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 Review of the Environmental Statement for the United 
Kingdom Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre 

1 October 2019 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Land Use Consultants (LUC) in association with Ricardo Energy and Environment has been 
commissioned by Westminster City Council (WCC) to provide a critical review of the 
Environmental Statement (ES) (dated December 2018) for the United Kingdom Holocaust 
Memorial and Learning Centre development. The ES has been prepared to support a planning 
application by the Minister for Housing, Communities and Local Communities (Application Ref. 
19/00114/FUL) with the description of the scheme as follows:  

1.2 “Installation of the United Kingdom Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre including excavation 
to provide a basement and basement mezzanine for the learning centre (Class D1); erection of a 
single storey entrance pavilion; re-provision of the Horseferry Playground and refreshments kiosk 
(Class A1); repositioning of the Spicer Memorial; new hard and soft landscaping and lighting 
around the site; and all ancillary and associated works.” 

1.3 The site of the proposed development is located within Victoria Tower Gardens, a Grade II Listed 
Park adjacent to the Palace of Westminster in London.  

1.4 The ES has been prepared under the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental 
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (‘the EIA Regulations’).  Under the EIA Regulations part 1, 
4. (5) planning authorities are required to “ensure that they have, or have access as necessary to, 
sufficient expertise to examine the environmental statement”.  LUC is a Registrant of the Institute 
of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) EIA Quality Mark, and the LUC lead 
reviewer is individually accredited to the Institute.  Details of the expertise of each of the team 
members involved in the review are set out in Appendix 1. 

1.5 The purpose of this review is to determine whether the ES meets the statutory requirements of 
the EIA Regulations1 and relevant guidance2.  The assessments undertaken must be of a high 
enough quality to provide confidence in the reported impacts of the scheme. If issues with the 
adequacy or robustness of the ES are identified, the review identifies what additional information 
is required to address concerns.   

1.6 The review focusses on the EIA and does not provide comment on any additional planning 
judgements that need to be made by WCC. Where the securing of an environmental commitment 
or obligation is considered to warrant a planning condition, the proposed direction of such a 
condition will be provided.  The conclusions of the review report will be used by planning officers 
at WCC when determining the application. 

Review Report  

1.7 This Report sets out the review of the UK Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre ES. The 
structure of the report is as follows:  

 Section 2 checks for Regulatory Compliance; 

 Section 3 details review findings on the EIA Context and Influence (Scoping, Alternatives and 
Consultation) 3; 

 Section 4 provides commentary on the presentation of the ES and Non-Technical Summary4;  

 Sections 5-13 are topic specific reviews relating to each topic covered in the ES5;  

                                               
1Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 
2 Including the National Planning Practice Guidance and the IEMA Quality Mark Review Criteria. 
3 IEMA EIA Quality Mark - ES Review Criteria, COM4: Context and Influence. 
4 IEMA EIA Quality Mark – ES Review Criteria, COM6: EIA Presentation. 
5 IEMA EIA Quality Mark – ES Review Criteria, COM5: EIA Content. 
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 Section 14 provides an overall summary of the cumulative impact assessment (topic-specific 
comments are also provided in Sections 5-13)6, and;  

 Section 15 reviews Chapter 16 of the ES (Conclusions).  

 Section 16 sets out whether the responses provided to the initial clarifications and potential 
Regulation 25 is satisfactory, or whether further information and clarification is required. 

1.8 A criteria-based approach, developed by the Institute of Environmental Management and 
Assessment (IEMA) hereafter referred to as ‘the IEMA criteria’, was used to undertake the 
review7.  The criteria include general criteria looking at the information contained in the ES, 
including the presentation of the results and the non-technical summary.  Issue-specific criteria 
address: 

 the baseline conditions; 

 assessment of impacts; and 

 mitigation measures and management. 

1.9 The draft review report (DRR, May2019) identified a list of clarifications required from the 
applicant and a summary of any potential requests for further information under Regulation 25 of 
the EIA Regulations (referred to hereafter as potential Regulation 25 requests). Potential 
Regulation 25 requests were identified in the first instance to enable the applicant to address the 
requests.  Once the Applicant had received the clarifications and potential Regulation 25 requests 
from WCC, they were then invited to submit other and/or further information to address the 
points raised.  

Applicant Response to the DRR 

1.10 Further information has been provided to WCC by Atkins (dated July 2019), in response to the 
DRR, in the form of a letter setting out the applicant’s responses to the 77 clarifications and 17 
potential Regulation 25 requests identified within the DRR.  

1.11 The additional information provided in the response has been assessed and conclusions made as 
to whether the outstanding matters had been resolved with the reassessment conclusions set in 
the table in Chapter 16. 

Applicant Response to the FRR 

1.12 A meeting was held on 28th August 2019 where the Applicant, the Applicant’s Agent and 
Specialists and LUC discussed the outstanding Built Heritage and Archaeology potential Regulation 
25 issues. 

1.13 As a result Atkins provided an updated Response Report (dated September 2019) an updated 
Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA) (dated September), an 
Archaeological Desk Based Assessment (ADBA)(August 2019). 

1.14 The additional information provided in the responses has been assessed and conclusions made as 
to whether the outstanding matters had been resolved with the reassessment conclusions set in 
the table in Chapter 16. 

 

 

                                               
6 IEMA EIA Quality Mark – ES Review Criteria, COM5: EIA Content. 
7 As set out in the IEMA EIA Quality Mark Applicant Guide (June 2016) 
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2 Regulatory Compliance  

2.1 This section checks for the presence or absence of each item below, in accordance with COM3 
‘Regulatory Compliance’ of the IEMA review criteria8. Further detail is provided in the following 
sections in relation to the way each aspect of the EIA has been undertaken and is presented in 
the ES. Criteria A-I represent the minimum information which must be provided to constitute an 
ES.  

2.2 It should be noted that the table below only confirms whether or not the information required has 
been provided in its most basic form i.e. presence or absence of the subject of the criteria and 
does not confirm regulatory compliance. As noted in the IEMA EIA Quality Mark: Registrant 
Guide9, a number of the criteria under COM3 cover similar subjects to criteria set out in COM 4, 5 
and 6 which are reviewed below.  The review undertaken in subsequent sections of this report 
provides further detail in relation to the way each aspect of the EIA has been undertaken and is 
presented in the ES, focussing on the quality of the information provided.  

2.3 It should be noted that the Regulatory Checklist provided in the table below is taken from COM2 
of the IEMA EIA Quality Mark Registrant Guide February 2018 and this does not fully reflect the 
content and terminology of the 2017 EIA Regulations (i.e. the new topics of human health, 
climate change and risk of major accidents and disasters are not stated explicitly, and ‘flora and 
fauna’ has not been updated to ‘biodiversity’). Notwithstanding this point, these new topics have 
been considered in Section 3 of this report below. 

Criteria  Y/N 

A Does the ES contain a clear section, or sections, providing a description 
of the development comprising information on the site, design and size 
of the development during construction and operation? 

Yes, as set out in 
Chapters 2 (The Site 
and Surrounding 
Environment) and 
Chapter 3 (Project 
Description) 

B Does the ES contain a section, or sections, that outline the main 
alternatives studied by the developer and an indication of the main 
reasons for his choice, taking into account the environmental effects? 

Yes, as set out in 
Chapter 4 (site 
location) and Section 
3 of the Design and 
Access Statement 
(design alternatives) 

C Does the ES contain a clear section, or sections, that provides the data 
required to identify and assess the main effects which the development 
is likely to have on the environment? 

Yes, as set out in the 
relevant technical 
chapters.  

D 

In the light of the development being assessed has the ES identified, 
described and assessed effects on: 

- Population 

- Fauna & Flora 

- Soil 

- Water 

- Air 

- Climatic factors 

- Landscape 

- Cultural Heritage 

- Material Assets 

Yes, as set out in the 
relevant technical 
chapters.  

(Noise and Vibration 
has been scoped out 
of the ES) 

                                               
8 IEMA EIA Quality Mark – ES Review Criteria, COM3: EIA Regulatory Compliance 
9 IEMA EIA Quality Mark: Registrant Guide, February 2018 
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Criteria  Y/N 

- Other 

E Does the ES attempt to set out the interaction between the factors set 
out in COM3 D) above? 

Yes, effect 
interactions included 
within the relevant 
technical chapters 

F 

Does the ES contain a section, or sections, that describe the likely 
significant effects of the proposed development on the environment, 
including as reasonably required: direct, indirect, secondary, 
cumulative, short, medium, long-term, permanent and temporary, 
positive and negative effects? 

Yes, as set out in the 
relevant technical 
chapters. 

G Does the ES contain a clear section, or sections, that provides a 
description of the measures envisaged in order to avoid, reduce and, if 
possible, remedy significant adverse effects? 

Yes, mitigation 
measures are set out 
within the relevant 
technical chapters 

H Has a Non-Technical Summary been produced containing an outline of 
the information mentioned in COM3 A) to G)? 

Yes, as set out in ES 
Volume 1: Non-
Technical Summary 

I Does the ES contain a section, or sections, that outline any difficulties 
encountered by the developer in compiling the information presented in 
the ES? 

Yes, as set out in 
Chapter 5 (Approach 
to Assessment) and 
within the relevant 
technical chapters.  

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

N/A None.  

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

N/A None. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

N/A None. 
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3 EIA Context and Influence (Chapters 2 - 5) 

Review of Scoping 

3.1 Chapter 5 of the ES, Section 5.2 provides information on the scoping process carried out to inform 
the EIA. The EIA Scoping Report was submitted to WCC on the 20th July 2018 with a formal 
scoping opinion received on the 23rd October 2018. The Scoping Opinion has been included within 
ES Volume 5: Appendix A. Responses to issues raised within the Scoping Opinion are set out 
within the relevant topic chapters.  

3.2 Section 5.2.2 sets out the environmental topics which were taken forward for further assessment 
and “scoped in” while Section 5.2.3 makes reference to the Noise and Vibration topic which has 
been “scoped out” and therefore, not included within the ES.  

3.3 Upon receipt of the Scoping Opinion, several topics which had previously been scoped out were 
scoped back in and carried forward for further assessment. Biodiversity was initially scoped out of 
the ES on the understanding that the proposed development was unlikely to result in significant 
ecological impacts. Upon consultation with the Royal Parks, which stated that the site was an 
“important flight path for bats and night flying invertebrates”, Biodiversity was subsequently 
scoped in.  

3.4 Material Assets and Climate Change, Traffic and Transport as well as Water Quality and Flood Risk 
have also been included within the ES as a result of concerns raised by consultees. These topics 
were considered to be key issues associated with the scheme. As such, their inclusion within the 
ES is welcomed.  

Noise and Vibration 

3.5 The Scoping Opinion states that Noise and Vibration has been scoped out on the basis that noise 
impacts arising from road traffic and visitors associated with the proposed development are not 
expected to result in significant effects.  

3.6 Upon consultation with WCC Environmental Health Department, this was deemed acceptable as 
the planning application for the proposed development was supported with an Environmental 
Noise Survey. Additionally, the proposed development would have to comply with the 
requirements set out by WCC concerning noise impacts at both the construction and operational 
stages.  

Competent Experts 

3.7 Section 1.8 contains information on Atkins and their status as an EIA Quality Mark Registrant. 
While this is welcomed, there is no further information provided on the expertise and 
qualifications of the chapter authors.  Regulation 18 (5) of the EIA Regulations states that:    

“In order to ensure the completeness and quality of the environmental statement— 

(a) the developer must ensure that the environmental statement is prepared by competent 
experts; and 

(b) the environmental statement must be accompanied by a statement from the developer 
outlining the relevant expertise or qualifications of such experts” 

3.8 The Applicant is requested to provide the relevant experience and qualifications of the experts 
who prepared the ES. 
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Description of Development 

3.9 Chapters 2 and 3 of ES Volume 2 detail the site and surrounding environment and the project 
description respectively. Figures are used throughout both chapters which depict the project’s 
setting and layout as well as providing some background to the existing conditions at the site. 
Additional descriptions also provide greater context to the scheme.   

3.10 Figure 2-1 sets out the scheme from an aerial view, marking out the existing landscape and 
recognisable landmarks around Victoria Tower Gardens. Figures 2-2 and 2-3 provide some visual 
baseline through photographs of the existing site. Figures 2-4 to 2-6 provide more information on 
the built heritage of the surrounding area.  Figure 2-7 highlights the location of existing 
infrastructure and services within the Victoria Tower Gardens. This approach is considered 
acceptable.   

3.11 Chapter 3 sets out the project description. This chapter includes an overview of the components 
of the proposed development for both the Memorial and Learning Centre as well as the rationale 
for the project. Sections 3.2 to 3.3 include information on the components and dimensions of the 
Memorial which is generally well described.  

3.12 There is also information on the Learning Centre. The Learning Centre will be located underground 
and accessed through the Memorial. The volume of internal floor space and a description of the 
layout are provided. This is appropriately described but this could have benefited  from a figure 
demonstrating the Memorial at eye level and a cross section of the underground Learning Centre 
indicating the depth and length to aid understanding of the project in its setting 

3.13 Chapter 3 also contains information on the construction phase of the proposed development in 
Sections 3.5 to 3.5.2. These sections outline the anticipated construction timescales. This is 
appropriate.  

3.14 The ES states that the Site is located within public gardens and contains no existing buildings 
therefore limited demolition will be required. This is contrary to information included in the 
Scoping Opinion which states that an education centre and toilets are located in the northern 
section of the site as well as a catering outlet in the southern section of the garden. Additionally, 
the Applicant has not specified what structures are being demolished.  

3.15 The Applicant is requested to clarify which structures are to be demolished and why due 
consideration of the existing buildings, as noted within the Scoping Opinion, was omitted.  

Review of Alternatives  

3.16 Chapter 4 sets out the Alternatives for the Proposed Development. This chapter does not address 
the “Do Nothing” scenario and instead presents alternatives for site selection and design 
alternatives. The applicant is requested to explore the “Do Nothing” scenario for completeness.  

3.17 This chapter presents the alternative sites which were explored prior to the selection of the 
Victoria Tower Gardens in paragraphs 4.1.1 – 4.1.13. Paragraph 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 describes the 
process of identifying alternative sites and why they were not carried forward citing reasons such 
as costs, poor visual prominence and a lack of an emotional and political connection to the site. 
This is considered acceptable.   

3.18 The Development’s Design Alternatives are set out in paragraphs 4.1.14 – 4.1.16. Paragraph 
4.1.14 reiterates that a competition was held to design the Holocaust Memorial, culminating in the 
Proposed Design being taken forward. There are no apparent design alterations other than the 
design chosen in October 2017. As such, there are no clear and distinct alternatives and design 
iterations which have been included within this chapter. Furthermore, the chapter does not clearly 
set out the main alternatives and iterations which were considered at different points during the 
development of the proposal.  

3.19 The ES states that the design was selected on the basis of “extensive research into the site and 
the objectives of the United Kingdom Holocaust Memorial Foundation (UKHMF) in developing the 
Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre”. Information on the method and subsequent conclusions 
drawn from research into the site has not been presented within the ES or its appendices. As 
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such, the Applicant is requested to clarify the key conclusions which were made from research 
into the site.  

3.20 Paragraph 4.1.15 lists the constraints included within the original design brief issued by the 
UKHMF which all designs entered into the competition had to take into consideration. Paragraph 
4.1.16 states that: 

“Improvements to the initial design and further development of the design informed by the 
environmental assessments have included: 

 Changes to the footprint and layout of the Memorial and Learning Centre to ensure the existing 
London Plane tree roots and their canopies are protected to ensure their long-term health; 

 New pathways within the gardens to ensure connections around the gardens are not fragmented 
as they currently are; 

 Enhancing existing garden furniture that has become degraded over time and considering the 
options to improve the ponding in the gardens during winter; and 

 Enhancing the existing playground.” 

3.21 There are no figures which chart the improvements and evolution of the design of the Proposed 
Development. The Applicant is requested to provide figures which show how the improvements 
and developments listed above have been incorporated in the scheme and clarify the source of 
the information which brought about these changes. 

3.22 It is noted that, in Chapter 5, paragraph 5.4.1, the design and assessment team had carried out 
consultation with several stakeholders. Chapter 3, paragraph 3.1.15 also states that:  

3.23 “Engagement with local communities, surrounding neighbours and schools will continue 
throughout the detailed design phase to identify opportunities to enhance the Scheme and 
develop joint ventures.” 

3.24 However, there is no further information provided within the ES or appendices on how stakeholder 
feedback and community consultation has influenced design.  

3.25 Overall, the ES fails to demonstrate the main alternatives and iterations that were considered 
during the development of the proposal. As such, the Applicant is requested to provide further 
information on how consultation with key stakeholders, the EIA process and environmental effects 
has influenced the project design.  

Review of Consultation undertaken 

3.26 Chapter 5, Section 5.4 sets out the relevant stakeholders who were contacted during the 
consultation process. Chapter 3, Section 3.5.4 sets out the approach to community engagement, 
including the appointment of a community liaison officer to act as a single point of contact and 
address issues raised by the public and other consultees. The summary of the main issues, 
pertinent to the EIA, raised by consultees in the Scoping Opinion is included at the beginning of 
each relevant topic chapter.  

3.27 Overall, the approach to consultation is considered appropriate.  

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

ECI1 The Applicant is requested to provide details on the relevant experience and qualifications of 
those who prepared the ES.  

ECI2 The Applicant is requested to clarify which buildings will be demolished and why information, 
provided by the Royal Parks, concerning existing structures within the garden was not 
included.  

ECI3 Clarification is sought as to why the Applicant did not include the “Do Nothing/ No 
Development” scenario within this chapter.  

EC14 The Applicant is requested to provide figures which show the main alternatives and iterations 
in the design of the proposed development. 
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ECI5 The Applicant should clarify the sources of information which have been used to inform any 
design iterations.  

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

ECI6 The Applicant has not provided sufficient information on the alternatives to the Proposed 
Developments design. As such, the Applicant is requested to provide further information on 
how consultation with key stakeholders, the EIA process and environmental effects have 
influenced the design.  

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

N/A None.  
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4 EIA Presentation  

Overall Presentation (ES Quality) 

4.1 The main ES report is generally well presented and clearly laid out. The Contents page provides 
the location of technical chapters as well as all tables and figures. The ES is considered to be 
structured in a manner which would allow the reader to logically locate the environmental 
information required. Section 1.5 provides a diagram setting out the five ES volumes which 
contain the Non-Technical Summary (Volume 1), the Main ES (Volume 2), Built Heritage, 
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Volume 3), Figures (Volume 4) and Appendices 
(Volume 5). Paragraph 1.5.2 also provides a brief overview of the content included within each 
chapter, highlighting key areas of interest to the reader.  

4.2 The length of the main body of the ES is appropriate for the type and scale of the development 
and the sensitivity of the receiving environment.  

4.3 There are relatively few figures within the ES however plans that are provided are adequate to 
cover the requirements.   The ES states that more figures are also included within ES Volume 3 
and Volume 4. There is good use of tables throughout the ES.  

4.4 There is a clear description of the proposed development site provided within Chapter 2 while 
anticipated timescales of construction and information on the operation of the Development are 
set out within Chapter 3.  

4.5 The language used is plain and coherent with a glossary and list of acronyms provided within the 
final pages of the ES. Overall, the presentation of the ES is considered to be acceptable, subject 
to any other points noted in the reviews of the individual chapters. 

Non-Technical Summary 

4.6 The Non-Technical summary has been provided as a standalone document. The presentation is 
clear and in general, the language used is non-technical.  

4.7 It is of reasonable length and provides an overview of the scope and aims of the ES, describing 
the site, its surroundings and the proposed development. Where relevant, there is use of figures 
showing the location of the development and design as well as the current site and surroundings.  

4.8 The NTS sets out the baseline and provides a summary of the likely significant effects expected at 
both the construction and operational stages for each technical chapter. There is also a brief 
overview of the mitigation measures which will be put in place to reduce significant impacts.  

4.9 The presentation of the NTS is acceptable however it should be updated where necessary to 
reflect any points noted within this review or to include new information in response to potential 
Regulation 25 requests.  

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

N/A  None.  

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

N/A None. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

N/A  None.  
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5 Review of Chapter 6: Air Quality 

Scope of EIA 

5.1 In section 6.1 of the ES chapter, the construction phase traffic has been identified as having the 
potential to cause effects upon local air quality. The Applicant has satisfactorily demonstrated that 
the scheme’s impact upon emissions from operational road traffic can be screened out. 

5.2 A single stakeholder review of the Scoping Opinion has been obtained and this review by a 
member of WCC deemed the proposed approach to be acceptable provided an air quality neutral 
assessment was carried out. 

Baseline 

5.3 Current air quality policy and regulatory obligation have been correctly recorded. The Applicant 
has identified that the development falls within the Westminster Air Quality Management Area 
(AQMA). Pollutants declared for the AQMA are correct (NO2 and PM10). However, the Applicant has 
not included the 1-hour NO2 air quality objective (AQO) for which the AQMA was also declared. 
The AQOs refer to pollutant concentration averaged over a specific time period which a local 
authority is obliged to report progress against within the local air quality management regime. . 
In section 6.5.8 the Applicant has, however, assessed impacts at receptors representative of the 
proposed scheme against the 1-hour NO2 objective. Consequently, the Applicant has considered 
all relevant pollutant AQOs within their assessment. When comparing the measured 
concentrations within Table 6-4 with those in Westminster’s 2017 annual status report (ASR), the 
Applicant has included correct measurement data for the automatic site. 

5.4 From reviewing sections 6.5.10 and 6.5.11 it would appear that the Applicant has established 
likely future concentrations by using the London Atmospheric Emission Inventory (LAEI). 
Clarification is required on whether LAEI has been used to estimate concentrations for relevant 
exposure of the scheme in the opening year in place of project specific dispersion modelling. 

5.5 Paragraph 6.5.8 states an incorrect objective value for NO2 exposure – “users of Victoria Tower 
Gardens are unlikely to experience 1-hour NO2 concentrations exceeding 50 µg/m3 more than 
18 times a year”. The objective is 200 µg/m3, not to be exceeded 18 times a year. In section 
7.91 of LAQM.TG (16) 60 µg/m3 NO2 annual mean can be used as a proxy for exceedance risk of 
the 1-hour NO2 objective. The Applicant has presented LAEI concentration from 2020 in section 
6.5.10, which is a conservative year, to represent future baseline concentrations. These 
concentrations show that there is no exceedance risk of the 1-hour NO2 objective. However, 
clarification is sought on whether any comparison between the LAEI with a base year of 2013 and 
local monitoring within Westminster has been undertaken to validate the accuracy of LAEI. 

Assessment  

5.6 No figure showing receptor locations could be found within the appendices. Clarification on 
existing and new receptor locations is required .This should include a figure showing receptor 
points in relation to background mapping of roads, existing buildings and the proposed scheme 
which are representative of relevant exposure. 

5.7 The method of assessment for construction phase impacts follows IAQM Guidance. 

5.8 The Applicant has not undertaken dispersion modelling of exhaust emissions from construction 
traffic, stating the following in section 6.7.21:“…the likely numbers of construction vehicles (low 
severity)…the impacts are considered to be minor and not significant. However, information is 
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provided on likely HGV movements during the construction phase in Section 3.5.1 (38 HGV 
movements per day, peaking at 76 HGV movements per day). IAQM Air Quality Planning 
Guidance states that if a development results in changes of more than 25 HGVs within an AQMA 
then an air quality assessment should be carried out. Clarification is sought upon why detailed 
modelling was not completed for exhaust emissions for the construction vehicles and what 
assumptions regarding the construction traffic and construction phase used for the Construction 
Phase Assessment. This response should explain whether reasonable worst-case assumptions 
regarding construction traffic flows have been made. 

5.9 Paragraph 6.7.21 discusses the likely impact of Non-Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM) associated 
with the construction. The Applicant has identified the impacts of the NRMM as not significant 
without mitigation measures. Clarification is sought on the justification for the negligible risk 
assigned. 

5.10 The operational traffic predicted for the development is less than the thresholds specified in the 
IAQM guidance and has therefore been scoped out on the grounds of insignificant effects. This 
approach is considered acceptable.  

5.11 In paragraph 6.6.5 it is implied that an on-site combustion engine is proposed in combination with 
ground source heat pumps. As it is stated “Joint EPUK and IAQM guidance advises combustion 
sources for onsite energy generation with less than a 450 kW capacity are unlikely to cause 
noticeable impacts”. IAQM Planning guidance does indeed state that boilers <450 kW will likely 
give rise to an emission rate less than 5 mg/sec which will have little impact. However, IAQM also 
states that where emissions are released close to buildings or below the height of receptors the 
emissions should be considered from the low emissions boilers. Clarification is sought on whether 
onsite energy generation through a combustion engine will be used with the ground source heat 
pumps. Should this be the case, the response should also highlight that the location of the boiler 
emission release location and height should be provided to confirm that adequate dispersion will 
occur. 

5.12 The scheme is shown to not be air quality neutral in paragraph 6.8. To reduce vehicle emissions a 
green travel plan is proposed. However, section 4.9 of the GLA’s Air Quality Neutral Planning 
Support Update (2014) 10 states “if the scheme-generated trip rate exceeds the benchmark trip 
rate, it is not possible at this stage to derive the excess emissions, and it will be for the developer 
to suggest an alternative approach.” Clarification is sought on whether additional information from 
the developer has been requested to enable a transport emissions benchmark assessment to be 
undertaken, in line with guidance in boxes 4 and 5 of AQ neutral. 

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts 

5.13 Other nearby construction sites have been identified by the Applicant in paragraph 6.8.2 and 
mapped in Figure 15.2. The Applicant states that the cumulative impacts are likely to be 
insignificant as “it is expected that similar [dust mitigation] measures will be in place in any 
nearby construction works that are ongoing at the same time”. It is recommended that the local 
authority seeks to ensure co-ordination between the various construction programmes of 
committed developments to mitigate in-combination affects from construction phases, as per the 
construction dust nuisance assessments.  

5.14 Cumulative operational effects have not been considered as operational effects of the 
development do not exceed the assessment threshold values in IAQM. This will be revisited upon 
receiving response to clarifications. 

Mitigation and Management 

5.15 It is noted that a summary of the IAQM construction dust nuisance mitigation measures is 
provided within paragraph 6.9.1. Clarification should be provided on whether there is any 

                                               
10 Air Quality Neutral Planning Support Update: GLA 80371 April 2014 
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deviation from the standard suite of IAQM medium risk mitigation measures. Mitigation 
requirements for construction traffic will be revisited after receiving the additional information. 

Non-Technical Summary 

5.16 Information reported within the Non-Technical Summary matches that presented within ES 
Chapter 6. 

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

AQ1 Clarification is required on whether LAEI has been used to estimate concentrations for 
relevant exposure of the scheme in the opening year in place of project specific dispersion 
modelling. 

AQ2 Clarification on existing and new receptor locations is required. This should include a figure 
showing receptor points in relation to background mapping of roads, existing buildings and 
the proposed scheme which are representative of relevant exposure. 

AQ3 Clarification is sought on whether any comparison between the LAEI base year and local 
monitoring within Westminster has been undertaken to validate the accuracy of LAEI. 

AQ4 Clarification is sought upon the omission of detailed construction traffic exhaust emissions 
modelling and what assumptions regarding the construction traffic and construction phase 
have been used for the Construction Phase Assessment. This response should explain 
whether reasonable worst-case assumptions regarding construction traffic flows have been 
made. 

AQ5 Clarification is sought on whether additional information from the developer has been 
requested to enable a transport emissions benchmark assessment to be undertaken, in line 
with guidance in box 4 and 5 of AQ neutral. 

AQ6 The consultant has identified the impacts of the NRMM as not significant without mitigation 
measures. Clarification is sought on the justification for the negligible risk assigned. 

AQ7 Clarification is sought on whether onsite energy generation through a combustion engine will 
be used with the ground source heat pumps. Should this be the case, the response should 
also highlight that the location of the boiler emission release location and height should be 
provided to confirm that adequate dispersion will occur. 

AQ8 Clarification should be provided on whether there is any deviation from the standard suite of 
IAQM medium risk mitigation measures. 

AQ9 Cumulative operational effects to be reconsidered in light of responses to the above 
clarifications.  

AQ10 Mitigation requirements for construction traffic to be reconsidered in light of responses to the 
above clarifications. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

N/A None.  

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

AQ11 A planning condition should be included in any grant of consent that requires a Construction 
Management Plan (CMP) to be prepared and submitted to the Local Authority for approval 
prior to commencement of the development in order to minimise cumulative construction 
impacts. 

AQ12 A planning condition should be put in place to ensure mitigation measures identified in 
Chapter 6: Air Quality of the ES are secured and implemented. 
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6 Review of ES Volume 3: Built Heritage, 
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
(HTVIA) 

Scope of EIA 

Built Heritage 

6.1 The heritage assessment identifies all heritage assets within a 500m radius including world 
heritage sites, scheduled monuments, listed buildings, conservation areas and registered parks 
and gardens. Given the scale of the proposed development this study area is considered 
appropriate. 

6.2 The baseline assessment information provided in paragraph 2.4 states that non-designated 
heritage assets, such as locally listed buildings, were also considered as part of the assessment. 
Appendix 1.3 contains the assessments for those assets that were not carried forward to detailed 
assessment, which is very useful, but it has not identified any non-designated assets that were 
considered. Although WCC does not have a published list of locally listed buildings, the NPPF 
defines heritage assets as “a building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as 
having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its 
heritage interest. It includes designated heritage assets and assets identified by the local planning 
authority (including local listing)”. Non-designated heritage assets are, therefore, not limited to 
those that appear on a published local list. The applicant is asked to clarify whether any non-
designated heritage assets were identified as part of the scoping of the ES review and, if so, to 
include their assessments as part of the baseline data. 

6.3 The archaeological interest of the development site is considered separately, whilst scheduled 
monuments within the study area are included in the baseline assessment in appendix 1.3 of this 
volume, which is appropriate. 

6.4 It is noted that potential effects to built / above-ground heritage assets as a consequence of 
excavation and dewatering of the extensive void for the underground portion of the museum are 
not explicitly considered in either this volume of the ES or the archaeology chapter (Chapter 8). 
The Applicant is requested to confirm whether this has been considered and to include either an 
appropriate level of information in an addendum, or provide a statement and suitable evidence 
confirming how and why such effects have been scoped out. This comprises a potential Regulation 
25 request.  

Townscape and Visual 

6.5 The emphasis of the Built Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA) is impacts 
on heritage assets and their settings.  However, the Chapter also includes consideration of 
impacts on townscape character and visual amenity of visual receptors.   

6.6 The Gardens Trust requested that impact on landscape character, landscape designations and 
landscape features (including trees) should be included in a landscape chapter. Although there is 
not a separate landscape-specific chapter in the ES, 'townscape' is a subset of 'landscape', and 
the townscape and visual assessment is the place to consider impacts on landscape features and 
character. In this case Victoria Tower Gardens, and the trees within it, are considered as part of 
the townscape assessment and so no separate landscape chapter is needed.   

6.7 The Scoping Opinion stated that The Royal Parks wished to be consulted on the viewpoints 
chosen. Clarification is required as to whether The Royal Parks was consulted on viewpoints.  
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Baseline  

Built Heritage 

6.8 Table 2.1 sets out the relative heritage value of each type of asset based on their level of 
designation. The table distinguishes value according to the grade of designation for listed 
buildings, registered landscapes and scheduled monuments. It assigns a higher level of 
significance to scheduled monuments that have upstanding remains compared to those that do 
not. Visibility is not a criterion when assessing the significance of scheduled monuments and, once 
designated, all such monuments are afforded the same level of protection. The distinction made in 
the report could lead to the significance of and impact on scheduled monuments being 
underestimated and so the table and resulting baseline assessment of significance of the 
scheduled monuments within the search area should be amended. Furthermore, scheduled 
monuments are by definition11 of national importance and so it is inappropriate to assign them a 
value of medium or low. 

6.9 Similarly, listed buildings, conservation areas and parks and gardens are all nationally designated 
heritage assets. Although grading is used to distinguish between assets of exceptional interest 
more than special interest, and special interest, they are all afforded the same level of protection 
and the same requirement to give “special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or 
its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses” in the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act) 1990. As such, it is not considered 
appropriate for their significance to be assigned as medium or low as this may lead to an 
underestimation of their special interest. This value is not the same as an asset’s sensitivity to 
change, especially where setting is affected, and it is with this rating that moderation is required 
(as it is plausible that a highly-graded building may be less sensitive to changes in its setting than 
a grade II). 

6.10 The methodology for assessing the likely significant effect on heritage assets is summarised 
clearly using a matrix, set out in table 2.7, and a description of the type of effect given in table 
2.8. The level of likely effects is categorised as none, negligible, neutral, minor, moderate or 
major and the type of effect as beneficial or adverse, which is appropriate; however, the 
relationship between these definitions and the definition and levels of harm as set out in the NPPF 
has not been made. It would be helpful if this could be done so that the effects of the proposal as 
assessed in the report can be translated into recognisable NPPF terms for the benefit of the 
decision maker and the appropriate policies applied. 

6.11 Chapter 3 considers the legislative and policy context within which the development must be 
considered. In this section, the Applicant refers to the Court of Appeal judgement on Palmer v 
Herefordshire Council (2016) as the basis for not considering harm arising from the proposal 
against paragraph 196 of the NPPF. Central to the judgement in this case was that harm would be 
avoided if mitigation measures were carried out. If harm is successfully avoided then, quite 
rightly, paragraph 196 does not apply, as there is no harm to weigh against the public benefits. 
However, paragraph 196 clearly states “where a proposal will lead to less than substantial 
harm…this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal”. The applicant is 
correct in their assertion that the level of harm must be based on the proposal in question, 
including any reduction in harm as a result of mitigation measures that have been applied. 
However, if those mitigation measures do not enable a complete avoidance of harm then logically 
it remains that there will be some level of harm. Accordingly, that harm must be weighed against 
the public benefits of the proposal (or against the criteria of paragraph 195 if the level of harm is 
identified as substantial).  

6.12 The statement in Palmer v Herefordshire Council that “where proposed development would affect 
a listed building or its setting in different ways, some positive and some negative, the decision 
maker may legitimately conclude that although each of the effects has an impact, taken together 
there is no overall adverse effect on the listed building or its setting” is precisely what paragraph 
196 aims to establish: that the benefits of the proposal and the harm of the proposal must be 
balanced against each other so that the net, overall effect on the asset can be established. If the 
benefits outweigh the harm then the result is that overall the effect of the proposal will be 

                                               
11 Section 1(3) of the Ancient Monuments & Archaeological Areas Act, 1979 
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beneficial rather than adverse – that is that the benefits outweigh the harm, not that the harm 
does not exist. 

6.13 Consequently, the Applicant’s conclusion that when harm is identified it does not always need to 
be considered against the requirements of paragraph 196 based on the judgement of Palmer v 
Herefordshire is unsound, and it is precisely this balancing process that must be applied by the 
decision-maker when both benefits and harm resulting from a proposal have been identified. As 
such, paragraph 196 (or 195 where appropriate) should be applied in this case wherever harm to 
a heritage asset has been identified. It is our view that Applicant’s interpretation is erroneous, as 
paragraph 195 and 196 are matters for the decision-maker, as is the balancing exercise, and 
should not influence the methodology or assessment of significance or impact in an ES. (In any 
case, such an approach could not be considered to be in line with the requirements of paragraph 
189 of the NPPF, which requires the provision of information ‘…sufficient to understand the 
potential impact of the proposal on their [assets] significance’. This would necessarily require both 
an understanding of affected assets’ significance and the degree of change to which this would be 
subject.)  

6.14 The Applicant is requested to revisit the findings of the assessment process to ensure that, where 
there is potential for harm to heritage assets, this is clearly identified and can be taken into 
account by the planning authority. 

6.15 Chapter 4.0 gives a detailed description of the history of the application site, supported by 
archival research and a number of appropriate secondary sources. The development of the site is 
presented chronologically and illustrated with relevant historic maps, drawings and photographs, 
which together provide a clear account of the site’s history. 

Townscape and Visual 

6.16 The study area for the townscape and visual assessment is set at 500m. This is considered 
appropriate in this highly developed location.  

6.17 In the context of this Chapter, townscape is described as "built-up area, including the buildings, 
the relationships between them, the different types of urban open spaces, including green spaces, 
and the relationship between buildings and open spaces". This is an appropriate definition which is 
taken from GLVIA312 (which is the current best practice guidance for landscape and visual impact 
assessment). 

6.18 The townscape baseline is analysed through identification of townscape character areas which is 
acceptable. The 11 character areas are considered appropriate in terms of scale, and the 
methodology for identification of boundaries sound given the absence of a published Townscape 
Character Assessment for the area. The townscape baseline provides a description of each area 
(including reference to the open character of Victoria Tower Gardens and presence of mature 
trees), and gives a judgement on the townscape value (this could be read as 'landscape value' for 
Victoria Tower Gardens). The baseline scopes out three of the areas (Lambeth Palace, 
Government Offices and Residential Development adjacent to Westminster) from further 
assessment due to their physical and functional separation from the site. This is acceptable. 

6.19 22 viewpoints have been identified, including seven strategic views determined by the London 
View Management Framework. These seem to be an appropriate number and spread of viewpoints 
(bearing in mind that the review did not include consideration of each and every viewpoint 
location on site). 

6.20 The visual baseline for each view is presented alongside a photo in Section 9 of the HTVIA. This 
includes a value attached to the view. 

6.21 The HTVIA does not include consideration of how the townscape character areas and views could 
be expected to develop if the project was not to proceed, as suggested by IEMA review guidance. 
However, it is assumed that Victoria Tower Gardens would remain as they currently are if the 
project was not to go ahead. 

                                               
12 Landscape Institute and IEMA (2013) Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd Edition, Routledge.  
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Assessment 

Built Heritage 

6.22 The assessment of the significance of heritage assets is considered in Chapter 5.0. A table of the 
outcome of the baseline assessment of all assets within the study area is included, which provides 
a useful summary and reference point. Heritage assets that have been taken forward to detailed 
assessment following the baseline assessment are described and assigned a value. Consideration 
of the asset’s setting is also provided. While it is noted that sensitivity ratings are provided in 
Table 8.1: Heritage Receptor Effects, it would be useful for the accompanying reasoning for this 
rating to be included in the baseline discussion. Whilst the Applicant has cited a broadly 
appropriate range of planning and discipline-specific guidance as the basis for their assessment of 
significance, there is little evidence that it has been subsequently applied. In paragraph 3.42 the 
Applicant states in relation to paragraph 189 of the NPPF: “the historical information set out in 
this ES Chapter provides such an understanding, proportionate to the significance of heritage 
assets and the impact of the proposals.” The Applicant has gone into some detail to document the 
historical development of the site, which is appropriate and welcomed, but this is a narrative of 
the site’s history and physical alterations to it, not an assessment of the significance of heritage 
assets as required by paragraph 189 of the NPPF. Once the historical development of the site is 
noted, established best practice is to consider the evidential, historical, aesthetic and communal 
values13 of each individually designated asset as well as the contribution the assets’ setting makes 
to those values. 

6.23 The assessment of the effects of the proposal on heritage is considered in Chapter 8.0. 
Consideration is given to the effects during site preparation and construction phase as well as 
when the development is completed. Each asset is then considered in turn and the magnitude of 
any impact ascribed (insignificant, minor, moderate and substantial) and the direction of effects 
(beneficial, adverse or neutral/ negligible). This is then summarised in Table 7.1 alongside the 
heritage value of the asset, which is very helpful. 

6.24 The misapplication of the methodology for assessing significance has had the consequential effect 
that the impact of the proposal on assets’ significance cannot be comprehensively ascertained, as 
elements of significance that have not been identified in Chapter 5.0: Assessment of Heritage 
Assets’ Significance are subsequently omitted from the assessment of impact in Chapter 8.0: 
Assessment: Heritage Receptors. The deficiencies in the assessment of significance and 
contribution of setting to that significance result in instances where the full implications of the 
proposed scheme have not been considered, as well as instances where harm has been identified 
where there is none14. 

6.25 An example of the former is in the assessment of significance of Victoria Tower Gardens contained 
in paragraphs 5.22 – 5.29 of the ES. Paragraphs 5.22 – 5.25 summarises the historical 
development of the site and notes the other designated assets that are located within it. 
Paragraph 5.26 concludes that the significance of the Victoria Tower Gardens lies in “its piecemeal 
development, and as an important area of partially reclaimed land adjacent to the Westminster 
World Heritage Site”, whilst paragraphs 5.27 – 5.29 describe its setting. It does not consider how 
the history of the site is illustrated in its form and appearance, how associations with notable 
people and events in the site’s history add interest, how the various phases of the site have 
influenced its aesthetic qualities, or how component parts of the site are experienced and 
contribute to its overall significance. Considering the proposal will result in a direct and permanent 
physical change to the Registered Park and Garden, as well as the character and appearance of 

                                               
13 In line with English Heritage (2008) Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic 
Environment; equally, consideration against the components of significance set out in the glossary to NPPF is acceptable 
(archaeological, architectural, aesthetic, artistic or historical interest) 
14 An example of the latter is in the assessment of significance of the grade II* listed Church Commissioners. Paragraph 5.106 
identifies the significance of the asset as possessing: “historic and architectural interest as a good example of an attractive early 20th 
century office building by a recognised architect”, which is the principal reason for its designation. Paragraph 5.109 considers the 
contribution setting makes to this significance and states that the building’s “proximity to the open space at Abingdon Street Gardens 
and Victoria Tower Gardens makes a positive contribution to its appreciation and relief from its primarily urban setting.” Victoria Tower 
Gardens may allow for an easier and better appreciation of the aesthetic interest of the building, but it does not in itself contribute to 
the aesthetic interest of the building: the architectural and associative interest is not enhanced by the park, and its location within a 
busy urban environment is wholly appropriate to its purpose as an office block built at the turn of the 20th century in the Capital. The 
assertion that the park provides ‘relief from its primarily urban setting’ confuses visual amenity with the contribution that setting makes 
to the historical significance of the site. 
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the conservation area, the detail allotted to the assessment of significance of this asset is not 
proportionate and is insufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on that 
significance. 

6.26 Consideration is given to the effects during the site preparation and construction phase as well as 
the operation of the development once completed. Each asset that was subject to a detailed 
assessment in chapter 5.0 is considered in turn and the magnitude of any impact ascribed (major, 
moderate, minor or negligible) and the direction of effects (beneficial or adverse). This is then 
summarised in table 8.1 alongside the heritage value of the asset, which is very helpful. 

6.27 The Construction Management Plan also states that two of the entrances to the Grade II 
Registered Park will have to be repurposed during the work. The Applicant is asked to clarify 
whether this will require the physical alteration of the park boundary and if so the impact on the 
significance of the park and garden should be considered. 

6.28 The assessment concludes that there will be no adverse effects on the significance of any heritage 
assets and that, in some instances, the impact will be moderate beneficial (significant for the 
purposes of EIA). The reasons for the positive changes are attributed to: the ability to appreciate 
surrounding heritage assets from a new perspective (e.g. paragraph 8.35); the high quality of the 
design of the memorial (e.g. paragraph 8.51); the symbolic purpose of the memorial (e.g. 
paragraph 8.52); the design of the new landscaping being an attractive and sculptural feature 
(e.g. paragraph 8.60); enhanced visitor experience (e.g. paragraph 8.89); the new landscaping 
scheme being reminiscent of the romantic tradition of planned landscapes (e.g. paragraph 8.188); 
and the assertion that the proposed development would not change the ability to appreciate the 
heritage values of assets (e.g. paragraph 8.77). 

6.29 The Applicant is reminded that it is effects to the heritage significance of assets that is under 
consideration. Only in the rarest of circumstances can new development make heritage assets 
more significant, or better-reveal that significance; not undermining the historic qualities of an 
asset does not equate to enhancement of its significance – that should be considered to be a 
neutral effect. The Applicant is requested to revisit the assessment of effects and either provide a 
clear rationale for how the reported beneficial effects to assets relate to their heritage 
significance, or revisit the assessments accordingly. 

6.30 The assessment of impact focuses on the UKHMLC and its impact on the historic environment, but 
does not consider the total impact of the scheme. This includes alterations other than the principal 
UKHMLC building that are proposed as part of the redevelopment of the site, such as the changes 
to path networks, the rebuilding of the refreshments kiosk, the reordering of the playground, the 
repositioning of the Spicer Memorial, the new hard and soft landscaping and lighting across the 
site. The impact of the whole scheme on the historic environment should be considered as well as 
the impact of individual components of the scheme. 

6.31 It should be noted that the Memorial to Emmeline and Christabel Pankhurst located within the 
Victoria Tower Gardens is grade II* listed, not grade II as stated. Its significance is currently 
assessed as medium in line with the definitions of significance as set out in table 2.1, but this is 
based on its misreported listing at grade II. The Applicant is requested to revisit their assessment 
of the significance and the potential impact of the proposal on it in light of this. 

Townscape and Visual 

6.32 The method used to assess the susceptibility, sensitivity and magnitude of impact is described 
from 2.37, and is in line with GLVIA3. Table 2.7 shows the indicative matrix used to combine 
sensitivity and magnitude to determine the likely significant effects. This is combined with 
professional judgement as described at 2.46 to determine the final likely significance of effect for 
each receptor.  Moderate to major effects are considered to be significant in EIA terms. 

6.33 The eight townscape character areas scoped in to the assessment (as confirmed in Section 6 
Baseline: Townscape and Visual) are assessed in Section 9 Assessment: Townscape. The site 
preparation and construction works are considered to not have a significant impact on any of the 
townscape character areas. Two townscape character areas – Victoria Tower Gardens and 
Westminster World Heritage Site and Parliament Square – are considered to experience significant 
effects from the operation of the proposed development. All of the townscape character effects 
(with the exception of Victoria Gardens South which is considered to be negligible) are considered 
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to be beneficial to townscape character. This indicates that the proposed development would be in 
keeping with, and provide an improvement to or reinforce the value of the townscape. This seems 
to be at odds with the visual assessment which reports both adverse and beneficial effects. The 
Applicant should clarify if there are any adverse changes to character and, if so, what these are. 

6.34 Page 5 of the HTVIA concludes that "The proposals will change the character of the space within 
the park" while on page 86 the assessment of Character Area 1 states "the memorial itself will 
intensify the commemorative function of Victoria Tower Gardens, this is not a departure from its 
existing character". The Applicant should clarify if these two statements are compatible and which 
one takes precedence, with reasons.   

6.35 Section 9 provides the visual assessment (N.B. Error in the document numbering, this should be 
Section 10). The 22 viewpoints are provided with Accurate Visual Representations (AVRs), some 
of which have been fully rendered, and some as wirelines. These are helpful. However, there is no 
explanation as to why some viewpoints have the proposed development fully rendered and some 
have the proposed development as a wireline only. This should be clarified. 

6.36 Viewpoints 5 – 8 are shown with both summer and winter photography and assessed in both 
summer and winter, but the remainder of the views just consider the summer situation. 
Clarification is required as to why only viewpoints 5-8 were visualised in both summer and winter, 
especially noting that winter is considered to the worst case. 

6.37 In the general the assessment of effects on views seems to address both adverse and beneficial 
effects. However, the adverse effect resulting from the partial foreshortening of views in views 20 
and 21, and the blocking of views to the Houses of Parliament in view 22, do not seem to be 
acknowledged within the assessments. The Applicant should clarify whether these effects have 
been taken into account. 

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts 

Built Heritage 

6.38 Details of consented schemes have been included in the visualisations in chapter 11.0 along with 
a summary of any expected cumulative effects. The levels of cumulative effect on heritage assets 
are no different from the effects for the non-cumulative assessment and this seems to be a 
reasonable conclusion.  

Townscape and Visual 

6.39 Cumulative schemes within the 500m study area are considered. None of the cumulative schemes 
are deemed to result in any difference in effect than the effect of the proposed development itself. 
This is a reasonable conclusion. 

6.40 Section 11 refers to the Cumulative Effects chapter within the ES (N.B this is section 15, and not 
section 17 as stated in the THVIA). There is reference to wireframe AVRs of the cumulative 
proposals in Appendix 1.2. This reference does not appear to exist, and clarification is required if 
these wireframes are of use to the reader to visualise the cumulative schemes. 

Mitigation and Management 

Built Heritage 

6.41 Section 18(3)(c) of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2017 states: “a description of any features of the proposed development, or 
measures envisaged in order to avoid, prevent or reduce and, if possible, offset likely significant 
adverse effects on the environment”. The idea of this being a hierarchical ‘process’ of mitigation 
to be gone through rather than a list of ‘options’ is embedded in the EIA process and is further 
supported by section 7 of Schedule 4 of the Regulations: “a description of the measures 
envisaged to avoid, prevent, reduce or, if possible, offset any identified significant adverse effects 
on the environment and, where appropriate, of any proposed monitoring arrangements (for 
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example the preparation of a post-project analysis). That description should explain the extent, to 
which significant adverse effects on the environment are avoided, prevented, reduced or offset, 
and should cover both the construction and operational phases.” 

6.42 Section 18(3)(d) of the EIA regulations states that an ES must include “a description of the 
reasonable alternatives studied by the developer, which are relevant to the proposed development 
and its specific characteristics, and an indication of the main reasons for the option chosen, taking 
into account the effects of the development on the environment”. Chapter 4 of the Environmental 
Statement (Volume 2) Main Text contains details on alternative schemes that were considered as 
part of the process. It details why other locations were discounted; these relate primarily to 
financial and practical reasons, but also that the other sites did not fulfil the brief for the UKHMLC 
of the location being ‘sufficiently prominent’. Neither this chapter nor Chapter 7.0: Potential 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the HTVIA volume explain how environmental factors 
informed the decision for the location, including how the potential significant effects on heritage 
assets were taken into consideration. 

6.43 Paragraph 7.23 of the HTVIA states that “the positioning, layout and form of the Proposed 
Development has been informed by pre-application design development and designed to respond 
to the heritage sensitivities and opportunities of the application Site…[the] form of the new 
memorial, including hard and soft landscaping, has been designed to minimise the impact of the 
Proposed Development on the heritage receptors and to integrate with the townscape context of 
the Site”, but it does not contain any details explaining what the identified heritage sensitivities 
were or how the design was accordingly amended to address those sensitivities. Assertion that 
this has been done is not evidence of compliance with EIA regulations, which require a description 
of the alternatives and how the effect of the development on the environment has been taken into 
account. In order to explain how the requirements of section 18(3)(c) and (d) of the EIA 
regulations outlined above have been met, any issues raised by consultees at pre-application 
stage should be noted in the ES and the Applicant should explain how they have been addressed 
to arrive at the final design proposal. 

6.44 The reasons contained within the various ES volumes for the chosen design relate to its inherent 
design qualities and the opportunity to restructure the landscape and provide new views of 
existing heritage assets. The pertinent issue here is not the quality of the design, but could the 
brief still be fulfilled with a design that had a lesser impact on the historic environment. The ES 
does not compare the impact of this proposal with other iterations of the design or explain 
specifically what changes were made to take account of the effects on the historic environment.  

6.45 The assessment of impact of the construction works focuses primarily on the temporary visual 
impact, but given the proximity of the development site to the grade II* listed Buxton Memorial 
and the extent of excavation and piling required to facilitate the below-ground element of the 
design there is also potential for the works to cause physical damage to the historic fabric and 
structural integrity of the monument that could result in a lasting adverse impact on its 
significance. Chapter 7.0 and the supplementary Construction Management Plan in appendix C 
acknowledge the potential for that impact but does not explore ways it could be avoided, such as 
the suggestion made by Historic England in their pre-application advice that the Applicant 
explores the possibility of moving the monument, which would also reduce the impact of the 
development on the asset’s aesthetic interest and prominence within the landscape. The Applicant 
should provide more information on why mitigation that would potentially avoid impact on the 
monument has not been explored in more detail. A detailed methodology and specification for the 
surveying, recording, protection and monitoring of the memorial will need to be conditioned and 
approved before commencement of the works if approval is given. 

Townscape and Visual 

6.46 Mitigation measures are considered in Section 7 Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This 
includes discussion of embedded mitigation measures for construction, design and operation.  For 
the construction period a detailed CMP will be developed which will be important to ensure is 
implemented. The design avoids tree loss and aims to integrate the memorial with its surrounding 
townscape context. During the operational phase impacts will be managed through a long term 
maintenance and management plan and Visitor Management Strategy. The embedded mitigation 
measures are taken into account in the assessment of residual effects on townscape and visual 
impact, and this is an appropriate approach. 
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Non-Technical Summary 

Built Heritage 

6.47 The non-technical summary is very brief and includes a list of the heritage assets considered in 
detail as part of the ES and the effects on those assets during construction and operational 
phases. It concludes that mitigation measures during both phases will ensure that there are no 
significant effects on heritage assets. 

Townscape and Visual 

6.48 The Non-technical Summary is provided as Volume 1 of the Environmental Statement. Section 
5.3.3 states that there will be a significant (moderate) effect on view 13 and that there are no 
other significant impacts on heritage assets and character areas. Significant effects are considered 
to be moderate to major, whether beneficial or adverse. View 13 is the only significant adverse 
effect noted for townscape character or visual impact. All significant impacts should have been 
reported in the NTS.  

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

BH1 The Applicant is asked to clarify whether any non-designated heritage assets were identified as 
part of the scoping of the ES and, if so, to include their assessments as part of the baseline 
data. 

BH2 Table 2.1 and resulting baseline assessment of significance of the scheduled monuments 
within the search area should be amended to reflect the high level of significance afforded all 
scheduled monuments, regardless of whether the archaeological remains are above or below 
ground, and to reflect the consistent level of legal protection afforded to listed buildings of all 
grades. 

BH3 The definitions used for the levels of effects (as detailed in tables 2.7 and 2.8) should be 
translated into NPPF terminology (i.e. degree of harm) so a comparison can be made and the 
appropriate policies applied. 

BH4 The Applicant is asked to provide information on how the contribution of setting has been used 
in defining the sensitivity of assets to the proposed change. (Ratings included in Table 8.1 but 
no reasoning provided). 

This discussion of sensitivity could also usefully be included in the assessment section of the 
ES, which at present does not include clear consideration of this. 

BH5 The Applicant is asked to revisit their assessment of the memorial to Emmeline and Christabel 
Pankhurst as of medium significance in light of its status as a grade II* listed structure. 

BH6 The Applicant is asked to clarify whether physical alteration to the park boundary is required to 
adapt entrances for vehicle access. If so, the impact on the significance of the park and garden 
should be considered. 

BH7 The Applicant is requested to revisit the assessment of effects and either provide a clear 
rationale for how the reported moderate beneficial effects to assets relate to their heritage 
significance, or revisit the assessments accordingly. 

BH8 The Applicant is asked to clarify why mitigation that would avoid potentially significant effects 
on the grade II* listed Buxton Memorial has not been explored in more detail before mitigation 
in the form of recording and monitoring was proposed. 

TV1 Clarify whether The Royal Parks was consulted on viewpoints, as requested in the Scoping 
Opinion. 

TV2 Clarify if there are any adverse changes to character and, if so, what these are.  

TV3 Clarify whether these two statements are compatible and which one takes precedence: "The 
proposals will change the character of the space within the park" (page 5) and "the memorial 
itself will intensify the commemorative function of Victoria Tower Gardens, this is not a 
departure from its existing character" (page 86). 

TV4 Clarify why some visualisations are shown as full renders while others are shown as wirelines, 
and whether this was agreed with consultees. 

TV5 Clarify the approach to summer and/or winter photography – explain why are some views 
assessed in both summer and winter, but others are just assessed in summer. 

TV6 Clarify where 'Appendix 1.2' can be found (which should contain wireframes of the cumulative 
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schemes). 

TV7 Clarify whether the adverse effect resulting from the partial foreshortening of views in views 
20 and 21, and the blocking of views to the Houses of Parliament in view 22, have been taken 
into account when judging direction of change. 

TV8  Provide consideration of how the townscape character areas and viewpoints could be expected 
to develop if the project were not to proceed 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

BH9 The Applicant is requested to provide information on the potential effects of dewatering the 
development footprint on built heritage assets in the vicinity; or, to provide a suitable 
statement and appropriate evidence supporting the decision to scope this out of the 
assessment. 

BH10 The Applicant is requested to reassess the significance of heritage assets in line with 
established guidance and accepted practice. 

BH11 The Applicant is requested to provide more detail to explain how the requirements of sections 
18(3)(c) and (d) of the EIA Regulations have been met by noting any issues raised by 
consultees at pre-application stage and explaining how they have been addressed to arrive at 
the final design proposal. 

BH12 The Applicant is requested to provide a comparison of the impact of this proposal with other 
iterations of the design and an explanation of specifically what changes were made to it to 
take account of the effects on the historic environment. 

BH13 The Applicant is requested to consider the impact of the whole scheme on the historic 
environment and not just the principal memorial building, as well as the impact of individual 
components of the scheme. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

BH14 Condition survey and recording of Buxton Memorial prior to commencement of any works and 
detailed methodology for monitoring of the condition of the structure during construction. 

TV9 A detailed CMP is required for the construction period, and a long term maintenance and 
management plan and visitor management strategy are required for the operational phase 
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7 Review of Chapter 8: Archaeology 

Scope of EIA 

7.1 The ES chapter is supported by an archaeological desk-based assessment (DBA) and generally 
follows the approach to this topic laid out in the SR. The chapter and supporting DBA consider a 
broadly appropriate range of archaeological heritage assets and professional guidance documents, 
including that from Historic England (and its predecessors) and the Chartered Institute for 
Archaeologists (CIfA), as underpinning the assessment.  

7.2 In terms of guidance, no reference is made to the Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service 
(GLAAS) Guidelines for Archaeological Projects in Greater London15, Part 1 of which refers to 
content and scope of DBAs. GLAAS is the relevant consultee on this topic, as archaeological 
advisor to WCC, so it is appropriate for their guidance to be cited and adhered to when producing 
a DBA to support a planning application. The Applicant’s DBA appears to be compliant with the 
tenor of the GLAAS guidance so it is recommended that the Applicant clarifies that this is the 
case. 

7.3 In terms of the scope of assets under consideration, reference is made to heritage assets which 
also appear in the ES Volume covering effects to built heritage assets (Volume 3). These 
comprise:  

 Victoria Tower Gardens Grade II Registered Park and Garden (RPG); 

 Burghers of Calais statue, Grade I Listed Building within the RPG; 

 Buxton Memorial Fountain, Grade II* Listed Building within the RPG; 

 Statue of Miss Emmeline Pankhurst, Grade II Listed Building within the RPG; and 

 River embankment from the Houses of Parliament to Lambeth Bridge, Grade II Listed Building 
within the RPG. 

 Palace of Westminster and Abbey World Heritage Site (WHS) 

 Jewel Tower Scheduled Monument within the WHS; and 

 Chapter House Scheduled Monument within the WHS. 

7.4 These assets are included despite a statement (para. 8.1.1) that the historic built environment is 
covered in a separate chapter. With the exception of Victoria Tower Gardens, which the 
subsequent assessment indicates archaeological remains associated with its earlier phases will be 
affected by scheme groundworks, none of these assets appear to be further considered in terms 
of significance or any effect to them, raising questions over double counting between this chapter 
and Volume 3 and why they are mentioned in this chapter. The Applicant is to review the 
treatment of these assets within the ES as a whole and, to consider removing them from this 
chapter if any updates are to be made to it as a result of this review. 

7.5 Excepting the heritage assets discussed above, the ES considers an appropriate range of 
archaeological heritage assets, including those associated with early layouts of Victoria Tower 
Gardens RPG. There appear, however, to be some discrepancies against the scope established in 
the SR and expected by GLAAS in its pre-application consultation response. These include non-
submission of the results of a ground-penetrating radar (GPR) survey undertaken prior to 
submission of the SR, and that information from a programme of archaeological evaluation works 
developed as part of pre-application consultation with GLAAS is absent because it has not been 
undertaken. 

                                               
15 Historic England 2015 
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7.6 A GPR survey was undertaken prior to preparation of the SR to inform understanding of the site’s 
archaeological potential. The SR stated that it would be appended to the ES (SR para. 11.1.3) but 
no GPR survey report is appended. Whilst some reference is made to the findings of the survey 
within the ES and DBA, no explanation is given for its absence. The Applicant is to clarify why the 
GPR report is not appended. If the lack of the GPR report is a simple omission, the Applicant is 
encouraged to submit this with their response to the IRR since it will aid understanding their 
conclusions upon effects to archaeology. 

7.7 The lack of information from archaeological evaluation is picked up by GLAAS in their response to 
the planning application (February 2019). The GLAAS response raises general concerns over the 
level of information provided with the ES on the nature and extent of archaeological heritage 
assets, given their likely significance and the likely scale of effects, and conclude that there is 
insufficient information for them to advise on determination of the planning application. They 
make reference to pre-application discussions in which they recommended a geoarchaeological 
deposit model be prepared to enable understanding of potential archaeological impacts. This has 
not been provided despite acknowledgement in Section 8.3 of the DBA that consultation had been 
undertaken with GLAAS and an initial phase programme of works devised as a result that would 
feature creation of a geoarchaeological deposit model as its first stage. Judging by the DBA 
wording around this phased programme of works, it was intended to act as informing 
archaeological evaluation trenching at the site to provide a greater understanding of the nature of 
archaeological remains present and that the results of the deposit model and evaluation trenching 
would be added to an updated DBA. Neither the geoarchaeological deposit model nor any targeted 
evaluation appears to have been undertaken in support of the submission and there is no 
explanation in the ES to explain its absence.  

7.8 GLAAS also raise issues relating to a lack of information on the potential spatial extent of changes 
to the groundwater regime as a result of dewatering associated with piling and the way that this 
would affect nearby heritage assets. The Applicant acknowledges that the site is likely to contain 
archaeological heritage assets of High value and that those within the building footprint would be 
subject to total removal as a result of scheme groundworks. As such, GLAAS’s reservations on the 
content of the ES appear reasonable and the request for further archaeological works to 
characterise the nature, extent and significance of archaeological heritage assets that may be 
affected be undertaken prior to determination appears proportionate.  

7.9 The current level of information supplied is held to pose a risk to WCC’s ability to reach an 
appropriately-informed determination and also to the realisation of the development should it be 
consented. It is conceivable that there may be archaeological heritage assets of high significance 
that require preservation in situ and to encounter such remains during post-consent 
archaeological fieldwork would mean design changes that, at best, would be costly and risk 
significant delay to the project and, at worst, could prove unworkable within the constraints of the 
site.  

7.10 The Applicant is to clarify the timing and status of the programme of geoarchaeological deposit 
modelling and targeted evaluation developed following pre-application consultation with GLAAS. 
Should these works be scheduled for the post determination period, the Applicant is advised to 
bring elements of it forward and use it to inform a revised assessment of effects to archaeological 
heritage assets so that a sounder understanding of the scheme’s effects to them can be presented 
to the decision maker as part of an addendum to the ES. This constitutes a potential Regulation 
25 Information Request. 

Baseline 

7.11 The ES chapter contains a summary of the detailed analysis of the development of the site and 
the likelihood of archaeological heritage assets being present, and their nature, contained within 
the DBA. This summary is generally adequate and gives a good flavour of the development of the 
site since prehistory. There are some minor issues in the chapter baseline where detail important 
to understanding the nature of the archaeological resource and associated archaeological heritage 
assets has not been imported from the DBA in sufficient detail. These comprise that the chapter 
fails to mention that the site lies within the Westminster and Thorney Island Archaeological 
Priority Area (APA) and some generalisation which loses some nuance around the evolution of 
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Victoria Tower Gardens RPG. The DBA and para. 8.5.12 of the chapter correctly state that the 
northern section of the gardens was established in the late 19th century and the remainder, the 
bulk of the site, is early 20th century in origin. Further references to the gardens focus on the 
likely presence of features associated with the layout of the garden in the early 20th century. 
These seem to be based upon the results of the GPR survey but, as the survey has not positively 
dated these features and it is possible that there may also be corresponding remains of the 
original late 19th century garden layout, it would seem safer to refer more generally to ‘early 
garden features’ in the ES chapter rather than applying what is likely to turn out as an overly 
narrow date range to them. If the Applicant is undertaking any revisions to the ES chapter and 
DBA following receipt of this IRR, they are to add reference to the site’s position within an APA 
and review the description of the likely archaeological heritage assets associated with Victoria 
Tower Gardens and amend as necessary. 

7.12 The DBA includes discussion of the findings of the GPR survey (Section 5.3) and reproduces an 
interpretive plan from the survey at Figure 5.16. This plan is hard to understand since no key has 
been included, as such the ability of the decision maker and readers to interrogate the 
information it is designed to convey is significantly compromised. No action on this is requested 
from the Applicant since supply of the GPR report is advised as part of their response to ARCH 3 
so this figure can be read in reference to the GPR report when supplied. 

7.13 Section 6.2 of the DBA discusses the likely archaeological remains and deposits which may be 
present the site on a period by period basis. These are transparent and well supported by 
professional judgement and generally include reasoning as to why a particular level of receptor 
sensitivity has been ascribed to a particular archaeological heritage asset. The only exceptions to 
this are the sections on assets related to riverine exploitation from the prehistoric to later 
medieval periods and palaeoenvironmental deposit, both of which appear to lack a statement on 
their likely level of significance. If the Applicant is undertaking any revisions to the DBA following 
this IRR, they are to add corresponding statements on the likely level of significance to discussion 
of these asset classes. It would also benefit the ES to have the reasoning value available within 
the chapter either as summary text or as cross-referencing to where within the DBA this appears 
as, at the moment, there is no context within the chapter as to why a certain level of value has 
been applied. The Applicant is requested to add either summary text on why asset values have 
been ascribed or a cross-reference to where in the DBA this appears. 

7.14 The chapter and DBA discuss the potential for there to be dewatering and consequent degradation 
of palaeoenvironmental remains. Limited baseline information is presented to explain the extent 
and severity of such effects. Review of the Soils, Geology and Hydrogeology chapter (Chapter 10) 
indicates that have been no recent intrusive Site Investigations (SI) at the site. This chapter 
considers collapse of soil due to trench collapse but not explicitly the extent to which soils will be 
dewatered due to ground works and piling. As such it is unclear on what basis any conclusions of 
the extent and effect of dewatering within the Archaeology chapter have been reached. No action 
on this is recommended to the Applicant since completion and submission of the 
geoarchaeological deposit model in response to this IRR is likely to provide the required 
information to understand such effects more fully. 

Assessment 

7.15 The criteria for establishing the value of the archaeological heritage assets affected (Table 8.3), 
impact magnitude (Table 8.4) and the resulting significance of effect (Table 8.5 and Table 8.6) 
are transparent and well-reasoned, being based upon guidance, including Conservation 
Principles16, and tied in to the wording of NPPF regarding harm to heritage assets. There seems to 
be a slight divergence from the terminology for asset value when applied to the assets identified 
as receptors (Table 8.7). These seem to consistently refer to what is termed in the ‘Conservation 
Principles’ approach (i.e. that which both the chapter and DBA state that they adhere to) as 
‘historical (associative) value’ as ‘associated value’ and the adoption of an undifferentiated  
‘historic’ kind of asset value17. Whilst some equivalence between the terms as stated and then 

                                               
16 English Heritage 2008 Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment 
17 Conservation Principles has only ‘historical (illustrative) value’ or ‘historical (associative) value’ 
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divergently applied is probably understandable to historic environment professionals, it is a 
potential source of confusion for the decision-maker and non-specialist readers. The Applicant is 
to ensure that the values applied to receptors are easily understandable to all, likely to be a 
simple matter of providing a clarification via an updated Table 8.7 aligning fully with the 
‘Conservation Principles’ terminology. 

7.16 There are some minor issues apparent in the presentation of effects. Table 8.7 is titled ‘Likely 
Significant Effects upon Archaeological Remains’ but actually appears to relate solely to those 
effects arising, prior to mitigation, from the construction period since operational effects to 
palaeoenvironmental remains are not explicitly included. In addition, the final column in the table 
appears mistitled having the header ‘Significant Effect ‘ rather than Significance of Effect as 
shown in the assessment criteria at table 8.6. The section on operational effects prior to 
mitigation is not supported by a corresponding table summarising the nature of the receptor, its 
sensitivity, impact severity and effect significance. The Applicant is to review how construction 
and operational period effects prior to mitigation are presented in summary tables and provide , if 
necessary, updated tables.  

7.17 There are some issues with the reported extent of effects. The predicted effect on the 16th century 
slaughterhouse is different between DBA and ES chapter. The DBA (Table 8.1) states that it 
appears to lie outside proposed ground works whereas ES chapter (Table 8.7 and 8.8) has it 
experiencing a direct impact equating to total removal of the asset. No action on this is 
recommended to the Applicant since responding to the potential Regulation 25 Information 
Request would provide a revised assessment of effects to this asset. The conclusions on residual 
effects for the construction period (para. 8.10.1) seem unsupportable based upon the Applicant’s 
own criteria. This is an aspect picked up in the GLAAS response. All effects, which are either 
‘Moderate Adverse’ or ‘Major Adverse’ prior to mitigation, are stated to come down to ‘Negligible’ 
as a result of application of the mitigation strategy. The Applicant’s scope note for a ‘Negligible’ 
effect is “Very minor changes to setting or form of the asset”. The proposed mitigation will stop 
archaeological heritage assets from being totally removed from the site without understanding but 
will not change the fact that they are no longer in their original context or in the same physical 
form.  

7.18 The mitigation suggested in the ES chapter would act to limit the harm, not avoid it, and, as such, 
the Applicant’s ‘Minor Adverse’ category (scope note – Limited harm to an asset’s significance as a 
result of changes to its physical form or setting) appears more applicable. The Applicant is 
advised to add a textual commentary on how archaeological mitigation limits harm through 
reducing the magnitude of effects as part of any revised assessment of effects presented in 
response to the potential Regulation 25 Information Request. 

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts 

7.19 The cumulative assessment appears appropriate and adequately explains why no cumulative 
effects are anticipated as likely to arise. 

Mitigation and Management 

7.20 A staged programme of mitigation informed by evaluation to characterise archaeological heritage 
assets present then moving through to the design and execution of specific further mitigation is 
outlined in both the chapter and DBA. It is also described in brief in the Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which is appended to the ES with a three month time-
slot given for the execution of archaeological works in the enabling works stage. The staged 
programme of works is appropriate but, as discussed above, the timing of these works with 
regard to the determination of the application remains in question and is subject to clarification 
ARCH 4 and potential Regulation 25 Information Request ARCH 11. 
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Non-Technical Summary 

7.21 The NTS appears to be missing the context of the archaeological heritage assets that may be here 
due to the site’s position at the confluence of the Thames and Tyburn, including the proximity of 
the Palace of Westminster and Abbey, which comes out very strongly in the chapter and DBA. The 
Applicant is to review the summary of archaeological context and assets in the NTS and amend as 
necessary. 

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

ARCH 1 The Applicant is to clarify that the DBA is compliant with GLAAS guidance  

ARCH 2 The Applicant is to review the treatment of built heritage assets within the ES as a whole and 
to consider removing them from this chapter if any updates are to be made to it as a result 
of this review.  

ARCH 3 The Applicant is to clarify why the GPR report is not appended to the ES as envisaged by the 
SR and encouraged to submit it with their IRR response since it will aid understanding of 
their conclusions upon effects to archaeology. 

ARCH 4 The Applicant is to clarify the timing and status of the initial programme of works developed 
following pre-application consultation with GLAAS. 

ARCH 5 As part of any revisions to the chapter and DBA following this IRR, the Applicant is to add 
reference to the site’s position within an APA and review description of archaeological 
heritage assets associated with Victoria Tower Gardens and amend as necessary 

ARCH 6 As part of any revisions to the DBA following this IRR, the Applicant is to add statements on 
the likely level of significance to discussion of assets related to riverine exploitation and 
palaeoenvironmental remains. 

ARCH 7 As part of any revisions to the ES chapter following this IRR, the Applicant is to add either 
summary text on why asset values have been ascribed or a cross-reference to where in the 
DBA this appears. 

ARCH 8 The Applicant is to clarify the values ascribed to assets in ‘Conservation Principles’ 
terminology, e.g. via an updated Table 8.7. 

ARCH 9 The Applicant is to review how construction and operational period effects prior to mitigation 
are presented in summary tables and provide and, if necessary, updated tables. 

ARCH 10 The Applicant is to review the summary of archaeological context and assets in the NTS and 
amend as necessary 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

ARCH 11 The Applicant is advised to bring evaluative works forward and use it to inform a revised 
assessment of effects so that a sounder understanding of the effects on archaeological 
heritage assets is available to the decision maker as part of an addendum to the ES.  

ARCH 12 The Applicant is requested to supply the results of the ground-penetrating radar (GPR) 
survey undertaken prior to the preparation of the Scoping Report. The Applicant should also 
ensure that the outcomes of this survey work have been taken into account in the 
preparation of the assessment.  

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

N/A None.  
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8 Review of Chapter 9:  Population and Human 
Health 

Scope of EIA 

8.1 Section 9.1 of the ES sets out the scope of the assessment and Table 9-1 outlines key comments 
in the Scoping Opinion which relate to population and human health and the way in which these 
comments have been addressed within the ES. The assessment has taken these comments into 
account. 

8.2 Table 9-3 identifies the relevant planning policy and legislation which relates to population and 
human health. This includes both national and local policies. 

8.3 Section 9.4 outlines the Area of Influence that has been used in terms of the assessment and how 
each of the study areas has been determined. Due to the varying geographical scales of the study 
areas it may be useful to show the areas on a figure to aid the decision maker in there analysis of 
the assessment. 

8.4 The EIA scope is otherwise considered acceptable. 

Baseline 

8.5 The baseline information section, in paragraphs 9.5.2 to 9.5.47, provides an overview of the site 
context (topics covered include: population, demographic profile, socio-economic, health and 
wellbeing characteristics and the natural and built environment aspects within the study area). 
The baseline is supplemented by Appendix G in Volume 5 of the ES. The details are not in 
tabulated form which would make it easier to assess however the level of detail is comprehensive. 

8.6 The sensitivity of receptors has been identified along with vulnerable groups, health detriment 
and pathways of impact. These are outlined in Tables 9-4 to 9-8. This process has been informed 
by best practice guidance on Health Impact Assessment (HIA). 

8.7 The baseline information presented in Appendix G has utilised a range of sources including the 
2017 City Survey, The St James’s Ward Profile 2018, Indices of Multiple Deprivation 2015, a 2013 
study and the 2011 census. Given the age of the 2011 census, the Applicant should confirm 
whether there is more recent population data that could have been used instead (i.e. ONS 
midyear population data), and if so, whether there is currently a misrepresentation of the baseline 
conditions.  

8.8 The baseline is otherwise considered acceptable. 

Assessment 

8.9 The ES states that the assessment has been carried out  in line with the Institute of 
Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) guidance ; ‘Health in Environmental Impact 
Assessment: A Primer for a Proportionate Approach’ [8] and the World Health Organisation (WHO) 
definition of health used by the public health profession in the UK. This is set out in paragraph 
9.6.2. 

8.10 The assessment is supplemented by the Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Study December 
2018 Appendix H in Volume 5 of the ES for the Scheme. This report “considers the effects on the 
existing residential and commercial buildings and public open amenity areas which will be subject 
to reductions in daylight and sunlight”. The assessment was carried out using The BRE Guide: Site 
Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight, A Guide to Good Practice. 
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8.11 The impact magnitude for human health is identified in Table 9-9, the methods for establishing 
the magnitude of effects is outlined in paragraphs 9.6.10 to 9.6.12. 

8.12 The assessment of significant effects on the baseline environment has been carried out using the 
criteria highlighted in Table 5-4 and is discussed in paragraph 9.6.13. Consideration has been 
given to the different stages of the project, namely Construction and Operation, the health 
detriment impacts are outlined in Tables 9-10 and 9-11 respectively.  The potential impacts on 
human health are outlined in Tables 9-12 and 9-13 respectively for construction and operational 
phases.  The tables contain both the potential negative and positive effects. 

8.13 Paragraph 9.7.7 of ES states that “During operation, there is likely to be a moderate (significant) 
effect on use of the green space as a result of the projected increase in footfall”. In addition 
“there is expected to be a reduction of around 7% in green space, however the Scheme will retain 
all activities that are currently undertaken in the Garden and provide further enhancements 
across the site.” Clarification is sought from the Applicant as to whether this has been considered 
in terms of the impact of a small loss on a project scale but viewed as a larger loss by receptors in 
terms of the wider picture with the reduction in total green space available in the surrounding 
area.  

8.14 The limitations of the assessment have been identified in paragraph 9.6.14. 

8.15 The assessment is otherwise considered acceptable. 

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts 

8.16 12 consented schemes have been identified within the study area for inclusion in the assessment 
of cumulative impacts and are outlined in paragraph 9.8.5.  Though this is considered to be 
acceptable, clarification is sought from the Applicant as to whether non-consented schemes that 
are in the planning system have also been considered in terms of cumulative impacts. 

8.17 Both the construction and operational phases have been considered in terms of the cumulative 
impacts and are outlined in Section 9.8. 

Mitigation and Management 

8.18 Mitigation measures have been identified for both construction and operational phases and these 
are highlighted in Tables 9-14 and 9-15. 

8.19 The residual effects have also been considered and have been identified in Tables 9-14 and 9-15. 

Non-Technical Summary 

8.20 The population and human health section of the Non-Technical Summary is considered to provide 
an adequate summary of the population and human health assessment and is therefore 
acceptable, subject to any points mentioned above.  
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Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

PHH1 Due to the varying geographical scales of the study areas it may be useful to show the areas 
on a figure to aid the decision maker in there analysis of the assessment 

PHH2 Given the age of the 2011 census, the Applicant should confirm whether there is more recent 
data that could have been used instead, and if so, whether there is currently a 
misrepresentation of the baseline conditions 

PHH3 Clarification is sought from the Applicant as to whether the 7 % reduction in open space has 
been considered in terms of the impact of a small loss on a project scale but viewed as a 
larger loss by receptors in terms of the wider picture and reduction in greens space available 
in in the surrounding area. 

PHH4 Clarification is sought from the Applicant as to whether non-consented schemes that are in 
the planning system have also been considered in terms of cumulative impacts. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

N/A None.  

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

PHH5 Securing outlined mitigation measures such as the requirement for a CEMP, Dust 
Management Plan, Communication plan and Sustainable Travel Plan.  
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9 Review of Chapter 10: Soils, Geology and 
Hydrogeology 

Scope of EIA 

9.1 It is appropriate that this topic is scoped into the ES due the potentially contaminative historic 
uses of the site, and the inclusion of a two-storey basement in the proposals which has the 
potential to generate ground instability, and groundwater flooding. The presence of a flood 
defence wall on the riverside boundary of the site, and a storm drain below the site are also 
relevant to this topic. 

Baseline 

9.2 The baseline has been established by means of two desk study reports, which are appended to 
the ES (Appendix I and Appendix J). The underlying geology comprises Made Ground underlain by 
Alluvium (Secondary undifferentiated aquifer) and River Terrace Deposits (a Secondary A 
aquifer), underlain by London Clay (unproductive strata). Historic land uses which may have 
affected the site include coal wharves, a cement works, an oil factory, a brewery, distillery, 
cooperage, graveyard, and an electricity works. Mature trees are present on the edges of the site. 
The nearest surface water is the River Thames, adjacent on the eastern boundary of the site. 

9.3 Appendix I highlights the presence of a storm drain which runs below the site at an estimated 
depth of approximately 4m, but this is not explicitly mentioned in the ES chapter. Clarification is 
sought as to whether the storm drain will impact the assessment undertaken and presented in the 
ES chapter. 

Assessment 

9.4 The assessment considers appropriate planning policy and legislation and includes consideration 
of appropriate technical guidance. 

9.5 The assessment uses a matrix approach whereby receptor sensitivity (Table 10-3) and impact 
severity (Table 10-4) are combined to assess impact significance.  

9.6 The River Terrace Deposits aquifer is judged to be low sensitivity (rather than medium sensitivity) 
due to low water quality, however, no evidence is provided to show that quality is impacted to an 
extent that would limit groundwater use. Similarly, the River Thames is considered to be a low 
sensitivity receptor (paragraph 10.7.2).  Clarification of the WFD status of the aquifer and river is 
required, along with further evidence to support their categorisation as low sensitivity receptors. 

9.7 Impacts during the construction phase are identified as: pollution incidents; mobilisation of 
existing contamination by increased infiltration to ground, creation of preferential pathways by 
excavations boreholes or piles; direct exposure of construction workers to contaminated soil; 
exposure of off-site receptors to wind-blown dust; excavation and off-site disposal of soils to 
create the basement space; geohazards endangering trees, structures and buildings, including the 
river wall; and detonation of unexploded ordnance. 

9.8 It is assumed that infiltration will not increase significantly (paragraph 10.7.3), however, 
clarification is required regarding the current site cover (proportion of paved and grassed areas), 
the area likely to be stripped of cover during excavations and the length of time that excavations 
will be open. Clarification is sought. 
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9.9 The impact severity of exposure to windblown dust is assumed to be medium (paragraph 10.7.6), 
however, given the potential for asbestos and other carcinogens to be present, the impact 
severity should be considered to be high. Clarification is sought as to the justification for the 
severity rating presented in the ES. 

9.10 Consideration should be given to impacts arising from management and disposal of potentially 
contaminated dewatering effluent. Further information is sought.  

9.11 Impacts during the operational phase are identified as: accumulation of ground gas in new 
enclosed underground spaces; and groundwater flooding due to new underground structures. 

9.12 The impact severity of ground gases entering the finished structure is considered to be medium 
(paragraph 10.7.12). However, the ground gas regime is likely to be influenced by groundwater 
levels that respond to tidal fluctuations in the River Thames, and there is the potential for ground 
gases to be ‘pumped’ into the soil system by rising groundwater levels, resulting in high gas 
flows. Until such time as there are quantitative risk assessments available to better assess the 
risks, the impact severity should be considered high. Clarification is sought as to the justification 
for the severity rating presented in the ES.  

9.13 Appendix I and Appendix J identify a drain running across the site as requiring consideration 
during construction, but this is not included in the assessment. Further information is required as 
to whether this drain will be impacted by the development and what mitigation is required if so.  

9.14 The beneficial effects of removal of potentially contaminated soils from the site have not been 
considered and clarification is sought as to the manner in which regard is given to potentially 
contaminated soils in the ES. 

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts 

9.15 Three concurrent effects are identified for the River Thames and the River Terrace Deposits 
Aquifer, and two concurrent effects relating to impacts on structures are identified. Potential 
cumulative impacts are identified from construction at 9 Milbank and Ergon house (ref 
16/06616/FULL) as mobilisation of contaminants and off-site movement of waste soils. 

Mitigation and Management 

9.16 Mitigation for many of the impacts identified is proposed as being to undertake an intrusive site 
investigation to reduce uncertainty around ground conditions, including soil contamination, the 
presence of asbestos, groundwater levels and fluctuations, ground gases, the quality of waste 
soils, ground stability and the likely structural impacts of construction works. These investigations 
should be the subject of a pre-commencement planning condition(s). 

9.17 Mitigation measures also include appropriate pollution emergency response planning, use of 
suitable spill kits and containment measures for refuelling on site, preparation of a discovery 
strategy for unexpected contamination, use of biodegradable oils and lubricants in construction 
plant, best practice construction methods (e.g. clean drilling techniques, good site hygiene and 
appropriate personal protective equipment) and appropriate dust suppression techniques. These 
measures, and measures to ensure stockpile management includes pollution management, should 
be incorporated into the Construction Environmental Management Plan and approved by WCC 
prior to construction commencing at the site. This should be secured by planning condition. 

9.18 Mitigation of the impacts of disposal of waste soils is proposed as the adoption of good waste 
management practices to increase the amount of excavated material sent for beneficial re-use, 
documenting all waste loads removed from site with material transfer notes, and consideration of 
removal of waste by water if practicable. 

9.19 Mitigation of the potential impacts of construction on structures including the river due to 
geohazards, piling and vibrations include correct selection of plant, equipment and construction 
methods; use of temporary surfacing to spread vehicle loads, appropriate phasing of the works, 
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and undertaking a flood defence condition survey if development is within 16 m of the river wall. 
These measures should be secured by planning condition. 

9.20 The WSP desk study in Appendix J recommends that that a Ground Movement Assessment should 
be undertaken to protect below and above ground structures during construction, which may 
indicate that structural monitoring of sensitive structures should be undertaken. Clarification is 
required that this work will be carried out. A piling risk assessment should also be carried out, to 
include an assessment of the potential to mobilise contamination by piling. These measures 
should be secured by planning condition. 

9.21 Mitigation of the risks of unexploded ordnance will be provided by a detailed UXO risk assessment 
survey to be undertaken for the site, which may recommend a watching brief or geophysical 
survey for UXO during excavation or other intrusive groundworks. This should be secured by 
planning condition. 

9.22 A ground gas risk assessment will be undertaken to determine required gas protection measures 
to mitigate the impacts of ground gas in the finished structure. This should be secured by 
planning condition. 

9.23 Mitigation of the potential for groundwater flooding around the basement structure is identified as 
groundwater monitoring. This should be enhanced by provision of a basement impact assessment, 
which should incorporate the results of site investigations to provide detailed mitigation measures 
to deal with ground instability and groundwater mounding. This should be secured by planning 
condition. 

9.24 Mitigation to address cumulative impacts is not explicitly identified and clarification for this 
approach is sought from the Applicant. 

Non-Technical Summary 

9.25 The NTS does not include potential impacts associated with groundwater mounding around the 
basement structure, and a clarification is sought form the Applicant for this approach . 

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

SGH1 Clarification is sought as to whether the storm drain will impact the assessment undertaken 
and presented in the ES chapter. 

SGH2 Further evidence is required to support the categorisation of the RTD aquifer and the River 
Thames as low sensitivity receptors. 

SGH3 Further information is required to quantify the likely increase of infiltration to the site during 
construction and support the assertion that this will be low.  

SGH4 The impact severity of exposure to windblown dust should be considered to be high given the 
potential for asbestos and other carcinogens to be present.  

SGH5 The impact severity of ground gases entering the finished structure should be considered to 
be high given the potential for tidally driven groundwater fluctuations to create high ground 
gas flow rates 

SGH6 The beneficial effects of removal of potentially contaminated soils from the site have not 
been considered 

SGH7 Clarification is required as to whether a Ground Movement Assessment will be carried out in 
accordance with the recommendations in Appendix J. 

SGH8 Mitigation to address cumulative impacts is not explicitly identified, and clarification is 
required as to whether additional mitigation is required 

SGH9 The NTS does not include potential impacts associated with groundwater mounding around 
the basement structure, and this should be included 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

SGH10 Consideration should be given to impacts arising from management and disposal of 
potentially contaminated dewatering effluent 

SGH11 Appendix I and Appendix J identify a drain running across the site as requiring consideration 
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during construction, but this is not included in the assessment. Further information is 
required as to whether this drain will be impacted by the development and what mitigation is 
required if so. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

SGH12 A site investigation and risk assessment should be undertaken to develop a remediation 
strategy and verification plan, for approval by the Local Authority prior to commencement on 
site. 

SGH13 No intrusive work should be undertaken within 16 m of the flood defences without a risk 
assessment and method statement being undertaken and approved by the Local Authority 
prior to the works commencing 

SGH14 A piling risk assessment and method statement should be undertaken and approved by the 
Local Authority prior to commencement of piling works. 

SGH15 A UXO risk assessment should be undertaken prior to intrusive works taking place at the 
site. 

SGH16 A ground gas risk assessment will be undertaken to determine required gas protection 
measures to mitigate the impacts of ground gas in the finished structure. 

SGH17 A basement impact assessment should be undertaken, to identify mitigation measures 
associated with ground instability and groundwater mounding/flooding associated with the 
basement structure. 

SGH18 A CEMP should be approved by the Local Authority prior to commencement, and should 
include appropriate pollution emergency response planning, use of suitable spill kits and 
containment measures for refuelling on site, preparation of a discovery strategy for 
unexpected contamination, best practice construction methods (e.g. clean drilling 
techniques, use of biodegradable oils and lubricants in construction plant, good site hygiene 
and appropriate personal protective equipment), appropriate dust suppression techniques, 
and stockpile management with respect to pollution control. The CEMP should be informed 
by the results of site investigations into soil and groundwater quality. 
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10 Review of Chapter 11: Biodiversity 

Scope of EIA 

10.1 The scope of ecological receptors included within the EIA is suitable and proportionate for the 
scheme.  

Baseline 

10.2 The baseline information reported is considered to be appropriate and in line with best practice 
guidance for the most part. However the Phase 1 Habitat Survey is not fully reported (i.e. with a 
figure presenting the phase 1 habitat map). Additionally, the EIA states that the JNCC 
methodology was ‘broadly’ followed. It should be clarified that the methodology was used and the 
map of habitats to accompany the habitat descriptions should be provided. 

Assessment 

10.3 The assessment of impacts is generally considered to be appropriate. 

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts 

10.4 The assessment is appropriate and proportionate.  

Mitigation and Management 

10.5 In the most part mitigation design and management is considered to be appropriate. However the 
impact during construction to nesting birds and bats (as a result of on-site security lighting) 
stated in paragraph 11.9.1 is not within the CEMP. Therefore it should be clarified as to where the 
mitigation in relation to bats and birds will be stipulated if not within the CEMP or a more specific 
document for ecology only. 

Non-Technical Summary 

10.6 The NTS is appropriate.  

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

BD1 It should be clarified if the Phase 1 Habitat Survey was undertaken in line with current good 
practice guidance and using the JNCC methodology, as well as the mapped habitats figure. 

BD2 It should be clarified where the location of ecological mitigation in relation to bats and birds 
will be detailed and available. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

N/A None. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

N/A None. 
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11 Review of Chapter 12: Water Quality and 
Flood Risk  

Scope of EIA 

11.1 This review considers Chapter 12: Water Quality and Flood Risk, including the appendices; Flood 
Risk Assessment (FRA) (plus appendices) and drainage strategy that have been submitted with 
the ES. 

11.2 The review also takes into account the comments arising from the Scoping Opinion dated 
December 2018, appendix A to the ES. These comments have been addressed in Chapter 12 and 
are presented in section 12.1 with responses to the main stakeholders the Environment Agency 
(EA) and The Royal Parks. 

Baseline 

11.3 Chapter 12 provides an overview of existing planning policy and guidance on a national, regional 
and local scale. Furthermore, information is discussed with regards to existing legislation, such as 
the Water Resources Act (1991), Water Framework Directive (2000) and the Building Regulations 
(2010) and how they relate to the Victoria Gardens application. The FRA and drainage strategy 
(outline) also include an appropriate review of planning policy and guidance. This is considered 
good practice. 

11.4 Section 5.4 (approach to the assessments chapter) outlines the additional consultation that has 
been undertaken by the Applicant. This considered a broad number of stakeholders and is 
adequate. 

11.5 Section 12.3 outlines the area of influence for the purpose of the assessment. This information is 
useful and adds value to the chapter and to understanding the remit of the report. 

11.6 Section 12.4 clearly defines the important aspects of the water environment that are taken into 
consideration, namely; surface water quality, surface water abstraction and flood risk (including 
drainage). This is clear and these main topics are taken forward throughout the ES, with surface 
water abstraction to a lesser extent. 

11.7 Surface water quality (relating to the Thames Middle Transitional Water Body) is outlined in 
section 12.4 in terms of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) methodology. This is due to the 
potential hydraulic connection between the site and the waterbody and the potential for runoff to 
directly influence its status. This information is current and detailed. 

11.8 Flood risk is outlined in section 12.4 and fluvial flood risk is correctly referenced as Flood Zone 3. 
Furthermore, this section details the surface water flood probability on the development site and 
indicates the site is not located within a Critical Drainage Area (detailed and confirmed in the 
FRA). 

11.9 The FRA provides an overview of the existing site and the tidal Thames defences have been 
surveyed in the reports supplied in the ES chapter appendices. 

11.10 The drainage strategy gives a baseline overview of the site with regards to geology, 
hydrogeology, groundwater and existing surface and foul drainage. This report highlights that the 
site is not located within a groundwater source protection zone. 

11.11 The ES chapter has not included details of any assumptions or limitations in regards to the data or 
assessment and this is sought as a clarification. The Applicant should clarify the assumptions 
made during the development of the chapter and any limitations of the data/methodologies used. 
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Assessment 

11.12 Section 12.5 outlines the assessment methodology and the source, pathway, receptor philosophy 
with justifications. This takes into account the sensitivity of the receptors and the severity of the 
impact, both adverse and beneficial. The resulting impact significance criteria are detailed in 
Chapter 5 and are considered acceptable. 

11.13 Section 12.6 outlines the potential impacts of the development during the construction and 
operational phase for the main topics under review, as defined in section 12.4. Table 12-6 gives a 
clear overview of the source, pathway and receptor and sensitivity, all of which are agreeable. 
The severities of the impacts given for the topics are considered appropriate. 

11.14 Section 1.6 of the FRA outlines the scope of the FRA and discusses the proximity of the 
development to the River Thames, consultation with the EA and the river wall (flood defence) 
visual condition survey. The Applicant has indicated that the development will be setback a 
minimum of 16m from the flood defence wall and where this isn’t the case, arrangements have 
been built into the design i.e. café requiring no pilings and placed on a raft circa 300 to 350mm 
thick. The Applicant should clarify that consultation with the EA on this solution has occurred and 
that it is deemed appropriate, therefore not requiring a flood risk activity permit. In terms of the 
flood defence survey, conclusions and recommendations have been drawn that propose patch 
concrete repairs to be undertaken to existing assets. If possible, the reparation of these points 
should be secured via a planning condition. 

11.15 The FRA gives a detailed and appropriate assessment of the flood risk to site from fluvial, sea, 
groundwater, surface water and sewer sources. Complementing this assessment is the 
justification of the data used, referring to a data quality score approach. The FRA concludes, from 
the data used that the development site is primarily at risk from residual flooding from the River 
Thames in the event of a tidal breach, however the risk is low as it is located in an area 
benefitting from defences. 

11.16 Due to the flood history of the site and the location of the development within a River Thames 
breach outline, a flood risk evacuation plan should be secured via a planning condition. This is 
noted in the FRA in section 3.5.2 and is a component that allows the development to pass the 
Exception Test. 

11.17 Section 4.2 of the FRA, recommendations, appears to be incomplete; the Applicant should clarify 
this list. 

11.18 Section 12.10 of the ES includes a summary table of the impacts of water quality and flood risk. 
The details of the table are reflective of the conclusions drawn in the main ES. 

11.19 Section 6 of the outline drainage strategy assesses the management of surface water at the 
development site, splitting it into six catchments. Section 6.3 details the proposed methods of 
discharging surface water on site via infiltration Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS) 
techniques outlined in the London Plan and based on Building Regulations 2010 Part H 
information. This indicates that the Applicant does not intend to discharge any surface water to 
foul sewer which is beneficial to the local utility infrastructure and River Thames in the event of 
moderate to high rainfall. However, the surface water calculations are not clearly defined in this 
chapter and should be shown for replication of surface runoff volumes/rates for further scrutiny. 
Furthermore, the appropriate calculations and volumes/rates for the climate change scenario are 
also not displayed, or referred to in the appendices. Although some Micro Drainage information is 
provided in Appendix F (for catchment 4, 5 and 6 only), these are not detailed and also caveated 
that ‘these are estimates only and should not be used for designed purposes’. Should the 
Applicant use these modelling results for the design of the infiltration SuDS/storage, more 
definitive information and comparable estimates should be provided for all sub-catchments of the 
development site. 

11.20 Section 7 of the drainage strategy gives an appropriate estimation of the foul water flow from the 
development, indicating that Thames Water has been consulted (via a pre-development enquiry) 
but a response has yet to be received. 
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Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts 

11.21 The cumulative effects are discussed in section 12.7 of the ES and take into account the 
construction and operational phase of the development. 

11.22 Residual effects, such as the residual flood risk from the River Thames are also discussed for the 
construction and operational phase, with regards to surface water quality, flood risk and drainage. 
These conclusions are considered appropriate. 

Mitigation and Management 

11.23 Section 5.3 gives an overview of the categories of mitigation measures that may be put in place 
for major or moderate adverse effects, e.g. to avoid, minimise, restore of compensate for the 
effect. This is clear and is considered good practice. 

11.24 Section 12.8 considers the mitigation measures for the construction and the operational phase of 
the development. Furthermore, it is noted that potential pollution of soils, which overlaps with the 
water environment is also outlined in Chapter 10 – Soil, Geology and Hydrogeology.  

11.25 The list of mitigation measures proposed within section 12.8 (with respect to surface water and 
flood risk) for the construction phase is considered detailed. It is also noted that the mitigation 
measures for risks to surface water quality (and general pollution) will be managed through a 
CEMP which should be secured via a planning condition and adhered to during the construction 
phase to minimise environmental impacts. 

11.26 Section 12.9 considers the residual risk during the construction and operational phase. This is 
considered appropriate.  

11.27 The FRA does not go into detail on the possible mitigation measures for fluvial or surface water 
flooding. Considering that flood risk at the development site is low, during the operational phase, 
this is considered appropriate. This is noted in the main ES chapter. 

11.28 The drainage strategy outlines the use of SuDS to mitigate the surface water runoff at the site 
during the operational phase. This adheres to planning policy, such as the London Plan and states 
that the green areas are to drain naturally via infiltration, with any high-level overland flow 
draining to the River Thames. The current outline strategy would provide betterment to the local 
environment and utility infrastructure. The current strategy of all surface water flow managed via 
infiltration and SuDS techniques (permeable membranes at the courtyard for example) should be 
implemented via a planning condition to ensure appropriate SuDS techniques are used and flow is 
diverted away from the foul sewer. 

Non-Technical Summary 

11.29 The non-technical summary (NTS) gives a very brief overview of the existing baseline and the 
construction and operational phase. 

11.30 Paragraph 5.8.1 outlines the baseline environment with few factual details. The low risk of surface 
water flooding is incorrectly stated in the NTS, it should read that there is a low risk of fluvial 
flooding from the River Thames (1 in 1000 years or 0.001%) but remains a residual flood risk, in 
the event of a tidal defence breach. This paragraph should adequately state the fluvial flood risk 
(and surface water flood) risk at the Victoria Gardens site. 

11.31 Paragraphs 5.8.2 and 5.8.3 outline the construction and operational effects and conclude that no 
significant effects to water quality and flood risk are expected. 

11.32 The NTS does not detail any information relating specifically to the cumulative effects for water 
quality and flood risk, as outlined in the ES main chapter; however this is touched on for other 
topics in the NTS document. The NTS should be revised.  
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Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

WQFR1 The Applicant should clarify the assumptions made during the development of the report and 
any limitations of the data/methodologies used. 

WQFR2 The Applicant should clarify that consultation with the Environment Agency on the café raft 
solution (within 16m of the flood defence) has been discussed and is appropriate. 

WQFR3 Section 4.2 of the FRA, recommendations, appears to be incomplete, the Applicant should 
clarify this list. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

WQFR4 

The surface water calculations are not presented in the drainage strategy and evidence should 
be shown for replication of surface runoff volumes/rates. Furthermore, the appropriate 
calculations and volumes/rates for climate change are also not displayed, or referred to in the 
appendices. Although some Micro Drainage information is provided in Appendix F (for 
catchment 4, 5 and 6 only), these are not detailed and also state that these are estimates only 
and should not be used for design purposes. Should the Applicant use these modelling results 
for the design of the storage, further more definite information/comparable estimates should 
be provided for all sub-catchments of the development site. 

WQFR5 

Section 5.8.1, the baseline of water quality and flood risk is inadequate and does not contain 
any factual information, which is well defined in the ES and the FRA. This should be update to 
adequately (and briefly) describe the baseline in terms of flood risk from the most important 
sources. 

WQFR6 The NTS section needs to be revised. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

WQFR7 The flood defence survey recommends patch concrete repairs to be undertaken to existing 
assets. If possible, the reparation of these points should be secured via a planning condition. 

WQFR8 A flood risk evacuation plan should be secured via a planning condition. 

WQFR9 Surface water and flood risk mitigation measures should be managed through the CMP, which 
should be secured via a planning condition. 

WQFR10 The outline drainage strategy proposes the management of surface water for all six sub-
catchments of the development to be managed via SuDS. This should be secured via a 
planning condition. 
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12 Review of Chapter 13: Traffic and Transport  

Scope of EIA 

12.1 A scoping report was submitted to WCC council on 20th July 2018 and a Scoping Opinion was 
issued on the 23rd October 2018. The Scoping Opinion did not regard the scoping out of transport 
as appropriate and therefore it is considered under Chapter 13 of the ES.  

12.2 Table 13-1 sets out a summary of responses to stakeholder scoping opinions. This is set out 
clearly and it appears that all scoping opinions have been addressed.  

12.3 The chapter has been prepared in line with the Transport Assessment (TA).  This is included at 
Appendix M however the ES states that this is appended in both Appendix I and O. Very little 
reference is made to the TA throughout the chapter.  

Baseline 

12.4 Pedestrian surveys and cycle counts were carried out on three days in 2017, and kerbside activity 
surveys were undertaken on four consecutive days in 2017. While these surveys do not cover 
seven days per week, they do include a range of weekend days and week days. However, the 
timing of the surveys is not stated in the chapter and should be clarified.  Furthermore, the 
results of these surveys have not been set out in the ES chapter and so the actual baseline 
conditions, including the trip generation of the current site, cannot be fully understood.  While 
these may be set out in the TA, for clarity and understanding they should also be included in the 
ES.  

12.5 While the frequency of the Jubilee Line has been set out, along with the nearby bus routes, the 
frequency of the bus services has not been included. This should be set out.  

12.6 Additionally, it is stated that a review of pedestrian routes and crossing facilities from the site to 
local public transport nodes has been undertaken. Again this is not set out in the section and 
should be included, particularly as pedestrian access was raised as an important point to consider 
in the Scoping Opinion.  

12.7 Whilst it may be set out in the TA, the chapter does not include any baseline data on the current 
trip generation of the site, it is considered that this could have, and may have been undertaken at 
the entrance points to the site and the presentation of this information, along with the anticipated 
trip generation would give a clearer picture of potential impact.  

Assessment 

12.8 The assessment methodology is clearly set out in sections 13.6 and 13.7 and is considered 
acceptable.  Potential impacts are set out in sections 13.8 and have been split into construction 
and operational impacts.  

12.9 It is stated that the number of construction staff working at the site will be minimal compared to 
the existing footfall and public transport patronage and therefore the impacts will be negligible. 
While it is considered that this conclusion is very likely to be true, no evidence is presented in the 
form of pedestrian survey results or number of construction staff.  This should be presented. 

12.10 A peak of 76 HGV movements through the site access is expected during construction, which 
would result in a number of one minute closures of the Millbank footway. As footfall is reasonably 
low, the impact on pedestrian and cycle delay is expected to be negligible. This is accepted, but it 
is noted that the impact on safety has not been considered and this should be clarified.  
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12.11 It is acknowledged that, for construction vehicles to manoeuvre safely in to and out of the site 
access some short term traffic management will be required which may lead to a delay of up to 
two minutes for vehicles on Millbank.  At peak times this may be a high severity impact, giving 
rise to a moderate adverse effect. It is noted that traffic flows on Millbank are high at 13,500 
vehicles per day and the addition of the HGV vehicles will therefore only result in a percentage 
rise of 0.5%.  

12.12 It is anticipated that the memorial will lead to an increase in pedestrian flow during the peak hour 
from 2,823 to 4,229 pedestrians per hour, so an additional 1,406 pedestrians. It is not stated 
what the peak hour is and this should be clarified and justified. It is stated that visitors are 
expected to experience a delay at gate 1 and this will be of medium severity due to the short 
duration.  It should be stated what the duration will be. It should also be clarified if there will be 
any impact on pedestrian severance or safety as a result of the scheme.  

12.13 The impact of deliveries and servicing on visitors to scheme is expected to be negligible however, 
the impact of servicing on existing highways users is not set out, but it is suggested that servicing 
vehicles may stop in the highway. Therefore, servicing arrangements and the impact of these on 
the existing highway network should be set out.  The preparation of a Delivery and Servicing Plan 
is supported.  

12.14 It is stated that, due to a reduction in the operational hours of the Millbank bus lane, bus 
passengers may experience a short delay as the bus will be required to share the general traffic 
lane.  This is stated as a negligible impact - how the delay translates into a negligible impact 
should be clarified.  

12.15 As the scheme will only generate approximately 78 daytime vehicle movements it will have a 
negligible impact on existing traffic. This is accepted due to existing high flows on Millbank.  It is 
also accepted that the impact on public transport will be negligible given that provision in the area 
is so good and visitors are likely to be travelling outside of peak times.  

12.16 However, in regards to the trip generation as a whole, including pedestrian numbers, cycle 
numbers, vehicle numbers and public transport numbers, it is unclear from where trip data for the 
proposed development has been gathered (e.g. the TRICS database or comparator sites?) and if 
this has been agreed with WCC. While this may be set out in the TA, the ES chapter should be 
clear how the scheme trips were generated and a table which sets out expected trips by mode 
would aid understanding of the impact.  

12.17 Best practice dictates that the following scenarios (or similar) should be assessed and compared  
in order to help illustrate the impact of a scheme: 

 Current baseline 

 Future baseline (current baseline + committed / cumulative developments) 

 Future baseline + scheme 

The transport assessment does not set these scenarios out.  This is only accepted as the traffic 
generation of the scheme will be low and the public transport in the area is so good.   

12.18 Delay to pedestrians, cyclists and drivers has been considered, and amenity is considered in Table 
13.12. However, the impact of severance and accidents and safety has generally not been 
considered in the assessment.  The reason for this needs to be set out or these impacts should be 
included. 

12.19 It is stated in the Scoping Opinion that the impacts of the extra pedestrians and increased 
crossing times on traffic flows should be assessed.  This is not included in the Chapter and should 
be added.  

Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts 

12.20 It is not clear whether the cumulative schemes have been agreed with WCC.  This needs to be 
clarified.  
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12.21 The cumulative schemes have only been considered in regards to the impact on vehicle traffic.  
The impact on pedestrians and the public transport network needs to be set out. 

12.22 Residual effects are set out at the end of the chapter and in Table 13.12.  

Mitigation and Management 

12.23 Mitigation measures are set out in section 13.10 and have been split into construction and 
operation.  

12.24 It is suggested that a workplace travel plan is secured via condition to ensure that construction 
staff travel to and from the site using public transport unless necessary to use a vehicle. The 
preparation of a Travel Plan for the scheme when is operational is supported.  

12.25 The preparation of a CEMP as well as a Delivery and Servicing Plan is also supported.    

Non-Technical Summary 

12.26 The non-technical summary is brief but is an accurate representation of the main ES chapter. 

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

TA1 The timing of the baseline pedestrian, cycle and kerbside activity surveys is not stated in the 
chapter and should be clarified.  Furthermore, the results of these surveys have not been set 
out in the ES chapter, for clarity and understanding a summary should be included in the ES. 

TA2 The frequency of the bus services has not been included. This should be set out. 

TA3 It is stated that a review of pedestrian routes and crossing facilities from the site to local 
public transport nodes has been undertaken. Again this is not set out in the section and should 
be included. 

TA4 The baseline section of the chapter does not include any information regarding the current trip 
generation of the site (the park).  This may have been undertaken at the entrance gates to the 
park as part of the surveys undertaken. If the current trip generation of the park was 
presented along with the anticipated trip generation of the proposed development, this would 
give a clearer picture of the potential increase in visitors and resulting impact. 

TA5 It is stated that the number of construction staff working at the site will be minimal compared 
to the existing footfall and public transport patronage and therefore the impacts will be 
negligible. While it is considered that this conclusion is very likely to be true, no evidence is 
presented in the form of pedestrian survey results or number of construction staff.  This 
should be presented. 

TA6 It is not stated what the peak hour is (in terms of pedestrian flows) and this should be clarified 
and justified.  

TA7 It is stated that visitors are expected to experience a delay at gate 1 and this will be of 
medium severity due to the short duration.  It should be stated what the duration will be. It 
should also be clarified if there will be any impact on pedestrian severance as a result of the 
scheme. 

TA8 The impact of servicing on existing highways users is not set out, but it is suggested that 
servicing vehicles may stop in the highway. Therefore, servicing arrangements and the impact 
of these on the existing highway network should be set out. 

TA9 It is stated that, due to a reduction in the operational hours of the Millbank bus lane, bus 
passengers may experience a short delay as the bus will be required to share the general 
traffic lane.  This is stated as a negligible impact - how the delay translates into a negligible 
impact should be clarified. 

TA10 It is not clear whether the cumulative schemes have been agreed with WCC.  This needs to be 
clarified. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

TA11 In regards to the trip generation as a whole, including pedestrian numbers, cycle numbers, 
vehicle numbers and public transport numbers, it is unclear from where trip data for the 
proposed development has been gathered (e.g. the TRICS database or comparator sites?) and 
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if this has been agreed with WCC, and if it includes those people who will just come to look at 
the memorial rather than enter. While this may be set out in the TA, the ES chapter should be 
clear how the scheme trips were generated. 

TA12 The impact of the scheme on severance, accidents and safety has generally not been 
considered in the assessment.  The reason for this needs to be set out or these impacts should 
be included. 

TA13 The cumulative schemes have only been considered in regards to the impact on vehicle traffic.  
The impact on pedestrians and the public transport network should be set out. 

TA14 It is stated in the Scoping Opinion that the impacts of the extra pedestrians and increased 
crossing times on traffic flows should be assessed.  This is not included in the Chapter and 
should be considered. 

Ref.  Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

N/A None. 
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13 Review of Chapter 14: Material Assets and 
Climate Change  

Scope of EIA 

13.1 The Scoping Opinion dated 26/07/18, stated that “given the concerns raised the applicant is 
advised that the scoping out of ' Material assets (infrastructure) and climate change' is not 
supported”. Section 14.1 of the ES sets out the scope of the assessment and Table 14-3 outlines 
key comments in the Scoping Opinion which relate to Material Assets and Climate Change and the 
way in which these comments have been addressed within the ES. The assessment has taken 
these comments into account. 

13.2 The scope of the EIA includes the potential impacts of the scheme on climate and material assets 
during construction and operation and the vulnerability of the scheme to climate change during 
operation. Paragraphs 14.1.3 to 14.1.15 detail the scope of the EIA.  

13.3 Table 14-1 identifies potential sources of emission that have been included in the scope of the 
assessment which are in line with emission source categories described in “PAS 
2070:2013+A1:2014 (Specification of the Assessment of Greenhouse Gas Emissions of a City)”.  
Table 14-2 outlines the exclusions from the assessment.  

13.4 Table 14-4 identifies the relevant planning policy and legislation which relates to material assets 
and climate change. This includes both national and local policies. 

13.5 The study area has been defined as the red line boundary (RLB), with the exception of supply 
chain emissions where emissions will be outwith the RLB.  

13.6 The EIA scope is considered acceptable. 

Baseline  

13.7 Figure 14-1 outlines the infrastructure and services that have been identified surrounding the site. 
Paragraphs 14.5.2 to 14.5.8 provide further detail on the assets that have been identified. The ES 
states that a site investigation of the existing drainage is to be carried out to ascertain whether a 
private surface water drainage system can be used for the scheme. Clarification is sought from 
the Applicant as to whether this survey has been carried out, and if so, the results should be 
provided.  If the survey has not been undertaken, it should be secured through a planning 
condition. 

13.8 The baseline information is supplemented by the Site Investigation Report (2016) December 2018 
and the Preliminary Geo-Environmental Risk Assessment Desk Study (2018) December 2018 
which are located in Appendix J; Volume 5 of the ES as standalone reports. 

13.9 Baseline information on temperature, precipitation and climate change projections has been 
provided. Data has been sourced from the Met Office standard average data table 1981-2010 and 
projections are based on the United Kingdom Climate Projections 2009 (UKCP09) for a 25km2 
area surrounding the site (grid ID: 1666). Data is provided in the form of graphs. 

13.10 Background emissions are provided in paragraph 14.5.34 and 14.5.35. 

13.11 The baseline is considered acceptable. 
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Assessment 

13.12 The ES describes the methodologies for assessing material assets, climate vulnerability and 
climate emissions, as follows: 

 A desk top review with impacts assessed on published information; 

 IEMA climate change resilience and adaption guidance for EIA; and 

 Emissions from the scheme have been calculated with reference to the following technical 
standards, as appropriate: The Greenhouse Gas Protocol – Global Protocol for Community-Scale 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventories (GPC); PAS 2070:2013+A1:2014-Specification of the 
Assessment of Greenhouse Gas Emissions of a City; and PAS 2080:2016-Carbon Management in 
Infrastructure. 

13.13 The sensitivity of receptors for material assets and climate change are outlined in Table 14-5, and 
sensitivity in terms of climate vulnerability is defined in table 14-7. The impact severity for 
material assets and climate change is provided in Table 14-6.  Climate emissions sensitivity is 
outlined on paragraph 14.6.24. 

13.14 The assessment of significant effects on material assets has been carried out using the criteria in 
Table 5-4 and is discussed in paragraph 14.6.2.   

13.15 The ES provides a categorisation of exposure for individual climate change variables in Table 14-8 
and also provides a receptor vulnerability/sensitivity matrix which is shown in Table 14-9. 

13.16 Potential impacts are identified in paragraphs 14.6.14 and their magnitude and severity is 
outlined in Table 14-10. The impact severity of climate emissions is described in paragraphs 
14.6.25 to 14.6.29. 

13.17 The ES provides detail on assumptions and limitations of the assessment (in paragraphs 14.6.17 
to 14.6.19). In addition the ES describes a comprehensive list of the methodology and 
assumptions for data collection in terms of emissions; these are provided in paragraphs 14.6.3 
and Table 14-11.  

13.18 The potential impacts in terms of material assets, climate emissions and climate vulnerability 
have been assessed for both the construction and operational phases.  Table 14-16 summarises 
the construction and operational phase effects on material assets and climate change. Mitigation 
and residual effects are also summarised within this table. 

13.19 The potential magnitude of construction and operational phase emissions have been outlined in 
Tables 14-12 and 14-13 respectively, these outline the anticipated emission in tCO2e. 

13.20 In terms of climate vulnerability no construction impacts have been identified due to the 
timescales of construction; this is considered to be acceptable. Should the timescales be extended 
beyond 2020 this should be re-assessed. 

13.21 IEMA guidance recommends that all greenhouse gas emissions are considered to be significant 
however the ES states “As there is no accepted threshold for what magnitude of emissions is 
considered to have a significant effect on climate, professional judgement has been applied, 
considering local policy requirements, the scale of emissions compared with annual regional 
emissions, and whether the Scheme would have a significant impact on the UK’s ability to meet 
its emissions reduction targets.”. The significance assessment provided in the ES states that “The 
emission of greenhouses gases from the Scheme will lead to a long-term negative impact (global 
warming) on a highly sensitive international receptor (the atmosphere). However, emissions 
during construction and operation are expected to contribute <0.01% of London’s annual total 
and are therefore considered to be minor on a regional scale. The Scheme is unlikely to cause a 
significant effect on climate or significantly impact the UK’s ability to meet its emissions reduction 
targets”.  This justification is considered appropriate. 

13.22 The assessment is considered acceptable. 
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Secondary, Cumulative, and Combined Impacts 

13.23 The ES states that the schemes considered in terms of cumulative impacts are outlined in Chapter 
15: Cumulative Effects of the ES; these are described in detail in Table 15-4. 

13.24 Cumulative effects are assessed for material assets, climate vulnerability and climate emissions.  
These are detailed in paragraphs 14.8.1 to 14.8.6, for climate vulnerability cumulative intra-
scheme effects are also considered. 

13.25 The assessment of secondary, cumulative and combined impacts is considered acceptable. 

Mitigation and Management 

13.26 Mitigation measures are outlined in section 14.9 for both construction and operation; these are 
also summarised in Table 14-16. 

13.27 The residual effects have also been considered for both construction and operation and are 
outlined in section 14.10; these are also summarised in Table 14-16. 

Non-Technical Summary 

13.28 The material assets and climate change section of the Non-Technical Summary is considered to 
provide an adequate summary of the material assets, climate emissions and climate vulnerability  
assessment and is therefore acceptable, subject to any points mentioned above. 

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

MACC1 Clarification is sought from the Applicant as to whether the CCTV drainage survey has been 
carried out, if so can the results be provided. 

MACC2 In terms of climate vulnerability no construction impacts have been identified due to the 
timescales of construction; this is considered to be acceptable. Should the timescales be 
extended beyond 2020 this should be re-assessed. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

N/A None. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

MACC3 If CCTV drainage survey has not been carried out it is recommended that this it is secured 
through a planning condition. 

MACC4 Securing outlined mitigation measures such as the requirement for a Construction 
Management Plan is recommended. 
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14 Review of Chapter 15: Cumulative Impacts  

Scope of EIA 

 

14.1 The ES states that both the in-combination and cumulative effects of the scheme are considered, 
the following guidance has been used:  

 Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) Volume 11, Section 2, Part 5: Assessment and 
Management of Environmental Effects'; 

 Planning Inspectorate (PINS) 'Advice Note Seventeen: Cumulative Effects Assessment' 
(December 2015); and  

 IEMA Guidelines 2011 on in-combination (synergistic) and cumulative (additive) effects. 

14.2 No IEMA guidelines exist as such, so clarification is sought as to whether the Applicant is referring 
to the IEMA Special Report: The State of Environmental Impact Assessment Practice in the UK 
(2011) when referencing IEMA Guidance (2011). 

14.3 Table 15.1 sets out the Zone of Influence (ZoI) study area used for each EIA topic chapter for in-
combination effects assessment. And paragraphs 15.2.8 to 15.2.12 describe the study area 
utilised for cumulative effects.  

14.4 The ES states that the in-combination and cumulative effects assessment have been carried out in 
line with guidance in DMRB Volume 11, Section 2, Part 5 (HA205/08). The significance descriptors 
are outlined in Table 15-3. 

14.5 The list of other developments to be included in the assessment were identified in two stages: 

 Stage 1: Identification of projects using local authority planning portals and consultation with 
WCC and the London Borough of Lambeth. The Long List of the projects has been included in 
tabular form in Appendix N in Volume 5. 

 Stage 2: The Long List was shortened using the threshold criteria also shown in in tabular form in 
Appendix N in Volume 5 and summarised in Table 15-4. 

14.6 Figures 15.1 illustrates the location of the ‘Other Developments' and Figure 15.2 shows them in 
terms of the ZoIs for each EIA topic. These are located in Volume 4. 

14.7 The EIA scope is considered acceptable. 

Assessment and Mitigation 

14.8 The ES states that “the overall in-combination effect during construction is slight adverse”. Table 
15-5 outlines the in-combination effects during construction.  

14.9 For operational in-combination effects the ES states that “The overall operational phase for the 
Scheme is considered to have moderate beneficial in-combination effects.” Table 15-6 outlines the 
in-combination effect during construction. 

14.10 No significant effects have been identified by the Applicant for cumulative effects during 
construction and operation; the effects have been outline in Table 15-7 and 15-8 respectively. 

14.11 Clarification is sought in terms of the cumulative significance identified for Public Health 
“Beneficial cumulative effects due to access to open space and nature, work and training, social 
cohesion and lifetime neighbourhoods. Slight Beneficial”. The Applicant needs to explain how this 
conclusion has been reached given the loss of green space as result of the proposed development. 
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The loss is identified as being approximately 7%, though relatively small it is a loss of green 
space. 

14.12 The ES states that, in terms of mitigation during construction and operation, no further mitigation 
is proposed as no significant in-combination or cumulative effects are anticipated.  

14.13 For construction no significant residual effects are anticipated; for operation the ES states 
“Significant moderate beneficial in-combination effects are anticipated for human receptors 
(residents and all travellers).” Again the Applicant needs to explain how this conclusion has been 
reached given the loss of green space as result of the proposed development. The loss is 
identified as being approximately 7%, although this figure is relatively small, it is a loss of green 
space. 

14.14 Consider updating chapter should additional cumulative operational effects be identified in light of 
the responses to the Air Quality clarifications in Section 5. 

14.15 Consider updating chapter should additional cumulative effect be identified on pedestrians and the 
public transport network in light of the responses to the Traffic and Transport clarification in 
Section 12. 

14.16 The assessment is otherwise considered acceptable. 

Non-Technical Summary 

14.17 The cumulative section of the Non-Technical Summary is considered to provide an adequate 
summary of the in-combination and cumulative assessment and is therefore acceptable, subject 
to any points mentioned above. 

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

CI1 No IEMA guidelines exist as such, so clarification is sought as to whether the Applicant is 
referring to the IEMA Special Report: The State of Environmental Impact Assessment Practice in 
the UK (2011) when referencing IEMA Guidance (2011)? 

CI2 Clarification is sought from the Applicant as to how the “Beneficial cumulative effects due to 
access to open space and nature, work and training, social cohesion and lifetime 
neighbourhoods. Slight Beneficial” and the “Significant moderate beneficial in-combination 
effects are anticipated for human receptors (residents and all travellers)” conclusions have been 
reached given the loss of green space as result of the proposed development. The loss is 
identified as being approximately 7%, though relatively small it is a loss of green space. 

CI3 Consider updating chapter should additional cumulative operational effects be identified in light 
of the responses to the Air Quality clarifications in Section 5. 

C14 Consider updating chapter should additional cumulative effect be identified on pedestrians and 
the public transport network in light of the responses to the Traffic and Transport clarification in 
Section 12. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

N/A None. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

N/A None. 
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15 Review of Chapter 16: Conclusions 

15.1 Chapter 16 of the ES summarises the significant temporary effects during construction and 
significant effects during operation in tabular form (Table 16-1 and 16-2 respectively) and is 
acceptable, subject to any points mentioned conclusions of the topic reviews above.  

15.2 The summary section of the Non-Technical summary is considered to be an adequate summary of 
the ES; and is therefore acceptable, subject to any points mentioned conclusions of the topic 
reviews above. 

 

Ref. Summary of Clarifications Required from Applicant 

N/A None. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Regulation 25 Information Requests to be made to Applicant 

N/A None. 

Ref. Summary of Potential Planning Conditions 

N/A None. 
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16 Assessment of Submitted Regulation 25/ Clarification Requests 

16.1 Table 16.1 below provides the reassessment conclusions and acceptability of the information provided in the applicant’s response to the FRR (dated 
September 2019) to address the clarification and Regulation 25 requests raised during the DDR of the UK Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre 
ES.  

Figure 16.1: Assessment of Submitted Regulation 25/ Clarification Requests 

Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

EIA Context and Influence 

ECI1 Clarification The Applicant is 
requested to provide 
details on the 
relevant experience 
and qualifications of 
those who prepared 
the ES. 

Chapter 1-5: These 
chapters were written by 
Alice Rieger (PGDipAppSci 
AppSci) who has 5 years’ 
experience and is a 
Practitioner member of 
IEMA. They were checked 
by Lucy Swan a Member of 
IEMA and Chartered 
Environmentalist with over 
20 years of experience and 
Joanne Farrar a chartered 
Town Planner with 25 years’ 
experience. 

Chapter 6: The Air Quality 
Chapter was written by 
Jorge Gomez Perales (PhD, 
MSc, Beng) who has 25 
years of experience and is a 
member of MIAQM and 
MIEnvSc. 

Chapter 7: The Heritage, 
Townscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment Chapter 
of the Environmental 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has provided 
a detailed breakdown of 
the relevant experience 
and qualifications of those 
who prepared the ES.  

No further clarification is 
sought.  

N/A N/A 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

Statement has been 
prepared by Dr Chris Miele 
(IHBC and MRTPI), Senior 
Partner in the Montagu 
Evans LLP Planning and 
Development Team who is 
the project lead and a 
specialist in heritage and 
townscape matters. He has 
nearly 25 years’ experience 
in this area, having worked 
at English Heritage, Alan 
Baxter and Associates and 
RPS Planning, and has been 
at Montagu Evans since 
2007 where he heads a 
team of specialists in 
heritage, townscape and 
visual impact assessments. 

He has been assisted in 
preparing this chapter by Ms 
Alexandra Rowley and Mr 
Edward Youngson (MRTPI 
and PCIfA) who are 
experienced in dealing with 
proposals that affect the 
historic built environment 
and townscape and in 
undertaking EIA on projects 
of this nature and scale and 
that comply with the 
relevant regulatory 
requirements and best 
practice. 

Chapter 8: The 
Archaeology chapter was 
written by Alan Ford who is 
a Member of the Chartered 
Institute for Archaeologists 
with over 25 years’ 
experience in archaeological 
fieldwork and heritage 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

consultancy much of it 
delivering the heritage 
support for major 
infrastructure projects 
including HS2, major road 
schemes (M25, M2, A13 and 
A2), London Gateway port 
development, large scale 
residential and commercial 
allocations, urban and 
industrial 
regeneration/remediation 
projects. 

Chapter 9: This population 
and human health 
assessment has been 
undertaken by Stuart Hardy 
who is a qualified Town 
Planner, MTCP, BA (hons) 
and member of the Royal 
Town Planning Institute. He 
has over 5 years town 
planning experience, 
including over 2 years of 
knowledge and experience 
in environmental 
assessment of People and 
Communities and Population 
and Human Health 
assessment. This population 
and human health chapter 
assessment has been 
reviewed by Cristina West 
who is a chartered 
Environmental Scientist and 
holds full professional 
membership with the 
Chartered Institute of Water 
and Environmental 
Management (CIWEM). 
Cristina has 30 years’ 
experience in environmental 
and sustainability 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

assessments. The 
population and human 
health assessment was 
reviewed by Sarah Wallis 
who is a chartered Town 
Planner, MA TP, BSc (hons) 
and holds full professional 
membership with the Royal 
Town Planning Institute 
(RTPI). 

Chapter 10: The geology 
and soils chapter was 
written by Kristian Fox MSci 
Earth Sciences, MSc 
Hydrology, FGS (Fellow of 
the Geological Society) who 
has 3 years’ experience. 
The chapter was reviewed 
by Gary Marshall, BSc 
Geology and MSc in Urban 
Geoscience. Gary is also a 
Chartered Geologist and 
Specialist in Land Condition 
(SiLC) with 21 years’ 
experience of auditing, site 
investigation and 
remediation of 
contaminated land and 
management of land quality 
issues. 

Chapter 11: Sarah 
Coxhead is an assistant 
ecologist with four years’ 
experience working within 
the ecology consultancy. 
The chapter was reviewed 
by Alex Watson, BSc (Hons) 
Applied Biology, full 
member of CIEEM with over 
20 years’ experience 
working in the ecology 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

sector. 

Chapter 12: The Water 
Quality and Flood Risk 
chapter was written by 
Heather Coutts (BSc (Hons) 
Marine Biology and MSc 
Coastal Zone Management) 
who has 20 years’ 
experience of coordinating 
and producing 
environmental assessments 
for water-sector projects. 
The flood risk aspects of the 
chapter were written by 
Charlotte Nunns (BSC 
(Hons) Environmental 
Science) who is a Chartered 
Environmentalist a Member 
of the Chartered Institute of 
Water and Environmental 
Management (MCIWEM) 
with 18 years of experience.  

Chapter 13: George 
Buxton is a transport 
planner with over six years' 
experience in undertaking 
transport assessments to 
support planning 
applications. George holds a 
BA and MSc and is a 
member of both CIHT and 
TPS. 

Chapter 14: The climate 
effects section was written 
by Freya Ashmore who BSc 
(Hons) in Geography from 
Durham University, with an 
academic specialism in 
earth’s climate system. 
Freya has five years’ 
postgraduate experience in 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

environmental and 
sustainability consultancy 
including carrying out 
detailed carbon footprint 
calculations for major 
infrastructure projects. The 
climate vulnerability section 
was written by Matthew 
Shipton, a Chartered Water 
and Environmental Manager 
who holds professional 
memberships including 
Member of the Chartered 
Institution of Water and 
Environmental Management 
(MCIWEM) and Fellowship of 
the Royal Geographical 
Society (FRGS). He has 12 
years of knowledge and 
experience in environmental 
impact assessment and has 
used his knowledge and 
professional judgement to 
complete this assessment. 

Chapter 15: The 
Cumulative Effects chapter 
was written by Mhairi 
Grossett, a qualified town 
planner with 3 years’ 
experience undertaking 
socio-economic and 
cumulative effects 
assessments for major 
projects. This chapter was 
reviewed by Daniel O’Kelly 
(MSc, BSc, MIEMA, CEnv) 
who is a Chartered 
Environmentalist, 
Registered Environmental 
Impact Assessor and holds 
professional membership 
with the Institute of 
Environmental Management 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

and Assessment. He has 
over 10 years of knowledge 
and experience in 
cumulative impact 
assessment within EIA and 
has used his knowledge and 
professional judgement to 
undertake this assessment. 

 

ECI2 Clarification The Applicant is 
requested to clarify 
which buildings will 
be demolished and 
why information, 
provided by the 
Royal Parks, 
concerning existing 
structures within the 
garden was not 
included. 

As the Memorial and 
Learning Centre will be 
located in the southern end 
of the Victoria Tower 
Gardens, the only building 
to be removed from the 
gardens is the existing small 
café kiosk located at the 
southern end of the gardens 
near the playground. The 
other buildings advised by 
the Royal Parks in the 
scoping opinion (existing 
public toilets and existing 
learning centre) will be 
retained. 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has provided 
clarification on the 
structures which will be 
demolished during the 
construction process.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

ECI3 Clarification Clarification is sought 
as to why the 
Applicant did not 
include the “Do 
Nothing/ No 
Development” 
scenario within this 
chapter. 

There are no options. It isn’t 
comparable to a 
development or 
infrastructure scheme which 
would have gone through a 
lengthy options process. 
The Do Nothing scenario 
could relate to implications 
of not having a memorial. 

Acceptable 

It is recognised that the 
development is unique and 
that the consideration of a 
“Do Nothing” scenario is 
not required however 
commentary on the 
implications of not having 
a Holocaust Memorial and 
Learning Centre would 
have been useful.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

ECI4 Clarification The Applicant is Site selection and the Acceptable  N/A N/A 
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requested to provide 
figures which show 
the main alternatives 
and iterations in the 
design of the 
proposed 
development. 

design alternatives are 
summarised in Chapter 4 of 
the ES. Appendix A of this 
document includes a 
diagram which illustrates 
the 10 shortlisted schemes. 
More information on each of 
the schemes can be found 
here: 
https://competitions.malcol
mreading.co.uk/holocaustm
emorial/ 

It is understood that the 
design competition 
consisted of 10 unique 
designs however the 
nature of this clarification 
related solely to figures 
and main iterations of the 
final selected design.  

This, however, has been 
briefly demonstrated in 
Section 3.3 of the Design 
and Access Statement. It 
would have been useful to 
make reference to the 
Design and Access 
Statement in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.2 for clarity.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

ECI5 Clarification The Applicant should 
clarify the sources of 
information which 
have been used to 
inform any Design 
iterations. 

The evolution of the design 
evolution is set out in 
Section 3 of the Design and 
Access Statement (included 
here as Appendix B). 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has set out 
the information used to 
inform design iterations, 
primarily relating to tree 
root surveys and 
arboricultural factors with 
the following text included 
in Section 3.3 of the 
Design and Access 
Statement: 

“The current proposal has 
been carried out following 
the recommendations of 
the Bartlett Tree Root 
Survey and Arboricutural 
Considerations, to ensure 
minimal impact on the 
existing tree roots. The 
design team have gone 
into greater level of detail 

N/A N/A 
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to identify potential 
impacts on the RPA of the 
trees, and mitigate there 
where possible through 
changes in the design. 
These changes include 
shifting the Memorial and 
building 40m to the north. 
The constraints of the 
below ground storm drain 
also sets a limit to the 
distance of the building 
perimeter. “ 

This information clearly 
demonstrates where 
environmental information 
has been obtained and 
informed design iterations 
concerning the proposed 
development.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

ECI6 Regulation 
25 

The Applicant has not 
provided sufficient 
information on the 
alternatives to the 
Proposed 
Developments 
design. As such, the 
Applicant is 
requested to provide 
further information 
on how consultation 
with key 
stakeholders, the EIA 
process and 
environmental effects 
have influenced the 
design. 

This has been addressed in 
response to EC14 and EC15 
above. 

Acceptable 

Based on the information 
provided for ECI4 and 
ECI5, the Applicant has 
provided the necessary 
information to resolve this 
potential Regulation 25 
request.  

However, the Applicant 
has not explicitly stated 
where consultation with 
key stakeholders has been 
taken on board.   

This is considered not to 
be further information 
under Regulation 25 and 
no further clarification is 

N/A N/A 
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sought. 

Air Quality 

AQ1 Clarification Clarification is 
required on whether 
LAEI has been used 
to estimate 
concentrations for 
relevant exposure of 
the scheme in the 
opening year in place 
of project specific 
dispersion modelling. 

We can confirm that the 
LAEI has been used to 
establish the likely exposure 
of future users of the 
Application Site to poor air 
quality, in place of project 
specific dispersion 
modelling. 

The 2020 LAEI represents 
the opening year of the 
Proposed Development. 

The LAEI mapping for 2013 
and 2020 is shown in 
Figures 6-2 to 6-11 for the 
following pollutants: NO2, 
PM10 and PM2.5. 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

AQ2 Clarification Clarification on 
existing and new 
receptor locations is 
required. This should 
include a figure 
showing receptor 
points in relation to 
background mapping 
of roads, existing 
buildings and the 
proposed scheme 
which are 
representative of 
relevant exposure. 

Figures have been provided 
to illustrate areas of 
relevant exposure for both 
the construction (Figure 
6.1) and operational phases 
(Figures 6.2 to 6.7). Further 
detail regarding sensitive 
receptors relevant to the 
construction phase is 
provided in Table 6-5. 

 

For the operational phase, 
given the nature of the 
Proposed Scheme and the 
definitions given in Box 1.1 
of LAQM.TG(16), only the 
AQS objective for hourly 
mean NO2 concentrations is 
relevant and applies across 
the Application Site. 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 
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The proposed Learning 
Centre will be well set back 
from Millbank and Abingdon 
Street. Future users of the 
Learning Centre are unlikely 
to be exposed to hourly 
mean NO2 concentrations 
that are in breach of the 
objective. 

AQ3 Clarification Clarification is sought 
on whether any 
comparison between 
the LAEI base year 
and local monitoring 
within Westminster 
has been undertaken 
to validate the 
accuracy of LAEI. 

The NO2 hourly objective is 
“200 μg/m3, not to be 
exceeded 18 times a year”. 

Annual mean NO2 
concentrations measured at 
Horseferry Road (urban 
background monitoring 
site)and mapped 2013 LAEI 
concentrations were 
compared. 
Recorded/predicted 
concentrations are broadly 
similar, with the LAEI 
showing annual mean NO2 
concentrations of between 
43 and 55μg/m3 across the 
Application Site versus the 
measured concentration at 
Horseferry Road of45μg/m3, 
which is representative of 
concentrations at a 
background location. 

Similarly, no exceedances of 
the objective for hourly 
mean NO2 were recorded at 
Horseferry Road between 
2013 and 2017. This 
accords with the 2013 LAEI 
mapping where predicted 
concentrations across the 
majority of the Application 
Site are below 60μg/m3 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
demonstrated that LAEI 
modelled concentrations 
are fit for purpose with a 
comparison against 
monitoring data.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 
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indicating that exceedances 
of the hourly mean 
objective are unlikely to 
occur (except within very 
close proximity to the kerb). 

AQ4 Clarification Clarification is sought 
upon the omission of 
detailed construction 
traffic exhaust 
emissions modelling 
and what 
assumptions 
regarding the 
construction traffic 
and construction 
phase have been 
used for the 
Construction Phase 
Assessment. This 
response should 
explain whether 
reasonable worst-
case assumptions 
regarding 
construction traffic 
flows have been 
made. 

In the year of peak 
construction, it is estimated 
that there will be 38 HDVs 
per day each way (or 76 
two-way movements) for 3 
months and thereafter an 
average of 6.3 HDVs per 
day each way (or 12.6 two-
way movements) per day 
for the remaining 9 months. 
Accounting for working 
hours, this equates to an 
AADT flow of 11 vehicles 
per day each way on 
average (or 22 two-way 
movements). The 
EPUK/IAQM indicative 
threshold for requiring an 
air quality assessment is a 
change in HDV of more than 
25 AADT. The change with 
the Proposed Development 
is below this threshold. Any 
impacts are therefore likely 
to be negligible and detailed 
air quality modelling is not 
justified. 

In terms of other 
construction phase 
assumptions, the 
assessment was based on 
design details, limited 
information on construction 
activities (ES Vol 5 
Appendix C CEMP), 
construction traffic data 
provided by the transport 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
evidenced that peak 
construction vehicles occur 
for a sufficiently short 
duration for exclusion from 
the assessment. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 
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team, and professional 
judgement. 

AQ5 Clarification Clarification is sought 
on whether 
additional 
information from the 
developer has been 
requested to enable 
a transport emissions 
benchmark 
assessment to be 
undertaken, in line 
with guidance in box 
4 and 5 of AQ 
neutral. 

As explained in paragraph 
6.6.8, the transport 
emissions benchmark used 
in the air quality 
assessment was compared 
to the TRAVL 
(trips/m2/annum) for a D1 
land use, Educational 
Facility which follows the air 
quality neutral assessment 
guidance. This approach is 
deemed appropriate and in 
line with guidance on 
assessing the air quality 
neutrality of proposed 
development.  

Furthermore, whilst the 
scheme does not meet the 
relevant transport 
benchmarks, as the level of 
traffic generated by the 
Proposed Scheme, once 
operational is minimal (27 
LDVs and 14 HDVs per day 
on average), options for 
mitigation are limited. Given 
the scale of development 
trips, nature of development 
and implementation of a 
green travel plan is 
considered appropriate. 
Furthermore, given the 
location of the Proposed 
Scheme within the Ultra-
Low Emission Zone (ULEZ), 
most vehicles travelling 
to/from the Site are likely to 
meet relevant emissions 
standards (to avoid the 
daily charge associated with 

Not Acceptable 

The Applicant has not 
provided a response to the 
original clarification 
request which sought to 
understand if additional 
information had been 
sought from the 
developer, as per 
paragraph 5.12 of this 
review. 

It is understood, from the 
Applicant’s response, that 
a green travel plan has 
been developed and is the 
area where progress could 
be made to reduce 
impacts even further upon 
local air quality. The green 
travel plan could not be 
located during the ES 
review.  

It is recommended that 
implementation of the 
green travel plan is 
secured via a planning 
condition. 

Further clarification is 
sought from the Applicant. 

As explained previously, 
the transport emissions 
benchmark used in the air 
quality assessment was 
compared to the TRAVL 
(trips/m2/annum) for a D1 
land use, museums and 
educational facilities, which 
follows the air quality 
neutral assessment 
guidance. We sought 
additional information via 
the Transport Team for the 
preparation of the air 
quality neutral 
assessment. The Transport 
team confirmed that the 
Scheme is excluding car 
parking facilities and 
vehicle trips will be 
associated with blue badge 
holders, coaches and 
exhibition changeovers.   

The quote mentioned in 
the air quality assessment 
as “Green Travel Plan”  
refers to the text provided 
in the conclusions of the 
Transport Assessment, 
Chapter 10 page 71, 
aiming to promote a 
sustainable management 
of transport during the 
construction and 
operational phases as part 
of a Travel Plan. Examples 
of these measures may 
include visitors’ cycle 
parking spaces and advice 
of the travel options 

Acceptable 

In view of the minimal 
scale of operational-
phase impacts on air 
quality, and the 
agreement of the 
applicant to securing a 
Green Travel Plan via 
condition, the 
clarification is considered 
to be acceptable. 

The conclusions of the 
Transport Assessment 
Chapter 10 page 71 does 
not set out specific 
measures for sustainable 
management of 
transport.  This section 
of the TA makes brief 
reference to a Travel 
Plan, suggesting that a 
Travel Plan has been 
produced, but no details 
are provided in the 
Transport Assessment, 
and no Travel Plan could 
be found among the 
documents on the WCC 
website.  It is therefore 
recommended that the 
planning condition 
should require the Green 
Travel Plan to include 
specific measures to 
promote sustainable 
management of 
transport during the 
construction and 
operational phases and 
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driving vehicles which do 
not meet the relevant 
standards). 

among visitors through 
information provision.  

The applicant would accept 
a planning condition 
requiring the 
implementation of a green 
travel plan. 

that the plan is subject 
to approval by WCC in 
advance of the 
development 
commencing. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

AQ6 Clarification The consultant has 
identified the impacts 
of the NRMM as not 
significant without 
mitigation measures. 
Clarification is sought 
on the justification 
for the negligible risk 
assigned. 

There was a typographical 
error in the last sentence of 
paragraph 6.7.21, the 
sentence should read 

“the impacts are therefore 
considered to be minor and 
not significant without 
mitigation measures in 
place”. 

It is the residual effect, 
following mitigation that is 
assessed as negligible. This 
is supported by the IAQM’s 
Guidance on the 
assessment of dust from 
demolition and construction 
which states: 

“For almost all construction 
activity, the aim should be 
to prevent significant effects 
on receptors through the 
use of effective mitigation. 
Experience shows that this 
is normally possible. Hence 
the residual effect will 
normally be ‘not 
significant’.” 

Given the above, the 
assessed residual effect (of 
negligible) is considered 
justifiable, providing that 
the appropriate mitigation 
measures are implemented 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
demonstrated that the 
judgement of negligible 
impacts is justifiable on 
the basis that NRMM plant 
complies with London’s 
NRMM standards.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 
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including that plant 
complies with the relevant 
London NRMM standards. 

AQ7 Clarification Clarification is sought 
on whether onsite 
energy generation 
through a 
combustion engine 
will be used with the 
ground source heat 
pumps. Should this 
be the case, the 
response should also 
highlight that the 
location of the boiler 
emission release 
location and height 
should be provided to 
confirm that 
adequate dispersion 
will occur. 

At the time of assessment, 
the proposals included a 
natural gas boiler as back-
up to the ground source 
heat pumps. This has now 
been superseded – the 
current proposal to back up 
the ground source heat 
pumps is to use a heating 
coil within the Air Handling 
Unit. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
demonstrated that the 
requirement for a natural 
gas boiler has now been 
superseded and that there 
are no onsite combustion 
sources.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

AQ8 Clarification Clarification should 
be provided on 
whether there is any 
deviation from the 
standard suite of 
IAQM medium risk 
mitigation measures. 

The mitigation measures 
listed in the ES chapter 
represent a summary of the 
key measures only – these 
measures are in line with 
the IAQM’s recommended 
mitigation measures for 
‘medium risk’ sites. 

The chapter states that: 
“Mitigation measures for a 
“Medium Risk” site for 
earthwork activities, 
construction and trackout, 
will be in place following the 
recommendation from the 
IAQM Guidance.” 

Acceptable – planning 
condition required to 
secure construction 
mitigation. 

A planning condition 
should be put in place to 
secure the construction 
mitigation measures, see 
AQ11 in Chapter 5 of this 
report. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

AQ9 Clarification Cumulative 
operational effects to 
be reconsidered in 
light of responses to 

The Proposed Development 
generates 27 LDV and 14 
HDV per day. These 
numbers are below the 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 

N/A N/A 
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the above 
clarifications.  

thresholds given in 
EPUK/IAQM guidance to 
indicate the need for an air 
quality assessment. 

The 2020 LAEI maps include 
forecast growth between 
now and 2013 (based on 
general background growth 
in line with TEMPRO (Trip 
End Model Presentation 
Program)). Consequently, 
the LAEI maps give an 
indication of air quality 
(including the likely 
exposure of future users of 
the Proposed Scheme) with 
a degree of cumulative 
growth. 

Applicant. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

AQ10 Clarification Mitigation 
requirements for 
construction traffic to 
be reconsidered in 
light of responses to 
the above 
clarifications. 

Noted - Further detail 
regarding impacts of 
construction traffic and 
recommended mitigation 
are provided in Paragraph 
AQ4. 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

Built Heritage, Townscape and Landscape Visual Impact Assessment 

BH1 Clarification The Applicant is 
asked to clarify 
whether any non-
designated heritage 
assets were 
identified as part of 
the scoping of the ES 
and, if so, to include 
their assessments as 
part of the baseline 
data. 

As detailed in the scoping 
report (July 2018), all 
heritage receptors within a 
500m radius from the 
centre of the Site, including 
non-designated assets such 
as locally listed buildings 
and the Spicer Memorial 
were considered as part of 
the study area. Subsequent 
consultation responses and 
correspondence with WCC 
and Historic England 
supported the approach and 

Acceptable  

The information provided 
clarifies that non-
designated assets were 
considered but scoped out 
of the ES assessment. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 
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no specific heritage assets 
have been identified in 
addition to those assessed. 

Section 5 and Appendix 1 of 
Vol 3 of the ES details the 
built heritage baseline 
comprising the identification 
of all built heritage 
receptors using the 
methodology set out at 
Section 2.0 of Volume 3 of 
the ES. 

As stated in paragraph 2.4 
of ES Vol 3 site 
observations, a manual 
desk-based review of OS 
maps, characterisation 
studies and relevant 
heritage assets were used 
to determine the study area 
and visual envelope. These 
were also informed by 
building locations and 
heights, topography and 
townscape features, and an 
understanding of the scale 
and detail of the Proposed 
Development that was 
informed by a Candidate 
View Study, the Accurate 
Visual Representations of 
the Proposed Development, 
and visualisations of the 
Proposed Development, the 
Design and Access 
Statement and architectural 
plans prepared by Adjaye 
Associates. 

The emphasis of Schedule 4 
of the EIA Regulations is on 
the “main” or “significant” 
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environmental effects to 
which a development is 
likely to give rise and the ES 
should be proportionate and 
not be any longer than is 
necessary to assess 
properly those effects. 
Paragraphs 5.4-5.5 of ES 
Vol 3 describe that owing to 
the nature and the height of 
the Proposed Development, 
the prevailing height of 
other buildings in the 
surrounding area, and the 
screening provided by the 
existing building forms, the 
effect on the setting of 
some built heritage 
receptors is restricted, and 
not all receptors within the 
study area are likely to 
experience a change to their 
setting. Professional 
judgement was used to 
select those built heritage 
receptors likely to 
experience change to their 
setting, and by extension, 
their heritage value. These 
assets are set out in the 
baseline (Appendix 1 of ES 
Vol 3) with a description of 
their significance and the 
contribution made by their 
settings to their 
significance. These heritage 
assets were all assessed 
having regard to the 
assessor’s knowledge of the 
scale and detail of the 
Proposed Development, 
including all the submitted 
visualisation and design 
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material. 

BH2 Clarification Table 2.1 and 
resulting baseline 
assessment of 
significance of the 
scheduled 
monuments within 
the search area 
should be amended 
to reflect the high 
level of significance 
afforded all 
scheduled 
monuments, 
regardless of 
whether the 
archaeological 
remains are above or 
below ground, and to 
reflect the consistent 
level of legal 
protection afforded 
to listed buildings of 
all grades. 

As stated in paragraph 1.11 
of Vol 3 of the ES the built 
(above ground) heritage 
assessment has considered 
the significance of relevant 
heritage receptors and the 
impact of the Proposed 
Development upon that 
significance. Assessment of 
the likely significant effects 
of the Proposed 
Development on 
archaeological deposits is 
beyond the scope of this 
volume (see Chapter 8, 
Volume 2 of the ES). 

All scheduled monuments 
within the study area relate 
to built (above ground) 
heritage, for example the 
Jewel Tower, and are 
included in the baseline as 
appropriate (e.g. Appendix 
1. ES Vol 3, para 1.219-
1.226). Other heritage 
receptors that are often 
subject to multiple 
designations including 
scheduling, such as the 
Chapter House of 
Westminster Abbey, have 
also been considered in 
relation to the built heritage 
aspects of these assets. 

Heritage receptor values are 
assessed against the criteria 
contained in Table 2.1 of ES 
Vol 3, which has been 
considered an acceptable 
approach by local planning 

Not Acceptable 

The component parts of a 
scheduled monument are 
designated by the same 
legislation and afforded 
the same level of 
protection (befitting their 
inherent ‘national 
importance’), regardless of 
whether elements are 
below ground, above 
ground, or both.  

The additional information 
provided does not account 
for the discrepancy in the 
ascription of varying levels 
of significance to different 
features of a singularly 
designated monument 
based purely on their 
location above or below 
ground.  
Further clarification is 
sought from the Applicant.  

Table 2.1 of ES Vol 3 is not 
an absolute criteria and 
does not automatically 
ascribe a heritage value to 
a heritage receptor. Table 
2.1 includes indicative 
examples of heritage 
receptors in relation to 
heritage values but clearly 
states that the examples 
provided ‘may’, ‘often’ or 
are ‘likely’ to fall within 
that heritage value. A 
scheduled monument 
without upstanding 
remains may be assigned a 
relatively lower heritage 
value where, for example, 
the full extent of the 
scheduled monument is 
known and the setting of 
the scheduled monument 
does not contribute to its 
heritage value.  

The matrix based analysis 
is supported by qualitative 
text describing the 
heritage value of a 
heritage receptor and a 
final professional 
judgement about their 
significance (referred to as 
‘heritage value’ in the 
assessment) is drawn. 
Section 5 of the ES Vol 3 
and Appendix 1.3 of ES Vol 
3 provide a description of 
all identified Built Heritage 
Receptors within the Study 
Area, assign a Heritage 
Value to the Built Heritage 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
provided an additional 
discursive account of 
their approach to 
assigning levels of 
significance to assets. 

While this provides a 
general account of the 
approach, it does not 
account for instances 
where – although 
‘professional judgement’ 
may have been applied – 
there is insufficient 
information on the 
evidence underpinning 
that judgement.  

The clarification with 
regard to scheduled 
monuments is helpful, 
and is welcomed. 

WCC is advised that it 
should draw its own 
conclusions on the 
significance and 
sensitivity of heritage 
assets affected. 
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authorities and the planning 
inspectorate and is part of 
an assessment methodology 
that is the product of 
legislation, policy and best 
practice guidance. Historic 
England guidance outlines 
the requirements for 
“understanding the level of 
significance” (Historic 
England, GPA2) of a 
heritage asset and the 
Principles of Selection for 
Listing Buildings (DCMS, 
2010) highlights that 
buildings on the list are 
graded to reflect their 
relative significance. In 
addition, the methodology 
and assessment has been 
informed by the ICOMOS 
‘Guidance on Heritage 
Impact Assessments for 
Cultural World Heritage 
Properties’ (see paragraphs 
3.69-3.73 of ES Vol 3).  

Appendix 3A of the ICOMOS 
guidance includes a grading 
scale for defining heritage 
value and this has also 
informed the methodology. 
The assessment of heritage 
value is graded Exceptional 
to Very Low (see Table 2.1 
of ES Vol 3). It is commonly 
agreed that World Heritage 
Sites are of “exceptional” 
and “particularly important” 
interest; therefore, these 
are generally afforded a 
higher heritage value. This 
differentiation is best 
summarised by the drafting 

Receptor and describe the 
contribution made by their 
setting to their heritage 
value.  

All scheduled monuments 
within the study area 
relate to built (above 
ground) heritage 
receptors, for example the 
Jewel Tower and Chapter 
House and Pyx Chamber of 
Westminster Abbey, and 
each are assigned a high 
heritage value (see 
Appendix 1. ES Vol 3, 
paragraph 1.213-1.226) 
having regard to Table 2.1 
and informed by relevant 
legislation, policy and best 
practice guidance. 
Scheduled monuments are 
also considered by relevant 
submission documents that 
consider impacts on 
archaeology.  
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of paragraph 189 of the 
NPPF, which states that the: 
“level of detail (to describe 
the significance of heritage 
assets) should be 
proportionate to the assets’ 
importance.” 

Thus, a grading of heritage 
value is appropriate for the 
assessment. Due and 
proportionate regard has 
been given to all heritage 
receptors identified and the 
methodology is considered 
appropriate for assessing 
relevant impacts. 

Table 2.1 states that, as an 
example, “often Scheduled 
Monuments without 
upstanding remains”, are 
considered to have a 
medium heritage value. 
However, this value is not 
automatically ascribed to all 
Scheduled Monuments and 
all heritage receptors are 
considered on a case by 
case basis by the 
assessment. The matrix 
based analysis in the ES Vol 
3 is supported by qualitative 
assessment text describing 
the heritage value of a 
heritage receptor and a final 
professional judgement 
about their significance is 
drawn. This is necessary 
because this is not a strict 
quantitative process and 
some of these 
considerations will depend 
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on expert judgements.  

Accordingly, there is an 
emphasis on narrative text 
throughout ES Vol 3 to 
describe the receptors and 
the judgements in regard to 
the significance of the 
identified effects. The 
matrix must, in other 
words, be read together 
with discursive analysis 
because of the nature of 
heritage value. 

Having regard to the above, 
we do not consider it is 
necessary to amend the 
heritage value criteria 
contained in Table 2.1. 

BH3 Clarification The definitions used 
for the levels of 
effects (as detailed in 
tables 2.7 and 2.8) 
should be translated 
into NPPF 
terminology (i.e. 
degree of harm) so a 
comparison can be 
made and the 
appropriate policies 
applied. 

Likely significant effects are 
defined using the criteria 
contained in Table 2.7 and 
2.8 of ES Vol 3, which has 
been considered an 
acceptable approach by 
local planning authorities 
and the planning 
inspectorate and is part of 
an assessment methodology 
that is the product of 
legislation, policy and best 
practice guidance. 

As per para 2.45 of ES Vol 
3, the findings of the matrix 
analysis are subjected to a 
discursive appraisal to 
ascertain whether the effect 
is harmful in qualitative 
terms. This is necessary 
because heritage, 
townscape and visual 
impact assessment is not a 

Acceptable 

The additional information 
does not provide 
clarification on how the 
levels of effects used in 
the tables relate to NPPF 
terminology. Nevertheless, 
this is not required by the 
Regulations and can be 
accommodated. 

As such, WCC will need to 
consider how the reported 
effects as defined in the 
ES translate into NPPF 
terms in order to ensure 
the appropriate policies 
are applied.  

With reference to the 
Applicant’s note regarding 
the balancing exercise 
undertaken in Section 12; 
this strays well beyond the 

N/A N/A 
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strict quantitative process 
and some of these 
considerations will depend 
on expert judgements more 
than others.  

Accordingly, there is an 
emphasis on narrative text 
throughout Volume 3 of the 
ES to describe the receptors 
and the judgements in 
regard to the significance of 
the identified effects. The 
text also draws out the key 
issues and ensures that the 
chapter is accessible to the 
public and to the competent 
authority or decision maker. 

Para 2.49 of ES Vol 3 
highlights that ratings of 
significance are independent 
of ‘acceptability’ of the 
scheme, which is a judgement 
above and beyond that of 
significance. Acceptability is 
about the overall balance of 
benefits and harm from the 
proposals as viewed or 
weighted by national policy and 
development plan policies. That 
exercise is undertaken in 
Section 12 and outlined in the 
Executive Summary of Vol 3 of 
the ES. 

Section 12 of Vol 3 of the ES 
clarifies the assessment 
process adopted and highlights 
that it follows technical and best 
practice guidance (as outlined in 
Section 2 and 3 of Vol 3 of the 
ES) and has had regard to 
statutory considerations and the 
policies of the development 
plan, which require or imply a 

objective assessment of 
significant effects that 
would be expected of an 
ES, in that, by their own 
assertion, it deals with the 
acceptability of the 
proposal in planning 
terms. WCC is therefore 
advised to be mindful 
when considering this 
section of the ES of the 
difference between 
assessment and judging 
the planning balance.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 
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particular methodology. Section 
12 considers the relevant effects 
identified and discusses these in 
relation to the relevant statutory 
provisions, development plan 
policies and the policies of the 
NPPF where appropriate. 

BH4 Clarification The Applicant is 
asked to provide 
information on how 
the contribution of 
setting has been 
used in defining the 
sensitivity of assets 
to the proposed 
change. (Ratings 
included in Table 8.1 
but no reasoning 
provided). 

This discussion of 
sensitivity could also 
usefully be included 
in the assessment 
section of the ES, 
which at present 
does not include 
clear consideration of 
this. 

Section 2 of ES Vol 3 
explains the methodologies 
employed for the 
assessment of baseline 
conditions and the 
determination of likely 
significance of effects. Due 
and proportionate regard 
has been given to all 
heritage receptors identified 
and the methodology and 
baseline, including 
assessment of heritage 
value, is considered 
appropriate and sufficient 
for assessing relevant 
impacts and is part of an 
assessment methodology 
that is the product of 
legislation, policy and best 
practice guidance. 

Section 5 and Appendix 1 of 
ES Vol 3 provides a 
description of the heritage 
value, including the 
contribution of setting to 
that heritage value, for all 
of the heritage receptors 
identified. This is informed 
by the check-list of potential 
attributes of setting, as 
outlined by Historic 
Environment Good Practice 
Advice in Planning Note 3: 
The Setting of Heritage 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has provided 
the requested information. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

 

N/A N/A 
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Assets (GPA3, 2017) (see 
paragraph 2.20 of ES Vol 
3). The baseline section of 
ES Vol 3 combines GPA3’s 
steps 1 (identifying heritage 
assets likely to be affected 
by development) and 2 
(identifying the contribution 
made by their settings to 
their significance) into a 
single baseline section. 
Within Section 5 of ES Vol 
3, the staged process is 
followed for each individual 
heritage receptor or group 
and has informed the 
determination of the 
heritage value for the 
relevant heritage receptors. 

As per para 2.37-2.42 of ES 
Vol 3 following the 
identification of baseline 
conditions, the effect of the 
Proposed Development on 
each of the identified 
receptors is then 
considered. The sensitivity 
of a heritage receptor is an 
assessment bespoke to the 
Proposed Development that 
considers the specific nature 
of the proposals in relation 
to the value of the receptor. 
It is a qualitative judgement 
supported by a clear 
narrative linked to evidence 
from the baseline study. 
Where relevant the 
assessment in 

Section 8 of ES Vol 3 
considers the setting of 
heritage receptors in 
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conjunction with their 
heritage value and the 
particular nature of the 
proposal. 

Where the proposal may 
affect the surroundings in 
which an identified heritage 
receptor is experienced, a 
qualitative assessment has 
been made of whether, how 
and to what degree setting 
contributes to the heritage 
value of the heritage 
receptor. An assessment of 
the impacts of the Proposed 
Development on identified 
heritage receptor is 
provided in Section 8 of ES 
Vol 3 as appropriate. 

Due to the substantial 
number of receptors 
identified, this Volume of 
the ES is particularly 
detailed. 

Consequently, in order to 
help the reader navigate the 
assessment, summary text 
and tables have also been 
provided throughout ES Vol 
3 and appropriate sub-
headings (including for the 
contribution of setting to 
heritage value for each 
heritage asset) are provided 
within Section 5 and 8 of ES 
Vol 3. 

BH5 Clarification The Applicant is 
asked to revisit their 
assessment of the 
memorial to 
Emmeline and 

At the time of preparing ES 
Vol 3 the Memorial to 
Emmeline and Christabel 
Pankhurst was grade II 
listed as stated. It is noted 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has provided 
the requested information. 

N/A N/A 
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Christabel Pankhurst 
as of medium 
significance in light 
of its status as a 
grade II* listed 
structure. 

that the listing of the 
memorial was upgraded on 
21st December 2018 to 
grade II*, which was post 
the submission of the 
application. 

Whilst the upgrading of the 
heritage receptor increases 
its heritage value the 
impacts of the Proposed 
Development on the 
heritage receptor remain as 
those described in Section 8 
of ES Vol 3. Although the 
Proposed Development 
would result in a change to 
an element of the character 
of the receptor’s setting to 
the south, those elements 
which contribute to its 
heritage value, and the 
appreciation thereof, would 
not change. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

 

BH6 Clarification The Applicant is 
asked to clarify 
whether physical 
alteration to the park 
boundary is required 
to adapt entrances 
for vehicle access. If 
so, the impact on the 
significance of the 
park and garden 
should be 
considered. 

Section 8 of Vol 3 of the ES 
considers the impacts of the 
site preparation and 
construction phase, 
including the temporary 
access points into Victoria 
Tower Gardens. 

The submitted Construction 
Management Plan (CMP) 
provides indicative details 
regarding possible methods 
of construction of the 
UKHMLC and confirms that 
the gardens will remain 
open to the public 
throughout construction 
with the full use of the 
wider section nearest 

Acceptable 

The information provided 
confirms that alterations 
will have to be made to 
the boundaries and 
entrances to the registered 
park and garden; although 
it does not consider the 
potential impact of these 
works on the significance 
of the heritage asset. 

It is recommended that 
the specific details and 
methodology for how the 
entrances are to be 
recorded, altered, stored 
and reinstated is 
conditioned for agreement 

N/A N/A 
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Westminster and along the 
river. 

The CMP details that 
accesses to the site will be 
the minimum required, 
designed to limit impacts 
and would be temporary 
and the existing condition 
reinstated once the works 
are complete.  

Access to the Phase 1 work 
area will be via a temporary 
break in the fence on 
Millbank. This will be a 
maximum 5m wide access 
to allow for one-way vehicle 
entrance and exit. Access to 
the Phase 2 work area will 
be via a single access point 
located directly opposite 
Great Peter Street, in the 
location of an existing 
pedestrian access point. 
This will be temporarily 
widened to a maximum of 
6m, to allow for two-way 
vehicle entrance and exit, 
as well as secure pedestrian 
entry. 

The detail of the 
construction of the UKHMLC 
will be governed by 
conditions of planning 
permission. 

The exact site construction 
access arrangements will be 
determined by the 
respective contractors and 
subject to approval of a 
detailed Site Environmental 
Management Plan (SEMP) 

prior to the 
commencement of these 
works.  

No further clarification is 
sought.  
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as well as corresponding 
Arboricultural Method 
Statement, prior to 
construction. All aspects of 
traffic impact will be subject 
to the submission and 
agreement of either the 
SEMP or a stand-alone 
Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, to be 
prepared by the appointed 
contractor/s. 

The detailed SEMP is 
anticipated to require 
contractors to reinstate all 
working areas both within 
and outside the application 
Site and accesses as work 
proceeds and on completion 
of the construction works. 
All plant, materials, 
vehicles, and temporary 
hoardings will be removed. 

BH7 Clarification The Applicant is 
requested to revisit 
the assessment of 
effects and either 
provide a clear 
rationale for how the 
reported moderate 
beneficial effects to 
assets relate to their 
heritage significance, 
or revisit the 
assessments 
accordingly. 

Enhancing the significance 
of an asset or our ability to 
appreciate that, and 
improvements to setting 
attract great weight in the 
planning decision making 
process under the terms of 
paragraph 193 of the NPPF. 
Paragraph 200 of the NPPF 
states that local planning 
authorities should look for 
opportunities for new 
development within 
Conservation Areas and the 
setting of heritage assets, 
to enhance or better reveal 
their significance. In 
addition, legalisation and 
national and local planning 

Not Acceptable 

While the Applicant has 
provided extensive 
additional text, it does not 
address the matter at 
issue. 

The introduction of a new 
view or feature, or 
increasing public access, 
does not in itself 
automatically result in 
heritage benefits.  

It must be demonstrated 
by the Applicant how these 
changes relate specifically 
to the heritage value/ 
historic significance of 

The assessment has 
considered the impact of 
the proposed development 
as a whole on relevant 
heritage receptors and 
their settings and identified 
impacts, including those 
that would have beneficial 
effects (e.g. enhancements 
to setting such as those 
listed in paragraph 38 of 
the HE’s GPA3 guidance), 
of the scheme. 
Furthermore, judgement is 
an essential part of this 
process and that is 
conveyed in discursive 
text. We consider that the 
relevant beneficial effects 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
provided some additional 
justification of their 
approach.  

It is judged that the ES 
contains, broadly, 
sufficient information on 
the assets and their 
significance for the 
planning authority to 
reach its own conclusions 
on effects. 

The Applicant’s 
assertions as to heritage 
benefits, suggested to be 
in line with those set out 
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policy (including Policy S25 
of the WCC City Plan) seeks 
to preserve and/or enhance 
heritage assets and their 
settings. 

Historic England’s guidance 
on the Setting of Heritage 
Assets (GPA3) notes that 
proposals should explore 
ways to maximise 
enhancement of heritage 
assets and their settings. 
Paragraph 38 of the 
guidance states that 
enhancement may be 
achieved by actions 
including introducing a new 
feature that adds to the 
appreciation of an asset and 
improving/creating views of 
an asset that add to the 
public experience of an 
asset, and improving public 
access to, or interpretation 
of, the asset including its 
setting. 

Having regard to the above, 
the assessment has 
considered the impact of the 
Proposed Development as a 
whole on relevant heritage 
assets and their settings 
and afforded appropriate 
weight to the heritage 
benefits of the scheme 
where applicable. The 
assessment for each 
heritage receptor and the 
range of likely effects in 
Section 8 ES Vol 3 should 
be considered accordingly, 
but for the purpose of 

each asset and how those 
values are being enhanced 
in order for it to be 
considered a heritage 
benefit.  

The benefits put forward 
by the Applicant may be 
considered public benefits 
but they do not 
demonstrably enhance the 
heritage significance of the 
assets i.e. the reasons 
why the asset was 
designated in the first 
place. As such, the 
Applicant’s response does 
not provide the 
clarification requested. 

Paragraph 193 of the NPPF 
states that:  

"…when considering the 
impact of a proposed 
development on the 
significance of a 
designated heritage asset, 
great weight should be 
given to the asset's 
conservation''.  

The 'great weight' is given 
to the conservation of the 
asset (the more important 
the asset, the greater the 
weight) not the impacts of 
any given proposal. 

It is also not for the 
Applicant to decide the 
weight that should be 
afforded to the benefits or 
harm of the proposal: it is 
the Applicant’s duty to 

to heritage receptors 
identified in Vol 3 of the ES 
(December 2018) are 
reasonable and justified.  

As detailed in Vol 3 of the 
ES (December 2018) and 
the Addendum (April 
2019), the proposed 
development will be an 
attractive, international 
design competition 
winning, high quality 
addition to the collection of 
memorials located within 
the Victoria Tower Gardens 
and Westminster Abbey 
and Parliament Square 
Conservation Area, the 
scale and prominence of 
which is appropriate to its 
subject matter and 
responds to its context. 
The design is distinctive 
and memorable and will 
add visual interest to the 
park introducing a wholly 
new feature that adds to 
the public appreciation of 
the park, attracting new 
visitors, and providing the 
opportunity for 
contemplation of both the 
new memorial, and the 
other memorials already 
located within the park. 
Co-location of the UKHLMC 
with the existing 
memorials and 
neighbouring Houses of 
Parliament would add to 
the resonance and 
associated heritage value 
of these heritage 

in GPA3,  is, as 
previously stated, 
erroneous.  

WCC may consider the 
aesthetic and amenity 
value of the proposal as 
wider public benefits, 
but no appropriate 
evidence is provided as 
to how the heritage 
values and significance 
of the affected assets will 
benefit or be better-
revealed by the scheme. 
The Applicant’s 
additional text underlines 
a lack of understanding 
in terms of how heritage 
benefits can be 
understood and accrue 
to assets, noting that 
their assertions are not 
tied back to the 
significance of affected 
assets. (The restoration 
of the Buxton Fountain’s 
function is a notable 
exception,  although this 
benefit must be weighed 
against harm arising as a 
result of setting change.) 

While the Applicant notes 
that HE provided 
feedback on the wider 
benefits of the scheme, 
its concerns regarding 
harm to heritage assets 
raised in the same, and 
subsequent, letters are 
perhaps more germane. 

WCC is advised to afford 
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clarifying some of the 
relevant benefits to the 
reviewer the Executive 
Summary of ES Vol 3 is 
helpful. 

As detailed in Vol 3 of the 
ES, the Proposed 
Development will be an 
attractive, design 
competition winning, high 
quality addition to the 
collection of memorials 
located within the Victoria 
Tower Gardens and 
Westminster Abbey and 
Parliament Square 
Conservation Area, the scale 
and prominence of which is 
appropriate to its subject 
matter and responds to its 
context. The design is 
distinctive and memorable 
and will add visual interest 
to the park, attracting new 
visitors, and providing the 
opportunity for 
contemplation of both the 
new memorial, and the 
other memorials already 
located within the park. New 
views from the elevated 
area of landscaping would 
create a destination from 
which to appreciate the 
Houses of Parliament, and 
the location of a memorial 
close to the Houses of 
Parliament is an established 
and entirely appropriate 
form of development in the 
buildings’ setting. 

The high quality of the 

account for all significant 
effects of the proposal to 
fulfil their obligations 
under the EIA regulations, 
and so that the decision 
maker can carry out the 
balancing of beneficial and 
adverse impacts against 
each other required by 
NPPF.  
Further clarification is 
sought from the Applicant.  

receptors. New views from 
the elevated area of 
landscaping would create a 
destination from which to 
appreciate the Houses of 
Parliament that would add 
to the public experience of 
the heritage receptor, and 
the location of a memorial 
and learning centre close 
to the Houses of 
Parliament is an 
established and entirely 
appropriate form of 
development in the 
buildings’ setting. The 
design has considered in 
detail the potential impacts 
on the Buxton Memorial 
and seeks to revive the 
function of the Buxton 
Memorial as a working 
water fountain and to 
improve its setting with 
new seating and 
landscaping and new 
interpretation material that 
would improve the 
opportunity for the public 
to appreciate and interpret 
the heritage receptor.  

In accordance with 
paragraph 193 of the NPPF 
enhancements to identified 
heritage receptors and our 
ability to appreciate these 
heritage receptors should 
attract great weight and be 
considered as beneficial in 
accordance with the ES 
methodology where 
applicable. In accordance 
with paragraph 200 of the 

little to no weight to the 
effects identified in the 
ES and, instead, to form 
its own judgement on: 

 Harm to assets; 

 Potential for 
beneficial 
effects to the 
significance of 
heritage assets; 
and 

 The potential for 
wider public 
benefits to 
outweigh harm 
identified. 

In this way, WCC can be 
satisfied that it has 
discharged its obligations 
under the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 
1990, and the relevant 
sections of the NPPF. 
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proposed landscape design 
and associated structure 
would be a positive new 
feature that adds to the 
experience of appreciating 
this part of the WHS. The 
memorial will bring new 
visitors to the park, 
encouraging a greater 
number of people to 
experience the memorials 
contained therein, and the 
character of the space. In 
addition, the ability of the 
visitor to appreciate the 
Buxton Memorial’s heritage 
value will be enhanced 
through the new 
landscaping and 
interpretation. 

In accordance with 
paragraph 193 of the NPPF 
these enhancements to 
identified heritage assets 
and our ability to appreciate 
these assets should attract 
great weight and be 
considered as beneficial in 
accordance with the ES 
methodology where 
applicable. In accordance 
with paragraph 200 of the 
NPPF enhancements to 
conservation areas and the 
setting of heritage assets 
should attract relevant 
weight and be considered as 
beneficial in accordance 
with the ES methodology 
where applicable. 

The assessment has 
considered the impact of the 

NPPF enhancements to 
conservation areas and the 
setting of heritage assets 
should attract relevant 
weight and be considered 
as beneficial in accordance 
with the ES methodology 
where applicable.  

If heritage benefits 
identified in ES Vol 3 and 
the Addendum (April 2019) 
are not considered 
heritage benefits by the 
decision maker, they 
should be considered as 
public benefits as 
appropriate. In addition, 
the importance of the 
UKHMLC to London and the 
nation and the potential 
public benefits it could 
bring are highlighted in ES 
Vol 3 and Addendum (April 
2019) and by Historic 
England in their 
consultation response (ref. 
P01021522). 
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Proposed Development as a 
whole on relevant heritage 
assets and their settings 
and afforded appropriate 
weight to the heritage 
benefits of the scheme. 
Furthermore, judgement is 
an essential part of this 
process and that is 
conveyed in discursive text. 
Having regard to the above 
we consider that the 
relevant beneficial effects to 
heritage assets identified in 
ES Vol 3 are reasonable and 
justified. 

BH8 Clarification The Applicant is 
asked to clarify why 
mitigation that would 
avoid potentially 
significant effects on 
the grade II* listed 
Buxton Memorial has 
not been explored in 
more detail before 
mitigation in the 
form of recording 
and monitoring was 
proposed. 

Section 8 of ES Vol 3 has 
considered potential impacts 
of the Proposed 
Development on the Buxton 
Memorial. As per para 8.9 of 
ES Vol 3, the approach to its 
conservation during 
construction is outlined in 
the Construction 
Management Plan and the 
Proposed Design includes 
improvements to its 
immediate setting. 
Alternatives for the Buxton 
Memorial, such as moving 
it, were considered during 
pre-application discussions 
with WCC and Historic 
England but retaining the 
memorial in situ and 
improving its immediate 
setting were deemed 
appropriate subject to the 
mitigation of relevant 
potential impacts. 

The detail of the 

Acceptable 

In relation to the Buxton 
Memorial, Historic 
England’s response to the 
Application states:  

“The submitted proposals 
would also, as we 
previously noted in our 
pre-application advice 
letter, have a detrimental 
impact on the significance 
of the Grade II* listed 
Buxton Memorial by 
encroaching upon its 
setting and eroding its 
prominence. We remain of 
the view that the 
relationship between the 
new Holocaust Memorial 
and the existing Buxton 
Memorial could be 
improved by seeking 
consent to move the latter 
to a more prominent and 
open site within the park.” 

N/A N/A 
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construction of the UKHMLC 
and requisite mitigation will 
be governed and secured by 
relevant conditions of 
planning permission, such 
as the requirement for a 
detailed Site Environmental 
Management Plan (SEMP). 

As such, it is not clear who 
deemed keeping the 
memorial in-situ 
appropriate, and the 
Applicant’s response still 
does not clarify why 
mitigation was chosen 
over avoidance of harm.  

However, the Applicant 
has assessed the effects of 
the proposal as it stands 
and so it remains for WCC 
to decide whether this is 
an appropriate approach 
to the conservation of the 
asset or not. 

No further clarification is 
sought.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TV1 Clarification Clarify whether The 
Royal Parks was 
consulted on 
viewpoints, as 
requested in the 
Scoping Opinion. 

The Royal Parks were 
consulted on the proposals 
prior to submission of the 
application as detailed in 
the Statement of 
Community Involvement, 
prepared by Four 

Acceptable 

This answer indicates that 
The Royal Parks was not 
consulted directly on the 
choice of viewpoints. 
Nevertheless, the 
Applicant has clarified that 

N/A N/A 
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Communications. In 
addition, the Royal Parks 
were consulted by WCC as 
part of the Scoping Opinion 
exercise and following 
submission of the 
application. 

As detailed at para 2.4 of 
ES Vol 3, the visual effect 
study area was determined 
by the visual envelope of 
the Application Site, 
identified following an 
appraisal of the Site, a 
review of 3d modelling of 
the proposals within the 
existing townscape and the 
agreement of viewpoint 
locations with the LPA and 
statutory consultee Historic 
England through pre-
application consultation. In 
addition, as detailed at para 
2.5 of ES Vol 3, a Candidate 
View Study of the Proposed 
Development from over 40 
viewpoints was prepared by 
Hayes Davidson as part of 
the assessment to 
determine the scope for the 
proposed development to be 
visible within the study 
area. The visual baseline, 
methodology and 
assessment is proportionate 
and in accordance with best 
practice and relevant 
guidance. 

The HTVIA is supported by 
accurate visual 
representations (AVRs) of 
the Proposed Development 

The Royal Parks did not 
make any comments on 
the choice of viewpoints 
when consulted on the 
scheme more widely. 

No further clarification is 
sought.  
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from 22 viewpoints. In 
addition, the submitted 
application information on 
the design and appearance 
of the proposals included 
numerous visualisations of 
the Proposed Development, 
the Design and Access 
Statement and full set of 
architectural plans prepared 
by Adjaye Associates. 

Subsequent to submission 
in December 2018, the 
design of the proposed 
development has been 
amended and an addendum 
to the application 
submitted. Consultation 
comments from Royal Parks 
did not identify any 
additional specific 
viewpoints, but paragraph 
3.2 of the April 2019 ES Vol 
3 Addendum highlights that 
in response to comments 
received during the post 
application submission 
consultation period, an 
additional viewpoint at the 
southern extent of the 
Victoria Tower Gardens 
(View 23) has been added 
to this assessment. 

TV2 Clarification Clarify if there are 
any adverse changes 
to character and, if 
so, what these are.  

The effect on townscape 
and visual receptors has 
been considered in 
accordance with the 
methodology detailed in 
Section 2 ES Vol 3 and 
having regard to the 
baseline detailed in Section 
6 of ES Vol 3. An 

Acceptable 

This response indicates 
that it is the Assessor’s 
opinion that there are no 
adverse changes to 
character.  

No further clarification is 

N/A N/A 
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assessment of the direct 
and/or indirect effects of the 
completed development on 
townscape and visual 
receptors assets forming 
part of this assessment is 
provided in Section 9 and 
10 of ES Vol 3. The 
assessment for each 
receptor and the range of 
likely effects in Section 9 
and 10 of ES Vol 3 should 
be considered accordingly, 
but for the purpose of 
clarifying some of the 
relevant impacts to the 
reviewer Section 12 of ES 
Vol 3 is helpful.  

The potential for adverse 
changes to character has 
been considered and 
identified accordingly in 
relation to relevant 
receptors. In accordance 
with best practice the 
opportunity to mitigate 
potentially adverse impacts 
has been taken where 
possible. For example, the 
potential impacts of more 
visitors to the park have 
been identified and the 
impact of whom will be 
mitigated through careful 
landscape management and 
an appropriate Visitor 
Management Strategy. 

sought.  

TV3 Clarification Clarify whether these 
two statements are 
compatible and which 
one takes 
precedence: "The 

The statements are not 
directly related and the 
context for each is relevant. 
Both comments relate to 
different aspects of the 

Acceptable 

This response confirms 
that the spatial character 
of the park will be 

N/A N/A 
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proposals will change 
the character of the 
space within the 
park" (page 5) and 
"the memorial itself 
will intensify the 
commemorative 
function of Victoria 
Tower Gardens, this 
is not a departure 
from its existing 
character" (page 86). 

character of Victoria Tower 
Gardens. The first relates to 
the spatial character of the 
existing application site 
which forms a part of 
Victoria Tower Gardens, the 
second relates to the overall 
character of the whole of 
Victoria Tower Gardens and 
its commemorative function. 

The specific assessment for 
each receptor and the range 
of likely effects detailed in 
Section 8, 9 and 10 of ES 
Vol 3 should be considered 
accordingly. 

changed, but the overall 
character and its 
commemorative function 
will not be changed. 

No further clarification is 
sought.  

TV4 Clarification Clarify why some 
visualisations are 
shown as full renders 
while others are 
shown as wirelines, 
and whether this was 
agreed with 
consultees. 

Each of the views has been 
prepared as an Accurate 
Visual Representation (AVR) 
following a consistent 
methodology and approach 
to rendering. The viewpoints 
were discussed with and 
agreed with WCC and 
Historic England through 
pre-application consultation. 
The methodology for the 
production of the views is 
compliant with Appendix C 
of the London View 
Management Framework: 
Supplementary Planning 
Guidance (March 2012) and 
Landscape Institute Advice 
Note 01/11. 

In accordance with best 
practice, the choice of 
wireline or render is 
proportionate to the impact 
of the Proposed 
Development and made on 

Acceptable 

This response confirms 
that full renders were used 
for viewpoints in closer 
proximity to the 
application site while 
wirelines were used for 
longer distance views. 

No further clarification is 
sought.  

N/A N/A 
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the basis of the 
requirements for 
assessment which varies 
from view to view. For 
example, a detailed render 
is not typically necessary in 
longer distance views to 
provide an indication of the 
visual impact of a proposed 
development. In closer 
proximity to the application 
site rendered views are 
typically more appropriate 
as detailed design is often 
discernible to visual 
receptors and a 
consideration for 
assessment. 

In addition, the assessment 
of the Proposed 
Development has been 
informed by relevant 
application supporting 
information including the 
Design and Access 
Statement and architectural 
plans prepared by Adjaye 
Associates. 

TV5 Clarification Clarify the approach 
to summer and/or 
winter photography – 
explain why some 
views are assessed in 
both summer and 
winter, but others 
are just assessed in 
summer. 

In accordance with best 
practice, the choice of 
summer and/or winter 
photography is 
proportionate to the impact 
of the Proposed 
Development and made on 
the basis of the 
requirements for 
assessment which varies 
from view to view. The 
viewpoints were discussed 
with and agreed with WCC 
and Historic England 

Acceptable 

The choice of summer 
and/or winter photography 
is proportionate to the 
impact of the proposed 
development and agreed 
with consultees. 

No further clarification is 
sought.  

N/A N/A 
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through pre-application 
consultation and no further 
summer and/or winter 
photography has been 
requested to date. 

Each of the views has been 
prepared as an Accurate 
Visual Representation (AVR) 
following a consistent 
methodology and approach. 
The methodology for the 
production of the views is 
compliant with Appendix C 
of the London View 
Management Framework: 
Supplementary Planning 
Guidance (March 2012) and 
Landscape Institute Advice 
Note 01/11. 

In addition, the assessment 
of the Proposed 
Development has been 
informed by relevant 
application supporting 
information including the 
Design and Access 
Statement and architectural 
plans prepared by Adjaye 
Associates. 

TV6 Clarification Clarify where 
'Appendix 1.2' can be 
found (which should 
contain wireframes of 
the cumulative 
schemes). 

Cumulative schemes are 
shown on relevant verified 
viewpoints in Section 9 of 
Vol 3 of the ES. 

Acceptable 

The correct reference has 
been clarified. 

No further clarification is 
sought.  

N/A N/A 

TV7 Clarification Clarify whether the 
adverse effect 
resulting from the 
partial foreshortening 
of views in views 20 

The impacts of the Proposed 
Development as a whole on 
relevant views have been 
considered as detailed in 
Section 9 of Vol 3 of the ES. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant stands by 
their judgements.  
Assessment of visual 
effects is to some degree 

N/A N/A 
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and 21, and the 
blocking of views to 
the Houses of 
Parliament in view 
22, have been taken 
into account when 
judging direction of 
change. 

The context of each 
viewpoint is important and 
the high quality design and 
visual perspectives should 
be taken into account as 
appropriate.  

Having regard to this it 
should be noted that the 
partial foreshortening of a 
view does not automatically 
result in an adverse effect 
and that the Proposed 
Development would not 
block views of the Houses of 
Parliament from viewpoint 
22 as the Victoria Tower 
and the Elizabeth Tower 
remain clearly visible and 
dominant and the Palace 
can be seen between and 
above the memorial fins. 

The specific assessment for 
each receptor and the range 
of likely effects detailed in 
Section 9 of ES Vol 3 should 
be considered as 
appropriate. 

subjective and WCC should 
come to their own view of 
the effect on views 20, 21 
and 22 as part of the 
planning judgement.  

No further clarification is 
sought.  

TV8  Clarification Provide consideration 
of how the 
townscape character 
areas and viewpoints 
could be expected to 
develop if the project 
were not to proceed 

As per the para 6.22 of the 
LUC ES Review it is 
reasonable to assume that 
Victoria Tower Garden 
would remain as they 
currently are if the Proposed 
Development was not to go 
ahead. A consideration of 
the existing condition is set 
out in the relevant baseline 
sections of ES Vol 3. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
addressed this point. 

No further clarification is 
sought.  

N/A N/A 

BH9 Regulation 
25 

The Applicant is 
requested to provide 
information on the 

The development footprint 
of the Proposed 
Development is located 

Not Acceptable  

The Applicant has not 

A Construction 
Management Plan (CMP) 
prepared by suitably 

Acceptable 

The note provided by 
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potential effects of 
dewatering the 
development 
footprint on built 
heritage assets in the 
vicinity; or, to 
provide a suitable 
statement and 
appropriate evidence 
supporting the 
decision to scope this 
out of the 
assessment. 

within Victoria Tower 
Gardens and is in the 
immediate vicinity of the 
Buxton Memorial. The 
potential impacts of 
construction on relevant 
heritage receptors have 
been considered and a 
Construction Management 
Plan (CMP) has been 
submitted that provides 
indicative details regarding 
possible methods of 
construction of the UKHMLC 
and requisite mitigation.  

The detail of the 
construction of the UKHMLC 
and requisite mitigation will 
be governed and secured by 
relevant conditions of 
planning permission where 
necessary, such as the 
requirement for a detailed 
Site Environmental 
Management Plan (SEMP). 
As detailed in Section 7 of 
Vol 3 of the ES it is 
anticipated that the 
long/term maintenance and 
management of the 
Application Site, including 
the associated landscaping, 
would be secured by 
appropriate conditions 
and/or Section 106 
Agreement. 

specifically considered the 
potentially significant 
effects of dewatering on 
adjacent assets in the 
CMP, and therefore the full 
impact of the development 
has not been assessed.  

This is not something that 
can be managed after 
approval has been given, 
but is pertinent to the 
assessment of the level of 
impact of the proposal that 
must be part of the 
decision making process. 
Therefore, these effects 
need to be considered as 
part of the application so 
an informed decision can 
be made.   

The Applicant’s response 
has not satisfactorily 
addressed the initial 
query.  Further 
information under 
Regulation 25 is sought 

qualified engineers and 
following industry best 
practice has been 
submitted as part of the 
application that provides 
indicative details regarding 
possible methods of 
construction of the 
UKHMLC and requisite 
mitigation. The detail of 
the construction of the 
UKHMLC and requisite 
mitigation will be governed 
and secured by relevant 
conditions of planning 
permission where 
necessary.  

Paragraphs 8.9-8.10 of 
Section 8 of ES Vol 3 
(December 2018) highlight 
that the Buxton Memorial 
would be retained in situ 
and that Appendix C of the 
CMP sets out the approach 
to its conservation during 
the construction phase.  

In addition, we enclose a 
note from WSP outlining 
the anticipated 
construction method for 
the basement, which would 
not result in dewatering of 
the ground external to the 
basement where adjacent 
structures and heritage 
receptors exist. 

WSP clarifies that a 
secant piling approach 
will be applied, with the 
pile wall driven into the 
London Clay to achieve a 
watertight seal. 

It is suggested that, 
unless already specified, 
WCC apply a suitable 
condition requiring the 
submission of detailed 
piling design prior to 
commencement 

BH10 Regulation 
25 

The Applicant is 
requested to 
reassess the 
significance of 
heritage assets in 

To aid with clear 
communication and avoid 
confusion with the term 
“significance” as used in the 
conventional EIA sense, we 

Not Acceptable 

Table 2.1 contains the 
criteria for assessing the 
level of significance, not 
the methodology for 

Significance (referred to as 
‘heritage value’ in the 
assessment) of built 
heritage receptors is 
assessed against the 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
provided additional 
justification with regard 
to their applied 
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line with established 
guidance and 
accepted practice. 

refer to heritage significance 
as ‘heritage value’ within ES 
Vol 3. Heritage receptor 
values are assessed against 
the criteria contained in 
Table 2.1 of ES Vol 3, which 
has been considered an 
acceptable approach by 
local planning authorities 
and the planning 
inspectorate and is part of 
an assessment methodology 
that is the product of 
legislation, policy and best 
practice guidance. Historic 
England guidance outlines 
the requirements for 
“understanding the level of 
significance” (Historic 
England, GPA2) of a 
heritage asset and the 
Principles of Selection for 
Listing Buildings (DCMS, 
2010) highlights that 
buildings on the list are 
graded to reflect their 
relative significance. In 
addition, the methodology 
and assessment has been 
informed by the ICOMOS 
‘Guidance on Heritage 
Impact Assessments for 
Cultural World Heritage 
Properties’ (see paragraphs 
3.69-3.73 of ES Vol 3). 

Due and proportionate 

assessing the nature of 
significance18.  

With regard to Palmer, 
weight has been afforded 
to the decision but not to 
the Applicant’s 
interpretation of the 
decision. The judgment 
also clearly states that: 
“…where the proposed 
development would affect 
a listed building or its 
setting in different ways, 
some positive and some 
negative, the decision 
maker may legitimately 
conclude that although 
each of the effects has an 
impact, taken together 
there is no overall adverse 
effect…” (LUC emphasis).  

For the decision-maker to 
be able to reach a 
conclusion, applicants 
need to provide 
information on all the 
effects of the proposal 
both harmful and 
beneficial, to enable the 
decision-maker to 
undertake the balancing 
exercise. By carrying out 
the balancing exercise on 
behalf of the decision-
maker, the Applicant is 
asserting their own 

indicative criteria 
contained in Table 2.1 of 
ES Vol 3 (December 2018) 
and by associated 
discursive analysis and 
qualitative text, which is 
informed by relevant 
legislation, planning policy 
and guidance (set out in 
Section 3 of the ES Vol 3).  

Paragraphs 2.13-2.20 of 
ES Vol 3 describe the 
methodology for assessing 
the significance (referred 
to as ‘heritage value’ in the 
assessment) of built 
heritage receptors, 
including reference to the 
NPPF’s definition of 
significance (for heritage 
policy) which has informed 
the methodology and 
assessment. This definition 
is reaffirmed by Historic 
England’s Historic 
Environment Good Practice 
Advice in Planning Note 2 
(GPA2): Managing 
Significance in Decision-
Taking in the Historic 
Environment (2015), which 
confirms that the 
significance of a heritage 
asset is the sum of its 
archaeological, 
architectural, historic and 

methodology but has not 
supplied the information 
requested under 
Regulation 25.  

In the interests of 
allowing the scheme to 
progress to 
determination, it is 
appropriate to ‘agree to 
disagree’; no further 
information is requested. 

As indicated in our 
previous response, it is 
recommended that WCC 
consider beneficial and 
adverse impacts on 
heritage assets in their 
own right to ensure that 
the authority’s 
obligations under the 
Planning (Listed 
Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 
1990, as amended, and 
NPPF are appropriately 
discharged.  
 

 

                                               
18 Historic England’s 2015 GPA note 2 Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic Environment (p.2) states that an assessment of significance should understand the nature of significance, 
the extent of that significance and the level of that significance. Table 2.1 of the ES details how the level of significance was assessed but not the values against which significance was established. GPA 
note 2 outlines the process for managing significance, but not the methodology for assessing it. For that, it refers to Historic England’s 2008 document Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for 
the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment as a means to assessing the nature of the significance of a heritage asset. Equally, consideration against the components of significance set out 
in the glossary to NPPF is acceptable (archaeological, architectural, aesthetic, artistic or historical interest).  
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regard has been given to all 
heritage receptors identified 
and the methodology is 
considered appropriate for 
assessing relevant impacts. 

In addition, the matrix 
based analysis in the ES Vol 
3 is supported by qualitative 
assessment text describing 
the effects, and a final 
professional judgement 
about their heritage value is 
drawn. This is necessary 
because this is not a strict 
quantitative process and 
some of these 
considerations will depend 
on expert judgements. 
Accordingly, there is an 
emphasis on narrative text 
throughout ES Vol 3 to 
describe the receptors and 
the judgements in regard to 
the significance of the 
identified effects. 

The matrix must, in other 
words, be read together 
with discursive analysis 
because of the nature of 
heritage value. Where there 
is potential for benefits 
and/or harm to heritage 
receptors, this is clearly 
identified and can be taken 
into account by the planning 
authority as appropriate. 

We note the LUC ES Review 
does not afford comparable 
weight to the judgement of 
Lewison LJ in Palmer v 
Herefordshire Council 

assessment of the overall 
impact, rather than 
presenting evidence from 
which the deciding body 
may draw their own, 
balanced conclusions. In 
addition to the 
interpretation of case law 
being potentially 
erroneous, this 
undermines the purpose of 
EIA as an objective 
assessment of significant 
environmental effects. 

As such, the response 
from the Applicant does 
not address the request. If 
no further information is 
provided then it is 
recommended that WCC 
consider beneficial and 
adverse impacts on 
heritage assets in their 
own right and do not use 
the Applicant’s assessment 
of the overall/ net impact 
as the basis for their 
decision making.  
The Applicant’s response 
has not satisfactorily 
addressed the initial 
query.  Further 
information under 
Regulation 25 is sought. 

artist interest. In forming a 
judgement on the heritage 
value of built heritage 
receptors, due regard has 
been paid to the relevant 
Historic England guidance.  

Table 2.1 of ES Vol 3 is not 
an absolute criteria and 
does not automatically 
ascribe a heritage value to 
a heritage receptor. In line 
with best practice, the 
matrix based analysis is 
supported by discursive 
analysis and qualitative 
text informed by relevant 
legislation, planning policy 
and guidance (set out in 
Section 3 of the ES Vol 3 
and including Historic 
England’s Historic 
Environment Good Practice 
Advice in Planning Note 2: 
Managing Significance in 
Decision-Taking in the 
Historic Environment 
(2015) and Historic 
Environment Good Practice 
Advice in Planning Note 3: 
The Setting of Heritage 
Assets (2017)) describing 
the heritage value of a 
heritage receptor and a 
final professional 
judgement about their 
heritage value is drawn. 
This is necessary because 
this is not a strict 
quantitative process and 
some considerations 
depend on expert 
judgements. Accordingly, 
there is an emphasis on 
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Reassessment 
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[2016] EWCA 1061. This 
does not influence the 
methodology or 
determination of heritage 
value or description of likely 
significant effects in Vol 3 of 
the ES. The impact of the 
Proposed Development on 
heritage receptors have 
been assessed taking into 
account all of the impacts 
that the development would 
have. Section 3 of Vol 3 of 
the ES explains that the 
Palmer v Herefordshire 
Council [2016] EWCA 1061 
judgement is a 
consideration when 
determining the 
acceptability of proposals in 
terms of policy and purports 
that when deciding whether 
NPPF [196] is engaged one 
strikes an internal heritage 
balance first, weighing up 
heritage harm versus 
heritage benefits. NPPF 
[196] is only engaged 
where, overall, the scheme 
would cause heritage harm. 

Alternatively, the heritage 
benefits would have to be 
weighed in favour of the 
grant of permission in 
striking the NPPF [196] 
balance, i.e. they must be 
considered as a separate 
public benefit. In either 
scenario the heritage 
benefits must of course not 
be double counted. Where 
there is potential for 
benefits and/or harm to 

narrative text throughout 
ES Vol 3 (December 2018) 
to describe the receptors 
and also the judgements in 
regard to the significance 
of identified effects.  

This has been considered 
an acceptable approach by 
local planning authorities 
and the planning 
inspectorate and is part of 
an assessment 
methodology that is the 
product of legislation, 
policy and best practice 
guidance.  

Due and proportionate 
regard has been given to 
all heritage receptors 
identified and the 
methodology is considered 
appropriate for assessing 
relevant impacts. Historic 
England have not 
requested any revision to 
the assessment 
methodology or the 
conclusions of ES Vol 3 
(December 2018) or the 
Addendum (April 2019).  

We enclose an overview of 
the assessment framework 
for built heritage receptors 
for reference.  

We note that LUC’s Review 
Report (August 2019) 
states that if no further 
information is provided 
LUC recommend that WCC 
consider impacts on 
heritage assets in their 
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heritage receptors, this is 
clearly identified in Vol 3 of 
the ES and can be taken 
into account by the planning 
authority as appropriate. 

own right and do not use 
the Applicant’s assessment 
of the overall/ net impact 
as the basis for their 
decision making.  

BH11 Regulation 
25 

The Applicant is 
requested to provide 
more detail to 
explain how the 
requirements of 
sections 18(3)(c) and 
(d) of the EIA 
Regulations have 
been met by noting 
any issues raised by 
consultees at pre-
application stage and 
explaining how they 
have been addressed 
to arrive at the final 
design proposal. 

As detailed in the Executive 
Summary, Section 1, 7 and 
12 of ES Vol 3, the 
Proposed Development has 
been subject to extensive 
pre-application consultation 
and the design has been 
refined through the design 
development process to 
respond to consultees 
comments where 
practicable. 

Further to the above, the 
whole suite of application 
documents should be 
considered. Particularly the 
Planning Statement, 
Statement of Community 
Involvement and Design 
and Access Statement, 
which provide further detail 
on issues raised by 
consultees and subsequent 
design responses have been 
addressed to arrive at the 
final design proposal. 

Subsequent to submission 
in December 2018, the 
design of the Proposed 
Development has been 
amended and an addendum 
to the application 
submitted. Consultation 
comments received during 
the post application 
submission consultation 

Acceptable 

The information provided 
confirms that the main 
reasons for the location 
that was chosen were 
financial, practical and in 
response to the brief 
requirement for the 
development to be 
‘sufficiently prominent’, 
rather than environmental 
factors, which were not a 
consideration in 
determining the location of 
the proposal. 

As stated before, the 
assertions made in the ES 
that a design has been 
amended in response to 
consultee comments is not 
proof that it has been 
done and details should 
have been included within 
the ES in order to clearly 
demonstrate compliance 
with the regulations. 

This is considered not to 
be further information 
under Regulation 25 and 
no further clarification is 
sought. 

 

 

N/A N/A 
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period have been 
considered and the design 
amended in response. The 
full suite of submission 
documents should be 
reviewed, which provide 
relevant details of the 
updated design. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BH12 Regulation 
25 

The Applicant is 
requested to provide 
a comparison of the 
impact of this 
proposal with other 
iterations of the 
design and an 
explanation of 
specifically what 
changes were made 
to it to take account 
of the effects on the 
historic environment. 

As detailed above, Vol 3 of 
the ES and relevant 
supporting documents 
including the Planning 
Statement, Statement of 
Community Involvement 
and Design and Access 
Statement provide details of 
how the design has evolved 
from international design 
competition winning concept 
to the final submitted 
design. 

The competition winning 
design has been developed 
with specialist heritage, 
townscape and visual advice 
and through extensive 
consultation with key 
stakeholders and statutory 
consultees including 
Westminster City Council, 
the Greater London 
Authority (GLA) and Historic 
England. Detailed design 
refinements to address 
heritage receptors have 
included improvements to 
the immediate setting of the 
Buxton Memorial, ensuring 
that the height of the 
memorial fins are 
deferential to that of the 

Not Acceptable 

The explanation of 
changes made to the 
design of the learning 
centre in relation to the 
Buxton Memorial is 
welcomed; however, 
beyond this the response 
provides no additional 
information to that already 
presented in the ES. 
Again, asserting that 
improvements have been 
made to an asset’s setting 
is not evidence that the 
regulations have been 
complied with.  

It is also not clear how the 
creation of a raised 
landscaped area or 
‘improved landscaping’ are 
changes made specifically 
to take account of the 
effects on the historic 
environment. In order to 
clearly demonstrate 
compliance with the 
regulations, the process of 
design refinement and the 
effect of these changes on 
the historic environment 
should have been included 

Vol 3 of the ES (December 
2018) and the Addendum 
(April 2019) assesses the 
impacts of the proposed 
development as submitted 
and, as per Schedule 4 of 
the EIA Regulations, the 
emphasis is on the “main” 
or “significant” 
environmental effects to 
which the proposed 
development is likely to 
give rise.  

As detailed in the 
Executive Summary, 
Section 1, 7 and 12 of ES 
Vol 3 (December 2018) 
and the ES Addendum 
(April 2019), the proposed 
development has been 
subject to extensive pre-
application consultation 
and the design has been 
refined through the design 
development process to 
respond to consultees 
comments where 
practicable. It has been 
developed with specialist 
heritage, townscape and 
visual advice and through 
consultation with key 
stakeholders and statutory 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
provided additional 
information on design 
iterations, although this 
remains high-level, 
somewhat fragmentary 
and only loosely tied to 
the actual assessment of 
effects on heritage 
assets and attempts to 
avoid/mitigate effects 
thereon. 

In the interests of 
allowing the scheme to 
progress to 
determination, it is 
appropriate to ‘agree to 
disagree’; no further 
information is requested. 

WCC is advised that, in 
line with responses to 
key issues above, 
officers should draw their 
own conclusions on the 
extent to which the 
effects of the scheme on 
the historic environment 
has influenced the 
design to a meaningful 
degree. While there is no 
doubt that changes have 
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Buxton Memorial and 
enables views of the Palaces 
of Westminster from the 
new courtyard, improved 
landscaping and the 
creation of new raised 
landscaped area from which 
views of the Westminster 
WHS can be appreciated, 
and detailed consideration 
of potential impacts on the 
mature trees around the 
perimeter of Victoria Tower 
Gardens. 

Subsequent to submission 
in December 2018, the 
design of the Proposed 
Development has been 
amended and an addendum 
to the application 
submitted. Consultation 
comments received during 
the post application 
submission consultation 
period have been 
considered and the design 
amended in response. The 
full suite of submission 
documents should be 
reviewed, which provide 
relevant details of the 
updated design. 

within the ES BH Chapter. 

The Applicant’s response 
has not satisfactorily 
addressed the initial 
query.  Further 
information under 
Regulation 25 is sought. 

consultees including 
Westminster City Council, 
the Greater London 
Authority (GLA) and 
Historic England (including 
presentation to Historic 
England’s London Advisory 
Committee on 25 
September 2018).  

Relevant Sections in the ES 
and submission documents 
provide details of 
alternative designs 
considered and how the 
design has evolved 
through various iterations 
to address site constraints 
(including built heritage 
receptors) and consultee 
comments and specialist 
advice. For example, see 
Chapter 4 of the ES and 
Section 3 and 4 of the 
Design and Access 
Statement (December 
2018) and Design and 
Access Addendum (April 
2019). Vol 3 of the ES 
(December 2018) and the 
Addendum (April 2019) 
and relevant supporting 
documents including the 
Planning Statement, 
Statement of Community 
Involvement also provide 
details of how the design 
has evolved from 
international design 
competition winning 
concept to the final 
submitted design and 
subsequent amendment.  

been made and that, 
arguably, these have 
improved the scheme 
and reduced some of its 
effects, there is little 
rigorous consideration of 
how harm has been 
reduced. 
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Subsequent to submission 
in December 2018, the 
design of the proposed 
development was amended 
and an addendum to the 
application submitted. 
These changes are detailed 
in the supporting 
addendum documents. 
Consultation comments 
received during the post 
application submission 
consultation period were 
considered, including from 
Historic England (ref. 
P01021522 and dated 
01/03/2019). Historic 
England’s consultation 
response to the Addendum 
(April 2019) (ref. 
P01021522 and dated 
16/05/2019) 
acknowledged the changes 
made to the design, 
welcoming the reduced 
footprint of the learning 
centre and describing the 
design changes to the 
entrance pavilion and 
memorial courtyard as 
positive.  

We provide an overview of 
the changes to the design 
to address potential 
impacts on built heritage 
receptors that were made 
during the pre-application 
design development stage 
and as part of the 
subsequent post 
submission amendment, 
which are set out in the 
relevant submission 
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documents, below:  

 To ensure the 
retention of the 
existing mature 
plane trees that 
line the perimeter 
of the park and 
help frame views 
towards Victoria 
Tower and the 
Palace of 
Westminster, 
which are integral 
to the significance 
of the Grade II 
registered 
landscape of 
Victoria Tower 
Gardens, the built 
footprint of the 
proposals has 
been altered and 
informed by tree 
root protection 
areas, tree 
surveys and 
arboricultural 
factors.  

 The design of the 
entrance pavilion 
design has been 
altered to address 
pre-application 
feedback and post 
submission 
feedback from 
Historic England 
and other 
consultees with a 
reduction in scale, 
footprint and a 
more transparent 
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appearance as 
detailed in the 
relevant 
Addendum (April 
2019) documents.  

 The design has 
considered in 
detail potential 
impacts on the 
Buxton Memorial 
and seeks to 
improve its 
setting with new 
seating and 
landscaping and 
to provide new 
interpretation 
material. The 
memorial fins 
were moved so 
that the Buxton 
Memorial could 
stand in front of 
the memorial to 
allow the 
retention of the 
axial view of the 
memorial along 
Dean Stanley 
Street. The height 
of the fins were 
reduced to ensure 
that they are 
deferential to that 
of the Buxton 
Memorial and 
enable views of 
the Palaces of 
Westminster from 
the new 
courtyard.  

 The option to 
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move the Buxton 
Memorial was 
considered but 
following design 
alterations 
(reduction of the 
memorial fin 
heights, 
positioning of the 
fins, landscaping 
improvements to 
its immediate 
setting, new 
interpretation, 
scope for reviving 
its function as a 
water fountain 
and the resonance 
of co-location), 
consultation with 
WCC and potential 
risks associated 
with moving the 
structure it was 
decided it was 
more appropriate 
to retain the 
Buxton Memorial 
in situ.  

 The appearance, 
scale and form of 
the above ground 
elements of the 
memorial 
(including the 
learning centre, 
courtyard and 
entrance pavilion) 
have been 
designed to 
respond, and 
remain 
subservient to, 
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the Houses of 
Parliament/Palace 
of Westminster.  

 The proposed 
raised landscaping 
on top of the 
memorial has 
been modified to 
ensure it is 
accessible to the 
public and that 
new views of the 
Houses of 
Parliament/Palace 
of Westminster 
can be 
appreciated.  

 The proposed 
footpath network 
has been 
designed to 
improve links 
between the listed 
statues, which will 
remain in their 
current positions.  

 Hard and soft 
landscaping 
improvements 
and associated 
management 
regimes to 
facilitate visitor 
movement around 
the park and 
maintenance of 
the gardens and 
UKHMLC.  

 Retention of 
playground use 
and improved 
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provision, which is 
a positive feature 
of Victoria Tower 
Gardens and the 
Westminster 
Abbey and 
Parliament Square 
Conservation 
Area.  

 Retention of the 
Spicer Memorial, 
which is a positive 
feature of the 
Victoria Tower 
Gardens and 
Westminster 
Abbey and 
Parliament Square 
Conservation 
Area.  

 The design has 
been informed by 
a Visitor 
Management 
Strategy to 
manage impact of 
new visitors on 
the park and 
associated built 
heritage 
receptors.  

The design has been 
informed by a 
Construction 
Management Plan to 
manage construction 
impacts on the park and 
associated built heritage 
receptors.. 
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BH13 Regulation 
25 

The Applicant is 
requested to consider 
the impact of the 
whole scheme on the 
historic environment 
and not just the 
principal memorial 
building, as well as 
the impact of 
individual 
components of the 
scheme. 

Section 2 of ES Vol 3 
explains the methodologies 
employed for the 
assessment of baseline 
conditions and the 
determination of likely 
significance of effects. Due 
and proportionate regard 
has been given to all 
heritage receptors identified 
and the methodology and 
baseline, including 
assessment of heritage 
value, is considered 
appropriate and sufficient 
for assessing relevant 
impacts and is part of an 
assessment methodology 
that is the product of 
legislation, policy and best 
practice guidance. 

The HTVIA is supported by 
accurate visual 
representations (AVRs) of 
the Proposed Development 
from 22 viewpoints. In 
addition, the consideration 
of impacts has been made 
based on the assessor’s 
knowledge of the Proposed 
Development and the 
submitted application 
information including, the 
Design and Access 
Statement and full set of 
architectural plans prepared 
by Adjaye Associates. 

The assessment has 
considered the impact of the 
Proposed Development as a 
whole on relevant heritage 
receptors and their settings. 

Not Acceptable 

The HTVIA, whilst useful in 
assessing the visual 
impact, cannot consider 
the range of heritage 
values and the effect of 
the proposal on them. 

There are still aspects of 
the proposal, as detailed in 
6.30 of the May 2019 LUC 
review that have not been 
addressed. As such, the 
assessment of the impact 
of the proposal on heritage 
assets is only a partial 
assessment of the impact 
of the whole scheme. 

The Applicant’s response 
has not satisfactorily 
addressed the initial 
query.  Further 
information under 
Regulation 25 is sought.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The assessment has 
considered the impact of 
the proposed development 
as a whole, not just the 
principal UKHLMC building, 
on relevant heritage 
receptors and their 
settings. Furthermore, 
judgement is an essential 
part of this process and 
that is conveyed in 
discursive text. The 
emphasis of Schedule 4 of 
the EIA Regulations is on 
the “main” or “significant” 
environmental effects to 
which a development is 
likely to give rise and the 
ES should be proportionate 
and not be any longer than 
is necessary to assess 
properly those effects.  

The specific assessment for 
each receptor and the 
range of likely effects is 
detailed in Section 8, 9 and 
10 of ES Vol 3 (December 
2018) and the Addendum 
(April 2019) and should be 
considered accordingly. As 
should Section 12 and the 
Executive Summary of ES 
Vol 3 (December 2018) 
and the Addendum (April 
2019), which provide a 
summary of the impacts of 
the proposed development 
and relevant 
considerations.  

The HTVIA is supported by 
accurate visual 
representations (AVRs) of 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
provided additional text 
on the effects of the 
scheme as a whole, 
although careful reading 
of this simply confirms 
that much of the 
requested information 
was, and remains, 
absent from the ES (i.e. 
material in the Design 
and Access Statement is 
explicitly not part of the 
ES).  

The ES broadly contains 
sufficient information to 
facilitate WCC in 
reaching a decision. In 
the interests of allowing 
the scheme to progress 
to determination, no 
further information is 
requested. 
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Furthermore, judgement is 
an essential part of this 
process and that is 
conveyed in discursive text. 
The emphasis of Schedule 4 
of the EIA Regulations is on 
the “main” or “significant” 
environmental effects to 
which a development is 
likely to give rise and the ES 
should be proportionate and 
not be any longer than is 
necessary to assess 
properly those effects. 

The specific assessment for 
each receptor and the range 
of likely effects is detailed in 
Section 8, 9 and 10 of ES 
Vol 3 and should be 
considered accordingly. As 
should Section 12 and the 
Executive Summary of ES 
Vol 3, which provide a 
summary of the impacts of 
the Proposed Development 
and relevant considerations. 

the proposed development 
from 22 viewpoints. In 
addition, the consideration 
of impacts has been made 
based on the assessor’s 
knowledge of the proposed 
development and the 
submitted application 
information including, the 
Design and Access 
Statement and full set of 
architectural plans 
prepared by Adjaye 
Associates.  

Relevant parts of the 
assessment where specific 
elements described in 
paragraph 6.30 of the May 
2019 LUC review are 
considered as part of the 
assessment include:  

 Changes to path 
networks  

o See Section 5, 
8, 10 of ES 
Vol 3 and 
Section 3 of 
the 
Addendum 
(April 2019)  

o See Verified 
Views 16, 21, 
20, 17, 18, 
19, 11, 22 
and 9.  

o See Sections 
4.1, 4.2, 4.3 
of the Design 
and Access 
Statement  
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 Rebuilding of the 
refreshments 
kiosk  

o See Section 
10 of ES Vol 3 
and Section 3 
of the 
Addendum 
(April 2019)  

o See Verified 
Views 9, 12  

o See Section 
4.3 of the 
Design and 
Access 
Statement  

 Repositioning of 
the Spicer 
Memorial  

o See Section 
10 of ES Vol 3 
and Section 3 
of the 
Addendum 
(April 2019)  

o See Verified 
View 19  

o See Section 
4.3 of the 
Design and 
Access 
Statement  

 New hard and soft 
landscaping and 
lighting across the 
site  

o See Sections 
8, 9, 10, 12 of 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

Es Vol 3 and 
Section 3 of 
the 
Addendum 
(April 2019)  

o See Verified 
View 18, 19, 
21, 22  

o See Section 
4.2, 4.3 of the 
Design and 
Access 
Statement  

Archaeology 

ARCH 1 Clarification The Applicant is to 
clarify that the DBA 
is compliant with 
GLAAS guidance  

Yes - GLAAS is a body of 
Historic England. The DBA is 
compliant with Historic 
England and CIfA Guidance 

Not Acceptable  

The Applicant’s response 
has omitted the word 
“guidance” from the May 
2019 LUC review comment 
in their ‘Summary of 
Clarifications Required 
from Applicant’ and their 
response does not make 
clear whether or not their 
work is compliant with the 
specific GLAAS document 
cited in the clarification. 
They state instead that 
GLAAS is a part of Historic 
England and that the DBA 
is compliant with Historic 
England guidance.  

The Applicant had already 
stated compliance with 
some specific guidance 
from Historic England in 
the ES and supporting 
documents. Their response 
does not address the 

The results of the 
geophysical survey carried 
out by SUMO have been 
included and summarised 
in section 5.3 of the DDBA, 
August 2019 and the full 
report is provided in 
Appendix E. The 
geophysical report has 
been included in the data 
package issued to GLAAS. 

Acceptable  

Whilst the Applicant’s 
written response again 
does not explicitly 
reference compliance 
with the GLAAS 
guidance, the updates to 
the DBA presented as 
Appendix F (hereafter 
referred to as ‘updated 
DBA’) includes an explicit 
reference to compliance 
with this guidance. In 
addition, compliance was 
confirmed by the expert 
preparing chapter (Alan 
Ford) during the meeting 
held with the Applicant 
on 28/08/2019. 

No further clarification is 
sought.  
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

specific point raised 
regarding the DBA’s 
compliance with the 
GLAAS guidance, though 
could be read as inferring 
that it is.  

The Applicant is requested 
to state clearly in a 
subsequent clarification 
whether or not the DBA is 
compliant with the GLAAS 
guidance document.    

ARCH 2 Clarification The Applicant is to 
review the treatment 
of built heritage 
assets within the ES 
as a whole and to 
consider removing 
them from this 
chapter if any 
updates are to be 
made to it as a result 
of this review.  

Built heritage elements are 
referred to for 
completeness; in as far as 
they are designated 
heritage assets. 

Not Acceptable  

The Applicant summarises 
our point on this issue in 
the ‘Summary of 
Clarifications Required 
from Applicant’ and 
appears to miss the thrust 
of the issue raised. This 
was that the presence of 
these built heritage assets 
in the Archaeology 
chapter, in addition to 
discussion of them in the 
TVBHIA, could look like 
double counting.  

The Applicant has stated in 
their response that they 
are there for 
“completeness”. It would 
be helpful if the Applicant 
could further clarify what 
they mean by 
“completeness” and what 
this aims to achieve in the 
context of this chapter 
(since these assets are 
present in the ES within 
the TVBHIA section).  

All references to built 
heritage have been 
removed however; 
references to WHS and 
RPG have been left as the 
latter will see a physical 
effect and archaeology 
associated with the former 
could be present. This has 
been updated in the DDBA, 
August 2019 (Section 1.3).   

Acceptable  

The Applicant has 
adequately addressed 
this point by retaining 
within the text of the 
updated DBA only those 
designated heritage 
assets pertinent to the 
scope of its assessment 
and clarified why Listed 
Buildings are not 
discussed within it. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

The Applicant should 
consider adding text which 
clarifies their presence in 
this Chapter and directs 
readers to the TVBHIA for 
consideration of these 
assets. 

ARCH 3 Clarification The Applicant is to 
clarify why the GPR 
report is not 
appended to the ES 
as envisaged by the 
SR and encouraged 
to submit it with 
their IRR response 
since it will aid 
understanding of 
their conclusions 
upon effects to 
archaeology. 

This will be done. This will 
be appended to the DBA 
once it has been updated to 
include the on-going ground 
investigation results. 

Not Acceptable  

The Applicant states that 
the GPR will be appended 
to an updated DBA but it is 
not made clear when this 
will occur.   

The Applicant is requested 
to clarify when the 
updated DBA will be 
submitted and whether 
this will be as part of the 
planning submission (i.e. 
could be considered as 
‘within’ the ES and hence 
fulfilling the statement on 
its inclusion in the SR). 

The GPR was completed in 
2017 and has been used to 
inform subsequent 
assessment and fieldwork. 
The report (Appendix A of 
the Geophysical Survey 
Report, September 2017) 
has been submitted to 
WCC and GLAAS. GLAAS 
has signalled they are 
happy with it. Use of GPR 
results in development of 
subsequent fieldwork 
programme has been 
clarified in the DBBA, 
August 2019. The 
geophysical survey report 
is provided in Appendix E 
of the DDBA, August 2019 
and was included in the 
data package issued to 
GLAAS. 

 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has now 
submitted the updated 
DBA as part of the 
application. This contains 
the GPR report 
(Appendix E of the 
updated DBA) and fulfils 
the requirement 
established by the SR for 
provision of this 
information to the 
decision maker. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

ARCH 4 Clarification The Applicant is to 
clarify the timing and 
status of the initial 
programme of works 
developed following 
pre-application 
consultation with 
GLAAS. 

An initial archaeological and 
geoarchaeological watching 
brief has been carried out 
on WSP boreholes and trial 
pits. The sub-contractor 
(MOLA) has produced an 
interim report on the results 
of these investigations 
which will be used for 
further consultation and to 
progress a methodology for 

Not Acceptable  

The Applicant has provided 
detail on the works 
undertaken thus far and 
that further phases of 
boreholes are proposed. It 
is not clear whether these 
boreholes would be 
specifically archaeological 
in nature or whether they 

This is subject to an 
iterative process. A 
purposive 
geoarchaeological 
programme of boreholes 
has now been completed 
(July 2019).  Based on the 
available evidence, there is 
not considered to be 
remains of schedulable 
quality within the Site. 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has 
clarified the timing and 
status of the initial 
programme of evaluation 
works for the site and 
explained how any 
remaining works are 
likely to progress in 
consultation with WCC’s 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

mitigation. A full report on 
the GI monitoring is 
forthcoming and the results 
being used to plan further 
boreholes to recover 
sediment dating. 

are planned as pre-
determination works.  

The Applicant is to provide 
further clarification on the 
nature of the forthcoming 
boreholes and whether 
their results will be 
available to inform 
determination of the 
application. 

These would have included 
the remains of the 
medieval mill and 
slaughter house located 
outside the footprint of the 
proposed development 
area. The results of the 
Phase 2 GI works will be 
used in the refinement of 
the sub surface deposit 
model to clarify the nature 
of palaeogeology on the 
site.  

GLAAS appreciate 
problems with large scale 
evaluation trenching within 
the Registered Park ahead 
of consent and with the 
iterative approach taken 
appear comfortable to 
push full evaluation to post 
consent.   

Details have been provided 
and updates in the DBBA, 
August 2019  

(Sections 5.1, 5.2 and 5.4 
and Executive Summary). 

 

archaeological advisor 
GLAAS. 

The results of initial site 
evaluation, through 
geophysical survey 
(GPR) and 
geoarchaeological 
watching brief and 
reporting, are included 
within the updated DBA 
(Appendices E to G) and 
inform its revised 
conclusions on effects. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

ARCH 5 Clarification As part of any 
revisions to the 
chapter and DBA 
following this IRR, 
the Applicant is to 
add reference to the 
site’s position within 
an APA and review 
description of 
archaeological 
heritage assets 
associated with 

The GLAAS APA review for 
Westminster was completed 
in March 2017. The CoW’s 
City Plan was adopted in 
2016. Therefore, the revised 
APA’s were not formally 
adopted, and will not be 
until the plan is 
reviewed/amended (CoW’s 
Policies map is of 2016). 
The reference to the 
Thorney Island and 

Not Acceptable  

The Applicant states that 
the Westminster and 
Thorney Island APA was 
not been considered since 
it derives from a 
reassessment of APAs in 
the City of Westminster 
(CoW) by GLAAS which is 
not yet adopted by the 
CoW.  

Reference to this has been 
included in the DDBA, 
August 2019 (section 6).  

We are consulting regularly 
with GLAAS principal and 
science advisor with results 
from GI works ongoing 
informing what to do next. 
Results to date indicate 
that the balance of 
probability is that there are 
no archaeological remains 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has added 
reference to 
archaeological remains 
associated with the 
Thorney Island APA to 
the updated DBA. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

Victoria Tower 
Gardens and amend 
as necessary 

Lundenwic APA is as of the 
previous iteration of 
Westminster’s APAs, which 
would be covered by CoW’s 
heritage policies. If the 
revised APAs were included 
they would be as a material 
consideration only, we 
therefore would rather not 
include. 

Notwithstanding, the 
GLAAS reassessment will 
represent a robust source 
of information on 
archaeological potential 
within a borough since it is 
a systematic and recent 
reconsideration of APAs 
that were often outdated 
and also sometimes 
devised using an unclear 
methodology. As such, 
even when not yet 
adopted, revised APAs 
would usually be 
considered amongst the 
baseline information for an 
ES development lying 
within one.  

The Applicant is 
recommended to confirm 
that the Westminster and 
Thorney Island APA does 
not raise any baseline 
aspects not already 
considered within the ES 
and supporting studies.  

The Applicant’s response 
makes no reference to the 
issue raised regarding 
heritage assets associated 
with Victoria Tower 
Gardens. The Applicant is 
to respond to this aspect 
of the clarification. 

of likely schedulable 
quality within the site.  

No (rare) buried parkland 
features of high 
significance are expected 
to be present and no 
famous parkland designer 
was involved in their 
creation (all 
borough/corporation 
work). We now know from 
the GI test pit monitoring 
that homogeneous topsoil 
was imported onto the site 
to a depth of c. 1.2m 
during creation of the park 
in late C19th.undertaken 
and 

ARCH 6 Clarification As part of any 
revisions to the DBA 
following this IRR, 
the Applicant is to 
add statements on 
the likely level of 

Noted. The updated DBA 
will include this. 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has stated 
that this will be provided. 
No further clarification, 
other than the request for 
a timescale for the 

N/A N/A 
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Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
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2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 
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Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

significance to 
discussion of assets 
related to riverine 
exploitation and 
palaeoenvironmental 
remains. 

availability of the revised 
DBA raised under ARCH 3, 
is sought on this aspect.  

ARCH 7 Clarification As part of any 
revisions to the ES 
chapter following this 
IRR, the Applicant is 
to add either 
summary text on 
why asset values 
have been ascribed 
or a cross-reference 
to where in the DBA 
this appears. 

The DBA will not be updated 
until all the GI works have 
been completed, this is 
therefore not practical. 

Acceptable  

The Applicant’s contention 
that this is not practical 
due to the timescale for 
DBA update is accepted.  

No further clarification is 
sought at this point but, if 
for any reason there are 
updates or addenda to the 
ES, the Applicant is to 
consider adding the cross-
referencing text to aid 
transparency of the 
assessment.  

N/A N/A 

ARCH 8 Clarification The Applicant is to 
clarify the values 
ascribed to assets in 
‘Conservation 
Principles’ 
terminology, e.g. via 
an updated Table 
8.7. 

Comment refers to 
standardisation of 
terminology to Conservation 
Principles. This follows 
standard practice of the 
principles included within 
Historic England’s Policies 
and Guidance of the 
Sustainable Management of 
the Historic Environment 
2008. We don’t feel any 
further clarification is 
required. 

Not Acceptable  

The Applicant states that 
no clarification is required 
but they have not engaged 
with the issue raised. 
Namely that they state 
they use a ‘Conservation 
Principles’ approach but 
then use a wording for 
asset values which is 
similar to, but somewhat 
divergent from that given 
in the ‘Conservation 
Principles’.  

This is likely to confuse 
non-specialist readers and 
the decision maker is 
worthy of some 
clarification (i.e. ‘for the 

Terminology used in the ES 
in the context of 
Conservation Principles is 
reflective of that of the 
rest of the EIA.  

Historic England’s 
Conservation Principles 
refers to the “Historical 
Value” of an asset. In the 
ES in Tables 9-2 and 9-7 
we have used the phrase 
“historic value” . This 
would be considered 
synonymous with 
“Historical Value”  and 
was an accidental typo in 
the ES. Furthermore, Table 
9-7 contains a reference to 
“associated value”  which 
is a sub-value of Historical 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has 
provided text explaining 
how the terms used 
within the ES and DBA 
equate to the 
Conservation Principles 
terminology in their 
review response. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 
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Ref Request 
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Original Request 
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Environmental 
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2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 
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Applicant Response 
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(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

purposes of the ES 
‘historic’ equates to the 
‘Conservation Principles’ 
‘…’’) if not an entirely 
revised Table 8.7.  

If no updates or addenda 
to the ES are to be made, 
the Applicant is requested 
to consider providing the 
equation of their ES values 
to the ‘Conservation 
Principles’ terms via the 
medium of a response to 
this request for 
clarification. 

Value as outlined in the 
Conservation Principles.  

Section 6.2 of the updated 
DDBA, August 2019 
outlines the potential and 
significance of 
archaeological survival. 

ARCH 9 Clarification The Applicant is to 
review how 
construction and 
operational period 
effects prior to 
mitigation are 
presented in 
summary tables and 
provide and, if 
necessary, updated 
tables. 

Through consultation with 
GLAAS we have agreed that 
the DBA will include the 
results of all the GI works. 
We don’t think it is 
necessary to update the 
tables in retrospect. GLAAS 
is comfortable with further 
evaluative fieldwork post 
consent. 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has declined 
to update the tables and 
has stated that the revised 
DBA will include the 
results of the GIS works.  

This was not the point 
raised, rather that the 
table tilting and some 
headings have the 
potential to be confusing 
and that there seems to be 
a table summarising 
operational effects 
missing.  

No further clarification is 
sought at this point but, if 
for any reason there are 
updates or addenda to the 
ES, the Applicant is to 
consider addressing these 
issues and provide text to 
aid transparency of the 
assessment. 

N/A N/A 
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Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
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Applicant Response (July 
2019) 
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Applicant Response 
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Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

ARCH 10 Clarification The Applicant is to 
review the summary 
of archaeological 
context and assets in 
the NTS and amend 
as necessary 

As above. Not Acceptable  

The Applicant states that 
their response is ‘as 
above’ but the 
immediately above 
response (to ARCH 9) 
relates to effect tables and 
it’s not made clear which 
of the preceding nine 
responses we are to refer 
to.  

The Applicant is requested 
to provide a specific 
response to this 
clarification.   

The wording in the current 
NTS has been reviewed 
and recent fieldwork has 
not identified any new 
effects and therefore we do 
not think the NTS needs to 
be updated.   

The NTS is prepared to be 
a short non-technical 
summary of the 
Environmental Statement 
focusing on the significant 
effects, therefore the 
summary has been kept 
brief and simple. 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has 
reviewed the NTS and 
stated that no updates 
to it are required. 

The decision maker is to 
note that the updated 
DBA presents a 
reassessment of the 
assets likely to be 
present and whether or 
not they will be subject 
to effects. This is 
presented in Section 8 of 
the updated DBA, with a 
summary table 
presented at Table 8-1, 
and will provide the 
most succinct and up-to-
date summary of the 
scheme’s effects to 
archaeological heritage 
assets.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

ARCH 11 Regulation 
25 

The Applicant is 
advised to bring 
evaluative works 
forward and use it to 
inform a revised 
assessment of effects 
so that a sounder 
understanding of the 
effects on 
archaeological 
heritage assets is 
available to the 
decision maker as 
part of an addendum 
to the ES.  

DBA will be updated in line 
with GLAAS comments. It is 
not considered an ES 
Addendum is also required. 

Not Acceptable  

The Applicant states that 
the DBA will be updated to 
answer issues raised by 
GLAAS on the application 
but no ES Addendum is 
required.  

This does not address the 
point made which was that 
the application seemed to 
lack sufficiently robust 
information, informed by 
fieldwork, on the nature of 
archaeology present and, 
consequently, what the 

This is subject to an 
iterative process. We are 
consulting regularly with 
GLAAS principal and 
science advisor with results 
from GI works undertaken 
and ongoing informing 
what to do next. 

GLAAS are to date 
comfortable that results of 
the fieldwork undertaken 
so far indicate that the 
balance of probability is 
that there are no 
archaeological remains of 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has 
clarified the status and 
timing of evaluation 
works and the revised 
DBA includes the initial 
results of the first phase 
of these. These provide 
an updated 
consideration of the 
presence of 
archaeological heritage 
assets at the site and 
the decision maker is to 
refer to them in 
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scheme’s effects would be 
upon it.  

The Applicant had already 
provided an ES addendum 
on archaeology in April 
2019 which was not made 
available for our initial 
review (Appendix F 
Archaeological Desk Based 
Assessment Addendum 
April 2019).  

This states that a further 
programme of 
archaeological monitoring 
of geotechnical works is 
being undertaken and that 
this should “be sufficient 
to address the comments 
provided by GLAAS and 
hone the assessment” and 
will be used to develop an 
Archaeological Strategy 
(not stated but 
presumably to contain a 
programme of field work 
to mitigate the effect of 
the development on 
archaeology). This wording 
suggests that the nature 
of the archaeology present 
and the scale of the 
development’s effects 
upon archaeology are to 
be reassessed following 
completion of this 
fieldwork.  

It is accepted that the 
archaeologically-monitored 
geotechnical works and 
subsequent Archaeological 
Strategy are likely to 

likely schedulable quality 
within the site. 

No (rare) buried parkland 
features of high 
significance are expected 
to be present and no 
famous parkland designer 
was involved in their 
creation (all 
borough/corporation 
work). We now know from 
the GI test pit monitoring 
that homogeneous topsoil 
was imported onto the site 
to a depth of c. 1.2m 
during creation of the park 
in late C19th. 

Evaluation to below this 
depth will require 
extensive engineering 
solutions to achieve; scale 
of trenches to achieve 
depth, shoring, potential 
de-watering, spoil 
handling/storage and 
potentially removal off site 
due to contaminants from 
post-med industrial 
processes on site as well 
as closing and hoarding 
parts of the RPG to 
maintain public safety. 

GLAAS appreciate 
problems with large scale 
evaluation trenching within 
the Registered Park ahead 
of consent and with the 
iterative approach taken 
appear comfortable to 
push full evaluation to post 
consent. 

understanding the 
scheme’s potential 
effects upon 
archaeology.  

The information 
presented, particularly 
the results of the 
geoarchaeological 
watching brief and 
assessment, constitutes 
new information in 
accordance with 
Regulation 25. 

No outstanding 
Regulation 25 request 
remains. 
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answer queries raised by 
GLAAS but the Applicant is 
reminded that GLAAS is 
not the decision maker for 
this application. WCC will 
need access both to the 
revised assessment of the 
nature and value of 
archaeology present at the 
site and also to any 
consequent revised 
consideration of the 
scheme’s effect upon 
archaeology to enable 
them to fully understand 
and weigh the scheme’s 
effects to varied 
environmental receptors.  

It is recommended that 
the Applicant ensures that 
this revised assessment of 
value and effects are 
clearly presented to WCC 
(i.e. through submission of 
the revised DBA as part of 
the application, potentially 
with an ES Addendum 
covering changes in the 
receptor values and effects 
assessment where 
necessary).  

It is anticipated that the 
Applicant’s further 
responses to ARCH3 and 
ARCH7 may provide 
sufficient detail on the 
process for timing of the 
submission of the revised 
DBA but, in the meantime, 
the Potential Regulation 25 
request remains.   

Assessment of the results 
of the interim 
geoarchaeological 
assessment reporting and 
GI test pit watching brief 
issued in June 2019 have 
been included in the DDBA, 
August 2019 (Executive 
Summary, section 5, 6 and 
7 and Appendix F). A 
targeted purposive 
programme of 
geoarchaeological 
boreholes was undertaken 
in July 2019 to refine a 
deposit model and date the 
alluvial sequence across 
Tyburn mouth.. The 
geoarchaeological 
sequence will be refined 
through the results of the 
Phase 2 GI works. At 
present the report for the 
refined deposit model is 
being prepared by MOLA. 

The results will also inform 
the development of an 
archaeological mitigation 
strategy (in consultation 
with GLAAS) to plan future 
fieldwork to mitigate the 
impact on the archaeology 
within the construction 
footprint. This will include 
consideration of the public 
presentation of the work as 
it is being undertaken and 
other outreach proposals. 

This is anticipated post 
permission as a planning 
condition. 
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ARCH 12 Regulation 
25 

The Applicant is 
requested to supply 
the results of the 
ground-penetrating 
radar (GPR) survey 
undertaken prior to 
the preparation of 
the Scoping Report. 
The Applicant should 
also ensure that the 
outcomes of this 
survey work have 
been taken into 
account in the 
preparation of the 
assessment.  

This will be appended to the 
DBA once it has been 
updated to include the on-
going ground investigation 
results. 

Not Acceptable  

The Applicant states that 
this will be appended to 
the revised DBA but does 
not address whether or 
not they have been taken 
into account in assessment 
of effects in the presented 
ES.  

Pending the Applicant’s 
response to issues raised 
above regarding the 
process for the timing of 
the submission of the 
revised DBA, the Potential 
Regulation 25 request 
remains.  

The Applicant is also 
requested to provide a 
specific response which 
states whether they used 
the GPR results in coming 
to the conclusions 
presented in the ES. 

The GPR survey was 
completed in 2017 
(Appendix A of the 
Geophysical Survey 
Report, September 2017) 
and has been seen and 
approved by GLAAS. The 
GPR has been a useful 
basis to plan the initial 
fieldwork programme on 
and has informed all 
subsequent assessment 
and fieldwork design. 

This has been clarified in 
the DDBA, August 2019. 
The GPR survey report and 
its appendices have been 
summarised in section 5.3 
and provided in Appendix E 
of the DDBA, August 2019 
and the documents were 
incorporated into the data 
package issued to GLAAS. 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has now 
submitted the updated 
DBA as part of the 
application. This 
contains the GPR report 
(Appendix E of the 
updated DBA).  

This fulfils the 
requirement established 
by the SR for provision 
of this information to the 
decision maker but does 
constitute new 
information. 

No outstanding 
Regulation 25 request 
remains. 

  

Population and Human Health 

PHH1 Clarification Due to the varying 
geographical scales 
of the study areas it 
may be useful to 
show the areas on a 
figure to aid the 
decision maker in 
there analysis of the 
assessment 

The two main study areas 
for this chapter comprise: 

• A core study area used to 
define the characteristics, 
population and human 
health issues for the St 
James’ ward, within which 
the Scheme itself is located 
on a figure to aid the 
decision maker in their 
analysis of the assessment. 

The core study area consists 
of the St James Ward 
boundary, as explained in 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has provided 
an explanation for the lack 
of visual representation of 
the study areas. 

It is our view that this 
does not assist WCC in its 
decision, albeit that we 
accept that the point has 
been addressed. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 
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the study area text. The St 
James ward boundary is 
publicly available. 

A zone of influence for this 
chapter consists of a 500m 
buffer from the scheme 
boundary to initially scope 
likely receptors and impacts 
of the scheme. This is 
illustrated in Figure 15.2 in 
the ES. 

• A wider study area used to 
define the characteristics, 
population and human 
health issues for the clinical 
health area of Westminster 

The wider study area 
consists of an area used to 
define the characteristics of 
human health and health 
inequalities, including the 
area within which local NHS 
organisations operate. This 
includes the NHS Central 
London CCG area and the 
Westminster and Lambeth 
local authority areas. Again, 
these study areas are 
publicly available. 

It is not considered that the 
study areas need to be 
explicitly and visually 
illustrated. 

PHH2 Clarification Given the age of the 
2011 census, the 
Applicant should 
confirm whether 
there is more recent 
data that could have 
been used instead, 

The Census 2011 is the only 
holistic census data 
available that paints an 
overall picture of specific 
areas and how people live, 
providing a detailed 
snapshot of the population 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has provided 
a detailed justification for 
the use of the results of 
the 2011 census as an 
information source. 

N/A N/A 
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and if so, whether 
there is currently a 
misrepresentation of 
the baseline 
conditions 

at various levels and its 
characteristics. Although a 
little outdated, the Census 
data provide important 
statistical information across 
a wide range of different 
census data types. 

However, the Census 2011 
is only one of several 
statistical resources that 
have been used in 
developing the baseline for 
the scheme. A range of 
other statistical resources 
have also been used. 

This includes 2017 mid-year 
population data, St. James 
Ward Profile data 2018, the 
2017 [Westminster] City 
Survey, IMD 2015, a 2013 
Study, and local health data 
taken from health and 
wellbeing strategies and 
joint strategic needs 
assessments. 

Therefore, it is considered 
that the baseline conditions 
have been thoroughly 
developed by using a range 
of publicly available sources 
and that, there is no 
misrepresentation of the 
baseline conditions for the 
study area. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

PHH3 Clarification Clarification is sought 
from the Applicant as 
to whether the 7 % 
reduction in open 
space has been 
considered in terms 
of the impact of a 

The 7% reduction in open 
space has been 
predominantly considered in 
the context of the scheme 
area itself, taken to include 
the scheme area boundary, 
500m buffer zone and St 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has provided 
a detailed explanation of 
the assessment of the loss 
of green space in terms of 
the wider picture.  

N/A N/A 
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small loss on a 
project scale but 
viewed as a larger 
loss by receptors in 
terms of the wider 
picture and reduction 
in greens space 
available in in the 
surrounding area. 

James ward area. 

Whilst there is a general 
deficiency in open space 
across Westminster as a 
whole (shown on the 
Mapping for ‘Areas of 
Deficiency’), this does not 
apply to any great extent to 
the St James ward itself, 
where only a small 
deficiency has been 
identified. The deficient 
areas tend to be to the 
south and north-west of 
Westminster. 

In terms of the scheme 
area, a 7% loss of green 
space is considered to have 
moderate (significant) 
adverse effects on wider 
groups and children and 
adolescents through the loss 
of green space/land blight 
during construction and 
operation. This is due to a 
temporary reduction in the 
useable area of the park 
during construction and the 
proposed increase in the 
number of visitors using the 
park during operation. No 
significant effects are 
considered on access to 
open space, recreational and 
leisure time activities as the 
7% loss is relatively small, 
existing recreational 
facilities will be retained and 
improved, and general 
mitigation measures are 
proposed that include 
several enhancements and 

No further clarification is 
sought. 
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improvements to the area. 

PHH4 Clarification Clarification is sought 
from the Applicant as 
to whether non-
consented schemes 
that are in the 
planning system 
have also been 
considered in terms 
of cumulative 
impacts. 

Only consented schemes 
have been considered in 
terms of cumulative 
impacts. This is because 
none of the non-consented 
schemes has been 
considered to be ‘reasonably 
foreseeable’ and 
‘committed’. This is in line 
with the guidance set out in 
Schedule 4 of the EIA regs 
2017 that considers the 
cumulative effects on “other 
existing and/or approved 
projects”. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant is correct in 
saying that the 2017 EIA 
Regulations require that 
cumulative effects are 
assessed in terms of “other 
existing and/or approved 
projects”. 

No further clarification is 
sought  

N/A N/A 

Soils, Geology and Hydrogeology 

SGH1 Clarification  Clarification is sought 
as to whether the 
storm drain will 
impact the 
assessment 
undertaken and 
presented in the ES 
chapter. 

A storm drain transects the 
site but not within the 
footprint of the proposed 
basement excavation. 

Intrusive site investigation is 
proposed to evaluate the 
site ground conditions. The 
drain will need to be 
accurately located during 
these exploratory works to 
evaluate its depth and 
condition and to determine 
protective measures to 
prevent damage or collapse 
from construction related 
works (See Section 
10.10.7). The requirement 
for intrusive investigation is 
mentioned in the 10-5 
summary table and 
protective measures can be 
easily adopted once the 
drain characteristics are 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 
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confirmed. 

The drain is not expected to 
represent a preferential 
pathway for contamination 
to discharge into the 
Thames given that that the 
assessment assumes that 
groundwater is already in 
hydraulic connectivity with 
the immediately adjacent 
River Thames and the main 
basement excavation works 
will be undertaken within a 
sheet piled structure and 
separated from the drain. 

The findings of the 
assessment are therefore 
unchanged. 

SGH2 Clarification Further evidence is 
required to support 
the categorisation of 
the RTD aquifer and 
the River Thames as 
low sensitivity 
receptors. 

There is no operational WFD 
catchment for the River 
Thames downstream of 
Teddington and the River 
adjacent to the site is 
considered Estuarine in this 
Tideway and of limited 
resource value. 

The first upstream 
catchment, Thames (Egham 
to Teddington), has an 
overall classification of poor. 

The BGS baseline 
groundwater chemistry 
report (Ref. OR/10/057) 
states that the groundwater 
quality in the London 
Palaeogene is generally poor 
and the quality will be 
commensurate with 
groundwater in an urbanised 
location. 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 
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SGH3 Clarification Further information 
is required to 
quantify the likely 
increase of 
infiltration to the site 
during construction 
and support the 
assertion that this 
will be low.  

Less than 10% of the 
construction area is 
currently hardstanding. 
Therefore, removal of this 
small area of hardstanding 
during construction will not 
significantly increase 
infiltration. 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

SGH4 Clarification The impact severity 
of exposure to 
windblown dust 
should be considered 
to be high given the 
potential for asbestos 
and other 
carcinogens to be 
present.  

A severity of medium has 
been assigned to this impact 
given that the scale of the 
impact would be relatively 
low and the duration and 
frequency relatively short-
term. 

Although possible 
contamination cannot be 
ruled out in the 
embankment fill, the 
likelihood that significant 
persistent, hazardous and 
harmful materials is present 
beneath the memorial 
garden adjacent to 
Parliament and could be 
mobilised over such 
distances is considered an 
overly conservative 
judgement. 

It is considered more 
realistic to assign a medium 
severity, which indicates 
that ill health requiring 
treatment could occur if no 
mitigation measures are 
adopted. The excavated 
materials are likely to be 
wet (given the proximity to 
the river) and significant 
dust mobilisation will be low 

Not Acceptable 

The response is not 
considered to be 
acceptable. The severity of 
illnesses and potential loss 
of life arising from 
exposure to asbestos and 
other carcinogens should 
be given greater 
consideration. 

The identified mitigation 
measures are considered 
appropriate. 

 

Further clarification is 
sought. 

Medium impact severity is 
the second highest 
classification and still 
suggests these should be 
considered further as part 
of intrusive investigation, 
which LUC consider 
appropriate mitigation 
measures. 

As stated in paragraph 
10.3.6 of the ES impact 
severity includes 
consideration of the 
likelihood of an event 
occurring “Additionally, the 
likelihood of an impact will 
be factored into the final 
impact severity 
designation.”. On review of 
the text, Atkins have 
identified a mistake in the 
next sentence “For example, 
destruction of a 
building/structure would 
be considered a very high 
impact severity, however if 
this is highly unlikely it the 
impact severity may be 
reduced to high or 
medium”. Under the 
designations used there is no 
‘very high’ impact severity, 
it runs from high -> 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant. 

The error regarding very 
high impact severity 
combined with the 
likelihood of impact 
clarifies the adopted 
impact severity. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 
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even prior to the adoption of 
codes of construction 
practice mitigation. 

medium -> low -> 
negligible. Therefore the 
sentence should read “For 
example, destruction of a 
building/structure would 
be considered a high 
impact severity, however if 
this is highly unlikely it the 
impact severity may be 
reduced to medium”. 

We do not think the 
highest severity is 
warranted (i.e. that there 
is a credible risk to loss of 
life from wind-blown dust 
at this site). We see no 
reason to believe that such 
high levels of 
contamination are present 
that fatalities might occur 
from the limited wind-
blown dust likely to be 
generated. 

SGH5 Clarification The impact severity 
of ground gases 
entering the finished 
structure should be 
considered to be high 
given the potential 
for tidally driven 
groundwater 
fluctuations to create 
high ground gas flow 
rates 

A medium severity has been 
adopted to ground gas risks 
to site visitors and workers 
in the operation phase of 
the scheme. Medium 
severity suggests significant 
damage to structures and 
injury or illness requiring 
treatment, and this is 
considered a conservative 
judgement. 

Although ground gas flow 
rates may be elevated, the 
potential for generation of 
methane and carbon dioxide 
from the River Terrace 
Deposits or surrounding 
made ground is limited and 

Not Acceptable 

The response is not 
considered acceptable. 
Gas explosion carries with 
it the risk of loss of life or 
serious injury. To assume 
that gas concentrations 
will be low is to anticipate 
the results of the site 
investigation. Reliance on 
waterproofing to exclude 
ground gases is not 
considered appropriate, as 
below ground structures 
are often actively drained. 

The identified mitigation of 
undertaking a ground gas 
risk assessment on the 

Medium impact severity is 
the second highest 
classification and still 
suggests these should be 
considered further as part 
of intrusive investigation, 
which LUC consider 
appropriate mitigation 
measures. 

As stated in paragraph 
10.3.6 of the ES, impact 
severity includes 
consideration of the 
likelihood of an event 
occurring “Additionally, the 
likelihood of an impact will be 
factored into the final 
impact severity designation.”. 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant. 

The error regarding very 
high impact severity 
combined with the 
likelihood of impact 
clarifies the adopted 
impact severity. 

No further clarification is 
sought 
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considered an overly-
conservative assumption. 
The Embankment in its 
current form has been 
present for a significant 
amount of time and 
therefore stabilisation of the 
shallow ground gas regime 
in the shallow geology is 
likely to have occurred. 

In addition, in the 
operational phase, the 
basement structure will have 
been constructed to be 
watertight given its depth 
below the groundwater 
table, and therefore ingress 
of ground gas is unlikely. A 
ground gas risk assessment 
has been included as a 
mitigation measure to 
inform further design. 

basis of site investigation 
results is considered 
appropriate, however the 
pre-mitigation impact 
severity should be 
considered to be high. 

Further clarification is 
sought. 

On review of the text, a 
mistake has been 
identified in the next 
sentence “For example, 
destruction of a 
building/structure would 
be considered a very high 
impact severity, however if 
this is highly unlikely it the 
impact severity may be 
reduced to high or 
medium”. Under the 
designations used there is 
no ‘very high’ impact 
severity, it runs from high 
-> medium - > low -> 
negligible. Therefore, the 
sentence should read “For 
example, destruction of a 
building/structure would 
be considered a high 
impact severity, however if 
this is highly unlikely it the 
impact severity may be 
reduced to medium”. 

We do not think the 
highest severity is 
warranted (i.e. that 
destruction of the building 
is credible from ground 
gas ingress at this site). 
We do not believe that 
there is sufficient ground 
gas generation potential at 
the site to warrant the 
highest impact severity (as 
might be typical next to an 
actively degassing landfill). 
Especially if the ground is 
well ventilated by the 
“potential for tidally driven 
groundwater fluctuations 
to create high ground gas 
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flow rates” as suggested 
by LUC. 

SGH6 Clarification The beneficial effects 
of removal of 
potentially 
contaminated soils 
from the site have 
not been considered 

Any beneficial effect of 
removal of potentially 
contaminated soils is largely 
negated by the adverse 
effects associated with 
disturbance, excavation and 
transport of this same 
material. 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

SGH7 Clarification Clarification is 
required as to 
whether a Ground 
Movement 
Assessment will be 
carried out in 
accordance with the 
recommendations in 
Appendix J. 

Yes - the Ground Movement 
Assessment (GMA) will be 
completed once the site 
investigation is complete 
and the subsequent 
interpretative report 
finalised. The following 
GMAs will be produced: 

• River Wall GMA. 

• Thames Water GMA. 

• Building Structures GMA 
(Buxton and Spicer 
Memorials). 

A preliminary River Wall 
GMA was completed in May 
2019 based on the 
information available at that 
time. This was completed 
before the ground 
investigation was completed 
to assist with the discussion 
with the Environment 
Agency (EA). This 
assessment will be updated 
once the full site 
investigation is available. 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

SGH8 Clarification Mitigation to address 
cumulative impacts is 
not explicitly 

Although cumulative effects 
affecting the same receptor 
have been identified these 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 

N/A N/A 
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identified, and 
clarification is 
required as to 
whether additional 
mitigation is required 

do not require additional 
mitigation measures beyond 
the mitigation measures 
identified for each effect 
individually. 

been provided by the 
Applicant. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

SGH9 Clarification The NTS does not 
include potential 
impacts associated 
with groundwater 
mounding around the 
basement structure, 
and this should be 
included 

Given the high permeability 
of the River Terrace Gravels 
the impact relevance of 
groundwater mounding were 
assigned an impact 
relevance of minor adverse 
(Table 10-6). Therefore, it 
was not included in the NTS. 

Acceptable 

Further clarification has 
been provided by the 
Applicant. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

SCH10 Regulation 
25 

Consideration should 
be given to impacts 
arising from 
management and 
disposal of 
potentially 
contaminated 
dewatering effluent 

Groundwater in the River 
Terrace Deposits is likely to 
be in hydraulic continuity 
with the River Thames and 
its quality commensurate 
with urban groundwater. 
Furthermore, the continued 
tidal action and movement 
of groundwater in the 
riparian zone is likely to 
have already flushed out 
mobile and soluble 
components in the fill 
material used to construct 
the Embankment. 
Management and disposal of 
the dewatering effluent is 
therefore not anticipated to 
require more than standard 
discharge licensing and 
desilting procedures at this 
location. Site investigation is 
proposed to confirm this. 

Acceptable 

Further details have been 
provided by the Applicant, 
which is not considered to 
be further information 
under Regulation 25 of the 
EIA Regulations.  

No further information is 
considered necessary. 

N/A N/A 

SGH11 Regulation 
25 

Appendix I and 
Appendix J identify a 
drain running across 
the site as requiring 
consideration during 

See response to SGH1. Acceptable 

Further details have been 
provided by the Applicant, 
which is not considered to 
be further information 

N/A N/A 
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construction, but this 
is not included in the 
assessment. Further 
information is 
required as to 
whether this drain 
will be impacted by 
the development and 
what mitigation is 
required if so. 

under Regulation 25 of the 
EIA Regulations. 

No further information is 
considered necessary. 

Biodiversity 

BD1 Clarification It should be clarified 
if the Phase 1 Habitat 
Survey was 
undertaken in line 
with current good 
practice guidance 
and using the JNCC 
methodology, as well 
as the mapped 
habitats figure. 

The Phase 1 Habitat Survey 
was undertaken following 
the Phase 1 habitat survey 
methodology as set out in 
Joint Nature Conservation 
Committee guidance (JNCC, 
2010). The mapped habitats 
figure was included in the 
planning application and is 
available in Volume 4 
Figures Part 2. 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has 
confirmed that the Phase 1 
Habitat Survey followed 
best practice guidance, 
and has included the map 
within the planning 
application.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

BD2 Clarification It should be clarified 
where the location of 
ecological mitigation 
in relation to bats 
and birds will be 
detailed and 
available. 

Details on the ecology 
including bat and bird 
mitigation will be detailed in 
the SEMP and will be the 
responsibility of the 
contractor as outlined in the 
CMP (Section 5.6). The 
SEMP will be produced by 
the appointed contractor. 

 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has 
confirmed that the 
mitigation measures will 
be included within an 
alternative document.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

Water Quality and Flood Risk 

WQFR1 Clarification The Applicant should 
clarify the 
assumptions made 
during the 
development of the 
report and any 

The assessment of the 
effects of the Scheme on 
water quality and flood risk 
presented in the ES is based 
on outline design 
information, and full details 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has provided 
some references to 
assumptions noted within 
the ES and included 

N/A N/A 
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limitations of the 
data/methodologies 
used. 

of construction working 
methods were not available 
to inform the assessment. 
The assessment has 
therefore been based on a 
number of assumptions 
about the design and 
working methods that will 
be used in the construction 
phase, which are set out in 
Section 12.6.1 of the ES 
(Volume 2). 

The water quality and water 
resources baseline data 
used in the assessment has 
been reproduced from 
current, publicly available 
data sources, and historical 
data searches as referenced 
in Section 12.4 of the ES 
(Volume 2). No site-specific 
primary data has been 
collected in support of the 
assessment, and the 
baseline established in the 
ES is therefore a general 
representation of the 
conditions present at the 
site. However, given the 
nature of the identified risks 
posed by the Proposed 

Development to water 
quality and water resources; 
this is considered to be an 
appropriate level of 
information. The Flood Risk 
Assessment report 
(Appendix K to the ES) 
includes a “Data Quality 
Assessment” section for 
each category of flood risk 
considered in the report. 

further clarification with 
regards to the 
assessment. This is 
welcome supplementary 
information which shows 
considered, professional 
judgement.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 
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Original Request 
based on 
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Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

This sets out any limitations 
associated with the data 
used within the assessment. 

The assessment of the 
effects of the Scheme on 
water quality and water 
resources is based on the 
identification of theoretical 
impacts arising from the 
Scheme during the 
construction phase. 
However, the magnitude of 
any actual realised effects 
on these receptors would be 
highly dependent on several 
unknown factors, such as 
(but not limited to) the type 
of water pollutant involved 
in any pollution event, the 
amount released and the 
duration over which the 
release occurred. The 
assessment presented in the 
ES therefore provides a 
broad, high-level indication 
of potential risks, impacts 
and possible effects of the 
Scheme based on qualitative 
assessment and professional 
judgement using experience 
gained in the assessment of 
other, similar construction 
projects. 

WQFR2 Clarification The Applicant should 
clarify that 
consultation with the 
Environment Agency 
on the café raft 
solution (within 16m 
of the flood defence) 
has been discussed 

This has been addressed in 
the updated FRA (June 
2019). 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has 
addressed this clarification 
via an update to the FRA.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 
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Original Request 
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Environmental 
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2019) 
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Applicant Response 
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Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

and is appropriate. 

WQFR3 Clarification Section 4.2 of the 
FRA, 
recommendations, 
appears to be 
incomplete; the 
Applicant should 
clarify this list. 

This list is now complete in 
the updated FRA (June 
2019). 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has 
addressed this clarification 
via an update to the FRA.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

WQFR4 Regulation 
25 

The surface water 
calculations are not 
presented in the 
drainage strategy 
and evidence should 
be shown for 
replication of surface 
runoff volumes/rates. 
Furthermore, the 
appropriate 
calculations and 
volumes/rates for 
climate change are 
also not displayed, or 
referred to in the 
appendices. Although 
some Micro Drainage 
information is 
provided in Appendix 
F (for catchment 4, 5 
and 6 only), these 
are not detailed and 
also state that these 
are estimates only 
and should not be 
used for design 
purposes. Should the 
Applicant use these 
modelling results for 
the design of the 
storage, further more 
definite 
information/compara
ble estimates should 

The proposed strategy is for 
hardstanding to be 
attenuated on site and 
discharged to the outfall, 
this will be at greenfield 
runoff rates, to ensure no 
change to the existing 
arrangement in accordance 
with best practice. The 
attenuation has been sized 
to cater for the 1:100 year 
+ 40% climate change 
event and is taking a 
hardstanding area of 
1000m2. This is Catchment 
5, with reference to what 
has been submitted to date. 

Catchment 6 hardstanding is 
solely dealt with via 
permeable paving 
adjacent/within that plot, 
and again will discharge at 
greenfield runoff rates to 
mimic the existing rate and 
is designed to cater for the 
100 year + 40% climate 
change event. Calculations 
provided show this. 

Catchment 4 is designed to 
help convey surface water 
away from the basement 
below the natural geology, 

Acceptable (subject to 
conditions)  

The Applicant has provided 
further details on the 
catchments.  This is not 
considered to be further 
information under 
Regulation 25 of the EIA 
Regulations. They have 
also stated the use of 
permeable paving for 
storage and discharge to 
ground 

The use of permeable 
paving should be secured 
as a planning condition 
due to size restrictions at 
the site. As per the 
Applicant’s response, any 
changes at a later detailed 
design stage should also 
be covered by a planning 
condition for the 
appropriate discharge per 
catchment.  

No further information is 
considered necessary. 

N/A N/A 
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Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

be provided for all 
sub-catchments of 
the development 
site. 

via the use of geo-cellular 
system above the basement 
and mimic the existing 
arrangement on site where 
rainfall percolates into the 
geology below. Surface 
water will be directed to the 
geology below from this 
geo-cellular system. 

WQFR5 Regulation 
25 

Section 5.8.1, the 
baseline of water 
quality and flood risk 
is inadequate and 
does not contain any 
factual information, 
which is well defined 
in the ES and the 
FRA. This should be 
update to adequately 
(and briefly) describe 
the baseline in terms 
of flood risk from the 
most important 
sources. 

Refer to the FRA for this 
detail as this is the correct 
place for the baseline flood 
risk information. I do not 
feel this is Regulation 25. 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has provided 
further details, which are 
not considered to be 
further information under 
Regulation 25 of the EIA 
Regulations. Whereas the 
NTS could be enhanced 
with some more factual 
information, the applicant 
suggests that the reader 
would refer to the FRA for 
this baseline flood risk 
information. This is 
considered logical and 
appropriate.  

No further information is 
considered necessary. 

N/A N/A 

WQFR6 Regulation 
25 

The NTS section 
needs to be revised. 

The NTS is prepared to be a 
short non-technical 
summary of the 
Environmental Statement 
focusing on the significant 
effects, therefore the 
summary has been kept 
brief and simple. We do not 
think this needs revising. 

Acceptable  

The Applicant has provided 
further details, which are 
not considered to be 
further information under 
Regulation 25 of the EIA 
Regulations. Whilst the 
NTS is basic it is 
considered appropriate.   

No further information is 
considered necessary. 

N/A N/A 
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Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

Transport and Traffic 

TA1  Clarification The timing of the 
baseline pedestrian, 
cycle and kerbside 
activity surveys is 
not stated in the 
chapter and should 
be clarified.  
Furthermore, the 
results of these 
surveys have not 
been set out in the 
ES chapter, for 
clarity and 
understanding a 
summary should be 
included in the ES. 

Kerbside activity surveys 
were undertaken between 
30 September - 3 October 
2017, 24 hours per day. 
Refer to Transport 
Assessment (TA) paragraph 
6.1.7. 

Pedestrian surveys were 
undertaken between 07:00 - 
21:00 on a weekday, 
weekend day and bank 
holiday in May 2017 and 
September 2017. Refer to 
TA paragraph 6.3.1. 

Cycle counts are based on 
DfT daily flows. Detailed 
surveys were also 
undertaken on 13th and 16th 
September 2017 between 
07:00 – 19:00. Refer to TA 
paragraph 6.4.1. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has clarified 
the timings of the baseline 
surveys and these are 
considered appropriate.  
While a summary is not 
included in the ES this is 
set out in the TA 
paragraphs 6.1.7, 6.3.1 
and 6.4.1.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

TA2 Clarification The frequency of the 
bus services has not 
been included. This 
should be set out. 

Routes 3 and 87 run along 
Millbank outside the site, 
with frequencies of up to 8 
and 11 buses per hour 
respectively. Refer to TA 
paragraph 4.2.8. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
confirmed that routes 3 
and 87 run along Milllbank 
outside the site with 
frequencies of up to 8 and 
11 buses per hour 
respectively.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

TA3 Clarification It is stated that a 
review of pedestrian 
routes and crossing 
facilities from the site 
to local public 
transport nodes has 
been undertaken. 

Paragraph 13.5.1 of the ES 
introduces the pedestrian 
accessibility of the site. TA 
section 3.2 covers 
pedestrian routes to the 
site, and paragraph 6.3.10 

Acceptable 

While this is not set out 
fully in the ES it is 
introduced in paragraph 
13.5.1 and is covered in 
sections 3.2 and 6.3.10 of 

N/A N/A 
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2019) 
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Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

Again this is not set 
out in the section 
and should be 
included. 

covers crossing specifically. the TA. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

TA4 Clarification The baseline section 
of the chapter does 
not include any 
information 
regarding the current 
trip generation of the 
site (the park).  This 
may have been 
undertaken at the 
entrance gates to the 
park as part of the 
surveys undertaken. 
If the current trip 
generation of the 
park was presented 
along with the 
anticipated trip 
generation of the 
proposed 
development, this 
would give a clearer 
picture of the 
potential increase in 
visitors and resulting 
impact. 

The baseline usage of the 
park on a Saturday was 
recorded as a total of 8,314 
entries, with peak 
occupancy of 322 people. 
On a weekday the total 
number of entries was 5,895 
with peak occupancy of 384 
people. 

TA section 9.2 shows the 
occupancy of the park 
throughout the day in the 
baseline scenario. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has clarified 
the baseline usage of the 
park on a Saturday and on 
a weekday.  Section 9.2 of 
the TA shows the 
occupancy of the park 
throughout the day.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

TA5 Clarification It is stated that the 
number of 
construction staff 
working at the site 
will be minimal 
compared to the 
existing footfall and 
public transport 
patronage and 
therefore the impacts 
will be negligible. 
While it is considered 
that this conclusion is 

Pedestrian surveys 
undertaken in 2017 
identified that, during the 
weekday PM peak (which 
would coincide with the end 
of construction workers' 
shifts), hourly pedestrian 
flow on the eastern side of 

Millbank is at least 350 on 
any given section, and on 
the northern section towards 
Westminster (which is likely 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has clarified 
the hourly pedestrian flow 
on Millbank, and it is 
accepted that the addition 
of the construction 
workforce will have a 
negligible impact.  
Likewise the public 
transport network carries 
tens of thousands of 
passengers at peak times 

N/A N/A 
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(August 2019) 
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Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(October 2019) 

very likely to be true, 
no evidence is 
presented in the 
form of pedestrian 
survey results or 
number of 
construction staff.  
This should be 
presented. 

to be the arrival/departure 
point for construction 
workers), pedestrian flows 
are over 1,300 per hour.  

At this stage precise 
numbers of construction 
workers on the UKHMLC site 
on any given day are not yet 
known. However, given the 
limited size of the 
construction site (occupying 
only a portion of Victoria 
Tower Gardens) it can be 
assumed that the 
construction workforce 
travel will represent a 
negligible increase to footfall 
on nearby links. The public 
transport network serving 
Westminster also carries 
tens of thousands of 
passengers per hour at peak 
times, so again the addition 
of the UKHMLC construction 
workforce would represent a 
negligible increase. 

and so the addition of 
construction workforce will 
also be negligible.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

TA6 Clarification It is not stated what 
the peak hour is (in 
terms of pedestrian 
flows) and this 
should be clarified 
and justified.  

The peak hours for 
pedestrian flows north of 
Gate 1 in the future scenario 
are 16:45-17:45 on a 
weekday and 16:00-17:00 
on a Saturday. The peak 
pedestrian numbers within 
the park in future are 
anticipated between 16:15-
17:15 on a weekday and 
12:15-13:15 on a Saturday. 

Refer to TA section 9.2. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
confirmed the peak hour is 
16:45 – 17:45 on a 
weekday and 16:00 – 
17:00 on a Saturday.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

TA7 Clarification It is stated that 
visitors are expected 
to experience a delay 

Pedestrian level of service 
(LoS) is calculated based on 
Fruin’s methodology and 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 

N/A N/A 
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at gate 1 and this will 
be of medium 
severity due to the 
short duration.  It 
should be stated 
what the duration 
will be. It should also 
be clarified if there 
will be any impact on 
pedestrian severance 
as a result of the 
scheme. 

categorised into six levels. 
Gate 1 is anticipated to 
operate generally at LoS C 
which is described as 
‘restricted ability to select 
normal walking speed and 
freely pass others’, however 
‘flow is reasonably fluid’. For 
short periods LoS D may be 
observed. The delay is not 
quantified in terms of time, 
but rather as LoS taking into 
account the volume of 
pedestrians and the 
consequent impact on their 
collective speeds. 

It should be noted that it is 
not predicted that 
pedestrians will have to 
stop. Refer to TA section 
9.2. 

calculated Pedestrian Level 
of Service (LoS) using 
Fruin’s methodology which 
categorises it into 6 levels. 
Gate 1 is anticipated to 
operate generally at LoS C 
where ‘flow is reasonably 
fluid’ although there may 
be short periods where 
LoS D is observed 
(restricted walking speed), 
however it is not predicted 
that pedestrians will have 
to stop. 

TA section 9.2 provides 
more detail.  

It is stated in the response 
to TA12 that paragraph 53 
of the ES Scoping said that 
severance was not going 
to be included in the 
analysis. This is addressed 
in TA12. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

TA8 Clarification The impact of 
servicing on existing 
highways users is not 
set out, but it is 
suggested that 
servicing vehicles 
may stop in the 
highway. Therefore, 
servicing 
arrangements and 
the impact of these 
on the existing 
highway network 
should be set out. 

As stated in paragraph 
13.8.28 of the ES, no 
changes are proposed to the 
western (northbound) side 
of Millbank; this is where the 
majority of servicing activity 
takes place. A loading bay 
will be provided as part of 
the proposed development 
and will not be limited to 
use by the UKHMLC, though 
in practice the majority of 
existing servicing vehicles 
do, and are expected to 
continue to, use the western 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has clarified 
that no changes are 
proposed to the western 
side of Millbank where the 
majority of servicing 
currently takes place.  A 
loading bay will be 
provided as part of the 
proposed development.  

Paragraph 6.2.4 of the TA 
states that there is 
occasional servicing on the 
eastern side of Millbank 
but vehicles are typically 

N/A N/A 



 

 Review of the Environmental Statement for the United Kingdom Holocaust 
Memorial and Learning Centre 

136 October 2019 

Ref Request 
Type 

Original Request 
based on 
Environmental 
Statement(May 
2019) 

Applicant Response (July 
2019) 

Reassessment 
Conclusion based on 
Applicant Response 
(August 2019) 

Applicant Response 
(September 2019) 
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kerbside. 

TA paragraph 6.2.4 states 
that there is occasional 
servicing activity on the 
eastern side of Millbank with 
vehicles typically stationary 
for less than one minute. 

stationary for less than 
one minute.  

It is accepted that this is 
unlikely to have an impact 
on users of the highway 
network, particularly with 
the production of a 
servicing and delivery 
plan.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

TA9 Clarification It is stated that, due 
to a reduction in the 
operational hours of 
the Millbank bus 
lane, bus passengers 
may experience a 
short delay as the 
bus will be required 
to share the general 
traffic lane.  This is 
stated as a negligible 
impact - how the 
delay translates into 
a negligible impact 
should be clarified. 

The section of bus lane 
proposed to be removed 
extends for a very short 
distance (approximately 
30m) north of the bus stop. 
South of the bus stop, 
general traffic is permitted 
to use both lanes. 

Thus the time saving 
currently experienced by 
buses using the section of 
bus lane which is proposed 
to be removed in future is 
negligible, in the order of a 
couple of seconds. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has clarified 
that the section of the bus 
lane to be removed 
extends for only 30m and 
thus the time saving 
currently experienced by 
buses using this is only in 
the order of a couple of 
seconds.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

TA10 Clarification It is not clear 
whether the 
cumulative schemes 
have been agreed 
with WCC.  This 
needs to be clarified. 

Cumulative schemes were 
agreed with WCC as part of 
the scoping report; 
subsequently WCC 
requested additional 
schemes to also be included, 
and these have also been 
considered. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has clarified 
that the cumulative 
schemes were agreed 
WCC.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

TA11 Regulation 
25 

In regards to the trip 
generation as a 
whole, including 
pedestrian numbers, 
cycle numbers, 

Use of comparator sites vs 
TRICS was covered on p.52 
of the Scoping. 

ES paragraph 13.6.16 
guides readers to the TA for 

Acceptable 

Although the methodology 
is not set out in the ES, 
which would have been 
clearer, the methodology 

N/A N/A 
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vehicle numbers and 
public transport 
numbers, it is 
unclear from where 
trip data for the 
proposed 
development has 
been gathered (e.g. 
the TRICS database 
or comparator sites?) 
and if this has been 
agreed with WCC, 
and if it includes 
those people who will 
just come to look at 
the memorial rather 
than enter. While this 
may be set out in the 
TA, the ES chapter 
should be clear how 
the scheme trips 
were generated. 

the detailed methodology. is set out in the TA.  It 
clarifies the method of trip 
generation and that this 
includes those who will 
come just to look at the 
memorial rather than 
enter. 

No further clarification is 
sought.   

TA12 Regulation 
25 

The impact of the 
scheme on 
severance, accidents 
and safety has 
generally not been 
considered in the 
assessment.  The 
reason for this needs 
to be set out or these 
impacts should be 
included. 

P.53 of the ES Scoping said 
that severance was not 
going to be included in the 
analysis. 

The reasons for accidents 
not being included are 
similar to severance, 
however it was not made 
clear either way in the 
Scoping. 

Acceptable 

While it is not clear that it 
was agreed that severance 
could be scoped out of the 
report, having reviewed 
the information in the ES 
and TA, and in particular 
the clarification responses 
it is accepted that the 
reasons for not including 
severance, as set out in 
the ES Scoping report are 
acceptable. This is likewise 
for accidents and safety.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

TA13 Regualtion25 The cumulative 
schemes have only 
been considered in 

The cumulative schemes 
relevant to the proposed 
development have been 

Acceptable 

Whilst not set out in detail 

N/A N/A 
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regards to the impact 
on vehicle traffic.  
The impact on 
pedestrians and the 
public transport 
network should be 
set out. 

reviewed with regards to 
pedestrian, transport and 
vehicle (operational and 
construction) trips. Overall 
the cumulative schemes will 
bring about a net reduction 
in trips on both the 
pedestrian and public 
transport networks, 
principally due to Dean 
Bradley House 
(15/07690/FULL) whose net 
development trips are 
several thousand lower than 
the trips generated by the 
previous occupier of the 
site. Consequently, the net 
impact of the cumulative 
schemes will be to create 
additional spare capacity on 
both the pedestrian and 
public transport networks. 

in the ES or covered in the 
TA the Applicant has 
confirmed that the 
cumulative schemes have 
been reviewed with 
regards to pedestrian, 
public transport and 
vehicle trips. The Applicant 
has confirmed that overall 
the cumulative schemes 
will bring about a net 
reduction in pedestrian 
and public transport trips 
due to Dean Bradley 
House whose net 
development trips are 
several thousand lower 
than those generated by 
the previous occupier.  

Whilst it would be more 
robust and clear to set this 
information out in more 
detail in the ES, this 
conclusion is accepted.  

TA14 Regulation25 It is stated in the 
Scoping Opinion that 
the impacts of the 
extra pedestrians 
and increased 
crossing times on 
traffic flows should 
be assessed.  This is 
not included in the 
Chapter and should 
be considered. 

The pedestrian trips using 
the crossing can be 
summarised in the ES (or in 
the table of responses). 

Section 9.2 of the TA deals 
with pedestrian crossing 
demand. The vast majority 
of UKHMLC visitors are 
expected to arrive and 
depart via Westminster 
station and Parliament 
Square, from which the 
walking route is along the 
eastern side of Millbank and 
does not require any roads 
to be crossed.  

Of the remainder, in the 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has stated 
‘the pedestrian trips using 
the crossing can be 
summarised in the ES (or 
in the table of responses)’ 
this has not been done 
and so it is unclear what 
this means.  

Aside from this, section 
9.2 of the TA deals with 
pedestrian crossing 
demand. Overall it is 
predicted that in the 
busiest hour 36 people 
would use each of the 
Millbank crossings, and 

N/A N/A 
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busiest hour it is predicted 
that just 36 people would 
use each of the three 
Millbank crossings. Given 
that they are likely to be 
visiting in groups (and 
therefore not spread evenly 
across the hour), the 
number of times traffic is 
required to stop to allow 
pedestrians to cross will be 
minimal. This is further 
mitigated by the presence of 
three separate crossings, 
which will reduce the 
likelihood of an extended 
stream of pedestrians 
delaying traffic at any one 
location. 

given that these are likely 
to arrive in groups the 
number of times traffic is 
required to stop would be 
minimal.  Furthermore 
given that existing 
crossing demand is up to 
500 people per hour, the 
additional crossing events 
would have a negligible 
impact.  

No further clarification is 
sought. 

Material Assets and Climate Change 

MACC1 Clarification Clarification is sought 
from the Applicant as 
to whether the CCTV 
drainage survey has 
been carried out, if 
so can the results be 
provided. 

We can confirm that a CCTV 
drainage survey has not 
been carried out for the site. 

Acceptable 

It is recommended that 
the following commitment 
in paragraph 14.5.8 of the 
ES is secured by a 
planning condition  “A 
drainage survey using 
closed circuit television 
(CCTV) will be undertaken 
to find the extent of the 
private drainage system, 
its condition and to 
determine if it is feasible 
to be utilised for the 
Scheme” 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

MACC2 Clarification In terms of climate 
vulnerability no 
construction impacts 

This is noted. Acceptable 

The Applicant has noted 

N/A N/A 
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have been identified 
due to the timescales 
of construction; this 
is considered to be 
acceptable. Should 
the timescales be 
extended beyond 
2020 this should be 
re-assessed. 

this. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

Cumulative Impacts 

CI1 Clarification  No IEMA guidelines 
exist as such, so 
clarification is sought 
as to whether the 
Applicant is referring 
to the IEMA Special 
Report: The State of 
Environmental 
Impact Assessment 
Practice in the UK 
(2011) when 
referencing IEMA 
Guidance (2011)? 

Correct, that is the paper 
that is referred to. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
confirmed this and this is 
considered to be 
appropriate.   

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 

CI2 Clarification Clarification is sought 
from the Applicant as 
to how the 
“Beneficial 
cumulative effects 
due to access to 
open space and 
nature, work and 
training, social 
cohesion and lifetime 
neighbourhoods. 
Slight Beneficial” and 
the “Significant 
moderate beneficial 
in-combination 
effects are 
anticipated for 
human receptors 

Westminster’s built up 
central location means that 
its parks and open spaces 
play an essential role in the 
quality of life for residents. 
Whilst the St James’ Ward 
itself is generally not 
deficient in open space 
provision, it is close to an 
area of open space 
deficiency and within an 
area lacking in informal play 
space which makes the 
existing play area within 
Victoria Tower Gardens an 
important local resource. 

The Scheme will lead to 
some loss of green space 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has provided 
a detailed justification for 
their ES conclusions and 
have concluded in their 
response to the LUC 
Review (May 2019) that:  

“…the cumulative 
developments outlined for 
assessment during 
operation will result in 
beneficial cumulative 
effects on access to open 
space and nature, access 
to work and training, 
social cohesion and 

N/A N/A 
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(residents and all 
travellers)” 
conclusions have 
been reached given 
the loss of green 
space as result of the 
proposed 
development. The 
loss is identified as 
being approximately 
7%, though relatively 
small it is a loss of 
green space. 

(7%) however it is 
anticipated that the majority 
of the gardens should still 
be accessible during the 
operation phase and 
functionality will be 
retained. 

Furthermore, the Scheme 
will retain all activities that 
are currently undertaken in 
the Garden and provide 
further enhancements 
across the site. For 
example, the design of the 
playground to the south of 
the Scheme is being 
developed in consultation 
with local community 
groups, and comprehensive 
landscaping is being 
proposed. 

The consented schemes will 
introduce new human health 
receptors within 500m of 
the Scheme, in sustainable 
locations with good access 
to pedestrian and cycle 
links. This will bring a new 
populous within reach of the 
many areas of open space 
within Westminster, which 
will have human health 
benefits for the local 
population, including 
through increased physical 
activity.  

Many of the consented 
schemes generally provide 
enhancements to the local 
area, often through the 
redevelopment of vacant or 

lifetime neighbourhoods.” 

This is considered to be 
appropriate. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 
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underused sites/premises, 
and through the introduction 
of net increases in amenity 
space/informal play space 
and cycle parking provision, 
often where none currently 
exists, in what is a dense 
urban location. Public realm 
improvements are also 
being proposed for some of 
the developments that will 
deliver wider benefits to 
connectivity and access to 
open space, such as Victoria 
Tower Gardens and St 
James’s Park.  

Furthermore, application 
reference 16/06616/FULL 
specifically includes a 
substantial financial 
contribution secured through 
a Section 106 agreement 
towards provision of 
children’s play space 
improvements at Victoria 
Tower Gardens. Improved 
lighting for Westminster and 
Lambeth Bridges will reduce 
perceived dark and negative 
spaces, resulting in 
improved access and 
connectivity to open space, 
acting as a catalyst for 
further public realm 
improvements in the area. 

Therefore, on balance, it is 
concluded that the 
cumulative developments 
outlined for assessment 
during operation will result 
in beneficial cumulative 
effects on access to open 
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space and nature, access to 
work and training, social 
cohesion and lifetime 
neighbourhoods. 

CI3 Clarification  Consider updating 
chapter should 
additional cumulative 
operational effects be 
identified in light of 
the responses to the 
Air Quality 
clarifications in 
Section 5. 

No cumulative operational 
effects identified responses 
to the Air Quality 
clarifications hence no 
update is required. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
confirmed that no update 
is required. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

 

N/A N/A 

CI4 Clarification Consider updating 
chapter should 
additional cumulative 
effect be identified 
on pedestrians and 
the public transport 
network in light of 
the responses to the 
Traffic and Transport 
clarification in 
Section 12. 

No cumulative effects on 
pedestrians and the public 
network identified hence no 
update required. 

Acceptable 

The Applicant has 
confirmed that no update 
is required. 

No further clarification is 
sought. 

N/A N/A 
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Appendix 1  
Evidence of Reviewer Competency 
Details of the expertise of each of the team members involved in the review are set out in Table 1 
below. 

Table 1: Reviewer Competency 

Reviewer Topic/Responsibility Professional Qualifications  Years of 
Experience 

Jon Grantham, Director 
of Planning, LUC 

Project Director BA (Hons) Town and Country 
Planning 

Royal Town Planning Institute  

30+ 

Sarah Cane, Principal 
Environmental Planner, 
LUC 

Project Manager BSc (Hons) Environmental 
Science 

15+ 

Reviewer 

Rebecca Knight, Director 
of Landscape Planning, 
LUC 

Townscape and Visual 
Impact 

BSc (Hons) Biology  

Diploma in Landscape 
Architecture  

MA in Landscape Design 

Chartered Member of the 
Landscape Institute (CMLI) 

22 

Alice Knight, Consultant 
Landscape Planner, LUC 

Townscape and Visual 
Impact 

BSc (Hons) Geography 2 

Melissa Conway, 
Principal Historic 
Environment Consultant, 
LUC  

Archaeology BA Hons Archaeology 

MA Practical Archaeology 

15+ 

Rosie Brady, Principal 
Historic Environment 
Consultant, LUC 

Built Heritage  MA Historic Environment 
Conservation  

BA(Hons) Management Studies 

8+ 

Alexandra Martin, Senior 
Planner, LUC 

Transport and Access BSc (Hons) Geography 

Associate member of the Institute 
of Environmental Management 
and Assessment 

5+ 

Amy Coleman, Senior 
Ecologist, LUC 

Biodiversity BSc (Hons) Biology 

MSc Biodiversity and 
Conservation 

Graduate Member of the 
Chartered Institute of Ecology 
and Environmental Management 

7+ 

Katherine Cowell, 
Ricardo Energy and 
Environment  

 

Air Quality 

Soils, Geology and 
Hydrogeology 

Water Quality and Flood Risk 

BA (Hons) Planning Studies 

MSc Environmental Assessment  

Diploma in Planning 

 

12 

Ben Stansfield, Ricardo 
Energy and 
Environment.  

Air Quality 

Soils, Geology and 
Hydrogeology 

Water Quality and Flood Risk 

BSc (Hons) Marine Geography 

MSc Environmental Science  

Diploma Town Planning 

20+ 

 


