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Territorial restrictions 

Information requested 

Promoter requested to draft an 
amendment on spatial extent 

Committee COM-208 
paras. 250 
to 256 

The Promoter does not consider that an amendment is necessary or 
desirable.  In any event, it refers to the Committee’s note to the 
Promoter, Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received 
on 06 December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in 
Annexe 3, paragraph 7 of which relates to the Committee’s requested 
assurance on this issue.  

Amendments proposed 

At end of Clause 2, add: 

“provided that any such memorial and 
centre for learning constructed on the 
land so described shall not occupy a 
surface area greater than 1,429 
square metres, including in that total 
area any entrance pavilion, courtyard 
and ramp into the learning centre, 
associated hard standing, service 
access, new access paths, the parts 
of the mound not accessible to the 
public and areas enclosed to ensure 
the security of the memorial and 
centre for learning.’ 

OR 

If flexibility to change the design / 
planning permission is required: 

“provided that any such memorial and 
centre for learning constructed on the 
land so described shall not occupy a 
surface area greater than 1429 
square metres, including in that total 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners, including 
the London Historic 
Parks and Gardens 
Trust 

PET-014 
items 1 and 
2 

PET-007 
slide 4 

This is a more developed version of the London Historic Parks and 
Gardens Trust’s Amendment B. 

As explained by Mr Katkowski KC on 20 November 2024 (COM-209 
para. 446), the Promoter understands that the underlying idea behind 
this amendment is that there should be a geographic limitation on the 
extent of the lifting, in colloquial terms, of section 8(1) and (8) of the 
1900 Act.  

However, as Mr Katkowski explained, the form of the draft amendment 
proposed does not provide sufficient certainty that further attempts to 
frustrate the construction and operation of the HMLC will not be 
forthcoming. 

This is because every square metreage and percentage that has been 
put forward by the Promoter has been the subject of repeated challenge 
and controversy by opponents of the proposed HMLC, including several 
of the petitioners appearing before the Committee. It would therefore be 
a recipe for endless litigation and dispute were an amendment 
specifying a square metreage or percentage to be adopted. This is 
without prejudice to the Promoter’s principal submission that an 
amendment of this type is not necessary or appropriate. 

https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15021/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
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area any building or facility or access 
path, security feature or fenced area 
which in each case is intended for the 
purposes of or associated with the 
memorial and centre for learning.” 

Recommendations suggested 

None    

Timing restrictions 

Information requested 

None    

Amendments proposed 

Timing – delivery in an acceptable 
timescale 

[no specific wording proposed by the 
Petitioner] 

 

Buxton Society HMB-013 The Promoter is concerned that this proposed amendment is vague and 
non-specific. No guidance is given as to what is an “acceptable” 
timescale, nor the person by whom such a determination is to be made. 

The Promoter submits that this is ultimately a matter best left to the 
ordinary planning process. The planning permission (if granted) will be 
subject to a mandatory condition requiring the HMLC development to 
be commenced within a specified timeframe, with the standard period 
being three years (see section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990).  

If the HMLC is not brought forward within the applicable period then the 
planning permission would lapse and there would accordingly be no 
impact on VTG. 

Conversely, if the planning permission is granted, this will in due course 
require the submission of a construction management plan for the 
project to the local planning authority, Westminster City Council, which 
will then govern the practical implementation of the project post-

https://committees.parliament.uk/hybridbillpetition/256/default/
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commencement including appropriate management of any relevant 
identified impacts. 

Clause 2, add new sub-clause: “This 
section will cease to have effect at the 
end of 2029, except for the use, 
maintenance and operation of any 
buildings already completed or under 
construction by virtue of this section.” 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners 

Supersedes the 
amendments 
proposed by the 
London Historic 
Parks and Gardens 
Trust (‘Amendment 
C’) and the Thorney 
Island Society 

PET-014 
item 7 

 

This is a revised version of the Amendment C originally proposed by the 
London Historic Parks and Gardens Trust and by the Thorney Island 
Society. 

As explained by Mr Katkowski (COM-209 paras. 154 to 155), as 
originally proposed this amendment would provide that clause 2 of the 
Bill should cease to have effect at some future point in time. This cannot 
be achieved simply because clause 2 must continue to have effect once 
the HMLC is inaugurated as it will be used and operated on an on-going 
basis thereafter. This is made clear by clause 1, which is cross-referred 
to in clause 2 and relates not only to construction, but also to use and 
operation. Great care would need to be taken in the drafting of any such 
provision. 

Whilst the revised amendment goes some way towards rectifying the 
defects in the amendments originally proposed by the London Historic 
Parks and Gardens Trust and the Thorney Island Society (see below), 
nevertheless the Promoter has no control over the planning process and 
when construction might begin.  The amendment would incentivise 
continued legal challenge by providing objectors to the proposal with the 
opportunity to seek further delays until the sunset clause came into 
effect. 

Whilst it would be the Promoter's intention to proceed expeditiously with 
the project if planning permission is granted, it does not have any 
controls over when that might be and it would be clearly undesirable that 
if construction was not able to commence by a particular date that it 
would then have to return to Parliament with a further Bill to disapply the 
provisions of s.8(1) and (8) of the 1900 Act, with the further delays which 
would result. . 

Recommendations suggested 

None    

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
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Alignment with Palace of Westminster restoration 

Information requested 

Scope of discussions between HMLC 
programme team and the Palace of 
Westminster 

Committee  Regular meetings take place between the MHCLG team responsible for 
taking forward the HMLC and representatives of different projects and 
functions within the Palace of Westminster.  These meetings cover 
matters – such as traffic and logistics as well as the use of VTG - arising 
in connection with the HMLC and with projects such as the restoration 
of Victoria Tower and the wider Restoration and Renewal programme, 
which are at different stages of development.  All parties are fully aware 
of the formal status of Victoria Tower Gardens and of the extent to which 
VTG is currently used. 

Amendments proposed 

Add new clause:  

“The activities described in section 
1(1) may not be carried out on the 
land referred to in section 2 unless the 
authorities of the two Houses have 
certified that the planned restoration 
and renewal  of the Palace of 
Westminster (“R&R”) will not make 
use during construction of any part of 
Victoria Tower Gardens” 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners, including 
Baroness Deech 

PET-014 
item 11 

As explained by Ms Lean for the Promoter in oral submissions (COM-
210 paras. 184 to 202), the practical effect of this proposed amendment 
is to put an obstacle in the way of the delivery of the proposed HMLC in 
a Bill the principle of which is to enable the project to go forward.  It 
essentially makes clause 2 of the Bill dependent on a condition 
precedent – the certification that the R & R project will not make use 
during construction of any part of VTG.  It thus cuts across the principle 
of clause 2 of the Bill as approved at Second Reading. 

It is also unclear from the proposed amendment whether the certification 
envisaged is that the R&R project would not make use of any part of 
VTG for construction purposes, or (as the Promoter assumes to be the 
proposal) that the R & R project would not make any use of VTG during 
the construction of the HMLC. 

The planning process for R&R, and use of the gardens for construction, 
would need to consider and take into account the proposals for the 
HMLC if they were imminent or during the process of construction 
themselves, and to consider matters such as the wider impact on users 
of VTG of the construction activities going forward.  

There are established stages and processes through which these 
matters can and will be considered, including on any redetermination of 

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15046/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15046/pdf/
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the planning application for the HMLC if proposals for the R&R work are 
more choate at that time. If there are particular concerns that people 
wish to raise as to the impacts of those works possibly coming forward 
at the same time, those are things that could be raised before, and that 
would have to be considered by the Minister in redetermining the 
planning application for the proposed HMLC. 

The corporate officers of the House of Lords and the House of 
Commons have been invited by the MHCLG Planning Casework Unit 
(on behalf of the Minister responsible for redetermining the HMLC 
planning application) to make representations in relation to the planning 
application, and those corporate officers have confirmed that they intend 
to make representations before the application is redetermined (see 
letter at Annexe 4). 

It will be seen that the letter from the corporate officers refers to rule 19 
of the Town and Country Planning (Inquiries Procedure) (England) 
Rules 2000. This provides that where a called-in ministerial planning 
decision in respect of which an inquiry has been held is quashed in 
subsequent court proceedings (as is the case here), the Secretary of 
State must: 

(a) send those persons who appeared at the inquiry a written statement 
of the matters with respect to which further representations are invited 
for the purposes of his further consideration of the application; and  

(b) allow them to make written representations to him in respect of those 
matters or to ask for the inquiry to be re-opened.  

Rule 19 then also allows the Secretary of State to cause the inquiry to 
be re-opened (by the same or a different inspector), whether in 
response to such representations or of his own motion. 

Recommendations suggested 

The authorities responsible for 
Restoration & Renewal, the repair of 
Victoria Tower and the replacement of 
the Education Centre should report 

B Deech PET-015 
para. 25 

The recommendation by Baroness Deech is not accepted by the 
Promoter.  The Promoter has substantively addressed this issue above, 
in response to the amendment sought to similar effect, and would just 
wish in addition to clarify that there is no new request for planning 

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
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jointly on how these undertakings and 
any Memorial and Learning Centre in 
VTG would impact on each other, and 
lay that report before Parliament 
before planning permission is sought. 

 

permission, rather the position is that the application for the planning 
permission which was quashed by the High Court remains extant and is 
now awaiting redetermination. 

The Promoter also refers to the Committee’s note to the Promoter, 
Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received on 06 
December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in Annexe 3, 
paragraph 15 of which relates to the Committee’s proposed 
Recommendation on this and related issues. 

Design parameters / limits 

Information requested 

Distance between Buxton Memorial 
and new railings and seats to be 
implemented as part of the HMLC 
project 

Committee COM-211 
paras. 183 
and 184 

It should be noted that the minimum distance between the Buxton 
Memorial (BM) and the bench facing the BM will be 2.208 metres, and 
the minimum distance between the Buxton Memorial and the fencing of 
the HM Courtyard will be 2.426m: not the 1.5 metres suggested by Mr 
Buxton in his evidence (see COM-211 paras. 114 and 115).  A drawing 
showing the relevant measurements is provided at Annexe 5. Visitors 
simply walking past the BM at that point will typically be using the 5m 
path alongside (measurement A on the drawing) and will not be 
impeded by people seated on the benches, or viewing the Buxton 
Memorial or the HMLC from the circular path. 

The Promoter also refers to the Committee’s note to the Promoter, 
Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received on 06 
December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in Annexe 3, 
paragraph 8 of which relates to the Committee’s requested assurance 
on this issue. 

Amendments proposed 

At end of clause 2 add: 

“provided that any such memorial and 
centre for learning constructed on the 
land so described shall not (i) result in 
the raising of the current ground level 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners 

Supersedes the 
amendments 
proposed by the 

PET-014 
item 3 

The fundamental issue with this proposed amendment – and all others 
like it (see, for example, the proposed amendments above which seek 
to restrict the footprint of the HMLC to 1,429 square metres and the 
other proposed restrictions below) which seek to restrict the scale, size 
or other physical proportions or design of the HMLC - is that it would 
have the effect of preventing the proposed HMLC (which is the subject 

https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15054/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15054/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
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or (ii) exceed 9.62m metres in height 
above current ground level.”  

 

London Historic 
Parks and Gardens 
Trust (‘Amendment 
A’) and the Thorney 
Island Society 

of the re-activated planning application process) from being constructed 
at all. 

This is made plain in the ‘supplementary witness statement’ of Dr 
Gerhold (PET-016) which states (in relevant part) that: 

“Given the contents of the Bill and the Committee’s ruling, amendments 
relating to the size and design of an HMLC in Victoria Tower Gardens 
must be within scope even if they would prevent the current design 
being constructed.” 

Aside from the fact that this passage veers into legal submissions rather 
than constituting evidence, it makes abundantly clear that the very 
purpose of these types of proposed amendments is with a view to 
achieving petitioners’ underlying substantive aim of frustrating the 
construction and operation of the proposed HMLC in VTG. This runs 
completely counter to the principle of clause 2 of the Bill, which is 
precisely intended to enable such activities to proceed should planning 
permission be granted in due course.  

Clause 2, add: 

“provided that any such activities shall 
preserve [or enhance] any other 
memorial or the setting of such 
memorial in the land described in 
section 8(1) of that Act” 

 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners 

Supersedes the 
amendments 
proposed by the 
London Historic 
Parks and Gardens 
Trust (‘Amendment 
D’), the Buxton 
Society and the 
Thorney Island 
Society 

PET-014 
item 9 

In headline terms, what the Committee is being asked to do is to 
recommend an amendment to the Bill that would destroy its principle 
and go to the very heart of what the Bill is intended to do. 

The purpose of this amendment would be, as Mr Buxton acknowledged 
in evidence in response to a question from Baroness Scott, precisely “to 
tie the hands of the [planning] decision-maker” (COM-211 paras. 144 
and 145). It would stop the current proposal for the HMLC in its tracks. 
At the moment, that is the only proposal that there is for an HMLC in 
VTG. 

In the case of an amendment that requires there to be no harm to the 
Buxton Memorial in circumstances where harm has been found by the 
planning decisions taken to date (albeit outweighed by the public 
benefits of the project), it necessarily follows that the effect of such an 
amendment would be that, on the basis of the assessment that has 
currently been made of the proposals, the proposed HMLC could not go 
ahead. In response to Lord Jamieson’s direct question that “the 
amendment you are proposing would stop the Holocaust memorial”, Mr 

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15054/pdf/
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Buxton plainly admitted “that would be the effect of this amendment” 
(COM-211 paras. 131 to 139). 

Further, this amendment would afford a level of legislative protection to 
the Buxton Memorial (or other memorials in the VTG) above and beyond 
that which they enjoy as listed buildings under legislation and policy 
more generally, in that they would provide that if any harm were to be 
caused to the Buxton Memorial (or other memorial) the provision of the 
HMLC would not be able to go ahead, rather than that harm being 
weighed against the public benefits of the project in the usual way.  It 
remains the Promoter’s submission that there is no justification for 
making the disapplication of s.8(1) and (8) of the 1900 Act (the purpose 
of which is to require the gardens to be maintained as a garden for the 
benefit of the public, not for the protection of the existing memorials) 
dependent upon or subject to a more stringent regime in relation to 
those memorials than applies generally to such structures. 

Moreover, on the evidence provided by petitioners, the Committee is not 
in a position to be able to speculate as to whether there is any putative 
alternative design of a memorial and learning centre which could be 
introduced into this heritage-rich garden with a number of memorials - 
and the setting of memorials - in such a way that absolutely no harm 
whatsoever was done to the setting of any of those memorials. It is 
entirely speculative. 

See also generally COM-209 paras. 448 and 449 and COM-211 paras. 
172 to 174 

Clause 2, add:  

“provided that the no part of the 
memorial and centre for learning 
(including any surrounding fencing) 
shall be located less than 8m from the 
Buxton Memorial” 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners 

PET-014 
item 10 

Petitioners are in effect asking the Committee to decide what, in its 
judgement, is the appropriate separation distance between the HMLC 
and the Buxton Memorial. No evidence has been provided to inform the 
Committee in making that judgement and it would not be an appropriate 
amendment to be included, or recommended for inclusion. 

This is because, as the Committee has already indicated, it is not sitting 
as a planning committee, or as a planning decision-maker, and this is 
the quintessential sort of judgement that is left to the planning process 

https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15054/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15054/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
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and will – in due course – be the subject of the re-activated planning 
application process.  

As noted above, the shortest distance from the Buxton Memorial to the 
new railings on the east side of the courtyard is 2.426 metres. The 
amendment also does not take account of the fact that the below-ground 
element of the proposed HMLC will also be in close proximity. 

In these circumstances, the practical effect of this amendment would be 
to prevent the proposed HMLC from being implemented if planning 
permission is granted. 

At the Committee’s hearing held on 5 
December 2024, Lord Sassoon 
maintained his request for the Bill to 
be amended so as to require that: 

- the HMLC not to encroach onto the 
lawn in VTG; 

- views of the south front of the Palace 
of Westminster be preserved; and 

-the HMLC be moved to the periphery 
of VTG. 

No draft text for these suggested 
amendments has been provided. 

Lord Sassoon Transcript 
not yet 
available 

As Ms Lean submitted on behalf of the Promoter on 5 December 
2024, all of these proposed amendments are of a similar nature to 
those put forward by other petitioners concerning, e.g. limiting the size 
or height or bulk of the HMLC or specifying distances from other 
memorials or seeking to require the preservation (in terms of the 
absence of any heritage harm) of the setting of other features in or 
near VTG. 

As set out above, this once again runs up against the principle of 
clause 2 which is about not restricting or preventing the 
implementation of the proposed HMLC. This is because the 
amendments sought would necessarily have the effect of (inter alia) 
‘restricting’ the provision the HMLC in the VTG and would prevent the 
current proposed HMLC from proceeding at all. 

Any Learning Centre built pursuant to 
this Act should include the 
educational facilities recommended in 
the Prime Minister's 2015 Holocaust 
Commission, including a physical 
campus, an online hub, a lecture 
theatre, classrooms and offices. 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners 

PET-014 
item 12 

This amendment seeks to impose a requirement on the facilities which 
the Learning Centre will provide that would have the effect of preventing 
the proposed HMLC being built at Victoria Tower Gardens. 

The Learning Centre was discussed in detail at the planning inquiry. The 
Planning Inspector accepted the Promoter’s case that nearly all the 
Holocaust Commission’s recommendations on holocaust educational 
facilities could be met at Victoria Tower Gardens, with the one exception 
being the ability to host offices for other Holocaust-related 
organisations. The Inspector agreed with the Promoter that the growth 

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
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in the use of digital communications, particularly following the 
coronavirus pandemic, meant that physical offices were much less 
important (paragraph 15.142). 

Bill should stipulate that if the 
Memorial is sited in the VTG the 
‘centre for learning’ should be sited 
elsewhere. 

Following the Committee’s provisional 
ruling that this is out of scope, the 
proposal was amended orally to argue 
that the learning centre should be in 
the parliamentary education building 
instead. 

Thorney Island 
Society 

COM-209 
para. 88 

The amended proposed amendment would still be in contravention of 
the Committee’s provisional ruling on scope, for two reasons: 

1. it would mean that the memorial and the learning centre are not 
in truth co-located; and 

2. it seeks to prevent or restrict the construction of the learning 
centre below ground. 

In addition, the petitioners have also not explained how the proposal to 
use the education centre squares with the prospective loss of the centre 
during the R & R works (see Lord Vaux's evidence at COM-210 
para. 84). 

Recommendations suggested 

There should be a new competition to 
design an appropriate and moderate 
sized Memorial, if it is to be situated in 
VTG. 

B Deech PET-015 
para. 26 

This proposed recommendation would be contrary to the principle of the 
Bill which is to enable the proposed HMLC to be built at Victoria Tower 
Gardens and is in breach of the Committee’s rulings on scope.  

The proposed scheme was chosen following an international design 
competition that attracted nearly 100 entries.  The public was invited to 
comment on ten shortlisted designs which were exhibited publicly 
around the country and in the Palace of Westminster, The winning 
design was selected by a broad-based panel who were unanimous in 
their decision that the design met an essential challenge of the brief by 
being visually arresting yet showing sensitivity to its location and 
context. 

Governance arrangements 

Information requested 

https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15046/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
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The Chair requested further 
particulars of both the current 
governance arrangements for VTG, 
together with the current proposals for 
management of the HMLC and the 
remainder of VTG in the future. 

This has been supplemented by the 
Chair’s request made at the hearing 
on 5 December 2024 for the Promoter 
to provide a draft assurance in relation 
to the future management of VTG. 

Committee COM-209 
paras. 190 
to 200 and 
214 to 217 

In terms of the current arrangements, VTG is Crown land for which the 
Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport is responsible. The 
Royal Parks charity currently manages VTG on behalf of the Secretary 
of State under its overall contract to maintain London’s Royal Parks and 
other plots of land, including VTG, which do not have Royal Park status. 

Looking to the future, the Prime Minister’s Holocaust Commission 
proposed that a permanent, independent body should be established to 
operate and run the HMLC. Decisions on the precise form and function 
of this operating body have not yet been taken, but there are no plans 
for it to take on wider responsibility for the management and 
maintenance of VTG. 

Please refer to PRO-011 for further detail. 

The Promoter would further stress, in that regard, that those parts of the 
VTG in respect of which s.8(1) and (8) would not disapplied by clause 2 
of the Bill (which will, in practice, be determined by any planning 
permission which may be granted for the HMLC) would remain, such 
that the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport (and/or any 
body to which she delegated responsibility for management of the 
garden) would remain subject to the obligation to maintain those parts 
of VTG as a garden under s.8 of the 1900 Act. 

The Promoter also refers to the Committee’s note to the Promoter, 
Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received on 06 
December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in Annexe 3, 
paragraph 14 of which relates to the Committee’s requested 
undertaking on this issue. 

Amendments proposed 

Clause 2, add new sub-clause:  

“The body responsible for the 
operation of any memorial and centre 
for learning constructed on the land so 
described shall not have authority 
over the parts of Victoria Tower 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners 

Supersedes the 
amendments 
proposed by the 
London Historic 

PET-014 
item 5 

As set out above, there are no plans for the body established to operate 
and run the HMLC to take on wider responsibility for the management 
of VTG. 

However, it should be noted that the effect of this type of amendment 
could also have the inadvertent effect of preventing a situation in which 

https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/45781/documents/226624/default/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
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Gardens not occupied by that 
memorial and centre for learning.” 

Parks and Gardens 
Trust (‘Amendment 
H’) and the Thorney 
Island Society 

the management and operation of both VTG and the HMLC remained 
within the direct control of government in the future.  

Further, and as noted above, those parts of the VTG in respect of which 
s.8(1) and (8) would not disapplied by clause 2 of the Bill (which will, in 
practice, be determined by any planning permission which may be 
granted for the HMLC) would remain, such that government (or any 
body to which responsibility for management of the gardens was 
delegated) would remain subject to the obligations under s.8 of the 1900 
Act. 

Clause 2, add new sub-clause: 

“The body responsible for the 
operation of any memorial and centre 
for learning constructed on the land so 
described shall not have authority 
over the parts of Victoria Tower 
Gardens not occupied by that 
memorial and centre for learning. Any 
body responsible for Victoria Tower 
Gardens shall consult in advance with 
local residents through the relevant 
local amenity societies with regard to 
any matters which may affect the free 
use of Victoria Tower Gardens as a 
garden open to the public." 

Thorney Island 
Society 

PET-018 The first sentence of this proposed amendment suffers from the same 
defects as the preceding one advanced on behalf of this petitioner (and 
others) by Mr Doctor. 

This proposed amendment also seeks to add a completely new 
restriction / requirement relating to the management of VTG which does 
not at present exist.  

The proposal to introduce a new general restriction across the whole of 

VTG would constitute an amendment to s.8 of the 1900 Act to write in a 
new restriction which does not exist currently.  Further, such an 
amendment would also constitute an extension of the scope of the Bill 

itself, which would require an ‘additional provision’. Additional provisions 
may not, however, be obtained in the Second House. See generally 

Erskine May para. 45.22. 

Recommendations suggested 

The Government should present for 
the approval of Parliament a report 
setting out the remit of the body 
running the Memorial and the manner 
in which it will interact with the 
separate body managing the gardens 
which will have responsibility for 
protecting the interests of park users 

Thorney Island 
Society 

COM-209 
paras. 130 

As set out above and in PRO-011, no decisions have yet been taken on 
the form or function of the Memorial and Learning Centre’s operating 
body. The Promoter fully recognises the importance of close co-
operation between the body responsible for operating the HMLC and 
the body responsible for managing the wider VTG.  

The Promoter and the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport 
will seek to ensure that the two bodies (whatever their form and function) 

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://erskinemay.parliament.uk/section/6259/committees-on-opposed-bills
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/45781/documents/226624/default/
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other than Holocaust Memorial 
visitors 

co-operate within a framework which enables each to pursue their 
distinct objectives unimpeded. 

Visitor management strategy 

Information requested 

In an email from the clerks to the 
Promoter of 29 November 2024, the 
Committee expressed a wish for 
further information from the Promoter 
in relation to how, under current plans, 
the flow of people visiting the HMLC 
would be managed after it has been 
built, including which entrance to VTG 
visitors would use and how that would 
be enforced. 

Committee No 
reference 

A copy of the Visitor Management Strategy (VMS) prepared as part of 
the planning application is provided Annexes 1 and 2 of this table. 

The VMS, which is based on surveys of pedestrian numbers in VTG and 
modelling of the expected numbers of visitors to the HMLC, addresses 
the topics of entry to VTG, movement around the gardens and access 
to the HMLC itself.   

The strategy explains (Annexe 1 pg.11 section 3.2) the expectation that, 
because of the linear shape of VTG, most visitors will enter from the 
north and south entrances to the gardens, with the majority arriving at 
the circular entrance space facing the Emmeline Pankhurst Memorial.   

All the current entrances to VTG will however remain open and 
accessible to visitors, whether intending to visit the HMLC or visiting 
VTG for any other purpose. 

In summary, the strategy concludes: 

(a) even with high demand, small party sizes (which take longer to 
process), and at the busiest times during the day, it is possible 
to comfortably manage the HMLC entrance and keep queue 
lengths to a minimum, and in the majority of cases with no 
queues forming at all (Annexe 1 pg. 21 section 5.9); and 

(b) with a predicted 3,000 visitors per day entering the HMLC and 
7,000 additional visitors to VTG to view (but not enter) the 
HMLC there are no issues with pedestrian flow at the entrances 
to the gardens, the entrance to the Entrance Pavilion, or with 
the capacity of the gardens in terms of crowding (Annexe 1 
pg.27 section 7.1). 
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The Planning Inspector’s conclusions in respect of these matters can 
be found at various points in his report, particularly paragraphs 15.194 
(current usage of VTG), 15.206 (expected future visitor numbers), 
15.210 to 15.212 (impact on users of the gardens of additional visitors), 
15.244 (security implications) and 15.254 to 15.258 (pedestrian 
movements alongside VTG). 

The Promoter also refers to the Committee’s note to the Promoter, 
Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received on 06 
December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in Annexe 3, 
paragraphs 2 and 4 of which relate to the Committee’s requested 
assurances on these and related issues. 

Amendments proposed 

None    

Recommendations suggested 

None    

Playground 

Information requested 

The Committee requested further 
information on the Promoter’s 
intentions in respect of maintaining 
access to Horseferry Playground 
during construction and operation of 
the HMLC, in particular the provision 
of step-free access, having regard to 
(amongst others) the needs of parents 
with children in pushchairs, and the 
management of queuing. 

Committee COM-209 
paras. 148 
to 152 

The Promoter’s overarching intention is to keep the playground open for 
as long as reasonably practicable during the construction of the HMLC. 
However, it is inevitable that closure of the playground will be needed 
at certain stages of the construction programme, both to enable works 
to take place on the site of the playground and to ensure the safety of 
users of the playground when works take place nearby. 

Following completion of construction of the planned HMLC and all the 
associated landscaping improvements at VTG, level, ‘step free’, access 
to the playground will be available through the gate on Millbank at the 
southern end of VTG (as now), as well as from the other gates into VTG. 

https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
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The playground will also be accessible via the steps from Lambeth 
Bridge. 

Please refer to PRO-011 and Annexes 1 and 2 of this table for further 
details. 

The Promoter also refers to the Committee’s note to the Promoter, 
Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received on 06 
December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in Annexe 3, 
paragraphs 1, 2, 4 and 5 of which relate to the Committee’s requested 
assurances on these and related issues. 

Amendments proposed 

At end of clause 2 add: 

"provided that any such memorial and 
centre for learning constructed on the 
land so described (i) shall not cause 
the existing Spicer Memorial to be 
moved or the area of the playground 
on that site to be reduced; and (ii) 
shall be designed and operated in 
such a way that access to any 
children's playground on that site is 
maintained at level from the nearest 
entrance without requiring the use of 
steps." 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners 

Supersedes the 
amendments 
proposed by the 
London Historic 
Parks and Gardens 
Trust (‘Amendment 
E’) and the Thorney 
Island Society 

PET-014 
item 4 

As explained by Mr Katkowski KC (COM-209 para. 146), this proposed 
amendment would stop the proposed HMLC in its tracks because the 
proposed design does change the children’s playground in certain ways, 
and they would be located adjacent to one another.  

The substantive effect of the amendment in this regard would 
accordingly attack the principle of the Bill by creating an obstacle to the 
implementation of the proposed HMLC. 

In any event, this matter was already considered by the appointed 
planning inspector and will be considered again through the reactivated 
planning process in due course. 

With respect to the issue of level access, please see above. 

Recommendations suggested 

None    

VTG access 

Information requested 

https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/45781/documents/226624/default/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
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The Committee sought further 
information on the Promoter’s 
intentions in respect of the extent to 
which access to VTG would be 
maintained during construction of the 
HMLC. 

Committee COM-209 
paras. 174 
to 176 

As explained in the draft assurance proffered to the select committee 
on the Bill in the other place, the Promoter will ensure, as far as 
reasonably practicable and health and safety considerations allow but 
excepting factors beyond the Promoter’s control (such as adverse 
weather conditions), that restrictions on access by the public to VTG 
during construction will be kept to a minimum and that, in particular, the 
Promoter will keep a footpath along the river Thames open during the 
construction period whenever reasonably practicable. 

Please refer to PRO-011 for further details. 

The Promoter also refers to the Committee’s note to the Promoter, 
Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received on 06 
December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in Annexe 3, 
paragraph 6 of which relates to the Committee’s requested assurance 
on this issue. 

Amendments proposed 

Clause 2, add new sub-clause: 

“After the opening of any memorial 
and centre for learning constructed on 
the land so described, Victoria Tower 
Gardens shall not be closed for more 
than three days per year for Holocaust 
commemoration.” 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners 

Supersedes the 
amendments 
proposed by the 
London Historic 
Parks and Gardens 
Trust (‘Amendment 
G’) and the Thorney 
Island Society 

PET-014 
item 6 

No decisions have been taken on future closures of the entirety of VTG 
to facilitate Holocaust-related commemoration events once the HMLC 
has been built, or the extent to which VTG would need to be closed for 
any other purpose associated with the HMLC. 

It should be noted that there are currently no restrictions on the number 
of days that VTG can be closed to the public, whether in the London 
County Council (Improvements) Act 1900, or otherwise. 

See also the discussion at COM-209 paras. 158 to 164 

In any event, the proposal to introduce a new general restriction across 
the whole of VTG constitutes a wholesale amendment of the 1900 Act. 
As described above in more detail, it is well established that an 
amendment which would have the effect of extending the scope of the 
Bill in this manner may only be achieved through an ‘additional 
provision’, but these may not be obtained in the Second House. See 
generally Erskine May para. 45.22 

https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/45781/documents/226624/default/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
https://erskinemay.parliament.uk/section/6259/committees-on-opposed-bills
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The Promoter also refers to the Committee’s note to the Promoter, 
Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received on 06 
December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in Annexe 3, 
paragraphs 10 and 11 of which relate to the Committee’s proposed 
Recommendations on this and related issues. 

Amendment F – preservation of free 
access to the public park with 
unimpeded passage or surveillance 

Insert in clause 2 “In any part of the 
1900 land not occupied by the 
construction, public access shall not 
be impeded by security checks or 
ticketing” 

London Historic 
Parks and Gardens 
Trust 

PET-007 
slide 15 

As shown on the plan submitted by the Promoter (PRO-010), the vast 
majority of VTG post-construction will remain publicly accessible without 
charge as now. No security checks are proposed in relation to the area 
tinted yellow which is ‘unticketed’. 

The Promoter also refers to the Committee’s note to the Promoter, 
Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received on 06 
December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in Annexe 3, 
paragraph 9 of which relates to the Committee’s requested undertaking 
on this issue. 

Recommendations suggested 

None    

Retail sales and reprovision of kiosk 

Information requested 

The Committee requested further 
information regarding the operation 
and management of the existing and 
proposed refreshment kiosk. 

Committee COM-210 
paras. 171 
to 183 

The general intention is to provide a refreshments kiosk that will be 
available for all users of VTG including visitors to the playground and to 
the HMLC.   

A refreshment kiosk is currently in place in VTG. This was consented as 
part of the planning application to extend the playground which was 
granted planning permission by Westminster City Council in 2014 (ref: 
13/10417/FULL).  The kiosk was previously operated under a franchise 
issued by The Royal Parks. The existing kiosk closed in the autumn of 
2019 and reopened for the summer season in 2021, before closing 
again in September 2021.  

Throughout the design process, an important aim of the HMLC 
programme has been to enable all current activities in VTG to continue 

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/45727/documents/226328/default/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15046/pdf/
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after construction of the HMLC.  Re-provision of the refreshments kiosk 
has been proposed in that light. 

Questions were raised at the planning inquiry by the Thorney Island 
Society as to whether users of the ‘café’ would overcrowd the 
playground.  The Inspector addressed this in the context of wider 
conclusions on the impact on VTG at paragraph 15.210 of his report. 

Baroness Deech and other petitioners raised questions about the 
propriety of having a refreshments kiosk close to the HMLC or in VTG 
generally.  There are refreshments facilities provided at or near other 
memorials, including: cafeterias at Yad Vashem, and at the US 
Holocaust Memorial Museum; a tearoom at the National Holocaust 
Centre and Museum in Nottinghamshire; and the Serpentine Bar & 
Kitchen is reasonably close to the Memorial in Hyde Park. 

It should also be noted that the new structure accommodating the 
replacement refreshment kiosk will be required in any event to 
accommodate bike racks and plant. 

The Promoter also refers to the Committee’s note to the Promoter, 
Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received on 06 
December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in Annexe 3, 
paragraph 3 of which relates to the Committee’s proposed 
Recommendation on this issue. 

Amendments proposed 

Clause 2, add new sub-clause:  

“After the opening of any memorial 
and centre for learning constructed on 
the land so described, no consumer 
items, including food or drink or 
souvenirs, may be sold in Victoria 
Tower Gardens.” 

B Doctor KC group of 
petitioners 

PET-014 
item 8 

The proposal to introduce a new general restriction across the whole of 
VTG constitutes a wholesale amendment of the 1900 Act. As described 
above in more detail, it is well established that an amendment which 
would have the effect of extending the scope of the Bill in this manner 
may only be achieved through an ‘additional provision’, but these may 
not be obtained in the Second House. See generally Erskine May para. 
45.22 

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://erskinemay.parliament.uk/section/6259/committees-on-opposed-bills
https://erskinemay.parliament.uk/section/6259/committees-on-opposed-bills
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There are already restrictions on trading in VTG which are contained in 
regulation 4 of The Royal Parks and Other Open Spaces Regulations 
1997 (these apply, inter alia, to VTG: see Schedule 1 para 20). 

Regulation 4(6) provides that without the written permission of the 
Secretary of State, no person shall ... (6) carry on any trade or business 
in a Park, offer anything for sale or hire or expose or have in his 
possession anything for the purpose of sale or hire therein.   

There are similar restrictions on organising or taking part in any 
assembly, &c., in regulation 4(17). 

Please see also the submissions of Ms Lean at COM-210 paras. 171 to 
183 

Recommendations suggested 

None    

Security 

Information requested 

The Committee requested that Lord 
Carlile provide a draft amendment 
relating to security matters. 

Committee COM-208 
para. 258 

A draft amendment has been provided by Lord Carlile – please see 
below for the Promoter’s comments thereon. 

The Promoter also refers to the Committee’s note to the Promoter, 
Undertakings, Recommendations and Assurances, received on 06 
December 2024, to which the Promoter has responded in Annexe 3, 
paragraphs 12 and 13 of which relate, respectively, to the Committee’s 
requested undertaking and proposed Recommendation on security 
matters. 

Amendments proposed 

After Clause 2, insert New Clause – Carlile PET-011 As a preliminary point, an amendment along the lines proposed by Lord 
Carlile would make security issues a condition precedent to the Act 

https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15046/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15021/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
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(1) Within three months of the passing 
of this Act the Secretary of State will 
provide a report to both Houses of 
Parliament setting out the effects 
arising from the construction, 
presence and use of the Holocaust 
Memorial and Learning Centre on the 
chosen site. Such report shall include: 

(a) A list of those bodies and 
individuals consulted (subject to 
redaction of names where 
necessitated by national security); 

(b) A summary of the advice provided 
by each body and individual 
consulted; 

(c) A full description with visual 
depictions of all road and traffic 
changes, at and near to the chosen 
site, proposed to be made during 
construction and following completion 
of the Memorial and Learning Centre; 

(d) Proposals for the continuing 
assessment of the security of the site 
and nearby buildings. 

(e) Such other security information as 
the Secretary of State considers to be 
relevant. 

(2) The Secretary of State may 
delegate the preparation of the report 
referred to in subsection 1 of this 
section to the Independent Reviewer 
of Terrorism Legislation. 

coming into force, which effectively goes against the principle of the Bill 
already approved at second reading. 

Security has been a major consideration throughout the development of 
the design for the Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre.  Proposals 
for physical and operational security arrangements have been 
developed in line with the best available expert advice, and those 
arrangements will be continually reviewed and updated in line with the 
assessment of threats. 

Wherever it is located, the HMLC will require a full range of security 
measures. Locating the HMLC in Victoria Tower Gardens will allow it to 
benefit from the existing enhanced security arrangements within the 
Government Security Zone (GSZ) and the availability of rapid response 
resources in the vicinity of the Palace of Westminster.   

The independent planning inspector addressed security matters in his 
April 2021 report (paragraphs 15.234 – 15.253), which contains a 
summary of the main security measures proposed for the HMLC and 
the inspector’s conclusions on this matter. 

As the Committee is aware, the planning application must be re-
determined. As part of the planning application security information was 
submitted and made available to the counterterrorism and crime 
reduction teams supporting Westminster City Council (WCC). As a 
result, neither WCC, nor its advisers, have objected to this aspect of the 
proposal. 

It is also not readily apparent why sub-paragraph (c) of the proposed 
amendment requires particulars of “all road and traffic changes” to be 
included in the report, even if these have nothing to do with the HMLC, 
or would happen anyway, and over which the Promoter has no control 
and with no limit of time, i.e. long term proposals which could be years 
or decades away in the future would be caught by this requirement 
which the Promoter suggests is disproportionate and unreasonable. 

Without prejudice to the above, matters of security on the proposed site 
were carefully considered during the independent Inspector’s 
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(3) Prior to this Act coming into force 
the Secretary of State shall obtain a 
resolution from both Houses of 
Parliament approving the bringing of 
the Act into force following the report 
referred to in this section. 

In Clause 3(2) – 

Line 21 After ‘beginning’ delete ‘with 
the day on which this Act is passed’ 
and insert: 

‘with the day on which both 
resolutions described in section 3 of 
this Act have been passed’. 

 

assessment of the project during and following the public inquiry, and 
are addressed at length in the Inspector’s report. 

The report notes in particular (paragraph 6.107) that: 

“There are no guarantees against terrorism or extremist activity, and 
designers design to achieve a balance between the intended use of a 
site and the safety and security that make the use of the site viable in 
an everyday context. For the UKHMLC, the potential security risks were 
assessed along with the likelihood of these events occurring, and 
proportional and appropriate mitigations and management procedures 
were then designed in. A full set of security design information was 
submitted to WCC as part of the planning process, though for obvious 
reasons was not included in the public part of the planning information.” 

The Inspector also drew attention (at paragraph 8.58) to the fact that: 

“WCC [i.e. Westminster City Council as local planning authority] does 
not object to the development on the basis of security concerns. In 
reaching this decision, WCC consulted the Metropolitan Police Service 
Designing Out Crime team, who raised no objection. However, the 
nature of the security arrangements proposed, including the presence 
of uniformed security personnel, would result in an adverse impact on 
the tranquillity of VTG, in conflict with Policy S35 of the WCP.” 

Security considerations are then dealt with specifically, and in detail, in 
paragraphs 15.234 to 15.253 of the report. This section goes into detail 
surrounding why the alternative sites proposed by opponents – such as 
at the Imperial War Museum – have the same security implications as 
the current site.  

The Inspector notes that regardless of where the HMLC is situated, 
there will be significant security implications to be considered, and 
specifically drew attention to the fact that whilst opponents argued that 
alternative sites would face less threat from terrorism, no evidence was 
put forward to support such a claim.  
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By comparison, the proposed site at VTG has an already established 
security infrastructure that can be utilised, with paragraph 15.234 also 
noting that:  

“The main parties have agreed that the proposed internal and external 
security measures, and the security arrangements for public access to 
the UKHMLC, are to be secured by the s106 agreement.” 

Questions of security were therefore given serious and detailed 
consideration by the Inspector when undertaking his assessment of the 
proposed HMLC and recommending that planning permission be 
granted. Nevertheless, parties with an interest in the security 
arrangements, including the Palace of Westminster, will have formal 
opportunities to comment further on the planning application and to 
propose any conditions to the Minister responsible for the planning 
decision. As noted above, the Palace of Westminster has already 
engaged with the process for re-taking the planning decision in 
correspondence with the planning casework unit. A copy of this 
correspondence is provided at Annexe 4. 

The proposed amendment is therefore squarely concerned with matters 
which properly fall to be dealt with as part of the ordinary planning 
process, and which have already been the subject of significant detailed 
consideration by WCC (the local planning authority) and the 
independent planning inspector who both concluded that security 
considerations were neutral in character and did not indicate that the 
refusal of the planning permission required to enable the HMLC to 
proceed was justified on this basis. 

Moreover, extensive references have been made by petitioners to the 
programme of restoration and renewal (“R&R”) of the Palace of 
Westminster throughout the hearings to date. R&R is the subject of 
specific legislation in the Parliamentary Buildings (Restoration and 
Renewal) Act 2019 which does not treat security in any special way 
notwithstanding the direct relationship to the sensitive parliamentary 
estate. 

Section 2(5) of the 2019 Act obliges the sponsor body for R&R, in 
carrying out its functions, to have regard to safety and security issues. 
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This demonstrates that Parliament thought about safety and security 
matters when considering the bill relating to R&R, but did not consider 
it necessary to make special provision supplementing, or replacing, the 
normal planning process.  

The Promoter considers that there is no reason why this kind of more 
onerous supplementary provision should now be made in relation to the 
HMLC, noting once more that the Bill does not in itself authorise or grant 
consent or planning permission for the construction, operation or use of 
the HMLC – clause 2 is concerned solely with the relaxation of the 
restriction in section 8 of the 1900 Act which would  otherwise prevent 
the implementation of the project should planning permission be granted 
once the reactivated planning process is finally determined. 

The inclusion of the amendment proposed by Lord Carlile would also 
extend the scope of the Bill by introducing a completely new restriction 
/ requirement. This would require an additional provision which cannot 
be incorporated in the Second House (see above). 

Recommendations suggested 

The Government should report on the 
security … aspects of the project 
before presenting any application for 
planning permission. 

 

B Deech 

This also supersedes 
the equivalent 
recommendation 
proposed by the 
Thorney Island 
Society for such a 
report to be provided. 

PET-015 
para. 27 

The principal issue with this proposed recommendation is that (by 
requiring steps to be taken before a planning application is presented) 
it requires implicitly that the currently proposed HMLC (which is the 
subject of the reactivated planning process on an existing planning 
application) be abandoned. To this extent it clearly runs counter to the 
principle of the Bill. 

Moreover, the issues identified above in relation to the amendment 
proposed by Lord Carlile on this topic also apply: security was not 
treated in any special way in the legislation relating to R&R, being left 
to the ordinary planning process, and there is no reason why this more 
onerous, enhanced scrutiny is warranted or appropriate in relation to the 
HMLC. 

Such matters have been the subject of extensive consideration and 
evaluation as part of the planning process to date, and (irrespective of 

the Committee’s proposed undertaking, which the Promoter has 
indicated it is content to give) will be the subject of further consideration 

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
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and evaluation as part of the reactivated planning process in due 
course. The Promoter repeats its submission that this is the most 
appropriate and proper mechanism for such matters to be raised, 

considered, assessed and resolved. 

There should be an impact 
assessment before the Bill completes 
its stages and a risk assessment 
before planning permission is sought. 

B Deech PET-015 
para. 28 

Please see above in response to Baroness Deech’s proposed 
recommendation as to a report being made on security matters. 

Costs  

Information requested 

None    

Amendments proposed 

None    

Recommendations suggested 

The Government should present for 
the approval of Parliament a report on 
the capital and operating costs of the 
project and the financial sustainability 
of the entity which will execute the 
project and operate it, before 
presenting any new or amended 
proposal for planning permission 

Thorney Island 
Society 

No 
reference 

As stated by the Committee Chair and Baroness Scott, cost is not a 
matter which falls within the private and local interests aspects of the 
Bill with which the Committee is concerned (COM-209 paras. 121 to 
130). The Promoter concurs in this analysis (para. 212) and 
understands that the petitioner does not take this proposed 
recommendation further (para. 130). 

Moreover, as accepted in evidence by Lord Strathclyde (COM-211 
paras. 262 to 273), to the extent that this is a matter of potential concern, 
this is a matter for the House to raise later in the Bill’s passage.  

The Government should report on the 
… costs aspects of the project before 
presenting any application for 
planning permission. 

B Deech PET-015 
para. 27 

See above 

https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15032/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15054/pdf/
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/735/holocaust-memorial-bill-select-committee-lords/publications/8/scrutiny-evidence/
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United Kingdom Holocaust Memorial 
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The Secretary of State for Housing Communities and Local Government









Diagram showing existing conditions of Victoria Tower Gardens 



o
o

Source: Vehicular and Pedestrian Movement Report by Atkins 

 



 
Diagram showing access to Victoria Tower Gardens 

 

Images of entrances to Victoria Tower Gardens 



Luna

Existing Activities and Events Locations 









Arrival Sequence 



Axonometric View of the Entrance Pavilion 





Learning Centre Ground Floor Plan 



Annual number of visitors entering UKHMLC – Maximum of 1 million 
Peak number of visitors entering UKHMLC a day – 3,000 
Peak number of visitors viewing but not entering UKHMLC a day – 7,000 
Opening hours – 09:30 - 17:30 (7 days a week) 
Peak number of visitors entering UKHMLC an hour – 375 
Maximum Learning Centre building capacity – 600 



Online booking 



Mobile phone  

Contact Centre 

Schools and Groups 



Transaction times for booking tickets are based on a recent study carried out at The View from The Shard 
in London, where the attraction was selling walk up tickets with a range of scenarios including cash and 
credit card transactions, simple marketing data capture (i.e. country of origin, postcode), and trade 
partner transactions.   

In terms of transaction times, there is little difference between cash and credit card payments with Chip 
and Pin functionality and the option to use contactless technology.  For the UK Holocaust Memorial a 
large proportion of the transactions will be zero value, removing the payment stage completely making 
the process even faster. 

The range of times shown below reflect the propagation time for a visitor to walk from a queue line to a 
sales point, acquire their tickets, and leaving the sales point to the point where the next person begins 
the same process: 

  Cash transaction, 1-4 people, with country and postcode capture   35 - 80 seconds 

  Chip & pin transaction 1-4 people, with country and postcode capture 35 - 70 seconds 

  Signed for transaction 1-4 people, with country and postcode capture 40 - 90 seconds 

  Trade partner transaction 1-4 people     50 - 100 seconds 



Individuals  

Schools and groups  



In summary

Ticket booking and customer service 



 

 

 

Ticket scanning 



Security checks 

Bag Collection 









Entrance Area Results 

Entrance Queue Size 



Visualisation



 
2017 Survey Data 

o
o
o
o

 

2017 Survey Data – Victoria Tower Gardens Population 



 
 

 
 

Victoria Tower Gardens – Peak Day 



o

 
Victoria Tower Gardens With Additional Visitors 

 



Victoria Tower Gardens Entry Points 



Entrance Capacity Requirements 

 
Victoria Tower Gardens Busiest Entry Point 
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ANNEXE 2: VISITOR MANAGEMENT STRATEGY ADDENDUM 

 



United Kingdom Holocaust Memorial 
and Learning Centre

Visitor Management Strategy
Addendum
April 2019

The Secretary of State for Housing Communities and Local Government



UNITED KINGDOM HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL  
AND LEARNING CENTRE 

 
VISITOR MANAGEMENT STRATEGY ADDENDUM 

 
April 2019 

 
AMENDMENTS TO PLANNING APPLICATION REF. 19/00114/FUL 

 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Revisions are proposed to the UK Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre planning application 
following consideration of the consultation responses received from local residents, local amenity 
groups and statutory consultees. 
 
The following amendments have been made to the scheme: 
 

‐ Revised design for the Entrance Pavilion to reduce its height with a lighter and more transparent 
appearance; 

‐ Adjustments to the design of the Memorial Courtyard and associated landscaping; 
‐ Rationalisation of the Learning Centre basement footprint; 
‐ Extension of the Learning Centre basement mezzanine level; and 
‐ Repositioning of the skylight within the landscape. 

 
 
Addendum 
 
The proposed changes set out above will not materially alter the Visitor Management Strategy for the 
UK Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre as submitted with the application in December 2018. 
 
The revised design, footprint and layout of the Entrance Pavilion will contain the same functions in 
respect of ticket checks, security checks, bag drop off and collection and information point. 
 
The operational management, ticketing strategy, visitor flow and gardens capacity would not be affected 
by the proposed changes. 
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ANNEXE 3: RESPONSE TO COMMITTEE’S NOTE ON UNDERTAKINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS 
AND ASSURANCES 
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Annexe 3 

Holocaust Memorial Bill: House of Lords Select Commiftee 

Undertakings, Recommendafions and Assurances 

This Appendix sets out the Promoter’s response to the Select Commiftee’s note to the Promoter, 

Undertakings, Recommendafions and Assurances, received on 06 December 2024. For full context 

and understanding, it should be read in conjuncfion with the main body of this document. 

In some instances the Commiftee’s note refers to a proposed undertaking rather than an assurance. 

In most of those cases the Promoter considers that an assurance is the appropriate form of 

commitment rather than an undertaking, as the mafters concerned are not in the Promoter’s sole 

control or gift. Further comment in that respect is included below.   

1.  We seek an assurance from the Promoter that during the construcfion of the proposed HMLC 

interference with the children’s playground at the south end of VTG is kept to a minimum. 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter will be content to give an assurance along the following lines. The precise text of the 

assurance will be given further considerafion, but will reflect the following points: 

  The playground will be kept open for as long as pracfically and safely possible during the 

construcfion of the Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre.  

  During the construcfion phase, while the playground is open, hoardings will surround the 

main construcfion work and care will be taken to avoid any mud or dust reaching the 

playground from the construcfion site. 

  Closure of the playground will be needed at certain stages of the construcfion programme, 

both to enable works to take place on the site of the playground (including construcfion of 

the refreshment kiosk and of the new playground itself) and to ensure the safety of 

playground users when works take place nearby.   

  While the playground is open during the construcfion phase, level access will be maintained 

from the gate at the northern end of the Gardens (via the riverside path) as well as access via 

the steps at the south of the Gardens on the western end of Lambeth Bridge. 

 During the construcfion phase the Promoter will require contractors to share with users of 

the Gardens and the local community informafion about the progress of construcfion with 

planned closures discussed in advance.    
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2. We are parficularly concerned that insufficient aftenfion has been devoted to the issue of 

young children in the playground being in close proximity to adults visifing the proposed 

HMLC, whether exifing from HMLC or using the public toilets and the proposed relocated 

kiosk. We seek an assurance that detailed considerafion will be given by the Promoter to this 

issue, and in parficular as to how visitors to the HMLC can be kept separate from those 

seeking to use the playground. 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter will be content to give an assurance along the following lines. The precise text of the 

assurance will be given further considerafion, but will reflect the following points: 

 The intenfion is that the boundaries of the playground should be very clearly delineated, 

using the Spicer Memorial, hedges and other planfing to make the playground space very 

clearly separate from the area around the Memorial. 

  

 Visitors to the Memorial would have no need to pass through the playground.  

 

 Visitors to VTG, whether visifing the Memorial or not, will have no need to pass through the 

playground in order to access either the public toilets or the refreshment kiosk. 

 

3. Unless there is some overriding necessity for the proposed relocated kiosk, we recommend 

that, in order to create more space and avoid aftracfing people into that area who are not 

wishing to use the playground, the Secretary of State should remove it from the present plans 

for the proposed HMLC. 

Promoter’s comments 

The Promoter’s intenfion has been, and remains, to provide a refreshments kiosk that will be 

available for all users of VTG including visitors to the playground and to the HMLC.    

A refreshment kiosk is currently in place in VTG. The kiosk was previously operated under a franchise 

issued by The Royal Parks for many years. The exisfing kiosk closed in the autumn of 2019 and 

reopened for the summer season in 2021, before closing again in September 2021.   

Throughout the design process, an important aim of the HMLC programme has been to enable all 

current acfivifies in VTG to confinue after construcfion of the HMLC.  Re-provision of the 

refreshments kiosk has been proposed in that light and it therefore forms part of the planning 

applicafion currently awaifing redeterminafion.  

Quesfions were raised at the planning inquiry by the Thorney Island Society as to whether users of 

the ‘café’ would overcrowd the playground.  The Inspector addressed this in the context of wider 

conclusions on the impact on VTG at paragraph 15.210 of his report.  

Baroness Deech and other pefifioners have raised quesfions about the propriety of having a 

refreshments kiosk close to the HMLC or in VTG generally.  The Promoter notes that there are 

refreshments facilifies provided at or near other memorials, including: cafeterias at Yad Vashem, and 

at the US Holocaust Memorial Museum; a tea room at the Nafional Holocaust Centre and Museum in 

Noftinghamshire; and the Serpenfine Bar & Kitchen is reasonably close to the Memorial in Hyde 

Park.  
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4. It is a mafter of concern that, after construcfion of the currently proposed project, those 

wishing to gain access to, and use, the playground will have to mingle with very large numbers 

of people visifing and exifing from the proposed HMLC especially if visitors to the HMLC are 

required to queue on any of the paths. We are also concerned that those who wish to use VTG 

for ordinary recreafional purposes but cannot navigate steps will have to mingle with very 

large numbers of people visifing the proposed HMLC at the northern entry point. We seek an 

assurance that detailed considerafion will be given by the Promoter to these issues. 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter will be content to give an assurance along the following lines. The precise text of the 

assurance will be given further considerafion, but will reflect the following points: 

 The Promoter has no intenfion of closing any of the exisfing gates providing access to VTG.  

Visitors to the playground will therefore be able to enter VTG at the southern gate from 

Millbank, directly into the playground. 

 

 Similarly, visitors to VTG who are not intending to use the playground or to visit the HMLC 

will be free to enter via any of the gates from Millbank, as now. 

 

 The visitor management strategy developed by the Promoter is intended to ensure that 

queues do not build up outside the entrance pavilion to the HMLC.  Modelling of the 

expected peak levels of HMLC visitors (3,000 per day entering the HMLC and 7,000 per day 

entering VTG to see the Memorial) has indicated that there are no issues with pedestrian 

flow at the entrances to the gardens, the entrance to the Entrance Pavilion, or with the 

capacity of VTG in terms of crowding. 

 

5. We seek an assurance from the Promoter that it will be invesfigated whether before and after 

construcfion of the proposed HMLC that, instead of access to the playground through the gate 

at the north end, there can be a step free access point closer to the playground at the 

southern end of VTG. 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter will be content to give an assurance along the following lines. The precise text of the 

assurance will be given further considerafion, but will reflect the following points: 

 Although closure of the southern gate from Millbank into VTG will be required at some 

points during the construcfion stage, the Promoter will seek to maintain safe access through 

that gate for as much fime as possible. 

 

 The Promoter has no intenfion of permanently closing any of the exisfing gates providing 

access to VTG.  Visitors to the playground will therefore be able to enter VTG at the southern 

gate from Millbank, directly into the playground. 
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6. As to the use of VTG generally for normal recreafional use during the construcfion period, we 

require the following assurance (which was offered to the Select Commiftee in the House of 

Commons, but not taken up by that Commiftee): 

  

The Promoter will ensure, so far as reasonably pracficable and health and safety 

considerafions allow but excepfing factors beyond the Promoter’s control (such as 

adverse weather condifions), that restricfions on access by the public to Victoria 

Tower Gardens will be kept to a minimum and that, in parficular, the Promoter will 

keep a footpath along the River Thames open during the construcfion period 

whenever reasonably pracficable. The Promoter will require any contractor 

appointed to construct a holocaust memorial and learning centre to adhere to that 

assurance. 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter will be content to give this assurance but would wish the assurance to include the 

same qualificafion as was expressed in the assurance proffered to the House of Commons Select 

Commiftee that these measures are intended to supplement any acfions required to be taken under 

condifions aftached to any planning permission rather than to replace them; and that should there 

be any conflict between this assurance and the requirements of any planning condifion, the 

requirements of the planning condifion would take precedence. 

7. We seek the following assurance (which was offered to the Select Commiftee in the House of 

Commons, but not taken up by that Commiftee):  

Although clause 2 of the Bill applies to the whole of Victoria Tower Gardens, the 

Promoter will only site the permanent buildings and other structures comprising a 

Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre and its ancillary facilifies (“the 

permanent elements”) in, on, under and over land:  

(a) coloured blue and/or edged in blue on the aftached plan (which is in 

accordance with the sifing of the permanent elements proposed by the 

current planning applicafion awaifing re-determinafion); or  

(b) that is permifted by a planning permission for any other (i.e. modified 

or replacement) scheme for a Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre for 

the sifing of the permanent elements. 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter will be content to give an assurance along these lines but wishes to provide revised 

wording so that the assurance refers specifically to the planning applicafion currently under 

considerafion.  By using the planning applicafion itself as the core basis for the assurance, rather 

than solely with reference to a plan illustrafing the scheme, the Promoter hopes to reduce the risk 

of uncertainty over the area of VTG covered by the assurance. 

The revised wording is as follows: 

1. The Promoter will only site the permanent buildings and other permanent structures 
comprising a Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre and its ancillary facilifies (“the 
permanent elements”) on, under and over the land:  
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(a) permifted by any planning permission that is granted by the Secretary of State under 
secfion 77 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 on the applicafion made to 
Westminster City Council and given the reference 19/00114/FULL (the land proposed in 
that applicafion for the sifing of the permanent elements being shown coloured blue and 
edged in blue on the aftached plan); or 

(b) permifted by any planning permission for an altered, modified or replacement scheme 
for a Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre.  

 

2. In paragraph 1(b), “planning permission” means a planning permission granted under the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990, a planning permission changed in accordance with 
secfion 96A of that Act, or a planning permission modified by a further planning permission 
granted under secfion 73 or 73A of that Act. 

 

3. The Promoter will require any contractor appointed to construct a Holocaust Memorial and 
Learning Centre to adhere to the undertaking given in paragraph 1.  

 

The plan referred to would be the same plan as was appended to the draft assurance proffered to 

the House of Commons Select Commiftee.  

8. We seek an assurance that considerafion will be given the Promotor to widening the path 

between the HMLC or any security fencing and the Buxton Memorial to allow for the easier 

passage of people and a befter view of the Memorial, preferably to 8 metres. 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter is content to give an assurance that considerafion will be given to the quesfion of how 

easily visitors will be able to pass by the Buxton Memorial.   

Current plans (as illustrated on the plan at Annexe 6), however, provide for a path more than 5m 

wide alongside the Buxton Memorial.  According to the results of modelling, even on days when the 

maximum number of visitors to HMLC are in VTG there is no expectafion of unacceptable crowding 

anywhere within the Gardens. 

9. We were informed by the Promoter’s solicitors that security checks will take place only on 

visitors wishing to access the entrance pavilion, and that there is no intenfion to restrict access 

to other areas of VTG or to carry out security checks on users of VTG who are not intending to 

visit the HMLC. We seek an undertaking from the Promoter to that effect. 

 

Promoter’s comments: 

 

The Promoter is not able to undertake to the Commiftee on these mafters because issues relafing to 

the wider parts of VTG are not within its control.  The Promoter is, however, content to give an 

assurance that there is no intenfion to carry out security checks on visitors to VTG who do not intend 

to enter the HMLC, and no intenfion to restrict access to other areas of VTG.  The security 

arrangements proposed for the HMLC which reflect these intenfions have been based on expert 

advice from the Metropolitan Police Service and the National Protective Security Authority (NPSA). 

 

Any such commitment could clearly not relate to operafional decisions taken by the Metropolitan 

Police or any other party, and could not account for security risks or threats which may arise in 
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connecfion with, for example, the Palace of Westminster or other insfitufions or events taking place 

locally. 

 

10. Some pefifioners wish the Bill to be amended to set a limit on the amount of fime that VTG 

can be closed to the public in any one year in consequence of events associated with the 

proposed HMLC. This is a mafter which parficularly affects residents who habitually visit and 

use VTG for relaxafion and enjoyment. We recommend that this be taken forward by the 

Promoter with Royal Parks, which is and will be the body responsible for maintenance of 

those parts of the VTG outside the perimeter of the Holocaust Memorial. 

 

Promoter’s comments: 

 

The Promoter agrees that it will be important for all users of VTG, including local residents, to 

confinue to have access to the Gardens. 

 

The Promoter would wish to emphasise that the Bill does not remove, except in relafion to a HMLC, 

the requirement of secfion 8 of the London County Council (Improvements) Act 1900 that VTG 

should be maintained as a garden open to the public.   

 

The Promoter would expect that the body responsible for operafing the HMLC will need to develop a 

strong working relafionship with the body responsible for maintaining VTG (currently The Royal 

Parks) in order to co-ordinate mafters including arrangements for the few events (such as Holocaust 

Memorial Day) when full or parfial closures of VTG may be needed.  The Promoter intends to work 

with DCMS (as landowner) in order to put in place effecfive arrangements for co-ordinafion between 

the two bodies. 

 

11. We recommend that considerafion be given by the Secretary of State to amending the Bill so 

as to provide that the protecfion of VTG by the 1900 Act should confinue to apply to any part 

of the Gardens not taken up with a Holocaust museum and learning centre, including the 

current proposed project, after it has been fully completed and open to the public. 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter considers that no amendment is necessary to make this provision. 

This is because the Bill as drafted already ensures that the protecfion of the 1900 Act confinues to 

apply across the whole of VTG except in relafion to the construcfion, maintenance and operafion of a 

HMLC.   

The Promoter is also content to give an assurance in relafion to the sifing of any HMLC within VTG  - 

see paragraph 7 above.  
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12. We require an undertaking that, on the revival of the planning applicafion, the Promoter will 

take detailed account in the preparafion of its plans of any changes in security considerafions 

since the mafter was considered by the Inspector at the public inquiry into the planning 

applicafion. especially the increase in terrorism threats. 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter will be content to give the following undertaking : 

1. Following re-acfivafion by the Secretary of State, under Rule 19(1)(a) of The Town and 

Country Planning (Inquiries Procedure) (England) Rules 2000, of the planning process in 

relafion to the applicafion made to Westminster City Council and given the reference 

19/00114/FULL, the Promoter will make representafions to the Secretary of State in relafion 

to security considerafions and in so doing will provide updated evidence on security 

considerafions with the aim of ensuring that the Secretary of State confinues to regard 

security considerafions as a main issue in determinafion of the applicafion.  

2. Before submifting to the Secretary of State any representafions on security considerafions, 

the Promoter will consult with the Corporate Officer of the House of Commons and the 

Corporate Officer of the House of Lords, Community Security Trust, the Metropolitan Police, 

the Nafional Protecfive Security Authority and Westminster City Council and will have regard 

to any comments they may make to the Promoter on security considerafions.  

13. We recommend that the Secretary of State gives serious considerafion to amending the Bill 

along the lines of Lord Carlile’s draft security amendments or something similar. 

 

Promoter’s comments: 

 

The Promoter will give serious considerafion to the recommendafion. The Promoter’s inifial views 

are that the Promoter does not believe that an amendment to the Bill along the lines proposed 

would be either necessary or desirable. 

 

As the Commiftee is aware, the planning applicafion must be re-determined. As part of the planning 

applicafion security informafion was submifted and made available to the counterterrorism and 

crime reducfion teams supporfing Westminster City Council as local planning authority (WCC). As a 

result, neither WCC, nor its advisers, have objected to this aspect of the proposal.  

 

Nevertheless, parfies with an interest in the security arrangements, including the Palace of 

Westminster, will have formal opportunifies to comment further on the planning applicafion and to 

propose any condifions to the Minister responsible for the planning decision. In this regard, the 

Promoter understands that the Palace of Westminster has already engaged with the 

redeterminafion process through correspondence with the planning casework unit. A copy of this 

correspondence is provided at Annexe 5.  

 

The proposed amendment is therefore squarely concerned with mafters which properly fall to be 

dealt with as part of the ordinary planning process, and which have already been the subject of 

significant detailed considerafion by WCC and the independent planning inspector who both 

concluded that security considerafions were neutral in character and did not indicate that the 

refusal of the planning applicafion would be jusfified on this basis.  
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Moreover, extensive references have been made by pefifioners to the programme of restorafion and 

renewal (“R&R”) of the Palace of Westminster. R&R is the subject of specific legislafion in the 

Parliamentary Buildings (Restorafion and Renewal) Act 2019 which does not treat security in any 

special way notwithstanding the direct relafionship to the sensifive parliamentary estate.  

 

Secfion 2(5) of the 2019 Act obliges the sponsor body for R&R, in carrying out its funcfions, to have 

regard to safety and security issues. This demonstrates that Parliament thought about safety and 

security mafters when considering the bill relafing to R&R, but did not consider it necessary to make 

special provision supplemenfing, or replacing, the normal planning process.   

 

The Promoter considers that there is no reason why the kind of more onerous supplementary 

provision proposed by Lord Carlile should now be made in relafion to the HMLC, nofing once more 

that the Bill does not in itself authorise or grant consent or planning permission for the construcfion, 

operafion or use of the HMLC – clause 2 is concerned solely with the relaxafion of the restricfion in 

secfion 8 of the 1900 Act.  

 

14. The Promoter should provide an undertaking that a permanent independent body will be 

established to operate and run the proposed HMLC or indeed any other holocaust memorial 

and learning centre in VTG, whose remit will be limited to the area occupied by the HMLC, on 

the assumpfion that Royal Parks will confinue to oversee the remainer of VTG. 

 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter is not able to undertake to the Commiftee on these mafters because the detailed 

policy concerned is sfill being developed and therefore there is currently insufficient certainty. The 

Promoter will, however, be content to give an assurance broadly along the following lines. The 

precise text of the assurance will be given further considerafion, but will reflect the following points: 

 The Prime Minister’s Holocaust Commission proposed that a permanent, independent body 

should be established to operate and run the HMLC.  

 Decisions on the precise form and funcfion of this operafing body have not yet been taken, 

but the Promoter has no plans for any new body to take on wider responsibility for the 

management and maintenance of VTG beyond that part of VTG occupied by the HMLC (the 

wider VTG).  

 The Promoter fully recognises the importance of close co-operafion between the body 
responsible for operafing the HMLC and the body responsible for managing the wider VTG.  

 In deciding on the form and funcfion of the operafing body, the Promoter will need to 

consider wider government policies and objecfives relafing to the creafion, funding and 

operafion of public bodies.  It would be premature to give undertakings which may limit the 

range of opfions considered. 

 The Promoter will confinue to acknowledge the importance of the statutory dufies under 

secfion 8(1) and (8) of the London County Council (Improvements) Act 1900 remaining in full 

force and effect in relafion to the wider VTG, responsibility for which rests with the Secretary 

of State for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS).  The Promoter does not wish to limit the 

ability of the SoS DCMS to exercise that responsibility. 

 The Promoter will seek to ensure that the two bodies (whatever their form and funcfion) co-

operate within a framework which enables each to pursue their disfinct objecfives 

unimpeded. 
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15. We recommend that before any further planning approval is sought for the proposed HMLC 

detailed considerafion be given as to how the construcfion and operafion of the proposed 

HMLC and R&R will interact with each other, accommodate the use of VTG by nearby 

residents and their children and grandchildren and affect the passage of traffic along 

Horseferry Road. 

 

Promoter’s comments: 

The Promoter agrees that co-ordinafion between the HMLC and R&R programmes is essenfial.  

Liaison between the two programmes already takes place and the Promoter fully intends to support 

confinued close working. 

The Promoter agrees that the interests of users of VTG need to be given aftenfion throughout the 

planning of work on HMLC including when seeking to co-ordinate plans with the R&R programme. 

Parfies with an interest in the use of VTG, including Westminster City Council and local amenity 

sociefies (such as those sociefies who have pefifioned against the Bill) will have opportunifies 

through the reacfivated planning process relafing to the HMLC, and on any planning applicafions 

which may be made in the future in relafion to the R&R programme, to make representafions in 

relafion to the interacfion between the HMLC and R&R programmes. 
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ANNEXE 4: LETTER FROM LORDS AND COMMONS CORPORATE OFFICERS TO PLANNING 
CASEWORK UNIT 

 



 

UK Parliament 

Palace of Westminster 

Westminster 

London SW1A 0AA 

 

kendallg@parliament.uk 

 
 

Emma Hopkins 
Planning Casework Unit 
Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 
3rd floor, Fry Building 
2 Marsham Street 
London SW1P 4DF 
 
Email: PCC@communities.gov.uk 
 

5 November 2024 
 
Dear Ms Hopkins, 

 

VICTORIA TOWER GARDENS, MILLBANK, LONDON, SW1P 3YB 
APPLICATION REF: 19/00114/FULL 
UK PARLIAMENT REPRESENTATIONS 
 
1. Thank you for letter dated 2 October 2024 (ref: APP/XF990/V/19/3240661) and the 

opportunity to make representations in relation to Application 19/00114/FULL. 

 
2. This response is sent on behalf of the Corporate Officer of the House of Commons and 

the Corporate Officer of the House of Lords (“the Corporate Officers”) who each has 

power to hold property, enter into contracts and do other things on behalf of the 

Commons and Lords respectively. The Corporate Officers understand that you are seeking 

written representations in relation to the matters set out in paragraph 3(a) and (b) of 

your letter: 

 
(a) The Holocaust Memorial Bill including the effect of the Bill on (i) the appropriate 

timing of the redetermination of the called-in application, and (ii) any 

procedural implications arising from the introduction of the Holocaust Memorial 

Bill and the finding as regards its hybridity;  

mailto:kendallg@parliament.uk
mailto:PCC@communities.gov.uk


 

UK Parliament 

Palace of Westminster 

Westminster 

London SW1A 0AA 

 

kendallg@parliament.uk 

 
 

(b) the likely timing of the delivery of the application proposal in comparison with 

alternative sites in light of the Order issued by the Court of Appeal on 20 July 

2022, refusing permission to appeal the High Court judgment of 8 April 2022 

which quashed the decision of the Minister of State for Housing contained in 

his letter dated 29 July 2021 in which he granted planning permission for the 

above proposal. 

 
3. In relation to matter (a), the Corporate Officers consider that the redetermination of the 

planning application should be postponed until after the Holocaust Memorial Bill has come 

into force, following its enactment.   It is feasible that the Bill will be amended during its 

passage through Parliament which may materially affect the planning process and 

representations that the Corporate Officers may wish to make.  Even if the Bill is not 

amended, the legal obstacle presented by section 8 of the London County Council 

(Amendment) Act 1900 will remain in place until the Bill has received Royal Assent and 

come into effect. 

 

4. It is also possible that undertakings will be given by the promoters of the Bill during its 

passage through Parliament which will affect the planning process. 

 

5. In relation to matter (b), the Corporate Officers are not in a position to comment on the 

timing of the delivery of the Holocaust Memorial and Learning Centre as per the original 

planning application proposal in comparison with other sites, assuming that (i) the Bill is 

enacted in its current form, and (ii) the application is approved under the re-opened 

process. 

 
6. The Corporate Officers intend to make representations prior to the redetermination of the 

planning application as provided for in rule 19 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Inquiries Procedure) (England) Rules 2000; and therefore request that, as soon as the 

redetermination process is initiated, you send them the written statement specified in rule 

19(1)(a). 

mailto:kendallg@parliament.uk


 

UK Parliament 

Palace of Westminster 

Westminster 

London SW1A 0AA 

 

kendallg@parliament.uk 

 
 

7. Your letter dated 2 October 2024 was incorrectly addressed with the result that there was 

delay in passing it to the appropriate person. Please would you update the contact details 

you hold for us to ensure this does not happen again. The correct details are as follows:  

 
UK Parliament 

C/O Gemma Kendall, Senior Town Planning Manager 

5th Floor/64VS 

House of Commons 

London  

SW1A 0AA 

 

Email: kendallg@parliament.uk 

 

Telephone: 07821 696127  

Yours sincerely, 

 

Andy Helliwell 

Chief Operating Officer, House of Lords, for and on behalf of the Corporate Officer of the 

House of Lords 

 

Chris Elliott 

Managing Director, Strategic Estates, for and on behalf of the Corporate Officer of the House 

of Commons 

mailto:kendallg@parliament.uk
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ANNEXE 5: PLAN SHOWING DISTANCES FROM BUXTON MEMORIAL 
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