MAYOR OF LONDON

James Brokenshire MP Our ref: MGLA171214-4914
House of Commons
London SW1A OAA

Date: 28 JAN 2015

Dear James

Thank you for your letter of 15 December 2014 on behalf of your constituent |l about the
proposed Garden Bridge. | apologise for the delay in responding to you.

On 18 December 2014, acting under delegated authority, Sir Edward Lister, my Chief of Staff and
Deputy Mayor for Palicy and Planning, considered a report on this proposal, a copy of which is
enclosed for your constituent’s information. Sir Edward concluded that the proposal raised no
outstanding strategic concerns, and the application has now been left to Lambeth Council and
Westminster City Council to determine. in making his final decision Sir Edward had due regard to all
representations received, including those sent to both local authorities.

| hope this information is of use to | and thank you again for writing to me.

Yours ever,

}
Boris Johnson
Mayor of London

Enc.

City Hall, London, SE1 2AA mayor®iondon.gov.uk ¢ london.gov.uk * 020 7983 4000



MAYOR OF LONDON

Rob O’Sullivan Our ref: D&P/3333/01 & 3333a/02
Lambeth Planning Your ref 14/02792/FUL
Development Control Date: 18 December 2014

1* Floor Phoenix House

10 Wandsworth Road

London

SW8 2LL

Dear Mr O’Sullivan,

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999
and 2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008

Temple station, Temple Place to The Queen’s Walk (adjacent to the ITV building),
Lambeth reference: 14/02792/FUL

| refer to your letter of 5 December 2014 informing the Mayor that Lambeth Councll s minded to
grant planning permission for the above planning application. | refer you also to the notice that was
issued on 8 December 2014 under the provisions of article 5(1)(b})(i) of the above Order.

The Mayor has delegated his planning powers to me and having now considered a report on this
case {reference D&P/3333/01 & 3333a/02 copy enclosed), | am content to allow Lambeth Counclil
to determine the case Itself, subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and do not
therefore wish to direct refusal.

The application represents EIA development for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental impact Assessment) Regulations 2011, | have taken the environmental information
made avallable to date into consideration In formulating my decision.

Yaurs sincerely

E Il

Sir Edward Lister
Deputy Mayor and Chief of Staff

————

cc  Val Shawcross, London Assembly Constituency Member
Nicky Gavron, Chair of London Assembly Planning Committee
National Planning Casework Unlt, DCLG
Alex Williams, TfL
Mr Neil Chester, 10th Floor, Windsor House, 42- 50 Victoria Street, Londan, SW1H OTL

City Hall, London, SE1 2AA ¢ mayor@london.gov.uk ¢ london.gov,uk ¢ 020 7983 4000



MAYOR OF LONDON

John Walker, Operational Director Our ref: D&P/3333/01 & 3333a2/02
Development Planning Your ref 14/05095/FULL
Development Planning Date: 18 December 2014
Westminster City Hall

64 Victoria Street

London SW1E 8QP

For the attention of: Mathew Mason

Dear Mr Walker,

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999
and 2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008

Temple station, Temple Place to The Queen’s Walk (adjacent to the ITV building),
Westminster reference: 14/05095/FULL

| refer to your letter of 5 December 2014 informing the Mayor that Westminster City Council is
minded to grant planning permission for the above planning application. | refer you also to the
notice that was issued on B December 2014 under the provisions of article 5(1)(b)(7) of the above
Order.

The Mayor has delegated his planning powers to me and having now considered a report on this
case (reference D&P/3333/01 & 3333a/02 copy enclosed), | am content to allow Westminster City
Councll to determine the case itself, subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and
do not therefore wish to direct refusal.

The application represents EIA development for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental impact Assessment) Regulations 2011. | have taken the environmental information
made available ta date into consideration in formulating my decision.

Yours sincerely

E It e U

Sir Edward Lister
Deputy Mayar and Chief of Staff

cc Kit Malthouse, London Assembly Constituency Member
Nicky Gavron, Chair of London Assembly Planning Committee
Natlonal Planning Casework Unit, DCLG
Alex Williams, TfL
Mr Neil Chester, 10th Floor, Windsor House, 42- 50 Victoria Street, London, SW1H OTL

City Hall, London, SE1 2AA ¢ mayorf/londoan,gov.uk ¢ |london.gov,uk ¢ 020 7883 4000



GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

planning report PDU/3333/02 & 3333a/02
18 December 2014

Temple Station, Temple Place to The Queen’s
Walk (adjacent to the ITV building)

in the City of Westminster and London Borough of Lambeth
planning application nos. 14/05095/FULL & 14/02792/FUL

Strategic planning application stage Ii referral

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater Landon Authority Acts 1999 and 2007;
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008

The proposal

Erection of a pedestrian bridge, with Incorporated garden, across the River Thames from Temple

Station (Westminster) to The Queen’s Walk, in front of the ITV bullding (Lambeth), single storey
building adjacent to The Queen’s Walk for maintenance, management and welfare and up to 410
sq.m. of A1/A3/0D1 use.

The applicant
The applicant is The Garden Bridge Trust

Strategic issues
The delivery of a new iconic landmark for central London will contribute to its world city role
and is supported.

Issues with respect to pedestrian congestion, Blue Ribbon Network, strategic views,
inclusive design and transport have been resolved.

The Council’s decision

In this Instance Westminster City Council and Lambeth Council have resolved to grant permission.

Recommendation

That Westminster City Council and Lambeth Council be advised that the Mayor is content for
them to determine the case themselves, subject to any action that the Secretary of State may
take, and does not therefore wish to direct refusal or direct that he is to be the local planning
authority.

Context

1 On 12 June 2014 the Mayor of London received documents from Westminster City Councll
and Lambeth Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to
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develop the above site for the above uses. This was referred ta the Mayor under Category 2C 1 (h)
of the Schedule to the Order 2008: “a crossing over or under the River Thames”.

2 On 23 July 2014 the Deputy Mayor for Planning considered planning report
PDU/3333/01 & 3334/01, and subsequently advised Westminster City Council and Lambeth
Councll that the application did not comply with the London Plan, for the reasons set out in
paragraph B3 of the above-mentioned report; but that the possible remedies set out in that
paragraph of that report could address these deficlencies.

3 A copy of the above-mentioned report Is attached. The essentials of the case with regard
to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance
are as set out therein, unless otherwise stated In this report, Since then, the application has been
revised In response to the Deputy Mayar's concerns (see below). On 11 November 2014 Lambeth
Council decided that it was minded to grant planning permission and on 2 December 2014
Westminster City Councll also decided that it was minded to grant planning permission. Both
Councils advised the Mayar of this decision on 8 December 2014. Under the provisions of Article 5
of the Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor may allow the draft
declsion to proceed unchanged, direct Westminster City Council and Lambeth Councll under Article
6 to refuse the application or issue a direction to Westminster City Council and Lambeth Council
under Article 7 that he Is to act as the Local Planning Authority for the purposes of determining
the application and any connected application. The Mayor has until 21 December 2014 to notify
the Councils of his decision and to issue any direction.

4 The environmental information for the purpases of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 has been taken into account in the
consideration of this case.

5 Since the Mayor’s initial comments were provided and the Council’s took their decisions the
draft Further Alterations to the London Plan Examination in Public Inspector’s report has been
published and an “intend to publish’ version of the Further Alterations submitted to the Secretary
of State.

6 The decision on this case, and the reasons will be made available on the GLA's website
www.london.gov.uk.

Update

7 At the consultation stage Westminster City Council and Lambeth Councll were advised that
the application did not comply with the London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 83 of
the above-mentioned report; but that the possible remedies set out in that paragraph could
address these deficiencies:

Principle of development: The principle of the Garden Bridge as a horticultural attraction and
new open space, new pedestrian connection and landmark development that will contribute to
the Central Activities Zone's role as a leading visitor destination is supported. The loss of trees
and open space Is compensated by new provision. However, further discussion Is required
regarding the potential adverse impacts of pedestrian congestion and measures secured to deal
with unanticipated demand and impacts.

Blue Ribbon Network: The Garden Bridge will be a positive addition to the Blue Ribbon
Network. The PLA should canfirm that navigation is not adversely affected. Similarly the
Environment Agency/Natural England should confirm that biodiversity impact is minimised and
appropriately mitigated.
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Urban design and heritage: The design of the bridge and structures at either end Is of a high
quality.

Strategic views: The Bridge will have an impact on a number designated River Prospects, with
some identified landmarks becoming obscured/partially obscured; it will also result in the
intreduction of a new structure across the River which will change its current open characteristic.
However, the Bridge itself would be a new strategic landmark and will create new views from It;
this and the other public benefits autwelgh the harm caused. However, River Prospect 15B.1
should be assessed.

Inclusive design: A consultative access group should be established to deal with outstanding
access issues, such as the path design. Consideration should be given to accessible toilets.
Further discussion is required regarding disabled access on the north bank.

Climate change: The carbon savings fall short of the London Plan target, but as the energy
demand is very limited this does not raise a strategic Issue.

Transport: Matters relating to cycle parking, lift maintenance, additional taxi ranking facilities,
impact on Cycle Superhighway, London Underground asset protection, pedestrian impact,
canstruction impact, delivery and servicing and travel planning need to be resolved.

8 The applicant has responded to the Deputy Mayor’s concerns. Taking each point in tumn,
the following is noted.

9 The Deputy Mayor supported the principle of the project, but required further discussion
regarding the potential adverse impacts of pedestrian congestion and measures to deal with
unanticipated demand and impacts. This is a matter that a number of organisations and Individuals
raised in consultation (see Response to Consuitation section of this report) and that has been
discussed between the applicant and the two councils.

10 Both of the committee reports give extensive assessment of this, concluding that trip
generatlon assessments are acceptable but requiring a robust, comprehensive and responsive
operation and management plan (OMP). A draft of this plan has already been submitted and
commented on by interested parties. A condition has also been imposed requiring a planning
obligation to be submitted and approved by the planning authorities. The planning obligation will
require submission of a final OMP to be submitted for approval no later than six months before the
opening of the bridge. The OMP will then be reviewed after first, second, third and fifth year of
operation and every flve years thereafter. An aperations reference group will also be established
with key affected parties in early 2015 to discuss the OMP, The final OMP will be supported by an
asset management plan, landscape maintenance plan, normal operating procedure (to include
crowd management), transport plan, emergency action plan (including emergency evacuation),
servicing plan, waste management plan, maintenance implementation plan and an event
management plan.

11 The planning obligation will also require submission of an operational and maintenance
business plan and a surety and/or guarantee to secure the on-going maintenance of the proposed
bridge.

12 Free public access has been secured by condition although twelve closures will be
permitted, In addition to any enforced closures (such as for New Year's Eve fireworks) and closure
for routine maintenance. These closures would be necessary to hold fundraising events, which will
assist in the long term viability of the project. This is 2 reasonable proposition and would not
undermine the overall public benefits. Groups of eight or more visitors would be required to
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contact the Garden Bridge Trust to request a formal visit. This would assist in visitor management
and also assist in the control of protestors etc. The rationale for this is understood. The
Westminster committee report riotes that it is nat clear how this will be implemented ar managed,
however, concludes that the final detail can be addressed within the OMP, which s acceptable.

13 The measures secured satisfactorily address the concerns raised by the Deputy Mayor in
this respect.

14 The PLA has confirmed it has been in discussion with the applicant and has agreed
appropriate navigational parameters, conditlons relating to mooring relocation, scour protection,
turbulence and construction have been requested and imposed. Natural England had no objection
and the Environment Agency has suggested varlous conditions which have been imposed.

15  The impact on strategic views is another matter which a number of organisations (inciuding
the City of London Corporation and St Paul’s Cathedral) and individuals raised objection to. The
impact on views was assessed in the Stage | report and has been considered extensively in both
committee reports, An additional visual assessment from River Prospect 15B.1 was requested,
which has been provided. As anticipated the Garden Bridge at maturity (25 years) would impact on
the view of the City and St Paul’s Cathedral, although St Paul’s would not be completely obscured
and the dome would remain visible. As acknowledged at stage | there is some impact on views and
heritage assets. With careful management as secured by the S106 and conditions (which amongst
other controls sets a maximum tree/plant height of 15m above soil level), views of St Paul’s should
be maintained and officers consider that the setting of the Cathedral will be enhanced by the
bridge in views along the river. As noted in the Response to Consultation section of this report
English Heritage has concluded that the bridge will change but not cause harm to the setting of,
and views to and from the various historic assets identified. GLA officers concur with this view.

16 The planning abligation to be secured by the counclls also requires the establishment of a
spectalist forum to consult on mobllity and accessibllity issues, which is a welcome response to the
lssues ralsed at stage I. The applicant has also met with the GLA's Inclusive Design officer to
discuss the accessibility issues raised in the stage | report, specifically regarding accessible tollets
and access on the north side. With respect to absence of accessible toilets/tollets in general
(another frequent objection) the applicant has provided a further detailed justification for why
toilets cannot be provided. While it is disappointing the reasons are accepted. The applicant has
also committed to provide details of the location of the nearest accessible toilets on its website
and to include these detalls on the proposed signage boards. The applicant has also explained the
practical obstacles that prevent a thraugh lift being provided from the bridge level to Embankment
at this time, which are accepted. The through lift could still be provided in the future as part ofa
step free upgrade for Temple Station, which is welcomed.

Transport comments

17 AtStage 1 the propasal was considered to be in accordance with palicy and table 6.1 of the
London Plan thraugh Improving cross Thames connectivity. A number of detailed comments were
provided in respect of ensuring full confarmity with the London Plan.

18  Further discussions have taken place with the applicant and both Counclils since Stage 1,
and TfL is satisfied that all Issues have either been resolved or will be addressed through the
varlous working groups and detalled approvals processes. Tl also provided an updated response
to Westminster City Council (WCC) and Lambeth Council (LBL) en the 7 November 2014.
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Operations and Management Plan

19  Adraft Operations and Management Plan (OMP) was submitted to LBL and WCC,
providing draft principles in relation to opening and closure procedures and maintenance
procedures for the lifts. The submission, monitoring and review of the OMP will be secured by both
Counclls through the s106 agreement.

Parking and taxi changes
North bank

20  On Temple Place the proposals result in the need to remove four pay and display bays, two
disabled bays, two taxi ranks and two coach bays, This has been discussed with Westminster City
Council and Is subject to a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) amendment. TfL considers the bridge
may give rise to increased taxi trips. In order to adequately service demand for the bridge ranking
facilitles are requested on Temple Place. Tfi. requests further discussion with Westminster City
Council post determination of the planning application to identify space for ranking.

21  Submission and approval of the details of the permanent highway layout of Temple Place
has been secured by condition, and the implementation will be secured through the s106
agreement.

22 The proposal for relocation of coach bays from Temple Place to Victoria Embankment is
accepted In principle. This is subject to further discussion in relation to the East West Cycle
Superhighway (EWCS) (see below).

South bank

23 An existing rank on Upper Ground is capable of servicing the southem demand for taxis.
The demand for taxis once the bridge Is open will be monitored through the travel plan (see below)
to assess how the ranks perform.

Proposed East West Cycle Superhighway

24  TfL Is responsible for the delivery of the EWCS and Is the Highway Autharity for Victaria
Embankment. TfL is in discussion with the Garden Bridge project team and is confident the two
schemes can work together In this location. Following the current EWCS consultation TL will work
with the Garden Bridge project team to resolve any matters.

25  Temple Place southesn footway - the southern footway proposals associated with the
bridge can be accommodated into the proposals for the EWCS,

26 Temple Place West / Victoria Embankment Crossing - The Garden Bridge project team has
been looking at whether the predicted pedestrian numbers could be accommodated within the
proposed EWCS smaller island design detail. Recent modelling suggests this can accommodate the
predicted pedestrian numbers; however the Island would be busy. An option to Improve this
situation Is for EWCS to introduce a 3 stage crossing cycle rather than the 2 stages propased to
allow for increased crossing time.

27  TiL and the Garden Bridge project team are working together to try to secure coach
parking in the vicinity of the Garden Bridge. Alternative locations have been discussed with the two
praject teams and Westminster City Council. A Coach and Taxl Management Plan has also been
secured by condition.
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28  The condition related to detailed design of all effected highway space on Temple Place and
Victoria Embankment allows for the Garden Bridge Trust to liaise with TfL. EWCS team following
completion of the consultation and throughout the detailed deslgn phase.

London Underground (LUL)

29  LUL and the Garden Bridge project team are working closely together to agree the works
required at Temple London Underground station to accommodate the Garden Bridge, and a joint
Garden Bridge / LUL working group has now been established to co-ordinate all works to the
station, The Garden Bridge Trust is fully aware of the need for LUL approval of the works affecting
the station and the process for securing the necessary approvals.

30  Aslgnificant amount of dynamic simulation madeliing has occurred to predict the impact
on Temple Station. Based on the demand forecast the integration of the Garden Bridge with
Temple Station Is acceptable in principle to LUL.

31  Tfi. welcomes the Garden Bridge Trust commitment to monitoring of pedestrian numbers
on the bridge. TfL also recognise the Garden Bridge Trust commitment to create an Operations
Reference Group that will co-ordinate, plan and manage events with stakeholders. The OMP and
Operational Reference Group will be secured through the s106 agreement.

Pedestrian Connectivity

32  TfL welcomes the Garden Bridge Trust commitment in the draft OMP to undertake
monitoring of pedestrian numbers on the bridge during operation. The establishment of an
Operations Reference Group with stakeholders and the Garden Bridge Trust commitment to join
the South Bank Employers Group Visitor Management Group allow for mitigation measures post
operation to be discussed and considered.

33 TfL welcome the Garden Bridge Trust’s commitment ta the provision of Legible London
signage In the vicinity of the bridge. It is recommended that funding is made available to refresh
the map content of all local Legible London signs to show the new bridge. An initial amount of
work has been undertaken on the scope of the strategy and should continue via a formalised
strateqy Incorporating signage to Southwark London Underground station as requested by LBL
officers.

Trees

34  The application necessitates the removal of three trees from the Victoria Embankment. As
the removal of the trees requires agreement from the Director of Roads at TfL, further discussion
on this matter will be required with TfL.

Construction, servicing and travel plan

35  TfL welcomes the Garden Bridge Trust’s commitment to appointing a Construction Lialson
Manager and establishing Construction Liaison Forums. The Garden Bridge Trust has also
canfirmed they will Join existing forums both sides of the River Thames, as appropriate. A
Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) has been secured by condition and will be discharged in
cansultation with TfL.

36 A Delivery and Servicing Plan (DSP) has been secured by cendition, and should include the
provision of approprlate loading facilities on Upper Ground. A travel plan framework was submitted
with the application and will be secured through the s106 agreement.
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37 The bridge itself and the structures on the north bank are not liable for a Mayor of London
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) payment. The proposal for a commercial unit on the southern
landing point would generate the requirement for a CIL payment of £35 per square metre, the
charge applicable in the London Borough of Lambeth. The CIL amount should be confirmed by
Lambeth Council once the development components and charitable status of the Trust are
confirmed in line with the regulations.

Response to consultation

38  Both Westminster City Council and Lambeth Council carried out statutory consultation for
this planning application. The following statutory consultees, adjoining councils, organisations,
local businesses and elected representatives submitted comments:

English Heritage: Support proposal. Consider that it will change but not harm to setting of,
and views to and from, historic assets. The bridge will provide greater access to and from some
of the mast architecturally and historically significant buildings in central London and better
reveal their significance and increase enjoyment and understanding of their value. Views from
the bridge will present 2 unique opportunity for enhancing or better revealing the significance of
the existing heritage assets.

Environment Agency: Provided specific guidance and suggested conditions regarding flood
risk and surface water management, tidal flood defences, fisheries and biodiversity, groundwater
protection and land contamination prevention and pollution prevention.

Natural England: No objection.
English Heritage (Archaeology): standard conditions required.

Marine Management Organisation: Notes that issues raised at scoping stage have been
addressed and that a Marine License will be required.

Port of London Authority: No objection, separate PLA consents required, use of the River for
construction should be maximised and secured by condition.

Thames Water: Provided standard comments regarding sewer discharge and piling impact.
Thames Tideway Tunnel: Satisfied that agreement has been secured regarding asset protection.

Southwark Council: No formal objection but request construction option B not pursued given
impact on adjoining residents, construction management plan should account for nearby
consented developments, public tollets should be provided, query if segregated cycle route was
considered, assume archaeological impacts will be assessed, highlight issues relating to endurance
of chosen landscaping, long term operational management plan is required.

City of London Corporation: Bridge would result in significant adverse impact on views of St
Paul’s Cathedral and the City, visuallsations of views from the bridge should be provided along with
cumulative impacts of other emerging developments, management plan required to limit tree
height to avoid protected views.
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St Paul’s Cathedral: Lack of consultation, decision should be deferred, significant and irreversible
harm to designated views, new views from bridge not shown, concemed that GLA/EH have not
ralsed this, lack of clarity/confidence re on-going management especially of trees.

Westminster Society: Scheme falls to Impress, design is inelegant and chunky, negative impact
from significant views, tree planting Is a mistake.

Northbank BID: Impact of construction.

South Bank Employers Group: Sympathetic to concept and recognise benefits but no formal
position taken. Welcome commitment to resourcing operation and maintenance. Highlight the
following Issues, impact of waste servicing on south side, need for appropriate response to
security, illegal trading, anti-social behaviour, crowd control and general enforcement, impact of
not allowing cycling on bridge, elements of management and maintenance plans should be
provided pre-determination, efficacy of the operational reference group, engagement with existing
coordination mechanisms required, welcome annual payment towards additional security and
management costs of south Bank, require capital investment not required to be re-directed
elsewhere (e.g. hostile vehicle management), construction impact, riverside walkway should not be
closed during construction, River should be used for construction, GBT should become part of
south Bank wide construction logistics mechanism that have recently been agreed, welcome
employment /training measures which should be provided in collaboration with managers of
nearby green spaces. Further comment submitted following Lambeth committee report to reserve
position on construction routes in light of ITV concems.

Waterloo Community Development Group: Strong objections given harmful impact of
Increased pedestrian flows and visitors, impact on nearby residential occupiers, loss of open space,
Impact on strategic views, Impact on river and foreshore ecosystem, lack of clarity on source of on-
going revue, refute regeneration benefits. Submitted further representations following publication
of Lambeth Committee report identifying various shortcomings and Inaccuracles, including
conslideration of views impact, impact on Queen’s Walk impact of commercial use of south landing
building. Subsequently reiterated these concerns to Westminster, fallowing Lambeth’s resolution to
grant consent and the publication of Westminster committee report, noting Westminster officer’s
concluslons regarding impact on views but disagreeing with the balancing exercise carried out,
particularly In light of recent case law. Do not accept harm is outwelghed by public benefits, do not
accept that new views from the bridge will replace those lost, highlight substantial impact on a
number of views, Including of Westminster WHS, Somerset House, Victoria Embankment/South
Bank and River Thames. Also identify ather conkers, including Impact of additional visitors, lack
toilets, poor design, lack of credible business plan, harm to listed strcutures, loss of trees, impact of
temporary relocation of Tattersall Castle, construction impacts.

Middle Temple: Serlous concems regarding canstruction and operational impacts, particularly
from enhanced pedestrian flows and seek £736,503 for necessary mitigation, also seek
confirmation of funding arrangements for an-going maintenance. Further comments submitted in
light of Westminster's published committee report notes the concerns raised by Westminster
officers, the lack of section 106 agreement to secure appropriate mitigation, lack of surety and lack
of clarity/confidence re on-going management, as a consequence the propased decislon is deeply
flawed. Middle Temple also reiterates its previous concerns and do not accept the response
provided in the officers report.

Thames Central Open Space: Strongly object given detrimental impact on both sides of the
river, no need for the bridge/visitor attraction in this location, impact of increased pedestrian
flows, lack of tollets, loss of open space, Impact on views, lack of clarity re revenue funding, free
success should be secured In perpetuity, commitment of GLA funds an this project may mean less
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funding for schemes elsewhere in Lambeth, archaeological impact on foreshare. Further
presentation submitted following publication of Lambeth Committee report expressing concern
that a committee site visit did not take place and highlighting various errors in the officer report
relating to proximity of residential properties, lack of toilets, impact of queuing, impact of
servicing. Had also advised of a paper petition started locally in order to record names of peopie
specifically resident in the area, whilst not formally submitted at the time of finallsing the Lambeth
committee report it was advised to have 284 signatures. Thames Central Open Space has also
organised an on-line petition via change.org (see below).

Coin Street Community Builders: Acknowledge benefits of the bridge, subject to satisfactary
conclusion of matters relating to, construction management, detalled design, use of building on
south landing, pedestrian and vehicular access, servicing Including waste, mechanism for dealing
with additianal costs of managing/maintaining public realm, commitment to collaborate in respect
of neighbouring land and security. Had delayed formal response pending progress Is reaching
satisfactory arrangements, consider Lambeth committee report sets out sensible way forward,
subject to, current waste storage proposals are unworkable and should be via north side, cycle
parking should be on north bank, request condition preventing complete closure of queen’s Walk
and use of Bernle Spain gardens for construction vehicles, endorse suggestion that replacement
trees should be planted In the vicinity, robust granite surface should be used for replacement of
queen’s Walk post construction, €SCB should be fully invalved in reviewing various plans and
strategies.

Temple Residents Association: Impacts on Temple station and of increased pedestrian flows.

Arundel Great Court: Support principle but consider pedestrian flows are underestimated,
require further work/discussion re compatibility of public realm works with own/adjacent scheme
and noise impact, concerned about operational impact and adequacy of draft Operational
Management Plan. Further comments submitted ir light of Westminster’s published committee
report reiterate concern re uncertainty of predicted visitor numbers and how unpredicted impacts
will be addressed, lack of clarity re revenue funding and therefore integrity of operational
management plan, specific cancerns re impacts of queuing on temple Station roof.

Wellington Trust: Support proposal.
Somerset House: Welcome proposal

The Yacht London. Bridge will obscure downstream views from the yacht, thus making business
unviable, construction Impact and closure of temple station will impact business.

Capital Pleasure Boats: No objection but concerned re impact on business during construction
and operation.

Cory Environmental: Impact on riverbourne waste transfer during construction.
Kew Royal Botanic Gardens: support proposal

BFl: Support

National Theatre: Broadly supportive, concerned about construction impact.

ITV: Keen to express support but has significant concerns regarding impact of construction, but
also on operation, particularly any redevelopment potential of ITV site. Further representatians
recelved post publication of Lambeth committee report; reiterate deep cancerns particularly of
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construction impact on recording studios, audience queuing. Disagrees with SBEG re opposition to
closure of Queen’s Walk as consider this would be preferable to ather options.

IBM: support principle but concerned re construction and on-going management given narrowness
of Upper Ground.

Clir Mosley (Bishops Ward, Lambeth): Poor quality application, key matters should have been
resolved prior to determination rather than left to condition, lack of clarity/confidence re on-going
management, impact and consequences of Increased pedestrian flow (including anti-social |
behaviour, illegal trading etc), impact on local residents, loss of green space, lack of tailets, impact
on views.

Clir Kind (Bishops Ward, Lambeth): Lack of clarity/confidence re on-going management,
increased burden on Lambeth Council to deal with anti social behaviour, street cleaning and traffic
management, scepticism regarding visitor number prediction, impact of traffic, impact on cyclists,
impact of increased nolise and air pollution, impact of increased crime, antic sacial behaviour, illegal
trading, street gambling, request that If permission Is granted submission of various strategies and
management plans should be prior to construction, coach traffic and waste collection should be
from the north side, Bernie Spain Gardens should not be used for construction,
management/welfare and commescial space should be provided on the north side.

Clir Craig (Bishops Ward, Lambeth): Support application with the right conditions and right
focus on mitigation.

Val Shaweross, Assembly Member for Lambeth and Southwark: Impact on visitors and users
of queen’s Walk, Impact on local residents, impact of increased crime, antic social behaviour,
rubblsh, hawking and coach/taxi parking, impact on/loss of open space, impact on foreshore, lack
of clarity re ongoing funding/maintenance, impact on cycling, closure for corporate events, and
absence of toilets.

33 At the time of publishing their committee reports Westminster City Council and Lambeth
Council had recelved 13 and 66 objections respectively and 279 and 222 representations of
support respectively, Lambeth also received two general comments. A further 37 objections and 34
representations of support were received between the two counclls. The Mayor has recelved eight
objections and two comments suggesting altemative designs/proposals.

40  The objections raise the following issues, no need for bridge in this location/ should be
located elsewhere e.g. between Rotherhithe and Canary Wharf or Nine elms and Pimlico,
vanity/celebrity endorsed project with no justification, not a desirable route for pedestrians, would
be better used for cyclists, area already well served by bridges, nosth side has little attraction for
tourists, south bank over congested/too many tourist attractions in this location, impact of
increased pedestsians on overcrowded area, impact of coach parking, lack of regeneration benefits
for locality, loss of public open space, loss of trees, unique and calm atmosphere of Temple will be
lost, poor design, planting should be more radical, bridge should be partially/wholly glazed,
planting will not survive, impact on views/historic assets/openness of River Thames, impact of
increased pedestrian flows in Temple, lack of clarity on on-going maintenance/should not rely on
public purse for construction or maintenance/waste of public money, public funding in Lambeth
will be reduced to offset commitments already made, will attract anti-social behaviour, cumulative
impact of construction activity on South Bank, closure of the Queen’s walk/use of Bernle Spain
Gardens for construction is unacceptable, tollets should be provided, application Is weak/poar
quality, lack of public consultation prior to Govermment/Mayoral support, impact on archaeology
of foreshore, Mayor’s decision to charge for New Year’s Eve fireworks demonstrates that free
access Is not realistic, similar to concerns raised regarding River Park.
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11 A petition on the change.org website, organised by Thames Central Open Space, has, at the
time of writing this report, 1,827 signatures. The petition states that the project is inappropriate as
the south bank is full to capacity, there are other bridges nearby, the open space provided Is
insufficient and should be provided on dry land, harms iconic views, does not account for cyclist,
scheme should be located elsewhere.

42  Waterloo Action Centre also has a petition of 60 signatures objecting to use of public
money on the bridge when the NHS is underfunded and many including children are now hungry, if
a bridge is a priority it should go where it is needed, area is short of open space and open view of
Thames is valued.

43  The Issues raised by objectors have been addressed in this repart, the Deputy Mayor’s
initial response and the councils committee reports and addendums. Where appropriate and
necessary these have been overcome by the imposition of conditions and the proposed planning
obligation.

Article 7: Direction that the Mayor is to be the local planning authority

44  Under Article 7 of the Order the Mayor could take over this application provided the policy
tests set out In that Article are met. In this instance the councils have resofved to grant permission
with conditions and a proposed planning obligation, which satisfactorily addresses the matters
ralsed at stage |, therefore there is no sound planning reason for the Mayor to take aver this
application.

Legal considerations

45 Under the arrangements set out in Article S of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of
London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power under Article 6 to direct the local planning
authorities to refuse permission for a planning application referred to him under Article 4 of the
Order. He also has the power to Issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act as the local
planning autharity for the purpose of determining the application and any connected application.
The Mayor may also leave the decision to the |ocal authorities. In directing refusal the Mayor must
have regard to the matters set out in Article 6(2) of the Order, including the principal purposes of
the Greater London Authority, the effect on health and sustainable development, national policies
and international obligations, reglonal planning guidance, and the use of the River Thames. The
Mayor may direct refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary to good
strategic planning in Greater London. If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor must set out his
reasons, and the local planning authorities must issue these with the refusal notice. If the Mayor
decides to direct that he is to be the local planning authority, he must have regard to the matters
set aut in Article 7(3) and set out his reasons in the direction.

Financlial considerations

46  Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any subsequent appeal
hearing or public inquiry. Government Planning Practice Guidance emphasises that parties usually
pay their own expenses arising from an appeal.

47  Following an inquiry caused by a direction to refuse, costs may be awarded against the
Mayor if he has either directed refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from a planning authority
unreasonably; or behaved unreasonably during the appeal. A major factor in deciding whether the
Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which he has taken account of established

planning palicy.
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48  Shouid the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation. He would also be responsible for
determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the councils to do s0) and
determining any approval of details (unless the councils agrees ta do se).

Conclusion

49  The Garden Bridge will be an iconic addition to London’s skyline and will contribute to Its
World City role. It does have an impact on strategic views and heritage assets, but provides a
number of public benefits. The new views from the bridge will also provide a unique opportunity
for enhancing or better revealing the significance of various heritage assets. The concerns
regarding pedestrian congestion, accessibility and transport have been satisfactorily addressed.

for further information, contact Planning Declsions Unit.

Colin Wilsan, Senlor Manager - Planning Decisions

0207983 4783 email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk

Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions)
0207983 4895  email justin.car@london.gov.uk
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GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
planning report D&P/3333/01 & 3333a/01
23 July 2014

Temple Station, Temple Place to The Queen’s
Walk (adjacent to the ITV building)

in the City of Westminster and London Borough of Lambeth
planning application nos. 14/05095/FULL & 14/02792/FUL

Strateglc planning application stage 1 referral

Tawn & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007,
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008

The proposal

Erection of a pedestrian bridge, with Incorporated garden, across the River Thames from Temple
Station (Westminster) to The Queen's Walk, in front of the ITV buliding (Lambeth), single starey
bullding adjacent to The Queen’s Walk for maintenance, management and welfare and up to 470
| sa.m. of A1/A3/D1 use,

The applicant
The applicant is The Garden Bridge Trust

Strategic issues

The delivery of a new Iconic landmark for central Landon will contribute to its world city role
and is supported,

Issues with respect to pedestrian congestion, Blue Ribbon Network, strategic views,
mclusive design and transport shouid be resolved before the application is referred back to the

Mayuar,

Recommendation

That Westminster Clty Councll and Lambeth Councll be advised that the applications do not
comply with hwdmﬂmfmthemmsetmhpamgnphﬁofthkmmﬂ. but that the
possible remedies set out in that paragraph could address these deficiencles.

Context

1 On 12 June 2014 the Mayor of London recelved documents from Westminstsr City
Councll and Lambeth Council natifying him of planning applications of potential strategic
importance to develop the above site for the sbove uses, Under the provisions of The Town &
CnunﬁyPlamthayorofLondmﬂOrdumﬂremyorhisuntHB.UyZOM to provide the
Cmndlswlthammmnmmmmdmmnmewplaﬁmmpuxmm
London Plan, and his reasons for taking that view, The Mayor may also provide other comments.
Thlsrepo:tsetsoutlnfnmuﬁonfonhemyursmelndeddlngnhatdedsbntomake.
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2 The applications are referable under Category 2C 1 (h) of the Schedule to the Order 2008:
~a crassing over or under the River Thames™.

3 Once Westminster City Councll and Lambeth Council have resoived to determine their
respective application, they are required to refer It back to the Mayor for his declslon as to whether
to direct refusal; take it over for his own determination; or allow the Council to determine [t Jtself.

4 The environmental Information for the pusposes of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 has been taken Into account in the
consideration of this case.

5 The Mayor of Londen’s statement on this case will be made avallable on the GLA webslte
www.london.gov.uk.

Site description

6 North bank - the bridge will over-sall Victorls Embankment (part of the Transport for
London Road Network, TLRN) and land on the roof of Temple Underground station (Circle and
District lines), which Is a single storey building Incorporating the station ticket hall, as well asa
public house, The topography rises from the River northwards toward Strand; as a resuit the station
building Is approximately half a story above Temple Place to the north. Stairs from Temple Place
provide public access to the station roof. To the west of the station buikding Is an enclosed private
green space (Temple Gardens West) with the Grade Il listed Somerset House beyond, there s also a
Grade |l listed cabman’s shelter located on Temple Place (within the application site), as well as two
coach parking bays. To the east of the station is Temples Gardens, public open space (a Grade |I*
Registered Park and Garden). Immediatsly to the north of Temple Place Is Arunde! Great Court,
which has consent for a mixed use residentizl, office and hotel scheme, The whole of the
Westminster application site lies within the strand Conservation Area, The river wall along Victoria
Embankment Is Grade Ii listed; there are also two Grade i listad benches on Victaria Embankmant
within the application site and a Grade Il listed memorial to Willlam Thomas Stead, The
embankment is lined with mature trees.

7 THL has emerging plans for an East - West Cycle Superhighway (EWCS) to be located on
the Victorla Embankment. :

B ulwr-atthlspnlntthamvnrlsnppmadmtelyzsomnsmitlsdcslgmtedasam
of Metropolitan importance for Nature Conservation, There are three maorings on the Westminster
part of the River, St Katherine, also known as The Yacht, a lwary steam yacht operating as a
restaurant permanently moored at Temple Pler (Grade 1l listed), the PLA Driftwood barge is also
permanently moored at Temple Pies, HQS Wellington is moored at Temple Stairs and is a heritage
ship that has.a museum and Hbmyaswellashomhgﬂnhndquatersofthemmurable
Cnmpanyofummﬂmmmmmooﬂngswlﬁllntlnumbathplttofthemver;ﬂmeare
mid-stream and ot physically connected ta the siverhank.
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10 The nearest existing river crossings ta the site are Waterloo Bridge (250m west) which
fnrm:f p:hr: of the Strategic Road Network (SRN) and Blackfriars Bridge (650m east) which forms
part TLRN,

p
above, both landing points accard a public transpart accessibliity |evel (PTAL) of 6 on a scale of
16, representing an excellent fevel of sccessibility.

Details of the proposal

12 The application proposes a 366m pedestrian bridge, with incorparated garden, spanning the
River Thames, landing on the roof of Temple Underground station on the north side and on The
Queen’s Walk (In front of the ITV building) on the south side. The bridge structure would be built
from radiating wedge segments from two plers within the River, The width of the bridge will vary
from 30m over the piers narowing to approximately 6.5m; the bridge soffit will have a maximum
helght of 14.3m above Maan High Water snd will be 6.7m above The Queen’s Walk and 8.5m

13 Ontheuorl:hsidethebﬂdgawﬂlbeaccassedintwoslags.ﬂlsdyvlastahsorarampﬂun
Temple Gardens to the station roof and then via stairs or lift, Similarly on the south side ths bridge
wlﬂbeammdhmshgs,mﬁlghbufmhswa"& will lead from The Queen’s Walk to a

building and will contain malntenance, storage and weifare facilities for the bridge staff and
8pproximately 410sq.m. of A1/A3/D1 floarspace.

14 The proposal will result in the loss thres trees on the north bank and 27 on the south bank.
Between one and five further trees will be felled on the south bank depending on the final
constzuction aption. The proposal also requires the permanent relocation of the Listed cabman’s
shelter and temporary relocation of the two listed benches. A connected listed bullding consent
application has been submitted for this.
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Case history

15 A pre-application meeting was held In January 2014, The proposal has also been presented
to the Mayor’s Design Advisory Group.

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance
16  The relevant Issues and corresponding pollcies are as follaws:

s World city role London Plan; draft Landon Planning Statement

o Tourism/lelsure London Plan;

o Openland London Plan; All London Green Grid SPG

« Blue Ribbon Network London Plan

» Urban deslgn gt,:nﬁ'don Plan; Shaping Nelghbourhoods: Charocter and Context,
» Tall bulldings/views London Plan, London View Monagement Framework SPG

» Historic Environment London Plan;

o Access London Plar; Accessible London: achieving an Inclusive

environment SPG; draft Accessible London SPG

e Sustainable development  London Plan; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG; Mayor’s
Climate Change Adaptation Strategy, Mayor’s Climote Change
Mitigation and Energy Strategy; Mayor's Water Strategy

e Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transpart Strategy;

17 Forthe purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the
development plan In force for the area is the Westminster City Plan: Strategic Policles (2013),
Lambeth Core Strategy (2011), the 2007 Westminster Unitary Development Plan (saved policles)
and Zgl’lgn Lambe‘lhm Unitary Development Plan (saved policies) and the 2011 London Plan with
2013 ns.

18  The following are also relevant material considerations:

The National Planning Policy Framework and Technical Guide to the National Planning
Policy Framework

The draft Lsmbeth Lacal Plan (Submission draft)

The Watarloa Opportunity Area Planning Framewark

Lambeth Waterioo SPD

The draft Further Alterations ta the London Plan

Principle of the development

19  The Garden Brldgesetsouttnadﬂeveanumberofobjecumtncmte a new pedestrian
fiver crossing and reduce severance, ta improve the quality of the padestrian environment and
therefore encourage walking, to improve transport connectivity by providing an altemative link to
the underground nietwork at Temple Station for the South Bank, to support economic development
of areas on both sides of the bridge, to support LondorT’s visitor and tourist economy and to creste
a new public apen space and garden In Central London.
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20 Theiconic nature of the design, the new viewpoints it will create and the Inherent
attractiveness of a high quality landscaped open space will create a popular visitor attraction that
will support London’s world city role. It will add to the existing network of cultural and tourist
attractions on the South Bank as well es provide an altemative route to these faclitties from the
Underground network. The proposal will enhance Londor’s Green Grid, linking up existing open
spaces north and south of the River as well as Improving options for walking fn the City. The loss of
open space on the south bank and removal of a number of mature trees |s autweighed by
significant amount of new planting and urban grezning. The development delivers a number of
abjectives within the London Flan and is supported In a number of policy terms, although glves rise
to some Issues and other policy and impact terms, as set out helow.

21  The proposal will introduce a new visitor attraction Into the South Bank and there Is
concern that this area will become over congested, adversely affecting its attractiveness, The
applicant has canrled aut demand forecasting based on pedestrian flows on existing bridges, bus
and pedestrian trip diversions and trips created by the bridge as an attraction, having regard ta
similar horticultural based attractions (e.g. RHS Chelsea Flower Shaw), the High Line, a likely splke
in the first few years of operations (based on evidence of the London Eye) and likefihaod of
pedestrians from the south bank visiting the bridge but tuming back rather than continuing to
Temple. The applicant’s assassment does acknowledge that there is nothing directly comparable
and therefore there Is a degree of uncertainty, The assessment predicts 7 million visitors annusally,
with peak weekday demand of 4,000 people (between 5pm and 6pm) and 5,000 people on a
Saturday (between Spm and 6pm). The applicant has stated that queues can be managed easlly
and safely on both banks, given the two stage access amangement and the opportunity for the
landing decks to operate as holding areas,

22 While It s clear that tha applicant has sought to rabustly assess the potential Impact further
discusslan Is required to ensure that this is sufficlent and that sultable reasures can be put in place
to deal with unanticipated demand and impacts.,

Blue Ribbon Network

23 TheRiver Thames Is part of the Blue Ribbon Network, palicy 7.29 of the London Plan
identifies the River as & strategically Important and Iconic feature of London, which should be
protected and promoted. The Garden Bridge will be a positive addition to the River Thames in this
location, providing a new dedicated pedestrian route that will sllow users to pass over, linger and
enjoy the River and all of its attributes in a pacchdandttanqnllenmmt.Thebﬂdgedslgn
includes two plmwlﬂdnduﬂlwr.'ﬂuappllcanthumgagedwithtbePwtofl.nndnnAuﬁlonty
(PLA) and stxtes that these have been located to protect the alignment of the primary and
secondary navigational channels, the height also meets navigational clearance requirements, The
PLA should confirm It is satisfled that the bridge will not adversaly affect navigation of the River.

24  The applicant has proposed a draft code of construction practice which lists a range of
measures which the contractor will, as far as reasonably practicable; protact biodiversity when
working In the River. This commitment Is welcomed; the Environment Agency and Natural England
should also be satisfied that the warks will minimise any herm to blodiversity and whether any
further mitigation s necessary.
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Urban design and heritage

25  The design of the bridge respands well to the differing contexts of the north and south
bank. On the north bank the new stalrs, mmp and balustrade will be stone/stane effect to
complement the existing facade of Temple statlon, The new bullding on the south bank, on which
the bridge will land, has been designed to reflect the character of the surrounding modernist
bulldings. The structure comprises concrete columns with elther glazing or bronze anodised
gluminlum grille panels. The bronze panels are designed to be easily removabla, so that an active
frontage could be provided on the south side of the building, should redevelopment/re-modelling
of the [TV building occur.

26  As stated above the saffit of the bridge will be 80;10 copper nickel, this will be a
continuous material fram the deck edges to below low tide level. The matesial has been chosen for
durability against the specific environmental conditions of the site; it Is resistant to algae growth,
not affected by direct exposure to rain or sunlight and is used extensively in shipbullding and off-

shore ol Industry.

27  The applicent has carried out a thorough assessment of the Impact of the propasal on
designated and non-designated heritage assets and thelr settings within and surrounding the
application site, Generally the effect of the development is not significant an these assets although
It Is noted that there would be a permanent significant adverse effect on the setting of Somerset
House, although a permanent significant beneficial effect of creating new views of Somerset
House, similarly the propasal would have a permanent significant beneficial effect on Waterloo
Bridge by introducing new views of it. The proposal would aiso have a permanent significant
beneficial effect on the South Bank Conservatlon Area through enhanced public realm, although
thare would be a temporary significant adverse effect during construction, -

28 itis clear that a considerable amount of thought and care has gone into the design and
cholce of matesials, having regard to the surrounding context and heritage assets. The result is a
striking design that enhances both conservation areas and will provide a positive contribution to

the riverscape.

Strategic views

29  The applicztion site [s over-salled by the linear view and protected vista from King Hemy's
Mound to St Paul's Cathedra), the applicant has assessed the Impact during construction and
following completion, noting that during construction the tops of cranes may be visible but would
be barely perceptible and have a negligible impact. The completed schema will set below the
development threshold plane and will not affect strategic view.

30  The Garden Bridge will also be visible from a number of River Prospects, identified in the
London View Management Framework. The applicant has carried out an assessment of these,
looking at current view and proposed (where appropriate showing yeer 1 completion and year 25,
winter/summer day/night).

31  River Prospect 17B.3 & 17B.2 view downstream from Golden Jubilee/Hungerford Bridge -
the new bridge itself will be largely obscured by Waterloo Bridge, aithough the planting would be
vistble, especially in year 25, although this would not affect the view of 5t Paul’s Cathedral.
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32 River Prospect 15B.2, Waterloa Bridge downstream - this view would change significantly
as a result of the bridge belng constructed in the foreground of this open vista looking down river
towards the City. Parts of Temple Gardens, Ofd Balley and St Bride’s Church (identified fandmarks
In the LVMF) wauld be obscured by year 25, Other buildings/structures obscured/partially
obscured Include BlackFriars Bridge and 20 Fenchurch Strest. There Is no assessment of River
Prospect 15B.1, while this [s likely to have a similar Impact, Is would appear that the north pler and
thus the trees above it would be In line of sight of St Pauls Cathedral and may well obscure it on
maturity. This view should therefore be assessed,

33 River Prospect 14A.1, Blackfriars Bridge upstream, again this view wauld change
significantly as a result of the Introductian of the bridge into the foreground, it would ohscure
n;st of Waterloo Bridge from completion and by year 25 parts of Somerset House would alsg be
obscured,

34 River Prospect 16A.1, the view Is principally focussed across the River to Somersat House
and the Bridge would have no effect on this, HQS Wellington would also remain visfble, Looking
further to the east than Identified In the designated view It Is currently possible to see St Paul’s
Cathedral. This would be abscured by the development.

35  Ovenall there would be some Impact on the strategic views assessed, with the |oss of
vistbility of some identified landmarks, The introduction of a new structure acrass the River will also
impact on the generally uninterrupted views of the wide sweep of River at this point, which Is a key
characteristic. However, the bridge itself would ba a new strategic landmark that would enhance
these views, This together with the other identiffed public benefits is likely to outweigh the limited
harm caused, however the assessment of 15B.1 should be carrled out.

36  The Garden Bridge will also create new river prospect views, which may well, in time,
become designated LVMF views, albeit that it affects existing River views.

Inclusjve design

37  Theaim of London Plan Pollcy 7.2 Is to ensure that proposals achieve the highest standards
of accessibility and Inclusion. Inclusive design principles If embedded Into the development and
design process from the outset help to ensure that all of us, including older peaple, disabled and
Deaf people, children and young people, can use the places and spaces proposed comfortably,
safely and with dignity.

38  Adetalled inclusive dstgnsxﬂonbhdududhﬁudslgnmdmsﬁtmmt.wﬂdﬂs
welcomed, Tha sectian sets out clearly the intent to work to the principles of Inclusive Design and
Londan Plen Policy 7.2, However there are some of areas where the current propasals need further
consideration or further clarification Is required. Further information can also be found in the
consultation draft of the Accessible London SPG:

Lt Al

39 Consultation - It is noted from the Design and Access Statement that the applicant has
consulted with the RNIB and TfL Equality and inclusion Advisor, The Statement of Community
Involvement identifies that a number of accessibility graups and organisations were contacted
during the development of tha scheme, which is welcomed.
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4D  itls noted that some elements of the deslgn Including lighting and secondary path
materials are still to be developed and that no formal on-going consultation with disabled people
and disabled people’s organisations other than the RNIB Is identified. Considering that this
development will be a significant new element of infrastructure for Londan It is strongly
recommended that a praject specific consultative access group should be formed to provide more
detalled Input Into the design. Further information is provided within the consultation draft of the
Accessible London SPG.

41  Sodal Infrastructure - London Plan Policy 3,16 Protection and Enhancement of Soclal
Infrastructure and Policy 7.5 Public Realm reinforce the importance of public tollets. Palicy 7.5 of
identifies that developments shauld Incorporate local soctal Infrastructure such as pubiic tollets
where eppropriate.

42  Thedesign and access statement identifies that due to the number and proximity of

icly accessible toilet facllities to the bridge, it Is not envisaged as necessary to provide
additional tollats for bridge visitors, This is In tine with adjacent pedestrian bridges such ss the
Millennium Bridge and Golden Jubllee Bridges. it should be noted that Millennlum Bridge and the
Golden Jubllee Bridge offer very different experiences to what Is proposed for the Garden Bridge.

43  Thedesign and access statement identifies that this Is a new garden for London. it Is likely
that dwell time for visitors to the bridge will be greater. The publically accessible tollets in the
vicinity are not public tollets but tollets located within publically accessible bulldings, such as
Somerset House or the Royal festival Hall.

44  Considering this will form a new destination, and not just be a bridge, it Is therefore
dissppointing that public tollets have not been included within the proposals. It Is recommended
that the applicant reconsider this.

45  North Bank - Even though step-free access ls achleved it is very disappointing lift access is
not proposed from Embankment. The transport assessment Identifies that a significant number of
people will access the bridge from Embankment and that the Embankment is the nearest location
for public transport and coach parking. The Design and Access statement does nat address how
people would gain access to the mmp from the surrounding area and It Is therefore unclear as to
the rationale of the final proposal.

46 Thesectlnnsofthepmpwnftandmnpmshnwamangeln level from ticket hall
leve} to the Roof Terace (where the lift Is accessed) that is approximately 4.75 metres, Note that
where a change in leve! is grester than 2 metres then an altemnative to 2 ramp Is recommended by
mmemmmmnatﬂsemthmzmhmasa result of the topography of
:h&ema disabled persan unable to use steps would have to over more than 2 metres to access the
i

47  ‘The design and access statement |dentifies that the proposed ramp will conform to the
requiremants of 858300:2009 +A1: 2010, however the ramp only overcomes 1.5 metres of the 4.75
metre change in level, The studies thcluded within the Design and Access Statsment seems only to
assume that people will arrive from Arunde! Street.

48  Therefore darification is required regarding:
e The gradlents within the public rezim required to be overcome s reaching the ramp from

Embankment and whether further mitigations are required to this route to ensure itis
accessible,



* Why lift acress Is not achleved from Embankment as well as the higher leve! of Temple
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49  The application notes that the lifts are the only significant strueture to rise ahove the
bridge deck and this would make them clearly visible, However thelr location fs above the Temple
Station entrance and it could be percelved that the entrance to the lifts was from this level, It is
therefore Iikely that the design will require signage to address wayfinding rather then relying on
the bullt farm, which is disappointing.

50  Southbank - Elevations appear to suggest that the soffit underneath of the stair would

be accessible and as such could be a hazard to people who are Blind and partially sighted,
further clarification is required.



51  Bridge deck - Lald brick Is proposed as the primary circulation route. In order for such a
material to not present as a barsler, especially to wheelchalr users, the quality of specification,
Installation and ongolng malntenance and repatr will be important.,

52  The indicative mages within the design and access statement suggest that the secondary
paths would not be aaslly accesslble to 3 wheelchalr user ar someone using a walking ald. Itis
noted that at least ane of each set would be accessible and this will be developed during
detalled design.

53  Toallay concems the nature of the paths and materials used further consultation with
disabled people is strongly recommended.

54  Cyclists - Cyclists will not be allowed, which will be beneficial to many disabled and
older Londoners, however the applicant needs to be mindful that some diszbled people use
cycles (often adapted) as a mobility aid and as such further detall of how this will be managed Is

.

Climate change adaptation and mitigation

55 The applicant has applied the Mayor's energy hierarchy and secured 14% savings from
energy efficlency and 16% savings from the use of ground source heat pumps, Coinbined heat
power and connection to district heating have been discounted due to the very limited demand for
energy. While the total carbon dioxide savings of 28% fall short of the London Plan target, the
applicant has endeavoured to maximise carbon savings opportunities on site. Given that residual
carbon emissions are small, given the very limited enesgy demand and that the site is not of
strateglc significance with regards to energy, the proposgls are accepted.

Transport

56  Design - The Bridge will mainly cater for pedestrians, with cyclists able to wheel over thelr
bikes. The proposulforaﬂcydespamntthemrth bank of the bridge and 20 spaces on the south
sidelssupponed.Mswmldsedﬂatt!ﬂslevdofpmlﬂoncmalsocaterfnrstaffandwlmm
working at the bridge, and this is in accordance with London Plan policy 6.9. The exact location of
the southem cycle parking should be agreed with Lambeth Council, and a condition is
recommended (n this regard.

57  Onthe nosth bank access Is gained by lifts or steps from the deck structure to the roof of
Temple Station and thereafter via ramp or steps to Temple Place. The lang term aspiration Is to
deliver a Iift direct from the bddgedecktostreet!evd;ﬂﬂslsnotcummlyposﬂbleasﬁlrﬂler
structural assessment work Is required. Whilst a step free access solution exists, there are
concemns with this, as set out aarller In the report. Therefora a single Iift would be advantageous
in reducing the number of stages to access the bridge. TiL encourages its onward delivery.

58  The bridge will be open between 6am and midnight, 7 days a week, with gates on the
mnhbankmdshuuammﬂlesouthbankimlbdmwnﬁolmwdmnmmanfn
shauld be avallable throughout the opening hours of the bridge and a maintenance amangement
implemented to ensure a continuous link for all users. This should all be formalised through the
Operations and Management Strategy with the two Councils, secured by condition.

59 HId!myWurlu-Onﬁzenotﬁlbonknewstdlsmd ramps will connect the Temple
station rooftop with Temple Place. It Is understood that as part of the proposals both in the
construction phase and operationsl phase, changes to Temple Placa will occur resulting in an
increased amount of public realm. It Is proposad to reverse traffic flaw on Sumey Street by
maidngttmmynotwbnund.tnmdumﬂmonhmpleﬁm. A further junction alteration is
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proposed on the Strand, These changes are supported In principle and are considered consistent
with London Plan policy 6.10.

60  The proposals result in the need to remave four pay and display bays, two disabled bays,
two taxi ranks providing spaces, and two coach bays from Temple Flace. This has been discussed
with the City of Westminster and is agreed in princlple. The existing Cabmen's sheiter and
assaciated taxi anks will be relocated from Temple Place to Surrey Street via the removal of nine
pay and display spaces on Surrey Street. A jocation has besn agreed In principle with TL and the
Cabmen’s Shelter Fund. As the shelter is a listed bullding, a separate application for listed
bullding consant will be submitted to facilitate this change,

61  The bridge may give rise to increased taxi trips, In order to atlequately service demand
for the bridge ranking facilities may be required, TfL requests further discussion with
Westminster City Council and Lambeth Council around Identifying spaca for ranking, Once the
bridge Is open the demand for taxis should be monitored through the travel plan,

62 The proposal for relocation of coach bays from Temple Place to Victoria Embankment Is
accepted in principle. This Is subject to further discussian In refation to the EWCS.

63  Propusad East West Cycle Superhighway - Tf. Is currently refining designs for a
proposed EWCS, The proposed route was identified In the Mayor's cycling vision and the exact
designs will be subject to consultation later this year. Whilst the scheme is not yet committed,
there are a number of design considerations for the bridge project which are subject to ongaing
discussion. They relate to footway design, crassing capacity an the Victoria Embankment and
the relocation of coach bays, updates will be provided.

64  London Underground - A number of modifications are required at the station to
facilitate the bridge landing on the roof, A station closure s likely to be required to facllitate this
work. This approach has been discussed In principle with LU; however It is vital that detalled
discussion occurs between LU and the Garden Bridge Trust to agree the detailed construction
methodology end implementation processes so as ta comply with LU asset protection
requirements. A number of conditions may be required to facilitate these works and the exact
scope will be confirmed as well 2s the legal mechanism to seture them,

65  Theimpact of the Garden Bridge on the future aperation of Temple Station has zlready
been tested with dynamic simulation models. In order to effectively mansge the station TR,
requests that the travel plan Include such provisions for monitoring of demand on the ststion
during events as well as mitigation and management measures,

66  Pedestrian Connectivity - The comprehensive assessment of the quality of pedestrian
comfort and quality assessments (PERS audit) in the vicinity of the bridge is welcomed. The
Pﬁmmmmmohownysmfcdmmelwdcfdmmd.AMghdemm
scenario did identify padestrian comfort decreases for short periods of the day. As noted earlier
in the report there is concermn regarding the Impacts of pedestrian congestion and therefore
further discussion Is required, regarding the assessment as well as monitoring to be undertaken
as part of the Travel Plan, agreed with Lambeth and Westminster City Councils. This should
incorporate the effects of pedestrian demand to the new bridge, such that should any problems
of pedestrian congestion arise, they are mitigated by the promoter gs part of the Operations md
Management Strategy.

67 Thcmnuﬂhmttahmﬂqatnﬁwptwhbnoﬂeglblebndms!gnagehtheﬂd&yof

the bridge through a wayfinding strategy Is supported. It is recommended that funding Is made
avallable to refresh the map content of all local Leglble Lendon signs to show the new bridge.
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Further discussion Is required on the appropriate amaunt of new signs, thelr location and the
proposed method and cost of updating nearby mapping with the method of securing this
Infrastructure. This would ensure conformity with London Plan Paficy 6.10.

68  Construction - The construction coverags within the Transport Assessment Is
welcomed. A Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) for the project should be secured by condition
and THL consulted on the discharge, The CLP should be drafted in Hne with TfL’s guidance
avallable at Wuwmmgmmmwmmum

plans?intcmp=7830.

69 In partnership with construction industry, TiL has developed a Standard for Construction
Lagistics, to reduce risks to vulnerable road users of construction vehicles. The Standard seeks
to promote Impraved driving practices and use of safar vehicles. A commitment from the
applicant and thelr primary contractoss to demand a higher leve! of safety should form a key part
of the CLP. Signing up to the Standard, as well as the Fleet Operator Recognition Scheme
(FORS, or equivalent) hefps in part to achieve this. Conflict points should be identified on the
frelght routes to the site, with traffic and pedestrian management equipment and cycle specific
safety equipment should provided. Contractor vehicles should Include side-bars, blind spot
mirrars and detection equipment to reduce the risk and Impact of callisions with other road users

and pedestrians on the capital’s roads. Please see: btz L ).
nt/managing-risks wrer. TfL requests the applicant and

DE/IRIONnELSal Kl Nl =Lre-enViroNimEl

thelr contractors sign up to this standard.

70  The majority of materals will be transported by barge In line with London Plan palicy
6.14 which Is supportad, Coordination of the bridge construction with other significant
construction prajects using the river will be critical to ensure that the number of barges can be
accommodated whilst maintaining safety for other river users. The existing interfate with the
Port of Londan Authosity (PLA) and Thames Tideway Tunnel should be maintained. It may be
necessaty to include specific planning conditions In order to Implement safe practices.

71 Given the Interface with the proposed EWCS and the strategic nature of the TLRN,
construction from Victoria Embankment Is in princlple discouraged as far as possible, Temporary
dosures may be permitted and the full CLP should st out the detalled methods via discussion
with TFL. The options should be remain flexdible and reviewed through the discharge of the
condition. TiL should be consuited on the CLP prior to It being agreed.

72 TiL recommends 3 mnsnualonfmmnismedanmechammtnuphnﬂteopﬂomfm
construction on both banks, linking to surrounding cumulative development proposals. This will
assist In understanding cumulative proposals and advising on detafled plans accardingly and
agreeing necessary highway licences and remedial works.

73 The aprllcatlnn necessitates the removal of three trees from the Victoria Embankment.
As the ofthehwreqtﬂmagmnmtﬁwﬂuDlmctorofRoadsatTﬂ..furdm
discussion on this matter will occur and an update will be provided with TEL’s position in regard

to conditions and mitigation.

74  The proposals include a number of options for construction of the southern bullding and
pler. Options A and C result In the closure of the path between ITV studies and IBM.MJI:

Interested parties. Any propasal for pedestrian diversion routes should be well publicised and
signage Implemented to note the diversionary route.
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75 River Navigation - The submission of preliminary Navigational Risk Assessment as
part of the planning application Is supported, and this demonstrates that the bridge shauld not
have 8 negative Impact on navigation of the river by river buses, The bridge does not Impact on
any safeguarded Thames wharves. The PLA should continue to be engaged on the project.

76  Delivery and Servicing - The proposal Includes provision for servicing the site from the
south via Upper Ground. Goods will then be manually transported via trolleys to the southem
building. This incorporates all activity assaciated with the flexible unit and waste collections. A
full Delivery and Servicing Plan (DSP) is requested in line with Londan Pian policy 6.3 to be
secured by condition, in addition a |oading facllity should be identified or created on Upper
Ground. The DSP should be drafted in line TfL's quidance avallable at,

77 Travel Plan - The trave! plan framework which has been submitted with the application
Is welcomed. The travel plan which covers all staff and visitars to the bridge Is considured
acceptable, In line with London Plan pellcy 6.3. The travel plan should Incorporate manitoring of
demand and surveying on event days to Inform the future operation of surrounding transport
sevices and Infrastructure, The travel plan should be secured through a section 106 agreement
with funds avallable for manitoring and actions to be taken,

78 CIL - The bridge itself and the structures on the north bank are not lisble for a Mayor of
London Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) payment. The proposal for a commercial unit an
the sauthen landing polnt would generate the requirement for a CIL. payment of £35 per square
metre, the charge applicable in the London Barough of Lambeth. The CiL. amount will be
confirmed by Lambeth Councll once the development components and charitable status of the
Trust are confirmed In line with the regulations.

79  Summary - TfL is supportive of this prapasal and would welcome further involvement
and discussion to address a number of detslled aspects with the applicant and Councils to
ensure full London Plan policy compliance. This includes agreement on the Jegibility,
connectivity, monitoring of demand, taxi provision end the construction of the bridge.

Local planning authorities’ positions

B0  Both authoritles are currently assessing the application and recelving consultation
responses,

Legal considerations

81  Under the arrangements set out in Artide 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of
London) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning suthority with a statement
setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his
reasons for taking thet view. Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Councit must consult the
Mayor agaln under Article 5 of the Order If it subsequently resalves to make a draft decision on the
application, In order that the Mayor may dedde whether to allow the draft decision to proceed
unchanged, or direct the Council under Asticle 6 of the Order to refuse the application, or kssue a
direction under Article 7 of the Order that he Is to act as the local planning authority for the
purpase of determining the application and any connected application. There Is no obligation at
this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his Intentions regarding a possible direction, and no
stich decision should be inferred from the Mayor's statement and comments.
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Financial considerations
82  There are no financlal considerations at this stage.

Conclusion

B3  London Plan policies cn Warld City role, visitor Infrastructure, open land, Blue Ribbon
Netwark, urban deslgn, heritage, strategic views inclusive design, climate change and transport are
celevant to this application. The application ls broadly supported for the reasons set out below,
however, there are same outstanding issues that need.to be resolved befare the decision making
stage and thelr potential remedies are also set out below:

o Prindple of development: The principle of the Garden Bridge as a horticultural attraction
and new open space, new pedestrian connection and landmark development that will
contributa to the Central Activities Zone's role as a leading visitor destination Is supported.
The loss of trees and open space is compensated by new provislon. However, further
discussion Is required regarding the potential adverse Impacts of pedestrian congestion and
measures secured to deal with unanticipated demand and impacts.

« Blue Ribbon Network: The Garden Bridge will be a positive addition to the Blue Ribbon
Netwotk. The PLA should confirm that navigation s not adversely affected, Similarly the
Enviranment Agency/Naturai England should confirm that biodiversity impact Is minimised

and approprlately mitigated.

e Urban design and heritage: The design of the hﬂdgeandshucturesatdthermdlsofa
high quality.

« Strateglc views: The Bridge will have sn impacton a number designated River Prospects,
with some ldentified landmarks becoming ohscured/pastially obscured; i will also result in
the introduction of a new structure across the River which wil change its cument open
characteristic. However, the Bridge Itself would be a new strategic landmark and will create
new views from it; this and the other public benefits outweigh the harm caused. However,
River Prospect 158.1 should be assessed.

o Indusive design: A consultative access group should be established to deal with
outstanding access issues, such as the path dasign. Consideration should be given to
;'messlbb toilets. Further discussion Is required ragarding disabled access on the north

nk.

o Climate change: The carban savmgsfallshottofthel.nndmﬂmtamet, but as the
energy demand lsvetylhdtadthlsdnesmtralseammglclme.

o Transport: Matters relating to cycle parking, it maintenance, additional taxi ranking
facilities, Impact on Cycle Supeshighway, London Underground asset protection, pedestrian
impact, construction impact, dellvery and sesvicing and travel planning need to be resoived.

for furthet information, contact GLA Planning:

Colin Wilsen, Sudarllmr-nnw.rm]m
(2079834763 amail colin.wisan@london.gav.uk

Justln Cary, Strategic Planning Mznager (Davelopment Decislons)
0207983 4855 emal Justin.can@london.gov.uk
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James Brokenshire MP

Mr Boris Johnson

Mayor of London

Greater London Authority
City Hall

The Queen's Walk
London

SE1 2AA

Dear Mr Johnson

I have been contacted by my constituent,

Member of Parliament for Old Bexley & Sidcup
Immigration and Security Minister
House of Commaons, London, SW1A 0AA

Tel:

wwWw.jame. ensnire.com

16 L. 14

Our Ref: ZA4418
15 Dacember 2014

in

connection with the proposals for the Garden Bridge between Temple and the Queen's Walk,
further details of which are set out in the attached correspondence. | should be grateful if you
couild respond to the points raised with me, with particular regard to how the bridge fits into your
wider Long Tem Vision for London, in a form which | am able to share with [ IIEGzG

Yours sincerely

v

-

James Brokenshire MP



'View Email Page 1 of 2

BROKENSHIRE, James N 0cerer 2014 08.26
To

Garden Bridge.

From:

Sent: 02 !ecember !0!! !9'!6

To: BROKENSHIRE, James
Subject: Garden Bridge.

Dear Mr Brokenshire,

| would like to bring to your attention yet another farce a so called Garden bridge acrass the
great River Thames, a foot bridge, not a road bridge for the small sum of £280,000,000.

Would you not agree that building a bridge for pedestrians, rather than traffic, o ease
congestion in the capital would be of greater benefit.

Although | Would much prefer to keep the natural beauty of the River, instead of building a
bridge of no great relevance.

As this is due to be granted planning permission tonight, | hope that you can push for a
consultation before work commences.

| would like to know where the money for this project is coming from, if it is from Central
Government, would it not seem a little odd that such a vast sum of money can be found for a
foot bridge instead of invested in the NHS, Police or Fire Service or, o improving flood
defences.

If current climate conditions continue to grow, then eventually the Thames flood Barrier will be
of no use.

Has the Government considered a mega structure comprising of a multiple barrier defence
system with a suspension bridge joining the Kent and Essex coast lines. We would be falking
billions, but creating this structure would cover both, the Thames and Medway Rivers
respectively.

Hydro electricity could be harvested from tidal flow and stored for power, jobs would be created
for many years and significantly cut journey times from the Kent Ports | estimate 2-3hrs could
be cut for goods vehicles alone heading to Essex and Suffolk easing traffic flow through Kent

and especially around the Dartford River crossing.

As | am still,awaiting your response from my previous e mails to you, perhaps you would ask
the transpoh minister the justification for the increase in the toll charges at the Dartford River
Crossing.

Is this increase for us the motorists to pay for the recent improvements? What with less staff
now employed surely a decrease would be appropriate as there are less salaries to be paid.

Once again | thank you for your time, and look forward to a satisfactory response.

Yours Sincerely,

rli nt Lisciaimer: This e-mail is confidential to the intended recipient. If you have

https://brokenshire.caseworker.mp/viewemailpopup.php?emaill D=4688 & print=yes 15/12/2014





