and condition 69.   

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3. Cover Sheet 

Correction to the superstructure retention figures in row 11. VOLUME OF RETAINED 

FABRIC. Clarification of elements included under ‘superstructure’ also added.  

 

 

4. Consultation and recommendation 

Historic England Comments:  

Additional detail provided of Historic England’s consultee response:  

(FULL)  

We consider the proposed roof extension over the south building to cause a low level 

of harm to the significance of the Temples Conservation Area and the listed buildings 

within King’s Bench Walk.  In accordance with relevant policies, we would recommend 

that your authority seek to ensure that this harm is justified and reduced or minimised 

as far as possible. 

In respect to the impact of the proposals on the ability to see the tower of St. Bride’s 

Church in views from the Thames, we would recommend that the proposals seek to 

ensure there is no blocking or obscuring of the church spire in these views (for clarity, 

beyond the extent of any existing buildings or permitted schemes). The proposals have 

the potential to cause harm to the significance of the church through development 

within its setting and in our view, such harm should be avoided, bearing in mind that 

the church is a grade I heritage asset of the highest significance. 

Recommendation: Historic England has concerns regarding the application on 

heritage grounds. We consider that the issues and safeguards outlined in our advice 

need to be addressed in order for the application to meet the requirements of 

paragraphs 201, 205 and 208 of the NPPF. 

Officer Response: The concerns raised by Historic England are addressed in 

Paragraphs 378, 391, 450 and 471.   

 

 

 

5. Additional Comments  



 

• Agent’s response to TFL comments dated 17th September 2024. 

• NHS London Healthy Urban Development Unit comments dated 15th 
October 2024. 

• An additional letter of support has been received from Oliver Sells dated 

16th October 2024.   

 

6. Amendments to Paragraphs 

Paragraph 470 

 

Delete reference to objection by Historic England and Gardens Trust, insert concerns 

raised with regard to heritage impacts.  

 

Paragraph 669 

 

Optioneering Assessment – Add the no. of bedrooms achieved for each option: 

• Option 1 – 657 bedrooms 

• Option 2 – 777 bedrooms 

• Option 3 – 871 bedrooms 

Correction of the superstructure retention rates for Option 2 and Option 3. 

 

Revised version: 

Retention rates Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Substructure retained by mass 100% 100% 100% 

Superstructure retained by mass 
(frame, upper floors, roof, stairs, ramps) 

North block 
100% 

South block 
100% 

North block 
98% 

South block 
100% 

North block 
93% 

South block 
94% 

Superstructure retained by area 
(external walls, windows, ext. doors)  

0% 0% 0% 

 

 

Paragraph 673 

Correction of the superstructure retention rates of the proposed development. 

93% of the superstructure of the North Building and 94% of the superstructure of the 

South Building would be reused including complete reuse of the substructure for both 

buildings. 

 

Paragraph 732  

 

Delete reference to harm to the significance of a Conservation Area, insert harm to 

the setting of a Conservation Area.  



 

Paragraph 745 

  

City CIL and S106 Planning Obligations  

   

Liability in accordance 

with the City of 

London’s policies  

Contribution  

(excl. indexation)  

Available for 

allocation  

Retained for 

administratio

n and 

monitoring  

City CIL   £288,756.75  £274,318.91  £14,437.84  

City Planning 

Obligations  
      

Local, Training, Skills and 

Job Brokerage  
£115,502.70  £114,347.67  £1,155.03  

Carbon Reduction 

Shortfall (as designed)  

Not indexed  

£226,290.00  £226,290.00  £0  

Section 278 (Evaluation 

and Design Fee)  

Not indexed  

£50,000  £50,000  £0  

S106 Monitoring Charge  £5,750.00  £0  £5,750.00  

Total liability in 

accordance with the 

City of London’s 

policies  

£686,049.45  £664,956.58  £21,342.87  

  

The obligations set out below are required in accordance with the City’s Planning 

Obligations SPD 2021. They are necessary to make the application acceptable in 

planning terms, directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably related 

in scale and kind to the development and meet the tests in the CIL Regulations and 

government policy.   

  

• Local Procurement Strategy  

• Local Training, Skills and Job Brokerage Strategy (Demolition and 

Construction)  

• Affordable Student Accommodation  

• Student Management Plan  

• Student Accommodation Nomination Agreement  

• Remedial Highway Works  

• Travel Plan  

• Delivery and Servicing Management Plan  

• Carbon Off-Setting Submissions  

• Public Realm Management Plan  

• ‘Be Seen’ Energy Performance Monitoring  



• Medieval Crypt, Archaeology and Heritage Implementation Strategy   

• Cultural Space Implementation Strategy  

• Cultural Space Management Plan  

• Cultural Space Specification  

• Medieval Crypt Management Plan  

• Construction Monitoring Contribution (£30,935 for First Year and £25,760 

for Subsequent Years)  

• Section 278 Agreement   

• NHS Contribution (£45,000)   

• Cultural Space Contribution (£500,000) 

  

Paragraph 748 

 

The scope of the s278 agreement may include, but is not limited to: 

  

Fleet Street  

 

• Resurfacing of the carriageway fronting the planning application site  

• Reinstatement of footways as per the City of London’s standard 

materials fronting the planning application site 

• Removal/ Reinstatement of street furniture   

• Reinstatement of road Markings and associated traffic orders  

• Reinstatement of controlled crossing and associated road markings 

and infrastructure  

   

Bouverie Street  

 

• Resurfacing of the carriageway within the frontage of the site (if applicable) 

• Reconstruction of footways as per the City of London’s standard materials.  

• Reinstatement/ Removal of redundant street furniture if applicable (removal 

and reinstatement) legible London 

• Road Markings and associated traffic orders (if applicable) 

• Provision of crossover for disabled access and accommodation works 

• Reinstatement of TfL cycle hire 

  

Whitefriars Street 

 

• Reinstatement of the footway as per City of London’s standard materials 

• Reconstruction of existing vehicular access to suit the new site layout 

 

7. Update to conditions  

Condition 8 amended to specify design iterations for WLC assessment as follows: 

 

Prior to the commencement of the development, excluding demolition of the 

development detailed Whole Life-Cycle Carbon assessment covering two iterations 



- a) as-approved design stage, b) Stage 4 design - shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, demonstrating that the Whole Life-

Cycle Carbon emissions savings of the development achieve at least the GLA 

benchmarks and setting out further opportunities to achieve the GLA's Aspirational 

Benchmark set out in the GLA's Whole Life-Cycle Assessment Guidance. The 

assessment should include details of measures to reduce carbon emissions 

throughout the whole life cycle of the development and provide calculations in line with 

the Mayor of London's guidance on Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments, and the 

development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and 

operated and managed in accordance with the approved assessment for the life-cycle 

of the development. 

 

Condition 29 amended to reflect correct UGF factor figure as follows:  

 

Prior to implementation of landscaping works, details shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority to demonstrate that opportunities 

have been explored to achieve a target of 0.4 urban greening factor and if not 

achievable provide a justification as to why a higher UGF could not be achieved. The 

development shall be carried out in accordance with those approved details and a 

minimum urban greening factor target of 0.305 shall be maintained for the life of the 

development unless otherwise approved by the local planning authority.  

REASON: To assist the environmental sustainability of the development and provide 

a habitat that will encourage biodiversity in accordance with the following policies of 

the Local Plan: DM18.2, DM19.2. 

 

Condition 30 amended to include reference to skylights as follows:  

 

Before any works thereby affected are begun the following details shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and all development 
pursuant to this permission shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details:  

a. Particulars and samples of the materials to be used on all external faces 

of the building, including soffits and sample panels which demonstrate 

the appearance and relationship of the materials with each other;  

b. Construction of a 1:1 sample material and façade panels of agreed 

sections of the façade; 

c. Details of the proposed new façade including typical details and 

samples of the fenestration, entrances, balustrading and decorative 

elements at a scale of no less than 1:20;   

d. Detailed drawings of a scale no less than 1:20 in plan, section and 

elevation of agreed typical bays;    

e. Details of the proposed roof materials, dormers, skylights and parapet 

walls including samples of materials and details of junctions;  

f. Details of ground floor elevations including entrances, shopfronts, 

artwork and historical interpretation;  



g. Full details of terraces, including all elevations, entrances, fenestration, 

planters, seating, lighting, soffits, drainage, and any infrastructure 

required; 

h. Full details of the integration of building cleaning equipment and the 

garaging thereof, plant, flues, and other excrescences at roof level 

including within the plant room;  

i. Full details of access to the roof for cleaning and maintenance, including 

details of mansafe equipment;  

j. Details of cleaning of retained historic facades, including methodology 

for the protection of decorative elements; 

k. Details of all external artwork and heritage interpretation; and 

l. Details of all external materials, including samples, within the archway 

including flooring, windows, shopfronts, soffits, doors and lighting. 

REASON: To ensure the Local Planning Authority may be satisfied with the detail of 

the proposed development and to ensure a satisfactory external appearance in 

accordance with the following policies of the Local Plan: DM3.2; DM10.1; DM10.5; 

DM12.2. 

 

 









































































Kieran McCallum
Planning Department
City of London
PO Box 270.
Guildhall London EC2P

15th October 2024

Dear Kieran,

Planning Application 24/00648/FULMAJ 65 Fleet Street, London

Further to our telephone conversations I confirm our request for a contribution of £45,000
towards the mitigation of the adverse impacts of the development on local health
infrastructure. This sum will enable the reconfiguration and upgrading of non-clinical space
to clinical space and is considered to meet the tests set out in the CIL Regulations for
contributions.

We have reviewed the planning application and supporting documents. We welcome the
commitment you outlined in our discussions that the applicant is making for voluntary and
community activities within the site. However, given the scale of the proposed development
the impact across all types of health infrastructure will be significant and will require
mitigation.

We would usually expect a more detailed HIA to be undertaken for a scheme of this scale
and mix of uses rather than the HUDU Checklist and would suggest that public health
colleagues are consulted for their views.

Reference is made to daylight being challenging; however, it is important to ensure that
communal spaces or those where students may study or spend daytime has maximum
daylight.

Reference is made to lifts needing to be large enough for a trolley bed, however, they should
be large enough for a trolley bed and two paramedics with their equipment.

While pedestrians and cyclists are being given priority it is important that pedestrians are
considered separately as there can be conflict between cyclists and pedestrians, and cycle
parking/storage should be safe and accessible. There should be adequate parking for
emergency vehicles and for service vehicles to ensure pedestrian routes are not impeded.

The completed HIA template refers to managing noise from outside the building, however, it
is important that there is adequate insulation between units to ensure privacy, and noise can



be a contributor to stress and poor health. It is important that the occupiers can have private
conversations without being overheard in adjoining rooms when talking at a normal level.

The inclusion of a pocket park and enhancement of the public realm are welcome; however,
an ongoing management plan is important. We recommend that the management
arrangements are secured by planning condition or the S106 agreement in perpetuity.

The North East London Integrated Care System and North East London Integrated Care
Board’s area includes the City. The NEL ICS Infrastructure Strategy is currently in preparation
and there will be a prioritisation of large projects to address the cumulative growth from this
and similar schemes with the intention of seeking CIL monies where S106 contributions
cannot achieve mitigation. This may include expansion of inpatient care for example.
However, as discussed, we consider a modest contribution secured via the S106 agreement
enabling the conversion of non-clinical space (administrative or storage for example) to
increase clinical capacity alongside the arrival of the new student population is important in
the short term.

The figure of £45,000 referenced earlier is a very modest, but important contribution. The
calculations from the HUDU Planning Contributions Model, (the methodology referenced in
the London Plan for assessing the cost of mitigation for health infrastructure) indicates the
capital cost to the NHS of creating additional capacity could be in the region of £1.7m. While
this assumes new buildings/extensions it does not include outpatients, accident and
emergency and ambulance infrastructure.  The summary table from the HUDU Model is
included below for information. This also includes a revenue figure which is not sought from
developers, but we consider it important for yourselves and the applicant to understand there
are wider costs to the NHS placing additional pressure on budgets and services.

Final Summary
Total Capital Cost £1,730,777
Total Revenue Cost £1,283,536
Combined Cost £3,014,314
Total Number of Housing Units 871
Capital Cost Requirement Per Unit £1,987

Please let me know if you require any further information.

Yours sincerely,

Mary Manuel
Head of the NHS Healthy Urban Development Unit



From: Sells, Oliver 
Sent: 16 October 2024 11:42
To: Richards, Gwyn 
Subject: 65 Fleet Street. Planning Application. Letter to the Planning Committee 
Importance: High

Dear Members,
I write in my capacity as a member of the Court for the Ward of Farringdon Without and as
the Deputy Chair of the Capital Buildings Board. I also live and work in the inner Temple.
Fleet Street has suffered grievously since the demise of the print industry in this area and
the aftershock of Covid.
Many offices and shops have closed and footfall has declined dramatically.
In order to remedy this unhappy situation the City has made great efforts in the last few
years to bring life and economic activity back to this historic part of the City, including
granting permission for the very significant Salisbury Square Development.
The instant  application aims to bring new life to the old Freshfields building in the form of
student accommodation and retail and other space. It has already produced new life at the
Tipperary and nearby shops.
This site is close to the Temple and I know that the Inns of Court College of Advocacy is in
discussions about the provision of low cost accommodation for some of their students.
This would obviously be of great benefit in an area of high cost  accommodation.
I hope very much that members will support this application which seems to me to bring all
the benefits of high grade accommodation; shared space; a terrace and cultural
opportunities.
Yrs
Oliver Sells

Oliver Sells KC. CC.
Members Room
PO Box270
Guildhall
London
EC2P 2EJ

Member of the Court of Common Council for the
Ward of Farringdon Without.

Telephone
Email
www.cityoflondon.gov.uk

https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.cityoflondon.gov.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7CDavis.Watson%40cityoflondon.gov.uk%7C160e084250f44b74758b08dceec44456%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C0%7C0%7C638647773926501269%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=39mzI%2F%2F4OX4iDF0Ers1yEF%2BYmFvV22RzrcK5Dm%2FNjbY%3D&reserved=0
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