
    

  

     

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

  
(By email) 

 
Our Ref: MGLA300120-1588 

 
15 June 2020 

 
 
 
Dear  
 
Former Woodlands Nursing Home, Dugard Way, Lambeth, SE11 (GLA/4963/01HS)   
 
Thank you for your requests for information which the Greater London Authority (GLA) received 
on 30 January 2020.  Your request has been dealt with under the Freedom of Information Act 
(FOI) 2000.  
 
You asked for: 
 
1. Please provide notes and minutes of any meetings, conversations or calls held with 

representatives of the Greater London Authority and parties related to or acting on behalf of 
“The Cinema Museum” (also on Dugard Way). For the avoidance of any doubt please 
provide in relation to “The Cinema Museum”: Pre-application advice reports or notes / 
Discussions regarding the tenure and future of “The Cinema Museum” / Planning 
application advice reports or notes and its relation to “The Cinema Museum” / The times 
and dates of any meetings held by the GLA with this party solely and/or with the London of 
Borough of Lambeth and/or Anthology on this planning application and “The Cinema 
Museum” / Notes of any meetings held with “The Cinema Museum” / Notes of any 
telephone conversations with “The Cinema Museum” / Email or written correspondence with 
“The Cinema Museum”. The above includes, but should not be limited to, internal 
discussions and advice as well as correspondence with the developer ‘Anthology’ regarding 
the entity known as “The Cinema Museum”. 

 
2. All information requested relates to the period of 5 September 2019 to 30 January 2020. 

Please provide notes and minutes of any meetings, conversations or calls held with 
representatives of London Real Estate Development Limited, trading as ‘Anthology’, 
Anthology Kennington Stage Limited, or related companies, and with the Greater London 
Authority. Please also include any information relating to this planning application during 
this timeframe with London Borough of Lambeth. For the avoidance of any doubt please 
provide: Pre-application advice reports or notes / Planning application advice reports or 
notes / The times and dates of any meetings held by the GLA with this party solely and/or 
with the London of Borough of Lambeth on this planning application / Notes of any 
meetings held / Notes of any telephone conversations / Email or written correspondence. 
The above includes, but should not be limited to, internal discussions and advice as well as 
correspondence with the developer ‘Anthology’. 

 



 
 

 

Our response to your request is as follows: 
 
Please find the information the GLA holds within scope of your request. Please note that some 
of the information falls under the exception to disclose in Regulation 12 (5)(e) (confidentiality 
of commercial or industrial information) of the EIR.  
 

• Regulation 12 (5)(e) Confidentiality of commercial or industrial information  
  
Applying the four-stage test from Bristol City Council v Information Commissioner and Portland 
and Brunswick Squares Association (EA/2010/0012, 24 May 2010):  
  
1. The information is commercial or industrial in nature.  
  
The information withheld from disclosure includes:  
 

• Information relating to potential third-party bidding intentions for the site and; 

• Note of conversation between the GLA and the Cinema Museum detailing status of 
discussion between the Cinema Museum and Anthology.  

 
The information withheld from disclosure details ongoing negotiations regarding the planning 
application for the site. The information can therefore be considered as commercial or industrial 
in nature  
  
2. Confidentiality is provided by law.  
  
These negotiations are ongoing and highly confidential and would be likely to prejudice 
outcome of these discussions for both parties and therefore protected by the common law of 
confidence.  
  
3. The confidentiality is protecting a legitimate economic interest.  
  
Disclosure would cause harm to the commercial interests of the Cinema Museum and these are 
considered as legitimate economic interests. In relation to the legitimate economic interests, the 
Information Commissioner’s guidance states:  
  

‘Legitimate economic interests could relate to retaining or improving market position, 
ensuring that competitors do not gain access to commercially valuable information, 
protecting a commercial bargaining position in the context of existing or future 
negotiations, avoiding commercially significant reputational damage, or avoiding 
disclosures which would otherwise result in a loss of revenue or income’.   

 
4. The confidentiality would be adversely affected by disclosure.  
  
Disclosure of the information would inevitably harm the confidential nature of it and therefore 
the exemption at Regulation 12(5)(e) is engaged in respect of disclosure of the redacted 
information.  
  

• Public interest  
  
Regulation 12 (5)(e) listed above constitute as qualified exemptions from our duty to disclose 
information under the EIR, and consideration must be given as to whether the public interest 



 
 

 

favouring disclosure of the information covered by this exemption outweighs the public interest 
considerations favouring maintaining the exemption and withholding the information.  
  
The GLA acknowledges that there is a public interest in the activities being undertaken with 
regards to the site and a specific public interest in the transparency of the GLA’s achievement in 
delivering Mayoral commitments.  
  
However, it is not in the public interest to prejudice third party negotiating position and 
disclosures which would otherwise result in a loss of revenue or income. 
 
Please note that some names of members of staff are exempt from disclosure under Regulation 
13 (Personal information) of the EIR. Information that identifies specific employees constitutes 
as personal data which is defined by Article 4(1) of the General Data Protection Regulation 
(GDPR) to mean any information relating to an identified or identifiable living individual. It is 
considered that disclosure of this information would contravene the first data protection 
principle under Article 5(1) of GDPR which states that Personal data must be processed lawfully, 
fairly and in a transparent manner in relation to the data subject 
 
If you have any further questions relating to this matter, please contact me, quoting the 
reference at the top of this letter.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
 

 
Information Governance Officer  
 
If you are unhappy with the way the GLA has handled your request, you may complain using the 
GLA’s FOI complaints and internal review procedure, available at: 
 
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-
information/freedom-information  
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and will be drip feeding that into the petition over the
coming days to ensure that interest is fresh - and we will
be positing regular updates to keep people informed. 

https://www.change.org/p/matthew-patrick-slam-nhs-uk-
love-cinema-save-the-cinema-museum

thanks very much everyone, get those fingers and
thumbs out - we can do this!! 

Martin and Katharine and the trustees of The Cinema
Museum 

<unknown.jpg>
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The Cinema Museum (TCM) in Kennington, South London has been running for over 35 years and has 
been in its current location for over 19 years. Our collection is of national and international importance; 
we are supported by some of the biggest names in the UK film industry and by the Los Angeles film 
and production community – however, we also see ourselves as a local community asset and are keen 
to play our part in improving the wellbeing and lifestyles of Lambeth and Southwark residents. We 
believe that alongside the heritage of buildings, the heritage of cinema can be something of significant 
practical value and we strive to ensure that the Museum has the maximum possible benefit on people’s 
wellbeing. The charity uses its building and its collections entirely for the benefit of people; we have a 
local ‘wellbeing offer’ and our business model has been based on the 5 ways to wellbeing since 2008. 
We were pioneers of the Happy Museum Project and founder members of the Diversity in Heritage 
Group. We are a centre for the support of the elderly and infirm and their carers and we are a 
community hub, with reminiscence therapy being a feature off our cinema-based work.  We have 
created a space that both challenges and cherishes our visitors - helping them develop their technical, 
social, creative and problem-solving skills - and we have a passion for securing its long-term 
sustainability. We are committed to our local community and to improving the lives and the wellbeing 
of the people of Lambeth and Southwark.  We also see the Museum playing a strong role as an agent 
of ‘place-making’ for the new Elephant & Castle development master plan – we bring a treasure trove 
of artefacts, memories, experiences, events, screenings, celebrity supporters and educational and 
therapeutic programmes. Our day-to-day work keeps people’s cinema-related stories alive and ensures 
the next generation of cinema and film makers are developed and supported; we work actively with 
our local and national university partners to educate young people and help them find rewarding work 
in: the film, cinema, museums, libraries and archive sectors – training some 350 students each year.  

We have spent the past ten years negotiating with South London & Maudsley Hospital Trust to 
purchase The Masters House & Male Receiving Wards and potentially Woodlands Nursing Home – this 
would allow us to commence fundraising and provide a permanent home for our collection, our 
community support work and our work on creating dementia friendly museums. 

We are a venue for varied leisure and enjoyment and an agent for local regeneration; we are 
enthusiastic about the regeneration of The Elephant and eager to play our part in its cultural, 
educational and community enrichment.  We have a fabulous historic building, a unique collection, a 
band of willing volunteers and a can-do attitude – and we welcome like-minded supporters. We are 
looking forward to showing you our museum.  

We run a wide-range of events on a daily basis to a community of both young and old including the 
LGBT+ community and mental health services for those managing/recovering from mental health 
issues. We also run a wide range of wellbeing services and ensure older people who are cut off from 
society have a place to go, meet others and reminisce through film – thus improving mental health and 
providing the social connectivity so vital in reducing demand on NHS services. Our work is about 
keeping people out of hospitals and our services stand as an example of how mainstream arts and 
health can work together to improve wellbeing in the community, in a way the NHS are unable to. 
Please see just a few quotes at the end of this letter from respected mental health professionals who 
know our work. I also attach a copy of the wellbeing offer we have provided to Lambeth and Southwark 
for over a decade. Our wellbeing offer is driven by our wellbeing business plan, that is linked to the ‘5 
Ways to Wellbeing’ and our buildings and collections are used entirely for the benefit and wellbeing of 
people. Our aim has always been to support the NHS by bridging the gap between health care and 
the social support required to keep people well within the community. 

The value of the collection and the work of the museum is shared by healthcare professionals, social 
care professionals, the local community, our local MPs, the leader of Lambeth Council, London 
Assembly members and a host of well-known and established musicians, actors and directors. Sadly 
due to SLaM reneging on a ten-year promise to sell us our current home on disposal of their property 
assets, these services will disappear from Lambeth and Southwark in the coming months. TCM is 
entirely volunteer run and despite running a range of free wellbeing projects, seeks no core funding 
from the public purse. It is in danger of closure. We seek your help to find a way to avoid this imminent 
but unnecessary cultural, social and wellbeing tragedy. 

10



THE BACKGROUND OF THE ISSUE 
• SLaM have been telling TCM that they need to sell the wider site that our Museum sits on for the past

10 years. Over that decade SLaM promised to allow TCM to purchase its home, thus ensuring its
future work – it was agreed that this was to be done via the Red Book Valuation process to reflect
market values, ensure transparency and offer good value for the taxpayer.

• Through numerous and on-going negotiations (with the Museum constrained on one year leases) this
continued to be the case - although SLaM vacillated between whether they wanted us to buy the
entire site or just The Masters House & Males Receiving Wards (our home).  TCM agreed to either
option over an entire decade – the details of which are all documented and supported in writing.
SLaM have, on four separate occasions asked us to commission our own Red Book Valuation in order
that negotiations might begin to sell directly to TCM.  The Museum have commissioned Red Book
Valuations, found partners, secured funding and, as agreed, awaited the hospitals own valuation for
both sides agents to fully negotiate.

• SLAM itself has said the services it commissioned TCM to deliver are outstanding and are an example
of what can be delivered in partnership. This was supported by the Director of Public Health for
Lambeth and Southwark.

• The reasons TCM want to purchase their home is 1) without a home we cannot continue our work 2)
collections are on loan to TCM and before they can be gifted to the Museum (and essentially the
Nation) TCM trustees must gain long-term security of tenure 3) SLaM has neglected the buildings, so
they need significant investment – such investment cannot be made without ownership and 4) long-
term security will also allow us to harvest a range of funding offers and scale up our wellbeing
services 5) the lack of security of tenure coupled with the rent required by a landlord would make the
running of any small independent museum financially unsustainable – especially one like TCM that
provides so much non income-generating/free wellbeing and social support.

TCM has been absorbing those losses to date, because it saw it as an investment, based on SLaM’s 
promises to work with us to secure our future.  However, the latest ‘on-off’ position of SLaM is that they 
now intend placing the site on the open market this weekend (23/24 Sept) for a speedy sale, before 
Xmas, without planning permission – and without any consultation or planning with the Museum about 
the future of its work. This leaves TCM facing imminent closure over the coming months – indeed SLaM 
have told us they will make the expiry of our lease in March 2018 a feature of their marketing materiel.  

SLaM have said that TCM can bid alongside the rest of the market – but that is naive. We will be 
running the site as a Museum – and retaining the current D1 use, which also specifies that the building 
needs to be used as a cinema museum (only). SLaM, however, are marketing the site to developers 
and highlighting the fact that the Museum’s lease expires in March – the implication in property 
development terms being that if the developers can ‘rentalise us out’ at that time or later then they will 
easily be able to argue with our council that there is no longer anyone available to run a Cinema 
Museum – and get the planning status altered to residential.  

SLaM now claim they have never even had conversations with us about selling to TCM directly – and 
their CEO and staff are broadcasting that message to our MP and other senior influencers. This claim is 
entirely untrue and deeply damaging for a small charity. We have a large file of clear documented 
evidence of the position.  

SLaM claim that the reason they cannot sell directly to TCM is because it would contravene NHS rules – 
if this is true we struggle to understand why SLaM consultants, staff, management and board members 
led us to believe otherwise for 10 years. Had SLaM told us 10 years ago that they had no intention of 
ever selling to us, we would have entered into entirely different arrangements with them; we would be 
in a new home now with an established Museum and range of wellbeing programmes – and the Nation 
would own another fabulous and unique international collection. The NHS and its staff need and 
deserve our support – but we do not believe that it has to involve sacrificing our community assets, our 
cultural heritage and the shape of our future social care. We have worked hard over the past decade to 
put down strong community and wellbeing roots and we do not believe that important work – and its 
potential to address vital social care needs should be carelessly lost. 
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It is important that we are clear that TCM and its trustees completely understand the needs of the 
public purse and this Trust in particular to maximise their return on the land. It was for that reason we 
have always offered to purchase the land at a mutually agreed Red Book Value, at SLaM’s 
convenience, over the 10 years. All we asked was that SLaM would not put our home on the open 
market at short notice, leaving us high and dry. SLaM agreed not to do this – but they now have.  

Although we have the funding partnerships in place to purchase the entire site – and the potential to 
raise funds for the purchase of the smaller site we occupy, we find ourselves powerless to take any 
further steps than taking the whole discussion public.  

THE CURRENT POSITION 
The Museum have asked SLaM to: 

• Construct the disposal tender in a way that it requires tenders to explain how they will work with
The Cinema Museum to ensure their long-term sustainability on the site

• Refund the costs incurred by the Museum in the off market purchase ‘partnership’ that SLaM told
us we were in – which they have now abruptly reneged on

• Reduce our rent to peppercorn as their refusal to grant us security of tenure past March 2018
means we cannot take bookings/programme any work – effectively cutting off our income streams

SLaM trustees have written to us to say they refuse to meet any of the above requests. SLaM have said 
“we would like to make a goodwill gesture involving TCM receiving 0.8% of the achieved sales price of 
the Masters House, with a maximum cap of £25,000. We hope that this will encourage and incentivise 
TCM to support the sale process”. Based on valuations this would be in the region of £8,000.00  

We wrote to John Glen MP at DCMS who responded favorably. He has written to the ‘Director’ of 
SLaM about the wider social value of TCM. Mr. Glen also urged SLaM to take this value into account 
when making decisions and asks SLaM to re-engage with the museum as a ‘potential purchaser’. This 
appears to have had little impact on SLaM to date, although it may, if others were to begin similar 
conversations. We have also written to: Philip Dunne MP, Jackie Doyle-Price MP, Lord Shaughnessy, 
Jeremy Hunt and Simon Stevens, CEO of NHS England.  The CEO of NHS England has intervened and 
suggested that they become involved in brokering an agreement – but we do not yet know what they 
have in mind and we await a date from NHS England for that meeting.  

We are saddened to have to take this public; we have spent 10 years working confidentially with SLaM 
to try and secure our future, but their behaviour of late means we now need to discuss this openly and 
appeal to the public to help us. We have applied to have The Masters House & Male Receiving Wards 
to be awarded ‘community asset’ status by Lambeth Council – and this has just recently been granted. 
We have also set up a ‘Save The Cinema Museum’ campaign which – amongst other things – involves 
an online petition, which at the time of writing has some 4,500 signatures in just 40 hours.  We are 
withholding uploading all our information and copies of emails and letters onto a public platform 
because we love and respect the NHS and do not want it brought into any disrepute – but it is 
becoming increasingly hard to protect both SLaM and ourselves at the same time.  

We understand SLaM have informally suspended marketing at this time pending advice from their 
solicitors and Council as to how they might proceed – we are told this advice is due sometime next 
week (this is all hearsay – SLaM are not keeping us informed about their plans).  

WHAT WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO DO 
We would like your political support and your advice. We would like to discuss other ways in which you 
can see you may be able to assist us. We also have a public meeting on the 30th of October which we 
would also like to talk to you about speaking at – to help keep our volunteers morale up.  

Yours sincerely 

Martin Humphries (Museum Director, co-founder, Chair of the board of trustees) 
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of the NHS sent one of their senior people to 
broker the arrangement but (according to him) 
SLaM wouldn’t engage. SLaM have proceeded 
with a market tender on the basis of an 
unconditional speedy cash sale. We have put in 
a competitive bid - alongside a Value Case (doc 
attached) that is compliant with the DoH 
directives (copy letter attached) and supported 
by our MPs, politicians, local charities, the 
people of Lambeth and Southwark and nearly 
19,000 inline signatories. We have also shown 
flexibility in agreeing to back two other bids - 
from developers who have also promised to 
work with us to secure the ownership of our 
home within their development plans. 

We have received in excess of 200 support 
letters that we will be preparing today for 
national circulation. 

Our champions the Chaplin family have just 
sent us the attached letter which has raised the 
volunteers spirits and we hope that the value 
bid that we have put in (deadline for bids 
yesterday) will succeed. I attach a copy of our 
Value Bid and the bid support letter for the 
Family Mosaic/Cinema Museum.  

I will also forward a couple of emails to you in a 
moment that will update you. 

Our online petition is just about to hit 19,000 and is rising.

The best way The Mayors Office can assist at this stage is:

with a written support letter from the Mayor for the 
attached value bid 
with a call from the Mayor to the Chair and CEO of SLaM 
to offer his support for our Museum and our social benefit 
work

thanks and best wishes,
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Cllr Jennifer Brathwaite, Labour, says this is a valid concern, this is a London wide problem and
we shouldn’t displace the buses to other areas.
TfL says diesel buses are being phased out and business groups say the low emission bus zones
are a step forward.
Michael Smith, Brixton BID says we want people to be lingering on the high street, sitting,
relaxing.
More cleaner bus zones are planned, while calls to clean up London’s air seem to be increasing.

2
A Conservative Parliamentary aide has gone on trial accused of raping a woman at Westminster.
24 year old Samuel Armstrong is alleged to have assaulted the woman after an evening of
drinking at his workplace last October. He denies rape and sexual assault.

3
Nearly 6 months on from the Grenfell fire, Kensington & Chelsea Council say it’s leading the
biggest house purchasing operation by any local authority in recent history. It’s promising to
make 300 local properties available by Christmas. But so far just 45 of 208 families have moved
into permanent homes. Many are still expected to be in temporary accommodation by
Christmas.
Reporter is shown new flat bought this week.
Kim Taylor-Smith, Deputy leader of K&C Council, says the pace has been very slow but they have
been gathering info as to what people want – we’ve always said we won’t dictate.
A resident says he’s applied for about 15 properties permanently, but hasn’t been able to go and
view any, because there’s a priority list. He totally understands this but it’s not right for the
Council to say that they’re allowing people to go at their own pace when that’s certainly not the
case for people like him who are applying and applying and getting nowhere.

4
The Cinema Museum, a gem in South London, is under threat because its owner, the NHS, wants
to sell it.

Mayor of London’s Press Office

E: london.gov.uk
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London, SE1 2AA
Follow the Mayor of London’s Press Office on Twitter: @LDN_PressOffice
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From: HOEY, Kate
To:
Subject: FW: TCM
Date: 12 December 2017 11:11:14
Attachments: TCM AL.AK 24.11.17.pdf

Letter - Lambeth Council with encs - 23.11.17.pdf

From: Patrick, Matthew [mailto @slam.nhs.uk] 
Sent: 05 December 2017 12:53
To: HOEY, Kate <HoeyK@parliament.uk>
Subject: Re: TCM

Dear Kate,

Many thanks for your email which I was very pleased to receive.  We have only
just managed to get a copy of DH’s letter to The Cinema Museum (TCM) of
October 27 which is why I am writing to you now.  

The first thing to say is the Trust has never promised to sell the site to TCM which
is, unfortunately, what has been claimed repeatedly and incorrectly.  We have
asked TCM on several occasions to provide written evidence of such a promise
and none has been received.  Having said that, we have also consistently said
that we absolutely recognise the value of the Museum as a community asset and
that our wish has been that the future of the museum is preserved. We are,
however, also keen to ensure that we sell the site at a fair market rate. In order for
this to occur we have to establish what such a fair market rate would be – the
most reliable way to do so being to openly market the site. We have consistently
indicated that TCM should engage in the bidding process and that the best
outcome would be for TCM to secure its future by co-operating with potential
purchasers. TCM has indicated that it is working with a partner and is considering
a bid.

We acknowledge that part of the site has been listed as an Asset of Community
Value (ACV) and the Trust does not intend to challenge that listing. We are
confident, however, that the steps we are taking are entirely consistent with the
advice provided in The Department of Health’s letter to which you refer, with the
further legal advice we have obtained and with the effect of the ACV listing. We
have written to TCM explaining the effect of the listing of part of the site as an ACV
and that the moratorium of six months does not apply in the current
circumstances.  I’ve attached a copy of my letter for your information.

I would like to emphasise that seeking best value for NHS assets in the way we
are doing is absolutely critical at this time of immense financial challenge in the
health service.  Our front line services are under real pressure and we are
required to invest in core infrastructure such as our estate for the benefit of our
service users, including those in Lambeth where 60% of our estate is over 30
years old and in poor condition.  I would also mention that the steps the Trust are
taking are consistent with The Department of Health’s requirements on NHS site
disposals such as Estatecode. With this in mind I think it is very unfortunate that
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the behaviour of the Trust and our intentions have not been more accurately
represented in the public domain.

I would be happy to discuss further. 

With best wishes

Matthew

Dr Matthew Patrick
Chief Executive
South London and Maudsley NHS Foundation Trust 

Trust Headquarters | 1st Floor Admin | Maudsley Hospital | Denmark Hill | London | SE5 8AZ 

020 3228 6000  The switchboard number for SLaM

South London and Maudsley NHS Foundation Trust (SLaM) provides mental health and substance misuse
services for people living in the London Boroughs of Croydon, Lambeth, Southwark and Lewisham.  In
addition, the Trust provides substance misuse services for people in the London Boroughs of Bexley,
Greenwich and Bromley, as well as specialist services to people from across the uk.

On 2 Dec 2017, at 12:08, HOEY, Kate <HoeyK@parliament.uk> wrote:

Dear Matthew.  I have seen a copy of the letter to the Cinema museum from
the Department of Health of 27 th October which clearly gives SLAM the
permission to sell to the Cinema Museum provided it is done in a particular
way.
I am very disappointed that you seem to be putting so much effort and money
into trying to sell on the open market. This is now blowing up quite rightly
into a big issue with the local community very angry and the wider support for
the Cinema Museum huge.  We have all been holding off on the media (who
are very keen to get involved ) as we thought you would be more open to an
agreement.  Clearly time is running out and I would ask if you could now
engage fully with the Cinema Museum yourself to end this logjam.
I will now have to consider an adjournment debate in Parliament to bring the
whole affair into the wider public attention but would hope that is not going to
be necessry.
I look forward to hearing from you on Monday.
Best wishes 
Kate 

UK Parliament Disclaimer: This e-mail is confidential to the intended
recipient. If you have received it in error, please notify the sender and delete it
from your system. Any unauthorised use, disclosure, or copying is not
permitted. This e-mail has been checked for viruses, but no liability is
accepted for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail. This
e-mail address is not secure, is not encrypted and should not be used for
sensitive data.
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TCM bid support letter for the Family Mosaic Bid
(previously sent with the FM bid)
TCM table report on other potential bids discussed
with us as of today - which we have done our best to
engage with and support - you will note we can
support three of the four substantive bids discussed
with us 
TCM explanation of why it is unable to support the
fourth request to support a bid
Copy of the DoH letter confirming that the sale does
not need to go onto the open market and that in any
event the matter of best value bid can also be taken
into account in any decision-making 

Today we will be sharing this with our close partners
Lambeth and Southwark Council and with the ministers
and the agents involved that have asked to be kept
updated on this matter.   

We will be following this email up with hard copies in the
post. 

Our petition to Save the Museum is rapidly nearing
19,000 signatories and from yesterday to today we have
received well over 100 letters of support of our value bid
from individuals to institutions. We will be putting them
together for your appraisal and consideration at the end
of today - we are still getting a lot of letters coming in. 

We are still hopeful that your conclusions will arrive at a
positive solution for everyone on this matter and wish
you well in this difficult task. We remain open to any
conversations that can assist in that successful outcome.

thank you

on behalf of martin Humphries and the board and
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a) the area leased to The Cinema Museum (“TCM”): By a lease of 31 March 2017
between the Trust and TCM (the “Lease”), TCM occupy the “Premises” as
defined in that lease for a term up to and including 9 March 2018. The Premises
are included in the ACV listing;

b) the small areas included in the ACV listing which are not part of the Premises: on
behalf of the Trust, we have written to TCM to confirm that TCM’s occupation of
these areas, referred to here as the ‘other areas,’ is as a tenant at will. It is
understood that TCM occupy the ‘other areas’ and use them in association with
its use of the Premises. The ACV Property consists of both the Premises and the
‘other areas’.

c) The remainder of the Site: this area is owned by the Trust, is currently vacant and
is not part of the ACV listing [the “Remainder of the Site”].

For reference, we enclose: 

1. Land Registry title plan for the Site owned by the Trust;
2. The plan of the ACV Property, as provided by the Council; and
3. Plan 1 and Plan 2 of the Lease showing the area demised pursuant to the Lease.

The proposed disposal 

The Trust is proposing to dispose of the Site as a whole. It is anticipated that at the time 
of sale, the ACV Property will not be sold with vacant possession given the occupation by 
TCM.  

A “relevant disposal”, for the purposes of the moratorium provisions of section 94 of the 
Act are defined in section 96 (see section 95(9)). Section 96(2) of the Act provides that “a 

disposal of the freehold estate in land is a relevant disposal of the land if it is a disposal 

with vacant possession (emphasis added)”. As such, the planned disposal of the ACV 
Property is not a “relevant disposal” for the purposes of the Act since it is not disposal 
“with vacant possession”. The moratorium provisions of section 95 of the Act are 
therefore not engaged. The Trust is free to dispose of the Site (including the ACV 
Property) without notifying the Council under section 95 and without the moratorium 
provisions being triggered.  

Moreover, and in any event, even if (contrary to the above) the disposal were to take 
place with vacant possession, i.e. if the planned disposal were a “relevant disposal” 
(which it is not), the disposal would amount to a  “part-listed disposal” within section 
95(5)(e) of the Act and for the purposes regulation 13(2) and schedule 3 paragraph 11(1) 
of the Assets of Community Value Regulations 2012 (the “Regulations”). The ACV 
Property forms part of the Site and the Remainder of the Site is not part of the ACV 
listing. Therefore, the definition of a “part-listed disposal” in section 95(5)(e) is met. The 
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Site is owned by a single owner (as defined in regulation 1(4)), namely the Trust, and 
every part of the land can be reached from every other part without having to cross land 
which is not owned by the Trust. Therefore, Schedule 3 paragraph 11(1) of the 
Regulations is satisfied. As such, by section  95(5) of the Act and regulation 13(2) of the 
Regulations, the provisions of section 95(1) and the moratorium provisions do not apply 

Conclusion 

For the reasons set out above, we consider that, as a matter of law, there is no 
requirement under the Act for the Trust to formally notify Lambeth Council or TCM of its 
intention to dispose of the Site, including the ACV Property under section 95(2) of the Act 
and that the moratorium provisions do not apply to the proposed disposal. However, and 
for the avoidance of doubt, we would be grateful for your confirmation of the same within 
10 days of the date of this letter. 

In the interim, we would be happy to address any queries that you have arising out of this 
letter. The Trust is providing a copy of this letter to TCM under separate cover.  

Yours faithfully 

Capsticks Solicitors LLP 

Enc. 
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THE CINEMA MUSEUM REPORT ON LIAISON AND WORKING WITH POTENTIAL BIDDERS 
 

This is a report designed to assist SLaM in making their value judgement on the best bid for the sale of Woodlands and The Masters House & Male 
Receiving Wards.  
 

Before the commencement of marketing SLaM that Savills would be making and managing introductions (between potential purchasers and The 
Cinema Museum) to explain to both parties how they might work together to bring about an accept able and positive bids that SLaM could accepts 
and that would protect and support The Cinema Museum.  That did not really happen except for a couple of very late approaches a day or two 
before the deadline – which left little time for either party do undertake any meaningful work. However, The Cinema Museum have committed time 
to any potential purchaser that has contacted us and we have engaged in a positive way with each.  
 

We have told them  
• not contact us until they have registered with Savills 
• not to contact SLaM directly but to go through Savills  
• that we will meet and discuss any ideas for collaborations with any potential developer  
• there were issues with the marketing – so we have explained the matter of planning and a brief history of the position – it was felt by TCM trustees, our 

advisers and partners that a lack of transparency and openness at the outset of any new relationship would not be helpful to anyone – particularly 
Lambeth and Southwark Council and its residents  

• that our interest is in ownership of our site in order that we might level in the support that we have lined up over the past decade 
• that we will support any bids that we feel we can 
• that we will work with whoever wins the bid – but only on the basis that their ‘end game’ is alighted with ours (and that any collaboration needs 

formalising) 
 

The Cinema Museum received four ‘substantive approaches’ from organisations that have discussed how they would work with us on a supported 
bid. The Cinema Museum is able to support three out of those four bids. 
 

We are not commenting on the financial and other terms of the bids provided to Savills because they have not been shared with us. We are commenting 
purely on the following:  
 

• the level at which each potential purchaser engaged with The Cinema Museum 
• the extent to which each potential purchaser appeared to want/be able to meet the needs of The Cinema Museum  
• the extent to which each potential purchaser appeared to have a plan that also met the needs of The Cinema Museum local partners (Lambeth & 

Southwark Council; local charities and social enterprises local people; users of The Cinema Museum; and wider education and wellbeing partners 
• the bids that we believe we can support and engage with in a timely manner towards the required speedy exchange and completion 
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THE POSITION OF THE CINEMA MUSEUM (TCM) 
TCM are strong supporters of the NHS; we do a lot of NHS pro bono work and they regularly use our facilities 
for free or at cost. Alongside our film/cinema museum work we deliver educational and community support 
projects. We are also pioneers of rehabilitation and wellbeing work in Museums and our wellbeing business 
plan uses our buildings/collections/volunteer time to help keep people off medication and out of NHS 
hospitals.  As such we see the NHS as natural and long-term partners.   

TCM and South London & Maudsley NHS Foundation Trust (SLaM) have been in disposal discussions for the 
past decade. TCM believed SLaM had agreed to sell us our home once they had no further use for it; we 
invested a lot (financially and time-wise and from a strategic planning perspective) in ongoing discussions/ 
negotiations/valuations with a view to an agreed purchase. So this decision to sell on the open market is a 
disappointing threat to the future of TCM and our work. We don’t object to the sale; our only issues is with 
the way the process has been managed over the decade and the negative impact that has had on our charity, 
our museum and our work. SLaM’s current position is that they never discussed selling to us and for the 
purposes of your involvement in this tender we see no benefit, to anyone, in our commenting further on that.  

We are entirely cognisant and sensitive of the financial pressures on SLaM and we fully support their wish to 
sell their excess land to reinvest elsewhere. Indeed, we are delighted they are finally selling the land and we 
are keen it is sold to someone whose bid delivers on the widest range of local socially beneficial outcomes. 
That is why we have spent the past four years finding/working with the right partner to develop the site.  

MARKETING ISSUES 
We do not intend discussing blame, but there are a number of marketing issues linked to this site that have 
been unhelpful for the vendor (SLaM), the current tenant (TCM) and potential purchasers (such as yourselves). 
These issues have made it difficult to grasp the real world challenges and limitations of the site. For instance it 
has been claimed that the pre-app got a positive response from Lambeth Council but those who have read 
the Councils response document struggle to reach a similar conclusion, given that much within the pre-app 
was not accepted – indeed, the Council were quite critical. There has also been no disclosure of the planning 
constraints associated with the Masters House and the Lodge – which have the unusual but quite specific 
requirement to be used as  ‘A Cinema Museum Only’. This is significantly important, because it has direct 
impact on the value of the buildings and any development/usage plans any potential purchaser may have 
(particularly since Lambeth Council have been very clear that they want to retain TCM on site and will not be 
entertaining applications for change of use). TCM were asked not to share that information with prospective 
purchasers, but TCM could not see how withholding that sort of information would be helpful to anyone, so 
we have been making potential purchasers aware. Potential purchasers have said Savills informed them that 
TCM lease expires in March 2018; those purchasers say they were left with the impression that vacant 
possession at that time would not present much of a challenge for any incoming landlords.  This is misleading, 
since any attempts to evict or otherwise adopt tactics to ‘manage out’ TCM will be met with a robust 
response from both Lambeth and Southwark Council, politicians and institutional supporters, the local 
community, the community of interest in film and cinema and from TCM and its volunteers.  

TCM is concerned that the above, coupled with Savill’s advice that the site be sold, at speed, on an 
unconditional basis, via an informal tender process may result in purchasers over-investing in their purchase of 
this site, or making decisions based on aspirations that are unrealistic and unlikely to be easily achieved.  

WHAT WE LIKED ABOUT YOUR PLANS 
Thank you for saying you want to retain TCM. No bidder who approached us has said anything different but 
we are very grateful for the confirmation.  We liked your model of a mixed-use membership-style community 
and have looked at the sites suggested re: your other similar projects. We like the idea of: accommodation 
hire, growing areas, a restaurant, working/office space for young social entrepreneurs and the ‘holistic retreat’ 
looks great. Your ’42 Acres co-working concept sites’ looks delightful and we concur with your aim to help 
people ‘create change from the inside out’ and your ethos of ‘people being the change they want to see’.  
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THE CINEMA MUSEUM PLANS FOR THE SITE 
Our discussions with SLaM over the past decade have involved ‘the end game’ being us remaining (via 
ownership) in our current buildings and growing and developing TCM as a sustainable entity at the Masters 
House & Male Receiving Wards.  

The collections owners want to gift large sections of the collections to the Nation via TCM, but will only do so 
when they are confident the collections will have: ownership of its home; a solid funding stream: a museum 
management team who will ensure the collections are entirely accessible and used for the benefit of people. 

We are a charity and a Museum - as such we do not generate financial profit - but we generate significant 
social benefit and we can access substantial charitable funding. The key to unlocking the capital needed to 
bring all the buildings back into public use is ownership. Throughout the years of negotiations with SLaM we 
have forged and maintained relationships with funders who are aware of the ongoing discussions and are 
awaiting our funding applications once we have the final piece of the funding jigsaw in place – that of 
ownership.  We can’t emphasise how strongly ownership relates to the sustainability of TCM.  

We will be working with the Chaplin family, the Chaplin Association and the Museum of Childhood (under the 
banner of the V&A) to develop the Chaplin Pop Up – a local museum for the investigation and celebration of 
Chaplin and his works – with a focus on the concept of Childhood. At local level the space will also be used as 
a permanent facility for schools children’s projects and to help local artists/art organisations/community 
groups who are ‘between premises’ due to the loss of their ‘meanwhile use’ facilities. 

We will continue and develop our education; training; enterprise; wellbeing and community partnership work 
with our current schools; universities; health/social care providers; and community groups. Those partnership 
plans require the development of underused parts of The Masters House & Male Receiving Wards.   

THE EXPECTATIONS OF OTHERS 
We have worked locally for the past 30+ years and over that time we have put down roots and we have 
engaged local partners in our plans about the future of the site, should we be involved with a partnership bid. 
This process has involved understanding the long-term plans of our partners and working with them and with 
our bid partners, Family Mosaic to understand how we might create a development plan that meets their 
needs - as well as our own and our joint projects with them. Below is a topline overview. 
Arts Council England: ACE awaits confirmation of ownership before granting TCM full ‘Museum Accreditation’ 
that will take TCM to the next stage of its growth as a recognised museum.  Accredited museums must 
adhere to strict rules/regulations in order to comply with their accreditation status. ACE will expect the 
Museum to demonstrate they can accommodate the expansion of the collections and will have the facility to 
make the collections available publicly and frequently to the general public.  
London College of Communication: TCM runs LCC curriculum courses for students – these are run across 6 
months of the year and involve considerable and private access to the Museum and its collections.  
UK University Partners: Our research partnerships involve us having to keep the collections and the archives in 
one accessible space for universities and researchers to access – we also need to provide the space for them 
to study this materiel in private. This is particularly true of the work that we do on memory research with those 
who suffer from cognitive impairment and vulnerable adults involved in rehabilitation projects. 
Reminiscence, wellbeing and therapeutic partners: TCM runs something in the region of 150 tours a year for 
the elderly (with partners like U3A, Age UK, SLaM and a range of local charities) – for various H&S and 
logistical and operational reasons these tours require full and private use of the Museum main spaces – and 
the ability for the full turning of coaches transporting those with mobility issues. 
LGBT+: We fund and run a lot of partnership projects with charities and agencies that support the LBGT+ 
community – these are long-term projects that require regular use of the Museum. 
Lambeth & Southwark charities and social enterprises: A big part of our social contribution to Lambeth and 
Southwark is the free use of our facilities for their project work, public meetings, programmes and events.  
Southwark Council: One of Southwark’s expectations of the site development is the opening up of the local 
walkways with a view to opening up the area around the Masters House to the public.  
Lambeth Council: Lambeth is quite clear they want optimum levels of affordable housing and TCM retained 
as a sustainable entity with the security of tenure required to bring in capital and ongoing inward investment. 
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WHY I WAS UNABLE TO AGREE THAT TCM WOULD SUPPORT YOUR BID 
Ownership: The suggestion of a 20 or 30 year lease will not give funders the security of tenure required to
draw in the funds needed for the renovation and development work needed to bring the Museum buildings 
back to good repair and public use. Nor will it satisfy the owners of the collections who need that confidence 
if they gift their collections to TCM – this is important not just from the perspective of a functioning museum – 
but because the gifting of such valuable collections will allow the Museum to lever in other ‘match-funding’.   
TCM existing work continuation (and new work development) issues: The various and exciting plans you
had for the site involved you needing to have use of the Museum as ‘shared space’ for your community 
members/users. Even with sole use, TCM currently struggles to find adequate space at the moment for all its 
current projects and programmes, so it is hard to see how such a collaboration might work at a practical level. 
The reason TCM want ownership of their current space is so we can develop it in order to maximize the 
opportunities we are offered – if we entered into an arrangement whereby our spaces were shared it we can’t 
see how we might have the freedom we need to programme events and to enter into legally binding 
contracts with funders about guaranteeing time-bounded project outputs and outcomes.  
Museum regulations and insurance reasons: As an institution regulated under the ACE ‘Accredited
Museum’ rules TCM needs to adhere to a range of directives and one is sole control and management of our 
Museum space – and open accessibility to the general public. Consultation with our insurance brokers 
confirms that there would also be issues around insuring the collections if there was a ‘shared use’ scenario, 
rather that the standard museum secure use of its buildings (and by implication its collections).  
Practical site issues: Given the ambition of TCM and the ambition of your plan, TCM can’t see how both
could be achieved on such a small foot print with the existing planning restrains on height and other matters. 
Planning issues Southwark: We don’t know Southwark Council’s position on the matter of gated
communities – it has never come up – but I can’t imagine they would look favorably at that since their aim is 
to open up the road at the back of the potential development to make on-foot access easier for local people. 
Planning issues Lambeth: We don’t know the position of Lambeth Council on the matter of gated
communities either, but I can’t see them approving that either. The current planning usage is for ‘A Cinema 
Museum Only’ and as such any attempts to move it towards a type of ‘shared space’ within a private 
membership-style community would not meet current planning criteria. The more important matter, however, 
is that of affordable housing and given the ambitious plans for your community project the trustees can’t see 
how you might account for TCM’s exclusive occupation of its own Museum space, the creation of all the 
component parts of your plan and the inclusion of the optimum number of affordable houses.  
Space accessibility issues: There is a capacity issue associated with any sense of a ‘shared space’ as it would
mean that TCM would have to significantly reduce the free access it gives the local community/charities and 
third sector organisations. That would create governance issues for TCM in that it would not be complying 
with its aims as a charity, which would lead to serious issues around retaining our charitable status.  
General accessibility issues: TCM works with a lot of people who are disabled and/or have accessibility and
mobility issues – so it is important that we retain the ability for coaches and other specialised vehicles to 
directly access the Museum. This is currently achieved via the garden area – which we would have retained as 
a ‘turning’ area in our plan with Family Mosaic. Loosing this accessibility will isolate us from one of the 
vulnerable groups in society that we have worked so hard to engage with and include.  

The reason I was unable to agree that you could tell Savills and SLaM that we were ‘together’ on your bid is 
not because we are trying to be obstructive – it is just that as things stand there appear to be 1) significant 
incompatibility issues around both your organisations plans and our plans co-existing and 2) there appear to 
be incomparability issues around what Lambeth Council and Southwark Council also want for the site.  

WHY TCM SUPPORTED THE FAMILY MOSAIC BID 
Family Mosaic and TCM have shared values and a shared vision for the site - developed over years in ongoing 
consultation with both councils and our local partners/users.  We are confident our plan offers the people of 
Lambeth and Southwark the maximum social benefit – which supports the DoH request for a ‘Value bid’. We 
think our bid is the fastest, most reliable way of SLaM achieving their aims of a speedy unconditional sale 
because of 1) the close fit/compliance of our plan with the desires of both councils and 2) our full 
understanding of all the site’s challenges – meaning no delays as a result of enquiries and due diligence.   
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Having explained why I was not prepared to agree that you to tell Savills or SLaM that we were ‘together’ in 
your bid, I reiterate that TCM has said it will work with whoever wins the bid to support their plans. However, 
as discussed on the phone, SLaM did say that Savills would work with TCM to effect introductions to potential 
buyers and assist us in understanding how the potential buyers might work with us to achieve their aims and 
ours. Unfortunately this did not really happen and bringing people who do not: know each other; the 
background to the issue; the site; or the area, just a few days before the bid deadline was always going to be 
a challenge for both of us.  

Savills hastily convened call for unconditional bids has made it impossible for us to agree that we are 
‘together’ on this bid. To agree to support another bid, other than the one we have spent years developing is 
not something we have dismissed. However, after such brief and outline only discussions, over what looks like 
a very complex set of ideas and potential negotiations, agreement was always an unlikely outcome. In fairness 
to Savills, I am not sure how helpful more time would have been. TCM trustees have tried very hard to 
engage in this very late introduction and hope that the points they raise make it clear that they are taking your 
plans seriously and considering how that might work. The spent quite some time looking at your ideas over 
this weekend and they applaud what you are trying to do – it looks great. Unfortunately they have concluded 
that as things stand they think that this is not the right site for your current plans and exciting ambitions – so 
they are not able to support your bid.   

We are going to effect an introduction to another Council who have approached us with an interesting site 
that we think might offer you more flexibility.  We hope there are no hard feelings – we really are trying to be 
as helpful with everyone as possible.  

Kind regards 

Martin Humphries (Museum Director, co-founder, Chair of the board of trustees) Ronald Grant, co-founder and 

trustee and all the trustees and volunteers at The Cinema Museum 
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South London and Maudsley NHS Foundation Trust 
1st Floor Administration Building 

Maudsley Hospital 
Denmark Hill 

London SE5 8AZ 
By email and post 

Friday, 24 November 2017 

The Trustees of 
The Cinema Museum 
2 Dugard Way 
Lambeth 
London  
SE11 4TH 

Dear Sirs 

Listing of The Cinema Museum as an asset of community value (ACV) 

Please find enclosed a letter sent by solicitors to South London and Maudsley NHS 
Foundation Trust (the “Trust”) to Lambeth Council dated 23rd November 2017. 

The Trust wishes to update you following the listing of The Cinema Museum as an 
ACV. As you will see from the enclosed letter, the Trust’s proposed disposal of the 
Site at Dugard Way does not engage the moratorium provisions relating to ACVs. As 
such the Trust can proceed with its planned disposal of the Site, including the area 
that has been listed as an ACV. The Trust’s solicitors have invited the Council to 
confirm that it agrees with the position as set out in the enclosed letter.  

The Trust will continue with marketing and the process for seeking bidders for the 
Site. It understands that The Cinema Museum may intend to be part of that bidding 
process which it is, of course, welcome to be.  

Yours faithfully 

Dr Matthew Patrick 
Chief Executive 

Encl. 
Letter addressed to Lambeth Council from Capsticks Solicitors LLP dated 17/11/17 
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♥ LAMBETH LOVES: THE CINEMA MUSEUM BID  
 
 

Dear Bid Assessors,       6th December 2017 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to bid for the purchase/development of Woodlands, The Masters 

House & Male Receiving Wards.  We write in 100% support of the Family Mosaic bid.  
 

We have put in a commercial and competitive financial bid for the site, based on an 

independent Red Book Valuation – but our bid delivers significant additional benefits to the 

NHS, to SLaM, to the taxpayer and to the people of Lambeth and Southwark. We know that you 

appreciate that The Cinema Museum is a globally unique Museum collection and that it is well 

loved and well visited by cinema and film buffs from LA to London, but this bid is not about our 

museum and our collection – it is about how we have chosen to use those assets – entirely for 

the wellbeing and benefit of people. The wellbeing and social care work of the Museum has 

always been at the heart of what we do – and was formalised in 2008 as the framework for our 

business plan. Our wellbeing business plan challenges the experience of being old, the fear of 

being alone and the isolation of mental illness.  The Museum uses its collections and the joy of 

cinema to connect people and normalise differences. Our work helps people stay out of 

hospital, supports those in recovery and reduces the burden on our health and social services.  

Our pioneering work with University of Westminster and DeMontfort University on memory, 

recollection and reminiscence is helping shape the future of social prescribing. And we self fund 

our work – we operate at no cost to the taxpayer. By recognising and valuing our work and that 

of local charities and third sector organisations, SLaM can help local councils build resilient, 

supportive and sustainable communities. This bid will secure significant social benefit for the 

people of Lambeth and Southwark, not just now, but for generations to come.  
 

THE VALUE BID 
SLaM has been our landlord for 19 years+ and the Museum was convinced that SLaM had 

agreed to sell the site to us off market.  So we are surprised that the matter has gone out to 

competitive tender and we are very worried about our future.  However, we are encouraged 

that SLaM has been clear that they are not obliged to take the highest financial offer for site – 

which means there is still the opportunity to work together to maximize social benefit and 

affordable housing on the site. The notion of a ‘value bid’ is also supported by the Department 

of Health (DoH) who have even advised that SLaM do not need to take the site onto the open 

market (see letter attached DoH letter dated the 27th Oct 2017) which states “in this case, a sale 

could possibly be undertaken as a ‘solus’ transaction under clause 4.126 to 4.131”. The DoH 

then explains how the process would work saying “two valuers need to be appointed to confirm 

the market value and, under Charity Commission rules, the charity should also undertake a 

valuation and confirm it is purchasing at the correct value. As the value will not be tested in the 

market, all valuers have to agree.” So it seems that with the right ‘total value bid’ there is a 

positive option available for SLaM and the Museum that will also meet with the NHS and DoH 

approval. In the spirit of a ‘total value bid’ we have produced an outline case for the sale of the 

site to the Museum and our chosen partners, Family Mosaic (part of the Peabody family).  
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 WHY WE ARE BIDDING 

♥ We want to secure and continue our wellbeing work

♥ When we own our home the charity will be gifted large collections of national importance

♥ If we can secure a permanent home our funders will then be able to invest in our future

♥ We want to ensure that the Old Lambeth Workhouse – home to Charlie Chaplin and his

brother and mother will remain publically accessible – not turned into flats or similar

♥ We want to support the work of our partners Family Mosaic in their ambitions to build

affordable homes for Londoners

♥ We want to support Lambeth Council in making Lambeth a great place to live and work

♥ We want to support Southwark Council in making The Elephant regeneration project a

place people want to visit and where residents love living

♥ We want to support local developers by helping them create the types of places where

people will want to buy homes and put down roots

WHY WE ARE BIDDING IN PARTNERSHIP WITH FAMILY MOSAIC 
We started working with Family Mosaic in late 2014/2015 in response to a SLaM request in 

September 2014 that we substitute our ‘commercial’ development partner with a housing 

association partner for the off market sale under discussion. We have worked with Family 

Mosaic consistently since then; despite delays and SLaM’s change in their disposal plans, Family 

Mosaic remained loyal partners for nearly four years. We have a strong partnership and we trust 

them. We share their firmly held values of sustainability, equality, diversity, inclusion.  When

Family Mosaic joined forces with Peabody a year or so ago, we were delighted. Peabody has a 

great track record of caring for the elderly – this is very important to us and to our delivery 

partners Age UK – Lambeth.  Peabody say:  

♥ We put the most vulnerable first
♥ We build resilience in people and communities

Family Mosaic/Peabody/Cinema Museum share the same values; we reflect the aims of our two 

councils (Lambeth/Southwark) and our work supports people’s wellbeing and the work of SLaM 

and the NHS. This bid will allow us both to scale up our delivery on issues such as: wellbeing; 

social care; care of the elderly; transitioning from hospital back into society; housing; education, 

training and employment – plugging many of the (growing) gaps in existing funding. Once the 

Museum secures its own home it can cease living hand-to-mouth and ‘planning on the hop’. We 

can harvest the range of potential capital/core/project funding that funders have encouraged us 

to consider and we can put in place a long-term business and growth plan. We will treble 

current activities and that development will create new, permanent and good quality jobs for 

local people. Family Mosaic share that vision of affordable housing, increased wellbeing and 

decent jobs and they are committed to working with us to achieve that long-term plan. 

WHY WE THINK THE FAMILY MOSAIC BID WILL BE GOOD FOR SLAM 
The NHS knows the importance of good, affordable housing for the wellbeing of individuals 

and communities. Family Mosaic/Peabody are respected social housing associations that put 

people before financial profit. They can be trusted to build the affordable housing the council 

need – they will not agree one deal then try and squirm out of those agreements later on.  

Family Mosaic have roots in Lambeth and Southwark and they invest in local people.  
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THE VALUE CASE FOR THE CINEMA MUSEUM IN THIS BID  

♥ The driving principle of TCM is that it uses its assets and collections entirely for the 

benefit and wellbeing of people – the trustees are fully committed to this aim. TCM has 

a 5 ways to Wellbeing Business plan (since 2008). If an activity does not significantly 

deliver on three or more of the 5 ways to wellbeing we do not engage in it – with the 

exception of high value, short-term space hires that allow us to cross subsidise our 

public benefit work.  

♥ We offer up our museum and its spaces at cost (and if there is no budget, then at no 

cost at all) to the following groups: Lambeth & Southwark Council; SLaM; the wider 
NHS; T&RAs; charities of Lambeth & Southwark; our local universities and any local 

group that is working on the wellbeing agenda and/or with the elderly. We gift circa 

100 days free space hire a year to these groups and 150 days of space hire are 
delivered at cost.   

♥ We train and support some 70 volunteers each year – many at risk of social isolation, 

many seeking a route into, or back into work.  In 2012 TCM won an Arts Council 

England funded Award for ‘Outstanding Achievement’ from the Mayor’s Office. 

♥ Since 2008 we have had a permanent, free wellbeing offer for both Lambeth & 
Southwark (see attached)  

♥ We were pioneers of the museum wellbeing movement ‘Happy Museums Project’ 

♥ TCM is lead Museum in our partnership project ‘Cinema Memories’ with DeMontfort 

University, where we examine the role of memory and how cinema and film relates to 

memory, sense of self and social connectedness. 

♥ Our Dementia Friendly Memory Road Project seeks to ‘change the experience of 
growing old’ and has delivered a range of projects to support the aged and those with 

dementia – e.g our award winning project with Liverpool Museums where we helped 

create a memory app and delivered dementia-awareness training sessions for SLaM 

and other healthcare providers. 

♥ We were founder members of Diversity in Heritage; we run a range of LGBT+ 

projects/programmes in partnership with specialist charities and we were the first 

London Museum to run open house and projects for the Trans community. We focus on 

those in the LGBT+ community who are vulnerable or at risk. 
♥ We run (and fully fund) SLaM projects/programmes – e.g. the award-winning JOAP 

project – a second is a permanent on-going referral programme for discharged elderly 

male patients recovering from and/or living with, complex physical and mental health 
issues (and thus at risk of social isolation/in need of social support).  

♥ We use our award winning status and experience in volunteering to support other 

museums in setting up their volunteering schemes – for example, we spent two months 

working with SLaM to help them plan their volunteer support for their new 
Museum of the Mind’ at Bethlam. 

♥ We use our space/volunteers time to support local charities in crisis – e.g. we hosted 

events for the Cuming Museum after their fire; we helped Battersea Arts Centre 

fundraise after their fire, we hosted numerous events for SLaM when their museum 
was closed (e.g. World Mental Health Day 2014) and we currently host Grow 

Elephant (our local community growing charity) whilst they find themselves a new home.  
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♥ We are pioneers of the MUPI movement – Museums and Universities partnerships – 

working together to maximise productivity over the two sectors and reduce the cost to 
the public purse. 

♥ We deliver educational programmes/projects ‘at cost’ to some 500 students each year.  

♥ All the above is delivered by our volunteers and is funded from donations and our ticket 

and space hire sales – all our wellbeing work and our work that benefits people is 
done at NO cost to the taxpayer – we generate all our own income. 

♥ The above has been delivered by a workforce that is made up entirely by volunteers: 
 

♥ with a business plan that never has the ability to cover more than 10 months ahead 

– at the maximum 

♥ with no ability to programme more than 10 months head – at the maximum 

♥ with no ability to lever in any capital funding  

♥ with no ability to lever in any core/revenue funding 

♥ with no ability to lever in significant project funding 

♥ whilst also having to manage on-going discussions and negotiations over its future 
 

With that track record think of what we can achieve with long-term security and the funding that 

comes with that.   
 

THE NEGATIVE THREAT 
Whilst we want to be as positive as possible it would be negligent not to mention the possible 

losses to the Nation and to the people of Lambeth and Southwark if The Cinema Museum and 

Family Mosaic bid is rejected in favour of a ‘for financial profit only’ decision.  
 

↓ Less likelihood of affordable housing 

↓ Potential for new landlords to ‘rentalise us out’ (rent-hike in order to ‘manage out’ tenants) 

↓ Lambeth, Southwark and The Elephant loose their Museum 

↓ Potential breaking up and sale of the collections  

↓ Loss of free use of the Museum as a community space  

↓ Closure of our long-term project supporting SLaM’s patients back into society 

↓ Termination of wellbeing work  

↓ Termination of our LGBT+ work 

↓ Termination of educational projects 

↓ Termination of our research and our projects on memory and reminiscence  

↓ Termination of our work supporting the elderly  

↓ Termination of our Volunteering and Training Programme 

↓ No new ‘quality’ museum jobs for local people 

↓ Diminution of the cultural offering for Lambeth, Southwark and The Elephant   

↓ Closure of the Museum’s programme of supporting developing artists through free space 

hire and marketing   

↓ Overall reduction in the access to art and culture across London but particularly for the 

people of Lambeth and Southwark  

↓ Reduction of tourist/economic footfall (Museum’s circa 350 annual events attract some 

30,000+ people at year) 

↓ Overall damage to the local economy  
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 WHAT JUST A FEW OF OUR PARTNERS/SUPPORTERS SAY ABOUT THE CINEMA MUSEUM 
 
The Cinema Museum focuses on community wellbeing; it does so genuinely, effectively, and 

impressively.  Our partnership project with the Museum exposes LCC students to a unique approach to 

the arts; the Museum’s emphasis on ‘art for wellbeing’s sake’ is shaping the thinking of our future arts 

professionals and entrepreneurs.  And all for the good of people!  

Jo Hodges Creative Practice Director, Communications Programme, London College of Communication 

The Museum’s work, particularly, with older residents and other vulnerable groups has sought to improve 

wellbeing and social relationships, which has in turn delivered wider health benefits. I have been 

impressed by The Cinema Museum’s creative use of the new economics foundation’s ‘five ways to 

wellbeing’ as a framework for their business plan. This clearly demonstrates a commitment to thinking 

about how museums can help people flourish. The Cinema Museum is a fantastic community asset for 

both boroughs (Lambeth and Southwark). 

Dr. Ruth Wallis, Director of Public Health, Lambeth and Southwark Public Health 

Public health looks at the big picture of what makes a difference to health, then takes action to promote 

healthy lifestyles, prevent disease, protect and improve general health, and improve healthcare services. 

We encourage organisations to consider how they might positively contribute towards wellbeing.  The 

Cinema Museum is an exemplar of an arts organisation that both understands the concept of wellbeing, 

and delivers it in practice.  Our relationship has helped them understand more about public health and it 

has helped us understand more about the potential of Happy Museums and the significant impact 

museums can have on wellbeing. 

Lucy Smith, Public Health Manager, Lambeth and Southwark Public Health 

We work in strategic and delivery partnership with The Cinema Museum because they understand and 

share our values.  The Cinema Museum’s focus on mental health and wellbeing and the practical help 

they have given us has created a mutually supportive partnership.   The Museum of the Mind aims to 

make a significant contribution to the experience and the perceptions of mental health; the work of The 

Cinema Museum in their ‘Happy Museum’ and ‘five ways to wellbeing’ business model has been an 

inspiration to us as we plan the work of our new Museum. 

Victoria Northwood, Head of Archives and Museum, Museum of the Mind: Bethlem 

Strong partnerships between healthcare providers and arts organisations are vital in increasing wellbeing 

and improving the quality of social care. The long-term relationship between South London and 

Maudsley’s Hospital Trust (SLaM) and The Cinema Museum illustrates what can be achieved if 

organisations work together strategically, practically and consistently.  The Happy Museum project 

emboldened the Museum to reach out to SLaM and in doing so they triggered a series of co-produced 

projects with us (Journey of Appreciation, Power of Story, Carers Social Events, and ‘Prescriptions’). The 

projects were a great success and made a significant contribution to SLaM’s Arts Strategy (2013-2018). 

Society faces considerable wellbeing challenges; we have shown that healthcare providers and Museums 

can develop flexible, trusting partnerships to help deal with those challenges.  

Helen Shearn, Head of SLaM Arts Strategy, South London and Maudsley Hospital Trust (SLaM) 
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KEEN TO WORK WITH PARTNERS IN LAMBETH & SOUTHWARK 
Check out our wide-ranging support package to help local wellbeing initiatives 

THE WELLBEING CONNECTION 

The Cinema Museum is a Happy Museum with a wellbeing business plan – we follow the New Economics (NEF) ‘5 

ways to wellbeing’ - everything we do is about people and how we can help people Connect, Be Active, Take Notice, 

Keep Learning, and Give.  Our aim extends to helping and supporting friends and partners who also aim to support the 

concept of wellbeing for everyone – there are various ways we can help you: 

1. Wellbeing Marketing: helping you get your wellbeing events and ideas ‘out there’

2. Wellbeing Trailers: the chance to showcase your wellbeing events at our events and turn our audiences into your audience

3. Relaxed Screenings: for children; families; those who need special support and those with audience-challenging behaviour

4. Event and Screening Sponsorship: fully funded and staffed screenings to help you raise awareness/money for your charity/cause

5. Subsidised use of The Cinema Museum: for local organisations that plan meetings, consultation and conferences around wellbeing

6. Free Tickets for Local People: our own ‘last minute local’ free ticket offer to encourage our neighbours to connect and be active

7. Volunteering Opportunities: standard volunteering, volunteering to get into work and volunteering for those with support needs

8. Memory Road Project: for our elder citizens, where we aim to work with local partners to help change the experience of ageing

9. Education Partnerships: long term strategic and delivery partnerships to help our local learning institutions

10. Partnership Working: long term strategic partnerships with those who want our support with their wellbeing work

11. Co-Produced Project: discrete projects where we work to raise funds and deliver joint projects with likeminded partners

12. Wellbeing Business Planning Talks: sharing how we created our wellbeing business plan and turned it into an action plan

THE BIG IDEA - HOW IT WORKS
We are a charity with limited resources, run and enabled by local volunteers. We have been working to improve life for

local people for many years. There is less and less funding around for local projects but we want to do more and more –

and that presents challenges. In order to meet those challenges we have a plan that will help us be more efficient and

effective – and that involves dividing our wellbeing work into 12 separate offers. We are run entirely by volunteers and

receive no core funding – we occasionally win bids to deliver wellbeing events – and when there is no funding we cover

the costs from our own resources. As such there are limits to the amount that we can do – but we always do our best.

WHAT TO DO IF YOU ARE INTERESTED
If you are interested in any of our wellbeing offerings please contact martin@cinemamuseum.org.uk – please have the

below information ready.  If we think we can help we will send you a project briefing pack so that you know how the

particular project that you are interested in works.

• Confirmation you qualify (live locally or are a charity/organisation working on the wellbeing agenda in Lambeth/ Southwark )

• Identification of which of the above projects you are interested in

• Details of any timelines, specific dates or deadlines
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2. Lambeth Workhouse administrative block and Master’s offices,
Renfrew Road,1874. © Peter Higginbotham

THE LAMBETH WORKHOUSE: A BRIEF HISTORY OF OUR CURRENT HOME 

Lambeth Parish first opened a workhouse in 1726 on what is now Black 

Prince Road, to look after the parish’s poor and destitute. Men, women 

and children were housed in different areas, splitting up families and 

causing great distress to many. Life was designed to be harder inside 

the workhouse than outside as a deterrent, but many were so poor they 

had no choice but to stay. In 1865 medical journal The Lancet was 

commissioned to investigate the state of infirmaries in London 

workhouses, including the Lambeth workhouse; their report noted that 

the workhouse’s official capacity of 1,100 was regularly reached or even 

exceeded in winter. In 1866, a report on the Lambeth Workhouse 

recommended that ‘a new infirmary ought to be built on modern 

principles’. 

The new workhouse, on Renfrew Road, opened in 1874, housing 

some 820 inmates. It was one of the earliest pavilion-block style workhouses built in England. In 1876 the 

Lambeth Infirmary was built next to it on an 

adjoining site, with its entrance on Brook Drive. In 

1896 the young Charlie Chaplin, then aged 

seven, along with his brother Sydney and mother 

Hannah, was admitted to the Renfrew Road 

workhouse. They went through the usual 

admittance procedure; after three weeks the two 

boys were sent off to The Central London District 

School for Orphans and Destitute Children which 

was in Hanwell, Middlesex. 

Chaplin wrote in his memoirs how he remembered spending a wonderful day with his mother and brother 

in Kennington Park before returning to the workhouse in the evening and going through the whole 

shameful admission process again. In 1922 the workhouse and the Infirmary were amalgamated as 

Lambeth Hospital. The hospital came under the control of the London County Council in 1930, and by 

1939 it was one of the three largest municipal hospitals in London, accommodating 1,250 patients. 

During WW2 the hospital treated many air-raid casualties, and itself suffered bomb damage, with ten 

members of staff killed. Two ward blocks were destroyed, as were the kitchen, dining room and laundry, 

and three other ward blocks were severely damaged. In 1948 the hospital joined the newly formed NHS. 

By 1970 Lambeth Hospital was an acute general hospital with 468 beds. The hospital closed in 1976, 

when the new North Wing of St Thomas' Hospital opened, and services moved there. Today, many of the 

original buildings have been demolished. The infirmary’s original water tower (built in 1877) still exists 

and has been converted for residential use. Since 1998 the Cinema Museum has occupied the former 

Master’s House, originally the central building of the old Workhouse complex. 

1. Lambeth Workhouse site on Workhouse
Lane (now Black Prince Road), 1790s
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OUR ASPIRATIONS FOR THE CINEMA MUSEUM IN 5 YEARS TIME 

§ Extended the Masters House and refurbish the outbuildings

§ Be financially, socially and environmentally sustainable

§ Employ a paid staff team to implement our business plan policies, aims, systems and processes

§ Retain and develop our existing volunteer programme

§ Host similar events to those hosted in the past

§ Increase our international reach

§ Host more community events

§ Increase the level of project work that we do around wellbeing and community

WE WILL BE VIEWED AS 

§ An ‘exciting museum’ rather than just a ‘tourist attraction’

§ An exciting and respectful community space for the people of Lambeth and Southwark

§ Specialists in the history of ‘cinema and going to the cinema’

§ One of Chaplin’s spiritual homes – where his work and the spirit of his work is kept alive

§ A haven where people experience happiness and feel better after visiting

§ An organisation that is changing the experience of growing old

§ Somewhere that is financially sustainable but does not feel commercial

§ A catalyst for the successful development of The Elephant and its surrounds

§ A place where people’s memories and works are cherished and passed on

§ A centre of opportunity for a dementia friendly society

§ An international museum; a national and regional place for learning, and a local resource for the

benefit of the local community
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Re: The Julie’s Bicycle initiative:

TCM have worked with Julie’s Bicycle in the past and ran an
ACE funded event with them for the museum sector in 2013 -
in our role as Happy Museum ambassadors
TCM would be very happy to work with them again
TCM would be very interested in phasing out plastic 
I have put the Raw Foundation Festival Guide on the agenda
for TCM’s next board meeting so that the trustees of TCM
can formally commit to its recommendations
We would be happy to engage with any initiates you have in
mind - bearing in mind our current issues of capacity and
very restricted funds due to lack of security of tenure

Re: The Drinking Water Fund: 

TCM thinks this is an excellent initiative however, due to the
deadline of tomorrow and our uncertainty around our tenure
we are unable to get involved as of today
Please keep us informed of any roll-out - we would be keen
to be involved

Re: The Pilot Refill Scheme: 

TCM would be very keen to be involved in this initiative -
again, we will need to be clear about our future and who our
landlords are first 
Ideally we would include this and the drinking water fountain
initiatives within our building and development plan for the
Museum 

Other points:

TCM feels very strongly about environmental issues and our environmental
statements and policies are rooted in Brundtland and the work of the WCED - so if
there is anything we can do to help further these initiatives then please let me
know - we really are very keen. 
We are happy to offer up the use of the Museum’s space (at no cost) for any
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Sign up to our London Culture Newsletter | Follow us @LDN_Culture  | #Londonisopen

From:  [mailto: timeout.com] 
Sent: 01 May 2018 14:30
To:  < london.gov.uk>
Cc:  < london.gov.uk>; 
< timeout.com>
Subject: Re: Outstanding actions

Hi 

Our results are in! Could we please get a tweet and Facebook post from the Mayor's account
congratulating our winners? You can find the full list at www.timeout.com/lovelondon. 
cc'd can send over a full press release if that's helpful.

Thanks very much,

On 17 April 2018 at 22:31,  < timeout.com> wrote:

Hi 

What would be great would be a tweet and Facebook post linking to our page revealing the
winners: the most loved places in the city, as voted for by thousands of Londoners. We'll
have that URL live on the day. Does that work?

Thanks,

On 17 April 2018 at 08:54,  < london.gov.uk> wrote:

Hi 

Yes we can get that scheduled in. Would you want just a general congratulations or to
name certain organisations?

Culture and Creative Industries

MAYOR OF LONDON
Tel: 020 7983 

Love culture?
Sign up to our London Culture Newsletter | Follow us @LDN_Culture  |
#Londonisopen

From:  [mailto timeout.com] 
Sent: 13 April 2018 16:47
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To:  < london.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Outstanding actions
 
Great, thanks  We're announcing the winners on May 1 – could you put something
out then?
 
On 12 April 2018 at 14:34,  < london.gov.uk> wrote:

Hi 
 
Yes I know it’s disappointing. I’ve just spoken with my comms lead and they advised
that because of the violent crimes happening across London, no planned copy or any
business as usual went out from Friday until yesterday.
 
They have said however that if there’s anything that can still be posted – either any
follow up or congratulatory messaging then we can get that scheduled in.
 
So do let me know what we might be able to do.
 
Thanks,
 

Culture and Creative Industries

MAYOR OF LONDON
Tel: 020 7983 
 

Love culture?
Sign up to our London Culture Newsletter | Follow us @LDN_Culture  |
#Londonisopen
 
From:  [mailto timeout.com] 
Sent: 12 April 2018 14:17

To:  < london.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Outstanding actions
 
Hi 
 
Thanks for looking into it. It did go out the @LDN_gov
Twitter: https://twitter.com/LDN gov/status/982166116280631298 – just a shame it
didn't go out via @MayorofLondon which has 10x as many followers!
 
Thanks very much,

 
On 12 April 2018 at 14:09,  < london.gov.uk> wrote:

Hi 
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Thanks for your email. This is disappointing and I wasn’t aware that they didn’t go
out, I have asked our comms team what happened as I was advised they were
scheduled to be posted on Friday and Monday through the Mayor of London and
London.gov social accounts.

I will let you know when I hear back from them.

Culture and Creative Industries

MAYOR OF LONDON
Tel: 020 7983 

Love culture?
Sign up to our London Culture Newsletter | Follow us @LDN_Culture  |
#Londonisopen

From:  [mailto: timeout.com] 
Sent: 12 April 2018 13:53

To:  < london.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Outstanding actions

Hi 

I hope you've had a good week so far. Voting for Love London has now closed –
thanks for being involved!

I'm just looking at the Mayor of London social feeds and I can't see any posts about
the campaign. I appreciate there's been a big drive on violent crime this week. Did
this result in no social posts going out? I'm a bit disappointed if so, as this was a key
part of the partnership.

Thanks,

On 6 April 2018 at 18:10,  < timeout.com> wrote:

Brilliant, thanks  Have a lovely weekend!

On 6 April 2018 at 16:48,  < london.gov.uk>
wrote:

Hi 

Facebook posts were asked to be scheduled as well as Tweets. I’ll let you know
when they go out.
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Thanks,

Culture and Creative Industries

MAYOR OF LONDON
Tel: 020 7983 

Love culture?
Sign up to our London Culture Newsletter | Follow us @LDN Culture  |
#Londonisopen

From:  [mailto timeout.com] 
Sent: 06 April 2018 13:59
To:  < london.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Outstanding actions

Hi 

That's brilliant, thanks. I think the only outstanding thing is social posts,
including Facebook posts – are these scheduled too?

Thanks,

On 5 April 2018 at 13:48,  < london.gov.uk>
wrote:

Hi 

Hope you are well.

Can I check if there is anything else you are waiting/expecting from us re
Love London?

Some tweets will be going out over the next couple of days, and there will be
a one day to go tweet from the Mayor of London’s account on Monday.

Regards,

Culture and Creative Industries

MAYOR OF LONDON
Tel: 020 7983 

Love culture?
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LONDON’S MOST LOVED CULTURE SPOT: 
UNDER-THREAT CINEMA MUSEUM WINS TIME OUT LOVE LONDON AWARD 

● Londoners show their love for The Cinema Museum at a time it is under threat of closure
● Time Out Love London Awards celebrate the city’s independent venues and businesses

● South London reigns in awards as tens of thousands vote for their favourite local places

London, 1 May 2018: Tens of thousands of locals voted for their favourite London spots in this year’s 

Time Out Love London Awards and winners have been announced today. The Cinema Museum 

triumphed in the most loved culture spot award category, shining a spotlight on the iconic venue 

whilst it is in the middle of a campaign to save the site and its future. 

The old Lambeth Workhouse where Charlie Chaplin spent some of his childhood has been home to 

The Cinema Museum for twenty years, but is now under threat of closure as the site is currently up 

for sale. Housing a unique collection of artefacts, memorabilia and equipment that preserves the 

history and grandeur of cinema from the 1890s to the present day as well as the only archive of 

cinema architecture, this museum is a real community asset. Londoners got behind this gem in the 

Time Out Love London Awards, demonstrating just how important its heritage is for the city and how 

dedicated they are to preserve decades of invaluable volunteers’ work. 

The Love London Awards are an initiative created by Time Out, the global brand that inspires people 

to make the most of the city. The awards celebrate the most loved local venues and small businesses 

- voted for by locals - while also offering them a platform to gain the recognition and fame they

deserve. Over the past few years, hundreds of thousands of locals in cities around the world from

Sydney to New York to Lisbon cast their votes, helping people discover the best of the city and

helping local businesses raise their profile, drive higher footfall and increase sales.

This year, in a twist from the last Time Out Love London Awards, the majority of winners are in South 

London, showing that the North South rivalry is still a powerful force to be reckoned with. 

PeckhamPlex tops the list of most loved cinemas while The Sultan (Collier’s Wood), a second home 

to many locals, wins the most loved pub award. 

Highness Café and Tea Room in Highbury has retained its title as London’s most loved coffee place 

for the third time, crediting their high-quality products, customer service and loyal locals for their 

win. Other winners include Victoria Park triumphing as London’s most loved park, tea shop Mei Leaf 

in Camden Town as most loved shop, Printworks as most loved club, and South London institution 

Royal Vauxhall Tavern as most loved LGBTQ+ hangout. 

Caroline McGinn, Global Editor in Chief at Time Out, added: “Huge congrats to our amazing Time 

Out Love London Award winners! We are incredibly proud that once again tens of thousands of 

Londoners cast their votes to show their love for their favourite local places - it is those gems that 

make all the difference to the city’s neighbourhoods. 

“Local knowledge is what Time Out has been all about since 1968 but our editors can’t be 

everywhere at once. People who live in a city love and know their neighbourhood, and want to tell 

Time Out about it. Their recommendations help us capture great existing and new venues - often cool 

indie spots - all over the city, and give them some love and the spotlight they deserve." 

Martin Humphries, Co-founder of The Cinema Museum, on what the Time Out Love London Award 

means at a time when the museum is under threat: “It feels quite overwhelming. We know people 

love the Museum – we didn’t realise quite how many – and this is so important at a time when our 
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museum is in danger of being closed down due to the redevelopment of the area. We hope that the 

love of Londoners will help us through this very difficult time and that The Cinema Museum will 

survive and thrive. To have the whole of London behind us makes me think we can do it!” 

Katharine Ford, Director at GK Partners, on The Cinema Museum winning the award: “In a time 

when art and culture is under threat people need to have a way of telling others what is important to 

them. Without the Time Out Love London Awards we are not sure where else those conversations 

might take place. Time Out noticed us a long time ago and they have taken a consistent interest in 

our future; they have become a serious player in hosting important public conversations about our 

cultural heritage.” 

Visit www.timeout.com/lovelondon to see the full list of Time Out Love London Awards 2018 

winners.  

-ENDS- 

  
Notes to editors: 

For further press information, please contact: 

pr@timeout.com 

About Time Out Group 

Time Out is the leading global media and entertainment business that inspires and enables people to make the most of the 
city. Operating in 108 cities in 39 countries, it has a global monthly audience reach of 217 million across all platforms. 

No one knows the city like Time Out because we’ve been discovering the brilliant and searching out the secret and 
extraordinary since 1968. If you want to know about food, drinks, attractions, art, culture, travel and nightlife, then Time 
Out is your social companion. With a world-class digital platform and top-quality curated content, Time Out connects 
brands and local businesses to the city. Now Time Out Market is taking that to the next stage, bringing the best of the city 
together under one roof enabling people to discover, book and share their experiences. 

In the evolving digital world, our expertise and our growing community of Time Outers and Tastemakers put the very best 
of the city in the palm of your hand. We are global, and no one knows local better than we do. 

Since June 2016, Time Out Group is listed on London's AIM stock exchange, trading under the ticker symbol 'TMO'. 
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The form you have sent to us is correct and we can confirm the meeting date upon receipt
of purchase order information and your acceptance of the proposed meeting date and time
at the bottom of this email.

In order to invoice the company paying for the meeting, we need to confirm whether they
use a purchase order system. Please could you confirm this?

If they do use a purchase order system, then a PO will need to be raised by them and sent
to accountspayable@tfl.gov.uk before the meeting.

Cancellation

If, due to circumstances out of our control, we cancel the meeting we will reschedule for
another time as soon as practical. Meetings can be rescheduled at your request up to 48
hours prior. The fee is non-refundable on cancellation.

We can offer a tentative date and time of Tuesday 15 January 2019 @ 13:00. Please let us
know if this is acceptable and who will be attending. 

Regards

Planning Support
Greater London Authority
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Katherine

Katherine
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From:
Sent: 25 November 2019 10:35
To: Heather Juman
Cc:
Subject: RE: Homes for Lambeth and Lambeth's wider housing delivery strategy update

Heather, 

Let’s catch up tomorrow on this before I respond. Would be good to know if you think Rickardo should attend, and 
then I can come back to Lambeth copying   if necessary to coordinated diaries. 

Area Manager (South), Housing and Land 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
169 Union Street, London SE1 0LL 
020 7983 

london.gov.uk  
london.gov.uk  

From @lambeth.gov.uk>  
Sent: 22 November 2019 08:54 
To: Rickardo Hyatt < london.gov.uk>; Heather Juman < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:     < london.gov.uk>;

Subject: Homes for Lambeth and Lambeth's wider housing delivery strategy update 

Dear Rickardo and Heather, 

Rickardo, it is great to be back working together and hoping you’re well. 

Heather and I spoke earlier in the week and I apologised for the fact that you have had to chase for an update on the 
grant we expect to be drawing down in the current programme to support delivery of homes via our Homes for 
Lambeth arms‐length company. I explained that there is a major business planning and reprogramming exercise due 
to finish in early December. This will give all parties confidence that there is a robust delivery programme going 
forward. Sara and I are very encouraged by progress here. 

The business plan exercise is part of a wider refresh and refocusing by Homes for Lambeth supported by the Council 
as clients. There is a new leadership team comprising Jitinder Takhar, HfL’s CE – who started late summer, myself 
and Sara Waller as co‐Strategic Directors for Lambeth Council and enhanced financial and investment leadership 
with a new Strategic Director for Finance and Investment, Fiona McDermott 

Jitinder and I would like to meet with you both to give you the strategic overview of what’s changed within 
Lambeth, to explore in this context opportunities for closer joint working to accelerate housing delivery, and as part 
of the meeting, (perhaps with a more detailed review to follow), a revised grant allocation profile. We were also 
encouraged by the potential for a larger investment in housing which appeared to be emerging last week – the form 
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of funding (a £50m loan) didn’t work with the Council’s wider financial parameters but it would be helpful to discuss 
this kind of more flexible option. 

It would also be helpful to touch on wider strategic projects where the GLA either directly or indirectly is a funder 
(HIF funding, Anthology). We want to ensure that they are progressing to mutual satisfaction. 

My assistant  (copied) can liaise with your offices to land a date, hopefully in early December. Could 
you advise her on who leads on diaries your side? 

Best wishes 

Eleanor 

Sara Waller & Eleanor Purser 
Co‐Strategic Directors – Sustainable Growth and Opportunity 
London Borough of Lambeth 

@lambeth.gov.uk 
Web: www.lambeth.gov.uk 
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GLA Kennington Stage (Woodlands) Heritage Briefing Note 

Summary 

The application site is currently underused, semi vacant, brownfield, and in a highly accessible location 
(PTAL 6A/B) adjacent to the Elephant and Castle Opportunity Area and the CAZ boundary. The 
Development Plan as expressed in the London Plan, Draft London Plan and Lambeth Local Plan is clear 
that such sites in such locations are appropriate in principle for tall buildings. The proposed 
development meets the relevant tests for the principle of the location of a tall building and is exactly 
the kind of site that national, regional and local policy wishes to see brought forward. 

The area of the site proposed for development is adjacent to a conservation area and has been 
commented already on by the GLA as part of the pre application process, and also in liaison with their 
heritage adviser / Historic England. There has been agreement with the GLA through this process that 
the design approach is appropriate for the site, with a central ‘point block’ and lower perimeter blocks. 
The question that has come though the pre-application process has been what tower and at what 
height? In this context, the planning assessment falls into four key areas: 

1) Does the tower element meet the relevant tests with regard to impacts on the significance and
setting of heritage assets?

The approach to built heritage impacts has been assessed, and it has been agreed with the LPA and 
also Historic England (through the pre application process) that the proposed development would lead 
to ‘less than substantial harm’ to the significance of designated heritage assets, and as set out in the 
application submission it is our view that such ‘harm’ would be limited to a specific number of assets, 
and would in each case only arise indirectly from the effect of change on part of their settings and 
views. The application submission demonstrates that, as is required, considerable weight and 
importance has been given to the relevant statutory duties and policy requirements, and any such 
‘harm’ in relation to listed buildings and conservation areas. The submission takes a rigorous approach 
to first identifying and assessing any heritage harm, and also conversely any heritage benefits that 
could be realised. And then in accordance with planning policy and national guidance, weighing up 
any ‘less than substantial harm’ against the wider ‘public benefits’ that this development would offer 
as part of the overall planning balance.  

The harm in heritage terms then, is limited and specific, while the public benefits, in providing a high-
quality design, reconfiguring the substandard setting of the Cinema Museum, creating a more 
permeable neighbourhood, increasing accessibility, providing 50% affordable housing, substantial 
urban design benefits, and bringing back into use a brownfield site, are substantial and quantifiable. 
The proposed development therefore clearly meets the requirements of the relevant policy test, and 
the planning balance would be favourable.  

London necessarily involves the successful co-existence of heritage assets with major re-development. 
Elephant and Castle/ Kennington is clearly an area of the city with strong heritage interest; however, 
the area is undergoing transformational change, in line with the London Plan/ Draft London Plan 
aspirations, and the need for accessible centre sites to contribute to London’s urgent housing 
requirements. There will inevitably be a tension between the imperative for higher densities and the 
need to conserve heritage assets. However, the proposed development is of high-quality design and 
will bring with it enhancements to the adjacent conservation area and also listed buildings through 
new architectural excellence, landscaping and access improvements.  

2) Does the development meet the relevant tests with regard to the effect on adjacent residential
amenity?
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The application has been accompanied by a full suite of assessment documents, including daylight and 
sunlight, landscaping, design and access, transport, waste and servicing, and the development is 
capable of being accommodated on the site, without causing any undue detriment to surrounding 
residential amenity – separation distances are generous, there are no detrimental wind effects, and 
daylight and sunlight effects are acceptable within the context of inner London and not focussed in 
the height of the building. 

In this context, the proposed height of the central point block has been tested against all relevant 
planning policy requirements. It is recognised that Daylight and Sunlight are legitimate planning 
concerns, and these have been fully addressed. Any significant effect on the light levels falls within 
the lower floors of the proposed development, and thereby any development that meets any 
reasonable aspiration on the site will have a comparable effect. 

3) Does the development meet the relevant policy requirements with regard to play space, servicing,
transport (i.e. is the development able to self-service, without being reliant on other infrastructure)?

The development is completely able to self-service, meeting all the housing, open space and play 
space standards and creating an entirely compliant scheme. 

4) Does the development meet its social, economic and environmental responsibilities?

The application provides 50% affordable housing and is substantiated with a rigorous viability 
assessment, which the LPA is able to interrogate. The development meets in full the energy 
requirements of the Draft London Plan, and takes an existing brownfield site of no ecological or 
biodiversity merit, and landscapes in a manner that contributes to both. As existing the site is 
inaccessible and intimidating; the development opens this up, in accordance, with CABE, Mayoral and 
Secure by Design principles. 

The concrete, assessable, elements of the proposed development, then, all meet the relevant planning 
policy requirements, and the quantum of development can be shown to be appropriate for a 
development of this kind in this location. Any doubts around the appropriateness of the development 
lie in a more subjective, un-assessable non-planning realm, and should form no part of the assessment. 
Planning Policy is adopted and exists in order to guide and assess development and provide rigour and 
certainty as to how this is carried out; where a development meets the relevant guidance and policies, 
it is clear that it should go ahead without delay. 

In summary, this proposal is in accordance with national and local polices and as such, in terms of the 
overall planning balance, there are clear and compelling reasons to justify the granting of planning 
permission, and there are no overriding considerations that weigh against such grant of planning 
permission.  

Background 

The applicant has had four meetings with the GLA, including a separate meeting with the GLA heritage 
advisor, seconded from Historic England. The GLA has been supportive of a tall building on the site, 
subject to detailed design and other policy considerations and discussions with the LPA. For the GLA 
the retention of the Cinema Museum has been flagged as key issue, along with affordable housing 
provision and ensuring good connections through the site. The applicant has also had a number of 
meetings with the LPA and the scheme design has been discussed at length. Changes have been made 
to the appearance and materiality of the taller element of the scheme to ensure that the tone and 
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palette of the materials are suitably sympathetic when viewed from the surrounding heritage assets. 
This approach has been supported by the LPA. While it is true to say elements of the proposals have 
not been supported in full, at no point has the LPA determined that the development would amount 
to ‘substantial harm’ to heritage significance in terms of national policy. 

A detailed Heritage Statement has been submitted with the application (together with a Townscape 
and Visual Impact Appraisal supported by verified views). The Heritage Statement provides an 
appropriate and proportionate description of the significance, and also any contribution of setting, of 
each of the identified heritage assets that would likely be affected by the proposed development at 
the site. This analysis establishes a robust baseline that has then been used to inform the overall 
scheme design through the pre‐application process, and also upon which to assess the heritage 
impacts of proposed change, in accordance with best practice guidance. 

Policy and Principle 

The protection of heritage assets is a well-established planning principle through national, regional 
and local policy, and for listed buildings and conservation areas is also subject to overarching 
legislative control. Accordingly, it needs to be carefully addressed as part of the planning process, 
particularly the way this interacts with other policy priorities around density, tall buildings and 
bringing forward accessible sites.  

The NPPF confirms the great weight that should be given to the conservation of ‘designated heritage 
assets’, such as conservation areas and listed buildings. In effect, national policy sets up a sequential 
test for assessment: 

a) When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated
heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation, and the more important the
asset, the greater the weight should be. This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts
to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance. (Para 193)

b) Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or
destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification.
(Para 194)

The concept of the setting of a conservation area is not enshrined in the legislation and does not 
attract the weight of statutory protection, although the NPPF advises that the setting of a heritage 
asset can contribute to its significance. Proposals that preserve those elements of the setting that 
make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset should be treated 
favourably. However, the corollary to this (i.e. that proposals that do not take such opportunities 
should be treated unfavourably) is not explicitly stated by the NPPF, and the NPPF does not introduce 
any separate test over and above the main test of balancing harm against benefits. 

“Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance 
of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits 
of the proposal, including where appropriate securing its optimum viable use.” (Paragraph 
196 of the NPPF). 

The NPPG specifically gives guidance on ‘public benefits’ in this context: 

Public benefits may follow from many developments and could be anything that delivers 
economic, social or environmental progress as described in the National Planning Policy 
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Framework (paragraph 8). Public benefits should flow from the proposed development. 
They should be of a nature or scale to be of benefit to the public at large and should not 
just be a private benefit. However, benefits do not always have to be visible or accessible 
to the public in order to be genuine public benefits. Public benefits may include heritage 
benefits, such as: 

• sustaining or enhancing the significance of a heritage asset and the contribution of its
setting
• reducing or removing risks to a heritage asset
• securing the optimum viable use of a heritage asset in support of its long term
conservation

Paragraph 8 of the NPPF qualifies non-heritage public benefits as: 

There are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and 
environmental. These dimensions give rise to the need for the planning system to perform 
a number of roles: 

• an economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive
economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places
and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by identifying and
coordinating development requirements, including the provision of infrastructure
• a social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the
supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by
creating a high-quality built environment, with accessible local services that reflect the
community’s needs and support its health, social and cultural well-being
• an environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and
historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural
resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate
change including moving to a low carbon economy.

The Draft London Plan ensures that views be assessed, and that development take account of, and 
avoid harm to, the significance of London’s heritage assets and their settings. Proposals resulting in 
harm require clear and convincing justification, demonstrating that alternatives have been explored 
and there are clear public benefits that outweigh that harm. 

National policy states that harm be assessed, and public benefits also be assessed, and they be 
weighed against each other. There are two things that flow from this position: 

• A reasonable and rigorous approach to ‘harm’ in heritage terms; and
• A reasonable and rigorous approach to ‘public benefit’

How Harm is treated 

NPPG provides some clear guidance on where harm may be considered to be ‘substantial’, and this 
should be considered within the context of (and was, indeed, developed in the light of) recent appeal 
and high court decisions (referred to in more detail below). NPPG provides the following guidance: 

‘In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases. For 
example, in determining whether works to a listed building constitute substantial harm, 
an important consideration would be whether the adverse impact seriously affects a key 
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element of its special architectural or historic interest. It is the degree of harm to the 
asset’s significance rather than the scale of the development that is to be assessed. The 
harm may arise from works to the asset or from development within its setting. While the 
impact of total destruction is obvious, partial destruction is likely to have a considerable 
impact but, depending on the circumstances, it may still be less than substantial harm or 
conceivably not harmful at all, for example, when removing later inappropriate additions 
to historic buildings which harm their significance. Similarly, works that are moderate or 
minor in scale are likely to cause less than substantial harm or no harm at all. However, 
even minor works have the potential to cause substantial harm.’ 

While this guidance is rather broad, the extent to which substantial harm can be considered to be a 
‘high test’ has been confirmed within a number of legal decisions, most notably Bedford Borough 
Council v Secretary of State for Communities and Local government and NUON UK Ltd [2013] (‘Nuon’), 
and the decision by the Secretary of State for communities and Local Government relating to the Site 
known as Land at Chapel Lane, Wymondham, Norfolk (‘Wymondham’). In the Nuon case, focusing on 
setting issues, the Inspector originally identified that, ‘There is no specific guidance as to the level at 
which harm might become substantial but on a fair reading, it is clear that the author(s) must have 
regarded substantial harm as something approaching demolition or destruction.’ (‘Nuon’ Judgement, 
para. 22) Conservation Area, ‘substantial harm’ can be identified as harm sufficient to challenge its 
statutory designation. 

As such, the Nuon judgement provides context for the NPPG’s identification that substantial harm will 
occur where an ‘adverse impact seriously affects a key element of its special architectural or historic 
interest’; such an adverse impact would have to impact upon a ‘key element’ of the building’s or 
conservation area’s significance, such that the significance of the asset as a whole was ‘either vitiated 
altogether or very much reduced’. 

Additionally, the Wymondham decision has provided further clarification of the meaning of 
substantial harm, and the ‘draining away’ of significance, and it is quite clear that substantial harm is 
only relevant where harm will be caused to a ‘key element’ of the building’s or conservation area’s 
significance, such that its significance is ‘drained away’ to such an extent that its statutory designation 
should either be reduced or removed.  

Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 (Second Edition) The Setting of Heritage 
Assets sets out guidance, against the background of the NPPF. This states: 

Setting is the surroundings in which an asset is experienced and may therefore be more 
extensive than its curtilage. All heritage assets have a setting, irrespective of the form in 
which they survive and whether they are designated or not. The extent and importance of 
setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. Although views of or from 
an asset will play an important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting 
is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration from 
other land uses in the vicinity, and by our understanding of the historic relationship 
between places. For example, buildings that are in close proximity but are not visible from 
each other may have a historic or aesthetic connection that amplifies the experience of 
the significance of each. 

The NPPF acknowledges that the setting of a heritage asset is not necessarily static, defining it as: 

The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed and may 
change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a 
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positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to 
appreciate that significance or may be neutral. 

The starting point for an assessment must be based on the need to understand the value of what is 
there at the moment i.e. the significance of the heritage assets. The NPPF defines ‘significance’ as ‘the 
value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its ‘heritage interest’. The NPPG 
goes on to state that the need to provide information is proportionate to the asset’s importance and 
sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on its significance. An assessment of 
harm can comprise the following: 

• The impact on the significance of the asset;
• The seriousness of the impact;
• The importance of the asset;
• The nature of the proposal and the likely impact of those changes, if implemented;
• Whether there are any suitable alternative solutions which cause less or no harm.
(Historic England Checklist 2018)

As found today, the existing setting of the Cinema Museum and this listed building is poor within the 
site layout and built form. The museum and this part of the site sits partly within the conservation 
area designation, although the development as such sits outside its boundary (current occupied by a 
vacant nursing home). The published Renfrew Road Conservation Area Appraisal acknowledges the 
nursing home to be a negative contributor to the character and setting of the conservation area: 

To the North of the Master’s House is a modern nursing home building of no architectural 
or historic interest. 

The appraisal concludes: 

However [the CA], it has a forlorn and neglected character due to the dereliction and 
vacancy of some buildings sites and the surrounding unsympathetic built environment. 
Opportunities for sympathetic re-use and redevelopment abound 

In this context, any ‘harm’ needs to be assessed against the current situation and be shown to create 
a worse setting than that currently exists. Harm, then can be reasonably assumed to accrue from 
further afield than the immediate setting, and the case that the development causes harm in this 
context has not been raised by the LPA or the GLA. 

The published Lambeth Tall Buildings Study 2014 acknowledges that a tall building does not 
necessarily demonstrate ‘harm’: 

Given the dense urban nature of the northern part of borough it is not unusual for existing 
tall building development to be visible from within conservation areas there… Visibility 
itself should not, in most cases, denote harm; form, materials, scale, etc. all need to be 
considerations. ..A balanced approach is required—the impact of existing or proposed tall 
development on the setting of the conservation is very much dependent on the quality of 
the tall building, its orientation and materials as well as the character of the conservation 
area. 

It has been acknowledged through the support of verified views testing that ‘less than substantial 
harm’ would likely be caused to the significance of a number of heritage assets. For the purposes of 
this, the applicant has worked with the LPA to minimise ‘harm’, in particular when looking at the tone 
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and appearance of the proposed façade treatment, and look to avoid incidences where development 
could be considered to be at the higher end of the spectrum of ‘less than substantial harm’. In this 
context, and also in light of the relevant statutory duties, the planning policy test then becomes 
balancing any such harm against the wider public benefits. 

Public Benefits 

The public benefit test is fundamental to the consideration of the application. In line with national 
policy, and paragraph 8 of the NPPF, the provision of housing is, in itself, a public benefit, and the 
provision of 50% affordable housing adds substantial additional weight by achieving and contributing 
to the three core aims of relevant social and environmental test.  

Placing the Museum on a secure footing is a policy key outcome for the GLA and LPA. The GLA pre 
application response (Feb 2019) states:  

The applicant’s intention to offer a permanent home to the Cinema Museum within 
Woodlands House is strongly supported, as this would not only secure an active use for 
the Grade II listed building but would also ensure that the future of an important local 
cultural and community asset is secured. Protecting the Cinema Museum is a Mayoral 
priority, and GLA officers would want to see the museum securing a long lease with 
affordable rental levels and public accessibility (which would allow the museum to have 
enough exhibition space to support a long—term sustainable business model.” 

In this context putting the Museum on a permanent footing is a key policy outcome, a major public 
benefit, and its retention is a central to the development. 

In addition, there are substantial architectural and urban design public benefits, which are fully 
covered in the application submission, in bringing forward and making accessible an intimidating and 
underdeveloped site, including issues around access, wayfinding, Secure By Design, permeability, 
public spaces.    

Historic England Submission 

Historic England has concerns that proposing a tall building in this location does not appear to them 
to follow a plan-led approach. However, the principle of the site as being acceptable for a tall building 
has previously been discussed with the GLA through the formal pre application process; where it lies 
on the edge of the Elephant and Castle Opportunity Area, the CAZ and the Elephant and Castle major 
town centre. The formal pre application response stated that  

“given the location of the site .... a high-density development could be supported on this 
site, however the applicant should demonstrate that it has followed a design led approach 
to determine the optimal development density of the site”  

The response goes on to state: 

“A tall building of exemplary design could relate appropriately to the existing and 
emerging context of tall buildings around the Elephant and Castle.” 

The principle of a tall building therefore, subject to design modelling and other assessments, has been 
accepted on the site by the GLA. It is then for the LPA to determine the application in light of the 
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development plan and all other material considerations. In this context Historic England position on 
the appropriateness, or not, of a tall building in this location is essentially outside their remit as 
heritage advisers.  

A key part of the remit of Historic England is to identify and assess the level of any ‘harm’ to the 
significance of heritage assets, and also where appropriate to identify potential ‘heritage benefits’, 
relating to a development. Harm to the significance of a number of heritage assets is indeed set out 
in his letter, however as it stands there is a failure to distinguish between ‘substantial’ and ‘less than 
substantial’, whereas the relevant tests in the NPPF are specifically set up on the basis of this 
distinction. The position of Historic England in policy terms is therefore unclear, or unhelpful.  

The application submission sets out that the proposed development would lead to ‘less than 
substantial harm’ to the significance of a limited number of designated heritage assets, and also would 
only arise indirectly from the effect of change on part of their settings and views. The measure of ‘less 
than substantial harm’ has also been agreed with the LPA through the pre application process. In the 
letter Historic England do make specific reference to paragraph 196 of the NPPF, which relates 
specifically to ‘less than substantial harm’, and no reference to paragraph 195, which relates to 
‘substantial harm’. We can only infer from this that Historic England concur with our rigorous 
assessment, and also that of the LPA, that proposed change on site could not reasonably at all be 
considered to meet the high test of ‘substantial harm’ in policy terms? 

Historic England highlight concerns with regard to harm to the significance of a particular number of 
heritage assets within the area of the site, and where associated change is represented in specific 
verified views within the application Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Appraisal. The application 
submission itself also identifies that harm would likely be caused to the significance of a number of 
listed buildings and conservation areas, albeit to varying degrees and minor in some cases, as a result 
of the indirect effects of new development on site. In our assessment such harm could only be 
considered to be of the measure of ‘less than substantial’ in NPPF terms.  

Also, whereas Historic England allege harm to the significance of the listed building Imperial War 
Museum, it is our assessment that there would be no such adverse impact. The proposed tall building 
would be observed within, and as part of, an established context of other taller and tall buildings 
within the background to highly open views out from the park around this listed building. The sheer 
scale and boldness of the architecture of this building as a local landmark is powerful within these 
views and as such would not be undermined by this change within its wider setting and relatively 
distant views. 

It is also to be noted that Historic England do not identify the opportunity for ‘heritage benefits’ to be 
otherwise delivered by this development. Such potential benefits are clearly identified in the 
application submission and have also been highlighted by the GLA as part of pre-application 
discussions (in particular in relation to supporting the ongoing use of the listed building and Cinema 
Museum).  

In light of the relevant statutory duties, and then in accordance with planning policy and national 
guidance, it is for the LPA to weigh up any such ‘less than substantial harm’ to heritage significance 
against the wider ‘public benefits’ that this development would offer as part of the overall planning 
balance. It is the role of Historic England to assess just one half of this balance; however, to be clear, 
the proposal does not approach the benchmark for ‘substantial harm’ in this context and has been 
fully assessed against the relevant tests in the application submission 
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2

Deputy Head of Development Management, Planning 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 

www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning 
london.gov.uk 
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From: John Finlayson
Sent: 21 January 2020 09:28
To: Caroline Pidgeon
Subject: Woodlands 
Attachments: 4963 Stage 1 report and letter.pdf

Dear Caroline 

Please see attached stage 1 report. 

Kind regards 
John 

John Finlayson 
Head of Development Management 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 

www.london.gov.uk/what‐we‐do/planning 
london.gov.uk  
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Subject: GLA 4963 ‐ Woodlands Nursing Home 

Dear all 

Please find the attached decision letter & report relating to the above application.  

Regards 

GLA Planning Support Team 
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Environment: Stage I consultation  

 

ENERGY 

Proposal 
 

Use Floorspace/Number of units 
Dwellings 256 

Ancillary/Office 282m2 
 
Overview of proposals 
 

1. The Energy Hierarchy has been followed; the proposed strategy is generally 
supported; however, the applicant should submit additional information to ensure 
compliance with the London Plan policies.  

 
2. The applicant is encouraged to use the GLA’s Carbon Emission Reporting 

spreadsheet, which has been developed to allow the use of the updated SAP 10 
emission factors alongside the SAP 2012 emission factors. The link to the 
spreadsheet can be found here: https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/pre-planning-application-meeting-
service-0. This is encouraged to be submitted for review.  

 
3. For the purposes of this assessment, the applicant will be estimating the CO2 

emission performance against London Plan policies using the SAP 10 emissions 
factors. 

 
 
BE LEAN 

 
4. A range of passive design features and demand reduction measures are proposed 

to reduce the carbon emissions of the proposed development.  
 
CO2 and Energy Performance 

 
Domestic  

 
5. The domestic element development is estimated to achieve a reduction of 16 tonnes 

per annum (8%) in regulated CO2 emissions compared to a 2013 Building 
Regulations compliant development. The applicant should note that the Intend to 
Publish London Plan includes a target of a 10% improvement on 2013 Building 
Regulations from energy efficiency which applicants should be aiming towards. The 
applicant should therefore model additional energy efficiency measures and commit 
to higher carbon savings through energy efficiency alone. 

 
6. The applicant has provided the ‘be lean’ DER and TER output sheets from the 

modelling software.  
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Non-domestic  
 

7. The non-domestic element of the proposed development is estimated to achieve a 
reduction of 1 tonne per annum (18%) in regulated CO2 emissions compared to a 
2013 Building Regulations compliant development. 
 

8. The applicant has provided the ‘be lean’ BRUKL sheets from the modelling software.  
 
 

Energy Demand and Fabric Energy Efficiency 
 

9. The applicant has provided the predicted energy demand for the development, this 
is welcomed. 

 
10. The applicant has reported the Part L Fabric Energy Efficiency (FEE) performance 

for the baseline and the ‘be lean’ scenarios and it is estimated that the development 
will achieve a reduction of 17% in annual heating and cooling demand.  

 
 
Cooling and Overheating 

 
11. The demand for cooling and the overheating risk will be minimised through low 

glazing areas and external shading.  
 

Domestic 
 

12. The applicant has completed the domestic overheating checklist to identify potential 
site-specific risks which may lead to overheating, this is welcomed. 
  

13. A Dynamic Overheating Analysis has been undertaken to assess the overheating 
risk within the dwellings using the CIBSE TM59 methodology and the London 
Design Summer Year 1 (DSY1) weather file: 2020s, High emission, 50% percentile 
scenario. The applicant should also investigate the risk of overheating using the 
DSY 2 & 3 weather files. 

 
14. Justification that the model sample represents the worst-case units should be 

provided. It is noted that studio units 06 and 04 are small single aspect units with a 
S/SE orientated façade but have not been included in the sample. 

 
15. The results show that the design proposals are anticipated to meet the CIBSE 

recommendations for comfort, assuming natural ventilation i.e. occupants can open 
the windows. The applicant has also assessed a sample of corridors and has 
proposed a strategy to ensure the comfort criteria can be met. 
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Non-domestic 
 

16. The area weighted average (MJ/m2) and total (MJ/year) cooling demand for the 
actual and notional building has been provided and the applicant has demonstrated 
that the actual building’s cooling demand is lower than the notional. 

 
 

BE CLEAN 
 
District heating 

 
17. The applicant has carried out an investigation and there are no existing or planned 

district heating networks within the vicinity of the proposed development. 
Correspondence from multiple network operators has been provide to support this. 
Confirmation from the proposed Elephant and Castle network should be sought and 
provided. 
 

18. The applicant should provide a commitment to ensure that the development is 
designed to allow future connection to a district heating network. Drawings 
demonstrating how the site is to be future-proofed for a connection to a district 
heating network should be provided; these should include space provision for heat 
exchangers in the plant room, isolation valves, safe-guarded pipe route to the site 
boundary etc.  

 
  

19. The applicant is proposing to install a communal heat network. However, the 
applicant should confirm that all apartments and non-domestic building uses will be 
connected to the communal heat network. A drawing showing the route of the heat 
network linking all uses on the site should be provided 
 

20. Indicative information on the network’s operating temperatures (flow and return 
temperatures) have been submitted; however, the applicant should provide detailed 
information on the anticipated distribution heat losses. The applicant should design 
the system in such a way that losses are minimised as far as possible.  

 
21. Further information on the floor area, internal layout and location of the energy 

centre should be provided. 
 

 
 
BE GREEN 
 
22. The applicant has investigated the feasibility of a range of renewable energy 

technologies and is proposing to install Heat Pumps.  
23. A reduction in regulated CO2 emissions of 56 tonnes per annum (27%) will be 

achieved through this third element of the energy hierarchy. 
 

Heat pumps 
 

24. The feasibility study for renewable technologies eliminated the use of a GSHP on 
the grounds that the Northern Line runs below the development. It is noted that the 
northern line would offer an opportunity for higher grade waste heat than the ground 
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and may be more accessible if a ventilation shaft is in the vicinity of the 
development. The applicant should investigate the feasibility of such a waste heat 
connection and should provide evidence that TFL have been contacted to 
investigate the potential to extract heat from the Northern line tunnels via a 
ventilation shaft.  
 

25. Centralised heat pumps are being proposed in the form of ASHPs. Further 
information on the heat pumps should be provided including:  

a. The heat pump’s total capacity (kWth).  
b. An estimate of the heating and/or cooling energy (MWh/annum) the heat 

pumps would provide to the development and the percentage of 
contribution to the site’s heat loads.  

c. Details of how the Seasonal Coefficient of Performance (SCOP) and 
Seasonal Energy Efficiency ratio (SEER) has been calculated for the 
energy modelling. This should be based on a dynamic calculation of the 
system boundaries over the course of a year i.e. incorporating variations 
in source temperatures and the design sink temperatures (for space heat 
and hot water).  

d. Manufacturer datasheets showing performance under test conditions for 
the specific source and sink temperatures of the proposed development 
and assumptions for hours spent under changing source temperatures. 
Whether any additional technology is required for hot water top up and 
how this has been incorporated into the energy modelling assumptions.  

e. An estimate of the expected heating costs to occupants, demonstrating 
that the costs have been minimised through energy efficient design.  

f. The expected heat source temperature and the heat distribution system 
temperature with an explanation of how the difference will be minimised 
to ensure the system runs efficiently.  

g. A commitment to monitor the performance of the heat pump system post-
construction to ensure it is achieving the expected performance approved 
during planning. (It is recommended that boroughs condition this). 

 
PVs 
 

26. The applicant is required to maximise the on-site savings from renewable energy 
technologies, regardless of the London Plan targets having been met, and therefore 
the PV proposals should be reviewed. Therefore, the conclusion that PV is not 
included due to the scale of the viable array should be revised.  
 

DOMESTIC CARBON SAVINGS 
 

Based on the energy assessment submitted at stage I, the table below shows the 
residual CO2 emissions after each stage of the energy hierarchy and the CO2 emission 
reductions at each stage of the energy hierarchy for the domestic buildings.  
 
Table: CO2 emission reductions from application of the energy hierarchy 
 
 Total residual 

regulated CO2 
emissions 

Regulated CO2 emissions 
reductions 

 (tonnes per 
annum) 

(tonnes per 
annum) 

(per cent) 
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32. The carbon dioxide savings fall short of the target within Policy 5.2 of the London 
Plan. The applicant should consider the scope for additional measures aimed at 
achieving further carbon reductions. 

 
33. All comments above should be addressed before compliance with London Plan 

energy policy can be verified. 
 
 

 FLOOD RISK 

 
Overview of proposals 
 

1. The Flood Risk Assessment provided for the proposed development does not 
comply with London Plan policy 5.12 and the Intend to Publish London Plan policy 
SI.12, as it does not give appropriate regard to residual flood risks, and the need 
for resistance and resilience measures. The residual risk of flooding to ground 
floor dwellings should be more clearly explained and specific resistance and 
resilience measures proposed to manage this risk. Where the residual risk is too 
great to be managed by such measures the proposed ground floor dwellings 
should be relocated or reconfigured. 

 
2. The surface water drainage strategy for the proposed development does not 

comply with London Plan policy 5.13 and the Intend to Publish policy SI.13 as it 
does not give appropriate regard to the drainage hierarchy. The Applicant should 
provide plans showing additional green infrastructure-based SuDS. 

 
3. The proposed development generally meets the requirements of London Plan 

policy 5.15 and the Intend to Publish London Plan policy SI.5.  The Applicant 
should also consider water harvesting and reuse to reduce consumption of 
wholesome water across the entire development site.  This can be integrated with 
the surface water drainage system to provide a dual benefit. 

 
4. The Applicant should embed urban greening as a fundamental element of site and 

building design, in line with London Plan policy 5.10 and the Intend to Publish 
London Plan Policy G1 and G5.  Features such as street trees, green roofs, green 
walls, rain gardens, wild flower meadows, woodland and hedgerows should all be 
considered for inclusion.  The Applicant should calculate the proposed 
development’s Urban Greening Factor, as set out in Policy G5 of the Intend to 
Publish London Plan, and aim to achieve the specified target.    

 
 
Flood Risk Management  

 
Flood Source Flood Risk 
Rivers and the sea Flood Zone 3, defended 
Surface water Low 
Reservoir No 
Groundwater Medium 
Sewer Low 
Other N/A 
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5. The site is in Flood Zone 3, in an area benefitting from River Thames tidal 
defences. A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has been submitted as required under 
the NPPF. 

 
6. The FRA considers the risk of flooding from a range of sources but does not 

adequately address the residual risk of flooding due to a breach of River Thames 
defences. 

 
7. The residual risk of flooding to ground floor dwellings should be more clearly 

explained and specific resistance and resilience measures proposed to manage 
this risk. Where the residual risk is too great to be managed by such measures the 
proposed ground floor dwellings should be relocated or reconfigured.  
 

8. The FRA proposes tanking of the basement to mitigate the risk of groundwater 
ingress. This is supported. 

 
9. The FRA proposes preparing a Flood Warning and Evacuation plan.  This is 

supported, and should be secured by appropriate condition. 
 

10. The Flood Risk Assessment provided for the proposed development does not 
comply with London Plan policy 5.12 and the Intend to Publish London Plan policy 
SI.12, as it does not give appropriate regard to residual flood risks, and the need 
for resistance and resilience measures. The residual risk of flooding to ground 
floor dwellings should be more clearly explained and specific resistance and 
resilience measures proposed to manage this risk. Where the residual risk is too 
great to be managed by such measures the proposed ground floor dwellings 
should be relocated or reconfigured. 

 
SUSTAINABLE DRAINAGE 

 
11. The surface water drainage strategy provides an assessment of greenfield runoff 

rate, existing runoff rates, and attenuation storage required to restrict the 100 year 
(plus 40% climate change) post-development discharge rate to 3.5 l/s (greenfield 
runoff rate).   
 

12. The calculation of greenfield runoff rates adopts an urbanisation factor of 0.66, 
representing a partially developed catchment. The greenfield runoff rate is 
intended to represent an undeveloped catchment (literally a ‘green field’) and the 
use of an urbanisation factor greater than zero is incorrect. 
 

13. The surface water drainage strategy addresses the drainage hierarchy. A small 
area of green roof is provided, with the only other SuDS measures being 415 m3 
of attenuation storage distributed between the pavement base layer and a tank. 
There are opportunities to provide additional green or green/blue roofs on the 
main buildings and raingarden/bioretention areas integrated with the soft 
landscaping. This approach does not satisfy the requirements of London Plan 
policy 5.13 and the Intend to Publish London Plan SI.13. The Applicant should 
provide plans showing additional green infrastructure-based SuDS.  

 
14. As of April 2019, London’s 33 Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs) have 

introduced the London Sustainable Drainage Proforma. This proforma is required 
to accompany Sustainable Drainage strategies submitted with planning 
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applications and forms part of planning application validation requirements. The 
proforma sets a clear standard for the information that should be provided in a 
Sustainable Drainage strategy for all development in London. The proforma is 
intended to ensure that key information is provided with the initial planning 
application, reducing the need to request additional information throughout the 
assessment process and preventing delays in approval. Applications should be 
accompanied by a completed proforma when submitted. The proformas for all 
Local Authorities can be found here (https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/environment/climate-change/surface-water/london-sustainable-drainage-
proforma) and on the relevant borough’s websites. This initiative is supported by 
the Greater London Authority (GLA) and the London Drainage Engineers’ Group 
(LoDEG). 

 
15. The surface water drainage strategy for the proposed development does not 

comply with London Plan policy 5.13 and the Intend to Publish policy SI.13 as it 
does not give appropriate regard to the drainage hierarchy. The Applicant should 
provide plans showing additional green infrastructure-based SuDS. 

 
 
WATER EFFICIENCY 
 

16. The sustainability statement proposes that the proposed dwellings will have a 
maximum indoor water consumption of 105 l/person/day, in line with the optional 
standard in Part G of the Building Regulations, and compliant with policy 5.15 of 
the London Plan and the Intend to Publish London Plan policy SI.5. 
 

17. The proposed development generally meets the requirements of London Plan 
policy 5.15 and the Intend to Publish London Plan policy SI.5.  The Applicant 
should also consider water harvesting and reuse to reduce consumption of 
wholesome water across the entire development site.  This can be integrated with 
the surface water drainage system to provide a dual benefit. 

 
 

URBAN GREENING 
 

18. The Applicant should embed urban greening as a fundamental element of site and 
building design, in line with London Plan policy 5.10 and the Intend to Publish 
London Plan Policy G1 and G5.  Features such as street trees, green roofs, green 
walls, rain gardens, wild flower meadows, woodland and hedgerows should all be 
considered for inclusion.  The Applicant should calculate the proposed 
development’s Urban Greening Factor, as set out in Policy G5 of the Intend to 
Publish London Plan, and aim to achieve the specified target.    
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From: John Finlayson
Sent: 29 January 2020 12:44
To: Jules Pipe
Cc: Debbie Jackson; 
Subject: RE: Greetings from Lifestory

Hi Jules 

Since the issue of the Stage 1 we have been asked for meetings by both Anthology and Lambeth Council. We have 
agreed to meet both. 

A meeting with Anthology has been confirmed this morning  for Feb 14. This was requested by their planning 
consultant Donald Considine of tp benett.  A meeting with Lambeth Council officers is still to be arranged. 

Kind regards 
John  

From: Jules Pipe  
Sent: 29 January 2020 12:34 
To: John Finlayson < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk> 
Cc: Debbie Jackson < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: Greetings from Lifestory 

Hi John, 

As you can see,   approached me last night at the Planning Awards about the Anthology development at 
the Cinema Museum site. 

He was very, very keen for a meeting with someone senior (perfectly happy if a senior planner, didn’t have to be 
me) to discuss this from first principles. He was insistent that they were now open to completely changing the 
scheme. He wants a headline steer on what we would find acceptable. 

It sounds like a paid‐for pre‐app‐in‐principle meeting, but am wondering – given where this has now got to stage 1‐
wise, and the Housing and Land grant sensitivities etc – whether simply telling him to put in his request and the 
appropriate fee is how we’d want to handle it? 

I think we should get them in for a friendly meeting to test how much of a fresh start they want to make, and then 
tell them to go for the more detailed pre‐App process if required?  

What do you think? 

Jules 

From:  @lifestory.group>  
Sent: 29 January 2020 10:52 
To: Jules Pipe < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: Greetings from Lifestory 
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