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INTRODUCTION
1.1 This rebuttal statement has been prepared by Brett Little in response to the Rule 6 Proof of
Evidence prepared by Christopher Thomas Peck on behalf of the Save Victoria Tower Gardens (SVTG).
The statement considers the effect of the development on pedestrian movement around the site.

MAIN RESPONSE
2.1 The objector's statement and response revolves around a number of issues which in their opinion
are considered unacceptable and to which we are rebutting. These are summarised below:

Para 6 – Refers to the majority of users entering the site via Gate 1 (of 5) the most northern entrance
footway and states the footway between the station and the gardens is already highly congested at most
times of day, falling below the standard required by Transport for London (TfL) for this environment.

Para 7 – Refers to increasing footfall and the sensitive nature of the memorial, which is likely to increase
the security risks associated with potential hostile vehicle incursion on these footways.

2.2 The objectors Rule 6 statement is then organised into key sections, which we will respond to in turn.

Security concerns and pedestrian comfort

3.1 Firstly and most importantly the Applicant strongly advocates the need to promote pedestrian and
cycle safety and that of vulnerable road users and those with mobility impairments. The HCLG and HMLC
proposals will seek to ensure that all reasonable attempts have been made to ensure safety is maintained
on the surrounding network and for visitors of the Application Site. These issues were discussed at length
with TfL and Westminster City Council (WCC) officers.

3.2 In their response TfL requested that the applicant discussed and agreed pedestrian movement with
Westminster officers due to the nature of the proposals on Milbank, a borough controlled road. Whilst
noting that the proposals in some cases fell below recommended levels and advising that pedestrian and
cycle issues would need to be carefully managed through the development of management plans and
monitoring, WCC officers did not object to the proposals on the basis of highway matters.

3.3 Paragraphs 10,11 and 12 refers to the threat posed to pedestrian safety due to terrorist attacks from
hostile vehicles. The objector's statement notes the lack of any protection along this section of Millbank and
as a result of the increased threat resulting from the Proposed Development. Whilst this general risk in
London is acknowledged, we do not agree that the Proposed Development in itself will add to this risk. A
standalone security rebuttal has been prepared by Matthew Brittle of WSP and this will be dealt with
separately. In addition, the majority of users of the site will be able to enter the Application Site via the 5
entrances and will not be positioned on the main highway for the majority of the time. In addition, there is a
bus stop on Millbank and coaches will be parked along sections of Millbank, close to the entrances, and
these will act as a deterrent.

3.4 A Pedestrian Comfort Level (PCL) assessment, Healthy Streets Assessment and FRUIN Level of
Service (LOS) assessments were all undertaken in accordance with the TfL guidance and methodology
and the results were discussed and agreed with TfL and WCC officers. It should be noted that these are
best practice guidance and are not in themselves material planning considerations, although they are
important instruments for the preparation of transport assessments.

3.5 The only location where the objector has raised an issue is at Gate 1 and North of Gate 1 adjacent
to the existing HDV barrier which currently protects the southern access to the Houses of Parliament and
runs across the existing access to Victoria Tower Gardens.
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3.6 In paragraphs 14,15 and 16 the objector has questioned the interpretation of TfL’s PCL
methodology. However the objector has agreed with the assessment and PCL scoring in 17 of 20
assessment locations and scenarios.

3.7 In paragraph 21 the analysis provided by the objector in respect of the FRUIN Level of Service
(LOS) seems to misread the analysis and confuses the areas inside the park and outside on the pavement.
As a result we are confident that the analysis we have provided illustrates that the majority of the area
categorised as a C is correct. In any event there is sufficient space within the park to satisfactorily manage
the flow of pedestrians, notwithstanding the pinch point outside of the gate on the pavement.

3.8 Regardless, we have highlighted during our own assessment that it may be necessary to move the
HVM barrier and security box in order to relieve the pinch point which has been identified by the Applicant
through the TA and through discussions with WCC. If it was deemed necessary to move the HVM barrier
and security box then this would be undertaken through further discussions with the Metropolitan Police
and WCC prior to commencement of works or construction. The scope of works would be agreed as part of
the section 278 agreement and as part of the Security Management Plan to be secured in the section 106
agreement. We are not in a position at this stage to prescribe the scope of works until discussions have
been entered into, however this could involve moving the gatehouse box, shortening or lengthening the
HDV barrier or removing it completely. Other options may include widening or setting back of Gate 1 or
temporarily closing Gate 1 during busier times of the day and managing the flow through the other gates.
These will be addressed through the proposed Security Management Plan secured in the s106 agreement.

3.9 In para 26 the objector states that the TA does not consider the effect of the development on the
Palace of Westminster on Parliament Square or the area outside Westminster Station. Discussions took
place with TfL and WCC officers around the scope of the PCL assessments, and the area adjacent to the
Application Site was agreed as being the most appropriate. This was due to the fact that the Proposed
Development trips would account for such a small percentage of the total trips in the Westminster Station
and Parliament Square area. Westminster Station in itself has 25 million passengers per year. A further 30
million people per year visit Parliament Square, and 2 million visit St Pauls. As we have highlighted in the
TA the number of visitors to the Application Site will only be will be considerably less, in the range of
300,000 to 870,000 per year and will consist mainly of trips which are already on the network or will make
up such a small proportion of total trips due to the nature of the London tourist industry and other
attractions nearby. Proportionately the number of visitors to the HMLC will be relatively small in
comparison.

3.10 Nevertheless, the majority of pedestrians would be able to safely cross the road using the existing
crossing points and approach or leave Parliament Square on the opposite side of Millbank in order to avoid
the pinch point if they are not wishing to access the Application Site or the Houses of Parliament.

3.11 In paragraph 27 the statement by the objector that the NPPF (paragraph 109) sets a test to the
effect that planning permission should only be refused where ‘residual cumulative impacts on the road
network are severe’ is not accepted by the Applicant in respect of pedestrian movement. It should be noted
that despite the objector's opinion this test does not relate to pedestrian movement, and it was not
considered by WCC officers to be a reason for refusal. Officers at WCC concluded ‘The proposal will
generate increased pedestrian activity and while the impact on buses, cyclists and motor vehicles is not
ideal, it is accepted that the increased pedestrian activity itself would not be a road safety concern or be
significantly detrimental to the operation of the highway’.

3.12 In summary, whilst we agree that there is potential for pedestrian congestion on the pavement
outside of Gate 1 we believe that this can be managed either through a scope of works to be agreed with



the Metropolitan Police and WCC or through amendments to and daily management of Gate 1, and can be
considered through the proposed Security Management Plan.

Summary

6.1 We strongly believe that potential issues relating to pedestrian comfort can and will be adequately
addressed through future management plans without requiring any significant changes to the submitted
scheme. Based on the response received from TfL and WCC officers we understand that they agree with
this and are happy that these issues were not deemed significant enough to form a reason for refusal and
can be satisfactorily addressed through planning conditions and the section 106 agreement. In addition,
none of the points put forward in the statement refer to the proposals being contrary to the London Plan or
Westminster City Plan policies.

6.2 In response to paragraph 42 we accept that some issues may arise with pedestrian crowding in the
vicinity of Gate 1. However we have identified a number of ways that this can be addressed through either
physical adjustments to the gate itself or to the barriers in a manner which would not compromise the safety
of the Houses of Parliament or the general safety of pedestrians on the street, together with on site crowd
management. These will be dealt with through further discussions with the Metropolitan Police as part of
the Security Management Plan and by the section 278 works, as necessary.

6.4 In response to paragraph 44 whereby the objector's statement refers to a ‘severe impact’ which
follows on from an earlier reference to NPPF (paragraph 109) we are firmly of the view that ‘severe’ impact
relates to traffic on the network and should not be applied to pedestrian movements, particularly where this
relates to a single pinch point at Gate 1 which can be managed through the measures described in this
rebuttal statement. We conclude that the Proposed Development is acceptable or can be made acceptable
through mitigation secured through the use of planning conditions and section 106 obligations.
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