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 (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 23 March 2016 11:59
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: MLA/2016/00048 The Garden Bridge - Comments on Marine Consent 

Application

Hello  
 
FYI 
 
Regards 

 
 
From:   [mailto: beckettrankine.com]  
Sent: 23 March 2016 11:55 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: MLA/2016/00048 The Garden Bridge - Comments on Marine Consent Application 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
I have examined the documents that accompany the Garden Bridge Marine Consent application on the 
MMO website and I am concerned that the matter of navigational risks do not appear to have been 
adequately considered. 
 
The MMO's Screening and Scoping Opinion dated 7 March 2014 (Report No MLP/2013/00279) in section 
11. Cumulative Impacts states that: 'The ES will need to have full regard to the construction of the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel (TTT) and you need to consider the cumulative impact of the works. It would be advisable 
to discuss works and mitigation with Thames Water to ensure that any cumulative impacts of the 2 projects 
can be taken into account. This should include future effects of construction of the TTT may have on the 
bridge, including settlement, the effects of increased traffic during any cross over phases and any other 
considerations that may have an impact' 
 
In response to this requirement Arup, on behalf of the Garden Bridge Trust (GBT), commissioned Marico to 
carry out a Navigational Risk Assessment (NRA). The NRA that was done, and is included in the consent 
package, is dated 2 May 2014 and is titled a Preliminary Navigational Risk Assessment. 
 
Section 2.7.4 of the NRA deals with the timing of the Garden Bridge and TTT works, it says: 
 
'It can be seen from Figure 25 that the surge in freight traffic associated with the Thames TidewayTunnel, 
on the current programme, is expected between 2016 and 2018.'   
 
And 'In order to safely accommodate the additional Thames Tideway Tunnel freight traffic, that part of the 
Garden Bridge construction work that affects navigation, should be completed prior to start of the freight 
traffic surge and/or the start of the Thames Tideway Tunnel CSO work at Blackfriars.' 
 
Later on in Section 7, the Conclusions of the NRA state that: 
 
'In order to not to jeopardise safe navigation in the vicinity of the London Garden Bridge during 
the building phase a construction methodology and programme should be developed that: 
· Ensures that vessels do not pass underneath any part of the bridge where construction work is taking place 
(or construct a crash deck or other arrangement to 
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prevent dropped objects); 
· Ensures that the navigation passage to the south of the line of collar barges is available for freight traffic 
two hours either side of high water; 
· Those phases of the bridge construction that significantly interfere with navigation in the area are 
completed prior to the start of the surge in freight traffic associated with the Thames Tidal Tunnel; and 
· The bridge construction works programme does not coincide with the major Thames Tidal Tunnel 
construction work at Blackfriars.' 
 
When Marico carried out the NRA in early 2014 the Garden Bridge was programmed to start on site in 2015 
and Marico's recommendation that the bridge work that mostly affects navigation, which is the construction 
of the piers in cofferdams, should be done in advance of the TTT surge was, at least theoretically, a 
possibility.  
 
The Port of London Authority commenting on the Garden Bridge planning application in their letter dated 
17 September 2013 said: ‘It is also noted […] that it is anticipated that the construction of the Garden 
Bridge will be “largely complete” by the start of the TTT works. This requires further clarification and, 
furthermore, evidence is required – through the navigational risk assessment – prior to making the 
statement that the construction of the scheme will not impact on the TTT project.’ In response to the PLA's 
concerns the GBT stated in section 4.2 of Volume 5 of the Environmental Statement that:  'At this stage it is 
not anticipated that there would be overlaps in the programme for in-river works associated with the 
Garden Bridge and the Thames Tideway Tunnel works.' 
 
Since 2013/14 when the EIA and NRA were carried out the situation has changed significantly; the start of 
the Garden Bridge construction has been delayed by at least a year and the start of the TTT works has been 
brought forward by six months. Furthermore 18 months have been taken out of the TTT programme so that 
the peak in TTT river traffic will not only occur earlier but it will also be more intense. If the Garden Bridge 
construction commences in summer/autumn 2016, as now is being proposed, then the constriction of the 
Garden Bridge cofferdams will coincide with the constriction of the Blackfriars shaft cofferdam and the 
peak, or near peak, of TTT river traffic.  
 
Marico's NRA shows (in Figures 20 and 21) Kings Reach has experienced significantly more vessel 
collisions and contacts than any other part of the river and a very high proportion of these incidents involve 
passenger craft. The TTT will involve a tripling of large freight movements on Kings Reach while the 
Northern Line extension and Fulham football ground works are due to add even more heavy freight 
movements. Meanwhile passenger boat movements are at a record level and still rising. During this 
unprecedented level of river traffic Blackfriars No.2 arch will be closed for the TTT works further 
increasing navigational risk in Kings Reach. To then add the two Garden Bridge cofferdams on top of all 
these other increased risks would, I believe, be an unnecessary and reckless risk. The likelihood of a major 
collision between a passenger vessel and a large freight vessel, such as happened 27 years ago with the 
Marchioness and Bowbelle, is simply too great. 
 
Marico carried out a further NRA for Bouygues Travaux Publics which is dated 28 January 2016; in this 
NRA they considered the delayed start of the Garden Bridge and the overlap with the TTT works. From this 
new Marico NRA it is clear that the navigational risks are exceptional and a very long list of mitigating 
measures are proposed; some of these measures will, if implemented, have severe disruption and therefore 
cost implications both on the TTT and Garden Bridge projects. For example the requirement to prevent 
cranes over-sailing water in which vessels are passing and the requirement to restrict barge movements to 
outside peak traffic times are particularly impractical. Peak traffic times are around high tide when there is 
sufficient water depth for large barges to pass; moving large barges at low water, as suggested, is not a 
practical proposition. 
 
The TTT is an essential infrastructure project for London and the navigational risks associated with its 
construction therefore have to be accepted. The Garden Bridge is not essential and, as it cannot now be 
constructed before the TTT, its construction should be put back - at least until after the TTT traffic has 
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peaked and the navigational risks are declining. If the risks are not mitigated by putting back the Garden 
Bridge work and a major incident occurs as a result then it will not just be the TTT and Garden Bridge 
project teams that will carry the blame and reputational damage; the statutory authorities that allowed such 
an obviously hazardous juxtaposition of construction activities will also share responsibility for 
unnecessarily endangering the river-using public. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

  
 
 
--  
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 13 April 2016 11:18
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: MLA/2016/00048

Hello  
 
FYI 
 
Regards 

 
 

From:  p [mailto: hotmail.com]  
Sent: 12 April 2016 21:24 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: MLA/2016/00048 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
I am writing to object in the strongest way against the building of the so called Garden Bridge. 
Reasons: 
*The loss of magnificent views up and down river due to this bridge will be unacceptable. (No artist 
impreesion shows bridge at eye/street/river level). 
*Congestion caused by any works on the Southbank which will be a danger to safety given the growing 
number of tourist visitors as well as locals. 
*The bridge is not open 24 hours a day. No other bridge on the river has this restriction. This will result in 
confusion and frustration for anyone in local area. 
*The majority of London does not want this bridge. 
* The public 9consultation was not open and fair. 
*£30millions will be paid for by the public without any reason given. 
* The project is £35millions short of construction costs and therefore will be at risk as the shortfall has not 
been accounted for. 
* The procurement process was unfair and possibly illegal. 
* There is no need for any bridges at this stage of the river. Both Waterloo and Blackfriars bridges are not 
busy with pedestrians at all. 
The wind at this sweeping bend in the river is very strong whenever the tide turns. (Twice a day). This will 
discourage people from using it. 
*The effect of walkers increased by bridge to Northside will result in closire of the Temple. (Currently open 
to public as it has been since 1388). 
*The Garden Bridge Trust will not answer questions on isage numbers or who the bridge is aimed at. 
*the reality is that London is having this bridge thrust upon it because a known actress had a dream when a 
child. Not a substantial reason for a bridge. 
*At least one of the Mayoral candidates has sadi that this planned bridge is unfair and unwanted. 
*The loss of existing fully grown trees and green areas already on Southbank is unacceptable. 
*Local open spaces in London and views need to be protected from this very controversal structure. 
*Arup's record in bridge building is not good. They built the Millennium bridge. 
*Designer T Heatherwick is unproven when it comes to building bridges. 
 
Finally, I  

 I would estimate that 80% of people are not keen at all to have this structure 
built in their name. 
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Yours sincerely, 

 
 

 
 

 
hotmail.com 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 12 April 2016 09:57
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: Reference: MLA/2016/00048

Hello  
 
FYI 
 
Cheers 

 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From:   [mailto:   
Sent: 12 April 2016 07:08 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: Reference: MLA/2016/00048 
 
Objection to the Garden Bridge 
From     
 
I object to the building of the pedestrian bridge known as the Garden Bridge. 
 
This Bridge performs no useful function as a transport link. It is unsuitable for use by large 
numbers of commuters or people needing to cross quickly from either side of the river to the other. 
Routine nighttime closure of a bridge spanning The Thames is unprecedented and underlines that 
this is not a bridge designed to facilitate the movement of people over the river. 
 
It has been sold as an environment enhancing bridge. However it will have a significant carbon 
footprint, much of it being constructed abroad and transported to the UK. The construction will 
require significant destruction of the riverbed of The Thames. Noise pollution will negatively impact
everyone living in the vicinity or on the delivery routes. Thirty mature and healthy trees, now part 
of the extensive tree-lined riverside walkway on the Southbank, will be destroyed to accommodate 
new Garden Bridge structures. 
 
The viability of young trees located mid-Thames is questioned. Mid-river it is noted that there is a 
corridor over the water in which wind speeds pick up. The elevated position of the Garden Bridge 
over the river will expose everything planted on the bridge to a frequently hostile environment. 
This raises questions about the wisdom of planting in such a location, the viability of the plants 
and health and safety issues for anyone on the bridge on days when there is wind or rain. 
 
The Garden Bridge Trust describe their bridge variously: as "an open space", "a shopping centre", 
"tranquil", "... over 9,000 people will use the Garden Bridge to commute to work". It was originally 
pitched as being entirely privately refunded and costing £60m. It is now funded by £60m of public 
money and is estimated to cost £175m.  
 
The Garden Bridge Trust are a registered charity. The main reason for registering as a charity if to 
avoid paying tax. They have stated that they have to make money to pay for the 3.5m annual 
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running costs of the Garden Bridge. However they have received an undertaking that public 
money will be used to underwrite all running costs. This is not a viable business plan.  
 
In conclusion: The Garden Bridge is not a viable project. It does not address any of the transport 
or access needs of Londoners, not even pedestrians. It was insufficiently developed when the 
plan was first agreed to, being expected to go through unchallenged. It has absolutely no green or 
environmental credentials. It is a commercial tourist attraction, run by a charity, being subsidised 
by tax payers, for whom it carries no benefit. 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 25 April 2016 14:59
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: Garden Bridge Trust licence application  MLA/2016/00048 

Hello  
 
FYI 
 
Cheers 

 
 
 

From:   [mailto:mail@w-kc.co.uk]  
Sent: 25 April 2016 11:59 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: Garden Bridge Trust licence application MLA/2016/00048  
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
We are a group of stakeholders representing thousands of people within the UK and internationally, who 
wish to object to the request for planning consent for this application on the following points: 
 
- it would damage the environment i.e.  hundreds of thousands of tons of concrete poured into this delicate 
ecosystem when there is so much river traffic in central London. This  part of the Thames is too busy as it 
is; it is not acceptable or responsible to add to this congestion with a bridge in the most bridge heavy part of 
the city.  
 
- the construction works that would take place along the Queens Walk if the Garden Bridge is built, would 
create unacceptable disruption to a local community that is already beset with a plethora of construction 
works in the area e.g. the South Bank Tower, One Blackfriars, Shell development, the imminent Doon 
Street Tower etc. Disruption includes pollution, vehicle movement, congestion, antisocial behaviour, 
unsustainable footfall in a heavily tourist-congested part of the city.  
 
- the bridge is an unnecessary tourist attraction in the UK's busiest tourist heavy area that already has 22 
major attractions. The disruption of this (over)development to the local community would be devastating 
and would add to 'local' decline.  
 
- LVMF (London Views Management Framework) protected views of London  would be lost forever if the 
Garden Bridge is built e.g. St Paul's Cathedral, Somerset House, Houses of Parliament.   
 
- air quality in the Lambeth area has is outstandingly bad due to over development such as construction of 
tall towers and the cycle superhighway. Vehicular movement has shifted to the South Bank area and streets 
of SE1 and created black air for us to breathe in. The Garden Bridge construction would add to this not only 
in the air but in the river.   
 
- the River Thames is soon to be disrupted by the Thames Tideway Tunnel construction; the inevitable clash 
that this would cause along with the Garden Bridge, not only to marine wildlife and river traffic, but also to 
local residents lives as construction vehicles, heavy equipment being implement, extra footfall due to 
manpower (workforce in their hundreds on a daily basis) - all  the consequential effects of all of these 
risks  would have a detrimental impact on the area and this would continue for many years affecting local 
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residents' quality of life.  
 
- the wonderful views of the city would be destroyed forever when taking a walk along Waterloo bridge, 
South  Bank river walk  i.e. The  Queens Walk - voted 2nd best walk in the world in Lonely Planet's 2013 
guide - if this ungainly unnecessary tourist attraction is built.  
 
- the Garden Bridge is enormous. It would be 30m at its widest point. Waterloo Bridge is only 200m away: 
Blackfriars Bridge 650m away. The Garden Bridge might as well join then up.  
  
- there is a huge risk to the public funding granted to the bridge (i.e. £60m in total plus ongoing costs 
guarantee) as reported by the National Audit Office in January 2016. The NAO categorically stated that this 
grant presented poor value for money. Funds might not be forthcoming in the future and construction might 
have to stop if the Garden Bridge Trust collapses. The impact of a partially built bridge across and within 
the Thames is of serious concern. There is no funding in place to remedy this and the public purse will have 
to be raided again to remedy the problem.  
 
- the purported benefits of the Garden Bridge are negligible. The Ramblers (Association) has condemned it 
as a tourist gimmick that would deter walkers as it would decimate the open space and create congestion 
that is not conducive to rambling. The green space  offered by the Garden Bridge i.e. 2400m2, is the same 
amount of green space that it is being taken away from public on the Queen's Walk. This is a large grassy 
area that is lined by the world famous sparkly blue-lit boulevard of trees  which is open public space 
bequeathed (by the London Residuary Body) to local residents who do not have a garden. It is currently 
accessible 24/7, 365 days a week. It is a public right of way. It would all be in private hands and become a 
tightly controlled space if the Garden Bridge is built. The local residents stands to lose a much used, highly 
valuable piece of open green grassy space that was meant  for free access/use, in perpetuity.  
 
- the Garden Bridge Trust (GBT) has failed to communicate with local residents on this matter. They have 
sent representatives from their French contacted construction company Bouygues  to 'liaise' with the 
community who have failed miserably to understand, connect or answer people's concerns. The GBT has 
ignored local concerns and requests for meetings. They remain silent to questions via email or social media. 
This has NOT been a collaborative project. It has neither been open nor transparent. All significant 
discussions have proceeded behind closed doors.  
 
-the bridge would be clad in coppernickel/cupronickel using copper sourced from flailng mining 
conglomerate Glencore (who have a vile reputation for polluting rivers in the Congo and Zambia and 
surrounding areas in their mines worldwide). This untested compound offers no symbiosis with the river or 
marine wildlife. It is hostile to life forms and will offer no sanctuary in our river, only deflection.  
 
- cycling across the Garden Bridge is to be banned. This does not benefit a city with a fast-growing 
community of cyclists as encouraged by the current mayor of London at this time of writing (Boris 
Johnson). The need for safer and more cycling provision out weights this private corporate space.  
 
- the bridge would be closed several times a year for private and corporate functions thus rendering the 
claim that it is a vital transport Infrastrucure as false and unfounded. The claims for the necessity to 
implement closures in order to raise funds for maintenance costs, should be dismissed on the grounds that it 
is simply not necessary to create this inevitable burden for London in the first place. This should be avoided 
at all costs. The public is duty bound to bail out the Garden Bridge Trust in the event of failure via the 
mayor's reckless public underwriting of the project which has yet to be signed off.  
 
- over 32 mature trees along the south and north bank will be destroyed as well as valuable open green space 
along the Queen's Walk. The pointless destruction of the surrounding natural environment to create a man 
made folly that spans our open space across the river is simply immoral and unethical.  
 
- plans to mitigate for construction noise, vehicle movements, pollution and an ridicule behaviour have not 
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been addressed properly due to several failures by the GBT to inform the community.  Their/our  concerns 
have been dismissed time and time again. Public consultation about this project has been abysmal.  
 
It is clear that the GBT are not a competent  body who can safeguard the interests of the local community or 
indeed the capital city when it comes to construction this unnecessary folly. The controversy  surrounding 
the development is growing daily. The questions behind the planning and procurement processes are subject 
to imminent legal challenges. Please do take into account the very toxic nature of this project - please listen 
to our concerns and  refuse permission for this licence.  
 
Yours faithfully  
 

 

 
 
N.B. An online petition currently has over 10,000 signatures in opposition to the bridge and a paper petition 
of over 6500 residents was submitted to Lambeth council. Over 1200 letters of objection were also 
submitted not including thousands of emails to relevant decision makers.  
 
https://www.change.org/p/save-the-south-bank-from-the-garden-bridge 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 26 April 2016 14:51
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: Ref. MLA/2016/00048

FYI 
 

From:   [mailto:c. btinternet.com]  
Sent: 26 April 2016 10:14 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Cc: maureenjethwa@aol.com 
Subject: Ref. MLA/2016/00048 
 
I  I am writing in opposition to the proposed new bridge across the 
Thames. 
 
Life for many Londoners is becoming unbearable because of the overcrowding here & this new project will only 
increase this problem.  The bridge will attract millions more visitors & travelling around will be extremely difficult & 
dangerous.  I am very concerned that in the process of building the bridge, millions of tons of concrete will be poured 
into the river which surely is detrimental to the environment.   
 
This project will cost billions of pounds & I would have thought that anyone with sense & who cares about Londoners 
would have spent this money on building a sensible traffic passage across the Thames to ease the burden of the 
Queen Elizabeth bridge, Blackwall tunnel & Rotherhithe tunnel.  I have to cross from north to south across the 
Thames on a regular basis & more often than not there are dreadful traffic queues which are becoming very stressful 
for those who have to drive in those conditions every day. 
 

  



I wish to register my objection to The Garden Bridge Trust being granted a licence for the works 
regarding the garden bridge. 
They assert that the bridge will be a new pedestrian crossing and will improve transport 
connectivity by providing a direct connection to Temple station. 
I would assert that these are red herrings - the bridge is going to be closed overnight and on other 
occasions - hardly in agreement with being a crossing point. Also, if someone wanted to travel on 
the underground, there are nearer lines at Waterloo which take you east and north through the 
capital and the overland train from Waterloo to take you south west rather than the District line 
from Temple. 
They also say it will improve the pedestrian environment, but I would argue not on the South Bank. 
An already busy area would become even more congested due to increased numbers of people and 
the loss of space given over to the structure of the bridge. 
The bridge will also obscure the magnificent views east from Waterloo Bridge, especially that of St 
Paul's. 
There are also existing open and green spaces in central London on both side of the river and given 
that the Garden Bridge will ban picnics etc along with the closures, it appears that it won't actually 
be a place where people will be able to sit and linger unlike Jubilee Gardens, Potter's Field or the 
South Bank itself. 
Also, for a licence to be granted when the debate is still ongoing about the funding and the 
procurement process and so close to the mayoral elcetion seems to smack of believing that if the 
licence can be granted, debate will be stifled and the bridge will simply go ahead. 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 25 April 2016 11:10
To:   (MMO)
Subject: FW: The Garden Bridge
Attachments: image1.JPG; ATT00001.txt

Hello  
 
FYI 
 
Cheers 

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From:   
Sent: 25 April 2016 09:46 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: The Garden Bridge 
 
ref MLA/2016/00048 
 
Dear sir/madam 
 
I write to relay my extreme concerns over the planned garden bridge that will span the river 
Thames from the Queens Walk to Temple station. 
 
This area is fully used by local families who do not have access to open space. The area was 
secured in the 1980's for community benefit and is now being developed for a private tourist 
attraction, using valuable tax payers money, and which actually gives no legal right of way to the 
public. 
 
Many of our beautiful views on this stunning open stretch of the river will be blocked for ever, and 
the natural sweep of the water will be truncated, disrupting one of the most glorious and iconic 
vistas in London.  
 
We are all custodians of our stunning River Thames and it's delightful banks. 
We do not need another river crossing at that site, it is purely about making money and will ruin 
the whole area for future generations. Once that bridge is built, there's no going back, our 
precious and protected views and  enjoyable Southbank will be decimated by thousands of visitors
daily. It will in fact become like Disneyland, such a dreadful loss, and a crying shame.  
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 26 April 2016 14:33
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: Submissions in respect of MLA.2016.00048 Garden Bridge Trust

FYI 
 
From:   
Sent: 25 April 2016 17:05 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: Submissions in respect of MLA.2016.00048 Garden Bridge Trust 
 
 
I am writing to object to Submissions in respect of MLA.2016.00048 Garden Bridge Trust.  
I have concerns regarding the implementation of this type of bridge (privately managed) on the River 
Thames. 
 
Although run by a 'charity' this bridge is in effect privatising and removing in 'perpetuity' heritage views 
along the River Thames. 
I believe (and would like to hope) that if Lambeth Council, Westminster Council, English Heritage, the 
GLA and others were provided with all the information that is known now about the Garden Bridge that 
planning consent would not have been given. 
Why? because the environment concerns are huge.  At a community consultation event the GBT stated that 
they did not care about their carbon footprint; they are using copper from a company which has links with 
child labour and the increase in pollution that this development will bring to the locality does not outweigh 
the 'perceived' benefits at the end. 
 
The recent approval by Lambeth to vary lease does not take into account that the original lease was put into 
protect the open space that it seeks to change its use into becoming a building with permanent commercial 
capabilities.   
 
Concerns:  
Increased and adverse traffic congestion to the roads & river Thames during construction and during 
operation.   
Air pollution is at dangerous and high levels at the moment and as a pedestrian and cyclist on the streets 
near to the proposed development site they will only get worse. 
During operation - proper and thought through understanding of taxi and coach management is not adequate 
and I believe Upper Ground/Stamford Street will be adversely affected by increased drop offs related to 
Garden Bridge visits.  It is already unbearable. 
 
The River Thames and the embankments both North and South as a pleasurable place to walk.  If we are to 
use the London Eye as an example of what happens when you over crowd an area along the River Thames 
with commercial activity - which this Garden Bridge does - as it come with a large South Landing Building 
with commercial activity as part of it.  Local residents, and I being one of them do not now walk by the 
London Eye and Westminster Bridge because it is too congested with tourists.  We do not need this Bridge 
in this location as either a transport infrastructure (given there are two perfectly good bridges with wide 
pavements metres away).  London Ramblers are against this project.  Ask them there concerns. 
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During Construction Pedestrian Comfort Levels will be dropping below TfL Pedestrian Comfort Level 
Guidance for London (2010) which states that for a tourist attraction which the Queen's Walk is a grade of 
C+ is unacceptable and uncomfortable.  This is for a period of 32 months. This is unacceptable.   
 
We know that with increased pedestrians on our streets comes anti-social behaviour and the 
higher risk of crime. Given the comfort level issues highlighted before I fear that due to safety 
fears more closures at additional times in the period will need to take place and therefore 
increased noise pollution and uncomfortable and unacceptable levels of pedestrian comfort to our 
streets which we don’t think has been understood or recognised. As if the Queen's Walk gets 
closed then diversion to local streets will happen.  

Environmental concerns - I understand the copper cladding that will be used has not been used in this 
way.  I am concerned as to the potential harmful and unknown impact that this cladding may have on 
marine life and the water.  This should be tested properly. 
 
Trees: Damage will be done to many trees and shrubs by the enormous number of cement mixers, 
delivery lorries and trucks, material storage, soil pollution and compaction, excavation and lifting 
machinery, parking, plant machinery, hosing down, and the tramping of countless boots of 
construction workers.  
 
Trees are an integral part of the riverside walk, view and open space as it has developed. The 
construction period will have significant and negative impact upon trees in this socially valuable 
public space and riverside walk. This development threatens us with major tree loss. Tree root 
damage is an immediate serious potential and our understanding is that the trees were planted in 
trenches and grow entangled. Not only is there immediate danger when one tree is cut down but 
there is serious potential for damage from people, dust, pollution, chemicals, deliveries, fuels, oils, 
solvents, tar, fires, drainage and contamination. Further investigation is essential in respect of root 
protection. The South Bank is to remain a public space and the view of St. Paul's to stay intact. I 
can think of no other occasion where a council would sanction the removal of healthy trees.  
 
I hope that you are able to consider and take all of these concerns into account and investigate 
further before making a decision. 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 26 April 2016 15:38
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: MLA/2016/00048

 
 

From: SH - MMO Info (MMO)  
Sent: 26 April 2016 15:20 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: FW: MLA/2016/00048 
 
FYI 
 

 
 
From:   
Sent: 26 April 2016 00:53 
To: SH - MMO Info (MMO) 
Subject: MLA/2016/00048 
 
Dear MMO, 
  
Please refuse approval for the garden bridge project on the river Thames. 
  
Any structure on the bed of the river by definition will interfere with the hydrodynamics and ecology of the river so 
there needs to be a necessary reason for its construction. The case presented claims a transport imperative and a 
"place of calm reflection" but neither of these claims can be substantiated - I would be happy to send you my 
correspondence with  of TfL and  of the Garden Bridge Trust which demonstrates this. 
  
The so called Garden Bridge, if allowed to be built, will be a blight on that stretch of river in perpetuity. Please dismiss 
the application. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
  

n 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 26 April 2016 13:56
To:   (MMO)
Subject: FW: ref MLA/2016/00048

I think this is the one you are thinking about 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From:   
Sent: 25 April 2016 13:59 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: ref MLA/2016/00048 
 
Dear MMO 
 
I am writing to express in the strongest possible terms how devastating I believe the Garden 
Bridge would be for Waterloo, the Thames and London as a whole were it to be allowed to be 
built.  
 

 and use the riverside to access open space that is relatively 
unpolluted and accessible. The view and openness of the river at this stretch is one of the most 
magnificent and yet calming sights. It is world famous. There is little need for a crossing at this 
point, certainly not in comparison to the pressing needs to connect across the river in so many 
other parts of London.  
 
The proposed Garden Bridge seems to exploit all of the most wonderful aspects of the river, 
offering nothing in return for the general populace of London. It has to date been rushed through 
various statutory processes through undue pressure from those connected with it, using their 
influence to circumvent some of the controls that are in place clearly to protect the river, views of 
and across it, and the open spaces which adjoin it.  
 
I hope that the MMO will not allow itself to be bullied or hurried into decisions on this. But will 
instead ensure the very highest standards of scrutiny, transparency and accountability in relation 
to any decisions it makes in relation to the garden bridge. I naturally hope that you will not grant 
permission for this incursion into the river for what is ultimately a privately owned tourist attraction. 
Public access cannot be guaranteed in this context, whatever the GBT may claim at this stage. It 
would be the only privately owned bridge across the river and would set such a desperately 
damaging precedent.  
 
I urge you to stNd against these proposals.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 

  
 

 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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  (MMO)

From:
Sent: 24 March 2016 14:13
To:
Cc:   (MMO)
Subject: FW: London Bridge Enquiry

 
 
As discussed please see below regarding a query received via phone relating to the London Garden Bridge. Please 
can you contact the individual and copy in Russ as instructed below. 
 
Cheers 
 

 
Marine Licensing Case Officer 
Her Majesty’s Government – Marine Management Organisation 
Lancaster House, Hampshire Court, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7YH 
Tel:  
Fax:  
Web: www.gov.uk/mmo 
Twitter: @the_MMO 
Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/MarineManagementOrganisation 
 
Enabling sustainable growth in our marine area. 
 
 
 
_____________________________________________ 
From:   
Sent: 24 March 2016  

 
Cc:  
Subject: FW: London Bridge Enquiry 
 
 

  
 
Many thanks for picking this up 
 
Could you either reply to the applicant below with contacts for her case or ensure the case officer / manager contact 
her. 
 
In either case please cc in    
 

 
Marine Planner  
 
Her Majesty’s Government – Marine Management Organisation 
Lancaster House,  
Hampshire Court,  
Newcastle upon Tyne,  
NE4 7YH  
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Tel:   
Fax:   
Web: www.gov.uk/mmo 
Twitter: @the_MMO 
Facebook: /MarineManagementOrganisation 
 
 
 

Call received from  
 

 
 

 
 
Re Dredging permissions regarding the proposed London Garden Bridge 
 
Ref: MLA/2016/00048 
 
Please could you reply to this - marine licensing case officer ccing me in any response) 
 
Many thanks 
 

 
 

 
Marine Planning Manager 
Her Majesty’s Government – Marine Management Organisation 
Lancaster House  
Hampshire Court 
Newcastle Business Park 
Newcastle upon Tyne,  
NE4 7YH 
 
Please note new contact phone number 
 

Tel:  
 
Web: www.gov.uk/mmo 
Twitter: @the_MMO 
Facebook: /MarineManagementOrganisation 

Enabling sustainable growth in our marine area. 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 26 April 2016 14:34
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: Ref.MLA.2016.00048. Garden Bridge Trust
Attachments: I walked back from Blackfriars Station yesterday.docx

FYI 
 
 
From:   
Sent: 25 April 2016 22:36 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: Ref.MLA.2016.00048. Garden Bridge Trust 
 
Please find attached a personal piece prepared for a September Planning Committee, but matter deferred and 
not presented.  It homes in on trees but makes particular comment on the panorama within it's historical and 
social context.  Therefore relevant to the Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
I would stress that I do have serious concerns about the impact of the tidal river at this point and it's multiple 
impact as pointed out in the  Mulberry submission. 
Tides are the first thing an engineer will want to know about in this project.  The impact on this project are 
tremendous in construction terms.  Living here that is something you really come to understand and 
experience. 
 

 
 
 



I walked back from Blackfriars Station yesterday, after being out of London for a few 
days and moving along the riverside from Southwark into Lambeth, where I live on 
Upper Ground, on Mulberry Co-op and can transfer my experience of traffic and 
health and safety issues to -  as can my neighbours into what it means - effectively, 
living on a building site!  
 
I  enjoyed so much the welcome of the sweep of the river with its swathe of trees, 
taking my eye to Somerset House and then to Waterloo Bridge - aware that if I was 
walking from the other direction I would still be appreciating the way the bridge 
allows the sweep of the river and its trees. 
 
This, my local area, it is of metropolitan and indeed of national significance and its 
importance and has long been recognised -  1981 Public Inquiry  " the river frontage 
must be developed so as to enhance the greatest environmental asset of the Capital 
city - the river-and this enhancement must incorporate the completion of the new 
river wall and riverside walk  and public open space between Waterloo and 
Blackfriars Bridges." The Royal Fine Arts  Commission (Fore runner of CABE)  in 
1926 was saying of the new proposed Waterloo Bridge  " .........In this case however 
consideration of a special nature must be taken into account.  The new bridge 
cannot be treated in isolation........................" 
 
Trees are an integral part of the riverside walk, view and open space as it has 
developed.  Working with neighbouring Southwark, the Association of Waterloo 
Groups and the GLC this is what Lambeth committed to, alongside much needed 
housing, in this development partnership.   
  
The construction will have significant and negative impact on trees in this socially 
valuable public space and riverside walk: the removal of mature trees when 
alternative construction sites should, at the very least, have been considered.   
 
Lots of people visit the riverside walk because they need the space with its trees and 
shrubs for the whole wellbeing of their person.  More locally it provides, as it was 
always intended to  through many post second world war plans, for many who 
desperately need the space and the trees because of the limitations of their living 
conditions and the pollution of city centre living. 
 
There is a profound and detrimental loss of a lot of different  trees that will not be 
replicated on the bridge because of their size and position.  It has to be noted that 
this part of the river has profound current and cross winds and demands particular 
planting but will undoubtedly lead to closure of the proposed site and bridge. 
 
Accidents do happen on construction sites and it seems to me that it will be a very 
complex site to work with.  It doesn't have the kind of space that the Millenium Bridge 
had to work with when it was being built.  An accident leading to the loss of mature, 



remaining, trees cannot be rectified for this generation.  The loss of trees on the 
proposed site cannot be rectified for any generation. 
 

The serious potential for long term damage from people, dust, pollution, chemicals, 
deliveries, fuels, oils, solvents, tar, fires, drainage and contamination. Further 
discussion is essential in respect of the purposes of the protective fences; equally we 
need to better understand the conflict in respect of Root protection areas.  
By the same token what is the impact of this construction period on wild life in the 
area - be it our bees, birds - especially our sparrow colonies.  To what extent will 
they be driven away by the loss of their tree habitats and construction site?  
Do we properly understand this? 
 
Given the complexities this project and how the  element relate one to another 
especially in relation to the South Landing Building Site, where agreements 
regarding terms of use of land haven’t been agreed : fuller discussion about the 
purpose of the  South Landing Building is essential.  

Trees combat climate change 

Trees clean the air 

Trees provide oxygen 

Trees cool the streets and the city 

Trees conserve energy 

Trees save water 

 As trees transpire, they increase atmospheric moisture. 

Trees help prevent water pollution 

Trees support the prevention of erosion 

Trees shield children from ultra-violet rays 

Trees heal 

Studies have shown that patients with views of trees out their windows heal faster 
and with less complications. Children with ADHD show fewer symptoms when they 
have access to nature. Exposure to trees and nature aids concentration by reducing 
mental fatigue.  
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 25 April 2016 10:53
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: Submission in respect of Garden Bridge
Attachments: Submission  MLA.2016. 00048.pdf; Architects Journal 21st April 2016.docx; 

Consultation issues.docx; Lambeth Planning Condition s regarding Coach and Taxi 
Msanagement.pdf; Lease-change (1).pdf; London Borough of Lambeth.docx; 
MMO1.pdf

Hello  
 
FYI 
 
Cheers 

 
 
From:   
Sent: 24 April 2016 19:05 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Cc:  
Subject: Submission in respect of Garden Bridge 
 
To: Marine Consents 
 
Please find attached objections and comment in respect of MLA/2016/00048 included below Guardian 
Article, photos and video. 
These are being submitted by Mulberry Housing Co-operative. 
Please respond reply to all! 
 
 
 
hhttp://whatyouneedtoknowandsee.weebly.com/concerns-and-comments-relating-to-garden-bridge-
conditions.htmlttp://gu.com/p/4tg7k/sbl 
 
 
 
 

http://whatyouneedtoknowandsee.weebly.com/concerns-and-comments-
relating-to-garden-bridge-conditions.html 

 
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nx6efpeUIgA&feature=youtu.be 
 
 
 

 
 



MLA/2016/00048 

Objections and Concerns in respect of the proposed Garden Bridge 

from Mulberry Housing Co-op (56 dwellings ranging from 1 - 4 

bedrooms whose residents were rehoused from Lambeth and 

Southwark's transfer list) which has existed on Upper Ground since 

1988, followed to date by three further co-ops. 

 

 It will be clear from documents in the attached folder that 

there are significant issues about environmental impact and 

lack of consultation. 

 

 The cost of this bridge is high and its upkeep significant.  Costs 

will have significantly risen with legal agreements, ongoing 

planning issues and noise mitigation.  We have significant 

concerns that there may not be sufficient contingency to deal 

with any problems that will arise during construction.  Risk 

controls and mitigation are bound to result in increased cost:  

given the nature of the site and surrounds this is probable.  

What level of contingency exists?   

 

 That question aside, they have also to raise  the money to build 

the bridge and  guarantee its ongoing maintenance.  Without 

the proper guarantee and funding in place the Garden Bridge 

Trust do not have the necessary permissions 

 

 There are  high level of "incidents" in King Reach area, the 

highest level occur afternoon and evening.  The highest number 

of "incidents" are collisions.  River traffic grows with TTT and 

GBT.  As far as I understand the Thames Tideway Tunnel river 

traffic has yet to be fully determined and  we appreciate a 

detailed NRA is necessary.  The organisation of land and river 



works for concrete/piling methods is immense. We foresee a 

potential congestion on the river  mirroring the Upper 

Ground/Cornwall Rd area.  Please view the photographs and 

comments in respect of this particular concerns as well as 

attached submissions in regard of construction issues. 

 

 The PLA have indicated that 24 hour closure of the river is not 

viable and yet plans suggest a significant number of such 

Section 61 closure requests, most specifically in respect of 

muck away barges from Wellington move dredging. 

 

 Albeit it is on the north side of the river we have concerns that 

moving the Wellington will require dredging, given the river 

bed is shallower at the proposed new Wellington site. 

 

 We do not consider that the open space affected by the plan is  

          " small".  The importance of the space is well beyond its size.   

          Please see Will Jennings's "Lease variation" in respect of it's  

          importance in terms of the experience of walking into the  

          space for peripheral vision.  We totally disagree that the public 

          realm of the  South Bank Conservation area will  "enhanced" by  

          either the bridge or the landing building.   

 

 I understand that there may be concerns north of the river 

about changes in the area of the north landing area.  Clearly 

there are issues there that we are not clear about. 

 

 The open space is being totally obliterated by the building of 

the south bank landing building on the green space with the 

bridge crossing the walkway and the river. 

 



 We are concerned that the evacuation of the footbridge will be 

necessary every time large vessels pass. 

 

3.31 The River Thames within the site 

 

"Kings Reach is a particularly busy section of the waterway both for 

commercial and leisure ]/ tourist traffic......250 metres 

across.....The channel of the River Thames is toward the outside of 

the bend, north of the centre line.......deepest 2.3 metres at low 

tide toward the north side.......large tidal range 6.5 metres high tide 

and spring tides and 4.6 metres at neap tides.....the intertidal 

foreshore is exposed at low tide on the south side and at extreme 

low tides, also on the north". 

 

Transport Assessment May 2014 

 

3.2.2. 

....where it is at its deepest at 2.3 metres low tide...is north of the 

centre line as it turns eastwards at this point.....is subject to a large 

tidal range 6.5m at spring tides 4.6 m neap tides.......foreshore 40-

50 m during extreme low tides 

 

Environmental Statement 

Kings Reach is a typically flood dominated stretch of the Thames 

Estuary in normal tidal conditions, such that landward currents 

during the flood tide are greater than seaward currents during the 

ebb tide.  Due to the proximity of the study area to the almost 90 

degree bend between Kings and Lambeth Reaches, flow is generally 

distributed to the northern side of the river during the ebb tide, 

giving rise to slower velocities on the south side.  During the flood 



tide, flow is distributed more evenly across the whole of the river 

width. 

 

............flow reduction and localised turbulence can be expected 

downstream of the piers at any stage of the tide 

 

 

The narrowness of the river channel was particularly noticeable in 

the recent spring and neap intertidal view and confirms my view that 

the placing of this bridge here was not a well thought through plan.  

Having read documents relating to the building of Waterloo Bridge I 

appreciate that this particular spot has been long recognised as a 

place not to build a bridge! 

 

The fact that this is the point that the river turns east explains much 

of our micro climate and the strength of winds on this particular 

section of the river.  This is going to directly impact construction 

through closures and along with the seagulls and pigeons is going to 

create a garden space difficult or impossible to manage.  Given the 

recent winds it could lead to the regular closure of the bridge to the 

public on health and safety grounds. 

 

 

5.31 

Apart from marine operations, which would require out of hours 

working to allow for critical in river activities to be completed 

promptly making use of available tidal windows, it is assumed that 

the core construction hours would be 

Mon - Friday 8 - 18.00 

Saturday 8 - 13.00 

 



Dredging 

 

The PLA have indicated there can be no agreement of 24 hour 

closure of the river. 

 

5.51 

"..concrete is being brought in by land as it won't work with the 

tidal flow of the river. " 

 

 Please see our comments and pictures to Lambeth on construction 

issues in the site area.  Given the amount of work being carried out 

in the Waterloo area and the traffic issues currently existing we see 

significant problems  emerging between river and roads and the 

transport of concrete from Peckham to the Kings Reach site. (see 

photo file in body of e mail) 

 

We are not confident that there won't be raised levels of regular 

critical working that will demand outside these hours. 

 

4.2 Design and Access statement 

 

Soffit material - examples of weathered examples/tidal zone 

susceptible to bio fouling. 

 

In reality, how confident would the MMO be about the use of 

cladding that had not been used elsewhere in this way given the 

prominence of this site.   (Morally there are issues about its supply 

from a company with a poor history of child labour). 

 



I would suggest that this design of bridge and use of concrete is ill 

placed in this location.  As indeed the two landscape architects seem 

to suggest when they show fan vaulting in the cathedral roof in their  

You Tube discussion on the proposed Garden Bridge in their visiting 

gardens series (in body of e mail). 

 
List notes  in respect of attached Comments which largely are documents that have been 

submitted to Lambeth in the last 9 months by Mulberry co-op in response to Garden 

Bridge Conditions Submissions to Lambeth Planning 

 

Lease Change/Variation of Lease: Public Open Space related 

Consultation Issues: copy of letter to Lambeth's Chief Exec. 

MMO1      Construction Concerns 

MMO2       Variation of Lease: Consultation, Job Development, Health and Well      

                    Being and Open Space   

 MMO3       Soil Contamination 

 MMO4       South Landing Building (personal) 

 MMO5       2 minute presentation to Dec. Planning Comm. on Construction issues 

 MMO10     Coach and Taxi Management 

 MMO15     Trees and Consultation 

 MMO16     ACV/Asset of Community Value: procedure not followed/links with  

                     Variation of lease 

 MMO18     Conditions Issues 

 MMO19      South Landing Building 

 MMO20      Consultation Issues 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mulberry Housing Co-op 

24th April 2016 



London Borough of Lambeth 
Town Hall 
Brixton 
SW2 1RW 
 

23rd March 2016 

Dear  

 

On Thursday 24th March you will make your decision on the changes to the lease held by the Coin Street 

Community Builders for the South Bank public space which would be the site of the Garden Bridge south 

landing building, a commercial unit, nine public toilets (for over seven million visitors) and a rooftop with 

built-in queue-system for 2,500 people. 

We the undersigned urge you to consider the huge implications this change will have for legacy of public 

space in London and for the sense of citizen ownership and use of public space across the capital and to 

refer this matter back for consideration by a fully elected committee after all existent issues relating to 

planning, procurement and purpose have been dealt with. 

 

THE EXISTING LEASE PROTECTING PUBLIC SPACE 

It must be remembered how the original lease came to be created as it is critical to any decision you take. 

Coin Street Community Builders (CSCB) was a grass-roots movement comprised of local residents fighting 

for affordable housing and improvement of public spaces. The CSCB you are working alongside now may 

well be an entirely different beast with different powers, financial responsibilities and interests, but the 

lease relates to those core values of the original organisation and the reasons of its creation precisely as it 

was are as pertinent and relevant now as they have ever been – especially given the current controversy 

surrounding the Garden Bridge. A private space is NEVER a replacement for a public one, especially in this 

instance when the very essence of its existence is wrapped up in the current lease stating it remains 

public. 

The core purpose of the existing lease over its term is that it protects “…an open space for use by 

members of the public for recreational leisure or educational purposes…”. The proposed changes to the 

lease will not make this critical element of the original lease possible. As a ‘privately owned public space’ 

(POPS) both the Garden Bridge and its south landing building are not a replacement for what is protected 

under the current long-term lease. The lease is carefully written as it is to protect an open space for the 

duration of the lease for members of the public. The proposed POPS will be a tightly controlled and 

congested space with a queue system, CCTV, over 7m visitors a year with associated service requirements 

which can in no way be considered similar or fair replacement to the open space which it replaces. 

Public space has no programme, it does not restrict or control behaviours beyond what the law permits 

and it does not restrict certain members of the public from engaging in the space. It has no restrictions on 

when the public may use it or ways in which they choose to use it. Private spaces are the absolute 

opposite and when the public are unclear about the legal or acceptable boundaries are then they police 

themselves, driven by a subconscious fear of encounter with the security or being seen to behave not as 

is expected in the environment. It may be subtle, it may not seem important, but the psychological usage 

of a POPS is hugely different from the sense of collective ownership and relaxed behaviours as protected 

by the current lease for the South Bank park. Richard Sennett, the celebrated sociologist, suggests that 

POPS are “dead public spaces” because that sense of ownership, encounter and potential has been 



removed in favour of programmed behaviours with a far reduced potential range of spatial engagements 

for the users. 

The land on the South Bank may not be one of London’s most beautiful public parks, but it is a public park 

and therefore worthy of considering with the same level of importance as any other part of London’s 

public greenspace. It may not have many sunbathers or be big enough to host a game of cricket (though I 

have seen people use it often for picnics, sitting to read, family photographs etc.) but it is this kind of 

small public space which is critical to a network of publicly owned spaces which connect the city and 

critical sense of ownership of it by the population who live in it. 

 

THE VALUE OF THE SOUTH BANK PARK 

The planning application for the Garden Bridge states three times that this existing park “under-utilised” 

though without once evidencing what “utility” is lacking. The Garden Bridge Trust appear to consider 

‘utility’ as the means to generate financial capital, and this is reinforced by the language used in the 

Lambeth report into the proposed lease change where income generated from the land is referred to far 

more than the numerously than the many non-financial benefits the public park offers to visitors and the 

local community. 

Your report furthermore makes note that Lambeth will be receiving 50% of profits from this permanent 

commercial unit after costs and baseline figure due to CSCB: 

“The baseline figure will be the opportunity cost incurred by CSCB as the Garden Bridge extinguishes some 

of the riverside areas which CSCB currently hire out to third parties for temporary events. Any ‘income’ 

above the agreed baseline figure, will, after costs, be split equally between the Council and CSCB.” 

The conflict of interest apparent in Lambeth’s current recommendations is not adequately evaluated with 

regards to the wider interests of London or the Borough; when considering this park as a much cherished, 

valued and important public open space and the proposed financial benefit proposed, by in effect selling 

off Lambeth’s public assets: 

 “2.11  The Council’s view is that the construction of the South Landing Building is an unprecedented 

windfall opportunity because it will enable a new and valuable and, most importantly, permanent income 

stream to be generated, albeit that the overall area of land available for temporary promotional events 

will be significantly reduced.” 

It reads dangerously like this piece of land is of no value to anyone except when it is used to generate 

capital, and this is a deeply problematic – as well as extremely sad – way to consider the public realm of a 

city which is inhabited not by ‘consumers’ but by citizens. There is no social value ascribed to the existing 

asset, and the fact that an public park could be transformed into “a permanent income stream” should be 

of no interest to public custodians who serve to protect it as open public space as per the terms of the 

existing lease. 

To extend this logic wider would be to open up Lambeth Council to potential other “windfalls” by building 

over parts of, for example, Brockwell Park or Myatts Fields. The income stream Lambeth Council could 

generate would be enormous, but we doubt the council would ever consider such actions. Thus, such 

actions should not be considered on this park, even though it doesn’t possess the grandness or romance 

of the Brockwell or Myatts parks. 

The park may not be the crown jewel of Lambeth’s greenspaces, but that is not relevant to your decision. 

It may be of financial value to Lambeth to cash in on their “windfall”, but that is not relevant to your 

decision. It may be that you consider there is some level of beneficial return from building on the park, 

but that is not relevant to your decision. What IS important to your decision is the promise to the public 



to retain that land for public use as is set out in the lease which was carefully constructed to avoid 

disposals of the space to ever occur. To ignore that is to ignore the terms of the current lease and the 

important contract between political authority and citizen, between representative body and the public it 

purports to represent. 

 

THE UTILITY OF THE SOUTH BANK PARK 

A park’s utility is about how people value it and whether it is appreciated by the public it exists for. The 

Garden Bridge Trust argue the existing park is “under-utilised”, we would argue that it serves fantastic 

‘utility’ as it is both now and in the future: 

 It is a rare city public open space that is un-programmed, simply landscaped and flexible. This is 

important where every area otherwise has been designed with a particular use in mind or is part 

of a private developments. 

 As one walks along the South Bank promenade heading west the path narrows in front of the 

IBM headquarters. As soon as this building is passed the open space fills the foreground and the 

peripheral vision of the pedestrian comes into play. In spatial terms the enlargement of the 

peripheral reading of this area is valuable, important and powerful to the sense of openness and 

framing of views towards the city. 

 As an un-programmed open space, diverse pop-up events and commercial activities can occur 

sporadically, contributing to the changing atmosphere of the place which is key to the experience 

of London and, in particular, the South Bank – a space of temporary festivals, seasonal changes 

and unexpected encounters. 

 For the local community all open space is valuable. As with any residents of a central London 

location unbuilt on land is a premium and even the smallest moments of grass and nature offer a 

respite. This is especially the case with this space which is frequented by the local community 

regularly and for who, primarily, the original lease had in mind when protecting the open space 

from development. 

Transforming this open space into a heavily developed and privately owned one would compromise all 

these and other profound benefits the current park area serves. This is entirely counter to the currently 

protected freedom and openness of the public space and deeply goes against the reasons the land is 

currently protected and the intent of the existing lease. 

The new building, which is not of insignificant massing and aesthetic, will totally destroy the feeling of 

‘opening-up’ the eyes and mind experience when walking eastwards along the promenade. It will in 

effect squeeze a higher number of people into a smaller space and completely change that momentary 

experience, forever – coupled with the shadow of the bridge flying over, crowds of people clustering 

around the steps and toilets of the building, this experiential change a visitor has when entering the 

existing area will be destroyed. 

Night-time use should also be considered. Unlike the existing public space it is proposed that the Garden 

Bridge will be closed between midnight and 6am each day. The use of this public space will therefore 

become be restricted. A public space which is available for 24 hr public use is not being replaced with the 

same access which is also against the principles of the existing lease. 

 

THE SOUTH BANK IN THE CITY 

The importance and sensitivity of this Coin Street site needs to be considered in the context of its 

influence and impact on the whole of the South Bank destination and how it is experienced by tourists, 



residents, local workers and businesses. This includes the footpath in both Lambeth and Southwark as 

well as the views from both Waterloo and Blackfriars’ bridges. Destinations need to be considered 

through the eyes and the experience of visitors and users, irrespective of administrative, political or land 

ownership boundaries. Covent Garden, Maritime Greenwich, Soho -- these are considered singular 

destinations by their visitors irrespective of their political jurisdiction or land ownership. 

The South Bank is the same. In the cognitive geography of the tourist and the day visitor, the South Bank 

destination is that which runs along the uninterrupted riverfront promenade, from County Hall to Tower 

Bridge. It is, today, one of the world's great tourist promenades, easily the equal -- in terms of visitor 

experience -- of La Rambla in Barcelona, Via del Corso in Rome or the world's great waterfront walks in 

Sydney, Vancouver and Stockholm, amongst others. 

It is distinguished by a number of factors, all of which are heavily impacted by the proposed landing 

building and Garden Bridge project as a whole, not least that it is a contiguous and uninterrupted stretch 

of waterfront which the visitor can walk almost the entire length of without ever leaving the riverfront. It 

contains world-famous extraordinary views of the north bank, including the most celebrated and iconic 

views of St Pauls Cathedral and the City of London skyline, specifically from the Coin Street site and which 

change and evolve as the visitor walks the promenade. 

The existing array of world-class cultural institutions is complemented by small, unexpected spaces – 

including the park under question – which are used for pop-up and unexpected events all co-located 

within a destination that feels like a real and authentic part of a living city which makes the South Bank so 

unique and loved. The fabric of this area has the distinction of being a single great destination in which 

residents, tourists and workers happily co-exist. This diversity of functions, uses and users makes the area 

unique. This balance is so unique because of the precariousness of how urban change can tip an area 

from one of genuine mixed-use and designed for all users to an area for the single touristic experience 

drawn by the imagined icon of an over-enthusiastic designer. 

Londoners have essentially abandoned the County Hall stretch of the South Bank just as they plot routes 

through the city to carefully avoid Covent Garden and Leicester Square. These once great urban sites 

have been surrendered, almost in their entirety, to the tourist crush which has profoundly cheapened 

them even as their underlying land values have soared for those with property interests. 

The South Bank sense of chanced upon activities and pop-up events will be damaged forever. This space 

will in effect become a permanent tourist attraction all year round, and consequently that feeling one has 

when discovering an unexpected usage of the open-space – through public usage or organised event - 

will be lost. Instead, an entirely expected consumer experience similar to that outside the entrance to the 

London Eye and County Hall will greet pedestrians who still choose to attempt to navigate this stretch of 

the river. This will fundamentally change the nature of this part of the river and is deeply rooted in the 

differences between public and private spaces. 

The local community will lose an important part of the small amount of public greenspace offered to 

them. The ‘replacement’ space offered by the Garden Bridge will be a crowded space which in no ways 

offers the same relaxing, owned feeling that the current park affords. 

This development which you have the chance to halt would be a real tragedy not just for the South Bank 

but for London as a whole. Memories are short. This was not always one of the world's great waterfronts; 

as late as the mid-1990s it was still considered derelict and dirty, possibly unsafe, with little or nothing to 

do there. It was transformed by visionaries and pioneers, by risk takers and place makers, and by 

politicians and civil servants of character, dedication and integrity. CSCB, formed of the same local 

residents who deeply understand the site as those who now fight the Garden Bridge development, was 

once a part of that great community of dedicated professionals keen to create a destination out of the 



derelict remains of dying industries. For this project to go ahead is to deny the depth and breadth of their 

achievement and to take ridiculous risks with the extraordinary legacy that they left for the city. 

 

OPPOSITION 

In the report into this proposed lease change we acknowledge that a very large number of objectors 

responding to the proposal are recorded, but that consideration of such objections is largely dismissed in 

the report determination of the recommendations on the lease amendment. 

We believe for these reason the report on the lease is lacking in due diligence and is unreasonable; as 

those objections are legitimate concerns that also relate to the terms of the existing lease and the 

principles covenanted within it. 

There is overwhelming public opposition to this development, with significant questions arising as to the 

legitimacy of both the planning process and the procurements leading up to the current situation and its 

reporting; whilst the Garden Bridge Trust still have a huge shortfall in private finance with no signs of 

having raised much in the last 8 months. Such pre-construction developmental and legal work is being 

leveraged by public finances; which in the circumstances is wholly unjustifiable. 

The advancement, and continuing further expenditure of public resources on this project should be 

deferred until such time as the requite matters have been fully, adequately and transparently explored, 

and that in the interests of London and the Borough such proposals for an amendment to a lease to 

transfer public land to private ownership be determined by a committee of elected representatives. 

 

With regards, the undersigned 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 



Garden Bridge Trust 
Discharge Application: 
LBL 14/02792/FUL Condition 29 
and WCC 14/05095/FULL 
Condition 21 
Garden Bridge Coach and Taxi 
Management Plan 
LBL Condition 29/WCC Condition 21 
6th Draft 

 
 

The Garden Bridge Trust say they are leading the development of a new pedestrian bridge 
across the Thames. 
 
The  proposed bridge will cut  across a "sensitive sweep of the  River Thames " with a "long 
and local river view and skyline"  that runs counter to all planning decisions made about this 
central Thames area in all pre  and post war development plans, on the south side,  in 
respect of the opening up of the riverside.1  On the south side the proposed bridge lands, 
not only on the Queens Walk but in very close proximity to housing developed and fought 
for in response to Lambeth's need for both housing and open space.  
 
The Garden Bridge Trust look at a pedestrian bridge with a Garden that is a Visitor  
Attraction and totally fail to deal with physical context and impact of the bridge, either side 
of the river.  We consider their response is woefully inadequate as they totally 
underestimate the problems that will arise and our safety concerns are not addressed. 
 
Since the Garden Bridge Trust appear not to understand the local context of their proposed 
bridge they are not in a position to begin to have an effective  
Consultation with the local community.  It has to be noted that the Operational Construction 
brochure landed through our doors, in August, just as Lambeth requested our comments on 
Construction Conditions: totally confusing.  We are also very clear that the  capability 
needed to properly respond, in full, to these planning conditions falls way out of the 
resources of a local residential community.  We would be interested to know what other 
developments have made such high demands of a community?  One would have expected 
that these matters should have been properly resolved at a much earlier stage and given 
they have not it totally begs the question as to whether outline, if that is the proper term in 
this instance, planning permission should have ever have been granted. 

Put at its very simplest the coach and taxi response is totally out of date and takes no note 
of the current highway developments in the Waterloo/Blackfriars area. 

                                                             
1  Royal Commission of Fine Arts {RCFA) forerunner of CABE 1926/1980/81 
   Greater London Development Plan (GDLP) 1976 
   Waterloo Development Plan 1976 
   Development Plan ( IDP) 1970 
   Public Inquiry Evidence (1981) Secretary of State, Heron Group, Lambeth with Association  of Waterloo  
   Groups, GLC 
   Joint Action Committee GLC /Lambeth/AWG (1984 - 1986) 
 



We don't have any sense from any of these reports that the Garden Bridge Trust has made 
any contextual assessment of the physical situation of the proposed Garden Bridge and its 
impact on the locality.   
 
How will you know how this bridge will function and who it will attract?  Neither Jubilee 
Gardens nor Tate Modern anticipated the high visitor attraction.  The Garden Bridge Trust 
seems to vacillate  between it being a new pedestrian Bridge and a visitor attraction.  It may 
well be that a group going to the theatre in the West End may decide to go via the Garden 
Bridge and arriving from the south plan to drop off on Upper Ground.  They may not be 
seeking parking for the duration of the visit but Upper Ground is not able to take the raised 
level of traffic and drop off.  I would also have to question what increase Belvedere Road 
could take.  The site, as I understand it, at the rear of the National Theatre is for backstage 
theatre/production access and no drop off for coaches intended. 
 
Initial assumption in using underground and mainline figures is totally  
flawed.  This has led to the presumption that since this is the way it will  
happen there is no need to provide additional car or coach parking space. 
There are a limited number of disability use spaces on Upper Ground and  
 coach parking up by the London Eye on Belvedere Road. The increase of  
 traffic on Upper Ground will lead to an increasingly unsafe environment which is obviously a 
matter of grave concern for Mulberry Housing Co-op. 
 
Mulberry Housing Co-op would hope therefore that nothing will proceed given the failure to 
provide a "good enough" submission on coach and taxi management.  

 



Dear   

 in a ground breaking housing co‐
operative development, I write on behalf of this housing co‐operative and neighbours and other 
Waterloo residents to express our major concern about the lack of consultative process in respect of 
the proposed Garden Bridge. 

At the end of the war in 1945 and changes in the industrial landscape and possibly affected by the 
Public Inquiry into the Kings Reach Development in 1969 the IDP was changed to reflect the need for 
open space in the North Lambeth as well as rezoning for "West End Use" need for open space.  
There is a clear and continued need for housing but the importance of the riverside area as a public 
open space is reflected in the 1976 Waterloo District Plan albeit that  the Secretary of State 
withdrew the plan "from deposit" because of inadequate Consultation.  The plan was agreed in 1977 
and was the first of its kind so to be agreed. 

One might think that lessons had been learned about public consultation but this has proved not to 
be the case.  Local residents  do not consider that their voice is being heard. The fact of the Arhus 
Convention, adopted by the UK in 2005,  should mean that the views of local residents and others 
are keenly heard in light of the environment issues involved in this planning application.  The 
environmental impact of this application is tremendous and all the more a concern because there 
are serious issues about the capacity of the Garden Bridge Trust to deliver their proposal.  

Acknowledging that TFL will be working with local authorities to deliver the Mayor’s Transport 
Strategy in tandem with managing services across the capital for which he is responsible it is 
incredible that TFL did not follow its own guidance on Consultation in the first instance: “final plans 
will also take other factors into account……including relevant financial, legal, safety and technical 
issues.” 

Consultation down river in terms of river crossing started in 2012 and has yet reached no conclusion 
whereas no consultation has ever taken place with Waterloo/Lambeth residents. Conversations have 
taken place involving Lambeth and Coin Street Community Builders (CSBC)  but not local residents.  
The South Bank Forum is not a consultative forum given the vested interests of those involved and at 
its best can only be informative.  People need engagement to be empowered .  There has been 
neither  real time consultation or listening to our concerns which is leading only to increased levels 
of concerns as to what is going on, what is the back story of this proposal.  We are keenly aware of 
the devastation that can be the mouldy fruit of this project if it is allowed to continue. 

There has been no high level environmental study concerning 

 Air quality 

 Visual impact, noise and ecology 

 Ground conditions 

 Materials 

 Local ecology 

The Aarhus Agreement was adopted by the UK in 2005 and impacts on the quality as well as need for 
proper and realistic consultation in respect of proposed developments which will impact on the 
environment: 

“The Aarhus Convention establishes a number of rights of the public (individuals and their 
associations) with regard to the environment. The Parties to the Convention are required to make 



the necessary provisions so that public authorities (at national, regional or local level) will contribute 
to these rights to become effective. The Convention provides for:  

 the right of everyone to receive environmental information that is held by public authorities 
("access to environmental information"). This can include information on the state of the 
environment, but also on policies or measures taken, or on the state of human health and 
safety where this can be affected by the state of the environment. Applicants are entitled to 
obtain this information within one month of the request and without having to say why they 
require it. In addition, public authorities are obliged, under the Convention, to actively 
disseminate environmental information in their possession;  

 the right to participate in environmental decision‐making. Arrangements are to be made by 
public authorities to enable the public affected and environmental non‐governmental 
organisations to comment on, for example, proposals for projects affecting the 
environment, or plans and programmes relating to the environment, these comments to be 
taken into due account in decision‐making, and information to be provided on the final 
decisions and the reasons for it ("public participation in environmental decision‐making");  

 the right to review procedures to challenge public decisions that have been made without 
respecting the two aforementioned rights or environmental law in general ("access to 
justice").  

Environmental Assessment 

Environmental assessment is a procedure that ensures that the environmental implications of 
decisions are taken into account before the decisions are made. Environmental assessment can be 
undertaken for individual projects, such as a dam, motorway, airport or factory, on the basis of 
Directive 2011/92/EU (known as 'Environmental Impact Assessment' – EIA Directive) or for public 
plans or programmes on the basis of Directive 2001/42/EC (known as 'Strategic Environmental 
Assessment' – SEA Directive). The common principle of both Directives is to ensure that plans, 
programmes and projects likely to have significant effects on the environment are made subject to 
an environmental assessment, prior to their approval or authorisation. Consultation with the public 
is a key feature of environmental assessment procedures. 

The Directives on Environmental Assessment aim to provide a high level of protection of the 
environment and to contribute to the integration of environmental considerations into the 
preparation of projects, plans and programmes with a view to reduce their environmental impact. 
They ensure public participation in decision‐making and thereby strengthen the quality of decisions.” 

Our local experience 

Given the Aarhus Convention we would have anticipated proper consultation but instead have 
repeatedly felt alienated from our home borough who seem intent on pushing conditions through 
regardless of the ability of the Garden Bridge Trust to deliver and regardless of the difficulties we 
have faced in responding to a situation where 

 access to website information and response has been problematic from the point 

Lambeth put out their letters informing of the planning application 

 this form of consultation limits the input of those best able to contribute orally 

 Comment from others consulted has not been available on line 



 in winter 2014 hard copy Comment was made available by Planning but in winter 2016 

hard copy has not been made available by Planning: a local resident was specifically 

told prior to the February PAC that she could not have access to documents. 

 Planning letters have not always  been received systematically by local residents or 

businesses.  Certainly our neighbours  in Oxo Tower (Redwood)  have never received 

letters and will clearly be affected by this plan.76/78 Upper Ground is listed as if it 

were a residential address (IBM)  Lambeth’s information says they have sent letters to 

flats on Waterloo Rd. which is actually student accommodation for Notre Dame 

students from the U.S. This is scandalous when they have not sent to Oxo Tower  

residents. 

 in September a number of local residents who attended PAC (where Conditions were 

deferred)  were looked at in contempt by the officer who left the meeting with the 

Garden Bridge Trust.  This gives no sense that our voice is being heard. 

 at PAC Garden Bridge Trust responses prioritised over everyone else's 

 circa 45 minutes of time was given to officers to present information at PAC in 

February.  When it came to PAC members being able to ask questions they were 

directed by the Chair that due to lack of time only to ask questions of officers and only 

when absolutely necessary.  Officers were then asked questions but if could not 

answer would only defer to Garden Bridge Trust for answers. 

 similar pressure on time given at December PAC.  

 given the issues and work raised by these Conditions the plan should clearly never 

have been agreed. 

 

Flawed procurement, flawed presentation, flawed knowledge of the issues involved, flawed 

consultation is no basis for this proposed Garden Bridge to be given planning permission.   

 

Yours sincerely. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 



Exclusive:	TFL	told	of	Boris	preference	for	Heatherwick	before	Garden	
Bridge	contest	
21	April,	2016	By	 	
Fresh	claims	that	London	mayor	‘misled’	Greater	London	Assembly	(GLA)	
surface	after	AJ	obtains	new	evidence	under	Freedom	of	Information	
Transport	for	London	was	instructed	that	its	chairman,	mayor	Boris	
Johnson,	wanted	the	organisation	to	support	Thomas	Heatherwick’s	
Garden	Bridge	proposal	eight	weeks	before	it	held	the	bridge	design	
contest	the	designer	went	on	to	win,	it	has	emerged.	
Johnson	has	repeatedly	denied	favouring	Heatherwick	and	Joanna	Lumley’s	
design	for	the	£175	million	project	–	which	is	supported	by	£60	million	of	
public	money	‐	despite	holding	at	least	six	meetings	with	them	prior	to	the	
February	2013	contest.	
However,	a	December	2012	TfL	briefing	note	released	following	a	Freedom	
of	Information	(FOI)	request	made	by	the	AJ	makes	clear	the	mayor’s	
support	for	their	scheme	in	its	opening	paragraph.	This	and	accompanying	
material	released	under	the	FOI	response	has	sparked	renewed	calls	for	the	
National	Audit	Office	to	investigate.	
The	12‐page	note,	with	the	subject	heading	’Garden	Bridge’,	is	marked	
‘draft	and	confidential’	and	was	circulated	to	TfL’s	most	senior	
management.	It	states:	‘The	designer	Thomas	Heatherwick,	supported	by	
the	actress	Joanna	Lumley,	has	proposed	a	new	footbridge	in	central	
London	connecting	Temple	with	the	South	Bank.	
‘The	bridge	would	be	highly	sculptural	with	columns	in	the	River	Thames	
supporting	the	structure.	
‘The	Mayor	is	extremely	supportive	of	the	need	for	additional	footbridges	
across	the	Thames	and	is	keen	for	TfL	to	support	this	proposal.’	No	other	
alternative	proposals	are	mentioned	in	the	note.	
‘The	Mayor	is	keen	for	TfL	to	support	this	proposal’	
The	document	on	Heatherwick’s	Garden	Bridge	proposal,	which	contains	
detailed	analysis	of	the	proposal,	was	fed	into	by	various	TfL	departments	
and	primarily	authored	by	Richard	De	Cani,	TfL’s	then	director	of	strategy	
and	policy,	who	went	on	to	score	the	Heatherwick	bid	against	rivals	Marks	
Barfield	and	Wilkinson	Eyre,	acting	alone.	He	also	played	a	key	role	in	
judging	the	later	engineering	contest	which	Arup	–	also	part	of	the	existing	
Lumley/Heatherwick	team	–	won.	
		
<image001.jpg>	
Last	month	Johnson	once	again	told	the	London	Assembly	he	did	not	favour	
Heatherwick’s	design	over	those	of	the	other	two	architect	practices.	
Grilled	by	Labour	Assembly	member	Tom	Copley	on	why	TfL	did	not	
tender	for	a	‘garden’	bridge	but	simply	a	pedestrian	bridge	despite	



apparently	already	backing	the	Garden	Bridge,	Johnson	said:	‘The	answer	is	
because	we	were	very	open	to	ideas	and	if	something	better	had	been	
proposed	by,	I	don’t	know,	Marks	Barfield	who	did	the	London	Eye,	or	
whoever	else	was	in	the	frame,	that	would	have	been	fantastic.’	
Johnson	then	replied	‘yes’	when	asked	by	Copley	if	he	was	‘completely	
neutral’	on	whether	the	bridge	was	a	garden	bridge	or	not.	
Responding	to	the	latest	FOI	revelations,	Copley	said:	‘It	looks	increasingly	
likely	that	Boris	Johnson	misled	the	London	Assembly.	It	seems	clear	that	
Heatherwick	was	favoured	by	the	mayor.	No	objective	person	could	say	
that	this	process	was	open,	fair	and	transparent.	
‘If	Boris	Johnson	is	willing	to	carry	on	in	this	way	as	mayor	of	London	with	
such	a	callous	disregard	for	fairness	and	proper	process,	it	raises	serious	
questions	about	his	suitability	for	the	office	he	most	covets:	that	of	prime	
minister	of	this	country.	
‘TfL	must	also	face	up	to	the	huge	faults	in	the	procurement	process	to	
ensure	that	nothing	like	this	ever	happens	again.’	
The	latest	information	released	by	TfL	under	the	FOI	covers	a	large	volume	
of	Garden	Bridge	correspondence	between	De	Cani	and	other	senior	
figures.	It	reveals	further	contact	between	the	organisation,	and	
Heatherwick	and	Lumley	prior	to	the	contest	and	multiple	references	to	
TfL’s	apparent	desire	to	find	a	speedy	way	to	work	with	them	and	their	
team	(see	box	below).	
This	included	three	meetings	between	the	Heatherwick	team	and	then	TfL	
commissioner	Peter	Hendy,	and	a	TfL‐organised	visit	to	the	Emirates	Air	
Line	cable	car	for	Lumley	and	Heatherwick	the	month	before	the	design	
competition	was	launched.	
Architect	and	procurement	specialist	Walter	Menteth	‐	an	expert	witness	in	
the	recent	London	Assembly	inquiry	into	the	Garden	Bridge	process	‐	said	
the	latest	information	suggested	a	total	of	14	firms	had	been	misled,	given	
this	is	the	total	number	of	losing	bidders	in	the	two	TfL	competitions	for	
the	bridge	project	that	Heatherwick	Studio	and	Arup	won.	
Menteth	said:	‘This	evidence	suggests	that	there	was	pre‐procurement	
project	planning,	and	this	may	have	entailed	a	pre‐meditated	intention	to	
ensure	the	outcome	met	the	mayor’s	personal	preference,	come	what	
may…	and	that	to	do	so	the	legal	requirements	of	the	regulatory	processes,	
including	those	advised	by	TfL’s	own	legal	department,	would	be	disdained.	
‘It	raises	significant	questions	as	to	whether	this	£60	million	heist	of	the	
public	can	be	backed,	and	whether	all	possible	public	money	should	now	be	
recovered.’	
Professor	of	business	law	at	the	University	of	Hull,	Christopher	Bovis,	who	
has	advised	the	Commons	transport	committee	on	European	procurement	



and	has	also	followed	the	Garden	Bridge	saga,	said	he	was	ashamed	by	the	
new	information.	
‘This	smacks	of	collusion	and	I’m	ashamed	it	could	happen	in	this	
country,’	he	said.	‘It	looks	like	they’ve	fixed	the	match	before	the	football	
game	gets	going.	The	smallest	Italian	municipality	would	do	a	better	job	
and	this	has	happened	in	London.’	
Lib	Dem	candidate	for	mayor,	Caroline	Pidgeon,	who	played	a	key	role	in	
the	London	Assembly’s	inquiry,	said	it	was	now	apparent	that	public	
money	had	been	spent	on	the	mayor’s	‘personal	vanity	project’.	
’This	whole	saga	now	really	stinks’	
‘This	whole	saga	now	really	stinks,’	she	said.	‘It	appears	that	right	from	the	
very	start	of	the	process	Boris	Johnson	has	been	breathing	down	the	necks	
of	TfL	officers	to	get	the	bridge	built	at	any	price.’	
‘The	next	mayor	should	immediately	cancel	any	contracts	TfL	have	entered	
into	with	the	Garden	Bridge	Trust,	instigate	an	urgent	review	of	the	whole	
procurement	process	and,	if	necessary,	ask	the	National	Audit	Office	to	
investigate	the	improper	awarding	of	this	contract.	
‘Public	money	is	not	there	to	be	spent	on	personal	vanity	projects.	These	
revelations	should	sink	the	whole	Garden	Bridge	project	once	and	for	all.’	
Sadiq	Khan,	Labour’s	candidate	for	mayor	of	London,	who	has	also	
promised	a	new	inquiry	if	elected,	said:	‘I	support	the	Garden	Bridge	but	
this	is	another	worrying	revelation	about	the	bidding	process.	It	is	vital	that	
we	have	full	transparency	on	this	project,	given	the	public	funds	already	
committed.’	
Tory	mayoral	candidate	Zac	Goldsmith	declined	to	comment.	
TfL’s	December	briefing	note	also	says	it	is	a	‘requirement’	for	the	
proposed	pedestrian	bridge	to	have	dedicated	cycle	paths	–	something	that	
was	dropped	from	later	designs.	
A	spokesperson	for	the	Mayor	of	London	denied	that	there	was	any	flaw	in	
the	procurement	process:	‘The	mayor	is	widely	on	the	record	as	being	in	
support	of	the	construction	of	vital	new	river	crossings	over	the	Thames.	
And	his	decision	to	ask	Transport	for	London	to	invite	several	world‐class	
designers	to	pitch	for	the	design	of	a	pedestrian	footbridge	on	the	South	
Bank	showed	no	favour	to	Heatherwick	Studio,	it	simply	showed	his	desire	
to	ensure	the	very	best	possible	concept	was	found.	
‘The	procurement	process	was	open,	it	was	fair	and	it	was	transparent.	A	
thorough	audit	of	that	process	has	been	carried	out	and	work	is	due	to	
begin	on	the	bridge	this	year.	It	will	be	a	spectacular	addition	to	the	capital	
and	is	widely	supported	by	Londoners	and	businesses	on	both	sides	of	the	
river.’	
’The	debate	about	procurement	does	not	involve	the	Garden	Bridge	Trust	
which	was	not	set	up	at	the	time’	



A	Garden	Bridge	Trust	spokesperson	added:	’The	debate	about	
procurement	is	a	separate	issue	and	does	not	involve	the	Garden	Bridge	
Trust	which	was	not	set	up	at	the	time.	The	trust	continues	to	make	strong	
progress.	
’The	construction	contract	was	awarded	recently,	£145	million	has	been	
raised	and	we	have	nearly	discharged	all	our	planning	conditions	before	
starting	construction	this	summer.	The	project	continues	to	enjoy	huge	
public	support	and	has	the	support	of	the	two	leading	Mayoral	candidates,	
Sadiq	Khan	and	Zac	Goldsmith.	We	are	working	hard	to	make	the	bridge	a	
special	place	in	the	heart	of	the	city	to	be	enjoyed	by	Londoners	and	
visitors	for	years	to	come.’	
Thomas	Heatherwick	declined	to	comment.	
TfL’s	trail	of	damning	documents	

 In	an	email	dated	9	January	2013	–	the	day	after	TfL’s	legal	
department	set	out	its	advice	on	the	procurement	of	the	
bridge	‐	TfL’s	then	head	of	corporate	affairs	Caroline	
Murdoch	wrote	to	De	Cani	and	his	boss,	TfL	managing	
director	of	planning	Michele	Dix	to	discuss	Lumley	and	
Heatherwick’s	forthcoming	visit	to	TfL’s	Emirates	Air	Line	
cable	car.	
	
She	wrote:	‘Isabel	[Dedring]	is	going	to	let	them	know	that	
there	will	be	a	proposed	way	forward	that	might	be	shared	
with	them	early	next	week.	I	will	give	you	a	verbal	update	on	
the	rest	of	the	discussion	(unless	Peter	[Hendy]	would	prefer	
to?)’	

 In	an	email	sent	a	week	later,	16	January	2013,	TfL’s	then	
managing	director	of	planning	Michele	Dix	suggested	
amends	to	the	updated	‘Garden	Bridge	next	steps’	briefing	
note	to	strategy	and	policy	director	Richard	De	Cani,	a	
member	of	her	team.	
	
She	wrote:	‘Richard	can	we	insert	a	section	on	alternative	
approaches	as	we	discussed	yesterday.	Given	all	the	work	TH	
[Thomas	Heatherwick]/Arup	has	done	to	date	–	is	it	going	to	
be	quicker	for	them	to	take	the	lead	–	and	we	help	them?	
	
‘Ie	it	is	promoted	as	a	private	sector	bridge	–	with	a	
benefactor	to	pay	for	it,	ie	I	assume	this	was	how	the	
Millennium	Bridge	was	taken	forward?	If	there	was	a	
benefactor	found	up	front	they	effectively	to	start	much	



sooner	without	all	the	policy	complications	we	have.	We	
could	offer	expert	advice	on	a	no	payment	basis.’	

 De	Cani’s	final	draft	of	the	briefing	note	includes	the	option	
of	Heatherwick	leading	the	promotion	of	the	project	which	it	
says	‘could	potentially	be	delivered	in	less	time	(potentially	
between	6	and	10	months	quicker)	as	there	would	be	no	
requirement	to	comply	with	public	procurement	rules’.		
	
However,	it	also	identifies	problems	with	this	approach,	
including	TfL	having	less	control	over	the	scheme	and	the	
need	for	Heatherwick	Studio	to	have	funding	in	place	
immediately.	Discussing	the	option	of	TfL	taking	a	lead	in	
promoting	the	project	(the	option	which	the	organisation	
subsequently	took)	it	predicted	risks	with	this	including	a	
‘low	risk	of	challenge	to	the	procurement	process’.	In	a	
separate	section	marked	‘risks’	it	also	stated:	‘It	would	be	
very	important	not	to	make	premature	announcements	
around	particular	designs	or	proposals	ahead	of	the	
procurement	process	being	completed.’	

		
Further	comments	
Anti‐Garden	Bridge	campaigner	Michael	Ball	said:	‘Boris	has	shrugged	off	
clear	evidence	that	the	procurement	process	was	’not	fair	and	not	
transparent’	‐	in	the	words	of	TfL’s	own	auditor	‐	with	the	argument	that	he	
didn’t	care	who	won	the	competition,	Marks	Barfield	or	whoever.	But	the	
AJ’s	latest	FOI	revelations	suggest	that	his	officers,	from	Hendy	down,	cared	
very	much	because	they	knew	what	Boris	wanted.	
 

 



Response from  
 
Garden Bridge Trust 
Discharge Application:  
  
14/02792/FUL Condition 25 and 
WCC 14/05095/FULL Condition 20 
Waste Management Plan 
 
14/02792/FUL Condition 24 and 
WCC 14/05095/FULL Condition 19 
Garden Bridge Delivery & Servicing 
Plan 
LBL Condition 24/WCC Condition 19 
 
Discharge Application: 
14/02792/FUL Condition 38 and 
WCC 14/05095/FULL Condition 29 
Garden Bridge Crime Prevention 
Statement 
LBL Condition 38/WCC Condition 29 
 
14/02792/FUL Condition 46 and 
WCC 14/05095/FULL Condition 33 
Garden Bridge Illegal Trading Antisocial 
Behaviour Crowd Control and 
General Enforcement Management 
Plan  
LBL Condition 46/WCC Condition 33 
 
LBL 14/02792/FUL Condition 29 
and WCC 14/05095/FULL 
Condition 21 
Garden Bridge Coach and Taxi 
Management Plan 
LBL Condition 29/WCC Condition 21 
 
Discharge Application: 
LBL 14/02792/FUL Condition 28 
Garden Bridge Evacuation Plan 
Redacted Version 
LBL Condition 28 
 
Discharge Application: LBL 
14/02792/FUL Condition 37 and 
WCC 14/05095/FULL Condition 28 
Garden Bridge Counter Terrorism 
Strategy 
Redacted Version 
 
 
 

As the author of the response from Mulberry Housing Co-op I wondered how I was going to 
deal with my own response given the demand of the exercise.  My feeling as I proceeded 
through it was increasing frustration at having to do it at all.  I felt that no publicly owned 
bridge would surely have come to local residents to deal with attached conditions. 
 
I eventually decided to make limited change to the document and to highlight separately a 
few particular issues or highlight my personal situation within this. 
 

 the tendering and procurement  process is clearly flawed.  I have attended GLA 
Oversight Committees on 17th September and 22nd October.  Should Lambeth 
continue to engage with a planning application in these circumstances? 



 Has time and other pressure on Lambeth council employees led to a situation where 
this project has been pushed through when properly there should have been far 
more consideration within the public arena about the proposals for this Garden 
Bridge in this place. 

 I came to live on Upper Ground from the Rockingham Estate at the Elephant and 
Castle.  I had been aware of the 1981 Public Inquiry over the Coin St. Development  
and had worked as a Clerical 2 for some months in Legal Planning in Southwark and 
my last job was to prepare boxes of paper for archiving.  Given my personal interests 
and history I have been able to look recently at GLC and other archived documents 
in respect of the river side walkway and understand what was planned and 
anticipated and that took long years to complete. 

 I have come to better appreciate how the history of the area should be presented for 
visitors and residents alike.  With a bit of thought they could have better local access 
to the history under their feet which is heritage history.  Lambeth has heritage here: 
it doesn't only exist north of the river as is suggested in the response to the Crime 
Prevention Statement. 

 There were issues of Consultation then.  The consultation with local people has been 
non-existent.  We haven't even received information about the South Landing 
building consultation. 

 Like other people I don't feel I can make proper comment and assessment on many 
things given we don't know what the South Landing building will actually be used for. 
It's use totally ups all the negatives!  There is substantial harm to the local 
neighbourhood and Lambeth's agreement on the S106 money begs issue of concerns 
about the well being of many of its residents. 

 In security terms it is a very badly placed bridge sitting in the proposed position on 
the river which has led, I fear, to a scaling down of "garden".  It would be likely to 
become a "secure/private" bridge rather than a relaxed garden experience.  I have 
not only the experience of living in central London but living in West Belfast and 
being brought up in rural Dorset but clearly aware of Army presence. 

 In local crime understanding I come to here and now with a working life in youth 
and community related work: most recently in what can best be described in the 
historical term of education welfare.  I have therefore bring to this particular exercise 
a particular eye and knowledge of security and crime planning issues and experience 
and most critically the importance of understanding the context of any work. 

 I live on Upper Ground and know the problems we would face.  I have highlighted 
these afresh from my perspective in my response to Conditions 29 and 24 and would 
request you take note of that personal experience and perspective.  Please do note 
my correction as I realise there is drop off coach parking intended on Upper round 
by the National Theatre.  However it is fenced off and this suggests an existing 
problem. 

 I am totally horrified by the limitations of thought and contextualisation around the 
issues of waste management, service delivery and coach and taxi management.  It 
really does make you feel that I/we don't exist as local people, locally resident. 

 I do feel that the Conditions responses are not "good enough" and that is no basis 
for this bridge to be built. 



1

  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 25 April 2016 10:58
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: Submissions in respect of MLA.2016.00048 Garden Bridge Trust
Attachments: MMO2.pdf; MMO3.pdf; MMO4.pdf; MMO5.pdf; MMO10.pdf; MMO15.pdf; 

MMO16.pdf; MMO18.docx; MMO19.docx; MMO20.docx

Hello  
 
FYI 
 
Cheers 

 
 
 
From:   
Sent: 24 April 2016 19:15 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Cc:  
Subject: Submissions in respect of MLA.2016.00048 Garden Bridge Trust 
 
Contd. files in respect of MLA/2016/00048  With thanks Jenny O'Neill Mulberry Housing Co-op 



 

Dear  
 
We are writing to you in respect of the delegated decision regarding the Proposed changes 
to the lease held by Coin St. Community Builders relating to land on the South Bank. 
 
In respect of Recommendation 1 we have to recommend that there is  
 

 no variation of lease/ Deed of Variation 

 no delegation of authorities to allow this to proceed 

 this document should not be approved 

 any decision should be made by full council 
 

We would wish to make a number of points relative to points raised in the report and that 
relate particularly to section 3.8 of the 1992 Lease with London Residuary Body to Coin 
Street Community Builders. 

Lambeth as the local authority with  responsibility to properly consult and listen 

 Report 5.1 

 
1.  Lambeth have a responsibility to consult and actively listen in respect of the open space 
which is the grassed area on the Queens Walk.  
 
1.1 Given there has been no consultation on the variation in this lease: with its consequential 
devastation of an important open space that will affect the enjoyment of walking along the 
Queen's Walk with its seriously negative effect on the health and well being of Londoners. 
 
1.3  This is an environmental issue and therefore the Aarhus Convention is of significance. 

"The United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) Convention on Access to 
Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making and Access to Justice in Environmental 
Matters (pdf ~50K) was adopted on 25 June 1998 in the Danish city of Aarhus (Århus) at the 
Fourth Ministerial Conference as part of the "Environment for Europe" process. It entered 
into force on 30 October 2001. (For recent up-dates and the follow-up process please have a 
look at the UNECE Convention website).  It was ratified in the UK on 23.02.05. 

The Aarhus Convention establishes a number of rights of the public (individuals and their 
associations) with regard to the environment. The Parties to the Convention are required to 
make the necessary provisions so that public authorities (at national, regional or local level) 
will contribute to these rights to become effective. The Convention provides for:  

 the right of everyone to receive environmental information that is held by public 
authorities ("access to environmental information"). This can include information 
on the state of the environment, but also on policies or measures taken, or on the 
state of human health and safety where this can be affected by the state of the 
environment. Applicants are entitled to obtain this information within one month of the 
request and without having to say why they require it. In addition, public authorities 
are obliged, under the Convention, to actively disseminate environmental information 
in their possession;  

 the right to participate in environmental decision-making. Arrangements are to be 
made by public authorities to enable the public affected and environmental non-

http://live.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/pp/documents/cep43e.pdf
http://live.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/pp/documents/cep43e.pdf
http://live.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/pp/documents/cep43e.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/pdfinfo.htm
http://live.unece.org/env/pp/treatytext.html


 

governmental organisations to comment on, for example, proposals for projects 
affecting the environment, or plans and programmes relating to the environment, 
these comments to be taken into due account in decision-making, and information to 
be provided on the final decisions and the reasons for it ("public participation in 
environmental decision-making");  

 the right to review procedures to challenge public decisions that have been made 
without respecting the two aforementioned rights or environmental law in general 
("access to justice"). " (European Commission Doc.) 

2. Job Development 1.5 

 

2.1 There is no evidence to prove any significant job creation.   
 
2.2 This, our local area, is of metropolitan and indeed of national significance and its 
importance and has long been recognised.  With the developments that are both in 
development and discussion stage within the area, such as all that is going on under  and 
above ground at Waterloo Station there is much room for a robust job development 
programme.  There is much room for grounding some work in heritage work given the 
number of tourists visiting  the area and increasingly staying in hotels in the area.  
 
2.3 This is an area with a rich and diverse social history to be celebrated.  Upper Ground has 
developed into the narrow street of today because it is the old Narrow Wall which people 
walked along by the rural Thames, who were followed by people seeking the freshness of 
the river air as the city developed and industrialised. 
 
2.4  It really has to be emphasised that this open space on the South Bank is critical in order 
to absorb raised numbers of visitors that this area already has and is to expect, leaving aside 
the building of this proposed bridge. 
 
2.5  The Garden Bridge and the South Landing Building are not going to achieve this.  We 
need to move forward but we have to learn from history and the experience of others.  
The statement that the garden bridge build ‘would bring jobs to the area’ is hollow, 
patronizing and disingenuous. 
 
2.6 If the bridge is built (delivered by outside contractors of course and the maintenance 
would be delivered this way too) then what jobs would be on offer?  
 
2.7  Any gardening will also be contracted out.  
 
2.8  There might be a handful of retail jobs selling bridge souvenirs and refreshments but 
that’s about it. These would be minimum wage with no career path whatsoever. 
 
2.9  Volunteering does not count….very few people can afford to volunteer anymore and like 
internships this is used for employers to get free labour. 
 
 
 
 



 

 
3. Health and Wellbeing 4.3 

 
3.1  The general health our local community is severely threatened by the proposal to 
change the lease on this land. A wider local community with both  a high level of medical 
conditions and disability as well as a need to support their good health and well being  who 
need this open space. The concerns raised by a visually impaired resident of the Oxo Tower 
draw attention of the detrimental affect to her own life and ability to future use of Queens 
Walk.  We know from responses at the February PAC that neither the Garden Bridge Trust 
nor Planning Officers have a real awareness of  material needs in the designing an 
environment for differently abled usage. 
 
3.2  There was no evidence in the reports presented for conditions agreement to suggest 
that the Garden Bridge was dealing efficiently with equality issues.  We would suggest that a 
new EqIA is essential. 
 
3.3  This open space is an integral part of the riverside walk, view and open space as it has 
developed.  Working with neighbouring Southwark, the Association of Waterloo Groups and 
the GLC this is what Lambeth committed to, alongside much needed housing, in this 
development partnership.   
  
3.4  Lots of people visit the riverside walk because they need the space with its trees and 
shrubs for the whole well being of their person from this and neighbouring boroughs: like the 
man who comes up from the Old Kent Road to walk his dog every day. 
 
3.5   More locally it provides, as it was always intended to through many post second world 
war redevelopment plans an open space for the many residents of Waterloo, including the 
Peabody Estates, Tanswell Estate and other housing estates who have no green open 
space, who desperately need that space and the trees because of the limitations of their 
living conditions and the pollution of city centre living. 
 
3.6  Visitors to this area of the Southbank with very young families have nowhere safe and 
quiet for their young children to play. They are jostled by crowds and children have to be 
kept on tight stressful ‘reins’ for their own safety. 
 
3.7  A 2001 proposal of a Toddlers Playground with wonderful open views of the river and 
sky would have been a wonderful thing for all involved and a progressive concept of a non-
intrusive nature. 
 
3.8  A Toddlers Play area was to be designated and designed for the green space on the  
Queens Walk and money set aside by CSCB. This playground would have been a much-
needed asset of community value and a safe haven for young children and their carers. 
There are 3 nurseries in the area  (2 at either end of Cornwall Road and 1 in the Coin Street 
Centre itself) none of these have access to open (trees, grass, sky, views etc) child-safe 
space. Each have just a very small asphalt area nestled by very polluted streets with noisy 
heavy traffic. 



 

 
3.7  The change of this lease as proposed is a profound and detrimental loss that will not be 
replicated by the bridge or south landing building and indeed this is a major loss that cannot 
be mitigated. 
 
 

4.  Open Space Planning Context 1992 Lease 3.8 

4.1  Even when the Waterloo Bridge was being planned in the 1920s they were looking to 
the need for open space on the south bank between Waterloo and Blackfriars Bridge.  
 
4.2   The industrial landscape may have changed in that time but the need for open space 
on this stretch of the river still holds.  London is a city of constant change and innovation but 
there is a timeless spirit and history which attracts and speaks to workers, tourists and 
residents alike. 
 

4.3 The Royal Fine Arts  Commission (forerunner of CABE)  in 1926 was saying of the 
new proposed Waterloo Bridge:   " .........In this case, however, consideration of a special 
nature must  be given " the river frontage must be developed so as to enhance the greatest 
environmental asset of the Capital city - the river-and this enhancement must incorporate the 
completion of the new river wall and riverside walk  and public open space between 
Waterloo and Blackfriars Bridges." be taken into account.  The new bridge cannot be treated 
in isolation...................." 
 
4.4 Association of Waterloo Groups /Proof of Evidence (1981) 

 

........................the scheme restates two of the best qualities of London's riverside: a strong 
feeling of visual horizontality combined with spaciousness in the midst of the 
city........................................... 
 
The Coin Street river frontage forms a potential point of transition between the wide 
promenade (Queens Walk) fronting the South Bank Arts complex and the narrow paved 
walkway fronting the Kings Reach development.  (Dr John Richard Parker) 
 
4.5  Even now London planning is derived from The London Plan 1943 
 
4.6 There is the welcome of the sweep of the river with its swathe of trees, taking our eyes to 
Somerset House, Waterloo Bridge or St.Pauls - either way the sweep of the river at this 
juncture allows for the important enjoyment  and well being of millions. 
 
4.7  The open space is an integral part of the riverside walk, view and open space as it has 
developed.  Working with neighbouring Southwark, the Association of Waterloo Groups and 
the GLC this is what Lambeth committed to, alongside much needed housing, in this 
development partnership that created this distinctive stretch of the current  riverside walk for 
people to enjoy.  
  



 

4.8 The construction of the bridge and the south landing building  will have significant and 
negative impact on this view as experienced.  
 
4.9  There is a profound and detrimental loss of a number on trees on this site that cannot be 
replicated on the bridge. 
 
We request again that you seriously consider again the consequences of allowing a variation 
of the lease. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

                                        

                                 

                                               

 



Comment on Condition 43 Soil Contamination 

Ref. 14/02792/FUL 

Mulberry Housing Co-op 

 

We do not feel convinced that there will be adverse affects of pollution to this local community 

based on our experience of local developments.  The fact that the potential pollutants include 

asbestos, syanide   does not paint a happy picture. 

 

As local residents we feel that we are invisible to Lambeth Planning as there seems to be no 

consideration about how the construction will impact, in all sorts of ways, on the local community.  

The test for this was based around workers in proximinity! 

 

Have you contacted the department at Kings College who investigate air based pollution and asked 

for their advice and comment? 

 

It is a matter of grave concern that this is a Condition that we can comment on, but not raise 

objections to and does not come before the Planning Application Committee  as officers have 

delegated responsibility.                                      

 



Ref. Condition 21 15/06977/DET and 23 15/06979/DET in respect of  

14/02792 FULL  

Consultation Documents 
 

I received no Consultation Document from the Garden Bridge Trust.  I visited WAC and saw 
the plans but none were available to pick up there. 

Overview 
 

The building is oppressive and does not relate to local building styles - especially given the 
"Watchtower"/ lift shaft (and shutters )which simply brings Auschwitz Concentration Camp 
to mind.  

Use of South Landing Building  
 

I do not know what the full use of building is I find it difficult to make full and proper 
assessment but given the hiring prices of the Neighbourhood Centre have no sense that it is 
something I will be able to use. 

Benches 
 

The benches are not benches: they are plinths. They are not for sitting and relaxing on.  
Fine, I live here: I am not a weary tourist. 

Bins 
 

The bins are far  too small to meet any practical need 

Roof Use/Access 
 

I am unclear whether wheelchair users will be able to access Trust events on rooftop.  Do 
wheelchair users have to use the ramp to get onto the bridge?  It really is not clears in the 
plans provided.  Safety issues if wheelchair and pushchairs users have to use ramps. Where 
does ramp go onto bridge? 

Toilets 
 
I understand that Local  Authorities have discretionary powers but not a duty to provide 
public conveniences.  Therefore they/you may find it hard to insist on good numbers in 
tourist attractions. In particular I am particularly concerned at only one disabled facility and 
no baby changing facilities. 
 

 
 



PAC15/12/15 

 

The general health our local community is severely threatened by this proposal. By its very 
formation, from the very start, a community with a high level of medical conditions and 
disability.  This is exacerbated by the high level of dust, noise and other pollutions which 
currently affect us.  
 
Shell is only at the demolition stage and already the increase impacts!  
 
No mention of Elizabeth House, Paris Gardens, Westminster Bridge Road, Elephant and 
Castle and developments and works on the north side that readily impact on the traffic on 
Stamford st. regularly at a total standstill.  
 
Forget the quiet route for cyclists down Cornwall Road.  
 
Note that Doon St. is used as a Construction depot with constant movement.   
 
Imagine the rows and conflict, rage and noise. And this is now!  There are already serious 
altercations and conflicts between truck, coach, car drivers, cyclists and pedestrians that 
'collide' in the congested slim streets of Upper Ground and Cornwall Rd. This would increase 
to very dangerous and repeated levels under bridge construction traffic. 
 
All the Construction Movement Plans won't prevent what happens on Upper Ground, 
Cornwall Road, Coin St. or Stamford St.   
 
The Oxo Tower and Broadwall have already been massively affected by the Southwark 
developments on Upper Ground - once called Narrow Wall, with good reason.  And that 
narrow wall becomes that alley way between IBM and ITV which is expected to carry the 
weight of construction.  The Oxo Tower especially experienced pile driving issues earlier this 
year and surely the vibrations and noise will affect us all and not only the unresolved issues 
with the TV Centre and IBM. 
 
Note the cross winds on this part of the river - long recognised to be stronger here than 
down river by Tate Modern.  How is this going to impact the construction work?  How many 
lost days.  How much noise to be carried. 
 
 
We see the problems daily of deliveries and buses, coaches, large vehicles, heavy  goods 
vehicles and the potential hazards and the near misses of reversing. We live with the very 
real concern of a child or a cyclist being killed. Look at the photographs in front of you. 
 
Thousands of people will be re routed along Upper Ground and the noise impact alone will 
be tremendous.   
 



Tree root damage is an immediate serious potential: The trees  grow with roots entangled. 
Not only is there immediate danger when one tree is cut down but there is serious potential 
for damage from sundry contaminants by the very nature of the construction site 
 
So many people signed petitions on the riverside because of the trees, realising - often for 
the first time - just where the bridge was sited and what it was going to destroy, how large 
the green grassed site. 
 
Finally let us note the cross winds on this part of the river - long recognised to be stronger 
here than down river by Tate Modern.  How is this going to impact the construction work? 

 



Garden Bridge Trust 
Discharge Application: 
LBL 14/02792/FUL Condition 29 
and WCC 14/05095/FULL 
Condition 21 
Garden Bridge Coach and Taxi 
Management Plan 
LBL Condition 29/WCC Condition 21 
6th Draft 

 
 

The Garden Bridge Trust say they are leading the development of a new pedestrian bridge 
across the Thames. 
 
The  proposed bridge will cut  across a "sensitive sweep of the  River Thames " with a "long 
and local river view and skyline"  that runs counter to all planning decisions made about this 
central Thames area in all pre  and post war development plans, on the south side,  in 
respect of the opening up of the riverside.1  On the south side the proposed bridge lands, 
not only on the Queens Walk but in very close proximity to housing developed and fought 
for in response to Lambeth's need for both housing and open space.  
 
The Garden Bridge Trust look at a pedestrian bridge with a Garden that is a Visitor  
Attraction and totally fail to deal with physical context and impact of the bridge, either side 
of the river.  I consider their response is woefully inadequate as they totally underestimate 
the problems that will arise and our safety concerns are not addressed. 

Put at its very simplest the coach and taxi response is totally out of date and takes no note 
of the current highway developments in the Waterloo/Blackfriars area. 

We don't have any sense from any of these reports that the Garden Bridge Trust has made 
any contextual assessment of the physical situation of the proposed Garden Bridge and its 
impact on the locality.   
 
How will you know how this bridge will function and who it will attract?  Neither Jubilee 
Gardens nor Tate Modern anticipated the high visitor attraction.  The Garden Bridge Trust 
seems to vacillate  between it being a new pedestrian Bridge and a visitor attraction.  It may 
well be that a group going to the theatre in the West End may decide to go via the Garden 
Bridge and arriving from the south plan to drop off on Upper Ground.  They may not be 
seeking parking for the duration of the visit but Upper Ground is not able to take the raised 
level of traffic and drop off.  I would also have to question what increase Belvedere Road 
could take.  The site, as I understand it, at the rear of the National Theatre is largely for 

                                                             
1  Royal Commission of Fine Arts {RCFA) forerunner of CABE 1926/1980/81 
   Greater London Development Plan (GDLP) 1976 
   Waterloo Development Plan 1976 
   Development Plan ( IDP) 1970 
   Public Inquiry Evidence (1981) Secretary of State, Heron Group, Lambeth with Association  of Waterloo  
   Groups, GLC 
   Joint Action Committee GLC /Lambeth/AWG (1984 - 1986) 
 



backstage theatre/production access.  I observed yesterday that there is coach drop off 
marked, but there must be problems as it barricaded off! 
 
Initial assumption in using underground and mainline figures is totally  
flawed.  This has led to the presumption that since this is the way it will  
happen there is no need to provide additional car or coach parking space. 
 
The increase of traffic on Upper Ground will lead to an increasingly unsafe 

environment which is obviously a matter of grave concern for local residents.   

 

  I have seen the 

near misses of accident in service and delivery in this constricted area.  The 

increase in traffic and construction works has already raised the level of pollution 

on both Upper Ground and Stamford St.  The increased level of traffic on 

Stamford St. in the last months is already alarming. 

 
 

 



 

Response to revised Arboriculture Method Statement relating to Conditions 12 to 16 

Garden Bridge (Details of Tree Protection Monitoring) from Mulberry Housing Co-op. 

         

 

 
 

 
 

1. How can we fully comment on trees without full information on South 
Landing Building?  On Mulberry Housing Co-op we are exceedingly close 
neighbours of the intended project 
 

2. Without fuller discussion about the  South Landing building there is no 
justification for the removal of these trees and / or non replacement given 
their protected listing. 
 

3. The demands on this limited site are immense.  When the Millennium 
Bridge was being built they had much more space to play with and they 
were not having to look after tree root networks and protect them from 
spillage, drainage, contamination, deliveries  and people.  We on Mulberry 
are keenly aware of safety issues relative to this project . 
 

4. It would seem from this plan that people on the riverside are going to be 
regularly and adversely affected by this work and that re-routing via 
Bernie Spain Gardens is going to happen very regularly. 
 

5. Protecting the remaining trees from dust and damage is a major issue of 
concern. 
 



6. Many people on the Co-op perceive that working entry will largely end up 
via Bernie Spain Gardens. This matter needs to be fully addressed.  
Individual have responded to matters affecting them and their neighbours. 
 

7.  We are particularly concerned about concrete spillage given the vast 
amounts of concrete involved. 
 

8. Please can we be advised of what the purpose of the protective fence if 
particular materials cannot be stored within its bounds?  We on Mulberry 
are keenly aware of health and safety issues besides being aware of the 
high foot fall on the riverside. 
 

9. In respect of the construction taking place on the river how will the trees 
on the riverside be protected?  We are very aware of the wind and strong 
currents on this stretch of the river. 
 

10. Given the complexities of this development and how each element and 
condition relates to the next particularly in relation to the South Landing 
Building Site, where agreement to ts regarding terms of use of land 
haven’t been agreed. We ask that you delay response relating to 
Condition 16 and the further 4 until further information is provided. 

 
Consultation Process 
 
                          1.  The glossy Construction Consultation Document did little or nothing to  
                               allow  many of our members to understand they had been requested to  
                               partake in a consultation.  It looked and felt like a done deal. 
 
                           2. Arriving when it did the information did not relate to planning conditions. 
                               At the time of the planning notice regarding construction we received a  
                               second glossy book on operations. ( We know that neighbours  in  
                               Aquinas St. and Peabody did not receive consultation documents) 
 
                 3.  Given the enormity of this project and its impact on the area it was totally  
                                inappropriate that the request for comments on this major piece of work  
                                came in August when schools are off and family holidays are being  
                                taken. Indeed the closing date for receipt of comments was running up  
                                to a Bank Holiday weekend. 
 
                          4.   A member who attended the first interview certainly felt she knew  
                                significantly more than a number of people in the room who had possibly 
                                come along to learn. 
 
                           5.  Relative to the more recent consultation  we are aware that someone  
                                attending from a neighbouring co-op felt that those present were totally  
                                dis-interested in him. 
 
Mulberry Housing Co-op 

9th September 2015 

 
 

       
              





To Lambeth Planning 
 
We observe that the plan on the front of your report does not mark Mulberry, Palm or 
Redwood Housing Co-ops.  
 
Condition 9  
Clearly the PLA have significant outstanding issues.  Their Comments should have 
been put on your website.  It raises concerns that there maybe other comments from 
other agencies which may have been down played, which would be valuable to 
see.  We think it is scandalous to leave outstanding issues to be resolved through 
the process of obtaining River Licence and Navigational Risk Assessment.  It is 
patently clear that officers have underplayed the concerns of the PLA in their report. 
 
Condition 10 
ITV and IBM have significant concerns to be addressed.  It is no good to presume 
resolution and insist officers pass this Condition.  At this moment there is no 
agreement about the passage way and Condition 10 has significant issues still to be 
fully addressed. 
 
Condition 21/23 
Well addressed by TCOS in their report which we have viewed and we do not 
propose to address these matters further. 
 
Condition 37 
We really do not feel that we are being taken seriously. You simply bat 
everything which you find away.  In times of heightened security the central river 
area and surrounds receive increased levels of security and the demands of this 
bridge we feel sure are causing counter terrorism officers much greater levels of 
concern than any Lambeth Planning Officer's report would countenance.  
 

 
Mulberry Housing Co-op 
3rd March 



Mulberry	Co‐op	Submission	in	Respect	
of	South	Landing	Building	

Ref.	Condition	21	15/06977/DET	and	23	15/06979/DET	in	respect	of		
14/02792	FULL	 	
 

Consultation	Documents	
 

The Garden Bridge Consultation document was not received by people on this co -op. 
Seemingly, some people locally did receive it at a time when we were dealing with 
Operations Conditions.  The distribution would have been as confusing as the previous 
experience of receiving operation consultation documents when we were dealing with 
construction conditions!  We do have to question the real intention to consult. 
 

Overview	
 

The building is oppressive and does not relate to local building styles - especially given the 
excellent recent developments at the National Theatre. This building has succeeded in its 
intention to openess whereas this building is striking in its use of materials and design to 
contradict what a garden should be! 
 

Use	of	South	Landing	Building		
 

Since we do not know what the full use of building is we find it difficult to make full and 
proper comment beyond pointing out that charges for booking rooms at the local CSBC 
Neighbourhood Centre prices locals and small groups out of the building.    
 

Benches	
 

Benches are not benches with backs: they are plinths. They are not designed for relaxation  
 

Bins	
 

The bins are too small to meet any practical need.  We have pointed out the need for good 
bin facilities in the operations process. 
 

 



Roof	Use/Access	
 

Contradictory uses between events and queueing for bridge exist.  Is this an events space or 
a public bridge? 
 
We are really unclear whether wheelchair users will be able to access Trust events on 
rooftop.  Is this two tier access, not one?  Do wheelchair users have to use the ramp to get 
onto the bridge or are they released from the lift to the bridge?  It really is not clear to us in 
the plans provided.  Does lift go to bridge or roof area?  Where exactly are the doors?  
Safety issues if wheelchair and pushchairs users have to use ramps.  Where does ramp go 
onto bridge? 
 

Toilets	
 

An upward learning curve !  A cross party Select Committee on Communities and Local 
Government which was printed on the 6th October 2008 cited Lambeth for poor provision. 
Referred, in particular, to South Bank between (Lambeth Bridge and Tate Modern) having 
over 14 million visitors a year but no public toilets are provided by Lambeth. 
 
Local Authorities have discretionary powers but not a duty to provide public conveniences.  I 
can see, therefore, why we started out with even less toilets in the plan.  It remains clear 
however that the number available remain far too few for the anticipated use of the bridge.  
As, local residents we are very concerned about this, we already have the experience (all 
too frequently) of visitors to the area using local parks and green spaces as public 
conveniences. 
 
In particular we are concerned at the one disabled facility given the potential use by people 
with disability needs. 
 
Further, there appears to be no plans whatsoever for baby changing facilities. 
 

Mulberry Housing Co-op 
13.01.16 
 

 

 



Ref . 14/02792 Garden Bridge Trust 

 
Ref. Condition 41 Dredging 16/00837/DET 

Before we are able to comment on this we would expect to have available to us Comment  from 

 Environmental Agency 

 Port of London Authority 

 Thames Tideway Tunnel 

 Thames Water 

 

We would expect that Comment was made available to members of the Public in the same way that 

our Comments are shared with the Garden Bridge Trust.   

 

Ref. Condition 33 Piling Works for South Landing Building16/0084/DET 

Before we are able to comment on this we would expect to have available to us Comment  from 

 Environmental Agency 

 Port of London Authority 

 Thames Tideway Tunnel 

 Thames Water 

 

We would expect that Comment was made available to members of the Public in the same way that 

our Comments are shared with the Garden Bridge Trust.   

 

Ref. Condition 9 16/00249/DET  Piling Method Statement 

Before we are able to comment on this we would expect to have available to us Comment  from 

 Environmental Agency 

 Port of London Authority 

 Thames Tideway Tunnel 

 Thames Water 

We would expect that Comment was made available to members of the Public in the same way that 

our Comments are shared with the Garden Bridge Trust.   

 

Ref. Condition 4  16/00 228/DET Dredging Method Statement 

Before we are able to comment on this we would expect to have available to us Comment  from 

 Environmental Agency 

 Port of London Authority 

 Thames Tideway Tunnel 

 Thames Water 

We would expect that Comment was made available to members of the Public in the same way that 

our Comments are shared with the Garden Bridge Trust.  

 

 

 

 

  



Ref. Condition 5 16/00 268/DET    Thames Tideway Interface and Collaborative Design 

Before we are able to comment on this we would expect to have available to us Comment  from 

 Environmental Agency 

 Port of London Authority 

 Thames Tideway Tunnel 

 Thames Water 

We would expect that Comment was made available to members of the Public in the same way that 

our Comments are shared with the Garden Bridge Trust.   

 

Ref. Condition 6  16/00 268/DET    Scour Monitoring 

Before we are able to comment on this we would expect to have available to us Comment  from 

 Environmental Agency 

 Port of London Authority 

 Thames Tideway Tunnel 

We would expect that Comment was made available to members of the Public in the same 

way that our Comments are shared with the Garden Bridge Trust.   

 

Ref. Condition 43 16/00 268/DET    Soil Contamination 

 

Having read the document and the correspondence from the Environmental Agency I have no 

further comment on this matter.  I remain neutral in my view of soil contamination without further 

expert advice at my disposal. 

 

Ref. Condition 35  16/00 841/DET    Surface Water Drainage 

Before we are able to comment on this we would anticipate having available to us Comment  from 

Thames Water.  We would expect that Comment was made available to members of the Public in 

the same way that our Comments are shared with the Garden Bridge Trust.   

 
 

Mulberry Housing Co‐op 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 25 April 2016 11:11
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: MLA/2016/00048

Hello  
 
FYI 
 
Cheers 

 
 
 

From:   
Sent: 25 April 2016 11:06 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: MLA/2016/00048 
 

Objection to authorisations/approvals with reference to construction of the 
garden bridge 
 
May I register my strongest objections to proposals to grant permissions/authorisations etc 
to the Garden Bridge Trust to proceed with construction of the garden bridge. 
 
This bridge is not wanted and not needed.  The current Mayor of London and Transport for 
London attempt to justify a business case for the project on the grounds of transport.  The 
transport case has not been made.  The significant transport issues are those raised by the 
congestion, pollution and disruption which will damage the south bank in perpetuity as a 
result of implementation of this project.  These problems will be particularly unmanageable 
during construction.  The London Borough of Lambeth currently does not have the resources 
to monitor and enforce against breaches of planning conditions, breaches of parking 
conditions, breaches of noise and air pollution standards.  Lambeth is in the process of 
implementing severe reductions in the whole range of services due to damaging government 
budget cuts.  The government intends to reduce funding to local authorities even 
further.  Lambeth will be left with less than 50% of the funding previously received from 
government, and in due course, minimal government funding in the event that the 
government carries out its intentions in terms of financial support to local authorities .  The 
Council will thus be even less able to provide effective enforcement services during the 
construction of this major project and then throughout the time millions more visitors will 
be attracted to the south bank.   
 
The same resource constraints apply to the police service in the borough.  Following 
government cuts to the budget of the Metropolitan Police, there can be no assurance that the 
police service in Lambeth will be in a position adequately to respond to the inevitable 
increase in crime when visitor numbers increase by millions each year, or to the traffic 
problems which will accompany this exponential increase in pressure on facilities in the 
area.  The new tourist attraction will inevitably be a security target adding to pressure on 
diminishing police resources. 
 
The construction of this project in the confined site the GBT apparently intends to occupy 
will inevitably spill out into the wider area and along with heavy construction traffic, endless 
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deliveries per day, construction noise and pollution will be a source of disturbance, stress 
and misery to residents living in the immediate vicinity and to many who work in nearby 
offices and cultural venues.  Enforcement after the event, if the relevant authorities have the 
resources to take enforcement action, is of no support or reassurance to residents who 
will be affected day after day. 
 
Thank you.   
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 27 April 2016 09:32
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: protest

Hello  
 
FYI 
 
 

From:   
Sent: 26 April 2016 18:39 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: protest 
 
ref: MLA/2016/00048 
  
Please halt the construction of the new garden bridge, which strikes me as a complete waste of money 
and an environmental disaster in the making, 
Regards, 

 
 

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 26 April 2016 14:35
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: MLA/2016/00048

FYI 
 
 
From:   
Sent: 25 April 2016 23:06 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: ref: MLA/2016/00048 
 
I have just been made aware that I should contact you with my objecitons to the Garden Bridge. 
 
As a Londoner I feel this construction will desecrate an iconic view and destroy the Thamescape.   
 
The imposition of a concrete monstrosity, involving thousands of tons poured into the Thames on this beautiful stretch 
of the Thames will destroy the Queens Walk and also the in the Temple area - creating a shadow over an otherwise 
open stretch and negatively affect walking on either side, but especially on the Queens Walk. 
 
Vegitation on a bridge of this nature and location is both an  ugly concept and evironmentally unsound and the very 
fact that both the Green party and local Rambers organisations have objections  is proof on the unviability. 
 
This is neither a bridge,  accessed by lifts and closed at night! and certainly not worthy of the name of a garden by 
virtue of its small size and the challenges of the environment in the middle of the Thames. 
 
The area is already overcrowded and does not need another visitor attraction - which is what this obscenity is - and 
the added visitor numbers will be detrimental to the area, by people volume and of course waste management issues 
and will negatively affect the enjoyment of this lovely area of the Thames. 
 
The Queens walk was successfully created to open up the Thames vista - this construction will limit and destroy it. 
 

 

-----Original Message----- 
From:  
To:  
Sent: Mon, 25 Apr 2016 22:49 
Subject: Urgent action please 

 
 
Hi I've only just noticed the following on Facebook from Thames Open Spaces.  Please, if you possibly can, send the 
email to the Marine Management Organisation now. 
 
Sadly TFL conspired to keep me from the meeting Friday -  Kings Cross platforms had access denied due to 
overcrowding and it was very slow getting onto the platforms at Euston so I was too late and had to give up. However 
just as well I wasn't there as the motion was rejected by one vote.  It seems now the only resort is legal action - but 
you could email as below please.   
 
Please email the Marine Management Organisation TODAY as the Garden Bridge Trust is attempting to apply for a 
licence to permit their construction: 
marine.consents@marinemanagement.org.ukmarine.consents@marinemanagement.org.uk quote ref: 
MLA/2016/00048  
Express your concerns about all the damage the bridge would cause to the area or how it would affect your quality of 
life or destroy protected views.  
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...  
Perhaps mention the environmentally unfriendly nature of the bridge with thousands of tons of concrete being poured 
into the river and don't forget to mention the excessive football and vehicle movement from millions of extra visitors to 
the area.  
You can find other reasons to object to this private folly here: tcos.org.uk 
Please do it NOW! The deadline is today. Thank you. 
See more 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 26 April 2016 14:34
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: Re MLA/2016/00048  Garden Bridge

FYI 
 

From:   
Sent: 25 April 2016 17:13 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Cc:   
Subject: Re MLA/2016/00048 Garden Bridge 
 
 
From  
Waterloo Community Development Group  
14 Baylis Rd 
London SE1 7AA 
www.wcdg.org.uk 

 

WCDG - Putting People at the Heart of 
Waterloo 

www.wcdg.org.uk 

WCDG has been going through the records and discovered 
that Lambeth has lost huge swathes of land and buildings 
which were used for employment-generating uses, mainly ...

 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Re: Garden Bridge 

Application no. MLA/2016/00048  

WCDG is a community planning organisation which has been operating since 1972, and have participated 
in over a hundred public inquiries and parliamentary inquiries. We are a company limited by guarantee 
and a registered company serving the residential community in Waterloo, and received funding from the 
local authority for over 30 years until recent govt cuts. 

We have been closely involved with the Garden Bridge project, and were initially employed to run local 
consultation. Unfortunately local hostility to the project is so overwhelming that we have been leading on 
consulting and making representations to that effect, including to the planning applications. I personally 
launched a judicial review in the High Court against the granting of planning permission by Lambeth 
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Council, who agreed to provide a ‘guarantee’ of the on‐going operational costs and agreed to pay all my 
costs in order to settle.  

Responding to a few points in the application before you: 

It is claimed planning permission has been granted, but there is no reference to the 46 conditions attached 
many of which require discharging before the project can move forward, and a number of which remain 
outstanding, including the aforementioned guarantee and the s106. The permission at the moment 
remains unimplementable and we have strong doubts that it can ever be implemented due to some of 
these issues remaining stubbornly intractable, in particular the issues of land acquisition and the 
‘guarantee’. 

The use of a hurriedly created charity is a highly unusual if not unique delivery mechanism for a purported 
piece of transport infrastructure of this nature. This body cannot of it itself guarantee the maintenance of 
the structure, and so, partly as a result of my High Court action, it has agreed to seek a guarantee from the 
Mayor of London, who agreed in principle in June 2015 to accede to this, This is essential in order to 
achieve an implementable permission, but it has not been forthcoming by the Mayor, although the current 
Mayor promises that his successor will provide it by July. This is doubtful given the scale of the costs: the 
Garden Bridge Trust estimate annual costs to be £3m‐£3.5m, which, if capitalised, would require a bond of 
at least £150m for the 125 year lifetime of the bridge. The lifecycle costs are therefore in the region of 
£325m, of which the public purse would potentially commit £60m capital and £150m to cover the 
guarantee. We do not believe it likely that the next Mayor will agree to this. The GBT have been unable to 
reduce construction costs or operational costs over the past 18 months since they produced their initial 
operational costs and funding strategy, and this problem is likely to increase.  

The applicants admitted at planning that the bridge was designed for a 125 year lifespan, but did not 
provide any surety as to what wold happen from that point to the structure. This matter needs to be 
resolved before the project can be delivered. 

The applicants have extraordinarily inept at progressing towards delivery of this project, and are nearly a 
year late on simply managing to resolve the outstanding conditions of the planning application. They 
appear to have no particular skills required to deliver this, and are clearly under‐resourced. In the best 
circumstances this would be a risky project with a completely untested delivery agency; in the light of their 
systemic failure this risks are acute. We ask you to note the National Audit Office comments on the 
provision of £30m of public funding from the Treasury, that this is a highly risky project which would not 
have received this funding had it gone through the normal challenges. The MMO would be wise to not 
grant this application until, at the very least, the funding for the construction (they are still £30m short and 
have been for over a year), the guarantee and an implementable planning permission are in place and free 
from any potential further legal challenge. 

Yours sincerely 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 25 April 2016 11:09
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: ref MLA/2016/00048

Hello  
 
FYI 
 
Cheers 

 
 

From:   
Sent: 25 April 2016 09:24 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: ref MLA/2016/00048 
 
I would like to object ,in the strongest terms, to this application.   

 

 

 There is no transport need for this bridge. There already exists both Waterloo and Blackfriars Bridge! This a 
private bridge with no Public right of way and will be closed at night and for private corporate events. 

 It has become evident that the procurement process was not followed correctly and that this needs to be fully 
investigated. 

 We have not been consulted on ANY of the planning applications from Lambeth and live 140m away from the 
site. 

 We have not received any notifications about this licence application. How are we supposed to know this is 
happening? I was told by a local resident. 

 Garden Bridge trust have failed to consult us in a satisfactory way even though  this was a condition of the 
planning consent! They couldn’t even manage to deliver consultation documents to us! How can they be trusted 
to run this demanding project. They are not competent enough. They are claiming to be a community interest 
group but have consistently failed to listen to the concerns of the local community.  

 This will take away valuable Public Open space on the Southbank and turn it into a tourist attraction. We do not 
have gardens and rely on this spaces for our relaxation The South Bank is already overpowered at weekends and 
this will only make it worse and this will have a serious  impact on the local residents.  They estimate 2500 visitors 
per hour at weekends!! Hardly an oasis of calm the Garden Bridge Trust claim. 

 We have serious concerns about this project happening at the same time as the Thames Tideway Tunnel(another 
project we have had NO details on!). This is a very busy stretch of the river and the noise from both of these 
projects will impact greatly on the residents living on the riverside for the Oxo Tower. How will this be managed 
by a organisation who cant even deliver a consultation document to a building 14m away? 

 There is huge opposition to this project contrary to the claims of the Garden Bridge Trust. 
 I live on the river and know how windy it gets so how safe are these trees on a bridge? I also fear that plants 

maybe be used as objects to be thrown at passing boats and that this site could become a destination for demos 
due to the sponsors of the bridge, Glencore, and their shocking human rights violations  and environmental 
damage.  

 They still don’t have all the money for the project or even a guarantor for the maintenance. 
 They still don’t have a lease for the land and this is being challenged. 

The list goes on. This is the wrong the bridge in the wrong place. This stretch of the river is a beautiful asset to Londoners 
and its visitors which should be kept as public open space.  We request that you reject this application. 
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I  tried all day yesterday(24th April)  to access the documents on you site but this was not possible due to a system error. 
 
Regards, 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 27 April 2016 13:45
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: Proposed Garden Bridge

FYI 
 
From: N   
Sent: 27 April 2016 13:01 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: Proposed Garden Bridge 
 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Ref: MLA/2016/0004 
 
I am writing to add my voice to many which are being raised in opposition to the so-called Garden Bridge 
across the Thames from the BFI to Temple. 
 
If the construction of this bridge goes ahead, it will entail the loss of several trees on both sides of the river. 
It will also require the pouring of tons of concrete into the river and severe disruption to what is now a very 
busy thoroughfare. If the bridge were providing more crossing places for pedestrians, vehicles and cyclists, 
and were at a point in the river where there are greater distances between existing bridges, then its 
construction would be a necessary evil. This project is principally intended as a tourist attraction and a 
money-making venture for its backers and would constitute an imposition on Londoners. 
 
I urge you to refuse permission for this unnecessary project. 
 
Yours faithfully 
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  (MMO)

From: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO)
Sent: 26 April 2016 14:35
To:   (MMO)
Cc: MLA/2016/00048@marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk
Subject: FW: Ref MLA/2016/00048

FYI 
 
 

From:   
Sent: 25 April 2016 23:09 
To: SH - MFA Marine Consents (MMO) 
Subject: Ref MLA/2016/00048 
 
Good evening 
 
I wish to express my very grave concerns about the negative impact of the proposed garden 
bridge.  In particular, I protest at the environmentally unfriendly nature of the bridge with 
thousands of tons of concrete being poured into the river.  There will also be a very adverse 
impact on the area with excessive football and vehicle movement from millions of extra visitors to 
the area. Please reject this application. 
 
Regards 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from Samsung tablet 
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