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VICTORIA TOWER GARDENS: PROPOSED UKHMLC
Public Inquiry - City of Westminster ref no: 19/00114/FULL
Planning Inspectorate Reference no: APP/X5990/V/19/3240661.

Proof opposing this application
by Hal Moggridge OBE VMH PPLI FIHort RIBA
for The LONDON GARDENS TRUST
in co-operation with THE GARDENS TRUST
1. My name is Hal Moggridge. I am a landscape architect. I was first trained as an
architect, working as such for some years; a house I designed near Oxford in 1968 has
subsequently been listed Grade 2 as an exemplar of that period. But landscape architecture
has been the main concern of my working life. In 1969 I joined the late Brenda Colvin
CBE PPLI to found Colvin & Moggridge, a continuation of the landscape practice she had
started in 1922, which still thrives under a new generation and to which I remain a
consultant. Our work has been varied, including rural industrial projects, public
landscapes such as the National Botanic Garden of Wales and White Horse Hill, private
parks and gardens and restoration of historic parks. From 1992 until 2004 we acted as
landscape consultant to the Inner London Royal Parks, carrying out numerous
improvements such as reintegrating Horse Guards Parade into St James’s Park,
reorganising Hyde Park Lido, and in Regents Park Hanover Island and St John’s Lodge
Garden. I served on the Royal Fine Art Commission (1989-99) and the National Trust
Architectural Panel (1991-2009) and I am still on both the UK and International ICOMOS
Cultural Landscapes Committees. I am a patron of the London Gardens Trust and have
been involved with the Charity since its inception in 1994.
2.

The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this inquiry, reference
APP/X5990/V/19/3240661, in this proof of evidence is true and has been prepared and
is given in accordance with the guidance of my professional institution and I confirm
that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions. My proof consists
of three parts: this written proof; accompanying illustrations; appendices of detailed
evidence in support of some paragraphs.

3.

THE VALUE OF URBAN PARKLAND:
(i) “Urban green spaces provide aesthetic and recreational opportunities for urban
dwellers and promote their physical, psychological and general well being (Grahn,
Ivarsson, Stigsdotter, & Bengtsson, 2010; Thompson et al., 2012; Wolch, Byrne, &
Newell, 2014)”. Thus opens the November 2019 number of the Journal ‘Landscape
Research’, stating in a few words a widely acknowledged, well researched and
important reason for safeguarding our urban parks. For this reason Parliament’s own
‘Communities and Local Government (CLG) Committee’, when considering the role
of urban parks in February 2017, (see Appendix 1) “strongly agree(d) with those who
have emphasised the importance and value of parks to individuals, communities, and
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to wider national agendas such as public health, …… and (they) should remain freely
accessible to everyone. However, our essential green spaces may be under threat”, as
is the very case before this inquiry about Victoria Tower Gardens which is situated
right beside the Houses of Parliament.
(ii) But speaking for the Government at the daily BBC1 coronavirus press conference
on April 18th 2020 the Rt Hon Robert Jenrick MP, Secretary of State for Housing
Communities and Local Government, confirmed what is now the official Government
position on urban parks with the words: “People need parks … I’ve said how
important parks are.” Indeed, Mr Jenrick confirmed the importance of safeguarding
parks for recreational use more recently when he said: “My message to readers is
clear: your parks are in safe hands with this Conservative Government and we will
protect them for future generations to enjoy.” (Daily Mail, 23 August 2020).
Westminster City Council’s general policy for their parks was stated by Cllr Matthew
Green, @Grosvenor Square zoom meeting July 28 2020, “Our parks need to be wholly
open, welcoming and inclusive.”
(iii) Furthermore the proposal before this inquiry is wholly contrary to the ‘National
Planning Policy Framework’ of Feb 2019, quoted in my detailed evidence (see
Appendix 1), paragraph 97 stating that existing open space should not be built on
unless clearly surplus to requirements, or equivalent provision is being supplied
elsewhere. Paragraph 193 requires that great weight should be given to conservation
of a heritage asset, and “this is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to
substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance”, the latter
being the category of harm assessed by Historic England.
4.

Awareness of the value of urban parkland is long established. In 1808 William
Windham told the House of Commons that “It was a saying of Lord Chatham that the
parks were the lungs of London”. In 1994 Dr Patrick Grahn of Alnarp University in
Sweden wrote that “A short walk through a park, even a short ten-minute walk, is of
great value when it comes to alleviating stress.” During the Zoom seminar, @
Grosvenor Square, on July 28th 2020, Carole Wright of Bankside Open Spaces Trust
stated that “equality of access to green space has been vital during lockdown to
counteract mental stress – specially for those without their own green space.”

5.

VICTORIA TOWER GARDENS is a small Grade 2 listed park, about 2 ha in size, as
shown in plan on HM1, only just large enough to take a circular ten minute walk in its
serene green space walking at 2.5mph (see Appendix 2). But what a rewarding
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experience this little park is for anyone, for a local resident, for someone who works
nearby such as a tired member of parliamentary staff, or for a tourist. Its north-west
gate leads into an enclosed green space presided over by the statue of Emmeline
Pankhurst, before the path leads out to a view down the simple unobstructed central
lawn enfolded within two simple rows of plane trees. Nearby is Rodin’s noble statue
of The Burghers of Calais. The centre of the park is unimpeded level open lawn,
while around the edges there are various points of interest and seats all along the
pathways, raised up beside the river to enjoy the view. As shown in Appendix 2, the
path layout is ideal for a wandering visit rather than a rush through the park. (HM4 &
HM5)
6.

Though the park itself is modest in size the adjacent river lends it a borrowed
spaciousness. The horizontal plane of the lawn echoes the horizontal plane of the
wide Thames, a mobile water surface for ever rising and falling in response to
changing tides. The park’s inner space reaches out beneath the trees to the
surroundings: eastwards beyond the river to the bridges, the London Eye, Lambeth
Palace and the Garden Museum church tower of St Mary-at-Lambeth; to the south
Blomfield’s obelisk; to the west a single spoke of space to St John’s Smith Square
given axial emphasis by the location of Teulon’s Grade 2* Buxton Memorial; and to
the north the commanding presence of the Palace of Westminster World Heritage Site.
These features combine with the lawn and avenues of trees to make a calm landscape,
a simple central space enriched by carefully sited monuments and more detail along
the edges.

7.

The proposed development seeks to replace this with a new arrangement conceived for
the benefit of the proposed new UKHMLC, a construction with no function related to
this location. Paths would be rearranged for rapid arrival at the centre’s entrance
building, or for hastening across the now mounded Gardens along a diagonal path
which bisects the formerly usable space. The opportunity to walk all along close to
the river would be replaced by a set-back path leading to the entrance pavilion (see
Appendix 3). Part of the freely accessible public space would be enclosed for limited
use related to new architecture grand in scale, too large for its location. The Buxton
Memorial would be engulfed. The result would be destructive of the elegant
simplicity of Victoria Tower Gardens and would reduce the quality of this small park
by occupying or rearranging much of the space (HM14).
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8.

The proposal would also compete with and detract from the setting and outstanding
universal value of the Palace of Westminster World Heritage Site shown on the lower
picture on HM3. The proposed UKHMLC building, rising up in front of the Palace as
shown in the application, would undermine this unique view of the Palace across traffic
free green lawn, a view at present subtly enhanced by the way the Buxton Memorial in
the foreground echoes the gothic towers beyond. ICOMOS has submitted a ‘technical
review’, dated May 2019, about the impact of this proposal on the WHS (see Appendix
4). This review concluded, with reasons, that the proposed UKHMLC “would
compromise an important part of (the WHS’s) immediate setting and key views” and
“therefore advised that the Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre be relocated … it
should not proceed according to the current visually intrusive design.”

9.

THE USERS OF VICTORIA TOWER GARDENS are many and various. Loss of
usefulness is a very significant harmful effect of the proposed development. The
Gardens are an accessible publicly available nearby open green space for the
considerable area shown on HM2 and beyond. This is an area inhabited by people of
many differing economic backgrounds. Paragraph 9.5 of the Officer’s report to the
City of Westminster’s Planning Applications Sub Committee, dated 11 February 2020,
includes: “Most local residents do not have any access to gardens and Victoria Tower
Gardens provides access to nature and open space which offers considerable health
benefits. The Gardens provide vital services for wards (St James’s and Vincent
Square) where very significant numbers of children are obese (23-30%). ….(There is
deprivation) for some local areas within these wards near to Victoria Tower Gardens,
making the benefits of the play and open space provision to the health and well-being
of the residents very important.” The application proposal would substantially
diminish this provision, which is totally unacceptable. The park is also a convenient
outdoor relaxation space for those who work in the Houses of Parliament, various
nearby government departments and the many other offices in the vicinity.

10. Paragraph 2.4 of the applicant’s ‘Visitor Management Strategy’ (December 2018)
confirms that Victoria Tower Gardens “currently has a range of programmed activities
as well as supporting a wide range of visitors through the day. These include tourists
taking a break from sightseeing in nearby Westminster, as well as many workers on
their lunch breaks. The park is also well used by residents from the area and is
especially popular with dog walkers. The playground is an important feature and
provides playing space for the local children. Any proposals for Victoria Tower
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Gardens North will need to maintain access for these users, and ensure continued
future use.” Yet this proposal treats the park as little more than access to UKHMLC
with provision of a through route for walkers, and so would fail to ensure its
continuing future use as a small but important park.
11. HM6 to 8 illustrate some of these many activities enjoyed in Victoria Tower Gardens.
Some are informal recreation by all and sundry, young, old, famous, local, rich or
poor. HM6 shows a few of the 520 images of Victoria Tower Gardens posted on the
internet by those who enjoy photography there or like to draw and paint. In hot
weather they fill up the lawns, relaxing in large numbers on the grass. All the year
round there are people walking their dogs or sitting on the seats, some on the east side
looking out over the river, others on the west side watching people enjoying the park
or reading or eating a picnic. (HM4) On cooler days they walk around, play games
and look at the view. Then there are stranger activities, such as ‘dog of the year’ tests
or being photographed for various purposes. One of these purposes, vital to protect
our freedoms from callous legislation, is the democratic activity of television
interviews of politicians when they are free for a short time from their work in
Parliament nearby (HM7). Sometimes the park is very full, for instance in heat waves
when the grass cools sweating limbs, or to watch ‘the Luna cinema’. The park also
has a special function as a before and after gathering place for large numbers who
wish to demonstrate in front of Parliament; then there is not an inch to spare, another
invaluable democratic purpose dependent upon this large open space (HM8). All
these activities occur in a peaceful place where there is sufficient level open ground.
12. Victoria Tower Gardens are important to children. Some come in school groups to be
educated about the past activities of Parliament (HM5); many who live nearby come
to enjoy a natural space. Then there is the ever popular playground. In February 2020
Malarchy from Kinshasa wrote on Tripadvisor that “Victoria Gardens is an attractive
green space nestled magnificently at the (southern) end of the Palace of Westminster
and running up to Lambeth Bridge. It is a beautiful spot on the Thames and arguably
one of the most impressive places in the country to have a playground,” with its
splendid outlook towards the Palace of Westminster. (HM9)
13. The applicant’s ‘Visitor Management Strategy’ provides assessments of visitor
numbers, both at present and with UKHMLC, as noted more fully in Appendix 5
accompanying this proof. The proposal put forward by the applicant is that, at the
same time as being reduced in size, the current estimated 530,000 annual visits to
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Victoria Tower Gardens would be increased to well over 1,500,000 visits. It is stated
that the number of peak hour visitors would be increased from 500 people to 1,269
people, over twice the present number. The applicant then asserts that “the Gardens’
current users would be in no way impinged” – But this is demonstrably nonsense! The
proposed visitors to UKHMLC would completely swamp the present users.
14. Though it would still be possible to sit in the sun by the Rodin statue or raised up
overlook the Thames, the tranquil context of these seats would have vanished. The
park’s other activities and peaceful quality as a breathing space would be diminished.
Incongruous grass mounding, partly very steep, rising to between 6.5 and 2 metres
above the existing ground as far north as Great Peter Street and continuing another
50m northwards, with an assertive building and criss-crossing new paths, would
replace the delightful useful level lawns of the present public open space (HM14 and
Appendix 6). Teulon’s architectural gem, the Buxton Memorial, would be
particularly grossly treated, deprived of its spacious setting and elegant axial
relationship with St John’s Smith Square (HM10), not to mention the proximity of
deep excavations through made-up ground beside the Memorial’s 1m deep foundation
(HM12). The children’s playground would be cut off from the calm lawns and fine
view of the Palace of Westminster by a harsh piece of architecture. Suitable space for
the many activities at present enjoyed so serenely in the park would be very severely
reduced. Instead of an attractive green space where visitors relax, the place would
become a through route diagonally across the park or a busy access for visitors to
UKHMLC. Many of the activities undertaken now by large numbers would be
impossible in this proposed future. Thus the proposal would cause a loss of freely
accessible public open green space and severely damage the functionality of Victoria
Tower Gardens for recreational and other purposes.
15. THIS IS A STRANGE CHOICE OF LOCATION FOR A HOLOCAUST
MEMORIAL LEARNING CENTRE. I have found myself wondering – why here?
Why is proximity to Parliament of any importance? Why despoil this park when there
are other more sensible alternatives? Dr Dorian Gerhold’s paper of May 2019
convincingly demolishes the various reasons given for selecting a location beside
Parliament.
16. The existing memorials in Victoria Tower Gardens are modest in size. The largest is
the Grade 2* Buxton Memorial, less than 14 square metres in footprint and
stylistically complementary to the Gothic revival Palace of Westminster; this
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commemorates the long struggle of some parliamentarians, from 1788 to 1834, against
powerful commercial pressures, to achieve the final emancipation of slaves, a
momentous Parliamentary Act, a subject still relevant today as the plays cited in
Appendix 7 show. In contrast the proposal before this inquiry is for a large learning
centre, a very substantial building too large for its context, taking space away from a
public park, and undermining the beauty of this space for people and its tranquillity as
a breathing space.
17. The June 2020 revised ‘UKHMLC environmental statement chapter 4 Alternatives’
shows how superficial has been the search for alternatives. Though 7 different sites
appear to have been analysed, paragraph 4.4.2 acknowledges that in fact 5 of these are
not available sites, so that the only real alternatives considered were the Imperial War
Museum and Victoria Tower Gardens, hardly a comprehensive list. As Victoria
Tower Gardens is not a suitable site for the numerous reasons placed before this
inquiry, the only viable site offered by the applicant is the Imperial War Museum, a
sensible site preferably in a format more imaginatively thought out than the short
description tabled. A more creative search might also find other viable sites however.
For instance a location beside lifeless railway lines might more accurately evoke
understanding of the real conditions experienced by these unhappy people before the
horror of the ‘final solution’.
18. A building in the wrong place like this proposal, however worthy its purpose, would
fail to bring the intended public benefit. This is clearly a completely incorrect
location; it diminishes a well-established asset of the local population and workers as
well as tourists. It is conceived without spiritual understanding of how visitors would
arrive in the correct mood to absorb the learning centre’s message. The location is also
impractical.
19. RISK TO TREES: In his meticulous Arboricultural Report prepared for Westminster
City Council Mr Mackworth-Praed of DAA has demonstrated that this site is certainly
too small for the proposed development. His Appendix 1 defines the ‘Landscape
Value’ of the rows of London Plane trees on either side of the park as ‘High’, his
highest class; I unreservedly endorse this assessment, in the context of both the local
landscape and of the setting of Westminster World Heritage Site. He concludes that
the long-term wellbeing of these trees would be endangered by construction of the
large basement, by service runs outside this, and by the additional earth mounding, all
imposing upon the ‘root protection area’ defined by BS5837:2012 as “the minimum
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area around each tree deemed to contain sufficient roots and rooting volume to
maintain the tree’s viability”, while also stating that “mature trees recover slowly, if at
all, from damage to their woody roots.” (see Appendix 6). He confirms that the ‘root
protection areas are asymmetrical extending towards the lawn, a conclusion supported
by the applicant’s own root-filled radar lines 9-10m from the tree trunks and trial pits
3,4,5 which found 4 woody roots 40-90mm diameter in a length of 6m along the line
of the edge of the proposed excavation (see Appendix 8). Indeed in my opinion this
indicates that a large part of the lawn beyond the ‘root protection area’ contains roots
giving sustenance to the trees, roots which would be cut off by the UKHMLC
proposal, as indicated on HM11. An enlightened way to safeguard these mature trees
for the future will be to avoid undertaking these proposed works.
20. IMPACTS CAUSED BY CONSTRUCTION PROCESS: Most of the park would
have to be closed to public access during the building contract period, believed to be
about 3 years, a period perhaps still troubled by coronavirus when urban open space is
especially important. Then inevitable traffic over the tree roots and many risks caused
by nearby works, as identified by Mr Mackworth-Praed, is a cause for apprehension.
HM12 pictures what the proposal involves. My experience makes me sceptical about
the ability of a contractor on this restricted site to avoid extensive damage to the trees
and their roots. The secant piling (see Appendix 9) is likely to require branch lopping
to allow piles or steel cages to be held vertically along the park side of the western
trees. There would be no space to store on site the quantities of subsoil, and separately
topsoil, which would be needed to form the final mounding proposed in the northern
part of the park. The construction vehicle tracking routes over the riverside trees
shown on the right hand plan on DAA’s TIP 03 are particularly disturbing and are not
wide enough for vehicles to turn; construction vehicles would have to pass through the
8m wide space between the Buxton Memorial and the adjacent trees (see HM12).
And how is the Memorial itself, with its only 1m deep foundation over made-up
ground, to be conserved during pile driving? Using the curves on page 24 of WSP
Engineering’s Structural Methodology Statement of December 2018 (see Appendix 9
page 4), it is clear that there would be 16mm horizontal and 6mm vertical ground
movements below the Buxton Memorial during pile driving only 2m away; this seems
a matter for concern about severity of damage. The fact that the applicants did not
even bother to instruct their consultant to analyse these impacts on the Buxton
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Memorial is another example of how little they care about the wellbeing of Victoria
Tower Gardens.
21. ACCESS: Inadequate consideration has been given to how visitors would reach this
site. The Visitor Management Strategy states that the north-west entrance “is likely to
be the entry point for a high proportion of visitors to the UKHMLC” (p33; 7.2.8) with
60% usage, needing an entrance width of 1.8m. No consideration is given to how
pedestrians would actually reach this entrance mainly from Westminster underground
station. It would be a struggle. Much of the pavement is only about 3m wide and
already on many days packed with visitors to the Houses of Parliament and
Westminster Abbey, as shown on illustration HM13. Then there will be some
occasions when immense numbers gather to demonstrate and lobby their MPs. This is
a most unsuitable place to encourage another mass of visitors, requiring a width of
access of 1.8m, to try to pass on their way to visit this new public attraction.
22. Others will arrive by coach or taxi, vehicles which would obstruct the bus lane for
buses 3 and 87 towards the south end of the park while UKHMLC visitors get off and,
more slowly, on again. Not only would the movement of frequent public buses be
obstructed but also taxis on their way to destinations such as Tate Britain or the
Museum of Garden History. Chaos would be caused.
23. SUMMARY:
(i) Research in recent decades has confirmed that parks provide great benefits to the
wellbeing and mental health of urban populations. For this reason National Planning
Policy as well as Parliament’s own CLG Committee conclude that existing open space
should not be built on and should remain freely accessible to everyone.
(ii) Victoria Tower Gardens is a delightful calm modest sized Grade 2 listed park,
simple in layout as befits its context as part of the setting of the Palace of Westminster
World Heritage Site. The centre of the park is unimpeded level open lawn framed on
either side by a row of plane trees, beyond which to the east is the spaciousness of the
river Thames. The path layout is ideal for a wandering visit through the park, or to
step aside to relax on the lawn, or to stop for a while on one of the seats along the
paths, either overlooking those enjoying the green space, or raised up with river views.
(iii) The proposed development seeks to replace this with a busy new layout of
mounding and paths, all conceived for the benefit of the proposed new UKHMLC
which has no function related to this location, a construction stealing part of the park.
The Buxton Memorial would be engulfed. The result would be destructive of the
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elegant simplicity of Victoria Tower Gardens, so damaging that ICOMOS has advised
that “it should not proceed.”
(iv) The users of Victoria Tower Gardens are many and various, a few illustrated by
my own and other witnesses’ pictures. Loss of usefulness is a very significant
permanent harmful effect of the proposed development. Also during the 2-3 years
construction period almost all the park would be substantially out of public use.
(v) The Gardens provide a vital asset to the local community many of whom are not
well off and do not have access to gardens; they also benefit from the playground so
nicely located beside the open lawns. Children are at present important beneficiaries
of the park. Others include those who work nearby such as parliamentary staff, and
tourists seeking a rest. The applicant’s Visitor Management Strategy reveals that
visitors to UKHMLC would more than double the numbers of present park users.
Existing users would not only have surrendered much space but would also be
swamped by the new visitors to the UKHMLC resulting in a loss of much needed
tranquillity from this special place in such an urban context.
(vi) The park also provides some democratic functions which could not continue
effectively, such as television interviews of politicians and a gathering place for large
numbers who wish to hold a peaceful demonstration.
(vii) This is a strange choice of location; there are better alternatives. A building in
the wrong place like this proposal would fail to bring the intended public benefit.
(viii) The location is also impractical. The plane trees, which are of the highest
environmental value, would be threatened by cutting away significant root areas and,
according to the application drawings, placing mounding over some of the remaining
roots. During construction vehicles will be forced to move around close to tree trunks.
An enlightened way to be sure of safeguarding these trees for the future will be to
avoid undertaking these proposed works.
(ix) Inadequate consideration has been given to how visitors would reach the site.
Pedestrians from Westminster underground, expected to be 60% of visitors, would
have to struggle to reach the site along the already packed pavements outside the
Houses of Parliament. Coaches and taxis would block the Millbank bus lane.
24. In CONCLUSION this is NOT the correct place for a ‘United Kingdom Holocaust
Memorial and Learning Centre’. Pedestrian access to it would be difficult. There would
be numerous negative impacts upon Victoria Tower Gardens (HM14). The proposal is too
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large for the space available between valuable existing trees, indeed much too large for the
modest scale of Victoria Tower Gardens, a charming peaceful small urban park, precious
in its present form. Visitors to the proposed UKHMLC would overwhelm the park’s
present users who are local inhabitants, local workers such as parliamentary staff, and
tourists; many current activities enjoyed by local residents and others would become
impractical. The playground would be isolated from its park. The proposal before the
inquiry misunderstands how Victoria Tower Gardens now functions as a totality. The
London Gardens Trust and The Gardens Trust are certain that this proposed insertion into
Victoria Tower Gardens of a new building with no connection with this park, however
important in itself, would inevitably detract from future public enjoyment of this gentle
natural place. It is contrary to the best interests of the public at large. Planning
permission should be refused.
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architectural character of the Memorial, but at the same time includes commentary which
diminishes its visua l impact on its env ironment. To better appreciate the message of th e
Memorial, ICOMOS advises that a different location should be chosen.
The underground part of the comp lex, comprising the Learning Centre, is not entirely
underground . According to the plans for the centre, th is would create an artificial relief on the
park.
The United Kingdom Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre Planning Statement described the
gardens as follows :

"6.41 Victoria Tower Gardens forms an area of open space to the south of the Palace of
Westminster, which makes an important contribution to the setting and appreciation of
the WHS, and to the Grade I listed Palace itself. It is a well-used, publicly accessible open
spqce, frequented by visitors to the area, office workers and nearby residents. Its character
is affected by the activities found in the area and by the road traffic to the west and south .
However, the character of the park is going to be altered, as implied in the documentation :

"6.42 The open character of the northern portion of the Gardens would be preserved, and
the new softly sloping landscape creates an attractive feature when viewed from . the
WWHS, and from which visitors to the Gardens will be able to appreciate the form;
Victoria Tower from a new, elevated perspective, creating an interesting new viewing
position."

o/

As located and designed, the Learning Centre would give rise to a negative visual impact on the
property's integrity, and an adverse effect on the undisturbed appearance of the World Heritage
property.

2.

The proposed memorial would have an adverse visual impact on the setting of the property as
perceived from the west end of Lambeth Bridge (see photo A in annexe). While crossing the
bridge, the grass of Victoria Gardens is seen through the trunks of the trees, which are a vitpf
part of the setting of the property. Then, as the west end of the bridge is reached, there appears
a full height view of the south end of the Palace, first Victoria Tower, followed while moving
westwards by other steeples, and the Elizabeth Tower (also known as Big Ben). The central part.,.
of this unfolding sequence is shown in photo B (in annexe). It is evident from the visualisation 'Of
the "Memorial Entrance" that this view would be compromised, increasingly so as observers
move westwards;
In the documentation, it is remarked that the planned artificial hill will provide a new/ better view
of the World Heritage property. ICOMOS is unconvinced by this statement, because t his·
intervention will significantly reduce the viewing distance to the World Heritage property and
thereby change the traditional sight of Parliament. Existing limits in size, scope and proportions
of the changes should be respected.

3.

The view of the property from across the River Thames would also be compromised, in terms of
cutting off the parkland setting adjacent to the western side of Palace of Westminster;
furthermo re, the approach to the Palace from the west would also be disturbed as the new.

ICOMOS TECHNICAL REVIEW

/ Text additional to paragraph (8) .· '_ ·.
- 20APPENDIX
4
/Page 2 of 5
J

constructions would obscure the end of the Palace of Westminster as it is approached along the
road;
The mentioned " high architectural quality" (in the submitted documentation) of the planne d
Memorial in itself, separately from the conte xt of its historic environment, is not enough to
diminish the -negative impact outlined in this point. The design excellence is not at issue; it is the
location and effect on the existing visual qualities of the precinct and the World heritage prop erty
that are problematic and inappropriate.

4.

The impact of the proposal upon the mature plane trees along the river and the road would be
highly negative. The roots of these trees, upon which their life depends, stretch across the open
ground of Victoria Tower Gardens, well beyond their canopy visible above ground. The riverside
trees are especially vulnerable because they cannot have substantial roots reaching out into the
river. In assessing this project, it is therefore essential to accept that, if the underground hall
and sunken entrance courtyard are built, it is likely that the trees alongside them would die.
This evaluation remains valid . The proposal presents a direct threat to the living components of
the gardens . If the trees do not survive, the proposed Memorial would have an even greater
significant visual impact on the World Heritage property.
Although the Victoria Tower Gardens are not a part of the World Heritage property or its bufrer
zone, this historic urban garden has its own merits, as historic site (a protected cultural heritage
property) . The planned insertion of a significant new construction would also adversely affect the
integrity of Victoria Tower Gardens, in addition to creating adverse visual impact on the integrity
of the adjacent World Heritage property.

5.

The necessary excavations would involve the loss of underground archaeological resources. rh'e
area was part of Thomey Island in the Anglo-Saxon period - thus accounting for the position of
Westminster Abbey. In the medieval and post-medieval period, the whole riverfront was
occupied by wharfs, yards and simple warehouses. When the park was created, the land was
extended over the foreshore.
The high risk of adverse impact on archaeological resources remains . This matter does not seem
to have b~en actively addressed through any reconsideration or revision.

6.

The construction of the monument would change what is currently a civic park with puplic
.
spaces into a zone of limited access.
'

; ' ~

In the submitted documentation, there are repeated statements that the "green area " chara,cti:r
of the Victoria Tower Gardens is not going to be changed considerably :
11

6.46 The intrinsic character of Victoria Tower Gardens is that of a green space within an
urban setting, which accrues greater significance from its unique position adjacent to th ~
WWHS. Its special interest lies in its position relative to the Palaces of Westminster. ·it
provides a green setting, with mature trees, which contribute to the appreciate [sic] of the
building's Gothic and picturesque qualities."
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And:

"6.53 The character of this part of the Conservation Area will not change and whilst the
Proposed Development will be a noticeable addition to the space, and to some views, it
would not fundamentally change the character of the Conservation Area as a whole. Its
appearance and its meaningful purpose would therefore make a positive contribution to
the Conservation Area."
Thanks to the accurately executed visual documentation submitted, ICOMOS has evaluated this
statement and disagrees with this assessment and conclusion . The essence of a park is in
contradiction with a construction site, particularly in this case when the park's elongated-narrow
shape makes the situation even more delicate.
It is true that Victoria Tower Gardens already contain several important historic memorials, but
these are of a very different scale from the scale of the planned complex. Statues, or the smallersize "architecture-like" shape of the Buxton memorial, do not transform surface conditions, as the
current proposal does.

7.

The anticipated one million visitors would create difficult traffic and parking problems and could
.
r; ' ..
compromise the further pedestrianisation of the area that is urgently needed to strengthen ~h~
integrity of the property as a single entity.
· :. '
ICOMOS underlines the remaining unsolved contradiction between the carrying capacity of the
Victoria Tower Gardens as a public garden, and the size of the proposed new Memorial a'nd
learning facility.
It is clear that the purpose of the above-ground part of the Memorial is to attract attention and
express its message with dignity - from this point of view, the proposed mass can be considered
as small even though it already breaks the spatial framework. This contradiction results in an
outcome which is not respectful of the existing qualities of the space.

8.

A significant increase in visitors could also increase security concerns, possibly bringing
mitigation measures that could add to those already in place and to their highly adverse visual
impacts
.,. "!
':·•·

This concern remains valid .

In connection with the previous points, and with reference to previous comments from ICOMOS in its
Technical Reviews and mission reports, the lack of designated, official buffer zone for the World,
Heritage property in question seems to contribute to the issues with the current proposal. Victoria
Tower Gardens are an important part of the setting of the property. If the property had a buffer zone,
it is probable that Victoria Tower Gardens would be included and less likely that the National Holocaust
Memorial and Learning Centre would have been proposed in the current location.
ICOMOS recognises that in this phase of the process, now that the full planning application has been
submitted, it will be difficult to revise the location of the National Holocaust Memorial and Learning
Centre. However, that difficulty is not a sufficient justification in circumstances where the project, as
designed and lpcated, would have an adverse impact on the Outstanding Universal Value of the
property, by compromising an important part of its immediate setting and key views.
. , ., 1
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As for the concept of "balancing" harm and benefit, the project documentation contains rather
su bjective statements:

"8. 6 If a different view is formed in this case, we consider that the national and international
significance of the United Kingdom Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre would constitute
material considerations which would more than outweigh any alleged harm, and would be
overwhelmingly in favour of the grant of planning permission. "
This concept of "balancing" might be acceptable in other situations, but is not appropriate for a World
Heritage prope rty in a context where the State Party is obliged to conserve attributes that contribute
to the Outstanding Universal Value of the property.
ICOMOS notes that the existing regulations specifically seek to protect the property and its sett ing :

"Strategic Policy 525 within the City Plan states that "recognising Westminster's wider historic
environment, its extensive heritage assets will be conserved, including its listed buildings,
conservation areas ... their settings, and its archaeological heritage." Any change should not
detract from the existing qualities of the environment. "
These provisions and the principles therein shou ld be applied in this case .

Conclusions
As there have been no significant modifications to the plans previously reviewed by ICOMOS, the
Advisory Body's conclusions have not changed .
While ICOMOS strong ly supports the idea of a Holocau st Memorial and Learning Centre in London , it
considers that the proposed monument and its underground rooms located in Victoria Tower Garden s,
as set out in the submitted app lication, would have an adverse impact on the Outstanding Universal
Value of the Palace of Westminster and Westminster Abbey including St Margaret's Churc h World
Heritage propei·ty, and would compromise an important part of its immediate setting and key views."
It is therefore advised that the Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre be relocated.
It is further advised that, even if the project is not relocated, it should not proceed according to the
current visually intrusive design .

ICOMOS remains at the disposal of the State Party for further clarification on the above or ass istance
as required .

ICOMOS, Chare nton-le Pont
May 2019
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VICTORIA TOWER GARDENS: PROPOSED UKHMLC
Public Inquiry
Planning Inspectorate Reference:APP/X5990/V/19/3240661
City of Westminster ref no: 19/00114/FULL
ILLUSTRATIONS to proof by
HAL MOGGRIDGE opposing the application
For the London Parks & Gardens Trust
In co-operation with The Gardens Trust

HM1

VICTORIA TOWER GARDENS in February 2020

HM2

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH OF THE PRINCIPAL AREA SERVED

HM3

WESTMINSTER WORLD HERITAGE SITE FROM LAMBETH BRIDGE

HM4

PATHS – ROADSIDE AND RIVERSIDE

HM5

THE LONG LEVEL LAWN

HM6

IMAGES FROM INTERNET Activities in the Park

HM7

FILMING

HM8

THE PARK FULL & EMPTY

HM9

CHILDRENS’ PLAYGROUND

HM10 AXIS FROM BUXTON MEMORIAL TO ST JOHN’S SMITH SQUARE
HM11 TYPICAL ROOT CUTTING OF TREES BESIDE UKHMLC
HM12 CROSS SECTION THROUGH THE 3000m2 PROPOSED BASEMENT
HM13 PEDESTRIAN ACCESS FROM WESTMINSTER U/G STATION
HM14 NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF PROPOSED UKHMLC
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