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MAYFAIR NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM – STEERING GROUP MEETING 
16.00 – 18.00, THURSDAY 21st JUNE 2018 
FORSTERS LLP, 31 HILL STREET, LONDON, W1J 5LS 

 

PARTICIPANTS    

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

IN ATTENDANCE 

 

Sophie Dracup 

Business 
Resident 
Business 
Resident 
Resident 
Resident 
Community 
Community 
Business 
 
 
 

Grosvenor (Secretarial) 

  

    

APOLOGIES 

 

Kate Goodwin 
Jace Tyrrell 
Keith Bailey 
Tim Steel 

 
 

Community 
Business 
Business 
Community 

  

 

 

  

  AGENDA: 

 

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

2.0 Matters arising 
 
All actions were completed, save for arranging the meeting with the new Westminster councillors. This will 
be an action to be updated at the July SG meeting. 
 
Contact with Raoul Veevers 
OW confirmed that Raoul was open to the possibility of joining the SG but would need to clear this with his 
associates first. There may be a conflict with his work, as he works for a planning consultancy and surveying 
company that will inevitably become involved with planning issues in Mayfair. However, he may at least be 
able to help the SG until the Plan is adopted.  
 
The SG agreed that in the first instance, the most straightforward way of Raoul helping the SG would be by 
becoming the Chair of the Planning sub-group. MD proposed not filling OW’s vacated position on the SG 
once he leaves, which would equal the number of resident, business and community members in the 
meantime. The SG agreed that it would be best to see how things go with one fewer member, rather than 
to impose time pressure and rushing into appointing Raoul as a SG member. He could be invited at a later 
date, subject to the SG’s decision at the time. However, MH noted that having met Josephine Gay that 
morning, Westminster views the MNF as a designated business forum, led by a business member, and 
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therefore thought it would be useful to obtain Westminster’s opinion and considering carefully before 
making any changes to the constitution. 
 

3.0 Meeting with Josephine Gay at Westminster  
 
The Chairman confirmed that the meeting with Josephine Gay took place earlier on 21st June, with the 
purpose of the meeting being to understand how the consultation had been going and the next steps 
towards Plan adoption. The meeting was very positive and Josephine confirmed that the consultation has 
gone well. Only seven responses had been received at that point, of which five were statutory consultee 
responses.  
 
Josephine mentioned that although she is aware of the in-depth consultations that the Forum has already 
conducted, it might be helpful to have some more positive responses, even if each SG member wrote a 
letter in support of the Plan. It was agreed that each SG member would be asked to do this. Josephine 
explained that there is a Neighbourhood Forum page on Westminster’s website, on which views can be 
submitted. 
 
The SG agreed that the Chairman would contact Richard Cutt alerting him to the short time frame 
remaining to respond to the consultation, in case he would like to send a note to Josephine in relation to 
the Plan. 
 

4.0 Next Steps 
 
The SG will jointly appoint an examiner with Westminster, and the hope is to work collaboratively through 
the examination process. OW highlighted that the process of review will be led by the examiner, and the SG 
is not expected to make face-to-face representations. However, in OW’s absence, Raoul may be able to 
assist the SG if he is willing. Forsters will be able to support the Planning sub-group but will be stepping back 
from the Forum. 
 
Following the Review, if the Plan is found to be satisfactory, the Plan will go to the Planning Inspectorate 
and then – subject to approval – to referenda.  
 
Referenda 
At the meeting on 21st June, Josephine did not specify the time period it should take from the process of 
inspection through to referendum. It was noted that the length of notice for referenda is 56 days for 
businesses, and 25 days for residents. However, given that the intention would be for voting to take place 
on the same day for businesses and residents, the notification to both groups would take place 
approximately two months in advance of the referenda date. The referenda would take place at a polling 
station. This will almost certainly not be until next year. It was noted that the referenda outcome will be 
based on a simple majority but it is unclear what would happen if one of the results was positive and one 
negative. 
 
Fr Richard emphasised the importance of continuing to highlight the positive messages of the Plan and 
communicating this beyond the website. MH noted that once the notice for the referenda goes out, the SG 
will receive a list of all of the electorate registered to vote, and of the businesses registered to pay rates and 
thereby eligible to vote.  
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Fr Richard and Fr Dominic commented about the difficulty of appropriately representing their congregations 
at referendum, given that although they themselves are eligible to vote as residents, many members of 
their communities live outside the Mayfair area and would not be able to do so. However, it was 
acknowledged that businesses face the same difficulty, as they are only eligible for one vote per rate-paying 
address and thereby employees who are not Mayfair residents would also not be as well represented as 
residents who are each able to vote if on the electoral roll. 
 
Summer in the Square 
The SG agreed that it would be very useful to have representation  at Summer in the Square, with some 
publicity setting out some key reasons to support the Plan. It was decided that it would be best for JT and 
the Marketing committee to organise this.  
 
Application to Westminster 
JB and MD volunteered to put together an application to Westminster for the Forum’s re-designation, using 
previous forms the Forum has submitted as points of reference as the process is understood to be broadly 
similar to applications for new Neighbourhood Forums. 

 

5.0 Future of the Forum 
 
MH asked the SG for its views on the potential future purpose and work of the Forum post adoption 
 
Receiving planning applications 
All statutory consultations will be sent to the SG. MD proposed that the Planning sub-group be the filter for 
applications, and the SG was in agreement. BD suggested that there would need to be some kind of set 
framework within which the Planning subgroup will filter applications. For example, the general test could 
be by scale of development, with exceptions for sensitive applications. OW noted that there is a statutory 
definition of ‘major’ development, although he observed that in a densely built up area such as Mayfair, 
smaller developments could potentially more easily be classified as ‘sensitive’ as compared to less built up 
neighbourhoods.  It was noted that ‘sensitive’ would also need to be defined in this case. If any SG member 
came across anything in particular that they thought relevant, beyond those applications passed through by 
the filter, they could also refer this to the SG, but to do so they would need a solid reason relating to a MNF 
policy of which the application was in breach. If this were not the case, SG members could potentially be 
asked to bring all planning applications to the Forum’s attention, which would become unmanageable from 
a workload perspective. 
 
 
Fr Richard highlighted the fact that many of the Forum’s discussions have been triggered by SG members’ 
personal awareness of issues and events occurring in the Mayfair area, rather than necessarily waiting to 
receive a planning application or an official request for comment. For example, questions about the future 
of the US Embassy, whereby information is already in the public domain and there are informal 
consultations underway prior to official applications being lodged. 
 
OW emphasised the importance of not being overly reliant on RSMSJ’s opinion of the most important 
applications to be commenting on, in terms of forming a filtering system for applications relevant to the 
MNF. This is because the same planning applications that RSMSJ may be concerned about may not be those 
that the MNF would become involved with, because the applications that the MNF should be scrutinising 
are those that are directly relevant to the policies contained within the Plan rather than any merits or 
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objections to an application in and of themselves. 
 
JB proposed asking Westminster to send through planning applications from now, ahead of the Plan being 
adopted, so that the SG and Planning sub-group have time to work out a well-functioning filtering system. 
The SG would not lodge any official responses to applications before the Plan was adopted, but this would 
help smooth the process to ensure applications are efficiently dealt with post-adoption. 
 
Positive Developments 
The SG agreed that it was important that as well as dealing with planning applications the SG may wish to 
take a positive lead in promoting/envisioning policies and initiatives supported by the Plan – for instance  
Park Lane and Tyburn Opportunity  
 
Plan EvolutionThe SG is approaching the Plan as a 20-year document. However, in reality, as various 
circumstances and plans further up the ‘hierarchy’ of planning evolve, for instance the Local Plan and the 
London Plan, it may be that every year the Forum publishes a report revisiting the Plan and setting out small 
tweaks to the interpretation of the Plan. Westminster might then have to take note of these amendments. 
It was noted that there are guidelines indicating the point at which the quantity of amendments to the Plan 
would require another referendum (i.e. effectively constituting a new Plan rather than an amended Plan). 
The feeling from the meeting with Josephine was that there is a process by which this could happen. It may 
be that after a period of time, for instance five years, the SG felt that there had now been so many 
amendments to the plan that the entire document warranted re-writing.  
 
Communications and keeping people informed 
The SG agreed to ask JT to focus on Mayfair-based communications companies where professional 
assistance is needed, and inform the SG whether there are any Mayfair based companies who would offer 
their services pro-bono. However, the SG will not issue any briefing in relation to publicising the referendum 
until at very least we know the referendum date. 
 
The SG decided that there most likely will no longer be a need for a Marketing sub-committee once the Plan 
is adopted. SG members and the Chairman are likely to be informally in contact with RSMSJ, and the 
monthly SG meeting minutes uploaded to the website, together with the annual General Meeting and AGM 
to inform the membership.  
 
Funding 
It was agreed that there will be some need for funding to cover at very least the administrative costs of the 
Forum, for instance running the website and email address. JB proposed asking the councillors for a ward 
grant, which the SG agreed would most likely cover the cost needed to continue running the Forum.  
 
MLB highlighted that the huge amount of pro-bono advice received from Forsters to date means that at 
some point in the future, the Forum may require further legal advice. OW mentioned that John Herbert, a 
planning consultant, has worked with the Forum previously and may be able to help further if required 
(although there would be some fees), and AGF and LA at Forsters would be able to continue to assist Raoul 
with the Planning sub-group.  
 
CIL Allocation 
It was agreed that the SG would be well-placed to advise how CIL money should be spent. The SG could 
then make a recommendation at the AGM, and allow the meeting attendees to vote to decide. 
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Neighbourhood Management 
It was confirmed that Neighbourhood Management is a topic that the SG wish to keep as a rolling agenda 
item at meetings. 
 
Meeting with RSMSJ 
Fr Richard agreed to arrange a meeting with RSMSJ within the next month to update them regarding the 
SG’s future plans for the Forum. It was decided that one resident and one business member would join the 
meeting, and BD will support in presenting. 
 
 

6.0 AOB 
 
MD noted that the MNF chose not to put forward a submission regarding the Oxford Street 
pedestrianisation proposals.  

  

Actions 
1. To arrange a meeting with Cllr Pancho Lewis, Cllr Timothy Barnes and Cllr Jonathan Glanz. The Chairman 

2. To invite Raoul to become Chair of the Planning sub-group OW 

3. To write a letter in support of the Plan (which can be submitted online if this is easier, via 
the Neighbourhood Forum page on Westminster’s website) 

All 

4. To contact Richard Cutt in relation to the short time-frame remaining for consultation and 
asking whether he would like to write a note to Josephine about the Plan  

The Chairman 

5. To organise a pop up at Summer in the Square, together with some publicity setting out 
some key reasons to support the Plan. 

JT and the 
Marketing 
Committee 

6. To draft an application to Westminster for the Forum’s re-designation MD and JB 

7. To contact Josephine Gay asking for clarification regarding the classification of major 
development 

The Chairman 

8. To investigate whether there are any Mayfair-based communications companies who 
would offer their services to the Forum pro-bono where needed 

JT 

9. To arrange a meeting with RSMSJ within the next month, in order to update them about 
the SG’s future plans for the Forum.  

Fr Richard 

10. To ask Councillors about the possibility of ward grant funding. The Chairman 

11. To ask Westminster to send planning applications through from now (on an informal 
rather than statutory consultee basis given that the Plan has not yet been adopted). 

OW 

 


