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DAME MARGARET HODGE MP (MH):  
  I suppose what I want to start with, with you, you tell me everything you want to, but 

what it seems to me, and I think, Iain, it's probably for you.  Are you a member or are 
you a work ‐‐ 

 
SCOTT RICE (SR):   
  I'm the chair. 
 
MH:   You're the chair.  What it seems to me it comes from is that somehow Coin Street 

changed its mind halfway through.  When I read it, , it says, "We went to see Iain early 
on and he was all onboard and it was all going to be absolutely ‐‐ everything was fine", 
and then suddenly maybe the mood of your members changed and therefore you 
became ‐‐ 

 
IAIN TUCKETT (IT):   
  That's really interesting.  
 
MH:   And I'm sorry if I misinterpreted other people, but that's what it feels like to me. 
 
IT:  No, there's a bit of a history of that really from both TfL's point of view and from 

Garden Bridge Trust.  I would argue, and I think Scott would too, that we've probably 
been the only party that has been completely consistent throughout the entire process 
in that we took ‐‐ going way back. I've got a timeline for you. 

 
MH:   Brilliant, that's always helpful, thank you. 
 
IT:  And I can send it digitally. 
 
MH:   So you didn't know before March 2013? 
 
IT:  No. 
 
MH:   You didn't know.  I think they claim they came to see you before then. 
 
CLAIRE HAMILTON (CH):   
  I think Joanna might have. 
 
IT:  Thomas would have come in advance of that. 
 
MH:  To you? 
 
IT:  To me, I introduced him to George Nicholson, to Ernie Hearn ‐‐ 
 
MH:  What's George's position on it? 
 
IT:  He sits on the Coin Street board. 
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SR:  Yes. 
 
IT:  In this May/June 2014, we said in order to deal, so that we're not ‐‐ instead of you 

paying us compensation ‐‐ they wanted to pay us a one‐off compensation ‐‐ 
 
SR:  That's the difference I think perhaps you're trying to get at.  They came to the table 

saying, "We just want to buy this land", and almost thought we would just give it up. 
 
IT:  But, for us, we've got the wider public realm, Bernie Spain Gardens, our Riverside 

Walkway goes through National Theatre and to Sea Containers House on the other 
side.  So we have to have an income that's going to rise with the cost of staff and all 
the rest.  At that time it was 410 square metres of flexible space, they'd proposed a 
restaurant, we said the restaurant's not acceptable because it would generate too 
much servicing along the Riverside Walkway, and we said at that time, "No, we will 
keep that instead, earning.”  It's not ideal for us of course, because instead of being 
cost‐free, we then get rates, all sorts of costs related to the building, so it's flexible.  
But that was what we agreed. 

 
  So then, as I say, the Impact Report, which I gave you there, we provided to them and 

to Lambeth in August 2014.  It was welcomed and then Lambeth used it as basically 
the section 106 impact agreement with Garden Bridge Trust. 

 
MH:   Who is Andrew Tice, looking at this? 
 
IT:  He was Ernst & Young and I think, looking at some paperwork that has come to you, I 

think they're donating their time, but they were acting on behalf of Garden Bridge 
Trust. 

 
MH:  He's one of the trustees? 
 
IT:  I don't know that he is.  He was the first person ‐‐ 
 
MH:   Ernst & Young, Andrew Tice. 
 
IT:  They're down on the list ‐‐ I think I came across ‐‐ sorry, I opened that to look at your 

terms of reference, came across the TfL, opened that and thought, "No, forget it"!  But 
I did see one interesting one, which was what TfL had spent, £10.5 million, and one of 
the lines is EY's pro‐bono stuff, so I think that's probably their pro‐bono stuff. 

 
MH:  But he's the guy you dealt with? 
 
IT:  At the time.  He didn't seem to last very long, but there it was. 
 
  Now, it's probably important that you understand that we have a lease, but that lease 

doesn't allow us to grant consent for a building.  So we then had the discussions with 
Lambeth because, unless Lambeth wanted to go ahead, we had no ability to make it go 







www DTIGlobal.com 10

MH:  So the rest you'll keep, so you wouldn't lose that much. 
 
IT:  But it's the open site on the river, whereas the rest of the site is social housing, 

et cetera, but in terms of the Riverside Walkway, it is a large chunk. 
 
MH:   Yes, and it's currently used for play for kids and things? 
 
IT:  No, it's grassed and we use it for pop‐ups and various pieces. 
 
MH:   So, what is it, flat and paved? 
 
IT:  No, it's flat grass. 
 
MH:   Flat and grassed. 
 
IT:  Yes, so in fact the deal was extremely good from their point of view because, if you 

like, at ‐‐ 
 
MH:   All they had to do was give you the income during the period of construction. 
 
IT:  Yes. 
 
SR:  And this is the point that I think is important, Coin Street's board was clear from day 

one, in that we were broadly supportive of this bridge, but give or take we thought it 
would add to London, we weren't going to give away our land for free, nor were we 
going to make a year‐on‐year loss in order to facilitate it.  It had to be a quid pro quo. 
And also we were not prepared to pick up the bill for all of the mess and all of the 
litter, so we said, "We'll be supportive, we'll work with you, but you need to provide a 
business plan and you need to listen to our legitimate concerns". 

 
  And I think all the way through until the end of 2014, and to some extent to this day, 

those legitimate concerns are repeatedly not listened to.  They are filibustered, they're 
moved around; there was a particularly tense moment with Mervyn after the meeting 
where I was up against a lift outside of the meeting and there was a bit of finger‐
waving, saying, "Well, if this project goes down, we'll put the blame at Coin Street and 
you can imagine what that's going to be like in the Evening Standard". 

 
  We are a small community organisation that does social housing.  They came along, 

they wanted to have the bridge, we said, "Okay, we'll work with you but we are not 
going to veto.  If Lambeth say yes, and Westminster say yes, and the Mayor's behind it 
and George Osborne's behind it, we will not stop it.  But what we're not going to do is 
just roll over.  We're a campaign organisation. We will not roll over and just say we're 
going to give you the land that we campaigned for free of charge and we're not going 
to take any payment for it". 
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IT:  Well what we've done on that is said we have to have some recourse because, if we 
repeatedly say to the Trust, "You are not doing what you are obliged to under your 
lease", then we need to be able in some way to trigger either the Mayor's guarantee or 
whatever.  And the way that has been agreed between the various parties is that 
ultimately we serve notice, not just on the Garden Bridge Trust, but notify the GLA, et 
cetera, that this issue of breach is continuing and, if no one does anything about it, 
ultimately we can shut the bridge, which itself will probably trigger ... 

 
  But the point is, Margaret,  somebody ‐‐ 
 
MH:  Somebody will pick it up. 
 
IT:  Somebody, well somebody has to. 
 
SR:  We have kept final control of whether we can open or close. 
 
MH:   Right, you can close it? 
 
SR:  Yes. 
 
IT:  But only in certain circumstances and, to be honest, it was the nuclear option in order 

to avoid Sadiq having to extend Boris's guarantee. 
 
MH:  You mean put more money in? 
 
IT:  Not necessarily put money in. 
 
MH:   Boris's guarantee is pretty generous, all they have to show is they've got a strategic 

plan. 
 
IT:  Yes, but ultimately the Boris guarantee is of, as I say, these obligations under the 

section 106.  So, although it won't achieve what's in the lease, there is an obligation to 
operate it properly.  So that's into impact stuff.  It's not ideal. 

 
MH:   I don't quite understand how they've addressed the issues, because they haven't. 
 
IT:  They haven't wholly, and ‐‐ 
 
MH:   They haven't at all!  What have they done?  They haven't raised any money, they've 

got little plan, but you can write anything in your plan. 
 
IT:  But, from our point of view, sorry, what we enter into is heads of terms, that's the next 

stage, and I'm saying I guess January/February time. Those heads of terms will require 
them, before they commence ‐‐ the same undertaking has to be given to Westminster, 
to the Mayor, and to Lambeth ‐‐ to demonstrate they've got enough resources to 
complete the construction. 
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MH:   But it doesn't.  The Mayor's guarantee is not that they've got it, but they've got a plan 
to get it. 

 
IT:  No, that's true, and we haven't either, because I think that's quite a difficult task.  The 

first thing is, if you start, are you going to finish it. They may have pledges.  Pledges are 
not absolute, but I think we would say to the Mayor, "You are ultimately the person 
who is providing the guarantee, you need to seriously investigate have they got 
sufficient resources". 

 
MH:   I don't see what you've got out of the delay.  I'm sorry if I'm being stupid.  I don't see 

what you've got. 
 
IT:  Out of ...? 
 
MH:   The delay.  What have you got that you didn't have in 2014?  You haven't got the 

certainty of the money.  You haven't got any certainty that they'll have however many 
security people you think they should have that you thought they should have. 

 
IT:  That will be written in ‐‐ as I say, the heads of terms ‐‐ 
 
MH:   The standards on management and maintenance will be written in to the ‐‐ 
 
IT:  Into the sublease. 
 
MH:   Into your lease with them? 
 
IT:  Sublease, yes. 
 
MH:   So you will say, "We require x security guards"? 
 
IT:  Yes, so it does indeed, it says the flower beds have to a daily level of ‐‐ and then I think 

the walkways are grade B and then you've got at any time to have I believe it's six 
security on, two at each end, two walking in the middle. 

 
MH:   And maintenance of the bridge? 
 
IT:  Well the maintenance is, we believe, less of a concern.  In other words, it's difficult to 

insist that their flowers always look beautiful. There are warranties as far as the land, 
in other words for the site, land and building, but the bridge itself ‐‐ 

 
MH:   You're just worried about cleaning, aren't you, and things like that? 
 
IT:  Mainly it's about security, cleaning, those issues. 
 
MH:   Okay.   And you're going to have built in to your contract that they'll pick up the litter, 

that they'll have enough security guards, blah, blah, blah. 
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IT:  They pick up the litter off the bridge, we pick up the litter in all around, yes. 
 
MH:  Yes, and they don't pay you anything for that. 
 
IT:  That's where the section 106 with Lambeth ‐‐ 
 
MH:  Will give you a bit of money. 
 
IT:  We then have first dibs on that. 
 
MH:   And how much will you get out of that? 
 
IT:  We have to show the invoices and paid against invoices. It's our additional costs, which 

we have to demonstrate, and then ‐‐ 
 
SR:  Back to your point, the key point in the delay is actually seeing the business plan.   
 
MH:  But the plan is a plan is a plan. 
 
SR:  But it's better than thin air. 
 
IT:  Well the issue is, what we were getting, Margaret, we were getting wild statements 

about how many people would be looking after it. 
 
MH:   I look at the business plan and I don't have much confidence in their income sources. 
 
SR:  And as we say, we don't have a huge amount, but what we've said is we believe the 

Mayor and the Mayor's Office are the right people to say whether that's a viable plan 
or not.   

 
SR:  So the red lines are that there is a viable plan in order to operate ‐‐ a viable plan that 

we've seen ‐‐ 
 
MH:   It doesn't matter that it's not resourced. 
 
IT:  No, it's got to be resourced. 
 
SR:  It has to be resourced.  They need to demonstrate that they can resource it. 
 
MH:   They don't, because the Mayor will pick up the tab. 
 
IT:  That may be the bit, but I think what we're saying ‐ if neither pick up the tab, we'll 

close it.   We were faced with a choice of either asking Sadiq for a guarantee, which 
obviously would make it difficult for him, or ‐‐ 

 
MH:   But he's got to give a guarantee because that is what the planning permission is for.  

It's a condition of the planning permission that he gives a guarantee. 
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IT:  Margaret, you would understand our position here is that we have to choose what role 
we play and we've decided we're not going to play the role –  

 
MH:  You're not going to be the ones that kill it. 
 
IT:  We're not going to be the ones that kill it.   
 
SR:  It's actually not a bad scheme on ‐‐ right at the very start, and we're not NIMBY. We 

are excited by London, we want to help London grow, but I  go back to the thing I said 
right on the very first day, we're not giving our land away, we're not going to subsidise 
this, and so we need some guarantees, but we're also not going to be pushed into a 
position by others to say, "We won't take a political decision, you need to kill it". 

 
MH:   I'm going to have to stop in a minute, but can you just tell me, why are they accusing 

you of raising the bar and moving the goalposts? 
 
IT:  It is absolutely the same story of not listening.  I am happy, if that's what they said, I 

will provide you with a copy of the response to that letter. But the final one I just want 
to get is we have put our public stance, our view on the bridge, our concerns, what the 
current situation is, these have been up on our website since March 2015.  

 
  Really we update from time to time, but they're all up there, you can look at the 

original ones.  Our stance ‐ and I invite you to find this when you've thought about it ‐ I 
think we're the one party that actually took a position and have stuck to it.  I don't 
think any other party has.  We clearly defined what role we would take and we limited 
it and we said the authorities have to deal with this that and the other.  It's taken an 
enormous amount of time.  We were caught in the middle and yet, what could you do?  
You've got the authorities all supposedly supporting it, you've got a lot of well‐
organised people opposing it. 

 
  If we had said, "No" ‐ which, yes, we could have said no ‐ there were two possibilities.  

The immediate one would have been the Evening Standard and who else that 
afternoon saying, "Who the hell do they think they are?  Who elected them?  A major 
piece of London infrastructure."  Or secondly, probably unrealistic, but it's at a certain 
stage, is compulsory purchase type arrangements.  And we weren't going to have that 
because what we wanted to do was stay in control of that area and make sure that, if 
the thing was built, that it was operated properly. 

 
SR:  I think we've been honourable throughout.  I think we've been very clear with our 

concerns.  Iain has worked incredibly hard.  We haven't changed our position.  I am 
personally frustrated at how long it's taken and sometimes the sheer arrogance of 
some of the organisations that we've worked with. 

 
MH:   But you don't get anything except your heads of lease, so you won't know whether 

they accept the number of staff ‐‐ 
 
SR:  No, but that's our red line. 
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MH:  So they've got to accept the number of staff, the money they put into litter collection ‐‐ 
 
SR:  And we said that they're our legitimate concerns.  There may be some negotiation, but 

they have to accept the concerns. 
 
MH:  Do you think it will go ahead? 
 
SR:  I think the brand has become incredibly poisonous, rightly or wrongly, and I think the 

start of the idea was admirable. I want to see London grow but I think, if you want a 
case study on how not to do things, they've pretty well demonstrated it ‐ TfL and the 
Mayor's Office.  I hope Sadiq's come in and taken a fresh pair of eyes and, yes, I'm very 
pleased that you've been invited to look at it. 

 
IT:  That is ‐‐ it's only a two‐page, but you can see that I actually stole most of the timeline 

from that, but ‐‐ 
 
SR:  And that's a letter to Mervyn. 
 
IT:  That was the response to his, "You're always changing the goalposts". 
 
SR:  Because Mervyn then wrote to me and said, "I'm amazed Iain's written to me.  Did he 

have your authority?"  It's that playing people off and it's a very unfortunate way of 
being. 

 
IT:  Yes, and actually Scott and I work extremely closely together.  He's the other board 

member who's got the dubious privilege of specialising on this project. 
 
SR:  And I'm really proud of what we achieved, I want to carry on with it.  But, as I say, I'm 

not going to oppose things for opposing's sake.   
 
IT:  That was our letter to the planning committee, so ‐‐ 
 
CH:  Would I be able to get the electronic copies? 
 
IT:  Yes, you tell me anything you want and I'll send it electronically. 
 
CH:  Great, thank you, Iain, very helpful. 
 
MH:  All righty. 
 
 



2016-11-04 Garden Bridge timeline 

 

March 2013 Thomas Heatherwick and Joanna Lumley presentation to Coin Street 
joint board. Board members give ‘in principle support’ to the Garden 
Bridge project. 

February 2014 Presentation to Coin Street joint board by Richard De Cani (TfL) and 
Philip Hall-Patch (Heatherwick Studio). The Mayor has asked TfL to 
assist in funding, design, and setting up of a Garden Bridge Trust. The 
Trust has been established with Lord Mervyn Davies as chairman and 
£60m of required £150m has been secured. The scheme requires use 
of Coin Street land. Envisaged that a planning application will be 
submitted in May 2014 and agreement on use of land reached by July 
2014. Prior to this key issues relating to design, construction, ongoing 
operations and maintenance of the bridge and surrounding public 
realm, and the use of the building will need to be addressed with 
CSCB. 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
  
 From TfL presentation 
  
 Board members raised a number of issues: the number of visitors, the 

need for additional policing and maintenance. The chair concluded 
that crowd management was a key issue and invited TfL/the Trust to 
return in May. 

 
April 2014 On 23 April CSCB convened the first of a series of meetings involving 

Lambeth planners, South Bank Employers’ Group (SBEG), London 
Eye, ITV, GBT, TfL, (and subsequently Southbank Centre and 

Key Issues and Next Steps

• Planning application to be submitted in May 2014

• Detailed design and procurement of a contractor to commence in 
June 2014

• Agreement with Coin Street on the use of the land by July 2014

• Prior to this, key Issues to address with Coin Street:

– Design of the building (hopefully agreed in principle)

– Construction space and access for the bridge and impact on Coin Street 
land (further work needed)

– Ongoing operations and maintenance of the bridge and impact on the 
surrounding public realm (further work needed)

– Use of the building

 



National Theatre) to discuss management and maintenance issues 
arising from the bridge.   

 
 At a meeting on 28 April with Richard De Cani and Tony Wilson (TfL) 

and Bee Emmott (GBT), “CSCB indicated that the issue of how to pay 
for the running costs must be addressed now. CSCB need to see a 
more detailed breakdown of costs themselves, as well as the strategy 
for meeting them. TfL agreed to bring more detailed cost information 
to the next meeting.” 

 
May 2014 Presentation to Coin Street joint board by Richard De Cani (TfL) and 

Bee Emmott (GBT). It was reported that the planning application 
would be submitted within a fortnight, that the Mayor and the 
Government had each committed £30m to the scheme, and that Arup 
estimated that there would be 7.1m visitors annually. Board members 
expressed concern at congestion and asked how management and 
maintenance was to be paid for. GBT said it hoped to raise the funds 
through events and sponsorship. Board members suggested that a 
large endowment would also be required. They asked about staffing of 
the bridge and TfL stated that this was covered in the maintenance 
and operations paper. Richard stated “If there is criminal activity on 
the bridge then the police will intervene”. Board members requested a 
copy of the Trust’s business plan. GBT responded that it was still 
being worked on but within 4-6 weeks the Trust would be willing to 
share it. Board members asked about the provision of public toilets 
and security. TfL stated that there were no public toilets, that the 
bridge would be closed midnight to 6am, and security would be on site 
to address matters as necessary. Iain Tuckett stated that he had 
signalled to TfL/GBT that the staffing plan for the bridge was not 
credible. He had set out general principles on construction: doing as 
much delivery and work as possible from the river, minimising impact 
on the Coin Street site, avoiding impacts on Bernie Spain Gardens 
and local housing, ensuring the riverside walkway remained open, and 
compensating the neighbourhood for construction disruption. 

  
 Once the presenters had left, the board considered a report on the 

loss of site hire income that would occur. Members agreed: 
• CSCB should retain the 410sm ‘flexible space’ to partially cover 

loss of income; 
• Running costs and financing of bridge requirements needed 

more thought. 
 
June 2014 In an email to Richard De Cani (attached) and copied later that day to 

Bee Emmott and Lucy Dimes (GBT), Iain Tuckett set out his frustration 
at the slowness in addressing CSCB concerns: 

 “I had arranged for you to make a presentation to our February joint 
board meeting because you thought you would have information about 
pedestrian numbers and management & maintenance proposals by 



then. In the event you and Philip (from Heatherwick) gave the 
presentation and you said that you would need more time before you 
could answer questions about crowd management and other issues 
being raised by board members. We agreed that you would return to 
make a presentation to our May joint board – by which time you would 
be about to submit the application and would definitely have the 
answers. The presentation on 17 May did not go well. In the 
discussion afterwards, board members stated that the staffing 
assumptions were wholly inadequate and there seemed to be no 
practical experience of managing ‘private’ public realm. Members felt 
very little attention had been given to impacts on the South Bank and 
how they could be mitigated. For me, trying to pilot the project through, 
this meeting was a big step backwards. I explained to board members 
that I had already hosted a meeting on 23 April for TfL, the GB Trust, 
SBEG, London Eye, Coin Street, ITV, and Lambeth planners to 
discuss management and maintenance issues. I explained that I had 
arranged a further meeting of this group - this time with Southbank 
Centre and National Theatre also invited - for 23 May. I reported that I 
had requested in April copies of the Trust’s draft Environmental 
Assessment and draft business plan and that these had been 
promised. However all that had been received by the time of the joint 
board was a summary of Arup’s pedestrian demand study and the 
Trust’s outline ‘operations plan’. It was very unclear on what the 
‘operations plan’ was based, and board members found it wholly 
unconvincing. There was no plan showing construction methodology in 
your presentation. In response to a question you said that you had 
investigated 3 options and that your preference was to use the option 
involving the route between IBM and ITV. You said that 7 trees would 
have to be removed.” 

 
 At a meeting on 5 June GBT was informed of the concerns expressed 

by CSCB board members and their decision that CSCB would require 
the 410sm ‘flexible space’ in order to partially cover loss of site hire 
income. 

 
August 2014 On 12 August CSCB, South Bank Employers’ Group, Lambeth 

planners and GBT met. All were provided with the ‘Garden Bridge and 
South Bank impact’ report (attached) prepared by SBEG, London Eye 
and Coin Street staff experienced in managing and maintaining public 
realm in the area. It advised on minimum requirements for managing 
the bridge and estimated additional revenue costs for managing the 
surrounding public realm. The report was welcomed by all parties and 
the figure for additional revenue costs was subsequently agreed by 
Lambeth and GBT as the appropriate basis for s106 impact payments.  

 
 Following a meeting on 13 August where land interests were 

discussed, Andrew Tice of EY acting on behalf of GBT in respect of 
‘land negotiations’ writes: 



 “It is appropriate to first recognise that in order for any arrangement to 
successfully work it should seek to meet the requirements of the 
parties involved. For CSCB this means being suitably compensated for 
the loss of land, based on the current level of revenue derived from it. 
From GBT’s perspective, any solution must include ownership by GBT 
of a suitably long-term and secure interest in the land to allow the 
permanent construction and subsequent operation of the Bridge, which 
is envisaged having a minimum lifetime of 200 years.” 

 
 CSCB had stated that it wished to deal with the matter by way of a 

sub-lease. Andrew Tice’s letter states: 
 “CSCB’s proposal cannot provide the length of term and security which 

GBT requires but, as CSCB’s leasehold interest is directly with the 
freeholder, Lambeth, and there are no intermediary parties to 
complicate matters, Lambeth could be in a position to grant the length 
of term and security that GBT requires. We have therefore set out an 
alternative proposal below, by outlining the steps required: 

1. CSCB surrenders the part required by GBT to Lambeth with 
CSCB’s current lease continuing as to the remainder; 

2. Lambeth as freeholder simultaneously grants GBT a 
separate long leasehold interest for 200 years inside the L&T 
Act 1954, which is distinct to CSCB’s leasehold interest and 
is drafted to meet GBT’s contrasting requirements; and 

3. CSCB is paid a reasonable level of compensation by GBT by 
reference to the current market value of CSCB’s interest in 
the land required by GBT, i.e. reflecting the terms on which 
the land is currently leased to CSCB.” 

 
  
September 2014 Iain Tuckett responds to Andrew Tice on 1 September: 
 “Without Prejudice. 
 Thank you Andrew. I have been very clear at all meetings I have had 

with TfL and Garden Bridge Trust representatives where land interests 
have been discussed that, should CSCB agree to facilitate the 
construction of a south landing building on its site, the mechanism we 
envisage is a Deed to which Lambeth (as freehold owner), CSCB (as 
long leaseholder), and GBT would be parties. Subject to agreement 
between these parties, the Deed would grant certain Rights (to build, 
to occupy, to maintain, to access etc) and impose certain 
Requirements (with respect to proper construction, management, 
maintenance, servicing etc). From the discussions I have had with 
Lambeth, I believe that both CSCB and the Council are in principle 
supportive of the Garden Bridge but share a number of concerns 
which will need to be addressed both through the planning system and 
in any agreements in respect of our land interests. I realise that you 
were only present at our latest meeting with GBT representatives but I 
believe I was quite clear that we were not considering the sort of 
sublease described in your letter. If CSCB is minded to permit use of 



part of its site for the proposed construction, it would only do so with 
the agreement of the freehold owner, Lambeth Council, and the legal 
arrangements would aim to provide security to GBT whilst also 
protecting our own legitimate interests. I also made clear that CSCB’s 
existing public realm liabilities mean that it is not possible for it to 
forego the income generated through creative use of this part of its 
site. Each year the number of visitors to our riverside increases and 
our management and maintenance responsibilities rise in response - 
you will be aware that litter ‘pick ups’ on our stretch of the riverside 
trebled in the year that the London Eye and Tate Modern opened. At 
the same time CSCB has plans to substantially improve its public 
realm - as we have helped to do at Jubilee Gardens as a member of 
Jubilee Gardens Trust. We are quite clear that the proper 
management, maintenance and improvement of the existing South 
Bank riverside walkway and Bernie Spain Gardens must take 
precedence over creating any additional facilities. It is for this reason 
that CSCB has decided that at ground level it will only consider 
granting Rights to occupy in respect of the area shown in the planning 
application as required for operational use rather than the 410sm 
‘flexible space’ described as being for retail and/or restaurant and/or 
class D1 use. I hope this makes our position absolutely clear.” 

  
 On 19 September a meeting is held at City Hall. It is attended by the 

Deputy Mayor for Transport and TfL officers, the chairman and other 
representatives of the Garden Bridge Trust, the Leader and officers of 
Lambeth Council, the chairman and Group director of CSCB, and the 
Mayor’s chief of staff and officers of the GLA. The meeting was 
updated on fundraising and progress with planning, and discussed 
acquisition of interests in land and ongoing management and 
maintenance. “The big issue is the running costs”. Discussions had 
been held with the City Bridge Trust. 

 
GBT and TfL wished CSCB to surrender its interest in the land 
required for the south landing building. CSCB stated that it would not 
do so. It was willing to make available the land required for operational 
use but it currently earned some £600k pa through temporary uses of 
its riverside land which was required to fund its responsibilities for 
managing and maintaining its South Bank public realm. These existing 
responsibilities must take precedence over new proposals. If TfL 
wished to support the ongoing costs of operating the Bridge, it could 
covenant its income from ‘Walkabout’ in the north bank landing; it 
should not expect CSCB to sacrifice income used to support its 
existing public realm. The Mayor’s chief of staff supported this stance. 
 
Following the meeting the chairman of GBT writes to the chairman of 
CSCB: “In relation to the South landing and acquisition of the land, 
GBT are keen to achieve a negotiated agreement with CSCB, as 
discussed.  The landing is a fundamental piece of the Garden Bridge 



structure which has a design life of 200yrs.  In addition, the Port of 
London Authority require assurances that the bridge structure can be 
maintained for the extent of its design life.  The advice we have 
received suggests a solution based on a surrender of CSCB’s current 
lease and the re-granting of a new lease between Lambeth and GBT.  
GBT would of course expect to fully compensate CSCB for any loss of 
income as a result of the surrender of your current lease.  I understand 
CSCB find this approach unacceptable and are suggesting a tri-partite 
deed of grant and there is a meeting on 2nd October with both our 
respective lawyers and representatives from the London Borough of 
Lambeth, to explore this further and to get to an agreement that both 
parties are comfortable with.  If we cannot reach a negotiated 
agreement with CSCB and Lambeth on the future of the land then this 
becomes a major impediment to the Garden Bridge proceeding.” 

 
October 2014 CSCB and Lambeth officers meet with their respective solicitors to 

discuss land arrangements and the meeting with GBT’s solicitors is 
postponed. A ‘scope of heads of terms’ is agreed subject to board and 
committee approval.  The scope includes CSCB requirements in 
respect of construction, compensation for loss of income during 
construction, a granite surface to the riverside walkway surrounding 
the bridge, agreement as to uses and allocation of space within the 
landing building, agreement in respect of vehicular access and 
servicing and waste disposal, arrangements in respect of proposed 
s106 payments, and interests in land to be granted. 

 
November 2014 CSCB agrees its response to the Garden Bridge planning application 

(attached). 
 
 On 11 November Lambeth’s planning committee agrees to grant 

conditional consent to the Garden Bridge scheme. 
 
CSCB propose to Lambeth and GBT a structure for any agreement in 
respect of land interests:  CSCB to surrender its existing lease on the 
riverside walkway, Lambeth to grant a new 200-year lease under 
which CSCB grants to GBT a sub-lease on the land required for the 
Bridge and GBT grants to CSCB an under-lease on the 410sm ‘flexible 
space’ in the south landing building. The sub-lease would allow CSCB 
to grant various rights and enforce various obligations, particularly in 
respect of operational arrangements. 

 
December 2014 Lambeth issues its Decision Notice. 
 
March 2015 In the light of growing controversy, CSCB posts a clear statement 

(attached) on its website of CSCB’s role and position in respect of the 
Garden Bridge. This statement has been updated from time to time but 
CSCB’s view of its role and its position has not changed since that 
time. The current website statement is also attached. In essence it 



states our view that The Garden Bridge will be beneficial if it is 
properly managed and maintained but a liability if it is not. CSCB will 
leave to the elected authorities decisions about the use of public funds 
and the granting of statutory consents. CSCB will focus on ensuring 
that there is proper management, maintenance and operations 
planning and that impacts are mitigated and promised benefits 
secured. 

 
April 2015 CSCB notified of nomination of riverside walkway as an Asset of 

Community Value. CSCB took the decision not to make any 
representations in respect of the ACV nomination. 

 
May 2015 ACV listing confirmed by Lambeth. 
 
June 2015 Leader of Lambeth blog “Garden Bridge is bold and ambitious but the 

Mayor should not be issuing a blank cheque”. 
 
July 2015 Lambeth issues heads of terms for a land interest restructure under 

which it grants CSCB a 200-year lease, CSCB grants a 200-year sub-
lease to GBT, and GBT grants an under-lease to CSCB on the ‘flexible 
space’. It is stated (incorrectly as it later turns out) that for both 
construction and operations the Mayor (through TfL) will guarantee 
GBT’s obligations. Both Lambeth and CSCB are said to be 
beneficiaries of this guarantee. 

 
February 2016 Lambeth issues revised heads of terms which envisage a variation to 

CSCB’s current lease (which has c75 years to run). CSCB states that 
this is unacceptable and prejudices its right to renew that current lease 
for a further 99 years. Again it is incorrectly stated that CSCB will 
benefit from the Mayor’s guarantee – this time through the GLA. 

 
April 2016 Detailed discussions in respect of construction and operations are 

commenced by GBT and CSCB. 
 
 CSCB is told that it will not benefit from the Mayor’s guarantee. 
 
 CSCB is finally provided with GBT’s (confidential) draft business plan. 

This was first requested in 2014. 
 
May 2016 CSCB provided with a copy of a draft Lambeth/Westminster/PLA/GBT 

and CSCB section 106 Agreement. 
 
June 2016 Mayor’s chief of staff convenes a meeting with TfL, Lambeth, GBT, 

GLA and CSCB at City Hall. The main item is to resolve issues raised 
by CSCB in respect of the land arrangements. Following this meeting, 
solicitors for the various parties are instructed to address the issues. 

 



October 2016 CSCB provide GBT draft heads of terms for a sub-lease (and 
development agreement).      
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Garden Bridge and South Bank Impact 
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1. Introduction   

This paper sets out management principles and proposals for the Garden Bridge itself and 
for that part of the surrounding area which will be most impacted by increased footfall and 
the security, cleansing and other management issues that go with it. The arrangements for 
the bridge itself are critical – the proposals for the surrounding area are contingent upon 
them. In both cases a key priority is to ‘take the ground’ on day 1 of the bridge operation, to 
ensure that standards are set which (1) deliver a standard of cleansing and general 
management appropriate to the Garden Bridge project and the South Bank and (2) send a 
clear message to illegal traders and others who feed off large crowds that their presence will 
not be tolerated.  

 
It is also essential that all parties recognise that the unique character and attraction of the 
South Bank riverside walkway is that there is no adjacent road; to preserve this character it 
is essential for vehicular servicing of the South Bank Bridge landing to be kept to the 
absolute minimum. There would be little point in creating a new pedestrian route across the 
Thames if it undermined the attractiveness of London’s most popular existing walkway.  

 
2. Service delivery on Garden Bridge and Landings   

Coin Street Community Builders (CSCB), South Bank Employers’ Group (SBEG), and the 
London Eye have pooled their experience of managing privately-owned public realm to set 
out minimum service requirements that need to be provided on the Bridge itself and its 
southern landing. These are as follows:  

 
Security cover  

 
• The Garden Bridge should maintain security cover 24 hours a day.   
• All guards should be CSAS accredited.   
• The GBT should be members of, and work closely with, the South Bank Visitor 

Management Group (VMG), South Bank Business Watch (SBBW), and Lambeth 
Business Crime Reduction Partnership.   

• A minimum requirement during operational times (including 30-60 minutes before 
and after opening and closing times) is for one guard at each landing area and 2 
guards patrolling on the bridge itself . During peak times and special events this 
provision may need to be supplemented.   

• Out of hours CCTV monitoring should be conducted through a site specific team of 
two, backed up by monitoring support from Westminster or Lambeth CCTV control 
or by arrangement with another South Bank control room.   

• Emergency out of hours response capacity is required during the overnight period.   
• A high degree of cross team working will be required with VMG members especially 

CSCB security and South Bank Patrol.   
• GBT should provide for the contingency of purchasing police support to deal with 

criminal activity.   
• Emergency and evacuation strategies need to be produced in collaboration with 

adjacent landowners.  
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• We would expect Hostile Vehicle Mitigation to be provided as part of the capital 
project and planned in close collaboration with adjacent landowners. The optimal 
solution would be a South Bank Phase 2 HVM project protecting the whole area 
between Upper Ground and the River. (This view is shared by the MPS Counter 
Terrorism Security Advisor and will be recommended to Lambeth Planning).  

 
Cleansing services 
 

• Cleansing would be primarily litter picking services during the day with large scale 
deep cleaning conducted out of hours or at off peak periods.   

• Bin emptying should be conducted by the cleaning team, which should be sized to 
meet the expected demand and during peak hours may need up to four members. 
Resource provision will also need to take account of waste disposal arrangements 
and the distance from any collecting point.   

• Vandalism, in particular graffiti, will need to be dealt with in specified short reaction 
times.   

• Cleaning chemicals should be environmentally friendly and bio degradable.  
 
 
Waste management 
 

• Waste should be removed from the bridge via the north landing area.   
• Waste storage should be provided at the north landing area where there is space 

adjacent to an existing road.   
• Environmental strategies should include segregation of waste, a zero to landfill and 

carbon neutral target, with garden waste mulched and returned to the Bridge.  
 
Garden horticultural team 
 

• The Garden Bridge Trust will clearly be very aware of the reputational risks of any 
deficiencies in the management of what will make the Bridge unique and the 
following comments are intended to be helpful background.   

• The Garden Bridge planning application makes a strong case for volunteers to assist 
in delivery of garden maintenance. It will take time to establish and train the 
volunteers.   

• There will therefore be the need for a larger core of highly trained gardeners to be 
able to maintain the softer planted areas toward the centre of the bridge.   

• Storage of replacement plants will need to be off site.  
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Other 
 

• Measures will be essential to minimise the number of service vehicles accessing the 
south landing site through the very large numbers of pedestrians in this area. This is 
crucial to maintaining the character and success of the South Bank.   

• All elements of the capital design, both on and off the bridge should be executed 
with a view to minimising revenue costs.   

• Grey water sources for any irrigation requirement should be investigated.   
• All elements included in this paper should be designed and planned in close 

collaboration with CSCB, SBEG and neighbouring landowners.  
 
3. Additional Service Delivery on the Area of Impact on the South Bank  
 

a) The area of impact is taken to be the area highlighted on the attached plan – Annex 1. 
The area of greatest impact will clearly be the Queen’s Walk on either side of the Bridge 
Landing but increased footfall will also impact Bernie Spain Gardens and routes back 
from the river towards rail and tube stations which currently have very little visitor 
footfall. The area affected is at Annex 1. The map has been drawn taking account of 
increased pedestrian flows indicated in the Transport Assessment (TA).  

 
b) The step change in footfall generated by the Garden Bridge project will lead to the area 

around the South Landing becoming extremely attractive to illegal traders and others 
who derive income from visitors in a way that is not the case at the moment where most 
of such activity is at the London Eye/Jubilee Gardens end of the South Bank.  

 
c) The step change in footfall will also proportionately increase litter picking and waste   

disposal costs. It should be noted that the opening of the London Eye and Tate Modern 
in 2000 trebled the volume of litter collected on the Coin Street section of the Riverside 
Walkway.  

 
d) The key resources of security and cleansing are currently delivered with the joint 

resources of the CSCB team, the South Bank Patrol and the South Bank Clean Team. The 
additional resources set out below are the minimum required to mitigate the impact of 
the Bridge. They are presented as the headlines of staffing required - detailed 
deployment between the CSCB and SBEG teams and the best allocation of resource to 
deal with variations between the seasons and through the day will be assessed in more 
detail at a later stage.  

 
e) For the reputational reasons of local stakeholders, Lambeth and London, as with the 

management of the bridge itself, it is essential that all concerned ‘take the ground’ and 
set the standard of management from day 1.  
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f) Minimum additional resources required are as follows:  
 

Security   
The equivalent of two additional security personnel to cover the impacted area between 
11am and 8pm in the peak months (April to September) and 11am and 6pm in the 
quieter months (October to March).  

 
These staff would need to be able to call for reinforcement from the Garden Bridge 
Security Team and the South Bank Patrol and become part of the enforcement 
processes against illegal traders already established on the South Bank.   
They would need to be of a high calibre and are costed at £21 ph on the basis of the 
current SBEG South Bank Patrol contract costs, giving a total cost per year as follows:  

 
Summer  £69,174 
Winter  £53,802  
Total  £122,976  

 
Cleansing   
The equivalent of one additional cleaner to cover the area of highest impact between 
11am and 11pm in the peak months (April to September) and 11am and 7pm in the 
quieter months (October to March).  

 
Cost (based on current SBEG contracts) £16 per hour: 
Summer  £35,136   
Winter £23,424 
Total  £58,560  

 
Waste Management and Disposal   
Current waste management and disposal costs from public areas on the relevant part of the 
Coin Street Estate are £52,500 per year. On the basis of our current understanding of the 
pedestrian forecasts we recommend an increase of 35%, amounting to £18,375 pa  

 
Reactive Maintenance   
On the same basis there should be provision for increase of 35% on current costs of 
£29,000 pa amounting to £10,150 pa  

 
Enforcement   
An increase of 35% on current costs proportionate to the area of impact £8,000 pa  

 
Management and Administration   
There should be an allowance of 15% on the total of the above costs to allow for 
increased management and administration resource amounting to £32,709  
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Summary of costs  
Additional security resource £122,976 
Additional cleansing resource £58,560 
Waste management /disposal £18,375 
Reactive maintenance £10,150 
Enforcement £8,000 
Total Services £218,061 

Management charge 15% £32,709 

Total annual mitigation cost £250,770 
 
 
Note: these costs are expressed at current prices and will need to be increased in line with 
inflation to the appropriate baseline at the time of opening and annually thereafter. 
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