
    

  

     

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
(By email)    
 

 
Our Ref: MGLA141116-2925   

 
17 January 2017 

 
 
 
 
 
Dear  
 
Thank you for your request for information which the GLA received on 25 October 2016 and 
later clarifying on 14 November 2016. Your request has been dealt with under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000. 
 
Our response to your request is as follows:  
 

1. Any correspondence from Thomas Heatherwick about the Garden Bridge since January 1 

2016. 

 

The GLA does not hold any information in relation to this part of your request.  

 

2. Any correspondence between officials about the implementation or timing of mayoral 

decision MD1647 (ie providing a guarantee for the garden bridge) between December 1 

2015 and May 5 2016. 

 

Please find the relevant information attached. Some of the information you requested is being 

withheld as it falls under the exception in Regulation (5)(b) of the Environment Information 

Regulations. In applying this exception we have had to balance the public interest in withholding 

the information against the public interest in disclosing the information. The attached annex to 

this letter sets out the exception in full, as well as the factors the GLA considered when deciding 

where the public interest lay. 

 

3. Any correspondence between Boris Johnson and anyone at Transport for London that 

mentions both (A) spending on public transport projects in Lambeth and (B) the Garden 

Bridge, between the dates September 1 2015 and October 31 2015. 
 
The GLA does not hold information in relation to this part of your request. Please note that the 
email accounts of the former Mayoral team have now been deleted as per the GLA’s IT Staff 
Departure procedure. 
 



 
 

 

If you have any further questions relating to this matter, please contact me, quoting the 
reference at the top of this letter.  

 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
 
Paul Robinson 
Information Governance Officer  
 
If you are unhappy with the way the GLA has handled your request, you may complain using the 
GLA’s FOI complaints and internal review procedure, available at: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-
information/freedom-information  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-information/freedom-information
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-information/freedom-information


 
 

 

Annex 
 

Exemption provisions 

 Regulation 12(5)(b) - The course of justice, the ability of a person to receive a 
fair trial or the ability of a public authority to conduct an inquiry of a criminal or 
disciplinary nature; 

How the exemption applies to this information 

Regulation 12(5)(b) provides an exception from the disclosure of environmental 
information which would adversely affect the course of justice. The definition of the 
course of justice is wide reaching and in relation to this request relates to material 
covered by legal professional privilege. 
 
In order for the exception to apply there must be evidence of identifiable harm or 
negative impact. In the case of privileged information there would need to be significant 
factors at play for there not to be an adverse effect. Public access to privileged 
information when negotiations are still ‘live’ would provide an indication of the 
arguments, strengths or weaknesses which the GLA and TfL might have, unbalancing 
the level playing field under which adversarial proceedings are meant to be carried out. 
 

Public interest test (where applicable) 

In relying on these EIR exception provisions under regulations, the GLA is required to 
balance the public interest in order to decide whether the information should be 
withheld. 
 
Under regulation 12(1)(b), the public authority can only withhold the information if, in 
all the circumstances of the case, the public interest in maintaining the exception 
outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information. Furthermore, under 
regulation 12(2), it must apply a presumption in favour of disclosure. 
 
There is a strong public interest in the release of information that would inform and 
engage public debate on issues pertinent to the Garden Bridge. The release of the 
information covered by this exception would also therefore help reassure the public that 
we are considering the most appropriate options and advice regarding the project. 
 
There is a general public interest in transparency in relation to planning and 
development matters, particularly in the decision making behind, and progress of, 
developments of this size and impact.  Disclosure of this information would enable the 
community affected by the development to understand more fully the decision making 
process.  
 
Furthermore, the public interest is served by the GLA being transparent and open to 
scrutiny to increase diligence.  
 
There is a strong public interest in favour of maintain the exception under 12(5)(b) for 
information which is legally privileged. The timing of the request in relation to the stage 
of negotiations surrounding the project and in addition to a review1 into the Garden 
Bridge project is a significant factor in deciding to maintain the exception. 
 

                                                 
1
 https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/review-to-be-conducted-into-garden-bridge-project 

 

 

 

https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/review-to-be-conducted-into-garden-bridge-project
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Paul Robinson

From: Pierre Coinde
Sent: 07 November 2016 14:15
To: Paul Robinson
Subject: FW: Power of TfL Guarantees

From: Pierre Coinde  
Sent: 29 March 2016 11:31 
To: Ed Williams; Tom Middleton; Fiona Fletcher-Smith; Martin Clarke 
Subject: RE: Power of TfL Guarantees 

Have left Charles a message and will try again later. 

A possible concern is paras 1.35 and 1.36.  

1) Given the delegation is subject to “the Trust demonstrating to the Mayor’s satisfaction that it has
secured a satisfactory level of funding to operate and maintain the bridge for at least the first five
years from its completion”, something like a briefing session with the Mayor would need to take
place before the delegation can take effect and something –an email‐ should record the Mayor’s
satisfaction.

2) The DD and comments note:
The   Garden Bridge Trust has produced an Operation and Maintenance Business Plan (OMBP) that sets out how running 
costs associated with the Garden Bridge will be funded for five years from opening in 2018 until the end of 2023. This 
OMBP shows that the Trust is able to fund the costs associated with operating and maintaining the Garden Bridge over 
the five year business plan period.” 

P 

From: Ed Williams  
Sent: 29 March 2016 10:58 
To: Tom Middleton; Fiona Fletcher-Smith; Martin Clarke; Pierre Coinde 
Subject: RE: Power of TfL Guarantees 

I do think that would be wise 

We do need to be clear that (a) this definitely cannot wait for 4 weeks and (b) that this represents 
confirmation of technicalities only, and nothing new 

And then, if so, we’ll also need to consider whether the DD is published (once signed) – and there are issues 
both ways on that question 

Legal Privilege
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From: Tom Middleton  
Sent: 29 March 2016 10:40 
To: Fiona Fletcher-Smith; Martin Clarke; Ed Williams; Pierre Coinde 
Subject: RE: Power of TfL Guarantees 

Fine by me 

Do we need to double check with Charles Ritchie in Legal? 

From: Fiona Fletcher-Smith  
Sent: 29 March 2016 08:23 
To: Martin Clarke; Tom Middleton; Ed Williams; Pierre Coinde 
Subject: FW: Power of TfL Guarantees 

I asked Richard the question about whether it has to happen now (bearing in mind that “now” actually means 
sometime over the next 2/3 weeks as the legal agreements are not yet finalised). 

I am still of the view that this DD simply follows on from the MD and does not include anything new at all, therefore 
there is no reason not to sign during this period. 

Views? 

From: Richard de Cani (MD Planning) [mailto: tfl.gov.uk]  
Sent: 29 March 2016 08:18 
To: Fiona Fletcher-Smith 
Cc: Ritchie Charles; Andrew J. Brown 
Subject: RE: Power of TfL Guarantees 

Fiona 

This is one of the remaining issues to be addressed before construction can proceed.  It is in a sequence of approvals 
alongside the final land agreements etc.  Construction cannot proceed without it.  Whilst the other approvals have 
slightly extended timescales into June and July, there is a general desire to get as many of these sorted as quickly as 
possible because it de‐risks and gives greater confidence to enable a draw‐down of private sector funds. 

If it is ready to sign but not signed in the next few weeks then it won’t stop the project now – but it will need to be 
signed in early May to enable other documents to be finalised .  The bigger issue with a delay in signing is the 
extension of risk further ahead, which could impact on their private sector funding. 

Richard 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Richard de Cani (MD Planning) [ tfl.gov.uk] 
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2016 09:01 PM GMT Standard Time 
To: Fiona Fletcher-Smith 
Cc: Ritchie Charles; Andrew J. Brown 
Subject: Re: Power of TfL Guarantees 

Lambeth said yes 
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Paul Robinson

From: Pierre Coinde
Sent: 07 November 2016 14:15
To: Paul Robinson
Subject: FW: Power of TfL Guarantees

From: Pierre Coinde  
Sent: 30 March 2016 11:14 
To: Fiona Fletcher-Smith; Ed Williams; Tom Middleton; Martin Clarke 
Subject: RE: Power of TfL Guarantees 

I spoke to Andy Brown yesterday (Charles is off until next week, and Justine Curry recommended Andy who seems 
to be the lead project manager on this). The salient points as follows: 

1) The GLA guarantees are linked to the Trust signing the 106 agreements with Westminster and
Lambeth. Construction itself is to start in earnest in July. The signing with Westminster is currently
planned for the second half of May, the signing with Lambeth for mid‐June. Our DD needs to be in
place before the Westminster signing, i.e. by mid‐May.

2) To the question as to whether the DD only agrees the terms and conditions which were delegated
by MD1472, the TfL answer is yes. It does not commit to anything new but simply puts in place
what the Mayor has approved (on a “subject to” basis).

3) Justine agreed however that regardless that this is the case, it will look bad in the context of a
controversial project, as the calendar makes it appear like GLA is rushing something through pre‐
election.

4) To the question as to whether the DD could be signed in the first half of May, the TfL answer is
also yes. They would be obviously keen that signature takes place before that, and any slippage to
the second half of May would have a definite negative impact on the project. However if the GLA
wanted to wait for the new Mayor’s first week to re‐affirm buy‐in, that is feasible.

5) TfL is aiming for the legal documents (GLA guarantees and others) to be ready 11th April onwards.
So the DD will not be ready for signing before that.

6) The Operation and Maintenance Business Plan (OMBP) from the Trust is not ready yet –albeit TfL
have seen drafts‐. It is expected that this will be ready next week. The Plan deals with the Trust
“operating and maintaining the bridge for at least 5‐year after completion of the bridge”. There is
no suggestion from TfL that a DD should be signed without it being available.

7) The delegation is only valid if the Mayor is satisfied that the Trust has secured a satisfactory level
of funding to operate and maintain the bridge to 2023 (5 years after completion). In order for the
Delegation to be in force, a briefing should take place where the Mayor confirms this (and GLA
Finance will obviously need to be content). TfL is preparing a Mayoral briefing note to attach to the
OMBP when it is ready.

8) It is worth noting that the email trail below talks about different guarantees (or underwriting) that the
Trust has approached TfL for (and TfL is, rightly, highly resistant). These are related to financial
guarantees over the short-medium term to cover the Trust if the project, for any number of reasons,
did not go ahead (as the Trust would then have costs which it cannot cover).

9) I don’t see that “being on site then triggers a series of private sector donations that then allows the
trust to confirm their business plan” is an issue. Any 2018-2023 business plan is bound to have
assumptions and uncertainties at this stage, and GLA can be content as long as the Trust is able to
show these financial commitments exist on a contractual “subject to being on site” basis.

I suggest that at this stage the best thing is to wait for the Trust’s OMBP next week before taking a view as to 
whether the DD should be signed mid-April or early May. 
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Paul Robinson

From: Pierre Coinde
Sent: 07 November 2016 14:16
To: Paul Robinson
Subject: FW: The Garden Bridge

From: Fiona Fletcher-Smith  
Sent: 30 March 2016 11:52 
To: Martin Clarke; Tom Middleton; Ed Williams; Pierre Coinde 
Cc: Lisa Price 
Subject: The Garden Bridge 

The DD is due to be ready on 8th April. 

I have suggested to Richard De Cani that we need a round table between ourselves and TfL early in the week 
beginning 11/4 to go through the DD and deal with any outstanding concerns and make a final decision as to 
whether Martin signs or whether this is held until after the Mayoral election. 

Fiona Fletcher Smith  
Executive Director  
Development, Enterprise and Environment  

Tel: 020 7983   
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To: Pierre Coinde 
Cc: Ritchie Charles; Richard de Cani (MD Planning); Giles Clifford; Fiona Fletcher-Smith; Martin Clarke; Ed Williams 
Subject: RE: Garden Bridge - satisfaction with OMBP 

Hi Pierre 

Thanks for your email and quick call earlier.  

Below are detailed responses (which makes for quite a long email!) but I hope we don’t need to go into 
this much detail in the paper for the Mayor. I have made some tracked changes in the attached version of 
that paper which hopefully address your specific comments about the Mayor’s paper. 

As we discussed on the phone, the plan is now for this to go to the Mayor on Wednesday 27 April. To 
achieve that we really need to agree it in the next few days, I expect. 

Thanks, 

Andy 

In response to three main points you highlighted at the top of your email: 

 Gala ‐‐ Firstly, the Trust is expecting Spring 2019 to be within the 2018/19 financial year. It is also
the latest date they would envisage to hold the gala and they would look to hold it earlier if they
felt the ‘donor market’ had recovered sufficiently to support the event.

But additionally, following the success of the gala event earlier this year, the Trust is actively
considering whether to hold gala fundraising events annually rather than two years. That would
obviously bolster this funding stream. Furthermore, the Trust expects to begin fundraising for
‘legacy’ activities before the end of construction so it is entirely possible that the first ‘legacy’ gala
will in fact be in Spring 2018. All of this leads the Trust to consider £350k p.a. as a conservative
estimate of this income stream.

 Programme sponsorship ‐‐ I have discussed this with the Trust and they are very clear that
agreements with sponsors for these kind of programmes would not expect money to be spent
solely on the specific educational, engagement or horticultural programmes; nor would the
sponsors expect this.

The running costs for these programmes would largely be personnel costs and these are captured
in the different staffing elements of the expenditure in the business plan. The Trust acknowledge
that a large part of the £500k p.a. income forecast for programme sponsorship would be direct net
income and would effectively represent sponsors paying to buy the branding (and any other
corporate benefits) associated with the specific programmes the Trust is running.

 Detail of expenditure ‐‐ This is a more general point and a result of the OMBP being a document
produced for quite a broad audience ‐‐ so it doesn’t go into huge detail on these breakdowns but
does present numbers that have been the result of robust analysis. The reality is that all of the
numbers for operational and staffing costs have been produced with input from experts and
following detailed consultation with the Trust’s Operations Reference Group as well as engagement
with TfL and the GLA on how structures and public spaces like the bridge are maintained
elsewhere.
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We are satisfied that the numbers make sense and can see why the Trust have opted not to go into 
much greater detail on the breakdown of some of these costs ‐‐ especially when the sub‐elements 
may be contracted out to a third party and anything in the OMBP may make it into the public 
domain and thus prejudice the Trust’s ability to negotiate with potential contractors on price. 

On renewals and asset maintenance: we would absolutely expect the costs of this to increase over 
the bridge’s life, but not significantly within the first five years. So above‐inflation rises might 
appear in subsequent five‐year operating periods; and larger one‐off items would be covered by 
the sinking fund, contributions to which are included in this plan. 

You make a general point that the OMBP does not reflect (a) a reasonable decrease in income as the 
bridge becomes less of a novelty, while (b) the maintenance bills will increase over time. I’m not sure it’s 
fair to say the OMBP doesn’t include this ‐‐ the latter is explained above, while the OMBP does show a 
number of activities which might be expected to tail off within a five year period doing exactly that e.g. the 
amount they can charge for event hire, and the level of contactless donations that can be expected. 

Other points about the OMBP worth noting are: 

i. The obligations to large capital donors to give them an event on the bridge have each been
individually negotiated but broadly they run out around the five‐year mark. Increased income from
releasing those days on the bridge would start to appear from the second operating period
onwards.

ii. You raised a concern about whether the proposed corporate membership scheme would be an
attractive offer, given the price and the benefits members would get. The Trust has carried out
quite extensive benchmarking and market testing of this and are confident that it fits well within
the market and they have already received a lot of interest from potential members (they just
haven’t officially ‘launched’ it yet so haven’t signed anyone up).

iii. The Trust is considering whether they can do more with the scale of donor you describe as a
‘friends scheme’, but another aspect of their market testing has shown that there isn’t actually
much of a pool of potential donors looking to donate in the £51‐£1,000 range. So the Trust would
expect to get lower level donors to give up to £50 (rarely) through contactless donations on the
bridge itself, and then donors within the £50‐£1,000 bracket would obviously be welcomed but
relatively rare.

iv. On the point about how they will hold events for patrons when their event time on the bridge is so
limited ‐‐ I have raised this with the Trust and they were clear with me that patron events would
not necessarily be on the bridge. They might be, for example, a drinks event nearby with Thomas
Heatherwick or Dan Pearson in attendance. The Trust has held successful events like this before so
they have an understanding of what it involves and how much it costs.

And on other points about the paper for the Mayor (I have made edits in the paper in response to some of 
these): 

 It is a draft business plan (and will continue to be until the boroughs have approved it, which won’t
be until July / August), so if you think it should always be referred to as that then I will make that
change.

 I have added a paragraph to the Next Steps section which mirrors the point in the new MD ‐‐ that
through our agreements with the Trust we will continue to review this plan.
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Thank you for the documents. A few comments below – from a quick read and indeed you may have more 
background information than set in the reports themselves which might answer these. I feel it may be helpful to 
address, if we can, in the version which goes for sign‐off, so things are as robust as they can. 
On the income side my two main issues are 1) the once every two year Chairman garden party (because the first one 
is in Spring 2019 but income is already included for the year before) 2) the education programme sponsorship which 
appears on the income side for £500k, but not on the expenditure side –it seems to be spent on general stuff. 
On the expenditure side my main issue is the lack of detail. A “one‐level below” disaggregation would be useful to 
be genuinely reassured (at this early stage). 
I hope it is helpful,. Many thanks, 
Pierre 

 

 The Mayor’s Briefing note should be consistent whether it calls the OMBP a draft (1.4 and 5.1) or
whether it is not a draft.

 It should also set out that GLA should continue to be involved in the Business Planning as the
document evolves over the coming months/years to 2018. In fact, given that things are likely to
change over the next two years, the Mayor’s confirmation should probably be subject to the GLA
continuing to be consulted on operations.

 2.7: we set out the public contribution to the project, which is well known, but can we also set out the
major private sector contributors which make up the £85m, as this should be more illustrative of the
Trust’s capacity to raise funds for operation and maintenance. Little confidence is provided here with
regards to the private sector contributions, and nowhere is it discussed whether the fundraising for the
construction itself will make it more difficult for the trust to raise further private sector contributions
for the operations side.

 2.8 “all further money the Trust secures above £175m will go towards reducing the public sector
contribution to the project”. This would need clarifying 1) given we are here talking about their
funding strategy for the Operation and Maintenance, so presumably not ALL further money they raise
goes to paying back the public sector… 2) as to what the construction cost assumptions are, and the
plan if costs overrun.

 3.8 talks about “the agreements entered with donors and sponsorship partners” i.e. for the
construction of the bridge. Something would need to set out how such donors and sponsorship
arrangements fit with the donors and sponsors for maintenance (i.e. are the Corporate Membership
and Endowment assumptions of the OMBP realistic given that private sector will have already largely
contributed to the construction). For example we learn that 5 of the 12 events they are allowed per
year will be ring-fenced for construction donors. Are there any such other agreements which impact on
Operations income raising?

Looking at the OMBP itself. Overall one would expect both fundraising to decrease over the years (when the 
bridge becomes less of a novelty) whilst one would expect maintenance bills to actually increase (as the bridge 
ages). The plan does not seem to make any such allowance. 

Income 

Garden Bridge gala 
The OMBP expects £700k receipts from this event which is to take place once every two years. In the plan it 
splits the income in the two years (so approx. £350k per year). 
It shows the first £350k in financial year 2018-19 however, when the first such event is planned to take place 
in Spring 2019 (i.e. the revenue will only be available for 2019-20 and onwards.) 
This means 2018-19 income should be reduced by £350k. 

Commercial event hire (6 of the 12 yearly events) 
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Assumptions seem reasonable 
For the other 6 events which” have been offered to major sponsors of the capital fundraising campaign”, it 
would be useful to know in how many years the obligation will run for, i.e. from which year onwards will the 
Trust be able to increase income through additional commercial hires. 

Corporate membership 
At £25k (for 20 corporate members) this is in the high range of benchmarked organisations. Benefits feel very 
limited however (because the private hires are all taken up). So the corporate member will get some tickets to 
the once-every-two-years Chairman’s garden party (probably around 5 ticks max given that capacity for events 
is 200 people) and “chance for staff to volunteer”. 
Compare with the National Portrait Gallery which can offer free hire for receptions, free entry for staff to 
ticketed exhibitions, free private views etc… none of which are available for the Bridge to give. Given the 
weakness of the offering compared to competitors, the section feels less robust and the revenue not certain. 

Public donations 
Assumptions are that 7 million people visit (/cross the bridge), i.e. similar to Tate Modern. 5% are expected to 
donate (350,000 people giving 2 pounds on average). £2 is the default donation proposed through 
contactless. 
Between £2 and the individual patron scheme priced at £5,000 minimum, there seems a missed opportunity 
for any donations in-between. 

Endowment 
This expects a starting position of £15m in the fund from the start, invested at a 4% return. 
There are no benchmarks to allow a sense-check of the hypothesis. 

Programme sponsorship 
Here again it is difficult to know what numbers are based on. 
This sponsorship will be focused on the bridge delivering community engagement, education and horticulture.
Sponsors would probably assume that such money is spent on such matters, however the expenditure side 
of the Trust’s business plan does not show £500k spent on education and programmes, and the 
matter is not listed under any of the items. This is a major concern as it looks like the Trust is covering 
standard running costs with money raised for specific activities. 

Individual patrons scheme 
This seems realistic whilst on the expensive side. 
Not providing a cheaper “friends’ scheme” however may come across as elitist. 
The paper talks about “three events per year for patrons”, which given we are talking about 60 patrons, and 
about a limited number of events allowed on the bridge, feels excessive (unless such events are not closing the 
bridge, or taking place elsewhere). 

Merchandise 
The assumptions look low, but it is linked to no physical space having been located (seems a shame this wasn’t 
incorporated at planning stage). 

Expenditure: 
Unlike the detailed income section, this is rather high level and, because of this, difficult to assess. Difficult to 
see how this section would provide any reassurance to the Mayor. 

Operation of the bridge 
This is the biggest item, which includes a wide range of costs. It would be helpful in that respect to have a bit 
more disaggregation of the numbers here. 

Staffing 
Overall it would be useful to have the plan set out somewhere what the staffing assumptions are. 
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Paul Robinson

From: Pierre Coinde
Sent: 07 November 2016 14:07
To: Paul Robinson
Subject: FW: Garden Bridge - satisfaction with OMBP
Attachments: Mayors paper - Garden Bridge OMBP v4 tc.doc; Draft Mayor to Martin Clarke re GB 

OMBP.DOC

From: Brown Andy [mailto: tube.tfl.gov.uk]  
Sent: 22 April 2016 15:07 
To: Fiona Fletcher-Smith; Richard de Cani (MD Planning); Martin Clarke 
Cc: Ritchie Charles; 'Giles Clifford'; Ed Williams; Pierre Coinde 
Subject: RE: Garden Bridge - satisfaction with OMBP 

Fiona, Richard and Martin, 

I think the intention is still for this paper formally to be taken to the Mayor as part of the TfL meeting on 
Wednesday ‐‐ if we want to do it that way I need to get it into our routing today 

Do you have any more comments on it or would you be happy for me to get it into the system (once I’ve 
accepted the Tracked Changes)? 

Thanks 

Andy 

From: Fiona Fletcher-Smith [mailto: london.gov.uk]  
Sent: 20 April 2016 15:13 
To: Pierre Coinde; Brown Andy 
Cc: Ritchie Charles; Richard de Cani (MD Planning); 'Giles Clifford'; Martin Clarke; Ed Williams 
Subject: RE: Garden Bridge - satisfaction with OMBP 

Sorry - reading emails in the wrong order. 

Ed - we will just need to amend the DD and briefing. 

Sent with Good (www.good.com) 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Pierre Coinde 
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 03:01 PM GMT Standard Time 
To: Andrew J. Brown; Fiona Fletcher-Smith 
Cc: Ritchie Charles; Richard de Cani (MD Planning); Giles Clifford; Martin Clarke; Ed Williams 
Subject: RE: Garden Bridge - satisfaction with OMBP 

It is too late to change the MD as I understand a signed version is to be released imminently. 

P 





BRIEFING NOTE TO THE MAYOR 

GARDEN BRIDGE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE BUSINESS PLAN 

21 April 2016 

1 PURPOSE 

1.1 In June 2015 the Mayor approved Mayoral Decision 1472 and in April 2016 
the Mayor approved Mayoral Decision XXXX1647, both in relation to the 
Garden Bridge Guarantees.  

1.2 Westminster City Council, Lambeth Council and the Port of London Authority 
all require the operation and maintenance obligations of the Garden Bridge 
Trust (‘the Trust’) to be guaranteed by a suitable third party. This is a 
condition of the Garden Bridge’s planning consent granted by the boroughs 
as well as a response to the resolution of a Judicial Review brought by a 
local resident. 

1.3 This Mayoral Decisions approved the provision of the three necessary 
guarantees (to Westminster, Lambeth and the PLA) and delegated authority 
to the Executive Director of Resources to agree and execute the guarantees, 
subject to: 

(a) agreement as to the terms of the guarantees; 

(b) appropriate arrangements being in place between the GLA and the 
Trust giving the GLA appropriate rights in the event such guarantees 
are called upon; and  

(c) the Trust demonstrating to the Mayor’s satisfaction that it has a 
satisfactory funding strategy in place to operate and maintain the 
Garden Bridge for at least the first five years from its completion. 

1.4 The Mayor is asked to NOTE the Trust’s draft Operations and Maintenance 
Business Plan and to CONFIRM he is satisfied that the Garden Bridge Trust 
has demonstrated it has a satisfactory funding strategy in place to operate 
and maintain the Garden Bridge for at least the first five years from its 
completion. 

1.5 Once the Mayor has confirmed his satisfaction with the Trust’s draft OMBP, 
the Executive Director of Resources will consider whether to approve the 
execution of the guarantee documents, as delegated to him in Mayoral 
Direction 1472. This is expected to take place before the end of April. 

2 BACKGROUND 

2.1 The Garden Bridge Trust is making good progress towards delivery of the 
project. It secured planning consent from the two boroughs in late 2014 and 

Attachment as per email 5 April 10:37 (P19) from Andy Brown



has now announced the award of its ~£105m construction contract to a joint 
venture of Bouygues Travaux Public and Cimolai SpA. 

2.2 Pre-commencement planning conditions are being discharged through the 
usual processes in Westminster and Lambeth. All of these conditions have 
been discharged in Westminster and a further five conditions were approved 
by Lambeth on 8 March. The Trust is expecting to discharge the remaining 
pre-commencement conditions in Lambeth on 3 May 2016. 

2.3 Negotiations are progressing well on all of the necessary licenses, leases 
and land arrangements, and we expect this work to be concluded by July 
2016. This will mark a critical point as the Trust will have secured all the 
necessary interests in the land on either side of the river. They will then 
begin site preparation activities in anticipation of implementing the full 
planning consent. 

2.4 The Trust cannot finalise and sign the section 106 agreement with the 
planning authorities until it has an interest in the land, so this will take place 
once the necessary leases are in place. Once each of the s106 agreements 
is signed the two councils both require an 11-week period (which includes 
administrative work and public notice periods) before the s106 obligations 
can be discharged. This is likely to be completed in early September 2016 
and to be the last step before full construction work commences on site, 
implementing the planning consent. 

2.5 Construction of the bridge itself is due to be complete in late 2018. 

2.6 The Trust has raised a total of £145 million, of which £85 million is from the 
private sector.  

2.7 The public sector’s £60 million contribution to the project is comprised of 
three parts: 

• £10 million grant from TfL

• £20 million loan from TfL, to be repaid over fifty years at a rate of
interest equal to RPI capped at 2%

• £30 million grant from the Department for Transport

2.8 The Trust is continuing to raise private funds to cover the remainder of its 
£175 million total project cost, which includes roughly £20 million in tax 
which will be paid back to the Government. All further money the Trust 
secures above this level as it carries on fundraising will go towards reducing 
the public sector contribution to the project. 

2.9 Over the last six months, the Trust has secured more than £20 million in 
private sector contributions to the project. This has included a very 
successful ‘Glitter in the Garden’ fundraising gala, which raised more than £1 
million. Fundraising at this rate is an impressive achievement for a capital 
project that hasn’t even begun construction yet, and every expectation is that 
it will accelerate further once works commence later this year. The Trust is 
actively pursuing a range of other opportunities as part of this work, and will 
be announcing further major funders shortly. 
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4.54.7 The Trust’s business plans are expected to develop further as the project 
progresses. TfL and the GLA will have the opportunity for continued review 
of the Trust’s operational and funding strategies throughout the construction 
process under the terms of the GLA’s and TfL’s agreements with the Trust. 

5 RECOMMENDATION 

5.1 The Mayor is asked to NOTE the Trust’s draft Operations and Maintenance 
Business Plan and to CONFIRM he is satisfied that the Garden Bridge Trust 
has demonstrated it has a satisfactory funding strategy in place to operate 
and maintain the Garden Bridge for at least the first five years from its 
completion. 
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Dear Martin 

Garden Bridge Guarantees 

Further to Mayoral Decision MD1647 dated XX April 2016, I can confirm that I have reviewed the 
Garden Bridge Trust’s draft Operations and Maintenance Business Plan and I am satisfied that it 
represents a satisfactory funding strategy to operate and maintain the Garden Bridge for at least the 
first five years from its completion. 

I am therefore content for you to exercise the authority delegated under the terms of Mayoral 
Decision MD1472 dated 4 June 2015 and Mayoral Decision MD1647 dated XX April 2016. 

Yours sincerely 

Boris Johnson 
Mayor of London 

Martin Clarke 
Executive Director of Resources 
Greater London Authority 
City Hall 
The Queens Walk 
SE1 2AA 

Date: 



ADVICE NOTES 

Drafted By: XXXX 

Or (delete either option as appropriate) 

Drafted by: XXXX obo XXXX (enter name of team 
or officer) 

Organisation / Team: 

Cleared by (Line Manager): 
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City/society xxxxx  
*Cleared by (Sarah Gibson - Government
Relations Manager): 

*NB: If correspondence to a
Government/Shadow Minister, Council 
Leader, Council Chief Executive or Borough 
Mayor it must be cleared by Sarah Gibson 
(Government Relations Manager) before 
going up to the Mayor’s Office. Email draft 
to her at sarah.gibson@london.gov.uk and 
confirm clearance in box opposite 
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Telephone Extension: 
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Advisor/Director): 
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BRIEFING NOTE TO THE MAYOR 

GARDEN BRIDGE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE BUSINESS PLAN 

21 April 2016 

1 PURPOSE 

1.1 In June 2015 the Mayor approved Mayoral Decision 1472 and in April 2016 
the Mayor approved Mayoral Decision 1647, both in relation to the Garden 
Bridge Guarantees.  

1.2 Westminster City Council, Lambeth Council and the Port of London Authority 
all require the operation and maintenance obligations of the Garden Bridge 
Trust (‘the Trust’) to be guaranteed by a suitable third party. This is a 
condition of the Garden Bridge’s planning consent granted by the boroughs 
as well as a response to the resolution of a Judicial Review brought by a 
local resident. 

1.3 This Mayoral Decisions approved the provision of the three necessary 
guarantees (to Westminster, Lambeth and the PLA) and delegated authority 
to the Executive Director of Resources to agree and execute the guarantees, 
subject to: 

(a) agreement as to the terms of the guarantees; 

(b) appropriate arrangements being in place between the GLA and the 
Trust giving the GLA appropriate rights in the event such guarantees 
are called upon; and  

(c) the Trust demonstrating to the Mayor’s satisfaction that it has a 
satisfactory funding strategy in place to operate and maintain the 
Garden Bridge for at least the first five years from its completion. 

1.4 The Mayor is asked to NOTE the Trust’s draft Operations and Maintenance 
Business Plan and to CONFIRM he is satisfied that the Garden Bridge Trust 
has demonstrated it has a satisfactory funding strategy in place to operate 
and maintain the Garden Bridge for at least the first five years from its 
completion. 

1.5 Once the Mayor has confirmed his satisfaction with the Trust’s draft OMBP, 
the Executive Director of Resources will consider whether to approve the 
execution of the guarantee documents, as delegated to him in Mayoral 
Direction 1472. This is expected to take place before the end of April. 

2 BACKGROUND 

2.1 The Garden Bridge Trust is making good progress towards delivery of the 
project. It secured planning consent from the two boroughs in late 2014 and 



has now announced the award of its ~£105m construction contract to a joint 
venture of Bouygues Travaux Public and Cimolai SpA. 

2.2 Pre-commencement planning conditions are being discharged through the 
usual processes in Westminster and Lambeth. All of these conditions have 
been discharged in Westminster and a further five conditions were approved 
by Lambeth on 8 March. The Trust is expecting to discharge the remaining 
pre-commencement conditions in Lambeth on 3 May 2016. 

2.3 Negotiations are progressing well on all of the necessary licenses, leases 
and land arrangements, and we expect this work to be concluded by July 
2016. This will mark a critical point as the Trust will have secured all the 
necessary interests in the land on either side of the river. They will then 
begin site preparation activities in anticipation of implementing the full 
planning consent. 

2.4 The Trust cannot finalise and sign the section 106 agreement with the 
planning authorities until it has an interest in the land, so this will take place 
once the necessary leases are in place. Once each of the s106 agreements 
is signed the two councils both require an 11-week period (which includes 
administrative work and public notice periods) before the s106 obligations 
can be discharged. This is likely to be completed in early September 2016 
and to be the last step before full construction work commences on site, 
implementing the planning consent. 

2.5 Construction of the bridge itself is due to be complete in late 2018. 

2.6 The Trust has raised a total of £145 million, of which £85 million is from the 
private sector.  

2.7 The public sector’s £60 million contribution to the project is comprised of 
three parts: 

• £10 million grant from TfL

• £20 million loan from TfL, to be repaid over fifty years at a rate of
interest equal to RPI capped at 2%

• £30 million grant from the Department for Transport

2.8 The Trust is continuing to raise private funds to cover the remainder of its 
£175 million total project cost, which includes roughly £20 million in tax 
which will be paid back to the Government. All further money the Trust 
secures above this level as it carries on fundraising will go towards reducing 
the public sector contribution to the project. 

2.9 Over the last six months, the Trust has secured more than £20 million in 
private sector contributions to the project. This has included a very 
successful ‘Glitter in the Garden’ fundraising gala, which raised more than £1 
million. Fundraising at this rate is an impressive achievement for a capital 
project that hasn’t even begun construction yet, and every expectation is that 
it will accelerate further once works commence later this year. The Trust is 
actively pursuing a range of other opportunities as part of this work, and will 
be announcing further major funders shortly. 
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3 THE TRUST’S OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE BUSINESS PLAN 

3.1 The Garden Bridge Trust has prepared a draft Operations and Maintenance 
Business Plan (OMBP) which sets out how running costs associated with the 
Garden Bridge will be funded for five years from opening in December 2018 
until December 2023. 

3.2 This draft OMBP has been approved by the Garden Bridge Trust’s Board of 
Trustees and is subject to approval by Westminster and Lambeth through 
obligations in the s106 agreements the Trust will be entering into with the 
boroughs. 

3.3 The draft OMBP has been developed on the general principle that the Trust 
will be solely responsible for securing funding for the Garden Bridge’s 
running costs, and the Trustees have confirmed that they will not allow 
construction of the bridge to begin until they regard funding for an initial five 
year period as sufficiently secure. 

3.4 The draft OMBP is constructed on a number of key themes: 

(a) A diverse set of proven income opportunities, whilst maintaining the 
Trust’s community and educational objectives; 

(b) A manageable cost structure, with a contingency fund built into the 
forecasts; 

(c) A conservative approach, where assumptions have been market tested 
with existing contractors, potential partners and stakeholders; and 

(d) Low execution risk, with the Trust taking a collaborative approach, 
working with existing operators in the area and utilising the skills, 
knowledge and experience of a diverse range of stakeholders and 
Trustees. 

3.5 The Trust’s business plan has been benchmarked against comparable 
organisations and calculates projected income and costs over the five year 
business plan period as follows: 

£thousands 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 

Income 3,355 3,217 3,171 3,206 3,234 

Costs 3,123 2,895 2,943 2,994 3,046 

Net income 232 322 228 212 188 

3.6 It should be noted that the costs in the draft OMBP include contributions to a 
contingency fund and that, barring any drawdown on the contingency fund, 
the size of the fund is expected to increase as follows: 

£thousands 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 

Contingency Fund 
cumulative total

270 545 824 1,108 1,397 

3.7 The draft OMBP also sets out a credible roadmap for activities through to 
Summer 2018 which will ensure the business plan can be implemented 
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immediately following opening of the bridge, and a consideration of risks and 
suitable mitigations. 

3.8 TfL has scrutinised this draft OMBP, as well as the Trust’s broader financial 
situation and the agreements it has entered into with donors and 
sponsorship partners, and is satisfied that the Trust has put in place a 
credible plan for raising sufficient funds to support the operation and 
maintenance costs of the bridge for the first five years and on an ongoing 
basis. 

3.9 More detailed breakdowns of the income opportunities and operation and 
maintenance costs identified in the draft OMBP are presented in the 
appendix. 

4 NEXT STEPS 

4.1 TfL and the GLA have been negotiating the necessary guarantees and 
related documents with representatives from the Garden Bridge Trust, 
London Borough of Lambeth, Westminster City Council and the Port of 
London Authority. 

4.2 Once the Mayor has confirmed his satisfaction with the Trust’s draft OMBP, 
the Executive Director of Resources will consider whether to approve the 
execution of the guarantee documents, as delegated to him in Mayoral 
Direction 1472. This is expected to take place before the end of April and is 
urgent because the Mayor’s satisfaction with the draft OMBP and the 
subsequent approvals from the Executive Director of Resources must be 
secured before the guarantee documents can be executed.  

4.3 The guarantee documents will be executed at the same time as the Trust 
enters into the documents being guaranteed. These are: 

(a) The River Works Licence from the PLA – expected late April 2016 

(b) The s106 agreement with Westminster – expected early June 2016 

(c) The s106 agreement with Lambeth – expected early July 2016 

4.4 It is important that these dates are maintained as they are prerequisites to 
the commencement of construction of the bridge, and any delays to 
commencement will lead to an increase in the overall cost of delivering the 
bridge. Execution of these documents will also lower the outstanding project 
risk and demonstrate continued progress.  

4.5 The draft OMBP has been developed with input from the boroughs and 
copies have been shared with them informally. Approval of the draft OMBP 
is a requirement of the Trust’s s106 agreements with the boroughs. Once 
these agreements have been entered into (in June/July 2016, as above), the 
draft OMBP will be formally submitted to the two boroughs for approval. 

4.6 Approval of the discharge of pre-commencement s106 obligations is typically 
an eleven-week process and is expected to be concluded by September 
2016. 

4.7 The Trust’s business plans are expected to develop further as the project 
progresses. TfL and the GLA will have the opportunity for continued review 
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of the Trust’s operational and funding strategies throughout the construction 
process under the terms of the GLA’s and TfL’s agreements with the Trust. 

5 RECOMMENDATION 

5.1 The Mayor is asked to NOTE the Trust’s draft Operations and Maintenance 
Business Plan and to CONFIRM he is satisfied that the Garden Bridge Trust 
has demonstrated it has a satisfactory funding strategy in place to operate 
and maintain the Garden Bridge for at least the first five years from its 
completion. 
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Appendix A: Detailed breakdown of Garden Bridge income opportunities and 
operation and maintenance costs 

Income opportunities identified in the draft OMBP 

Income stream      £thousands 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 

Garden Bridge Gala 
Major fundraising gala every two years, 
including a dinner and auction 

350 350 344 344 338 

Commercial Event Hire 
Six opportunities per year to hire the 
bridge for a drinks reception or dinner 

360 367 300 306 312 

Corporate Membership  
An exclusive scheme offering 20 
corporate partners a unique range of 
benefits 

425 434 442 451 460 

Contactless Public Donations 
Benchmarking suggests 5% of visitors 
will donate when visiting the bridge 

700 525 525 525 525 

Endowment 
An endowment fund offering donors the 
opportunity to support the bridge’s 
ongoing maintenance 

600 620 640 657 675 

Programme Sponsorship 
Allowing partners to support the 
Garden Bridge’s planned community, 
education and horticultural programmes 

500 500 500 500 500 

Individual Patrons Scheme 
Offering the opportunity to become a 
Founding Patron with invitations to 
exclusive events  

370 370 370 370 370 

Merchandise 
A discreet range of Garden Bridge 
merchandise will be sold by the Trust 

50 51 52 53 54 

Total 3,355 3,217 3,173 3,206 3,234 

See Figure 6 (page 10 of v.11) in the draft OMBP 
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Operation and maintenance costs identified in the draft OMBP 

Cost       £thousands 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 

Operation of the Garden 
Bridge 
Management and supervision of visitors 
and the space itself; litter picking; 
membership of SBEG; insurance 

1,223 965 984 1,004 1,024 

Garden Maintenance 
Horticultural management of the trees 
and gardens 

113 113 113 113 113 

Asset Maintenance 
General and preventative maintenance 
and inspections; and provision for lower 
level vandalism and theft 

255 260 265 270 275 

Renewals 
Replacement of services, systems and 
equipment 

261 266 271 277 282 

Utilities and Services 
Electricity and water; provisions for IT 
and related support services; waste 
disposal 

152 155 158 161 165 

Trust running costs 
Costs of running the Garden Bridge 
Trust including managing the Bridge’s 
income generation 

599 611 623 635 648 

Impact payment 
An annual impact mitigation payment to 
the London Borough of Lambeth 

250 250 250 250 250 

Contingency Fund 
Reasonable allowance to cover 
unidentified costs and to allow for 
optimism 

270 275 279 284 289 

Total 3,123 2,895 2,943 2,994 3,046 

See Figure 16 (page 22 of v.11) in the draft OMBP 
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