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1.0 Executive Summary

The Friends of Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park (“FoTHCP,” the “Friends”): The FOTHCP was formed in
1990 and subsequently became a registered charity responsible for the conservation and
management of Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park. The mission of the FOTHCP is “To protect, care for
and promote Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park as a place for public enjoyment and learning.” This role is
established under a service level agreement (contract) with the London Borough of Tower Hamlets
Council ("LBTH"), from whom the site and the 1940s-built Cemetery Lodge building is leased.

The site of Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park encompasses the historic cemetery area (bound in part by
Grade Il listed cemetery walls). In addition to this, FOTHCP also manage adjoining areas, including
Ackroyd Drive Greenlink, Scrapyard Meadow and additional microsites (or ‘pocket parks’) which will
connect the Lea Valley link.

This Conservation Management Plan will cover primarily the historic cemetery which includes the
original historic cemetery and the additional land purchased by the Cemetery Company in the 1880s
but not the adjoining areas mentioned above.

Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park is a heritage asset as it is:
e A site within a designated conservation area in the London Borough of Tower Hamlets

e Home to seven Grade Il listed monuments (graves) and two sections of Grade Il listed
boundary wall (per Historic England)

e A site on the Heritage At Risk (HAR) register, with one of the listed monuments also on the
HAR

e Aregistered park
e A Site of Metropolitan Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC)

e Alocal nature reserve with Green Flag Nature status

Beyond that, it is important to the local community as a pocket of greenery and wildlife in the urban
East End, and is much loved by the local and wider London community as a unique space. It is also
important to a number of special interest groups and to historians of both local and national history.

In line with their strategic objectives, the FOTHCP have initiated a Conservation Management Plan
(“CMP”) to formalise the FOTHCP's approach towards the heritage assets and monuments within the
site, and establish a forward-looking plan for their management and conservation. The focus of the
CMP is principally on the original historic cemetery park area. The overall site is a designated Local
Nature Reserve (LNR) and a Site of Metropolitan Importance for Nature Conservation. The FOTHCP
manage over 31 acres of woodland and cemetery, of which the historic cemetery represents 27 acres.

The FOTHCP serve and are supported by the local community and many supporters from further
afield. This includes members, visitors, volunteers (via FOTHCP organised activities, and corporate
groups) and event guests (free/ticketed, in-person/online). The FOTHCP is managed by a Board of
Trustees and a small staff team. It is very important to the FOTHCP to consider all current and future
stakeholders - irrespective of age, ethnicity, physical fitness - in plans for the site, and specifically in
terms of accessibility and enjoyment.

At the heart of everything that the FOTHCP do is the goal of preserving, caring for and improving the
site as a place of historic, ecological and cultural interest. These efforts aspire to improve the natural
environment of the woodland and surrounding area, share and promote local history, and engage the
local community with initiatives to improve health and wellbeing. This is done via an extensive
calendar of activities and initiatives for volunteers and visitors - many of which are free-of-charge or
subsidised/donation-only to ensure they are accessible for everyone.
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The CMP represents a vital document as the FOTHCP embark on the next chapter of our care of the
site. It aims to:

1) Recognise the significance of the site as a local heritage asset alongside its nature/conservation
benefits

2) Evaluate the condition of the site and monuments (both listed and unlisted), and outline proposals
for their management (restoration, repair, development)

3) Aid the Trustees/Staff in establishing a maintenance plan (in collaboration with external
consultant(s))

4) Lead the development of activities and approaches that unlock the site’s educational potential
(physical and virtual)

5) Involve the community/stakeholders (including hard-to-reach groups) in making and evaluating
proposals and plans

To deliver on this CMP, the FoTHCP will establish a framework to gather support, resources and
funds over the coming years. Given the modest size of the charity, this will likely involve extensive
crowdfunding and grants across numerous individual and interconnected projects. Some of these will
be feasible in the short-term but some will necessitate a longer-term approach with work spanning
from 2023-2053. Delivery will be led by a steering committee made up of trustees, staff and (where
appropriate) external consultants and community partners.

The CMP is therefore expected to have a strong and lasting impact in shaping the FOTHCPs future
and strategy, and in particular approaches towards repair/restoration/managed decay; proposals for
heritage interpretation and access, accessibility and visitor experience plans, staff training policies,
volunteer management policies, community engagement plans; reinforcing the Cemetery Park’s
ecological value and role in helping the borough achieve its net zero carbon ambitions.
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1) List of Illustrations / Plans (Document 1 and Document 2)

a) lllustrations and Historic Photographs

[Fig 1]. lllustrative View of the City of London and Tower Hamlets Cemetery. No date.
Copyright_London_Met_Archives_22347 Image © London Metropolitan Archives, City of London. London
Picture Archive record number 22347. www.londonpicturearchive.org.uk

1) [Fig 2]. lllustrations & Extracts from various sources: J.C.Loudon’s book, On the Laying Out,
Planting and Managing of Cemeteries, and of the improvement of Churchyards, and other
contemporary accounts from 1840s and 1999 EH Report

2) [Fig 3]. Old Photos of the Cemetery. Images © London Metropolitan Archives (City of London).
Numbered as Document 2.

3) Photo Panels of Mgt Compartments 1-20 in the Cemetery, 2022

b) Survey Plans: Historic to Current

All OS mapping purchased from GroundSure Limited under © Crown copyright and database rights
2019 Ordnance Survey 100035207

These plans have been created at A1, so can be printed out large scale for legibility. They are
reproduced in this plan at A3 for reference. The Drawing No is in Brackets [Surv 1]

4) [Survey 1] 1870-81_0S Plan ©GroundSure Limited

5) [Survey 2] 1881 Stitched Grave Maps. © London Metropolitan Archives, City of London Plans of
squares 1-96 (various sheets), ca.1850s-1900s (ref: CTHC/01/127) from the City of London and
Tower Hamlets Cemetery Collection.

6) [Survey 3] 1916 OS Plans
7) [Survey 4] 1947 OS Plan

8) [Survey 5] 1980 GLC Proposals Plan © London Metropolitan Archives, Sketch layout of Tower
Hamlets Cemetery, 1980 (ref: GLC/AR/HB/02/0579) from the Greater London Council Collection.

9) [Survey 6] GIS 2021 - created by Occam’s Razor Consulting Ltd.

10) [Survey 8] Cemetery Today: Illustrative Survey Plan with vegetation & habitats

11) [Survey 9] Management Compartment Plan: over Survey with vegetation & habitats

c) Analysis Plans — Historic Plans Overlaid with current layout & Analysis
12) HIST_01: 1870-81 OS overlaid with todays GIS survey in red

13) HIST_02: 1887 OS Plans overlaid with 1881 Stitched Grave Maps with todays GIS survey in red.
©_London Metropolitan Archives, City of London Plans of squares 1-96 (various sheets),
ca.1850s-1900s (ref: CTHC/01/127) from the City of London and Tower Hamlets Cemetery
Collection. NB This is also created as 9 No 1:500 Plans, which allows the individual grave
numbers to be read

14) HIST_03: 1916 OS overlaid with todays GIS survey in red
15) HIST_04: 1947 OS overlaid with todays GIS survey in red

16) HIST_05: 1980s GLC Plan overlaid with todays GIS survey in red. (this shows the changes made
in recent times, and how it affected circulation/levels). © London Metropolitan Archives, Sketch
layout of Tower Hamlets Cemetery, 1980 (ref: GLC/AR/HB/02/0579) from the Greater London
Council Collection.

17) HIST_06: Existing Circulation: Main Paths + Minor routes


https://www.londonpicturearchive.org.uk/
https://search.lma.gov.uk/SCRIPTS/MWIMAIN.DLL/300098505/2/2/2541?RECORD&UNION=Y&URLMARKER=STARTREQUEST
https://search.lma.gov.uk/SCRIPTS/MWIMAIN.DLL/300098505/2/2/2541?RECORD&UNION=Y&URLMARKER=STARTREQUEST
https://search.lma.gov.uk/SCRIPTS/MWIMAIN.DLL/300098505/2/2/2541?RECORD&UNION=Y&URLMARKER=STARTREQUEST
https://search.lma.gov.uk/SCRIPTS/MWIMAIN.DLL/300098505/2/2/2541?RECORD&UNION=Y&URLMARKER=STARTREQUEST
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18) HIST_07: Circulation Analysis: Lost historic paths & existing paths

d) 2022 Significance Plans
19) SIG_01: Significance Plan, & Elements Detrimental to Significance

20) SIG_02a + b: Monuments Significance Surveys (ongoing)

e) 2022 Proposals Plans / Masterplan
21) PROP 01: Main Moves Plan
22) PROP 02: Proposed Landscape Masterplan — (Main Proposals Plan)
23) PROP 03: Sections / lllustrations (at A3 size) of Existing and
24) Restored Path Conditions
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2.0

2.1.

2.1.1.

2.1.2.

2.2

2.2.1.

Background to the Plan

The FoTHCP have taken responsibility for the management of the site for over 30 years (with
permission and under a service level agreement from Tower Hamlets Council). Tower Hamlets
Cemetery Park has not previously had a Conservation Management Plan.

This plan was commissioned as part of a National Heritage Lottery Fund grant for Tower Hamlets
Cemetery Park (THCP), secured by the FOTHCP. The FOoTHCP have subsequently sought additional
support, including from The Pilgrim Trust and its own reserves.

Aims of the Plan

The Conservation Management Plan has been created to:

Better understand the significance of our heritage and what that means to our community.
Better understand and document the rationale behind the original landscape design, its
designed views form and function.

e Survey the monuments, buildings and the landscape of our historic garden cemetery,
establish a framework for their care (management, restoration, managed decay), and work
towards the removal of the Conservation Area as a whole (which includes THCP and
surrounding areas) as well as key monuments from Historic England’s At Risk Register.

e Improve visitor experience, better understand how to improve accessibility and encourage all
people to engage with the site and its heritage.

e Better understand and celebrate why the Cemetery Park matters as a community space and
to whom.

Provide a framework for the ongoing work of FOTHCP with other partner organisations.
Support further applications to funders, including the National Lottery Heritage Fund, to
support engagement, restoration, and heritage interpretation at THCP.

e Help update and create organisation wide policies and procedures for the management of
both heritage and nature. Inform our short-term and long-term strategies (see below)

Short-term and long-term strategies.

The completed Conservation Management Plan has been used (and will continue) to inform and
shape the actions and activities of the FOTHCP, including:

Proposals for repair or restoration of monuments and buildings at THCP.
Proposals for interpretation of heritage and community engagement at THCP.
Project and business development plans.

Access plan.

Training plan for staff, trustees and volunteers.

Day to day maintenance plans for the next 10 years.

Volunteering and activity plans.

The Historic Cemetery as Heritage Asset

Heritage Assets

The historic cemetery has a considerable heritage. The NPPF (National Planning Policy Framework)
defines a heritage asset as:

“A building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as having a degree of significance
meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of heritage interest. Heritage interest includes
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2.2.2.

2.2.3.

2.2.4.

2.3.

2.3.1.

designated heritage assets and assets identified by the local planning authority (including local
listing).”

Designated heritage assets

Designated heritage assets are noted? to include conservation areas designated under the relevant
legislation.

The Tower Hamlets Cemetery Conservation Area is a designated heritage asset within which the
historic cemetery is located. This Conservation Area also includes the surrounding areas of Brokesley
Street, British Street, Mornington Grove, Wellington Way and Archibald Street. Further information can
be found at https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/Documents/Planning-and-building-
control/Development-control/Conservation-areas/Tower-Hamlets-CemeteryV1.pdf.

Non-designated Heritage Assets

Non-designated heritage assets can be identified by the local planning authority. In this instance, the
historic cemetery is the largest positive contributor to the character and appearance of the
conservation area.

Heritage at Risk Register

One of the celebrated group of seven private London cemeteries opened between 1833 and 1841
(often referred to as the Magnificent Seven), Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park has long been a subject
of concern and is included within the Tower Hamlets Cemetery Conservation Area on Historic
England’s ‘Heritage at Risk Register’ (HAR) along with one specified monument (the Westwood).

A Direction for Future Management

The preparation of this Conservation plan with FOTHCP trustees, staff, volunteers and the wider
community of visitors and stakeholders has provided the opportunity for a holistic heritage,
monuments and landscape assessment to be made. The purpose of the plan is therefore to examine
all aspects of the site, including history (narrative from 1999 EH Report by Roger Bowdler alongside
additional archival research), ecology, character, access, and people facing facilities. Using this
information, this plan will then propose ways to better conserve and enhance the site’s heritage,
access, use and ecology together for the benefit of each. This is a shift of emphasis from the
ecological priority and approach set out in the 1980s GLC vision, and the current THCP Green Flag
Management and Maintenance Plan; but not at the expense of the ecology, or its existing character.

It should be noted that the Cemetery Park is an existing carbon sink for the borough helping the
council achieve its net zero carbon emission ambitions. The Cemetery Park is a place of biodiversity -
which is supported and encouraged - counterbalancing the negative effects on the ecosystem and
eventually on humans.

How the Plan is Structured

The document comprises 2 main documents, 1. Written and 2. Plans.

Document 1: Written Document

This document, Document 1 - is an introduction to the plan, a brief history of Tower Hamlets
Cemetery Park, how it has developed, its significance and issues that are detrimental to the
significance of the Cemetery Park. It is to be used alongside Document 2 (see 2.3.2.) which provides
more visual plans and historic information.

I NPPF, Annex 2: Glossary
2ibid
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Document 1 is to be used by staff and trustees at the FOTHCP in conjunction with the Schedule of
THCP Projects that is linked to the Proposals Masterplan (PROP 01 & 02 in Doc 2) and relevant
policies contained in section 8.2. The Schedule of THCP Projects (Appendix 6) is available on
request from the Friends of Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park, as are other appendices listed as
separate documents such as monuments surveys and plans for the lodge building.

2.3.2. Document 2: Drawn Plans Document (and Schedule of THCP Projects)

This A3 document provides the historic maps, analysis and masterplan proposals. It contains map
overlays that show the historic maps overlaid with modern survey plans showing different elements.
It shows issues and masterplans which propose resolutions.

2.4. Strategic Priorities

FOoTHCP have strategic priorities as set out in their charitable objectives in the Articles and
Memorandum of Association. These are summarised in Appendix 1

2.5. Brief Overview and Site History

Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park, opened in 1841, is situated in east London in the London Borough of
Tower Hamlets. The site is approximately 31 acres with a circular route around the Cemetery Park
being approximately 1km.

The site has nine designated assets including two sections of the original boundary wall, however it is
worth noting that many other monuments on site may be candidates for listing in the future. It has
one monument on the Heritage at Risk Register, the Westwood monument, that is one of the largest
Gothic structures on site and is situated at a main crossroads in the Cemetery Park.
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3.0 History and Development

3.1.

3.2.

Much of this chapter is taken from Roger Bowdler's 1999 Historical and Conservation Report as well
as some additional archival research. It should be read in conjunction with Fig 5: Survey 01: 1870-81
0S Plans to Fig 11: Survey 08: Cemetery Today - lllustrative Plan 2021 (with Vegetation Types)

Context: London's Early Cemeteries

The rapid growth of London's population, combined with the over-full condition of urban burial
grounds and a growing concern at the unseemly nature of such graveyards, resulted in a wave of
private cemeteries being opened in and around the capital. Commercial enterprise responded to a
need which had hitherto been the province of religious authorities, a clear indicator of the secularising
tendencies of Late Georgian and Early Victorian London. The private, joint-stock, cemetery companies
established new burial grounds in the following order:

1832 Kensal Green : Grade |

1837 West Norwood : Grade |l

1839 Highgate: Grade I, Conservation Area

1840 Abney Park: Grade Il

1840 Brompton: Grade I, Conservation Area

1840 Nunhead: Grade Il

1841 Tower Hamlets: unlisted, in Conservation Area

There then followed a lull in opening cemeteries until the mass closure of inner-city burial grounds in
the early 1850s led to a spate of municipal burial grounds being opened by local authorities. Tower
Hamlets Cemetery thus stands at the end of the first wave of cemetery construction, named and
commonly known as ‘The Magnificent Seven’.

The Early Years of Tower Hamlets Cemetery

An 1841 Act of Parliament established the City of London and Tower Hamlets Cemetery, and enabled
it to raise £20,000 through shares (the equivalent of around £2.3 million today); West Norwood
Cemetery was backed by £75,000 so it is clear that the new cemetery for East London was a lesser
affair from the outset.

Behind the new company were a group of prominent East End residents, businessmen and interested
parties: the first chairman was John Hammick, proprietor of the Ratcliff Gas Light Company, and
another leading figure was the shipping magnate John Pirie, who was Lord Mayor of the City of
London in the year of foundation and created a baronet in 1842.

East London was still the residence of a sizeable middle class population at the time of the
cemetery's opening, and the company hoped to exploit this ready market. In the event, the inexorable
shift westwards (or further eastwards) of London's mercantile classes deprived the cemetery of its
more prosperous clientele, and the burials were overwhelmingly those of the lower-middle and
working classes. Part of the cemetery was set aside for public and pauper burials from the outset, but
from its earliest days much of its business was serving the poorer end of the social scale: in 1841-2,
about 60% of all burials were common interments, and by 1851 this figure had increased to around
80%. This was to affect the whole income and character of the cemetery.

The ground selected for the site was open pasture, belonging to the executors of Thomas Foster and
to one Eleanor Knapp. It lay to the south of the Stepney to Bromley-by-Bow footpath, and to the north
of the large rope works belonging to Soanes and Son. Mile End Road had long been one of the
principal arterial roads leading from the City Eastwards, and the ground between it and Commercial
Road was developed largely in the 1820s onwards. Drainage, vital for any cemetery, was achieved
through the sinking of a 210 ft deep artesian well.
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3.4.
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Original Buildings and Layout

The ground was laid out in time for its consecration in September 1841, and the earliest burials took
place immediately thereafter.

Not until 1849 were the chapels, designed by Thomas Wyatt and David Brandon, completed along
with attached cloisters intended for the display of memorial tablets, each had a network of
subterranean catacombs for the reception of lead coffins (other catacombs are to be found at Kensal
Green (three complexes), West Norwood, Nunhead and Brompton). The chapels were illustrated in the
March 24th edition of the lllustrated London News. This stated that the chapels were:

‘greatly admired for their purity of style and propriety of arrangement. That erected in the
consecrated ground is in the early Decorated period, with a belfry at one angle, in which are
some nicely ornamented windows; and at the sides are attached cloisters for the reception of
mural tablets, so constructed as to afford an effectual screen from the weather. The chapel
appropriated for the use of Dissenters is of octagonal form, and in the Byzantine style of
architecture. Beneath both chapels are dry and extensive catacombs, arranged so as to
accommodate single coffins or form family vaults.

The catacombs have been filled in and there is no sign of their existence above ground. The use of
the Byzantine style for the Dissenters' chapel is of considerable interest: Wyatt and Brandon's best-
known building, St Mary and Nicholas, Wilton, Wiltshire of 1843, one of the outstanding churches of
the period, was in a similar idiom.

Wyatt and Brandon were also responsible for laying out the grounds and for the ancillary buildings
and boundary walls, the only structures to be listed at present (in 1999). The 1841 layout plans in the
London Metropolitan Archives, indicate the siting of paths but give no clue as to the original planting
plans. The layout of the cemetery was organised around serpentine paths: John Claudius Loudon, the
great theorist of cemetery planning, remarked in his Encyclopaedia of Gardening (1843) that it was
'laid out and planted with ornamental trees and shrubs, and... with a view to pictorial effect’. The one
early view of the cemetery that exists, a promotional engraving of c. 1850 (Fig 2) shows the cemetery
planted with low- level shrubs; hardly any mature trees are shown, a reminder that this ground had
hitherto been open fields, given over to pasture.

*However, the early OS plans show locations of mature trees planted very accurately, so we can tell
from field observations in 2021, that many of these are remaining from that time. These are lime and
plane, both able to withstand the pollution of the day.

Tower Hamlets Cemetery did not enjoy the advantage of a rising hilltop slope, unlike most of the other
early cemeteries: consequently, it was unable to offer the enjoyment of distant prospects as one of its
allures. Moreover, the increasingly industrial nature of the East End reduced further the suburban
allure of the cemetery's position: the prevailing south-westerly winds blew London's smoke in this
direction, and the commercial bustle of the area made the cemetery an increasingly isolated open
verdant space. This is still very much the case (although the enlargement of Mile End Park in the mid-
1990s runs close by, linking Victoria Park with THCP as a valuable green corridor).

Development of the Cemetery

In terms of lavish memorials, virtually all the imposing tombs were erected within the first twenty
years of its existence. The paths were laid down and the shrubs grew larger; otherwise, the only
change was the growing number of tombs springing up along the paths. These were the most
expensive plots as they could be seen and attended to easily, so attracted the more lavish
monuments. Location was everything, even in death. The most sought-after area was evidently the
north-west, close to the principal entrance off Southern Grove. Next in status was the equivalent circle
in the north-east corner. Then, as was universal in cemeteries, came the areas alongside the principal
paths, especially at intersections. The paths and drainage underwent substantial overhaul in 1884.

The opening of the City of London Cemetery in 1856, on the edge of Epping Forest, had an adverse
effect on the cemetery, which had started out as the City of London and Tower Hamlets Cemetery.
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The wealthy clientele of the City were now encouraged to use the lavishly laid out new burial ground
rather than this small cemetery on the fringes of the commercial East End, with the result that the
main class of customers took another few steps down the social ladder.

Several celebrated funerals took place here. In 1857 a French exile from Napoleon Il named Rougee
was buried here, accompanied by 10,000 mourners: at the end of the grave side delivery, up went the
mass cry of 'Vive la Republique democratique et sociale'. Thirty years later, in December 1887, the
victim of Bloody Sunday, Alfred Linnell, was laid to rest.

Linnell had been killed in a police charge at the Socialist rally in Trafalgar Square at which William
Morris had been speaking: Morris composed a death song expressly for Linnell's funeral, which
became the occasion for a major Socialist rally and possibly the largest gathering of Radicals in the
capital since the Chartist meeting on Kennington Common in 1848. The Times and East London
Adbvertiser both wrote disapprovingly of the way a funeral had become a secular and politicised affair,
the latter describing numerous 'disgraceful scenes' which it had witnessed.

Other regrettable scenes had been observed by anxious local residents, who observed how the
Cemetery Company was packing bodies into restricted space, while carrying out a minimum of
maintenance. A Bow Cemetery Grievance Committee was set up in 1882 which lobbied to have the
cemetery closed down on grounds of impropriety: up to eighty bodies were alleged to have been
interred in a single grave, and remains were later removed from the ground (to where is unknown) in
order for it to be used once or twice again. Legislation was finally passed, limiting the number of
individual burials within a single grave shaft to eight adults, or fourteen children.

By 1889, some 247,000 persons had been buried in the cemetery, making it one of the most densely-
thronged of any London cemetery 3. Mrs Basil Holmes's The London Burial Grounds of 1896, the first
London-wide survey of burial grounds ever undertaken, described the cemetery thus:

it was 'still in use and open daily, a regular ocean of tombstones, many of which are lying about,
apparently uncared for and unclaimed; in fact most of the graves, except those at the edges of the walks
look utterly neglected, and parts of the ground are very untidy".

As soon as forty years after its opening, THC like other cemeteries became less busy as it filled up. As
the money to maintain them ran out, their appearance diminished.

‘There is a special interest attached to Kensal Green Cemetery from its having been the first but | think it
is also the worst. Mr Loftie describes it as the bleakest dampest most melancholy of all the burial
grounds of London | doubt if it is the dampest though the soil is a heavy clay, for I think that the Tower
Hamlets Cemetery is probably far damper. Nor is Kensal Green so overcrowded or untidy as the Tower
Hamlets where gravestones are tumbling and lying about apparently unclaimed and uncared for
amongst dead shrubs and rank grass..."*

Maintenance of ornamental gardens and tidying thousands of tombstones was a costly business.
Tower Hamlets suffered from the innate flaw in the finances of private cemetery companies: in return
for an initial fee, they undertook to maintain memorials in perpetuity, as well as keep up the grounds
in decent order. The 1896 description revealed that the Cemetery Company was increasingly unable
to pay for its responsibilities. It had not managed to sell enough lucrative vaults, and the small fees
from common burials did not generate sufficient surplus amounts to pay for upkeep of the cemetery
as awhole.

3 One 1998 estimate put the total number of persons buried here at 350,000, making Tower Hamlets one of
London's most crowded cemeteries

4 Isabella M. Holmes, Mrs. Basil Holmes - 1896. The London Burial Grounds. Notes on Their History from the
Earliest Times to the Present Day

10
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Recent History 1900-1960

The cemetery suffered some damage during the Blitz, being so close to the heavily targeted docks,
but it was neglect - caused by the ailing finances of the cemetery company - which had the greatest
impact on the grounds. Regular complaints appeared in the local papers, generally describing its
condition as 'deplorable'.

The most significant addition to the cemetery's monuments during this time was the simple memorial
panel dedicated to the civilian victims of enemy bombing: the East End News of 11th November 1948
reported that the mass graves along the eastern edge of the cemetery were in the process of being
marked, and a garden laid out. The Anglican chapel had suffered badly during the war and was left
roofless, but was restored and rededicated in 1953 by the Bishop of Stepney. The other buildings - in
particular the Egyptian-style mortuary - were in a grievous condition and were invitations to vandalism,
which became increasingly severe. Burials, however, continued to take place regularly.

The Closure, Decline and Conservation of the Cemetery 1960 - today

The cemetery company's finances staggered on until November 1965, when they finally expired.
Vandalism and dumping of rubbish had become grave, and the cemetery was widely regarded as a
sore in the centre of Stepney. The cemetery was closed for burials in September 1966, by which time
the newly-formed Greater London Council had acquired it. Aware of the East End's need for open
space, the GLC initially intended to convert the cemetery into a public park. As a first step, it
demolished the cemetery buildings®, restored the boundary- walls (those along the south perimeter, in
particular, were in a perilous state), and initiated several conversion plans: the latest of these was
prepared in 1980 (Fig 9). The repairs to the walls were carried out in a way that would not find
approval today. Several areas were indeed cleared of graves as a prelude to wholesale clearance, and
levels were built up and altered particularly in the central area. The GLC Plan also led to the change of
some of the main routes as can be seen in (Fig 9).

Growing awareness of the special character of the cemetery among local residents led to a vigorous
and ultimately successful campaign to retain the majority of the tombs, trees and landscaping, and
avert a tabula rasa approach to the site. The first serious study of the cemetery was published in East
End Papers in 1969, and interest in the site has steadily increased since.

On the abolition of the GLC in 1986, the cemetery passed to the London Borough of Tower Hamlets
(LBTH), which administered it until the FOTHCP was established in 1990 when responsibilities began
to be slowly shared between LBTH and FOTHCP. It was designated as part of a Conservation Area in
1987, and in 1989 passed to the Poplar Neighbourhood's control. In 1993, the site changed its name
to a 'Cemetery Park’, and the Soanes Centre, an ecological-environmental study centre funded by the
Science and Technology Regional Organisation, was opened in purpose-built premises close to the
entrance lodge, with a staff of two. Funding for this premises was withdrawn in 1996.

Around this time, LBTH engaged the London Ecology Unit to prepare a management plan, and this
was duly prepared in August 1993. The ecological diversity to be found within the cemetery is now
recognised as exceptional after many years of work. However, by 1999, none of the monuments or
the heritage landscape as a whole had been considered for listing, and no maintenance had been
carried out on them. This balance of nature and heritage has been changing in recent years and with
the dedication of volunteers, the number of listed monuments stands at seven. There are more
notable ones contained in a list at Appendix 4: Significant Figures, which will be updated as research
continues. From this research it is likely that more will be submitted to Historic England for listing.

5 Various dates are given for the demolition of the structures: some sources give the late 1960s, other say 1972.

11



LDA

4.0

4.1.

4.1.1.

4.1.2.

Current Condition and Character.

Read with (to be found in Document 2):

Fig 4: Photo Panels of Mgt Compartments 1-20 in the Cemetery,

Fig 11: Survey 08: Cemetery Today - lllustrative Plan 2021 (with Vegetation Types)

Fig 12: Survey 09: Management Compartments Plan

Overall Character and Qualities

The character area of the Cemetery Park is predominantly that of an old, historic cemetery within a
woodland. It has a wild, and ‘natural’ character that people highly value,as shown through numerous
community consultations throughout the development of the CMP. These natural elements contrast
with the monuments which contribute to its character as a 'romantic ruin’ with what could be seen as
a gothic feel — an area seemingly in suspended animation, becoming subsumed by nature and inviting
exploration and discovery. However this kind of ‘natural feel’ requires constant management to keep
the equilibrium between monuments and vegetation in balance so one is not dominant or at the
detriment to the other.

It is important that any change is not to the detriment of this character, but is done in a sensitive way
to both improve heritage of monuments and biodiversity, while improving access generally across the
Cemetery Park.

Vegetation Types

As well as woodland, there are some relatively small areas of grassland (including a slightly larger
area on Cantrell Field) as well as meadow and four small ponds scattered throughout the site (with a
fifth pond located on Scrapyard Meadow outside the historic cemetery boundary). The vegetation
types are shown in Fig 12: Survey 09: Management Compartments Plan. A few areas exhibit meadow
and scrub (such as the historic turning circle known as Round Glade) but woodland is the dominant
character. The woodland varies depending on location and this depends to a large extent on the soil
levels and former management. In Poplar Wood for example, soil levels were raised at some point in
the site’s history. We do not know for sure why and when this raising happened, but it is thought that
this was to enable more burials in the increased depths of soil as research has shown that many older
Victorian public graves are likely to now be underneath the more contemporary 1940s/50s/60s public
graves. In these locations, the woodland is dominated by more recent, self sown sycamore and poplar
with very few mature trees. Other areas of woodland have pre cemetery, original cemetery trees or
very early cemetery trees as can be seen by the overlay of the historic first and second edition
Ordnance Survey maps with the current GIS and field observations/ground truthing during this study.
It should be noted that the early OS maps located trees precisely, so they are an accurate record of
where trees were existent at that time.

The compartment area plan shows the predominant vegetation characters for each area or
compartment. However, the character of the woodland varies considerably across the site. Refer to
photograph panels Fig 4 and Plans Fig 11 & Fig 12 which show some of this variation.

Open Space v Woodland habitat v Path Networks

Due to the amount of woodland, open space for events or small informal gatherings is limited. The
predominance of woodland means that, at least to the casual visitor, the character is similar
throughout the Cemetery Park with little perceptible variation in spatial quality. It appears to be mostly
a closed tree canopy, with relatively narrow or very narrow paths. This is partly intentional as the
Cemetery Park does not seek to replicate open habitats found in neighbouring sites such as Mile End
Park, but complement other sites by drawing on different aesthetics, heritage and ecology.

While the extent of woodland has its own quality there is scope to vary this slightly, to both benefit
ecology and the heritage of the site with recommendations laid out in plan at Fig 22: PROP 01: Main
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4.1.3.

4.2,

Moves Proposals Plan & Fig 23: PROP 02: Proposed Landscape Masterplan — (Main Proposals Plan)
(both available in Document 2). This will create spatial variation; some openings in the tree canopy,
opportunities for more and diversified meadows and variation, as originally intended in the path
hierarchy.

The effects of this on the visitor experience is also important. It will diversify the spatial quality of the
paths and in doing so, create a variation in visitor experience as they walk round, which helps people
navigate the cemetery. It will not detract from the quality of the ‘wilderness’ feel, but rather diversify it.
It will also create more learning and interpretation opportunities and areas of open space that may be
used for events and activities.

Path Network & Character

The original cemetery layout had a distinctive hierarchy of paths. The main circuit between the main
buildings had wider paths, to give a logical and easily navigated circuit that was accessible to both
the public and horse drawn vehicles, and smaller paths to create access to other areas of graves
around what was once a ‘Garden Cemetery’.

Path networks are currently confusing as a result of the addition of several new paths,some of which
have developed during the Covid pandemic as desire paths rather than purposefully created.A lot of
original paths have been reduced in width over time by both tree growth and infilling of graves.
Community consultations have shown that, whilst visitors value the feeling of getting lost at the
Cemetery Park, clearer accessible paths for those with mobility issues or pushchairs and easier to
follow trails would be of benefit to those using the site.

In some places branches and materials have been stacked against monuments to their detriment.
This should not occur in the future.

Overall Character by Management Compartment: Summary

This is described by the photopanels at Fig 4 in Document 2, so not repeated here.
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5.0 Analysis of change

5.1.

5.2.

Understanding Change

One of the main aims of the CMP is to manage change in an informed and planned way, and to set
out how change should occur, in a way that is both sensitive to wildlife and heritage as well as
including the needs of the local community and other visitors.

Understanding how and why change has occurred in the past helps us to identify the ‘significance’ (as
defined by Historic England). Such understanding helps to determine which elements of THCP, either
its landscape design, its ecology, or monuments are either high, medium or low significance. Similarly,
it helps to determine whether they are detrimental to the historic and cultural significance of the site.

Historic Significance is defined and dealt with in the following chapter.

It would be practically unfeasible to restore the Cemetery Park to the original designed landscape.
However, by understanding how, when and why change occurred, we can make informed choices
about how approaches towards access, heritage and biodiversity can be modified within the existing
management and maintenance constraints. Furthermore, this understanding will identify a project list
which may be subsequently agreed and prioritised as part of the next phase of works. This project list
will also enable the identification of funding targeted to specific predefined projects that meet the
aims and objectives of FOTHCP.

NB: The following analysis of change is restricted to the original cemetery grounds and the
additional land purchased in the 1880s. Additional FOTHCP managed sites of Ackroyd Drive
Greenlink and Scrapyard Meadow are not covered in this plan.

Analysis of change (since original Cemetery plan)

Please refer to plans Fig 13: Historic Analysis 01: 1870-81 OS Plans overlaid with today's path layout
through to Fig 20: SIG 01 Significance Plan and Elements Detrimental to Significance (in Document 2)

Analysis of change has been carried out by the following:

e Overlay of historic maps with the current GIS survey of the site (these can be seen in Fig 13:
Historic Analysis 01: 1870-81 OS Plans overlaid with todays path layout through to Fig 19:
Circulation Analysis: Lost Historic Paths & Existing Paths).

e Site survey and visual observation of the landscape, ground levels, monuments and
vegetation.

Reading past management plans and historic accounts of the site.

Discussions with trustees, site staff, volunteers as well as members, visitors and the wider
community (particularly those who have long associations with THCP and have contributed
to its ecology, heritage and management).
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5.3. Analysis of change

5.3.1 - Positive to the cemetery’s character, ecology and heritage

(Some of) the increase in woodland habitats

Diversification of habitat types

Addition of teaching and community facilities (Soanes Centre, Forest School area)
Creation of new entrances, to allow greater access into the site 24 hours per day

5.3.2 - Detracts from the Cemetery Park’s Historic Character (which could be
reversed by future works)

Refer to Fig 20: SIG 01 Significance Plan and Elements Detrimental to Significance (in Document 2)

Increase in woodland habitats which is dominant at the expense of meadow.

Loss or erosion of original designed views. Some by infilling of graves within paths which
blocked views as well as access, some by encroachment of vegetation along routes, some by
the building removal and the GLC's change in path layout meaning designed vistas lost.
Changes to /removal of the original path layout in the areas where levels were raised, as part
of the GLC ‘park conversion’ works.

Removal of the main central focus or ‘heart of the cemetery’, where the Anglican Chapel
would have stood.

Alterations to entrances so there are many small entrances rather than one main walkway.

Pathways and spatial layouts lead to ‘exploring’ the site with trampling of habitats and some
damage to smaller headstones as an unfortunate consequence, particularly notable in the
habitats around Horse Chestnut Glade and Cantrell Field.

5.3.3 - Detracts from the Cemetery Park’s historic character, and unlikely to be
addressed

These are changes which detract from the original historic landscape, but which have become
important to the current use of the site or are not feasible to reverse.

Loss of original buildings (chapels) due to demolition after closure.

Erection of two buildings ( the contemporary Soanes Centre and the 1940s Lodge) which are
both of differing architectural styles.

Raising the levels of land in Poplar Wood, Monument Glade and Hurricane Wood by
approximately Tm. This removed original trees and covered over original areas of public
burials.

Infilling of newer graves over the areas where paths once existed, or where there was once a
designed arrangement to the landscape (for example at Lodge Graves, where there is still an
obvious elliptical arrangement of prominent monuments).

Addition / relocation of the 1980s War Graves Commission’s war memorial in a character of
design very different to the original, and at odds with the surroundings.

Various changes to the boundary especially to the south where the boundary has changed
twice, once with the enlargement of the historic cemetery and once with the addition of
Scrapyard Meadow.
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Action Plan to address elements that detract from the Cemetery Park’s Significance

There is a great opportunity to sympathetically address the changes which have occurred since THCP
stopped being an active cemetery which also acknowledge that the site has a somewhat unique dual-
purpose as a historic cemetery and also as a designated green space of ecological value (LNR,
woodland).

Some of the changes above could be modified or reversed as either one-off projects or over time with
ongoing management and maintenance. The Action Plan is detailed in the Excel Spreadsheet
Schedule of THCP Projects. It provides both one off capital projects as well as community and
volunteer projects. These will benefit both heritage and ecology as well as the way visitors experience
THCP, as well as providing clear fundraising targets.

The proposals are fully detailed in Section 8.0 and the schedule of projects in Fig 22: PROP 01: Main
Moves Proposals Plan, Fig 23: PROP 02: Proposed Landscape Masterplan — (Main Proposals Plan)
and detailed in the Excel Spreadsheet named Schedule of THCP Projects
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6.0 THCP Significance and Heritage Values

6.1.

What is Significance and Heritage ‘Values’ ? Introduction & Methodology

This section analyses the significance of Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park to identify which features
contribute negatively or positively to its significance, and in what degree.

The National Lottery Heritage Fund, in its Conservation Plan Guidance (2012), describes significance
as: ‘what is important about the heritage, why and to whom it is important’.

Assessing significance is the means by which the cultural importance of a place and its component
parts are identified. It is essential for effective conservation and management: the identification of
areas and aspects of higher and lower significance, based on a thorough understanding of a place,
enables proposals to be developed which protect, respect and where possible enhance the character
and cultural values of a place. The assessment can identify areas where only minimal changes should
be considered, as well as locations where change might enhance significance.

The Statement of Significance is a summary which describes the significance of the site in words
with reference to others nationally or regionally. English Heritage's Conservation Principles (2008)
outlines an approach to conservation that takes account of how a building or place is generally valued
and the associations which it carries. The document describes four different value groups that
contribute to the significance of a building:

Historical value - Historical value derives from the ways in which past people, events and aspects of
life can be connected through a place to the present. It tends to be illustrative or associative.

Aesthetic value - Aesthetic value derives from the ways in which people draw sensory and intellectual
stimulation from a place.

Evidential value - Evidential value derives from the potential of a place to yield evidence about past
human activity.

Communal value - Communal value derives from the meanings of a place for the people who relate to it, or
for whom it figures in their collective experience or memory. Communal values are closely bound up with
historical (particularly associative) and aesthetic values, but tend to have additional and specific aspects.
FOTHCP have learnt additional information from all the activities over the last 2 years on the communal values,
and these are contained in Appendix 2.

To these values we will also consider Ecological value, which Historic England are reportedly
considering including into their guidance.

Methodology

We have carried out an exercise undertaking existing and historic analysis together with FOTHCP. To
do this we have used our knowledge of historic landscape as well as examining evidence on the
ground and on the monuments. We have also overlaid the current survey with historic maps to see
where historic layouts still exist and where and how they have been lost. Additionally, we have
examined the original design to see how it compares with other landscapes and cemeteries of the
mid 19t c. period and have looked at the evidence as to how THCP’s place as the East End'’s first
designed cemetery has led to its subsequent treatment and alterations which are still in evidence
today.

This helps us to understand, through interpretation of the landscape, that part of history which is not
so evident in other, contemporary cemetery examples and is part of its significance. Land raising and
infilling are interesting parts in some cemeteries’ history, and these are evident at THCP.

As well as expanding our knowledge of the landscape itself, this CMP has been developed in
partnership with our community through surveys, workshops, community volunteering, heritage
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6.2.

6.2.1.

6.2.2.

events and online consultations. Throughout this process we've invited around 1550 community
members to visit the Cemetery Park to take part in activities and share their thoughts on how heritage
can be brought to life at the Cemetery Park. 180 people have taken part in visitor surveys with
hundreds more spoken to either on site or via social media channels and we’ve worked with many
other organisations and community partners to ensure that a wide range of people have had an input
into the CMP.

Values for THCP

Evidential (archaeological) value

It is considered unlikely that the site of the Cemetery Park contains buried archaeological remains
relating to human use prior to the construction of the original cemetery (although there is evidence of
settlements in the surrounding area going as far back as the Neolithic period). Any buried
archaeological remains of this nature present in the site are likely to have been severely compromised
by the intrusive ground works associated with the cemetery’s use. There is, however, the potential for
buried archaeological remains of a paleoenvironmental nature to be present at some depth; these are
unlikely to have been disturbed by the cemetery construction or use.

Buried archaeology pre-dating the construction of the original cemetery is very unlikely to contribute
to the significance of the site. However, there are some interesting points of archaelogical evidence
of the WWII bombings present on some of the monuments across THCP that are worth noting as well
as small amounts of historic and contemporary mourning deposits in the form of coins, shells and
other tokens of remembrance. Finds on site seen in the past few years have included 1920s vases,
Victorian pottery pipes and ¢.1930s glass drink bottles.

Historical Value

Like the other Magnificent Seven Cemeteries, the historic cemetery’s very existence can be traced
back to a series of historical events, which began with the public and political rejection of the burial
practices of London in the 1830s and the massive expansion in population in the city. The Garden
Cemetery movement in the mid-19™ century was enabled in London by legislation which empowered
cemetery companies, such as the The City of London and Tower Hamlets Cemetery Company, to form
and to set up their sites to a designed style, transforming the way that cemeteries looked and felt to
their visitors and clients, away from one of fear to a landscape designed to improve moral outlook
and health. JC Loudon, the notable landscape gardener was a key proponent in this movement in
Britain, and his book , ‘On laying out, Planting and Managing of Cemeteries, and on the Improvement of
Churchyards’ played a key role in commercial garden cemetery design, with Tower Hamlets featuring
init.

All of the Magnificent Seven were patronised by the wealthy who indulged in expensive funerals and
monuments, which befitted their social status, although the others generally more so than at Tower
Hamlets Cemetery (THC). Others of the seven new cemeteries (especially West Norwood, Highgate
and Brompton) had more wealthy clients, but THC also initially had a good take up, prior to the City of
London Cemetery opening in 1856. The layout of THC, with its serpentine paths, meant that the most
expensive plots were located on the junctions of, or on major paths, where headstones and larger
monuments could be easily viewed and accessed. As at the other six cemeteries, the social division
between the wealthy and the poor is illustrated in the difference in the size of monuments between
the private (‘in perpetuity’ graves) and the public or common graves. At THC the difference in wealth
is not necessarily reflected in the quality of the carving on the monuments (although the size and
material is an indication). THC has some very fine carving on relatively small (but still private)
headstones. This includes carvings of ships, weeping women, floral motifs and other symbolic
decorations.

The location of the Francis tomb in the centre of ‘Monument Glade’ is deliberately located on axis,
looking towards the east to the site of the Non-Conformist or ‘Dissenters’ chapel. The grave was
purchased four years before the chapels were erected. It is said to have been designed so that at
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certain times of the year the rising sun would shine through the hole at the back of the tomb,
illuminating the cross. It would be interesting to see if the date this occurred coincided with any
significant date for Francis or for any symbolic times such as midsummer. This is an example of vault
design combined with specific siting within the landscape to create added meaning, with the large
Egyptian style obelisk that tops the vault also adding layers of meaning and symbolism.

Physical aspects of cemeteries have illustrative value as they reflect the religious divisions of the
time. Victorian society was religiously conservative and Anglicans and Non-Conformists led separate
lives in many respects. Death was no exception and many cemeteries had more than one chapel to
accommodate the different denominations. THCP had two chapels, Anglican and Dissenters with the
Dissenters (anyone outside of the Anglican Christian faith) also having separate burial areas in the
cemetery to those of Anglican faith.

Monuments: The gravestones and monuments have illustrative and associative value for three
primary reasons — the type of stone they are made from, their design, and who is buried there. Each of
these is explored below.

When the Magnificent Seven were first built, buildings and monuments were usually made from
Portland, Bath or York stone. As the railway system developed, other materials, such as granite,
became more accessible from Cornwall, Aberdeen and Cumbria®. At THCP however there are also
several Welsh slate headstones with intricate and perfectly preserved letter cutting. These are mostly
commemorating railway workers from Wales”. Therefore, specific monuments reflect the
developments in infrastructure and mining across the country during the 19th century.

The design of grave stones or monuments was very personal, sometimes reflecting a person’s
occupation, their role in the family or how young they died. However, the style of monuments also
reflects prevailing aesthetic taste in society at the time. For example, there are many engravings and
monument designs that reflect elements of Ancient Egyptian, Roman and Greek architecture and
symbolism as was fashionable throughout the Victorian era. This includes ouroboroi (serpent eating
its own tail), urns, obelisks, Greek key motifs and crossed torches.

Particular burial groupings reflect events in London and the wider geo-political arena at the time. At
THCP, the presence of publicans throughout the Cemetery Park tells the story of the role of public
houses as community hubs throughout the East End. The presence of Jewish, European,
Scandinavian and other global burials is a result of emigres coming to London throughout the
cemetery’s working history. There is also evidence of the seafaring communities that lived and
worked around the Docks, both British and from other parts of the world.

Other cemeteries have similar patterns; for example, West Norwood has a corner which was
exclusively used by the expatriate Greek community in London.

Management: THCP is noted as having an example of a ‘map book® at a scale of 3" to 8 feet, in JC
Loudon’s ‘On laying out, Planting and Managing of Cemeteries, and on the Improvement of
Churchyards’ in which the author advocates for such a book where the graves are all labelled. Note
the grave maps in our overlay with the current day survey plans (Fig 14 — Dwg No HIST 02)

The early superintendent John Northen is also noted as ‘inventing’ a certain type of ‘Grave Boards’ at
THC to stabilise the excavations. °

Associations with Historical Figures or Events:

There are numerous important or interesting historical figures buried at THCP including
activists/social reformers, politicians, music hall stars. writers, boxers, engineers, inventors and
surgeons. Whilst many of those buried at THCP would have known fame during their lifetime, many of

¢ Arnold, p. 220

7 Information supplied by Diane Kendall through census information

8 Loudon, JC. On laying out, Planting and Managing of Cemeteries, and on the Improvement of Churchyards’
1843. p43

9 Ibid. p32
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6.2.3.

6.2.4.

these have been forgotten as time passed and few remain well known into the 20th century. A
selection of key prominent figures and associated events such as the Bethnal Green Tube Disaster is
included in Appendix 4. With ongoing research into the lives of those buried at THCP, it is certain that
more significant figures will come to light.

THCP is one of the most densely buried cemeteries, with one 1998 estimate putting it at 350,000. In
1842 a parliamentary report the levels of the cemetery were discussed and it is stated that the levels
ought to be raised as the cemetery was ‘too low and too near the river..’ p254 and that the ground
‘should be elevated.” We are unable to confirm whether the raised levels we see today are a result of
this report or part of later alterations.

Aesthetic Value

Original Layout & Design: Wyatt and Brandon were responsible for the laying out of the grounds, for
the ancillary buildings and boundary walls. The 1841 layout plans in the London Metropolitan Archives
indicate the siting of paths, and they follow a contemporary ‘picturesque’ trend for landscape design
within newly emerging public parks such as Sefton, Derby Arboretum and earlier of the Magnificent
Seven Cemeteries (with the exception of Brompton which was laid out on grid like ‘Loudonesque’
principles.) The serpentine design of paths with a main circuit to aid navigation and aesthetics, but
one which also provides practical circulation for both burials and visitors. For instance, the large
turning circle in the NE corner of THCP has been designed to allow for several carts with coffins to
‘stack up’ awaiting their slot in either the chapels, but also located out of sight of other visitors. The
original main circuit allowed people to walk around with ease, as if in a park, as well as access graves,
while affording prime ‘real estate’ for plots near these paths. As in common with other landscape
designs, the axial layout between the lodge and former Anglican (main) chapel was designed to
provide a grand vista toward the chapel at the junctions of the cross path and top perimeter route.

The prominent oval at the NW main entrance is so placed to allow elaborate monuments to be placed
here,and have them act as a showpiece or advert for the quality of the cemetery. We do not have the
original planting plans, but the layout of the cemetery was organised around serpentine paths, which
went against the advice of JC Loudon, who advocated for rectangular plots so as to distinguish
cemeteries from English parks and landscapes. As the great theorist of cemetery planning, Loudon
remarked in his Encyclopaedia of Gardening (1843), it was 'laid out and planted with ornamental trees
and shrubs, and... with a view to pictorial effect’. This ‘pictorial effect’ is shown in the promotional
engraving of 1850. (Fig 2).

Lodges: THC was originally noted as having ‘a very good single lodge at the west entrance...’ and the
plan shown in JC Loudon’s book (Fig 2 see ground plan of Lodge). This Lodge was lost after bomb
damage in WWIL.

Monuments: Many of the monuments at THCP include very fine carvings, as commented upon by
Historic England during their 2011 visit. Many depict trees and flowers in intricate detail. Whilst some
headstones are becoming increasingly eroded, many texts are cut into slate headstones which has
preserved the lettering perfectly.

Symbolism on Monuments: THCP has many fine examples of ornate carvings woven with rich
symbolism including weeping women, ships, ouroboroi, inverted torches, veiled urns and obelisks.
The new Barnardos' memorial to over 500 children is an example of contemporary addition that still
includes symbolism in the form of a sculpted Cockney Sparrow.

Communal

This CMP has been regularly reviewed by the community that regularly use THCP as well as other
visitors (consultations will also continue as projects begin) and ideas for improvements generated by
them have been included in all aspects of the CMP and the subsequent work plan. Consultations have
shown us how valued THCP is by the local community and by other visitors as a space of peace,
reflection, learning, escape and beauty as well as for its natural and historic significance.
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Communal Values connected with burials:

The most obvious communal value of any cemetery is as the burial place of many thousands of
people, and a focus of mourning and connection and remembrance for their families. Cemeteries
became the settings for very public displays of familial feeling, friendship, mourning as well as social
status.

Thousands of people have made use of FOTHCP’s grave enquiry service over the past 25 years. Just
in 2021/22, over 250 family history researchers including family members or interested parties
connected with various burial plots have been supported in connecting with the deceased by staff and
volunteers. Many of those who use this service share their stories with us and regularly express
appreciation for a moment to connect with their past.

There are two war memorials, one erected by the Commonwealth War Graves Commission by the
main entrance in the early 90s, replacing the original by the Anglican chapel. The second is a war
memorial in a modernist style, a small memorial to civilians in Poplar killed in bombing at the eastern
end of the Cemetery. Each year the Friends organise a Remembrance Day service at the main
memorial, and this has grown in attendance year on year.

Communal Values connected with Nature & Heritage:

Ever since their creation in 1990 the FOTHCP have reached out to local people who may not otherwise
visit sites of nature and heritage conservation. Recently this has included the development of a new
heritage activities programme that has attracted over 1600 people (held both virtually and on-site) to
engage with the history of THCP and the wider East End as well as heritage crafts. The ‘Nature & Us’
community outreach programme connected younger people with nature both at THCP and at other
sites across the borough. It ran to 2021 and helped to increase the diversity of those who felt
connected with FOTHCP. There has also been an extensive programme of heritage research led in
partnership with East London History Society that has contributed to heritage engagement and
interpretation and helped support grave searches for those with family buried at THCP.

“It was so nice for the group to be able to come together and take part in some really great activities.
And how lucky were we with the weather! The students have been talking about it ever since and are
super proud of their newly found knowledge of THCP. We had to practically ask them to leave the park at
the end as they were having such a nice time.” Heritage event attendee 2021

Corporate volunteering which, pre-pandemic, provided about 3000 days a year of volunteer time is
another proof of communal value with many companies returning multiple times. Alongside this is the
regular volunteering programme that attracts hundreds of people per year to regularly give their time
to make sure that heritage and nature are well cared for. Volunteer roles at THCP range from helping
with litter collection to unveiling monuments previously “lost” to ivy growth as well as helping out at
events and helping to fundraise for improvements and repair works. These volunteers regularly tell
FOoTHCP how much spending time out in nature whilst living busy city lives means to them and how
much they value THCP as both a green space and a historic site.

The number of children who have participated in the constantly running education sessions within
THCP, run by FOTHCP and Setpoint East London contributes to the Communal Heritage Value.
FOoTHCP also leads a forest school holiday club, combating Nature Deficit Disorder and helping
improve mental and physical well-being.

Communal Values associated with the management by the Friends:

The involvement of volunteers in the care and management of THCP is integral to our daily function.
FOoTHCP has won several community and biodiversity awards and appeared on BBC programmes.

People have written poems about it, it features in novels and video games, and has featured in several
TV programmes and films. THCP receives a great deal of media interest.

In January 2012 the Friends published a Celebration Booklet “The City of London and Tower Hamlets
Cemetery 1841-2011". This marks 21 years of the Friends’ existence and the 170th anniversary of the
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6.2.6.

Cemetery. It gives an outline of the whole history of the Cemetery, as well as an account of how the
Friends came into existence, of significant events in the 21 years, and accounts of the development of
the historical, natural, conservation and educational work within the Local Nature Reserve. Other
publications have included, “Hidden Histories” which tells the stories of the 204 WWI personnel
buried at THCP and listed on the war memorial and “Ship to Shore”, which tells the stories of the
sailors and dockworkers buried at the Cemetery Park

The FOTHCP heritage volunteers team advise many enquirers how to proceed with finding graves as
well as recording inscriptions, helping with research for tours and publications and maintaining the
monuments on site.

Ecological

The Park has since 1995 had its London wide importance for biodiversity recognised by the
designation Site of Metropolitan Importance for Nature Conservation. Its size — it is the third largest
park in Tower Hamlets — is a great asset in this, as potential to support space-demanding colonies of
insects, such as many butterflies, is related to site size. Its proximity to the second largest Tower
Hamlets park, Mile End Park, strengthens that asset, especially since management in that Park too
has a strong emphasis on biodiversity.

Since the Friends were formed, they have sought to increase the biodiversity of the site.

The Management Plan contains full details on the biodiversity and the aims for each habitat type, so
is not repeated here, but some headlines are as follows:

e 89 species of bird have been recorded since 2005. At least 60 species are recorded annually
and the site list over the last few decades is probably approaching 100 species.

e Ongoing spider and beetle survey work by LNHS recorder, Edward Milner. Spiders: 160 spp. 4
new in 2015, one new in 2016.

e Beetles: total so far is 478 of which several are Red Data Book (4 are RDBK = unknown status,
the other is the little ant-like beetle from the green roof Anthicus scoticus), plus 35 Nationally
Notable.

e Butterflies have been comprehensively recorded since 1996, by participation in a national
transect recording system. A total of 30 species have been recorded this century.

e Moth recording has been limited but, among other findings, has shown that three notable
species — Small Ranunculus, Tree-Lichen Beauty and Toadflax Brocade are well established.

e A fly survey was carried out in 2006, with a little more work in 2007, revealing a great diversity
and making management recommendations, including emphasis on the retention of
deadwood, and on spreading out pond management work

e Bees: In 2016, Mark Patterson undertook regular hour long walks around the cemetery park
several times per week between March to November and revealed 50 species of bee using
the cemetery park habitats.

Summary of Significance

Despite the loss of original buildings and some of the original layout, THCP is of considerable historic
significance. If the main elements of this CMP are adopted and actioned, we believe it should be
considered for listing due to its historic, aesthetic and cultural associations as east London'’s first and
main cemetery ,based on the below points. However, even if HE do not consider that the site meets
the criteria for listing despite considerable tangible and intangible heritage, the Conservation Area in
which it is located, should be removed from the Heritage as Risk Register (HAR). Removal from the
HAR will also include works at the nearby St Clements hospital conversion to be completed (due for
completion at the end of 2022).

Furthermore, other individual monuments may be eligible for individual listing. Decisions will be made
as to which monuments to submit for listing approval on an ongoing basis throughout the next 30
years.
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Points of Significance

e Group significance: one of the original ‘Magnificent Seven’ Cemeteries in London, designed to
combat the overflowing churchyards as a result of huge population rise of the time coupled
with poor sanitation.

e Asinner east London’s first purpose designed cemetery, made to rival all those in the west
and south.

e For the quality of its original design that is largely intact and, where lost, can mostly be
restored.

e Forits ability of its present landscape (with adjustments) to reveal and demonstrate the
history of the cemetery's management over time, including methods such as ‘grave infilling’ in
an attempt to remain solvent and profitable.

e For its ability to reveal the economics of death, in the face of rival companies and provision
that came about with the newly created City of London cemetery.

e For the quality of its carving on numerous headstones, many of them not as grandiose
structures as those seen in the west, but nevertheless indicating a local artistic talent and
speciality in carving.

For the number of Welsh slate headstones, with detailed copper script engraving.

For the design of site-specific tombs that combine location with design (Francis in the centre
- see Aesthetic Values section).

For the group value of the Charterhouse Graves, not present in other cemeteries.

For the long-standing combination of ecology and heritage, that has engaged people in their
heritage for over forty years; longer than any other site in London.

e For the communal value of tragic events commemorated — the Poplar Civilian War Memorial -
the site of several mass graves, containing some of the 747 civilians killed during the Blitz in
Poplar alone as well as the Bethnal Green Tube Disaster and the sinking of the SS Princess
Alice.

e Survival of many of the original trees planted as part of the original design. These provide a
‘tree archaeology’ to show the exact location of the original paths (a few of which have been
infilled with non-private graves/small headstones in an attempt to avoid bankruptcy), and also
pre-cemetery trees, incorporated into the layout.

Historic England Guidance & Criteria for Listing

Historic England’s Landscapes of Remembrance — Register of Parks and gardens Selection Guide
spells out their criteria for listing. It can be read in full here: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/drpgsg-landscapes-remembrance/

The main points from the Historic England document are listed below, with those applicable to THCP
highlighted grey.

If there is interest in getting THCP ‘listed’ ie, included in the National Register of Historic Parks and
Gardens, these points can be used as evidence. The more the historic nature of THCP is revealed and
celebrated through implementation of the Masterplan & Schedule of Projects, the more likely this is to
happen.

Date and rarity

The older a designed landscape is, and the fewer the surviving examples of its kind, the more likely it
is to have special interest. Likely to be designated are:

e Sites formed before 1750 where at least a significant proportion of the principal features of
the original layout is still in evidence

e Sites laid out between 1750 and 1840 where enough of the layout survives to reflect the
original design (NB if THCP was consecrated in 1841 it was clearly designed and laid out
before then, so should fit into this category. The first adverts for the formation of the
Cemetery were early 1838 with the introduction of the Parliamentary Bill in November 1838 )
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Sites with a main phase of development post-1840 which are of special interest and relatively

intact, the degree of required special interest rising as the site becomes closer in time (the
layout of THCP is ‘relatively intact’ although all the original buildings are clearly gone.)

Further considerations

Further considerations which may influence selection, and may exceptionally be sufficient by
themselves to merit designation, are:

Sites which were influential in the development of taste, whether through reputation or
reference in literature

Sites which are early or representative examples of a style of layout or a type of site, or the
work of a designer (amateur or professional) of national importance

Sites having an association with significant persons or historic events - Of which there are
many at THCP

Sites with a strong group value with other heritage assets (THCP has the group association
with the Charterhouse graves, and of course being one of the Magnificent Seven)

Early nineteenth-century cemeteries

There is a presumption to designate early cemeteries from this period: the best will warrant
registering in a higher grade. Specific criteria should include:

Intactness of original design

Earliness of date

Overall integration of landscaping, buildings and tombs to produce an arcadian effect
Subsequent influence on cemetery design
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7.0 Masterplan Proposals — heritage and ecology

7.1.

7.2

These proposals are the results of workshops, community consultations, landscape surveys and
historic research carried out by LDA Designs, internal and external experts, and the staff and
volunteers at FOTHCP. Hundreds of local people from volunteers and regular visitors to local
residents and event attendees have contributed to the development of these proposals through
surveys, focus groups, informal conversations and open calls for feedback through various media
channels.

Hierarchy of Paths & Views

The cemetery was designed to have a variety of paths and views, to make different areas distinct
from each other and give the cemetery spatial variety and differing characters. The proposal is to
restore some of the views thereby restoring the spatial variety and landscape distinctiveness in the
different areas. This also relates to diversifying habitats therefore habitat improvement. An example
is the linear, cross paths in MCs 3+4, 19+20. These would ideally be edged with boards and gravelled
to make them straight, and therefore different from the other curved paths, but final decisions around
materials will be made at the time of work beginning as considerations will need to be in place for
availability and cost of materials at the time. The N-South path would have focussed on the Chapel,
and this could be a good location for any temporary sculpture, such as the elephant by the Soane
Centre, which would draw visitors to the area. It will then be easier to maintain these as formal paths
in the future, giving them a distinctiveness unlike any other area of the cemetery.

Similarly, the main circular historic route, if reinstated at a wider width than currently remains, signals
to all visitors they are on a visible, accessible route, where they are likely to feel safe. Wider paths
would also mean more sunlight reaching the ground flora, thus better ‘woodland edge’ conditions,
therefore better habitat than lots of narrow paths. These accessible paths could also be signalled
through non-invasive but clear interpretation that guides visitors on main trails depending on the
length of time available to explore and their accessibility needs or demographic (for instance a
separate route for young families.) Interpretation around the site will need to be considered in further
exploratory work after the initial CMP has been completed.

Increasing the amount of Meadow & ‘Wood Pasture’ or open areas with mature
scattered trees

Similarly, as well as enabling views to monuments, increasing these areas enables diversifying
habitats and therefore benefits nature. It can also create some new sunny locations for sitting and

activities, which will help to negate shadowing created by new developments in the area such as the
Bow Common Gas Works development.
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Summary of Proposals by Compartment
The following is a simplified list of the full Masterplan Proposals shown in:

e Fig 22: PROP 01: Main Moves Proposals Plan,
e Fig 23: PROP 02: Proposed Landscape Masterplan — (Main Proposals Plan)

and detailed in the
e Excel Spreadsheet named Schedule of THCP Projects -

The Schedule of THCP Projects should be used as a live document to prioritise management and
maintenance tasks and chart progress over the years. The numbering is based on the numbering of
Management Compartments and Landscape Masterplan for consistency.

TSR YA A MOGAL

153 OMIN P AROIAD
WOoR ASA

Comp No. 1a-d: Entrance, Soane Centre surroundings
Improve welcome at the entrance and around Lodge and Soane Centre

- More welcoming / larger welcome on the wall outside noting sympathetic design required
due to grade Il designation.

- Pond levels and surrounds — top up/renew.
- Increased interpretation to aid access, understanding and engagement

- Re-paint railings in black/heritage green, consider nectar rich planting against to soften
appearance
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Comp No. 1: West Grove Newly revealed area - Continue to improve ground flora
This project would achieved mostly by volunteers including:

- Autumn/Winter seeding and bulb planting

- Spring/Summer weeding

Time: Initial 2 year project to establish then ongoing

Comp No. 2a: Lodge Surroundings
- Create seating/growing area around Lodge

- Building proposals to Lodge (see Architectural Plans in xx)

Comp No. 2: Lodge graves - Restore Large Central Chest Tomb and other monuments

- Restore tomb in prominent position as training project (with training from professional
monument conservation)

- Continue to improve other monuments in the area as per the monument surveys completed in
2022

Comp No. 2: Lodge graves - Define/Mow to make legible

Achieved by a combination of staff and volunteer work including:

- Purchase mower or strimmer

- Seasonal weeding and continued maintenance of meadow area

- A bi-annual mow (June and October)

- Additional mow of the newly defined path and path inside the inner grave circle in May

To make this a success we would need to increase the amount we borrow a mower, or we would need
to agree funds to purchase a professional strimmer (circa £500) or mower (circa £750 thc)

Time: Ongoing after initial definition of paths

Comp No. 3. Horse Chestnut Glade - Continue grassland diversification

- Overseeding and plug planting (with yellow rattle to parisitise (and out-compete) course
grasses and therefore enable more diverse wild flora to establish

- Remove arisings to reduce fertility

Time: 1-4 year project depending on success of diversification

Comp No. 3&4. N/S Path by Westwood Monument - Continue to straighten path and push
back tree line

Achieved by a combination of staff, volunteers and tree surgeons:
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- Cutting back plant growth

- Strategic felling of surrounding trees

Comp No.5. 5b. High Glade/Fern Glade - Reveal historic path & Push tree line back

Achieved by a combination of staff and volunteers as the majority of tree work has already been
completed in 2022. This work includes:

- Restore and resurface historic path

- Move public gravestone kerbs to the south of the path to define it.
- Relocate and screen greenwaste area here from south.

- Strategic tree felling,

- Improve access to High Glade area

Time: 1-2 years

Comp No. 6. Lime Tree Walk

- Manage woody vegetation. Continue to manage scrub to enable south facing, woodland edge
flora and open, welcoming entrances.

Comp No. 7. Round Glade/Turning Circle - Turning circle thin to wood pasture , re-level and
re-set headstones

Achieve by a combination of staff, volunteers, professional monument consultants and tree surgeons
with climb and rescue qualifications including:

- Ongoing removal of ivy, bramble and nettles
- Selective tree felling
- Re-setting headstones (after training from professional monument conservation)

- Diversifying plant communities by planting and seeding/reduce fertility (pushing meadow
west to east). Overseeding and plug planting (with yellow rattle to parisitise (and out-compete) course
grasses and therefore enable more diverse wild flora to establish

- Re-level area by hand, adding recycled aggregates where necessary

Time: 2-5 years

Comp No. 8. Holly Walk / Poplar Memorial

- Improve setting of war memorial, see historic photos

Comp No. 9-13. Poplar Wood - Rationalise/Remove/Create Hierarchy of path network in
Centre

Achieve by a mix of staff and corporate volunteers after decisions being made around the most well
loved desire paths in the area, to make a logical circuit and links. This work includes:

- Block unwanted paths with logs or brash mounds to stop use naturally
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- Kept paths to be resurfaced and widened (where possible), ensuring no damage to
headstones and adjacent ones reset where possible/necessary

Time: 1 year, likely over Winter

Comp No. 9-12. Original Key Link Paths — Reinstate Southern Historic Circuit with Main
Path

Remove steps and reduce path gradient (a few locations — see Prop 2 Plan)

Achieve by a mix of staff, volunteers and contractors (tree surgeons) This project would need
consultation to decide the route as it may involve minor relocation of some public headstones and
would need a large budget due to machinery needed. The work would include:

- Moving and re-setting of public gravestones to one side of ORIGINAL pathway to preserve
them and restore path

- Resurfacing of paths with edging to maintain width

- Removal of steps and re-levelling steep gradient (digger not required for Francis, where
landform not steep, and steps no longer needed through settlement)

Time: 2-4 years

9. Hurricane Woods, 11. Monument Glade, 12 The Dells - 13. Poplar Wood - Rationalise
Numerous small internal Footpaths in Woods

- Create Circuit/Rationalise the number of small paths: with existing connections to the outer,
main original path. Remove other duplicate small paths

10.1 Open up and increase Southern Meadow,

- Increase area of South Meadow by selective tree removal adjacent, to enlarge sunnier
meadow

- Planting and, overseeding and plug planting meadow areas (inc with yellow rattle to parisitise
(and out-compete) course grasses and therefore enable more diverse wild flora to establish

- Selected tree felling
10.1b. N-S Axis South - Has some interesting monuments that are hidden by scrub.

- Clear woody vegetation to create path/ sight line to designed N-S path and axis to Francis
Tomb

10.1c. Re-locate Green waste area to Fern Glade,

- Relocate out of view, and reinstate meadow & the oldest oak tree's Root Protection Area

Moving the green waste to its new location in Fern Glade once new area is resurfaced with
crushed concrete and hardcore and surrounding area dead hedged to protect graves and hide waste
(likely to require digger)

- Removal of built up levels detrimental to oak tree
11. Monument Glade

- 11b Define Forest School area

- Replace old Forest School logs

- 11c. Remove and re-grade to remove timber steps

Time: 6 months, ideally over Winter
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- 11d. Original Route lost in Woodland to the north - improve access, open up N-S route & view
(where graves) + restore path where possible. Restore a broken link in the main, original circuit but
lost due to infilling.

- 11e Francis Monument — Reveal / Design / Define Area around Francis
- Selective tree felling & open up view to east / dissenters area
- Reducing levels to reveal buried monument

- Levelling of hollows with soil, & define central space (with meadow or gravel, or similar, then
maintain)

- Re-location of bin currently next to Francis monument,
Time: 2-4 years, ideally over Winter, achieved by a combination of staff and volunteers

Comp No. 17. Memorial Glade: Heart of the Cemetery - Reclaim the Central focus area.
Increase meadow to high canopy wood pasture, pull back tree line (remove Poplars)

Redefine central area with perimeter path / graves

Achieve by a mix of staff, volunteers, contractors and tree surgeons. This work includes:
- Clear selected trees

- Use digger to remove selected tree roots or stump grind

- Carefully dig out raised levels from perimeter path to formalise the path and the boundary to

- Re-edge and surface paths with crushed concrete/brick

- Planting/seeding to increase meadow inc with yellow rattle to parisitise (and out-compete)
course grasses and therefore enable more diverse wild flora to establish

- Additional mid-season mow (May or June)
- Increase interpretation in this area

Time: 2-3 years plus ongoing mowing and removing arisings

18c. Sanctuary Wood - Sycamore removal open up canopy

Achieve by a combination of staff and professional tree surgeons. Some budget towards this project
(and other tree clearance work) may be forthcoming from the Bow Gas Works Development and any
work would need to be cleared with the London Borough of Tower Hamlets tree team. This work
includes:

- Removal of selected sycamore across Sanctuary Wood

Time: 3-5 years

18a. Sanctuary Wood -
18a. Remove steel railings

Achieved by metal work contractors or volunteers. Obtain necessary consent from the London
Borough of Tower Hamlets Parks team. This work would include:

- The dismantling and removal of the metal railings

- Retention of one small section of railings with interpretation explaining why the fencing was
put up after GLC ownership of the site
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Time: 1 week but ideally over Winter (Nov-Mar)

18.b Mini-Forest School - Potential for smaller kids

Achieved by a combination of staff and corporate volunteers including:
- Removal of dead wood from the area

- Embedding logs in a tbd layout + interpretation

Time: 1 year

18d. Sanctuary Wood - Open up beehive area

Achieve by a combination of staff, volunteers and contractors including tree surgeons. An initial
funding of £800 has been allocated to replace the beehive area fence and open up the area in
partnership with the Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park Beekeepers. This work includes:

- The removal of selected trees in the area
- The replacement of the beehive area fence

Time: 1 year, Winter project when the bees are resting

Comp No. 20. Phoenix Path - Continue to define path (dotted line)

This project would be achieved by a combination of staff, volunteers and tree surgeons with climb
and rescue qualifications including:

- Cutting back plant growth

- Strategic felling of surrounding trees

- Resurfacing of path

- Planting woodland ground flora to encourage more diverse plant communities in the area
Time: 3-5 years then ongoing

21. Other projects (not linked to specific areas)

271a. Monument restoration: linked to SSHC monument report

21b. Interpretation: Across site interpretation currently confusing and not cohesive

21c. Yearly review of H&S issues with monuments as a priority

21d. Paths: No names for paths — develop names for key paths and entrances, that reflect heritage
and ecology, to aid identification of areas based on their character.

21e. The Lodge Building: Refer to RSB Architects Plans 2022 for proposals to better use and restore
the Lodge.
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8.0 Management & Maintenance

8.1.

8.2.

The existing management and maintenance is described in the Management and Maintenance Plan
(MMP) and not repeated in full here. However, in line with the shift in management that gives more
acknowledgement to heritage, a corresponding shift in maintenance will also be needed. This will
need a slight change in the ongoing focus of works.

After many decades, much of the work to overcome the worst of the decline (prior to FOTHCP's
management) has been achieved. But there is still much to do, and the site’s assets continually face
challenges from visitors / weather / pollution / erosion etc. Management and maintenance of THCP
will also need to consider the monuments that have been flagged as in need of further repairs as part
of the SSHC monument surveys undertaken in 2022 and ongoing removal of ivy and tree saplings that
may cause further harm to significant monuments.

Governance and management of THCP

The Cemetery Park is managed and maintained by the Friends of the Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park.
The FoTHCP grew out of a community group started in 1990 concerned with the benign neglect of the
area. The FOTHCP has grown from being a small community group to a well-regarded local charity
employing 3-4 people overseeing most aspects of maintenance and oversight for the Cemetery Park.

The Cemetery Park is owned by Tower Hamlets Council and is leased to the FOTHCP for a thirty year
period as of 2022. The lease sets out the rights and obligations of each party with regards to
managing and developing the Cemetery Park. In addition, the FOTHCP has a Service Level
Agreement (SLA) with the Council for park maintenance. Overall, LBTH is the most significant
stakeholder in the management of the Cemetery Park and both heritage, biodiversity and the wider
parks team have been regularly consulted throughout the development of this CMP.

FOTHCP is registered with the Charity Commission and governed by an Article and Memorandum of
Association agreed in 2018. The Article and Memorandum of Association sets out clear objectives
and sub-objectives for the charity that guide our activities (see Appendix 1 — FOTHCP Strategic
Priorities for details). The FOTHCP hold an annual general meeting to agree governance
arrangements, vote on trustee membership and to review the annual trustee report and financial
accounts.

The FOTHCP is governed by a trustee board drawn from and elected by our membership (currently
around 350 members are part of FOTHCP). The trustee board is led by a Chair and Vice-Chair. In
addition, the FOTHCP has a Treasurer and certain trustees devoted to promoting heritage and nature
conservation activities as well as H&S, HR and safeguarding.

The Chair has line management responsibilities for the Cemetery Park Manager and the current
Heritage Officer, employed by the charity. The Chair is responsible for convening and managing
meetings, ensuring that the charity complies with its legal obligations and effectively managing its
risk. The trustee board also has a collective responsibility to deliver on our charitable objectives
including meeting the expectations of our funders. The trustees will set an annual business plan to
deliver the charity’s objectives and to guide the activities of our staff. The business plan and over all
objectives also inform the grant applications that the charity will make.

Overall Policies

The following section highlights current objectives for management and maintenance of Tower
Hamlets Cemetery Park and defines a range of policies & objectives and recommended actions
which feed into the detailed Proposals Schedule. This corresponds to the numbered Masterplan.

Although this plan refers strictly to the area of the historic cemetery and not the whole local nature
reserve, it needs to be noted that biodiversity potential of the historic cemetery has a strong positive
relationship to biodiversity richness beyond the site, especially to the remainder of the Local Nature
Reserve (Scrapyard Meadow and Ackroyd Drive Green Link) These areas also create a green corridor
linking to Mile End Park. This exemplifies a global ecological principle.
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The actions have been guided by a number of overriding policies and objectives which are organised
under the following headings:

1) Policies for Conservation of Historic Landscape and Biodiversity/Sustainability

2) Policies for Natural Environment: Trees and Vegetation

3) Policies for Conservation, Buildings & Hard Landscape

4) Policies for Public Liaison, Interpretation and Activities

5) Policies for Landscape Character Areas & Conservation of Views

The policies are represented to the public as a set of 'House Rules’ which will be available on the
FoTHCP website and eventually on site as part of interpretation and visitor management.

Guiding Policies for Management and Maintenance

1. Policies for Conservation of Historic Landscape and Biodiversity/Sustainability

Objective and Action Owner Progress

POLICY CON1: LANDSCAPE CHARACTER Park Ongoing — as part of the
Manager/Ste | general maintenance and

Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park will be managed to ering Group Proposals Schedule

conserve and enhance/strengthen its various (and
potentially better defined) landscape characters. This
will provide a mixture of different character areas;
naturalistic semi-improved grassland and woodland
character areas. The key views and vistas within and
into the Cemetery Park will be restored, protected and,
where necessary, strengthened. The buildings and
monuments will be conserved as far as practical, as
key elements forming the landscape character of the
Cemetery Park. The introduction of new features will
be carefully considered in relation to their impact on
the historic character of it. The contrast between the
formal ‘designed’ landscape focussed on the historic
path network with its monuments and intended
differing views and the informal ‘natural’ landscape of
the woodlands and meadow areas will be reinforced.

POLICY CON2: HISTORIC LANDSCAPE

The basic elements of the designed landscape: the
paths network, original lime & plane (one oak) trees,
the many monuments survive largely intact and these
will be conserved or restored where highlighted in the
Proposals Schedule to reinforce the distinctive
landscape of the historic cemetery which in some parts
is still lost.

POLICY CON3: BIODIVERSITY Park Manager | Continue and add to
baseline ecology surveys
to establish data to
monitor against quarterly
pitfall trapping since
2007 to monitor spiders
and beetles. Annual

The existing natural assets of the Cemetery Park will
be enhanced, and the Cemetery Park will be managed
to realise its biodiversity potential within the
constraints of the historic landscape and public
amenity use. The aim will be to create an appropriate
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mosaic of habitats and within these to encourage as
much structural and species diversity as possible.
Continue to develop links with biodiversity initiatives
and objectives in London, and nationally, especially in
collaboration with partner organisations in Tower
Hamlets.

butterfly transect since
1999.

Surveys are undertaken
to inform the
enhancement to meet
biodiversity objectives,
eg transect surveys to
monitor wildflower
diversification in
meadows.

POLICY CON4: SUSTAINABILITY

THCP will continue to strive for the highest standards
of environmentally sustainable management practice
throughout the Cemetery Park and will support wider
sustainability objectives and agendas, such as
maintaining urban quality of life.

CON4.1: USE OF HERBICIDES

Use of herbicides will continue to be kept to the
minimum necessary (mainly in form of plugs for
sycamore control); in compliance with best practice
and good horticultural standards and requirements for
public health and safety.

CON4.2: WATER AND DRAINAGE

The use of mains water for irrigation and ponds will be
kept to the minimum possible and the potential for
SUDS (sustainable urban drainage systems/water
butts/solar pumps) should / will be utilised for ponds
near buildings.

CON4.3: ENERGY AND RECYCLING

Energy consumption and emissions to be minimised to
the greatest extent possible. 1) procurement (recycled
paper, eco-conscious cleaning/equipment); 2) waste
mgmt (for both staff and visitors); and energy use
(meters, timers, etc) and 3) approaches (solar
panels/offset/energy provider).Sustainable energy /
solar panels will be considered and incorporated into
any building modification if feasible.

This includes targets on
chemical use, water use,
drainage, energy and
recycling.

Guiding Policies for Management, Maintenance and Development
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2. Policies for Natural Environment: Trees and Vegetation

Objective and Action

Owner

Progress

POLICY NAT 1: TREES

Conserve and enhance the existing historic tree pattern
and density while considering maintenance, renewal and
the siting of replacement specimen trees to ensure no
damage to monuments.

Park Manager

Note location of
Historic Tree
Overlay with
current layout
Maps

POLICY NAT 1.1: BOUNDARY TREES

Retain mature Limes on previous/historic avenues whilst
in their prime. Replace with like species and in the same
position as each individual tree dies off. Keep clear of
competition to reduce stress on historic/mature trees

Clear around limes
to ‘halo reduce’
remove
competition stress

POLICY NAT 1.2: SPECIMEN TREES

Retain the age diversity of the trees on site by allowing
selective young trees to grow on to maturity and by
replacement planting of like for like species of young,
close to ageing specimens (where space between
monuments allows),

Eventually allowing them to supersede the mature and
over mature specimens as they die off and are removed.

POLICY NAT 1.3: TREE MAINTENANCE (H&S)

Regular inspections and tree works to be undertaken
accordingly to maintain healthy and safe tree stock, but
having due regard to the high biodiversity value of
standing dead wood.

Park Manager /
LBTH Arb officer

POLICY NAT 1.4: CONTROL OF SYCAMORE SEEDLINGS

The biggest threat to the biodiversity & heritage value of
the Cemetery Park comes from damage to the
monuments and diversity of habitats from competition
due to regenerating woody vegetation especially
Sycamore. There is a need for regular control to remove
seedlings annually, which is an ongoing volunteer task,
before they are established. There remains a large no. of
Sycamore seedlings to be removed.

Decide priorities
for removal
regimes.
Implement
proposals over
next three years.

POLICY NAT 1.5: REDUCTION IN NUMBER OF
PROLIFICALLY SEEDING TREES

Prolifically establishing trees such as Sycamore and Holly
should be removed and replaced with other more suitable
species. In many cases natural regeneration will do this.
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POLICY NAT 1.6: TREE PLANTING

Ad-hoc replacement trees of arboricultural merit (to be
defined by consultation with current Cemetery Park
Manager and the Arboriculture Manager at LBTH) to be
considered as and when existing trees fail, should be from
an agreed list, and where they are part of an avenue (eg
limes along original paths/boundaries) as the original
intent.

The overall policy is to retain the current canopy cover of
about 80% which means that opportunities for planting
new trees are very limited. Within this constraint:

« The Central ‘Heart of the Cemetery’ (former Cof E Chapel)
and also the Turning Circle should be opened up as open
woodland and biodiverse grassland, with sporadic trees. ie
this area will be say 40%

* The Southern Meadow area is to be increased, so tree
cover here reduced considerably, to approx 10-20%

+ Emphasis in planting to increase biodiversity & ecological
interest

Arboriculture
Manager/ Park
Manager

Completion of Tree
Strategy December
2015

POLICY NAT1.7: TREE INTERPRETATION

Continue to keep the public informed of the reasoning
behind any changes and highlight important, original trees,
unusual and significant trees through leaflets, tours, temp
signs etc.

POLICY NAT2: SCRUB / SHRUB

Shrubs in the Cemetery Park should be limited to
understory of woodland areas and as patchwork to open
woodland and biodiverse grassland areas, and removed to
strengthen the historic landscape character, path
widths/woodland edge habitat and preserve monuments
from damage.

There is a danger of too much scrub adjacent to paths
blocking sight lines and limits benefits of meadow and
ground flora.

Park Manager

Implementation of
the landscape
management plan
over the next 10
years.

POLICY NAT 2.1: ORNAMENTAL PLANTING

Introduce limited new ornamental planting, if the design
warrants, & only in specific areas such as the Poplar War
Memorial or main entrance. These should complement the
biodiversity policies.

POLICY NAT 3: GRASSLAND / MEADOW ENHANCEMENT

The current pattern of grassland should be diversified &
increased gradually, according to Proposed Masterplan &
Schedule. The aim of continuing to enhance biodiversity
by increasing the number of meadow cuts to reduce
coarse grass and vegetation. Wildlife shall be considered

Use existing
surveys and new
to inform the
management to
enhance ecology
over the next year.
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in the management of grassland areas, for example
through allowing clippings to stand for 24 hours prior to
removal, to reduce nutrient build up.

POLICY NAT3.1: MOWING REGIMES

Within the meadows, cutting regimes should be increased
to ensure maximum diversity in the meadows along with a
spread of the maintenance effort through the year.
Timings of meadow operations should follow best
conservation practice.

New mower /
strimmer
purchased

POLICY NAT3.2: DOG FOULING

Monitor for dog fouling in the grassland and continue to
try and deter / ask owners to pick up.

POLICY NAT3.3: INTERPRETATION OF HABITATS

Keep the public informed of changes and the reasoning
behind them as well as the nature conservation interest of
the semi improved grassland / trees / scrub / shrub /
ponds

POLICY NAT4: ECOLOGY

In accordance with the guiding principle on Biodiversity
(paragraph14.4 above) the ecology of the Cemetery Park
will be conserved and enhanced with appropriate
surveying continued, to inform and monitor.

POLICY NAT4.1: RECORDING + MONITORING

A Recording & Ecological Monitoring System shall be
established within Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park and
used to store all ecological data for the site & collect
standardised, repeatable information to allow the manager
to detect changes in the ecological condition of the
CemeteryPark. Immense input is required to monitor bird
and bat populations and it's incredibly demanding, needs
funding, and not always relevant to decisions. The
strategy should continue what is done already - spiders,
beetles, butterflies. grasslands, tree populations and
bramble/bracken cover. All records collated for the
Cemetery Park in the past e.g. specialist surveys, bird
records, other fauna/flora surveys and anecdotal wildlife
records will be held in a central system and used to inform
management and as a baseline for monitoring the
changes in the biodiversity of the CemeteryPark. Public
access to selected information using the biological
recording system is also encouraged.

Use existing
surveys and

commission more

to inform the
management for
enhance ecology

over the next year.

Format of

recording to meet
GiGL requirements.

POLICY NAT4.2: HABITAT MANAGEMENT AND
ENHANCEMENT
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Areas of existing habitat value, particularly those that are
subject to specific BAP initiatives, shall continue to be
managed to an appropriate standard.

POLICY NAT4.3: TREES - PROVENANCE

The current tree resource shall be managed to create
structural and species diversity with a preference for
native species of local provenance (from S. England). The
longevity of individual specimens shall be encouraged and,
where possible, standing dead wood and areas of dead
wood will be left in situ to benefit invertebrate
communities. (See also policies on trees above).

POLICY NAT4.3: IVY

Provides valuable habitat and food source but needs
regular monitoring and control so as not to dominate and
damage monuments, walls. To be retained in selected
areas for its flowers and fruit, but to be removed where it
may damage or dominate monuments. Otherwise to be
removed in rotation of areas, to allow a diverse ground
flora to develop.Cut back in December - February.

Park Manager

Establish rotation
to inform the
management to
enhance ecology
over the next year.

POLICY NAT4.5: HABITAT CREATION

Viable opportunities for habitat creation to occur, where
not detrimental to the historic fabric, with particular
emphasis placed upon developing connectivity.
Translocation of habitats where they may conflict with
historic monuments to be programmed, so both can exist
within the CemeteryPark without compromising the other.

POLICY NAT4.6: CONTROL OF INVASIVE SPECIES

Knotweed, Hogweed, nettle, cow parsley and bramble are
among plants which can become seriously invasive,
management may be physical or, in some areas through
measure to reduce soil fertility.

Park Manager

Guiding Policies for Management and Maintenance

3. Policies for Conservation of Buildings, Monuments & Hard Landscape

Objective and Action

Responsible

Progress & and
Action

POLICY BUIL 3.1: BUILDINGS

The Lodge buildings at THCP will have further
amendments/extensions and maintenance done in a way
that is sympathetic to the original architectural style. For
example, UPVC windows should not have been installed.
There will be a general presumption against the
construction of new, standalone buildings and the use of
buildings should relate strongly to the Cemetery Park’s

Refer Architectural
Plans done in 2022
for the Lodge
extension
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heritage and function and to public needs for grave
visiting, educational and amenity use, toilets, as well as
income generation solely to benefit the Cemetery Park for
the enhancement of Cemetery Park function. and no
existing building or part of building. Any extension /
proposal should not hinder Significance of the Cemetery
Park.

POLICY BUIL 3.2 : NEW AND INCREASED USAGE

Increased levels and new use of the buildings (for income
generation, business, events) & educational and amenity
uses) will be promoted where this does not conflict with
the building’s heritage value.

Refer Architectural
Plans done in 2022
for the Lodge
extension

POLICY BUIL 3.3 : NEW BUILDINGS

Generally there will be a presumption against the
construction of additional new buildings in Tower Hamlets
Cemetery Park. This will only be considered when these
are considered essential for the enhancement of Cemetery
Park function eg toilets or learning, and no existing
building can be used and they can be done so as not to
hinder Significance of the Cemetery Park’s Heritage (built,
landscape layout or natural)

POLICY BUIL 3.4: MONUMENTS

The monuments will be maintained to an appropriate
standard, taking into account their design quality, historic
interest, materials and position within the historic layout of
the Cemetery. No branches, vegetation or materials will be
stacked against monuments. Work will be prioritised on an
ongoing basis according to H&S needs, significance,
prominence and availability of funds and volunteers

POLICY BUIL 3.5: MONUMENTS SURVEY

A detailed inventory of all monuments will continue to be
compiled as a basis for future management. This will build
on the work already done by FOTHCP and the 2022 SSHC
detailed survey of specific monuments. Work should be
prioritised on the basis of current information on the
relative significance of the monuments and, some can be

Review the
monument survey
carried out in 2022
and agree
priorities. Seek
funding for training
and restoration of

carrying out masonry conservation work, training, and
storage. Highlight specific monuments to use as training
examples, eg less significant but most in need, eg the one
in centre of Lodge Graves, Mgt Comp 2.

undertaken by volunteers if funding sought. In tandem agreed

. . ) . : . monuments.
with the survey, consideration will be given to promoting at
least local “scheduling” for more of the monuments.
POLICY BUIL 3.6: TRAINING / CONSERVATION Outline &
WORKSHOP Undertake a
Explore the provision of a Conservation Workshop for \?\/%nri:[]\f“?;r
training on monument conservation work encompassing specific P

monuments, eg by
Lodge Graves

39




LDADESIGN
| | 8 - j -} b

POLICY BUIL 3.7: H& S FOR MONUMENTS

Continue to develop the Cemetery Park H&S plan that will
fall into line with the MoJ best practice guide ‘Managing
the Safety of Burial Grounds'.

Have a H&S plan
for the cemetery.

POLICY BUIL 3.8: BOUNDARIES & ENTRANCES

The boundary wall and entrances to Tower Hamlets
Cemetery Park will be maintained to high standards in
keeping with the heritage significance of the site and its
functions as a welcoming space for all.

POLICY BUIL 3.9: THE BOUNDARY WALLS

The wall will be maintained to ensure structural integrity
and continuation as a visual element of the Cemetery Park
while allowing continuing colonisation by plants such as
wall ferns and mosses; Ivy on the wall will be rotationally
removed and more vigorous woody species eliminated to
prevent damage. Encroachments on the wall will be
generally avoided.

Include west
boundary wall veg
removal into
Annual
Maintenance
Schedule

POLICY BUIL 3.10: ROAD & PATH NETWORK

The path structure from the original layout, will be
gradually restored where needed to enable a clear circuit
to be reinstalled and help access. It should then be
prioritised for maintenance (edging & topping up surface)
to improve access and landscape heritage of the
Cemetery Park .

Start to prioritise
and programme
works in
accordance with
Main Projects /
MPlan

POLICY BUIL 3.11: FURNITURE AND SIGNAGE -
MAINTENANCE

All furniture and signage to be reviewed and maintained to
a high standard and make a positive visual contribution to
the Cemetery Park landscape. Signage will give an
appropriate level of up-to-date information, installing

redundant or old/duplicate signage to be removed

additional when paths are opened up to assist access. Any

Review existing,
maintain current &
add any necessary
new signage if
necessary.
Remove any
redundant

POLICY BUIL 3.12: BENCHES

Continue to install /increase the number of benches along
the current approach, to accept donations to provide for
increasing access & amenity use. Consideration should be
given to heritage / monuments in siting of benches, ie no
location in front of main views/monuments for eg.

Is there a bench
policy? introduce
new benches when
possible.

POLICY BUIL 3.13: SIGNAGE

Add to comprehensive interpretive signage material to
enhance visitor enjoyment and appreciation of the site
(but only at a few specific points — eg any new entrances
or paths).

Possibly next
NLHF grant
application.
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POLICY BUIL 3.14: MAINTENANCE of INTERPRETATION
BOLLARDS

Remove visually intrusive interpretation posts / bollards if
not used for interpretation.

Review and
Remove any
redundant

4. Policies for Public Liaison, Interpretation and Activities

Objective and Action

Responsible

Objective and
Action

POLICY PUB 4.1: INTERPRETATION & SIGNAGE

Review Interpretation and signage to ensure they are
effective and up to date and create action plan to renew or
update if (when) areas are changed and then lack
interpretation.

Park Manager /
Board

An Interpretation,
signage, digital
access and archive
plan so it can be
added to Mgt &
Maintenance

POLICY PUB 4.2: DIGITAL & REMOTE VISITOR
ACCESS/ARCHIVE

Review and decide what level of digital/remote visitor
experience, archiving and access is possible and
deliverable. And also how interpretation and activities can
be supported / publicised by blending in technology.

Park Manager /
Board

Explore extent of
digital access, and
archive plan to
form a brief for
such to be
devised.

POLICY PUB 4. 3: VISITOR SURVEYS

Continue visitor surveys to inform future planning /
feedback at the Cemetery Park.

To undertake
annual visitor
surveys and
counts.

POLICY PUB 4.4: PUBLIC ACCESS

Free and open access will continue to be provided during
the current opening hours to all areas of Tower Hamlets
Cemetery Park (apart from the Soane Centre, Lodge),
except where this would present a risk to safety or where
areas are required for park management purposes

POLICY PUB 4.5: LOCAL COMMUNITY

The local community will be encouraged to use the
Cemetery Park for quiet recreation (including low key
children’s play) and educational/volunteering activities.

POLICY PUB 4.6: ACCESS FOR ALL

Access for all will be a priority throughout the Cemetery
Park and the needs of physically and visually impaired
visitors shall be taken into account in any review of the
current infrastructure or new schemes. Accessibility also
includes mental wellbeing, diverse neurotypes as well as
situational disabilities, language barriers and socio-
economic restrictions

Project plans
should all address
access issues.
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POLICY PUB 4.7: VISITOR SAFETY

THCP/LBTH will maintain the Cemetery Park as a safe
environment for the public.

LBTH are
responsible for
tree H&S issues.

Develop and agree
a Cemetery wide
H&S Plan

POLICY PUB 4.8: CRIME & ASB

THCP will work with the LBTH/Police to enforce necessary
park regulations and to maintain the current low levels of
crime in the Cemetery Park and to seek opportunities for
further reduction.

Maintain current
practice.

POLICY PUB 4.9: VISITOR AMENITIES

THCP will endeavour that facilities provided within the
Cemetery Park are of appropriate capacity, are suitably
located, of a high standard and cater for a wide range of
visitors and provide ‘access for all’' to the greatest extent
possible.

POLICY PUB 4.10: PROVISION OF NEW FACILITIES

New facilities will be accommodated within existing
structures where possible and will not detract from the
essential character of the Cemetery Park.

Detailed in project
plans.

POLICY PUB 4.11: TOILETS

The current situation of toilets for use by volunteers and
education groups means that provision for everyday
recreational users is not provided.

Opening toilets on a permanent basis will most likely only
happen if they are supported by some other activity such
as a café or other provider that can manage the cleaning
and opening however the development of the Lodge
should include toilets to be opened at times convenient to
FoTHCP depending on funding available to cover cleaning
costs and staffing potential.

POLICY PUB 4.12: CHILDREN'S PLAY

The existing informal opportunities for children’s natural
play within the Cemetery Park are considered appropriate
in the context of the Cemetery Park’s prime purpose for
nature and heritage.

Maintain current
practice

POLICY PUB 4.13: EVENTS

Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park shall continue to promote
and facilitate a programme of events, as far as possible,
whilst still ensuring that these are relevant to the cemetery
context and physically integrate into the historic setting
without long-term impacts or significant conflict with
Cemetery Park or amenity uses.

POLICY PUB 4.14: EDUCATION & INTERPRETATION /
EXISTING EXTENSIVE USE BY SCHOOLS
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The high educational value of Tower Hamlets Cemetery
Park is recognised and is already maximised with
particular emphasis placed on the Cemetery Park as a rich
source of historical, cultural and ecological interest. There
is already extensive use by schools, usually led by partner
charity Setpoint London East however there is scope to
develop a more heritage led programme on site that
should be explored dependant on funding and staffing.

POLICY PUB 4.14: INTERPRETIVE MATERIAL

THCP will continue to explore opportunities for the
provision of interpretation to enhance visitor appreciation
of the CemeteryPark, themed leaflets, potentially
associated with trails along with information displays on
signboards. This should be developed as part of a site
wide interpretation plan using standards set out by the
Association of Heritage Interpretation.

POLICY PUB 4.15: LODGE BUILDING

THCP will invest time into seeking funding for the upgrade
the Lodge for Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park in
accordance with the 2022 plans for use which will
encompass interpretation of the history and ecology of the
CemeteryPark, the display of artefacts from monuments, a
base for educational activities, archive of burial records
and office, volunteer and hire use.

POLICY PUB 4.16: ARCHIVE OF BURIAL RECORDS Board / Staff

THCP will seek to document, archive and make available
information held on burials, but don’t hold detailed
records. Any information held will be to best practice in
regards to archiving and document conservation work.
THCP will consider partnerships/alignment to the practices
of TH / London Metropolitan Archives

Undertake review
of existing to
ensure they are
filed and available

POLICY PUB 4.17: GUIDED INTERPRETATION WALKS

Small-scale interpretative events and guided walks
through responsible groups (primarily the Friends) to be
continued and developed further to involve people in
FoTHCP as well as training volunteers in best practice for
tour guiding and research skills

POLICY PUB 4.18: EDUCATION TO MINIMISE
MANAGEMENT CONFLICT

Information shall be continued to inform visitors in order
to minimise conflict with other management objectives.
This will include explaining potentially controversial
management decisions (e.g. tree removal)

5. Policies for Landscape Character Areas, Enjoyment & Conservation of Views
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Objective and

Objective and Action Responsible Action

POLICY CHAS5.1: PRESERVING TRANQUILLITY Maintain current
Preserving the tranquillity for most of THCP for most of practice

the time - and the beauty for all of the time should

continue EXCEPT for when specific events are in specific

areas.

POLICY CHAS.2: VIEWS All Undertake phased

Important views within, into and from the site will be
conserved and enhanced (particularly along main routes
and designed views such as to the (former Chapel).

restorative annual
cycle of pruning to
maintain main
sightlines.

POLICY CHAb.3: MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Prune existing vegetation to ensure that key monuments
are not obscured, or any harmed by vegetation or objects
placed against them.

Keep views clear
to main
monuments and
ensure no
monuments have
prunings stacked
against them.
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Community and Stakeholder Engagement

Summary of 2021-2 Survey Results

In 2021/22, the Friends of Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park conducted a visitor survey over the course
of several months. This survey data was gathered through a combination of online and in-person
forms and was shared through flyers, posters and on-site volunteers, posters in local community hubs
and through digital marketing avenues such as social media, the Friends newsletter and the
newsletters of various community partners.

Whilst these survey results will not represent every visitor (for instance we were unable to survey
night users), it has provided the Friends with an overview of the experiences and wants/needs of our
visitors. Our sample size was 180 visitors.

As well as gathering information about the audiences that were visiting (further detail available in
appendix 2) and their behaviours, the survey also gathered data such as safety concerns, reasons for
leaving, learning outcomes and things visitors would like to see improved or things they loved about
the Cemetery Park. These data were then analysed by themes to provide an overview of visitor
experience.

Many of the reasons for leaving the Cemetery Park were basic needs seen on the lower levels of
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs including physiological and safety needs although time was, of course,
also a factor for visitors. These reasons for leaving included:

- Lack of toilets and changing facilities
- Lack of refreshments

- Bad weather/low light

- Not having anywhere to sit

- Accessibility issues

- Undisclosed safety issues

These issues were again highlighted when visitors were asked what could have been improved about
their visit (although 32 or around 20% of visitors stated that nothing could be improved).
Improvements suggested included:

- More access to refreshments

- More signage and information about both nature and heritage
- Access to toilets

- More places to sit

- Better maintenance of paths and artwork on site and less litter
- More natural play areas/family spaces

- Better conserved graves

- Better security or lighting

- Better accessibility for buggies and wheelchairs

- Bike parking

- Increased staff presence

- Better control of dogs in the area

“Whilst somewhere selling refreshments would be nice (and presumably provide you with some income),
it is also very nice to have a space free of commercialised consumerism. | would not want to see a full
blown cafe or the like as this would fundamentally change the calm and tranquil nature of the park by
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attracting more visitors. But a stall selling small drinks/ snacks that people could take to a bench
elsewhere in the park could be a good middle ground.”

On the other hand, many visitors highlighted the things they loved about the Cemetery Park that they
would like to preserve in the future and 96.1% of visitors were either likely or very likely to return again
with the remaining 3.9% responding as somewhat likely to re-visit. Things highlighted as most
enjoyable during their visit included:

- The events they attended

- Peace and solitude

- The feeling of wilderness/Escape from the city
- Spending time with others

- Seeing wildlife/nature

- Varying pathways and trails/getting lost

- Monuments/history

- The atmosphere

- Knowledge and friendliness of team

- Inclusiveness

- Exercising/dog walking

- Sense of community

- Beauty of the site

- Balance of history and nature

- How well the site is maintained

- Stopping for a coffee and talking to Emily at Blue Daisy (the tuktuk cafe on-site)

- Using the forest school area

“It is a beautiful wild park, with the feeling of honouring the memory of the many people buried there as
well as the memory of the bombing and the war. It is a unique place, one of my favourite parks in
London, I am lucky to live close to it.”

Summary of other consultations incl. workshops, informal discussions and drop in
sessions

Due to Covid restrictions ongoing throughout the process of consultation, the Friends were unable to
do as much face to face consultation work as originally planned, making connection with those who
have not engaged with the Cemetery Park before more difficult. To ensure we were still engaging with
our wider community we used our networks of community partners and our online presence to share
news of the CMP and how to get involved. This work has connected us with around 1600 local
residents and interested parties. Groups engaged with included:

- Friends of Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park members
- Cemetery Park visitors
- Members of the general public

- London Borough of Tower Hamlets Parks and Planning teams
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- Volunteers

- Event attendees

- Readers of the Docklands Advertiser

- UCL History students

- Family history researchers

- Trustees of FOTHCP and SetPoint London East
- Staff of SetPoint London East

- FoTHCP social media followers

- Community members on local Facebook pages
- East End Homes residents

- Members of local community groups including Walk East, Friends of the Earth, Roman Road
Trust, Trees for Cities, ELOP, Half Moon Youth Theatre and more

The maijority of feedback on our plans for the future and the CMP have been overwhelmingly positive
with many mentions of the love of the wildness and tranquillity, the connection with history and nature
and the community feel of the Cemetery Park. Again, as with the visitor survey, key issues raised in
the majority of these consultations included the need for better paths, the need for more readily
available information (including digital interpretation and improved navigation), more hands on
activities for the public and increased access to historic graves.

From July to August 2022, FOTHCP hosted a series of workshops, walking groups and drop ins to
present the key findings from the initial exploratory work of the CMP and the early feedback of
surveys and more informal consultations (such as conversations with event attendees, and visitors to
the site) to the communities around THCP. This group involved roughly 100 people and included
members, volunteers, heritage professionals, LBTH, biodiversity specialists, members of partner
organisations, local residents and more. These workshops and drop ins also were used to showcase
initial project ideas which reflected our findings and now make up the project plans and policies seen
in this CMP. Thanks are due to the various stakeholders, community groups, partner organisations,
volunteers and visitors who have contributed to the CMP at various stages of its development. Whilst
the consultations made during July and August 2022 wrap up the initial CMP discussions, FOTHCP
intends to continue to engage with the local community and stakeholders on various initiatives and
sub-projects as we execute on the projects outlined in the CMP.

The below summaries are a reflection on the input and feedback of our community during this round
of consultations:

Feedback on the general use and feel of the Cemetery Park:

- Concerns that any plans will detract from the ‘wild’ woodland feel and reinstate a formal
‘park’ feel.
So many THCP users told us that they love the ‘wild’ feel to the site, and this is now part of the
living history of the site. We are keen that any heritage efforts should not be detrimental to
the conservation and ecology within the site and the CMP reflects this ‘balance.’ People
particularly appreciated the seasonality of the site.
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Would like to see more information and ‘routes/trails’ throughout the site - but not if this
makes the site ‘touristy’.

We know that there are numerous and sometimes conflicting trails and signage within the
site, which can look cluttered and disorganised. As part of the CMP interpretation, we are
eager to identify new routes to educate and inform, and embed technology so that the casual
visitor can find further information directly. We also plan to enhance our activities/events with
the further research that has been conducted as part of the CMP.

Keen to celebrate the biodiversity that has been cultivated within the site.

There are already plans underway to review the diverse habitats within the site (woodland,
meadow, etc), and those will be particularly important when nearby housing developments
(Bow Common Gasworks) begins. The CMP will include guidance on monitoring and
redressing these impacts.

Accessibility:

A formal trail around the perimeter of the site would direct foot traffic away from eroded
areas and better help visitors to orientate themselves within the site.

There could be set routes using a smoother surface / gradient to encourage accessibility and
the increased footfall should encourage confidence for those with public safety concerns.
This should be well marked out (one suggestion was to colour code the trails to make
navigation easier for anyone with accessibility needs).

Appreciated the chance to learn more about the site and the CMP virtually during lockdown.
We are eager to document the site and make more information more publicly available (as
permitted), and in particular aggregate and share research that has been done that references
the Cemetery Park in ways that people who cannot visit the site can access as well as on site
visitors. Digital engagement will form part of our ongoing interpretation planning and digital
will also continue to be used to inform the community of the works ongoing as part of the
CMP.

Monuments and Gravestones:

Concerns about documenting and preserving monuments.

There are a number of listed monuments within the site, but we know that there are various
other assets which are significant for a variety of cultural, historical and aesthetic reasons. A
parallel project to the CMP is a Monuments Survey which documents this, and which could be
used as part of a potential future effort to have the whole site listed as a heritage asset. It is
also important to continue to widen our heritage research team and offer skills training for
anyone interested in contributing to the documentation of and research about our
monuments.

Concerns that graves and monuments are damaged, and enduring further damage due to
‘trampling’ along informal footpaths.

The proposed establishment/reinstallation of footpaths would help reduce this erosion. A
very small number of the smaller public stones may need to be slightly moved, likely not more
than a few feet) in order to ultimately preserve and protect them, but the goal would be to
keep these in the original locations or squares’and any movement would come after
consultations with the public and in-depth recording of placements and inscriptions. .

10 The Cemetery Park is divided into historic ‘squares’ which form part of the original site mapping.
The Friends still use these to inform grave enquiries.
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The public graves are not obvious and the stories within those are not celebrated.

We'd love to be able to do more research to document these histories and expect this will be
a key part of interpretation planning going forward. In particular, there is an opportunity to
celebrate minorities (women, migrant communities etc) within the site as well as those
affected by significant cultural events and movements (e.g Spanish Flu, Bethnal Green Tube
Disaster, Barnardos Children, etc).

Entrance Area:

Can feel a little unwelcoming, cluttered and lacks info about the Friends.

Many attendees said they'd like to see further information and signage coming from public
transport links (in particular Mile End Station). At the gates, we would also like to introduce
clearer signage and (subject to staffing) further (seasonal) information, including ‘What’s on’
and how to access trails, learning materials and visitor information.

There is a lack of amenities (bike racks, toilets) and it's unclear what the Lodge is for.
FOTHCP are already exploring the potential use of the 1940s Lodge building as a hub for the
Friends, but are aware that this will be a large amount of effort and will require considerable
funding. Part of this could enable more visitor amenities, including toilets (open during staff
hours), water fountains, bike racks and information boards.

Site of the Former Anglican Chapel (‘Heart of the Cemetery’):

Several visitors were not aware of the history of this area within the site and would love to
know more.

Few of our community knew anything about the chapels or the area’s significance. We have
an opportunity to add some interpretation boards (or perhaps more creative ways to share
the story of the area), potentially in tandem with seating, to mark the original Anglican Chapel
area. We can also reinstate the routes for the original paths and reduce trampling, particularly
in the area of the public graves. It was also suggested that we commemorate the more recent
history of this area within the Cemetery Park (i.e. why it is currently known as the David
Bellamy Meadow)

Forest School Area:

Love that we do so much with the borough'’s young people, but feel this area could be more
appealing.

Many reflected on how much they loved that young people were using the site but it was
noted that some areas were suffering from trampling and the seating area is in need of
repairs. The proposal for a second forest school site was well received and makes sense if
we are to encourage a broader cohort and increase on-site activities. Slightly larger seats
(‘grown-up sized'!) were suggested to make the area more flexible for different activities
outside of the Forest School.

About the Friends:

Love the work that the Friends do, but feel that charity could/should be more visible (to
encourage recognition and donations).

Some regular visitors did not know how to become members or what FOTHCP do on site. We
plan to work on clearer branding, signage and information both physically within the site and
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online. We'd also like to commemorate the history of the Friends and showcase key
milestones/successes.

- Wonder if there are more groups we could partner / engage with.
We have cultivated many local relationships, but there are always opportunities for more! We
hope to, via communication and information, appeal to further potential partners, and also
engage in more community/national festivals and initiatives to raise profile and awareness.

- Wonder if the plans are ‘too big’ for a small organisation with little current funding..
The CMP is intended as a 30 year initiative, which can be divided into bite-sized chunks some
of which can be delivered at different levels depending on available funding, staffing and
volunteers. We are aware that some of these will require more effort and a commensurate
funding requirement and this will be a key facet of delivering on the CMP projects.

- Love the events and activities that the Friends already host, but want to see more!
Some suggestions included: Death Cafe, Forest School for Adults, more heritage crafts,
further opportunities for volunteering, more collaborations with local groups (e.g. Roman
Road Trust).

Key actions for the CMP as agreed by Steering Committee

Key actions that will need to be included in both the CMP and future strategy after undertaking
community consultations were agreed by members of the Steering Committee for the CMP. These
actions (in no particular order) were:

- Carry out prioritisation exercise, to agree a programme for the capital and ongoing
maintenance works, to achieve proposals in this plan.

- Review the above yearly and update the plan/priorities against progress.

- Disability and inclusion - acknowledging this should cover both physical and mental (e.g.
noise for autism) and inform physical development (paths, facilities, signage for facilities, changing
places).

- Establish guidelines on tone under which future work will proceed - e.g. Accessibility should
not ‘sanitise’ the park, the ‘wild’ element should be retained, the extent to which monuments/zones
are in keeping with the original.

- Review brand and sense of ownership of the site by FOTHCP (and local community).

- Bridge ‘information gaps’ around routes, trails, who runs the site, how to locate family buried
here, specific monuments etc by refreshing materials online, site signage. Make information more
accessible and digestible - explore translation, a kid's series, etc to appeal to different audiences
(include digital options here).

- Review brand / ownership of and investment into satellite sites (Ackroyd Drive, Scrapyard
Meadow, Fairfoot Woodland and the new ones proposed under Our Space).

- Review (establish) volunteer strategy to tap up people who are enthusiastic and willing (per
survey responses) - across Admin, Fundraising, Community as well as Heritage & Nature (as well as
the composting idea).

- In context of this additional resource, evaluate diversified events programme to include
Community Fair, Food Festival (and hopefully retain some digital events and engagement t00).

- Evaluate feasibility of visitor facilities (outside of Lodge) - bike parking, water fountain, public
WC (lockable and outside the buildings)
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- Evaluate safety of the site and consider community policing support / strategies (something
for Trustees to consider in context of risk assessments).

- Explore in house training options for basic maintenance of headstones - ie straightening or
restanding fallen stones, reattaching loose corner pieces etc
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10.0 Appendices

Appendix 1. Strategic Priorities

Appendix 2. (Separate doc) Engagement & Consultation - Full report
Appendix 3. Significant Figures

Appendix 4. (Separate doc) August 2022 Monument and Wall Surveys
(by Sally Strachey Historic Conservation Ltd) comprising:

e SSHC Condition and Recommendation Report Selected Monuments Tower Hamlets Cemetery
Park, May 2022
e Condition & Recommendation Report for The Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park, London —
Boundary Wall Survey, May 2022
Appendix 5. (Separate doc) Architectural Options Report for the Lodge

by Kim Randall; RSB Architects
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Appendix 1. FOTHCP Strategic Priorities

The Friends of Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park operates as a charity governed by a trustee board
drawn from its own membership. In 2018, the trustee board produced Articles and Memorandum of
Association for the charity that set clear objectives and sub-objectives to guide its development and
activities. The objects of the Charity:

3.1.1 to preserve, protect and maintain the landscape of the Tower Hamlets Cemetery Park and Ackroyd
Drive Greenlink Local Nature Reserve (the "Cemetery Park") including its monuments and biodiversity as
a place of historic importance and nature reserve for the benefit of the public;

3 3.1.2 to advance the education of the public in particular people living, working or studying in Tower
Hamlets through projects and activities provided by the charity, and by partnering organisations whose
aims are complementary to the objects of the charity.

The Conservation Management Plan (CMP) will aid in achieving these objectives. At its heart the
CMP aims to preserve, protect and maintain the park’s monuments, graves, Lodge and boundary walls
based on their historic importance.

Through our outreach and engagement with stakeholders in the Cemetery-Park we will enhance the
education of the public on the importance of the site and the many benefits it brings to the local
community. It will also highlight how we can work in partnership with our stakeholders by
understanding more about their expectations and needs.

In addition to our charitable objectives there are also a number of sub-objectives outlines in the
Memorandum and Articles of Association. The sub-objectives that are relevant to the CMP are
outlined below along with a description of how this document will support its delivery.

FoTHCP Sub-Objectives

FoTHCP Sub-Objectives

How the CMP will support?

To promote Tower Hamlets Cemetery
Park as such a place and as an
educational and recreation resource.

Engage with stakeholders and cemetery-
park visitors to understand their views,
concerns and ideas for improving the site.

To preserve the historic monuments,
buildings and memorials of the cemetery.

Demonstrate the history and Significance
of the cemetery-park, in maps showing its
evolution and current state, and analyse
them to show where elements detrimental
to significance could be rectified. To
provide the framework and start to survey
monuments and graves to identify required
restoration activities

Liaise with the Tower Hamlets Borough
Council, its agencies and other interested
bodies in working out and putting into
effect plans for the future of the
cemetery.

Deliver a plan that describes rationale and
approach to managing restoration of walls,
monuments and graves that is sufficiently
detailed and costed to gain their approval
as landlord of the cemetery-park.

To update surveys and prepare maps and
plans, collect information relating to the
cemetery.

Further update and document the history
and current state of the cemetery-park. To
continue this plan to consolidate an archive
of the documents that relate to historic
development of the site.

To stimulate public interest in the
cemetery and to give advice.

Promote engagement with visitors and
stakeholders to identify improvements.
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Appendix 3. Significant Figures

This appendix includes an initial list of significant figures and significant groups of burials at THCP.
This list is by no means conclusive and will be added to as research continues and more stories are
uncovered.

Significant Individuals
Joseph Westwood

One of the largest - and certainly the most imposing - family monuments in the cemetery, the Westwood
Monument is the seventh - and final - monument listed as Grade 2 by English Heritage. Joseph
Westwood (d.1883), a businessman, lived at Tredegar House in the Bow Road.

Reverend David Roe and Annie Maria Roe

Reverend David Roe and Annie Maria Roe were the founders of the Methodist Seaman's Mission which
helped connect seamen with their families: the men were often away so long that their families might
move and they would lose contact.

Will Crooks

Will Crooks (d. 1921) was a casual labourer in the docks. He became politically active and was one of
the leaders of the historic 1889 Dock Strike,in which dockworkers successfully demonstrated for
increased wages. He campaigned for fair wages, open spaces, technical education, and the opening of
the Blackwall Tunnel. He became London’s first Labour mayor in 1901 when he was named Mayor of
Poplar. He was elected to Parliament in 1903 winning in Woolwich, a traditionally Tory constituency. The
grave was rediscovered and the Labour Party and local council paid for its restoration.

Harry Orbell

Henry Orbell (1858-1914) was a founder member of the Independent Labour Party and organiser of the
dock strike committee in 1889.

Clara Grant

Clara Grant was a primary school teacher and settlement worker in the East End. She became Head
Teacher at an Infant School in 1900. She revised the school's techniques of structure and punishment
and provided the children with hot breakfasts, clothes and shoes. She also created and distributed
Farthing Bundles, tiny toys made of scraps of other things such as wood, tin, beads, marbles and
cigarette cards. These proved so popular that children began queuing up an hour before they went on
sale and could not meet the demand. In 1913 a wooden arch was erected bearing the legend 'Enter Now
Ye Children Small, None Can Come Who Are Too Tall. This limited the famous bundles to the youngest
children. Shortly before her death in 1949 Clara Grant received an OBE for her work. The bundles were
sold until 1984 and the Infant School was renamed in Clare Grant's honour in 1993.

Major John Buckley

Major John Buckley (d. 1876) was one of the first recipients of the Victoria Cross, awarded for bravery
during the Indian Mutiny of 1857 (also known as the First War of Independence).

Charlie Brown

Charlie Brown (d. 1932) was the publican of the Railway Tavern, Poplar. In his lifetime it was one of the
most famous pubs in the East End, universally known as Charlie Brown's. The pub was close to the gates
of the West India Docks, and Charlie was renowned for his collection of antiques and curiosities
gathered from around the world. On the day of his funeral, the pavements were lined six people deep
with thousands of people in attendance.

John Willis

The first owner of the Cutty Sark, one of the only surviving tea clippers and now serves as a museum in
Greenwich.
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Charles Jamrach

Charles Jamrach was a German born exotic animal dealer who owned a shop on the Ratcliffe Highway.
Jamrach sold animals and curios including selling Dante Gabriel Rossetti his wombat, known as Tops.
He famously appeared in Bram Stoker’s Dracula where he is mentioned as the provider of a grey
Norwegian wolf to the London Zoological Gardens.

Walter Hancock

Walter Hancock (16 June 1799 — 14 May 1852) English inventor who in 1833 built his famous steam-
powered road vehicles "Autopsy” and "Enterprise,” followed by the "Automaton” and others, member of
the Institute of Electrical Engineers since 1873, he received a patent for preparing and cutting natural
rubber into sheets, making the machinery for Charles Macintosh rubber waterproof fabric and his
father’s invention of gutta-percha which was used for insulating Atlantic cables.

Alfred Linnell

Alfred Linnell was a young Radical law-writer, and was caught up in the aftermath of one of the socialist
demonstrations being staged at that time. This was a huge gathering centered on Trafalgar Square
which was broken up with such violence by police that it became known as ‘Bloody Sunday’. During the
following days of continuing unrest, Alfred was struck down by a police charge and had his neck broken
under the hooves of a horse. In protest, thousands joined the funeral procession to Tower Hamlets
Cemetery, where William Morris read a eulogy for Alfred Linnell: the ‘Death Song'.

Eliza Martin

Eliza Martin was 18 years of age and lived with her parents and siblings at 14 Whitethorn Street Bow
during the strike at the Bryant and May Match Factory in Bow, her 13-year-old sister Louisa also worked
at the factory. Eliza was a member of the strike committee for a Strike that was the vanguard of the New
Labour Movement and helped establish Trade Unionism.

Significant Groups of Burials
Barnardos children

The Barnardos children are commemorated by a new memorial marking the grave of three of Dr Thomas
Barnado's own children, and more than five hundred children who died whilst in his care who are buried
elsewhere in the Cemetery Park. Dr Barnado, who started his work with poor children in Stepney in 1868,
set up The Ragged School in Stepney Causeway and children's homes across the East End.

French graves

These graves are a legacy of the Australian Gold Rush, when the Rothschilds, a banking family, brought a
number of French workers to London to help refine the gold.

Bethnal Green Tube Disaster graves

A number of graves located in Poplar Wood remember the Bethnal Green tube station disaster. On 3rd
March 1943, 173 people, including sixty-two children, were crushed while attempting to enter the station
which was being used as an air raid shelter. This was the biggest civilian casualty of the War, and kept
quiet after the War ended. This area has suffered from ground movement due to the speed with which
funerals took place during this time (as coffins were placed in the ground with less precision than usual
standards) and has caused an undulating effect on the landscape throughout the area.

Charterhouse graves

In 2 small sections of the Cemetery Park lie the graves of the Charterhouse Brothers, founded in 1379 in
Smithfield. After the dissolution of the monasteries, the land was later sold in 1611 to Thomas Sutton of
Hackney. Sutton founded the almshouses for eighty elderly gentlemen in distress. The foundation is still
in existence today, as well as Charterhouse school. His house in Hackney is the borough’s oldest
surviving domestic building and now owned by the National Trust. Sutton was reportedly one of
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England's richest commoners during his lifetime. These graves were sponsored by influential people
such as Queen Victoria and British Prime Ministers and included poets, painters, scientists and writers.

SS Princess Alice disaster graves

Princess Alice disaster (1878) remains Britain's most deadly inland waterway accident when 650
Londoners returning home from a day trip to the seaside drowned on the Princess Alice steamer ship, 25
of whom are buried in this cemetery. Improvements to the sewage system, the adoption of emergency
signalling lights on boats across the globe and the new Royal Albert Dock, which helped to separate
heavy goods traffic from the smaller boats, all came as a result of what happened.

Poplar War Memorial civilian graves

The Poplar War Memorial was erected 1952 using reclaimed bomb damage bricks to commemorate 190
Poplar civilians killed in the first few months of the blitz. In front of the war memorial lies the mass grave
of around 200 local civilians killed during the Blitz.
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