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Meeting Minutes of the Mayfair Neighbourhood Forum Planning Sub-Group 
 
Time & Date of Meeting: 9.00am 11 October 2017 
Location:   Forsters LLP, 31 Hill Street, London W1J 5LS  
 
Attendees:  
Oliver Wright (Chair) - Business Member ("OW") 
Mike Dunn – Resident Member ("MD") 
Marie-Louise Burrows – Resident Member ("MLB") 
Debbie Flevotomou - Business Member ("DF") 
Lauren Archer - Forsters LLP ("LA") 
Alice Gordon-Finlayson – Forsters LLP ("AGF") 
Alex Harrison – Forsters LLP (observer) 
 
Apologies: 
Lucy Whitcutt – Resident Member 
Nigel Hughes – Business Member ("NH") 
Jeremy Bishop – Resident Member ("JB") 
Alex Hauschildt – Resident Member ("AH") 
 

1. Apologies 

As above. 

2. Minutes of September’s Meeting 

 The minutes of September's meeting were approved and all actions confirmed completed. 

 OW explained that following his meeting in August with Lois Peltz, Chair of the Residents’ Society 
of Mayfair & St. James’s (“RSMSJ”) he had sent a letter to her which recorded her comments on 
the draft plan. Clarification is currently being sought as to whether this is to be taken as the 
RSMSJ’s formal response to the consultation.  

3. Review of Draft 9.0 and draft responses to consultation feedback 
 

 The Sub-Group went through the comparison table Forsters had put together on Westminster 
City Council’s (WCC) main comments on the Regulation 14 consultation version of the plan and 
the response received to these by the Forum’s planning consultant, Jon Herbet of Troy Planning. 
Each box in the table was discussed: 
 

(a) Baggy Box Character Areas – work should be done to clarify the boundaries of the character 
areas to address WCC’s current concerns that a planning officer will be unable to ascertain 
which policy applies to which planning application. 

(b) Policy MSG (Growth) – the reasoned justification text for this policy is to be moved into the 
main wording of the policy to address WCC’s concern that the current wording is too 
imprecise. 
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(c) Financial Contributions - OW reported that Mark Lowe's advice had been very specific on this 
point and that OW had applied his advice to the draft plan but that this would be reviewed 
again to ensure the draft accords with this. 

(d) Residential Amenity (MRU1) -  

(i) OW explained that WCC were very critical of the wording “no additional adverse 
effects” in this policy and would like it to be changed to “no material additional 
adverse effects”. Without this change, in WCC’s view, the policy would effectively be 
prohibiting development as it would not be possible to ensure no additional adverse 
effects of a development.  

(ii) A discussion took place regarding the hard work that has already be done to get 
consensus on this policy and the reality of what adding “no material additional adverse 
effects” would mean. MLB raised concerns at qualifying the policy as suggested by 
WCC but after further discussion it was agreed that the policy will catch the extremes 
which is the major concern and that ultimately the decision is one of planning 
judgement for the decision maker in the context of the specific factors of each 
application. It was agreed this point would be taken to the Steering Group for further 
discussion as given the heavily debated nature of this policy any agreement to a 
change in wording needs to be carefully considered.  

(e) West Mayfair – WCC has raised concern that West Mayfair is not predominantly residential. 
This point has now been superseded as the residential policies have been drafted Mayfair wide 
following the consultation feedback received.   

(f) Family accommodation - MD raised concern that the plan should not be dictating where 
people should be able to live with their children following a change that had been made to the 
draft following feedback from the consultation that family accommodation is not suitable 
above the second floor. It was agreed this would be removed. 

(g) Construction Management – WCC are currently unhappy that the plan is requiring all 
development in Mayfair generating construction traffic to submit a construction management 
plan. This is on the basis that this disregards the thresholds WCC currently have in place for 
the requirement to submit a construction management plan and that this requirement would 
put an unacceptable drain on the Council’s operational resources. It was agreed that the 
wording could be changed from “must” to “should” and that the supporting text should 
encourage contractors to sign up to the Considerate Contractors Scheme.   

(h) Design Policies - The issue of whether policies MD1-MD3 should be deleted was discussed. 
WCC thinks these are repetitive of the City Plan and seek, as with the Construction 
Management Plan, to introduce the submission of documents that will directly affect the 
Council’s operational arrangements. OW commented that if these policies were to be 
removed, it would leave very few policies remaining in this section of the plan.  It was agreed 
that what Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum has done in respect of design policies should 
be reviewed. 
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(i) Green Spaces – It was agreed that the policy wording should not be amended as WCC have 
suggested and that if required additional consultation should be done to obtain further 
evidence for this policy.  

(j) Environmental Policies - WCC have not reviewed the latest policies that have been drafted by 
ARUP so these will be brought to their attention. 

4. Westminster City Council Letter 

MD suggested that it should be amended to reflect the changes to the draft plan which were 
agreed in the meeting. Otherwise, there were no other comments on the letter. 

5. Letter to Lois Peltz 

It was agreed that amends should be made to the comments on pedestrianisation and the change 
of use of shops to entertainment uses as the current comments were not unanimously agreed by 
the Sub-Group. 

6. AOB 

The Forum’s designation runs out after 5 years so it was agreed that this needs to be put forward 
as an item for discussion at the Steering Group.   

7.          Actions  

(i) Review Mark Lowe QC’s advice on financial contributions; 

(ii) Review Knightsbridge’s design policies. 

 

 

 

 

 


