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MAYFAIR NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM – STEERING GROUP MEETING 
16.00 – 18.00, THURSDAY 22ND FEBRUARY 2018 

70 GROSVENOR STREET, LONDON, W1K 3JP 
 

PARTICIPANTS    

Mike Dunn (Vice-Chair) 
Oliver Wright 
Fr Richard Fermer 
Bob Dawson 
Fr Dominic Robinson 
Marie-Louise Burrows 
Diana Dennis 
Jeremy Bishop 
Tim Steel 
 

IN ATTENDANCE 
 

Alice Gordon-Finlayson 
James Carpenter 
Sophie Dracup 

Resident 
Business 
Community 
Business 
Community 
Resident 
Resident 
Resident 
Community 
 

 
 
Forsters 
Forsters 
Grosvenor (Secretarial) 

  

    
 

APOLOGIES 
 

Mark Henderson (Chairman) 
Kate Goodwin 
Jace Tyrrell 
Will Bax 
Lauren Archer 
Cllr Jonathan Glanz 
Cllr Glenys Roberts 
Cllr Paul Church 
 

 
 

 

Business 
Community 
Business 
Business 
Forsters 
Westminster City Council 
Westminster City Council 
Westminster City Council 
 

  

 

 

  
  MINUTES: 

 

1.0 Approval of Minutes from January’s meeting 
Minutes were approved. 

 

2.0 Matters arising 
All actions were confirmed as completed, save for WB’s actions. It was agreed that WB’s actions will be carried 
forward to the next Steering Group meeting in March. 
 
The Secretary circulated copies of how to apply to be re-designated as a Forum. It was decided that the SG will defer 
the application process until the first SG meeting following the AGM. 

 

3.0 Discussion:  
 
a) Do we regard Summer in the Square as a Private or a Community event? 

 
OW clarified that local community events were permitted to charge for these events, as per, for example, the RSMSJ 
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Garden Party. Grosvenor’s open-air cinema event has been charged for in the past, as part of Summer in the Square.  
 
The SG discussed the applicability of the 40-day limit to community events as well as commercial ones. OW clarified 
that the 40% of the Square threshold, by which events meeting or exceeding this would be caught within the 40-day 
limit, applies where whole parts of the square are inaccessible to the public – so, for example, Summer in the Square 
would not be caught.  The SG agreed that the wording of the clause refers to accessibility. Inaccessibility could be due 
to, for example, charging for tickets to areas constituting more than 40% of the Square, or to putting up structures 
(taking up more than 40% of the Square) that are impermeable to the public. OW clarified that the policy in the draft 
Plan regarding community events permits theatre and arts installations, which could therefore include temporary 
structures such as stages for music and theatre. 
 
MD raised concerns about events that occupy entire areas that are usually publicly accessible, e.g. Brown Hart 
Gardens. However, OW clarified that planning permission would rarely, if ever, apply to private events at Brown Hart 
Gardens, so the SG’s interpretation of the policy would not affect such events in any case.  
 
It was decided that the SG would await the Chairman’s clarification at the next SG meeting about his interpretation of 
The London Squares Preservation Act of 1931 and how this might apply to Summer in the Square. 

 
b) Are Local Community Events permitted to charge for events? 

 
OW clarified that a charge could be made and the event would still constitute a community event, on the condition 
that the ticket revenue was not for profit. An example of such an event is the RSMSJ Garden Party. 

 

4.0 Update on Submission of Plan 
 
OW confirmed that the draft Plan was submitted on Friday 2 February 2018 and acknowledgement of receipt was 
received from Westminster on Monday 5 February 2018.  
No further correspondence has been received from Westminster to date. Regulations stipulate that once the local 
authority has satisfied themselves that they have received all necessary documents, they are legally obliged to act as 
soon as possible. It was agreed that OW would report back on progress at March’s Steering Group meeting. 

 

5.0 Funding Update 
 
BD stated that the Forum has just over £3000 in the bank. Forthcoming bills take the Forum to a deficit of £17.  
 
With regard to future spending, AGF confirmed that it is likely FDR’s further services will be required to action any 
updates needed to the Plan following consultation and public examination (c. £500). To print the book, FDR’s fee 
quote is approximately £15,000. It was clarified that the book is not absolutely necessary but it would be nice to have. 
AGF has also asked John Herbert of Troy Planning for any anticipated fees from him between now and when the Plan is 
adopted. OW observed that if the Plan goes to a Planning Inquiry, there would be fees for John Herbert to attend and 
assist. It was discussed that it is likely in the region of £10,000 - £20,000 would be required to cover this.  
 
The SG discussed whether to allocate funding for community engagement during Westminster’s consultation. OW 
expressed concerns about consultation-overload and that his inclination would be to allow Westminster to proceed 
freely with consulting. The SG could tweet and reference the consultation on the Forum’s website, although the 
Marketing sub-group will be considering this further.  
 
The SG decided that rather than allocating funding to public engagement in relation to Westminster’s consultation, 
Business Directors would raise awareness of the consultation to their relevant groups who could pass on the message. 
It was decided that the best time for the SG to engage with the public would be after the consultation, when the Plan 
goes to referendum. 
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In order to vote on the Plan at referendum, people will need to be registered to vote in the council elections. JB 
highlighted that those registered constitute quite a small subset of the Mayfair population. Those eligible to vote are 
residents who are registered to vote, and ratepayers (i.e. one member per registered business), who also need to be 
registered to vote ahead of the referendum. Forsters clarified that the referendum vote will be decided on a simple 
majority. 
 
In summary: all known bills are covered (with a deficit of c.£17). 
 
The SG agreed to give some thought as to raising money themselves rather than solely relying on donations from 
businesses. Options include the SG raising money themselves or charging membership fees. 

 

6.0 Ongoing position of the Forum 
 
JC had investigated the role of other Forums post-adoption of their neighbourhood plans. The majority continued 
holding meetings, and the most effective ones had blog updates. Suggestions for ‘top tips’ on post-adoption of 
Neighbourhood Plans included: 
 

 
1. Keeping LPA websites up to date and make it clear that Neighbourhood Plans are part of the Development 

Plan 
2. Establish a Process to engage Qualifying Bodies in the determination of applications. 
3. Encourage groups to include policies which will actually affect decision making.  
4. Test effectiveness of emerging Neighbourhood Planning policies by considering mock applications against 

them 
5. Neighbourhood Plan policies can help determine how CIL receipts should be spent. 
6. Include a policy on monitoring of Neighbourhood Plans in the Local Plan 
7. Agree who is going to monitor what and how 
8. Monitor how Neighbourhood Plan policies are being used 
9. Agree criteria for monitoring the performance of Neighbourhood Plan policies with Groups. 
 

MD observed that thought needed to be given to the role of the Forum post-adoption given that once the Plan is 
adopted the Steering Group is able to become a statutory consultee for all planning applications within the Forum’s 
area. There is a question mark currently about whether the SG is happy for this to be a role that it takes on given the 
workload this would involve and the fact that RSMSJ, as the amenity group in Mayfair, already fulfils this function.  It 
was agreed that careful thought and consultation with other amenity groups in Mayfair is needed before a decision is 
made on the Forum’s future role. It was felt that there is certainly a role for the Forum to play given its unique position 
in representing a wide variety of interests in Mayfair.  
 
Fr Richard proposed meeting with the residents’ societies to ensure that the Forum’s role post-Plan is clear and gauge 
how much support there would be for a continuing role. At the last SG meeting, it was suggested that the SG could 
meet with other Neighbourhood Forums to discuss their role post-Plan, but it was decided that it would be better to 
decide Mayfair’s role before any such engagement. Other Forums’ circumstances may be quite different.  
 
OW suggested forming a new working group, led by the Chairman, to speak to the community and find out what 
people think the Forum should be doing post-Plan. The Chairman could decide who to co-opt. The working group 
could then report back to the SG, who could then decide what would be best. Having spoken to resident societies and 
the working group, the SG could then present their proposals at the AGM.  
 
There are two approaches to looking at planning applications. At present, RSMSJ receive all planning applications, so 
would be looking at even very small-scale development, such as the positioning of windows and air-conditioning units. 
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The SG could also do this, or the other possibility is that the Forum concerns itself only with ensuring that all planning 
applications are in conformity with the Plan that has been adopted, i.e. looking at the macro issues.  
 
MLB highlighted the benefits of retaining at least some continuity of Directors in the SG after the Plan is adopted, in 
order to avoid duplicating work that has already been done on, for example, the correct interpretation of wording in 
the Plan. 
 
It was decided that discussions regarding the process of applying to Westminster in order to continue to exist as a 
Forum would be deferred until the first SG meeting following the AGM. 

 

7.0 Discussion on the changes suggested by the Chairman at the last meeting 
 
The Chairman’s proposed change was that the Chairmanship would rotate between Business, Resident and 
Community Directors on an annual basis.  
 
It was observed that some constitutional changes would be necessary. In order to rotate the Chairmanship between 
Business, Resident and Community Directors, changes would be required in order to ensure that there would be a 
different denomination of vice-chair to the chairman. JB proposed that the Chair would in this case need to be well 
supported by the Vice-Chair, who would accompany the Chair to external meetings to provide continuity. The Vice-
Chair would then become the next Chair. 
 
MD raised that at the next meeting he would like to discuss the wider composition of the SG given that the SG has 
faced criticism, both externally and internally, in the past for not having an equal number of each category of Director. 
It was agreed this would be tabled at March’s meeting.  

 

8.0 AOB 
N/A. 

  

Actions Responsibility 
1. To feed back the SG’s concerns regarding plans for Summer in the Square to Grosvenor, and discuss the ownership of 

the police box with Nigel Hughes. 
WB 

2. To report back at the Steering Group meeting in March about the status of the Plan with Westminster. OW 

3. To consider options for raising money rather than solely relying on donations from businesses.  All 

4. To meet with residents’ societies to ensure that the Forum’s role post-Plan is clear and gauge how much support there 
would be for a continuing role.  

Chairman 

5. To co-opt a new working group to speak to the community and find out what people think the Forum should be doing 
post-Plan.  

Chairman 

6. To consider the proposals for a) Chairmanship to rotate between Business, Resident and Community Directors on an 
annual basis; and b) equalising the number of directors between Business, Resident and Community membership 

All 

 


