City Plan 2036
Development Plans Team
City of London
PO Box 270
Guildhall
London EC2P 2EJ

Our ref: PL00509022

By email: localplan@cityoflondon.gov.uk
10 May 2021
Dear Sir/Madam
Shaping the Future City – City of London Local Plan Regulation 19: Proposed Submission
Draft Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation document, and for
recent opportunities to engage with the City Corporation on the key issues. As the
Government’s adviser on the historic environment, Historic England’s role is to ensure that
the conservation and enhancement of the historic environment is taken fully into account at
all stages and levels of the Local Plan process.
Our comments are made in the context of the principles relating to the historic environment
and local plans within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the
accompanying Planning Practice Guide (PPG). They focus in particular on whether the draft
Plan contains clear and unambiguous policies relating to the historic environment (NPPF,
para 16), makes sufficient provision for the conservation and enhancement of the historic
environment in the City of London through strategic policies (para 20), whether the identified
evidence base for the historic environment is relevant and up to date (para 31) and if it
therefore sets out a positive strategy for its conservation and enjoyment (para 185).
An outline of our position in relation to the draft Plan is set out below, while detailed
comments are included in Appendix A together with a schedule of proposed amendments at
Appendix B relating to certain policies that we believe would address our concerns in those
areas.
Summary
By any standard, the depth and concentration of heritage within the City of London is
remarkable. Its quality and diversity is a compelling draw for visitors, workers and investors
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alike, enriching the lives of the City’s broad working and resident populations. The rich
historic character, with its unique street pattern and collection of outstanding buildings, its
wealth of archaeology and the green and restful spaces it offers support resilience and wellbeing, and is a crucial part of the City’s unique offer, both now and in terms of how it and
wider London will recover from the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic.
As indicated above, the NPPF requires that local plans should set out a positive strategy for
the historic environment. However, we believe that fundamental shortcomings in the draft
Plan risk encouraging development that will seriously harm the significance of the City’s
historic environment, including some of the country’s most important heritage assets. In its
current form we consider that the draft Plan should not be considered sound.
Overarching comments
While development pressure within the Square Mile has been significant for many years, its
historic environment remains critical to its character and identity. As we indicated in our
previous consultation response (dated 28 February 2019), there is much to welcome in the
draft Plan in respect of its consideration of the historic environment.
However, when the draft plan was last subject to consultation, we raised some fundamental
concerns with regard to its content. While these were relatively few in number, they were of
such crucial importance that we considered the Plan did not offer effective mechanisms to
adequately protect the City’s historic environment. Furthermore, we explained that the draft
policies relating to tall buildings and the future of the City Cluster did not adequately reflect
national or strategic policy and were sufficiently ambiguous as to mean that tall buildings
proposals were likely to continue to come forward in locations and at heights that would
cause serious harm to the significance of key heritage assets.
We also observed that there were important gaps in the evidence base underpinning these
policy areas, and the Plan as a whole as it relates to the historic environment. Notably, the
lack of publicly available information regarding the modelling of potential tall buildings in
specific locations and heights created uncertainty in terms of what would be considered
acceptable and where.
While we note and welcome some amendments in the new consultation version of the Plan,
these do not address our central concerns. We therefore consider the draft Plan continues to
be deficient in a number of important ways. These are inter-related and each has
implications for the others, but can be summarised as follows:
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We do not consider the Plan offers an adequate framework for the effective protection
of the historic environment, including individual heritage assets that are among the
most important in the country and of international importance. Set against the
context of (what has been in recent years) a highly dynamic development
environment, adverse impacts on heritage in the City in recent years have therefore
had irreversible implications. Without amendments to draft policies, there is a
significant risk that further harm to the historic environment will occur through
inappropriate tall building development.



There is ambiguity within the draft policies relating to tall buildings and the City
Cluster key area of change. These require greater clarity regarding locations and
acceptable heights.



There is a lack of up-to-date evidence relating to the historic environment
underpinning the draft Plan. In particular, there are shortcomings relating to the tall
buildings and City Cluster policies in that there is no publicly available analysis of the
potential impacts on the historic environment. The City Corporation should include
the Statement of Significance produced on behalf of Historic England within its
evidence base, and enable public scrutiny of its modelling of potential tall
building development.



As a result, we do not consider the draft plan complies with national planning policy
(paragraphs 16, 20, 35 and 185 of the NPPF), or policies in the new London Plan
(notably D9). Our position is therefore that the draft Plan requires amendments to
meet the tests of soundness as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF).

We have had a number of positive meetings with Corporation staff over recent months and
look forward to further engagement and discussion on relevant issues including the
Statement of Significance (also attached to this letter). While there remain a number of major
issues, we remain of the view that these discussions offer a potential route to positive
resolutions. We look forward to further engagement in order to seek agreement where
possible and will actively pursue continued engagement; similarly, please do not hesitate to
reach out to me or my colleagues including Emily Gee, Regional Director, London and South
East, for further discussion.
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Appendix A
Evidence base
1.

An overarching concern in relation to the local plan process is the evidence base on
which it is based and from which policies should be derived. Paragraph 31 of the NPPF
sets out that local plans should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence. In
our view the local plan process for the City is undermined by a lack of up to date
evidence in relation to the historic environment. In order to help address this concern
and due to the exceptional historic environment within the area, Historic England
commissioned a Statement of Significance covering the whole of the City of London, a
copy of which has been submitted attached to this consultation response.

2.

While we note the publication of a number of supporting papers in recent weeks that
contain further detail of the City’s historic environment (notably Topic Paper 3 – Tall
Buildings and Protected Views), we continue to consider that the evidence base is not as
comprehensive as it should be, given the ambitious growth targets and the remarkable
heritage sensitivities. The shortcomings in the evidence is both in terms of it failing to
provide a full understanding (taken with a sufficiently long view and covering the whole
of the City) of the current situation and in examining and testing the potential impacts of
future development.

3.

We believe the Statement of Significance produced on our behalf is an important step
towards addressing these gaps, not least in its identification and articulation of the City’s
existing character, the significance of its heritage and its analysis of the effects on this of
recent development trends. It furthers understanding of how, where and why changes to
the built environment within the City have affected heritage significance and provides a
starting point to use this analysis in informing future policies that will better protect
heritage assets and existing character. We would commend its use to you in
underpinning the approach to heritage in the emerging Plan and to ensure that the
historic environment is considered in a fully rounded manner. Likewise, we believe it will
be an aid to all stakeholders involved in managing change to the City’s historic
environment. We look forward to further discussions with City Corporation colleagues as
to how the document can be put to use in the local plan preparation process.

4.

We have noted section 5 of Topic Paper 3 which includes detail of the extensive work
undertaken by the City Corporation on 3D modelling of future development, and, in
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particular, how the future shape and massing of the City Cluster may evolve through new
tall building proposals. Further comments on both the tall buildings and City Cluster
policies are set out below, but as we made clear in our Regulation 18 stage response we
consider that the analysis of potential impacts achieved through the modelling exercise
should be made available as part of the evidence base for the local plan process and be
directly linked to policy. While the methodology set out in section 5 and used to inform
draft policies would appear logical as far as it goes (please see comments in relation to
Policy S12 Tall Buildings on its limitations), without being able to scrutinise its outputs it
is not possible to reach a conclusion as to whether it has meaningfully informed policy or
its likely effectiveness in conserving and enhancing the historic environment.
5.

For example, the ‘City Cluster aspirational profile’ included at page 56 of Topic Paper 3
clearly demonstrates the potential advantages of such an approach to understanding
likely impacts of tall building developments in particular locations. However, as things
stand there is no way of understanding how this exercise has directly informed the
relevant draft policies elsewhere in the Plan. As a result, we are not in a position to be
satisfied that the aspirational profile would adequately avoid harm to heritage, or indeed
to make a judgement as to the degree of impact of its individual elements.

6.

We are clear that the ultimate intention of the City Corporation in curating the shape and
massing of the Cluster to date has been to understand how harmful impacts (on the
setting of the Tower of London World Heritage Site in particular) can be avoided.
However, as matters stand it is not possible to be clear whether any aspirational profile
would achieve that important objective or justify the extent of support offered to
potential tall building development in the Cluster by Policy S21 as currently drafted. We
consider the 3D modelling data should form part of the publicly available evidence base,
with all stakeholders able to test and understand the impacts of the aspirational profile.
This would enable proper consideration of any impacts on the historic environment,
including on heritage assets which are highly significant and in many cases sensitive to
change such as Bevis Marks synagogue, landmark city churches, livery halls and the
Monument.

7.

Nevertheless, we remain keen to engage with the Corporation in analysing such impacts,
for example in the backdrop and setting of the Tower of London (as we have done with
the St Paul’s ‘cone’), and other landmark and highly significant buildings within the City.
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8.

To address these issues and to help satisfy the requirements of paras 31 and 35 of the
NPPF, we consider that the Corporation should adopt the Statement of Significance
referred to above as part of its evidence base and also seek to use its contents in further
guidance on development likely to affect the historic environment. Additionally, while we
acknowledge the potential challenges in presenting data from the 3D modelling exercise
in a publicly accessible format, we consider it is critical that all stakeholders (including
the Planning Inspectorate) are able to examine the process and evidence (as set out in
the Planning Practice Guidance at para 038 Reference ID 61-038-20190315) and properly
understand the potential impacts identified to be able to come to a view as whether the
resultant policies are justified.

Strategic Policy S12 Tall Buildings
9.

The amendments to the text of policy S12 are noted and welcomed. In particular, the
inclusion of a reference to ‘immediate and wider’ settings at clause 2 and the protected
vista and silhouette of the White Tower of the Tower of London at clause 6 are helpful.
We are also pleased to note amendments to the supporting text at paras 6.5.1, 6.5.2 and
6.5.4. Nevertheless, our fundamental concerns as set out in the previous public
consultation regarding ambiguity remain. Should the policy as currently drafted be
adopted, we believe there will be further adverse impacts on the City’s historic
environment, above and beyond those we have identified in our advice on specific cases
in recent years.

10. Much of the current draft Plan relating to tall buildings and the City Cluster (or Eastern
Cluster) continues the approach in the existing local plan. Since its adoption there have
been a number of proposals that Historic England has objected to on the grounds of
their impacts on the heritage assets of the greatest importance. We do not consider the
existing plan is sufficiently clear in its approach to tall buildings, to prevent harmful
development. We are therefore concerned that the draft Plan will not address this issue
due to its continued ambiguity.
11. Our first concern relates to the identification of areas ‘inappropriate’ for tall buildings.
While it is helpful that that it is made clear that tall buildings will not be allowed in the
areas specified in clause 6 of S12 (conservation areas, St Paul’s Heights areas etc),
without further explanatory text beyond the statement that ‘All of the City is sensitive to
the development of tall buildings’ at para 6.5.1 there is an inference that elsewhere may
be appropriate and a potential risk of harmful proposals coming forward. We also
7

consider that this wording conflicts with policies elsewhere in the Plan, including S8
Design (the requirement that development is appropriate to its neighbours) and S13
Protected Views and its approach to the implementation of the Mayor of London’s
London View Management Framework – specifically the river prospect from viewing
location 10.A Tower Bridge.
12. Policy D9.B1 of the now adopted London Plan indicates that where plans determine
locations ‘may be an appropriate form of development’, this is subject to ‘meeting the
other requirements of the Plan’. As drafted, we therefore consider S12 to be ambiguous
given it states that tall buildings will be ‘encouraged on suitable sites having regard to’ a
number of listed factors. While we note the supporting text at para 6.5.4, we believe it
should also be explicit in the policy that tall buildings should meet all the other relevant
requirements in the Plan (and indeed the new London Plan) to achieve such support.
13. As indicated above, we agree that the areas specified in clause 6 of S12 are not
appropriate locations for tall buildings. However, we believe that adopting an approach
that only maps out inappropriate areas fails to take into account a number of ways new
development potentially affects the historic environment. The approach to tall buildings
on which both the current and draft City plans are based is derived from massing models
and consequent visual impacts only, together with geometric protection of designated
views rather than a more holistic consideration of the experience of place and of the
significance of individual assets and their settings. As demonstrated by the Statement of
Significance, such an approach fails to reflect effects on significance through the erosion
of existing character, changes to the inter-relationship and inter-visibility of heritage
assets as well as cumulative and incremental change.
14. In a related point to our comments in paras 1-8, we do not consider the available
evidence to sufficiently justify the limited extent of areas that are inappropriate for tall
buildings, as potential impacts beyond the identified areas have not been publicly tested
or understood. As well as the requirements of the NPPF in respect of evidence already
referred to, it should be noted that London Plan policy D1.A requires boroughs to
undertake assessments to define the characteristics, qualities and values of areas to
properly understand local capacity for growth.
15. We consider policy S12 does not meet other requirements set out by London Plan policy
D9, notably D9.C. This is because it would not ensure that tall buildings reinforce the
spatial hierarchy of the context of the City (in particular the visibility of St Paul’s and the
8

Tower of London) or avoid harm to the significance of heritage assets and their settings
(both within and beyond the boundaries of the City), or the Outstanding Universal Value
of the World Heritage Site.
16. As a result, we consider Policy S12 to be unacceptably ambiguous and fails to comply
with para 16 of the NPPF given that it would not be clear how decision makers should
react to tall building proposals in certain foreseeable circumstances. We further consider
it is not justified in the context of para 35 of the NPPF in that it would not appear to be
based on appropriate evidence. We would be very keen to discuss further wording to
resolve this situation.
Strategic Policy S21: City Cluster
17. The issues relating to ambiguity and the lack of a comprehensive evidence base also
underlie our concerns in relation to S21 and future development within the City Cluster.
We would however reiterate our support for tall building and high-density development
being directed towards the Cluster as the most suitable area within the City. This is
nonetheless subject to a more precise approach being adopted where potential impacts
are better understood and the approach to the Cluster in the policy is sufficiently
detailed to avoid harm to heritage. Given that policy S21 currently contains no guidance
on potential building heights within the Cluster, we consider that the effects of future
development are uncertain and given recent trends could create unacceptable impacts
on the historic environment. We consider the ambiguity is exacerbated by the contrast
between the definition of a tall building specified in policy S12 as 75m and the effective
upper limit of 300m in all parts of the Cluster set by the aviation height limit for City
Airport. The potential effects on the historic environment of the resultant height ‘gap’ of
225m could clearly vary depending on location between highly adverse and negligible,
but as set out is unknown.
18. A plan-led approach to tall buildings offers the most effective and efficient method of
delivering growth in a geographically small area with highly complex constraints and
significant development pressure. As a result, we would expect to see a plan-led
approach to tall buildings that effectively manages their effects in the City and provides
clarity about what would be built where and at what heights. This would give valuable
certainty to all parties involved in developing, considering and advising on proposals.
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19. We note the text in Topic Paper 3 which refers to the 3D modelling undertaken as part of
the Corporation’s plan preparations and indicates the desire to ‘define and sculpt the
City profile’ (p50) and ‘gain a better understanding of the future capacity of the City
Cluster’ (also p50). Similarly, there is a reference on p55 to using the modelling to
visualise development scenarios to enable the Corporation to ‘establish an aspirational
vision of the profile and extent of the future City Cluster in the draft City Plan 2036’.
However, this aspirational vision is not identified in policy S21 or indeed elsewhere in the
Plan or the available evidence base. Topic Paper 3 suggests a future profile to the Cluster
that has been informed by the historic environment, yet we do not consider that
potential effects have been reflected in policy S21. We therefore contend that the extent
of support for new development in the policy, and tall buildings in particular, is not
justified given there is no relevant evidence to support it.
20. We consider that the approach of clustering towers, in a consolidated form, and of
curating the shape and massing of the Cluster so that the effects on the historic
environment are actively managed, is most appropriate. This approach should ensure
that the Cluster respects and steps down from the existing approved apex towards the
key heritage assets of St Paul’s Cathedral and the Tower of London World Heritage Site
to respond to their specific and internationally important significance. This is not to say
however that the Cathedral and the World Heritage Site are the only heritage assets or
contributors to the historic character of the City that should be central to such an
approach. A wide range of historic buildings, including Bevis Marks synagogue and the
significant number of landmark historic churches within (and around) the Cluster, should
also be considered in any robust modelling exercise. Effectively protecting their
significance is a key public policy objective that supports the character not only of the
City, but London as a whole, in the eyes of the world.
21. What is currently aspirational in the evidence base should therefore be rigorously and
openly tested, and integrated into policy, as recommended for the Processional Route
viewing cone towards St Paul’s Cathedral. This will be key to identifying and avoiding
potential harm to the historic environment through tall buildings, the setting of
nationally and internationally important historic structures and the unique and rich local
character.
22. While we acknowledge the particular circumstances in the City of London in relation to
constraints and recent development pressure, we continue to consider that identifying
appropriate and acceptable building heights would enable a properly plan-led approach
10

to future tall building development. Using the 3D modelling to identify appropriate
height contours in relation to all relevant constraints, including the historic environment,
on a more detailed map of the Cluster would be one method of achieving this.
23. An alternative would be to identify and formally allocate sites within the Cluster. Given
the work undertaken in the form of 3D modelling and other preparatory analysis on
future development patterns, we consider that allocation of specific sites (including for
example the ‘Renewal Opportunity Sites’ in draft policy S21) would offer clarity and
precision in the process. Once sites have been allocated, this will then enable analysis of
the significance of potentially affected heritage assets (in the form of a Heritage Impact
Assessment), the potential effects on significance of development in close proximity and
the production of design parameters (including a height range) that would help ensure
the avoidance of adverse impacts. We would be very pleased to further discuss the
precise mechanism by which this could be achieved, but detail in both the Statement of
Significance produced for Historic England and HE Advice Note 3: Site Allocations and the
Historic Environment could provide the starting point. We would also suggest this
approach would go some way to reflecting the requirements of London Plan policies D1
(Form, character and capacity for growth) and D3 (Optimising site capacity).
24. As currently drafted, we consider draft policy S21 does not comply with paragraphs 16
and 20 of the NPPF through its lack of clarity regarding building heights and would not
therefore provide for effective conservation and enhancement of the historic
environment. Furthermore, London Plan policy D9.B2 is clear that heights and locations
of tall buildings should be explicitly defined (also section 3.9.2). While we note the text at
section 1.4.13 of the draft City of London Plan that indicates it has been prepared in
alignment with the 2021 London Plan, we consider policy S21 presents a clear conflict
with D9.B2. We therefore consider that the policy does not meet the requirements of
para 35 of the NPPF.
Other comments
25. Policy S8 Design. This policy currently refers to conserving and enhancing the local and
wider character of the City, but the effect on the setting of heritage assets generally is
only covered explicitly in the specifically heritage policies elsewhere in the Plan. There
should therefore be a closer link between the requirement for high quality design and
avoiding harm to heritage assets. London Plan policy D3 (Optimising site capacity)
requires that development respects existing character and both enhances and utilises
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heritage assets. Clause 9 should therefore be explicit about any effects of new
development on the setting of heritage assets, while a corresponding amendment to
para 6.1.6 should explain the logic.
26. We note the amendment to clause 9 of this policy. While we consider this improves the
likely effectiveness of the draft policy to an extent, we remain of the view that in order to
ensure that potentially significant and far-reaching effects of tall buildings in the City on
neighbouring areas are appropriately considered, a further reference to cross-boundary
effects is necessary.
27. Policy S11 Historic environment. As drafted, clause 5 of the policy refers only to the
local setting of the Tower of London World Heritage Site. While we note policy HE3 deals
specifically with the WHS, we believe policy S11 should refer generally to the overall
setting rather than being restricted to the local setting in order to be able to properly
consider all potential impacts on its setting through new development. Although para
6.4.2 of the draft Plan acknowledges that the City provides part of the setting for the
WHS, it would be more effective for this to be specifically acknowledged in 6.4.9 under
the heading ‘how the policy works’.
28. Policy HE1 Managing change to heritage assets. We note the text at para 6.4.21
regarding supporting information, although we also note that this does not appear to be
specific about what is actually expected in practice. Please see our comments at para 23
in relation to assessment methodologies.
29. With respect to para 6.4.18 and the setting of heritage assets when viewed from high
level locations, we consider the text as drafted to be potentially inaccurate. While we
would not dispute that there may be circumstances where such a view would be a
material consideration, this would not be the case in relation to every development
proposal with effects on the historic environment. The text should be qualified to reflect
this.
30. Policy HE3 Setting of the Tower of London World Heritage Site. The supporting text
refers at paragraph 6.4.29 to the ICOMOS publication ‘Guidance on Heritage Impact
Assessments for Cultural World Heritage Properties’, although we note there is no
indication as how this should be applied or used. We consider that it should be made
clearer that the ICOMOS methodology should be followed in relevant circumstances, not
least as it appears in the London Plan SPG on World Heritage Sites
12

Conclusion
31. As set out above we consider that the current consultation draft of the local plan fails to
comply with both national and regional policy in a number of critical ways. As such, we
believe that it would not provide an effective mechanism for the conservation of the
historic environment within the City of London and would be likely, in our view, to lead to
unnecessary and avoidable harmful impacts on the historic environment over the Plan
period. As currently drafted, we consider (in the context of paragraph 35 of the NPPF)
that it is not justified, effective or consistent with national planning policy and is
therefore not sound.
32. As already indicated, we have had a number of positive discussions with Corporation
colleagues during the consultation period. Given the sensitivity of the City’s historic
environment and the importance of the local plan in ensuring its conservation, we look
forward to continuing this engagement and our long-standing positive relationship to
seek solutions to outstanding issues, including how the Statement of Significance can be
best utilised.
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Appendix B – Schedule of Recommended Amendments (please note that specific
proposed amendments below do not address our concerns in their entirety)
Para 1.4.19 Local Evidence Base (ref paras 1-8 Appendix A)
Recommendations 1 - we consider there remains work to be done to ensure that there is a
comprehensive evidence base in place in relation to the historic environment, and that it has
informed and helped shape relevant policies such as S12 Tall buildings and S21 City Cluster.
S8 Design (ref paras 26 and 26 Appendix A)
Recommendation 2 - we recommend that Clause 9 of S8 is amended as follows:
‘ … quality and depth of modelling and detail which conserves and enhances the local and
wider character and appearance of the City, including the setting of its heritage assets, and
is appropriate to its neighbours through consideration of potential cross-boundary effects.’
Recommendation 3 - para 6.1.6 (sentence two) should be amended as follows:
‘ … while also respecting its surroundings and the unique character and historic environment
of the City and its neighbours.’
S11 Historic environment (ref para 27 of Appendix A)
Recommendation 4 - clause 5 of policy S11 should be amended as follows:
‘ … authenticity and integrity of the Tower of London World Heritage Site and its local
setting’.
Recommendation 5 - para 6.4.9 should be amended as follows:
‘ … Outstanding Universal Value (OUB). The wider setting of the World Heritage Site covers
areas both in the City of London and the London Borough of Tower Hamlets.’
HE1 Managing change to heritage assets (ref paras 28 and 29 of Appendix A)
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Recommendation 6 - para 6.4.21 should also include a reference to Historic England Good
Practice Advice Note in Planning 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets which can be found here.
Recommendation 7 - para 6.4.18 final sentence should be amended as follows:
‘ … setting of an asset from high level locations may be a consideration’.
HE3 Setting of the Tower of London World Heritage Site (ref para 30 at Appendix A)
Recommendation 8 - para 6.4.29 final sentence should be amended as follows:
‘ … impact of development of potential development on the OUV of properties and the
methodology set out should be applied in relation to all relevant development proposals’.
S12 Tall buildings (ref paras 9-16 of Appendix A)
Recommendation 9 - clause 2 should be amended as follows:
‘ … will be encouraged on suitable sites where they comply with all relevant requirements
elsewhere in this Plan and the 2021 London Plan, and having regard to:’
Recommendation 10 – clause 2, bullet point 1 should be amended as follows:
‘ … skyline and historic skyline features, including the cumulative effects of multiple tall
building proposals’.
Recommendation 11 - clause 6 first sentence should be amended as follows
‘ … tall buildings will be refused in inappropriate areas, comprising conservation areas, the St
Paul’s Heights …’
Recommendation 12 – para 6.5.1, third sentence should be amended as follows:
‘Areas outside of the City are also sensitive to the development …’
Recommendation 13 – Figure 20 (p160) should be retitled to reflect its component areas with
‘areas inappropriate for new tall buildings’ deleted.
15

S21 City Cluster (ref paras 17-24 at Appendix A)
Recommendation 14 - as set out in Appendix A, we do not consider that policy S21 conforms
with either the NPPF or the 2021 London Plan. In order to ensure that future development in
the Cluster does not cause harm to the significance of the historic environment, greater
clarity is required as to building heights and locations for potential tall buildings proposals.
Paras 22 and 23 of Appendix A set out potential mechanisms for achieving this, but in any
event we would be very keen to continue discussions on this subject in order to find a
resolution.
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Ref:
(for official use
only

Name of the Local Plan to which this representation relates: City of London City Plan 2036

Please return to the City of London Corporation by 6pm on 10 May 2021
This form is in two parts:
Part A Personal Details
Part B Your representations(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation
you wish to make.
Privacy Notice
To ensure an open and fair public examination, it is important that the appointed
Inspector and all other participants in the examination process know who has made
representations on the draft City Plan 2036. All comments received, including the names
of those making representations, will be made available in line with requirements in the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, including being
published on the City Corporation’s website and being made available to the appointed
Planning Inspector. In some cases, to administer and run virtual events by means of
video or telephone conference, the Planning Inspectorate may need to know the email
address and/or telephone number of those making representations. All other personal
information will remain confidential and will be managed in line with the City
Corporation’s Privacy Notice, which is available at: Built Environment Privacy Notice
The Planning Inspectorate has published a privacy statement for local plan examinations
which is available at: Planning Inspectorate Privacy Notice

Part A
1. Personal Details*
*If you appoint an agent, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable)
but complete the full contact details of the agent.

First name:

Bridget

Last name:

Fox

Address Line 1: The Woodland Trust
Line 2: Kempton Way
Line 3: Dysart Road
Line 4: GRANTHAM
Post code: NG31 6LL
Telephone number:
Email address where relevant:
2. Agents details where relevant:
First name
Last name
Address Line 1:
Line 2:
Line 3:
Line 4:
Post code:
Telephone number:
Email address where relevant:
Job Title where relevant:
Organisation where relevant:

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each representation
Name or organisation: Woodland Trust
3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph
Policy

Policy OS4: Trees

Policies Map (A or B)
4.Do you consider the Local Plan is:
4.1 Legally compliant

Yes

X

No

4.2 Sound

Yes

X

No

4.3 Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

X

No

Please add a x as appropriate

5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please to set out your comments here

The Woodland Trust welcomes this policy to increase the number of trees and their overall
canopy within the City of London.
We strongly welcome the requirement to retain and integrate existing trees into new
developments, and to require replacement for trees that are unavoidably lost.
We recommend further strengthening this policy by
1. Adding a target for canopy cover, in support of the emerging requirement for
biodiversity net gain (to complement Policy OS3: Biodiversity).
Reason: Setting a canopy cover target for development sites would make a positive
contribution to achieving the City’s target of net zero carbon by 2040 as well as increasing
climate resilience. The Woodland Trust supports the Committee on Climate Change’s
recommended increase in UK canopy cover from its current 13% of land area to 19% by 2050
to tackle this country’s biodiversity and climate crises, to be achieved by setting a target of
30% canopy cover for development sites. More information can be found in the Trust’s 2020
publication The Emergency Tree Plan. A more modest target may be appropriate in the dense
environment of the Square Mile: any target, however small, will help drive delivery of the
policy in practice.

2. Setting a greater than 1:1 replacement ratio for trees lost to development.
Reason: Replacing one mature tree with a younger tree will inevitably lead to a temporary
loss in canopy cover and biodiversity value. Achieving equal value falls short of achieving net
gain. Setting a greater than 1:1 replacement ratio for trees lost to development will make a
positive contribution to the emerging requirement for biodiversity net gain. By setting a
more ambitious target, the Local Plan increases the chances that worthwhile amounts of net
gain will be delivered, given the possibility that initiatives intended to deliver such gain may
fall short in practice.
We recommend setting a proposed ratio of tree replacement, which reflects the Woodland
Trust guidance on Local Authority Tree Strategies (July 2016) with a ratio of at least 2:1 for
all but the smallest trees and ratios of up to 8:1 for the largest trees.
3. Specifying a diverse range of native tree species, ideally from UK & Ireland sourced
and grown stock, for biosecurity.
Native tree species provide the best habitats for the native flora and fauna that depend
on them. In urban areas, the contribution of individual trees to ecosystems is significant,
and it is important to select species that will add greatest environmental value, while still
being suitable for the urban realm.

We would further encourage the specification where possible of UK sourced and grown tree
stock for new planting, to support biodiversity and resilience.
6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters
you have identified at 5 above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you
are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

We propose the following revised wording of the policy [changes in bold]
Policy OS4: Trees
The City Corporation will seek to increase the number of trees and their overall canopy
cover by at least 10%, by :
• Requiring the retention of existing mature and semi-mature trees and
encouraging additional tree planting to be integrated into the design and layout
of developments and public realm improvements where appropriate;
• Protecting trees which are subject to Tree Preservation Orders (TPO) and
designating new TPOs where necessary to protect trees of high amenity value;
• Other than in exceptional circumstances, only permitting the removal of

existing trees which are dead, dying or dangerous. Where trees are removed,
requiring their replacement with a minimum of two trees for each one lost, in
order to achieve biodiversity net gain;
• Ensuring that existing trees located on or adjacent to development sites are
considered during the planning process and are protected from damage during
construction works; and
• Promoting tree planting to provide a diverse range of native tree species, preferably
from UK & Ireland sourced and grown stock, including
large-canopy trees wherever practicable.

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence and
supporting information necessary to support your representation and your suggested
modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make
submissions.
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for
examination.
7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?
Please add a x appropriate

No, I do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)

x

Yes, I wish to participate in hearing session(s)
Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in
hearing session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to
participate.
8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

Please note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You
may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the
matters and issues for examination.
9. Signature:
Date:10 May 2021

Woodland Trust

THE CITY PLAN 2036
RESPONSE FROM THE GOLDEN LANE ESTATE RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION
INTRODUCTION
The Golden Lane Estate Residents’ Association is the recognised constituted residents’ association
for all residents of the Estate. The main concerns in regards to the Draft Local Plan are to maintain
residential amenity and to see an adequate supply of social and affordable housing in the City of
London boundary.
A. SPATIAL STRATEGY
1. Ensuring that the City is sustainable and transitions to a zero carbon and zero emission City by
2040, delivering further urban greening and improving air quality;
This is not an ambitious enough target.
2. Delivering sustainable growth following the Covid-19 pandemic, including a minimum of 2 million
m2 net additional office floorspace, and protecting existing office floorspace to maintain the City’s
role as a world leading financial and professional services centre and to sustain the City’s
strategically important cluster of commercial activities within the Central Activities Zone;
How does this correspond with the announcement on national radio by the Chair of the
Policy and Resources Committee that the City would be converting office buildings to
housing?
3. Delivering at least 2,482 additional homes within the City by 2035/36 to meet housing need and
continuing to deliver new housing on City Corporation estates and other appropriate sites outside of
the City;
We would like to see a commitment to new social housing within the City’s boundary
rather than being developed in other boroughs. The target appears to be for a maximum of
177 units per year which is extremely unambitious.
B. STRATEGIC POLICY S1
11. Protecting and enhancing existing community facilities and providing new facilities where required;
and
12. Protecting and enhancing existing sport, play space and recreation facilities and encouraging the
provision of further publicly accessible facilities, including publicly accessible facilities, within major
developments and public realm improvements.
With the Golden Lane Estate Community Centre initially being proposed for conversion to
offices and the Leisure Centre’s viability being questioned post-COVID this section needs to
be strengthened.
4.1.16 Developers are encouraged to use established assessment methodologies, such as Well
Certification under the Well Building Standard, to ensure that development contributes towards a
healthy city. The Well Building Standard is an There are several accreditation systems that attempts
to measure the health and well-being elements of building design, construction and operation and
how these building features impact on health and wellbeing. Compliance requirements for the
standard fit into seven key areas; air, water, nourishment, light, fitness, comfort and mind. Each
category is scored out of 10 and, depending on the total achieved, silver, gold or platinum
certification is achieved.
A key element in this aspect is density of development. While the City is a densely built-up
urban centre it needs to be recognised that very dense and high-rise developments are
inappropriate next to residential developments. This has been demonstrated most recently
by the COLPAI development which, while a good thing in itself, is a gross overdevelopment of a small site.

4.1.17 Major commercial developments should seek to reach outwards into the community by
providing relevant services and facilities which can benefit wider health and contribute to ambitions
to reduce single use plastics and other waste, with health impacts such as publicly available drinking
water, through the use of public drinking fountains, as well as providing defibrillators and publicly
accessible toilets, for example through membership of the Community Toilet Scheme. Signage at the
front of buildings should be displayed to make the public aware of the availability of these facilities.
4.1.18 Major commercial developments are also encouraged to provide space which can be used
for community needs such as public health facilities, community, cultural or sporting activities. The
adequate provision of floorspace for these activities is vital for the health and well-being of the City’s
communities. Such space could be made available at an affordable rent and be accessible from
street level independently from commercial operations.
This is welcome but we would like the terms “seek out” and “encouraged” replaced with
required. It is an unfortunate fact that in the current regime for financing local authorities
they are often unable to provide these sort of facilities themselves so a requirement on
developers to do so is the only way that they will come into being.
4.1.19 Changes to the Use Classes Order introduced in September 2020 have included certain
health and medical services such as clinics, health centres, creches, day nurseries and day centres
within the new Use Class E. This means that such uses could be converted to a range of other Class
E commercial, business and service uses without planning permission. Given the limited opportunities
to replace such facilities in the City, conditions may be attached to permissions for new public health
facilities to ensure that the impacts of any proposed later conversion to another use can be
considered through the planning application process. Conditions will not be applied to private
healthcare facilities.
Given that the limited number of facilities in the City and the fact that public facilities are
unlikely to be converted to other uses we would question why private healthcare facilities
are to be exempt. The should also be a policy that conversion of existing facilities of all sorts
would be resisted.
C. POLICY HLIC2: AIR QUALITY
Developments that include uses that are more vulnerable to air pollution, such as schools, nurseries,
medical facilities and residential development, will be refused if the occupants would be exposed to poor
air quality. Developments will need to ensure acceptable air quality through appropriate design, layout,
landscaping and technological solutions;
This potentially means that no schools, nurseries, medical facilities and residential development
are built in the City at all. Targets for air quality need to be brought forward to make this type
of development acceptable.
D. POLICY HLIC3: NOISE AND LIGHT POLLUTION
Noise and vibration from deconstruction and construction activities must be minimised and mitigation
measures put in place to limit noise disturbance near the development.
Residents near the COLPAI development have seen that there are no adequate measures being
put in place and this policy needs to be strengthened. We would suggest a policy of requiring
Section 106 payments to cover mitigation such as double glazing if appropriate.

E. POLICY HLIC5: LOCATION AND PROTECTION OF SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY
FACILITIES
Existing social and community facilities will be protected in situ unless:
•
•
•

replacement facilities are provided on-site or within the vicinity which meet the needs of the
users of the existing facility; or
necessary services can be delivered from other facilities without leading to, or increasing, any
shortfall in provision; or
it has been demonstrated through active marketing, at reasonable terms for public, social and
community floorspace, that there is no demand for the existing facility or another similar social
or community use on the site.

This policy needs to be strengthened as there are few social and community facilities in the
City at present and there loss should be strongly resisted.
F. POLICY HLIC8: PLAY AREAS AND FACILITIES
4.1.53 Public realm spaces improvements and the creation of new open spaces should be designed
imaginatively to serve the needs of workers but also offer informal play opportunities. Where the
opportunity arises, the The City Corporation plans to provide will enable appropriate sensory play areas
in the City for children, and young people and adults with special educational needs and disabilities.
Public realm spaces are for residents as well as workers and this should be generally recognised
in this document.
G. 4.3 HOUSING
4.3.7 The draft London Plan’s strategic framework 2017 includes Policy SD5 which indicates that
residential development is inappropriate in the commercial core of the City of London. Within this
context it requires the City of London to deliver 146 1,460 new homes each year during the period
2019/20 – 2028/29, with the annual average rate continuing beyond 2028/29 until such time as the
London Plan is further reviewed. In Policy S3 the City’s housing requirement is expressed as a total of
2,482 dwellings for the Plan period to 2036, which represents the 10-year London Plan target of 1,460
dwellings plus the combined annual average of 146 dwellings for the seven years post 2028/29 (1,022
dwellings). The housing requirement beyond 2028/29 will be kept under review and may need to be
altered to ensure general conformity with any subsequent review of the London Plan. The draft London
Plan 2017 also includesd a target that an annual average of 74 740 units should be provided on small
sites of less than 0.25 hectares in size over the 2019/20 – 2028/29 period.
This section is confusing. The Plan proposes a maximum of 177 units per year but if the London
Plan requirement is in fact 1460 units per year this in no way attempts to meet the requirement.
4.3.13 The City Corporation will continue to support the delivery of new market and affordable housing
on its own housing estates and other appropriate land holdings outside the Square Mile in fulfilment of
its ambition to deliver a significant number of new homes and contribute towards the delivery of new
housing to meet London’s wider housing needs.
The existing housing estates in the City are already very dense developments and new building in
their boundaries would be inappropriate. The City needs a strategy for identifying suitable sites.
If the demand for new office space tails off due to COVID the the City should identify
opportunities from its own properties.

4.3.17 The City of London is an expensive area to live in. The SHMA ONS data shows that the
affordability ratio of lower quartile house prices to lower quartile residential earnings in 2013 2016 was
13.44 17.51, above the London average of 13.32 and the England average of 6.91, the seventh highest
in London and significantly above the national average of 6.45, or the inner London average of 10.00.
The City of London SHMA shows that Rrental prices in the City were also significantly above the Londonwide average or the average for inner London, indicating a significant problem of affordability. Overall,
the SHMA suggests a need for an additional 69 affordable dwellings per year to meet affordable
housing needs.
Affordable housing is often defined at 80% of market rates which, in the City, are unaffordable
for most people. We believe that the term ‘affordable housing’ be replaced by ‘social housing’.
We have seen recent luxury housing developments such as Blake Tower and the Denizon that
have made little or no provision of social or affordable housing based on questionable viability
assessments. The City’s requirements need to be toughened.
SUMMARY
This draft plan does little to:
• Create a coherent policy for new social and affordable housing so that the targets in the London
Plan are met.
• Say how housing is to be developed in the City boundaries rather than dumped on neighbouring
boroughs as the current policy appears to be.
• Say how the cultural and night-life ambitions are to be integrated with the needs of residents.
Apart from the Barbican Centre the City is not really a cultural destination and most nightlife is
dependant on City workers rather than as a destination in its own right.
• Examine how the City economy may change following the COVID pandemic and changes to
patterns of work. There just seems to be a hope that things will return to normal without any
analysis.
• Say what will happen to redundant office buildings if patterns of work do change.
• The ambitions for zero carbon are compromised unless the whole building life cycle is taken into
account and:
o It is required that developers must submit robust justification for demolishing rather
than refurbishing and retrofitting an existing building.
o Developers will be required to undertake a Whole Life Carbon assessment for all
developments of 10 dwellings or 1000sqm and greater in size.
o It is encouraged that solar panels be fitted to flat roofs.
o The City has a proactive policy of greening the environment.
The City is not a democratically mandated local authority and can only become so through an
increase in population and the business vote being done away with. At present the key committees
that provide the services to the resident population such as Planning and Children’s and
Communities are dominated by members who are not elected by residents and have no incentive to
act in their interests. This has led to many unsuitable buildings being constructed adjacent to housing
developments and work that needs planning to City Estates being carried out in inappropriate ways.
There needs to be a fundamental rebalancing of who the City is for and whether the pressures to
build outweigh all other considerations.
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Name of the Local Plan to which this representation relates: City of London City Plan 2036

Please return to the City of London Corporation by 6pm on 10 May 2021
This form is in two parts:
Part A Personal Details
Part B Your representations(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation
you wish to make.
Privacy Notice
To ensure an open and fair public examination, it is important that the appointed
Inspector and all other participants in the examination process know who has made
representations on the draft City Plan 2036. All comments received, including the names
of those making representations, will be made available in line with requirements in the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, including being
published on the City Corporation’s website and being made available to the appointed
Planning Inspector. In some cases, to administer and run virtual events by means of
video or telephone conference, the Planning Inspectorate may need to know the email
address and/or telephone number of those making representations. All other personal
information will remain confidential and will be managed in line with the City
Corporation’s Privacy Notice, which is available at: Built Environment Privacy Notice
The Planning Inspectorate has published a privacy statement for local plan examinations
which is available at: Planning Inspectorate Privacy Notice

Part A
1. Personal Details*
*If you appoint an agent, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable)
but complete the full contact details of the agent.

First name: Rachel
Last name: Victor-Sampson
Address Line 1: 2nd Floor
Line 2: 21 Bloomsbury Street
Line 3: London
Line 4:
Post code: WC1 3HF
Telephone number:
Email address where relevant:
2. Agents details where relevant: N/A
First name
Last name
Address Line 1:
Line 2:
Line 3:
Line 4:
Post code:
Telephone number:
Email address where relevant:
Job Title where relevant:
Organisation where relevant:

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each representation
Name or organisation: Arts Council England
3. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph
Policy

S6: Culture, Visitors and the Night-Time Economy

Policies Map (A or B)
4.Do you consider the Local Plan is:
4.1 Legally compliant

Yes

X

No

4.2 Sound

Yes

X

No

4.3 Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes

X

No

Please add a x as appropriate

5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its
compliance with the duty to co-operate, please to set out your comments here

6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters
you have identified at 5 above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you
are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

Please see general comments and suggestions on Strategic Policy S6: Culture,
Visitors and the Night-Time Economy section points.(Please note that these are
highlighted in red);
pg. 86 5.3.4,
Add Cultural and creative activity can also significantly contribute to well-being, tackle social
injustice and improve well-being.
Reference:
https://www.artscouncil.org.uk/make-case-art-and-culture/why-art-and-culture-matters
pg. 87, 5.3.8
Developers will be required to submit Cultural Plans (developed in partnership with relevant
stakeholders, communities, local and cultural organisations/institutions) as part of planning
applications for major developments. These should set out how the development will
contribute towards enriching and enhancing the City’s creative and cultural offer for example
by incorporating cultural activities or displays in ground floor spaces; facilitating public
access and providing exhibitions/interpretation boards in relation to matters of historic
interest; providing permanent or temporary space for creative enterprises; and incorporating
public art either within the design of the building or as freestanding structures. Consideration
should be given to operational and management requirements of new venues such as clubs
and venues in new developments prior to approval. Links to Policy CV4, 5.3.35, Agent of
Change principle, etc.
the publication london plan 2020 - clean version 0.pdf
pg. 88, para 5
Review and maintain where appropriate the City’s existing collection of public art and
culturally significant objects and pursuing opportunities for repatriation and restitution or
commissioning of new, high quality pieces in appropriate locations; also relates to Policy
CV1 pg. 89
Reference:
Restitution and repatriation – Collections Trust
Culture& | Black Lives Matter Charter for the UK heritage sector (cultureand.org)

pg. 89, 2nd paragraph
Support the development of creative enterprise through digital infrastructure and a range of
flexible, accessible and affordable workspace that meet the needs of business/freelancers of
all sizes and stages of growth.
Reference : the publication london plan 2020 - clean version 0.pdf - 2.7.7 pg 96
pg. 88, 5.3.6
The City Corporation’s Cultural Strategy highlights that commerce and creativity thrive side
by side and sets out a vision to position the City as a world capital for commerce and culture.
The Strategy embraces a definition of culture that is broad and inclusive; it recognises that
culture exists both in the buildings and heritage of the City’s institutions and in the streets
and informal spaces in between and in its people & communities. Culture is seen as being
for everyone and is a driver of social mobility.
5.3.10.
There are many cultural facilities that are unique to the City and maintain an historic or
cultural association with the Square Mile. Special consideration needs to be given to the
protection of these facilities to maintain the City’s unique cultural heritage. Examples of such
facilities include City Livery Halls, public houses which have a heritage, cultural, economic or
social value to local communities, theatres, museums, churches, and specialist retail
premises such as the Silver Vaults in Chancery Lane. Consideration should also be given to
the relevance of statues and landmarks in cultural heritage and the role that it plays in
London’s attractiveness and inclusivity dialogue. Where appropriate alternative options for
re-siting or reinterpretation should be considered. This also links to policy CV1 of plan,
pg. 89

pg. 95, Policy CV5,
•

encouraging the provision of new artworks from diverse artists in appropriate
locations in the City on public and private land;

Reference: Essential read: Inclusivity & Relevance | Arts Council England

5.3.43
Section 106 to be considered to fund other cultural infrastructure, skills development,
etc..
Reference: the publication london plan 2020 - clean version 0.pdf – pg 272, D

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence and
supporting information necessary to support your representation and your suggested

modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make
submissions.
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for
examination.
7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?
Please add a x appropriate

No, I do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)
Yes, I wish to participate in hearing session(s)
Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in
hearing session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to
participate.
8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

Please note: The Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to
hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You
may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the
matters and issues for examination.
9. Signature:
Date: 10th May 2021
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10 May 2021
City of London Corporation
Development Plan team
Department of the Built Environment
PO Box 270
Guildhall
London
EP2 2EJ
Sent via email to: localplan@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Dear Sir / Madam,
CITY PLAN 2036 PROPOSED SUBMISSION DRAFT – MARCH 2021
REPRESENTATIONS IN RESPECT OF CUSTOM HOUSE, 20 LOWER THAMES STREET, EC3R 6EE
These representations are submitted by Montagu Evans LLP on behalf of our client, Cannon Capital Developments Limited,
in respect of the current consultation exercise on the Proposed Submission Draft of the City Plan 2036 ("the Draft Plan").
Our client is the long lessee of Custom House, 20 Lower Thames Street, EC3R 6EE ("the Property").
We understand the Draft Plan is intended to set out the City Corporation’s ("CoL's") vision, strategy and objectives for
planning up to 2036, together with policies that will guide future decisions on planning applications. Once adopted, the
Draft Plan will replace the current City of London Local Plan adopted in January 2015 and form part of the statutory
development plan.
The first stage of consultation on the Draft Plan was the Issues and Options document, which was consulted on in Autumn
2016. A second stage of consultation took place on a full draft version of the Draft Plan between November 2018 and
February 2019. CoL is now publishing a further iteration of the Draft Plan for a further stage of consultation, referred to as
the Regulation 19 consultation.
BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT TO THESE REPRESENTATIONS
The Property is an office building (Use Class E) and is currently occupied by Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC).
It is a Grade I listed building situated adjacent the River Thames.
The Property was built as a Government office building for the management and collection of custom duty and has provided
that function since the early 19th century. However, a progressive decentralisation of HMRC facilities means that the
Property is due to be vacated by the end of Q2 2021. The layout of the Property is bespoke to HMRC and it will be surplus
to their requirements from that date.

LONDON | EDINBURGH | GLASGOW | MANCHESTER

In August 2020 we submitted an application for planning permission (ref. 20/00631/FULMAJ) and listed building consent
(ref. 20/00632/LBC) on behalf of Cannon Capital Developments Limited for the conversion of the Property to a hotel-led
mixed-use scheme, including retail and leisure facilities. The description of development for the proposals is:
“Change of use from office (Use Class E) to hotel (Use Class C1) with flexible ground floor and roof level
retail floorspace (Use Classes E & Sui Generis (Drinking Establishment)), leisure facilities (Use Class E)
and ancillary riverfront public realm; associated works of demolition, alteration, extension and
refurbishment including i.) demolition and re-building behind the retained facade of the East Block ii.)
demolition of East Block roof and part demolition and alteration of existing West and Centre Block roof
to erect 2 x two storey extensions above the East and West Blocks to provide hotel rooms at 4th floor
and 2 x restaurant/bar and terraces at 5th floor; iii) demolition of Centre Block external stairs and
replacement with new river terraces, stairs and step free ramped access across Centre, and parts of
West and East Block; (south elevation); iv) alterations to and raising of the flood defence wall; v.) facade
alterations and associated works to create a terrace at first floor level on the Centre Block (south
elevation); vi.) removal of railings on Lower Thames Street elevation and alterations to main Centre
Block entrance on Lower Thames Street to accommodate access; vii.) associated works to the river wall
viii) and other external alterations including elevational alterations; hard and soft landscaping; alterations
to service ramp; provision of on site cycle parking and servicing; creation of a coach and taxi vehicular
drop off on Lower Thames Street”. ("the Development")
The Development has evolved through extensive pre-application discussions with CoL's Planning, Design and Highways
officers, officers at the GLA, Historic England, other key statutory bodies and members of the public. The application is
currently at an advanced stage of determination with officers at CoL.
In light of the above, we have reviewed the sections of the Draft Plan most relevant to the redevelopment of the Property
and set out our position in the sections below.
POOL OF LONDON
The Property falls within the designated policy area of “Strategic Policy S19: Pool of London Key Area of Change” as
set out in the Draft Plan. Emerging Strategic Policy S19 is worded as follows (including tracked changes made by CoL):
“The Pool of London Key Area of Change will be regenerated renewed through the refurbishment and redevelopment
of building stock and the delivery of significant public realm improvements:
1.

Enabling office-led mixed commercial use redevelopment or refurbishment of the existing building stock,
including the provision of retail, cultural and leisure uses which are complementary to, and do not detract
from, the primary business function of the City and which enhance heritage assets.

2.

Requiring and encouraging increased vibrancy and active frontages at ground floor level, through the
provision of retail and publicly accessible retail, leisure and cultural uses on the river frontage. New publicly
accessible roof terraces and spaces will be required, where they offer good river views and do not
impact adversely on the amenity of occupiers or nearby residents.

3.

Encouraging the provision of cultural events, arts and play in public spaces along the riverside, and ensuring
their delivery through Cultural Plans. where they enhance public areas.
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4.

Preserving and enhancing the area’s significant heritage assets and historic significance including
protected views, as well as encouraging more diverse communities to appreciate and understand the
area through creative interpretation.

5.

Improving transport connections and pedestrian links by:
a.

improving existing and creating new crossing points and improving wayfinding over Lower Thames
Street;

b.

improving links to the riverside by enhancing permeability and connectivity between London
Bridge, Monument Street and Lower Thames Street;

c.

improving signage to and from the Pool of London to the Tower of London;

d.

improving the servicing of buildings, through encouraging the development of shared servicing
bays and access points and collaborative management; and

e.

restricting preventing vehicular access onto the riverside walk and with the removingal of
private car parking areas upon redevelopment.

6.

Enhancing public realm and public spaces by:
a.

enhancing the Riverside Walk to create a continuous riverside park and publicly accessible
walkway free of cars between London Bridge and Tower Bridge and ensuring that pedestrian
routes which is are accessible to all;

b.

identifying opportunities for pollution reduction measures and additional greening and planting within
the public realm and requiring greening of buildings on redevelopment; and

c.

seeking additional public space and play facilities”.

On behalf of our client, we are supportive of the intention to refurbish and redevelop existing building stock alongside the
delivery of significant public realm improvements within the Pool of London, and the Development accords with the
overarching objectives of emerging Strategic Policy S19.
In respect of paragraph 1 of emerging Strategic Policy S19, we note that the current wording supports proposals which
‘enhance’ heritage assets. To ensure consistency with the Town and Country Planning Act and the NPPF, we suggest
that the wording of paragraph 1 is reworded to read “… and which preserve or enhance heritage assets”. This
suggested wording also applies to paragraph 4 of emerging Strategic Policy S19, which we suggest is re-worded as follows
(our suggested change in red):
“Preserving and or enhancing the area’s significant heritage assets and historic significance including protected
views, as well as encouraging more diverse communities to appreciate and understand the area through creative
interpretation”.
Paragraph 2 of emerging Strategic Policy S19 seeks the provision of retail and publically accessible, leisure and cultural
uses specifically on the river frontage. We consider this policy requirement should be less prescriptive and omit specific
reference to ‘river’ frontages. In our view, a variety of active frontages of various orientations will better achieve the Pool
of London aspirations, and as such we request the following amendment is made (our suggested change in red):
“Requiring increased vibrancy and active frontages at ground floor level, through the provision of retail and publicly
accessible, leisure and cultural uses on the river frontage”.
We support the addition of paragraph 5b to state “….b. improving links to the riverside by enhancing permeability and
connectivity between London Bridge, Monument Street and Lower Thames Street” and the Development would accord
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with this requirement by providing enhanced public access from Lower Thames Street down to the River Thames,
alongside a significant improvement to the existing Thames Path.
In terms of paragraph 6c, which seeks additional public space and play facilities to enhance the public realm, we suggest
a qualification is attached to this requirement, and that the sentence is re-worded as follows (our suggested change in red):
“ c. seeking additional public space and play facilities, where appropriate”.
Whilst we support the overarching vision of emerging Strategic Policy S19, we consider it would be helpful for the policy to
recognise that some of the individual requirements might be aspirational and/or inappropriate and/or impracticable for
specific sites within the Pool of London (and constituent developments). As such it should not require all individual
developments within the Pool of London to provide all these uses/objectives listed within the emerging policy. A reference
to this effect should be added to the emerging policy wording for the avoidance of doubt.
LOSS OF OFFICE ACCOMMODATION
Emerging Policy OF2 of the Draft Plan relates to the protection of existing office floorspace. It is worded as follows (including
tracked changes made by CoL):
1.

“The loss of existing office floorspace will be resisted unless it can be demonstrated that:
a.

there is no demand in the office market, supported by marketing evidence covering a period of no
less than 18 12 months; and

b.

refurbishment or re-provision of some or all of the office floorspace on the site would be unviable

c.

a mixed use commercial redevelopment providing a reduced amount of better quality office

in the longer term, demonstrated by a viability assessment; and or
space has been considered and its viability evaluated the loss of office floorspace is limited
to ground or below ground levels and proposed new uses would be complementary to
continued office use on upper floors; or
d.

the loss of office floorspace is within or near identified residential areas and would result in
the provision of additional housing, particularly Build to Rent or Co-living accommodation.

2.

Where the above criteria have been met, the loss of office floorspace may be permitted provided that:
a.

the proposed development would not compromise the potential for office development on sites
within the vicinity and would have demonstrable wider benefits for the business City. for other
objectives of this Plan; and

b.

the potential for re-providing a reduced amount of office floorspace within the development
has been considered”.

The proposed wording of part 1 of this emerging policy currently requires the loss of existing office floorspace to be justified
through the submission of 12 months marketing evidence and demonstration that refurbishment or re-provision of some
or all of the office floorspace on the site would be unviable in the longer term, demonstrated by a viability assessment. This
is draconian.
We consider that the policy should be re-worded to allow for the loss of office to be demonstrated to be acceptable via
satisfying either a) (12 months marketing) OR b) (unviable in the long term) OR c) or d).
It is clear that if an applicant can, to the reasonable satisfaction of the City of London, demonstrate office use is unviable
in the long term, it would be unnecessary to demonstrate that there is no market demand for the space. Indeed, following
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this logic could mean such a requirement is unreasonable. Equally, if no market demand has been proven over 12 months
marketing, it would not be necessary or reasonable to require an applicant to demonstrate their office is unviable in the
long term via a viability assessment.
The policy as worded currently therefore creates significant risk of delaying the conversion of unviable office space and
with it, may seriously compromise the City’s ability to quickly and effectively adapt to the changing City economy and
aspirations for diversification of uses.
We suggest part a. of paragraph 1 is re-worded as follows (our suggested change in red):
a.

there is no demand in the office market, supported by marketing evidence covering a period of no less
than 18 12 months; and or

In terms of paragraph 2 of emerging Policy OF2, we would also suggest that the opening part of this paragraph is reworded
as follows (our suggested change in red):
2. Where the above criteria have been met, the loss of office floorspace may shall be permitted provided that:
The incorporation of ‘shall’ into this sentence makes it clear that if the requirements of paragraph 1 are met, then parts a)
and b) of paragraph 2 will apply. We also consider that part b) of paragraph 2 appears somewhat unnecessary once
paragraph 1 of the policy has been satisfied. Therefore we question whether this aspect of emerging Policy OF2 is required.
SUMMARY
On behalf of Cannon Capital Developments Limited, we are generally supportive of the proposed policy direction for the
Pool of London, of which the Property forms an important part. However, we have some reservations with the wording of
emerging Policies S19 and OF2. We consider these policies should be amended as set out above.
Our client wishes to maintain their position as an important stakeholder in the redevelopment of this part of the City of
London and we would welcome the opportunity to discuss the content of these representations further with officers. We
are also keen to be involved in the forthcoming examination process.
In the meantime, should you wish to discuss any of the above please do not hesitate to contact either Gareth Fox
) or Lucy Battersby
in the first instance.
Yours sincerely,

MONTAGU EVANS LLP
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