
 

 

MINUTES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Minutes of the Meeting of the London Legacy Development Corporation Planning 
Decisions Committee 
 

Date: Tuesday 22 March 2022 

Time: 6.00 pm 

Venue: London Stadium, Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park, London E20 2ST 

Present: Sukhvinder Kaur-Stubbs (in the Chair) 
Pam Alexander OBE 
Jamie Kerr 
Councillor Nick Sharman 
Councillor Marie Pye (via Teams) 
Councillor James Beckles 
Councillor Dan Tomlinson 
Councillor Rachel Tripp 
Abdul Thadid MRICS 
Martha Grekos 
Piers Gough CBE RA 
 

In Attendance: Anthony Hollingsworth, Director of Planning Policy and Decisions  
Catherine Smyth, Head of Development Management 
Daniel Davies, Principal Planning Development Manager 
Amy Cook, Associate Director, Arup 

Giulio Antonutto, Associate Director, Arup 
Richard Smith, Director of Transport Planning, Jacobs (via Teams) 
Jamie Lockerbie, Legal Advisor, Pinsent Masons (via Teams) 
Jamie Mordue, Committee Secretary, GLA (via Teams) 
 

  
 
 
 

1   Updates, Order of Business and Requests to Speak 
 

1.1 Sukhvinder Kaur-Stubbs would chair the meeting in place of Pam Alexander, who 
would attend the meeting but not take the chair.  
 

1.2 The Chair of the meeting (henceforth ‘The Chair’) stated there were two update 
reports, relating to items 4 and 5. 

 
1.3 The Chair stated that the order of business would be as set out on the agenda. 
 
1.4 The Chair stated that the following requests to speak had been received: 
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In Objection of officer recommendation 
 
(a) Stop MSG - Lindesay Mace and Lisa Wenbourne (time combined six minutes) 
 
(b) Newham Cyclists - Jonathan Rothwell (three minutes) 

 

(c) Resident of LB Newham - Laila Maarouf (three minutes) 
 
(d) Ward Councillor- Councillor Terry Paul (time combined six minutes with local 

resident) 

 

(e) Maryland Community Group - Martin Smith (three minutes) 
 
(f) Newham National Education Union Climate Working Party - Miriam Scharf 

(three minutes) 
 
(g) AEG - Alistair Wood (three minutes) 
 
(h) Others/Individuals (three minutes each) 

(i)  Bo Chapman; 
(ii)  Amanda Claremont; 
(iii) Ceren Sonmez; 
(iv) Nate Higgins; 
(v)  Grant Taylor; 
(vi) David Donoghue; 
(vii) Karina Townsend; and 
(viii) Andrius Kavaliauskas. 

 
(i) WSP for West Ham United FC - Philip Villars (three minutes) 

 
In support of officer recommendation (combined time of nine minutes shared 
by the speakers). 
 
(a) Applicant: MSG - Paul Westbury and Rich Constable   
(b) Newham Chamber of Commerce – Lloyd Johnson 
(c) UEL - Paul Marshall  

 
2   Apologies for Absence 

 
2.1 An apology for absence had been received from James Fennell MRTPI MRICS. 
 
3   Declarations of Interest 

 
3.1 The Committee received the report of the Director of Planning Policy and 

Decisions which set out, for the purposes of transparency, where a Member of the 
Committee was an elected Member of a Host Borough to which a planning 
application and/or other related matters were to be dealt with at the meeting. 

 
3.2 Piers Gough told the Committee that CZWG, of which he was a director, is working 
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on a project at Southend Football Club with Populous. He is not personally 
involved and had not met representatives from Populous. He was advised that 
there was no need to absolve himself from discussions. 

 

3.3  Resolved that the following declarations of interest be noted: 
 
 Elected Members of Host Boroughs to which planning applications relate (where 

applicable) 
 

 MSG Sphere (Madison Square Garden) – 19/00097/FUL & Advertisement 
Consent – 19/00098/ADV 
o Councillor James Beckles, London Borough of Newham 
o Councillor Rachel Tripp, London Borough of Newham 

 

 Stratford International Car Park – 20/00362/FUL 
o Councillor James Beckles, London Borough of Newham 
o Councillor Rachel Tripp, London Borough of Newham 

 
4   MSG Sphere (Madison Square Garden) - 19/00097/FUL & Advertisement 

Consent - 19/00098/ADV 
 

4.1 The Principal Planning Development Manager introduced the report and update 
report. A presentation was also provided. 

 
4.2 In relation to the full planning application, the Officer set out the proposed use for 

the venue, external areas and landscaping, servicing areas and the four bridge 
connections to be created. The Officer set out the proposed highway works for 
Angel Lane and Montfichet Road, which would be subject to approval by the 
London Borough of Newham (LB Newham). 

 
4.3 The Committee noted that Former Urinals on Angel lane are a non-designated 

heritage asset and the applicant proposed to carefully remove them prior to 
demolition of the wall where they are currently located and store them for a period 
of time and use reasonable endeavours to find a person/group to take ownership 
of them. HS1 had previously commissioned a heritage significance statement, 
which recorded in detail the quality and history of the urinals.  

 
4.4 A new station entrance for Stratford Station did not form part of the application but 

would be subject to a separate consent, based on an outline specification to be 
agreed as part of the recommended s.106 legal agreement.  

 
4.5 Advertising consent is required to display images on the building, the digital 

billboard and upper terrace; for purposes of planning there was no distinction 
between the visual effects of commercial advertising and the display of public art. 

 
4.6 The public consultation received over 1,300 responses from approximately 1,200 

residents or organisations. There was a 70:30 split in objections and support. Fifty 
per cent of the support and 80 per cent of the objections came from Newham 
residents.  
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4.7 Those in support of the application stated that it would raise the profile of the area, 

support jobs and it would create a London landmark, making Stratford more of a 
destination. Those objecting to the application set out issues with the scale, 
massing and design of the building. In addition, issues around residential amenity, 
heritage, the impact on Stratford Station and the impact of the advertising were 
also raised. The update report contained details of further support and objection to 
the proposed development. 

 
4.8 It was acknowledged that the planned development was not universally popular or 

appreciated, and how the development would be experienced would to some 
extent be subjective to the viewer. 

 
4.9 Officers detailed the site context and scale of the proposal in relation to other 

Stratford landmarks. The Officer noted that the scale was appropriate for the local 
context and was not excessive, considering other local buildings. The Quality 
Review Panel (QRP) supported the proposals and scale. Officers were satisfied 
that pinch points on the podium struck the right balance between competing 
objectives, ensuring safe public access whilst minimising the scale of the building. 

 
4.10 Officers set out the key properties that were likely to be impacted by brightness 

and visual intrusion. It was not thought appropriate to use the Institution of Lighting 
Professionals (ILP) guidance on ‘the brightness of illuminated advertisements’ to 
determine how bright the Sphere Surface advertisement illuminations should be. 
Officers had applied the guidance notes for obtrusive light, produced by the ILP, 
which amounted to 25 candelas. 

 
4.11 Officers set out proposed mitigations to the amenity concerns, which included 

building façade luminance limits (below ILP thresholds), limitation of illumination of 
surrounding properties, and pre and post curfew controls (switched off at 11.30pm 
or 12.00am). A Digital Display Monitoring Group (DDMG) would be set up, and a 
Digital Display Management Strategy (DDMS) would be created and implemented. 
In addition, blackout blinds would be provided on request to those living within 
150m of the proposed development as a precautionary measure and a telephone 
complaints line would open during the first year of operation. 

 
4.12 The light from the proposed development was not expected to travel so far as to 

change the character of Maryland or the East Village. Historic England and LB 
Newham consider that the impact on the Stratford St John’s and University Square 
conservation areas would result in less than substantial harm. 

 
4.13 There was some concern raised by consultees about the impact on Stratford 

Station and the rail network. Officers noted that a robust package of mitigation 
measures has been agreed in consultation with TfL, Network Rail, LB Newham 
and E20. Measures include, but not limited to, a new entrance to Stratford Station, 
highway works on Montfichet Road to enhance walking and cycling provision, 
coordination with the London Stadium and controls on the timing of events and 
funding for additional station staff during events. Officers took the view that the 
impact had been minimised as a result. 
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4.14 With regard to noise concerns, the walls of the proposed development were 
designed to not let noise in or out. A Concept of Operations (“CONOPS”) has been 
submitted for the purposes of setting out crowd management measures, although 
it is recognised that the use of external areas is usually regulated by a premises 
license. 

 
4.15 MSG have committed to sign up to a number of initiatives on crime reduction. The 

development would have a neutral impact on air quality and the applicant has 
committed to additional carbon offsetting measures. 

 
4.16 Officers are satisfied that the proposed development complies in principle with 

planning policies for the site.  
 

4.17 It would support growth and diversification of the night-time economy in Stratford, 
was aligned with the Mayor’s Music Strategy and complimented other artistic 
projects in the area. 

 
4.18 The proposed development would improve connectivity and improve the urban 

realm for pedestrians and cyclists; the site was currently inaccessible, but the 
proposal would enable public access between 5.00am until midnight. 

 
4.19 Jobs constructing the development would pay the London Living Wage (LLW) and 

positive action would be taken to support the employment of people in 
underrepresented groups; 1,300 operational jobs were expected to be created, 
with 50 per cent from local boroughs, and up to 1,160 construction jobs per year 
were expected to be created, with 35 per cent from local boroughs. 

 
4.20 Mitigations to address the lack of visitor parking space on site include: dedicated 

blue badge parking in Stratford International Car Park, a shuttle bus service to 
connect the car park, venue and station and free mobility assistance. Proposals for 
the dedicated blue badge parking are the subject of a separate application on the 
agenda.  

 
4.21 The Chair invited speakers in objection of the proposals. 
 
4.22 Lisa Wenbourne, Stop MSG, shared air quality concerns and noted that the 

proposal was air quality neutral through offsetting, whereas the London Plan set 
out an Air Quality Positive approach. Mitigations around decreases in air quality 

were not felt to be sufficient. They questioned whether the proposed development 
met the criteria for the Mayor’s Rescue Plan for London's Grassroots Music 
Venues. In addition, the smaller venue in the proposed development would only be 
available for community use ten days a year. It was stated that the number of jobs 
would amount to just over 1,000 full time equivalent jobs in the operational stage 
and did little in terms of jobs for Newham residents. Visibility of the proposed 
development did not automatically equate to intrigue or visual benefit. 

 
4.23 Jonathan Rothwell, Newham Cyclists, stated that the proposed development 

ignored best practice in design and London Plan standards. Concerns were also 
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raised about the lack of ability to cycle to events, the proposals for Montfichet 
Road and the closure of cycleways during peak times. The design for Angel Lane 
featured no cycleway and the road was narrowed. When the scheme was 
assessed against cycle infrastructure design (LTN 1/20), there were two or three 
critical fails.  

 
4.24 Leila Maarouf, local resident, shared that they lived opposite the proposed 

development and had chosen to invest in the area. New projects to the area were 
welcomed, such as the East Bank development but only if they did not adversely 
impact residents, especially those in the New Garden Quarter. The development 
would limit residents’ ability to use Stratford Station when an event was on. The 
resident raised concerns in respect of the advertisement consent and considered it 
should be refused as blackout blinds as mitigation would likely lead to depression 
and the potential mental health impacts had not been considered by the developer. 

The resident encouraged the developer to redesign the proposal to benefit local 
residents. 

 
4.25 Councillor Terry Paul shared a statement from Lyn Brown MP, which set out 

concerns on light and noise pollution, and the impact on traffic in Stratford. 
Concerns were also raised about the accessibility of information, and it was felt 
that the impact of the illumination, the number of adverts and crowd noise had 
been downplayed. The statement also stated that development had been done ‘to 
Newham and not with or for Newham’. 
 

4.26 Cllr Paul stated that there is need for the site to be developed but the current 
proposals are not considered acceptable. The majority of respondents to the 
consultation were against the proposed development. Cllr Paul questioned 
whether the Olympic legacy should include blackout blinds and suggested that, if 
proposed in other areas of London, it would be immediately rejected. Cllr Paul also 
raised concerns regarding climate change obligations and the architectural quality. 

 
4.27 Martin Smith, Maryland Community Group, shared that the group consisted of 

1,400 members living to the east of the site. The Group was concerned that over 
12,000 people may choose to avoid queues at Stratford station and walk to 
Maryland station . There were concerns that a new station entrance would not 
result in wider platforms, wider stairs and tunnels, or more lifts. Overall, the Group 
considers that the proposed development was overbearing and out of character 
and incompatible with the London Plan. 
 

4.28 Amanda Claremont, local resident, shared that the scale was inappropriate and 
would have negative impacts on residents, drivers, workers, and wildlife. The area 
already had air quality concerns, which would be made worse by the proposed 
development. Blackout blinds were not an adequate solution and the noise 
pollution during construction and event dispersals would have negative 
consequences. There were concerns over the safety of construction as machinery 
operated above rail tracks. An extra station entrance did not increase the number 
of trains. 
 

4.29 Isabel Boyce, speaking on behalf of Ceren Sonmez (not in attendance), shared 
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that the proposed development should not be considered as free-standing art and 
was purely advertisements; mock-ups were not a true representation of what 
would be displayed. A number of aspects of the advertising had not been 
considered, including the impacts of moving images and timings. Residents had a 
right to rest and blackout blinds did not make up for a blighted home life. 
 

4.30 Nate Higgins, Newham Green Party, noted that Newham already had to deal with 
impacts of the Silvertown Tunnel and London City Airport. The timing of the 
decision and lack of representation of impacted residents on the Committee was 
questionable. Newham had had too many large projects approved without proper 
democratic accountability. 
 

4.31 David Donoghue, local resident, shared that the Olympics was supposed to benefit 
people and improve the lives of those living locally. The mitigations were not 

adequate to address all the potential impacts. A Community Infrastructure Levy 
payment of £6m for a £1.4bn project was considered inadequate. The local 
resident questioned whether the report was impartial. 

 
4.32 Karina Townsend, local resident, shared concerns regarding advertising consent 

and stated that it breached LLDC policy BN16 and took members through the 
criteria of the policy. The resident considered that the proposal has not been 
properly considered against the assessment criteria. 
 

4.33 Jane Earl, local resident, shared that the Park had become a pleasure of a 
landscape and much of the benefits would be destroyed by the proposed 
development. Potential issues around parking, late night noise and traffic problems 
were highlighted. Intense moving lights would disturb wildlife on the Park. 
 

4.34 Andrius Kavaliauskas, local resident, shared that they were not opposed to the 
development if done properly. There were concerns regarding light pollution and 
overcrowding of Stratford Station. The light pollution should be resolved in a way to 
benefit ecology. If done properly, the proposed development would be acceptable 
but it had not taken into account the concerns of local residents.  
 

4.35 Alistair Woods, AEG (The O2 Arena operator), shared that the development was 
not appropriate in size or scale and would have negative impacts on the Jubilee 
line. The technical analysis was inadequate, particularly with regards to visual 
impacts of the advertisements. The similar nature of uses of the O2 Arena and the 
proposed development mean they would likely be used at the same time, which 
would cause trains leaving Stratford to be full by the time they reached North 
Greenwich, which was a safety issue for the O2 Arena. Event capacity controls 
had not considered simultaneous events at The O2. The proposed development 
was designed for Las Vegas and not Stratford and the size of the LED coverage 
was equivalent to five full sized football pitches. Concerns were also raised as to 
exposure to light on local residents. 
 

4.36 Phillip Villars, WSP for West Ham United FC (WHUFC), shared that WHUFC had 
not said that it supported the application and that the primacy of footballing events 
must be maintained, in accordance with the concession agreement and the s.106 
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should maintain that position. WHUFC would look to work with officers on the 
wording of the s.106, should the application be approved. MSG should be 
responsible for mitigations for any change to scheduling or crowd control.  
 

4.37 The Chair invited speakers in support of the proposals. 
 

4.38 Paul Westbury and Rich Constable, MSG, shared that the application had been 
through thorough assessments and the intention was to support the transformation 
of Stratford into an international centre. The proposed development fits with the 
site use as set out in the Local Plan. The proposed development was a long term 
investment in London’s future, which could deliver a £2.5bn boost to London’s 
economy and £50m for local businesses. Work done by MSG, LLDC, and technical 
and legal advisers had been far reaching. The proposed plans were informed by 
and responded to feedback from local residents. MSG was committed to the 

people of east London and being a good corporate neighbour was of upmost 
importance with focus on Newham. The development would support thousands of 
LLW paying jobs. A comprehensive package of planning conditions and s.106 
obligations were attached to the scheme. 

 
4.39 Lloyd Johnson, Newham Chamber of Commerce, shared that the proposed 

development was exciting and would boost the local economy through training 
initiatives and local hires. The commitment to local jobs that paid LLW was 
welcomed. Newham needed direct investment and residents deserved access to 
jobs. The proposal was an opportunity that arose infrequently. 
 

4.40 Paul Marshall, University of East London (UEL), shared that the prospect of a 
world class entertainment venue in Stratford would benefit UEL students and offer 
them 21st century career opportunities. MSG had worked with UEL to provide 
students with summer internships. 
 

4.41 The Chair thanked those who had spoken. She invited questions from the 
Committee. 
 

4.42 The Committee queried what the pinch points were and what this meant. The 
officer noted that podium pinch points were as a result of the capacity needed for 
the venue to be viable which generated a fixed width of the venue. If the sphere 
were lower in the ground, the podium pinch points would be narrower. If the sphere 
were raised higher, the podium pinch points would be wider, but the development 
would be taller and be more visible. There was a balance between what was 
needed to accommodate crowds safely and landscaping. 

 
4.43 The Committee asked Officers how the proposed advertising consent complied 

with policy BN16, what the expected ongoing carbon emissions were and at what 
point did the resident visual amenity threshold become a point of public interest. 
 

4.44 Officers replied that the ILP guidance on obtrusive light stated that the brightness 
should be no more than 25 candelas, which would be no brighter than an office 
building and noted that the overall conclusions section of the officers’ report deals 
with compliance with BN16. The main concerns are safety and amenity and 
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Officers consider that the scheme would comply with these things. The Director of 
Planning Policy and Decisions noted that not all BN16 criteria had been met, 
heritage for example, but when considered as a whole in terms of amenity and 
public safety, there was sufficient weight to be given to recommending approval. 
 

4.45 With regard to ongoing carbon emissions, the applicant had benchmarked against 
a typical leisure building, and should the scheme be approved, the full ongoing 
carbon emission analysis would be conducted at bill of quantities stage. 
 

4.46 On residential visual amenity, Officers did not take applicant’s analysis or AEG’s 
analysis but conducted their own. Officers acknowledge that the experience would 
be different for different people. If there were no LEDs, the scale, size and distance 
from other developments would not be unusual and would not meet the residential 
visual amenity threshold. It was noted that the unusual relationship between the 

use of the building and its functionality meant there was potential to meet the 
threshold. Through the DDMS and other mitigation, the residual effects would be 
reduced to the point where it would not meet the threshold. 
 

4.47 The Committee asked the applicant for clarification on what work MSG had 
undertaken with local musical or cultural organisations. Rich Constable (on behalf 
of the applicant) stated that relationships had been established with a number of 
local organisations, including East London Arts and Music. Resources had been 
provided to students to learn about engineering and how it related to venue 
production. MSG did not currently have a venue but, subject to approval, it would 
ensure that local residents received access and support. 
 

4.48 The Committee noted that the QRP stated that BN5 had not been met, in particular 
relating to podium pinch points, Montfichet Road layout and the number of lifts. 
Officers shared that the QRP concerns did not relate to safety but that, as it was a 
main route, it would ideally be more generous. The conflict was then between 
having a wider route and a sphere structure. None of the pinch points were in 
areas for dwelling but for transitioning. The Montfichet Road layout was indicative 
and would be for LB Newham to approve and a safety audit would need to be 
passed. Officers were satisfied that the lift provision was sufficient. 
 

4.49 The Committee noted that the blackout blinds and telephone complaints line were 
not appropriate as the primary means of mitigation. The officer clarified that these 
were not primary means of mitigation but precautionary as the intention is that the 
brightness and content are managed to such a level that nobody should need to 
call the complains line and the DDMG would be able to hold the applicant to 
account. The Committee questioned whether the novel nature of the proposed 
development meant that some of the proposed mitigations and controls would 
prove to be inadequate. 
 

4.50 With regard to rail safety, the Committee noted that a pre-commencement 
condition set out that, prior to construction starting, an Outline Visual Display and 
Luminance Management Strategy shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority in consultation with rail stakeholders including HS1, 
Network Rail, TfL, and passenger and freight operators. Officers noted that whilst 
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TfL were not present to speak, this condition was initiated by TfL and Network Rail. 
The Director of Planning Policy and Decisions noted that officers have had very 
thorough discussions with TfL and Network Rail on rail safety issues and that they 
have not objected to the development subject to the mitigations and conditions set 
out in the report.  
 

4.51 The Committee queried compliance with the Urban Greening Factor in the London 
Plan. Officers noted that whilst the proposed development did not meet the Urban 
Greening Factor set out in the London Plan, there was an overall net increase in 
biodiversity. Officers are satisfied, given the use of the site and necessary 
restrictions to limit leaves falling on rail tracks. The amount of hard and soft 
landscaping is estimated to be 13,500sqm. 
 

4.52 The Committee questioned whether officers had considered primacy of football at 

the London Stadium. Officers noted that, in relation to the primacy of football 
events, a letter from E20, the operator of the London Stadium, was set out in the 
update report. E20 had confirmed that issues raised had been addressed, and 
appropriately reflected in published heads of terms. E20 were satisfied that they 
had been given primacy for event planning and that the costs of any additional 
overlay needed would be met by the applicant. The Director of Planning Policy and 
Decisions shared that an application for additional capacity would be considered 
on its merits at the time and MSG would meet additional costs based on the 
current capacity. 
 

4.53 The Committee questioned the justification to give advertising consent for 25 
years, rather than five years, given the uncertainty of the visual impacts of adverts. 
Officers shared that advertising consent was integral to the building display and 
that it was reasonable, subject to mitigations in place and there is a monitoring 
group (DDMG) that can recommend, but not compel that changes be made to the 
advertisement display in relation to visual amenity. The DDMG would have powers 
to compel the applicant to make changes to the lighting of the development , on 
rail and road safety grounds. Further to this, the s.106 heads of terms state that 
the applicant must incorporate DDMG recommendations into the DDMS on an 
annual basis. 
 

4.54 Officers confirmed that should advertising consent be approved it would not be 
possible to effectively remove that consent after 5 years, although LB Newham as 
the planning authority after LLDC, could seek to alter the permission, through a 
discontinuance notice. It was explained that any such action could result in the 
need to compensate the developer. Members acknowledged this but queried 
whether provisions could be included to enable more flexibility with managing 
(dialling down or up) the advertisement display.  
 

4.55 The Committee asked whether any other options had been explored for the site 
and whether officers considered this to be the right legacy of the London 2012 
Games. Officers responded that the site had been bought by MSG and the merits 
of any other uses on a site were not relevant to the application. The site had been 
identified as appropriate for major leisure use in the Local Plan. The report sets out 
how the proposed development aligns with the Local Plan and legacy objectives.  



 

 
11 

 

 
4.56 The Committee questioned the viability of the scheme without advertising. Officers 

confirmed that only matters of amenity and safety had been considered in their 
assessment. The officer noted that as displays of public art are considered a 
benefit of the development, a strategy for public art was required and displays 
would need to comply with that strategy. The Director of Planning Policy and 
Decisions noted that Condition 54 sets out the balance between commercial 
displays and public art. The difference between commercial displays and public art 
would be defined within the strategy. 
 

4.57 The Committee questioned the extent to which it should be advised by the 
subjective views of the individuals assessing the proposal. Officers noted that the 
subjective descriptions of the proposed development adding visual benefits were 
derived from the consultation responses. Officers confirmed that the process for 

assessing the proposal was consistent with its approach to assessing other major 
planning applications, namely involving independent review by leading 
professional consultants providing independent advice to PPDT, alongside the 
application of policy requirements by experienced professional officers and having 
due regard to statutory and other consultees and independent advisory bodies 
such as the QRP and the Built Environment Access Panel. In addition, these 
advisory groups helped to determine what was an appropriate development for the 
site and advised on the preparation of Local Plan policy. 
 

4.58 The Committee asked for further clarification on the 25 candelas brightness and 
how it has been agreed. The Associate Director at Arup told the Committee that 
officers had rejected the applicant’s initial use of commonly used guidance for 
advertisement boards as it was not appropriate. The latest ILP guidance required 
spill lighting to be below a certain level for residents. Tests were carried out using 
a simulation of the development emitting solely white light and measuring the 
impact on residents’ windows. The brightness of the screen was scaled until the 
luminance on residents’ windows was within the guidance levels. Incidentally, 25 
candelas was also the target threshold for floodlighting any monument and so the 
brightness was not unprecedented. It was recognised that 25 candelas was not an 
insignificant level of brightness, but this would be reduced to seven nits after the 
curfew and turned off at some points during the night. It was noted that office 
windows and shop fronts can be quite bright and generally higher than 25 
candelas. It was not easy to provide a clear comparison of brightness, as 
luminance is relative to what is around it. 
 

4.59 The Committee also sought clarification in respect of the split between commercial 
advertising and public art. The officer noted that this is split 65%(art)/35% (other 
content) defined by strategy and will be controlled by conditions. 
 

4.60 The Committee queried whether access and maintenance provisions had been 
considered in light of potential impacts on residents. The officer noted that the 
Access and Maintenance Strategy was satisfactory and activities could be carried 
out without impact on local residents and users; the design of the building meant 
that servicing took place within the building, away from residential properties. 
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4.61 The Committee asked whether there was a maximum brightness during the day, 
prior to sunset. Officers shared that there were no conditions on how bright the 
development could be prior to sunset. Members noted that it might be appropriate 
to condition brightness dependent upon weather conditions. 
 

4.62 The Committee questioned whether there would be sufficient cycle space provision 
for visitors to the proposed development. Officers responded that the provision of 
96 cycle spaces assumed that 0.4 per cent of trips to the site would be made by 
cycling. Based on other developments of a similar size, 0.1 per cent of visits were 
made by cycling. However there would be a required monitoring regime that set 
out that more cycle spaces would be required if there was demand. 
 

4.63 The Committee queried mirror massing and how the proposed development was 
comparable. Officers noted that the applicant had tested the impacts of an urban 

block at the site. It found that the proposed development would be comparable in 
terms of impact. 
 

4.64 The Committee raised queries in respect of the new Stratford Station entrance and 
its delivery and accessibility. Officers responded that a new station entrance was 
required before the venue officially opened. During testing, the capacity would be 
limited to 10,000 people; connecting bridges would allow events to take place but 
on a smaller scale. 
 

4.65 The Committee questioned public transport impact as a result of late evening finish 
times for events and potential for visitors to not be able to catch trains home. 
Officers responded that in practice, concerns around visitors missing their trains 
would be more of a potential issue on the London Overground and the DLR on 
Sundays. Officers were comfortable because of the variety of line options and 
capacity at Stratford station; there would not be many people going into central 
London at the time that an event would typically end. To ensure there was 
sufficient capacity at North Greenwich, MSG, the O2 arena and TfL would be 
expected to work together. Visitors who did not need to use the Jubilee line would 
be encouraged to use alternative lines, and MSG and the O2 Arena would be 
encouraged to stagger event end times. 
 

4.66 The Committee raised questions in respect of the public space and its public 
accessibility. Officers responded that the public space was required to be gated to 
meet Secure by Design Standards and to allow the operator to manage the space 
to ensure there were no adverse amenity impacts on local residents. The 
Metropolitan Police had specifically raised safety and security concerns about 24 
hour public access across the site. 
 

4.67 The North Terrace had been designated as the space that would host the most 
community activity. Although the South Terrace was larger and less shaded, more 
people would be accessing and transitioning through the site from the south. 
 

4.68 A Member asked that the Director of Planning Policy and Decisions seek to 
increase the number of days provided for community use of the smaller venue as 
the proposal for 10 days didn’t appear to be proportionate with the stated 
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objectives of the applicant to enable community/aspiring musicians to benefit from 
access to the smaller venue. Officers recommended that this was a matter that 
could be delegated to negotiate as part of the s.106 agreement should permission 
be resolved to be granted. 

 

4.69 The Committee questioned whether it would be better for the urinals to be r 
repaired and re-used on site given their current state. Officers responded that the 
urinals would need to be removed from the site and that it was not possible to 
incorporate them within the design of the development. 
 

4.70 The Committee noted that the scheme met onsite targets for carbon emissions but 
did not reach the London Plan target of having zero carbon emissions. Officers 
responded that as it was not possible to achieve a zero carbon construction, 
offsetting would be used to support other carbon reduction projects. As per the 

update report, it met the required Local Plan and London Plan target reduction for 
carbon emissions. 
 

4.71 The Committee noted that a mobility bus service might prove essential, given the 
site location and questioned what transport modelling had been undertaken to take 
into account those with limited mobility. Officers noted that the exact details of the 
mobility shuttle service was yet to be agreed with the applicant, including the 
number of wheelchair spaces and frequency. The s.106 legal agreement heads of 
terms set out that details needed to be provided and approved in consultation with 
the Build Environment Access Panel (BEAP) prior to the venue opening.  

 

4.72 Modelling had shown that wheelchair users would be able to move freely around 
the pedestrian environment. Fully accessible TfL services could be accessed 
through the Jubilee and Elizabeth lines and the DLR. On the basis that a 
significant number of wheelchair users would use a mobility shuttle, Officers are 
confident there was sufficient capacity for wheelchair users.  
 

4.73 The Committee asked what feedback was received from BEAP on the potential 
impact of the digital displays on people with certain disabilities. Officers noted the 
applicant was required to set out how it intended to operate the digital displays in 
the interests of amenity, through the Digital Public Art Display Strategy, and that 
this captured those with specific needs. 
 

4.74 The Chair asked Committee Members for their final thoughts and comments 
before moving to the recommendations. 

 
4.75 In addition to the positive aspects of the proposed development noted previously, 

some Committee Members welcomed that: the proposed development opened up 
a landlocked site; the design was bold, iconic and unique and the right response to 
a metropolitan town centre site; the proposed light levels are extremely modest as 
no different to an office block; 45% open space is generous and the site has good 
connectivity; it would make a positive contribution to its immediate surroundings; 
the layers of mitigations and controls were impressive; it could meet the objectives 
of the Local Plan; and the potential media industry links and benefits for Stratford 
in terms of its economy and community. 
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4.76 Other Committee Members shared the concerns around the proposed 

development, which included: a high number of items to be kept under review; a 
disjointed relationship with the local area; that it would not deliver for residents and 
enhance their interaction with the public realm; there was not enough mitigation of 
transport impacts; the advertising consent was 25 years, rather than the standard 
five; the blackout blinds indicate an underlying concern about the impact on 
residential amenity; and the potential impact on those with sensitivities to digital 
displays. 
 

4.77 Committee Members thanked Officers for the comprehensive report. 
 

4.78 Councillor Dan Tomlinson proposed that advertising consent be amended from a 
period of 25 years to five years. Councillor Nick Sharman seconded the proposal. 

 
4.79 The Legal Adviser told the Committee that the first vote should relate to the 

recommendations for full planning permission. Following the outcome of that vote, 
the Committee would then need to vote on whether to approve an amendment to 
condition one of the advertisement consent, to change the period of advertising 
consent from 25 to 5 years. The Committee would then vote on the advertisement 
consent application, as modified (or not) by the previous vote. The Legal Adviser 
added that If the advertisement consent was limited to five years, there was the 
potential for an appeal by the applicant 

 
4.80 Pam Alexander proposed that, instead of limiting the advertisement consent to five 

years, a formal review of the advertisement consent should occur after five years. 
Martha Grekos seconded the proposal. Following legal advice, Members asked 
that the Director of Planning Policy and Decisions seek an amendment to the 
s.106 agreement heads of terms to include a formal review mechanism of the 
advertisement consent after five years. This change to the heads of terms would 
then be brought back to the Committee for approval.  
 

4.79 RESOLVED to APPROVE (6 in favour, 4 against; 0 abstentions): 

4.79.1 That the Committee agreed to: 

a) Approve the full application for the MSG Sphere (19/00097/FUL) 
and grant planning permission for the reasons given in the report 
subject to:  

b) Referral of the application to the Mayor of London and any 
direction of the Mayor of London;  

c) The completion of a legal agreement under s.106 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 and other enabling powers to secure 
the planning obligations set out in the recommended Heads of 
Terms set out in (2.2b) appendix 1 of the report including the 
request to secure additional days for the community use of the 
smaller music venue; and 
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d) The conditions and informatives set out in (2.2c) section 25 of the 
report and the following requested by Members at the meeting: 
limit on the maximum candelas per sq.m during daylight hours; 
illuminance management on a seasonal and weather variable 
basis.  

4.80 RESOLVED to REFUSE (5in favour,5 against; 0 abstentions). The Chair using 
her casting vote to vote against this amendment ): 

4.80.1 That the Committee refused an amendment to condition one of the 
application for advertisement consent (19/00098/ADV) to change the 
period of consent from 25 years to five years. 

 

4.81 RESOLVED to APPROVE (7in favour, 3 against )0 abstentions: 

4.81.1 That the Committee agreed to: 

a) Approve the advertisement consent application (19/00098/ADV) 
and grant advertisement consent for the reasons given in the 
report subject to: 

 

i) The conditions and informatives set out in (2.3a) section 26 of 
the report;  

An additional review mechanism for advertisement controls, including those 
at a 5 year period, which should be brought back to the Committee for 
approval. 
 

4.82 RESOLVED to APPROVE: 

4.82.1 That the Committee agreed to delegate authority to the Director of 
Planning Policy and Decisions to: 

a) Consider any direction from the Mayor of London and to make any 

consequential changes as the Director of Planning Policy and 

Decisions considers reasonably necessary; 

b) Finalise the recommended conditions and informatives as set out 

in (2.4b) section 26 of the report including such refinements, 

amendments, additions and/or deletions (including to dovetail with 

and where appropriate, reinforce, the final planning obligations to 

be contained in the section 106 legal agreement(s)) as the Director 

of Planning Policy and Decisions considers reasonably necessary; 

including the following additional conditions requested by the 

Committee to set a limit the maximum candelas per sq.m during 

daylight hours; manage illuminance of the Sphere on a seasonal 

and weather variation basis. 

c) Finalise the legal agreement(s) under s.106 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 and other enabling powers in 
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accordance with the Heads of Terms as set out in sections 25 and 

26f the report, including refining, adding to, amending and/or 

deletions (including to dovetail with and where appropriate, 

reinforce the final conditions and informatives to be attached to 

the planning permission) as the Director of Planning Policy and 

Decisions considers reasonably necessary including the additional 

review mechanism for advertisement controls including those at a 

5 year period, which shall be reported back to Committee for 

approval and to negotiate additional days for community use of the 

smaller music venue  

d) Complete the s.106 legal agreement(s) referred to above and issue 

the planning permission(s); 

e) Following the issue of planning permission 19/00097/FUL, inform 

the Secretary of State, consultation bodies and public of the 

Decision, pursuant to Regulation 30(1)(a)-(c) of the Town and 

Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 

2017; and 

f) Following the issue of planning permission 19/00097/FUL, to 

publish a statement on the Statutory Register confirming the 

details as required by Regulation 30(1)(d) of the Town and Country 

Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 

including confirming that the main reasons and considerations on 

which the Committee’s decision was based on were those set out 

in the report.  

 

5   Stratford International Car Park - 20/00362/FUL 
 

5.1 The Chair recommended that the item would be deferred to a future meeting. 
Members voted unanimously in favour of deferral. 

 
6   Any Urgent Business 

 
6.1 There was no urgent business. 
 
7   Close of Meeting 

 
7.1 The meeting ended at 11.27pm. 
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