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The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea response 
to the Counters Creek Storm Relief sewer phase 1 

consultation 
 

The Council welcomes the opportunity to comment as part of the phase 1 
consultation. The Council’s comments are provided without prejudice to 
further comments on the phase 2 consultation and without prejudice to any 
future determination of any associated planning application. 

 

1.      The need for the proposed sewer 

1.1. The Royal Borough suffered a series of flooding events, the most severe in 
2007. The main problem comes from the ingress of rainwater into the 
combined sewer system which is close to capacity. The sewer system is then 
overwhelmed and discharges sewer water into the lower part of properties 
(basements or lower ground floors). 
 

1.2. The need for the scheme is not questioned. Since 2007 Council officers have 
been working closely with Thames Water to address sewer water flooding. 
The Council supports the holistic solution to the problem which includes the 
flood alleviation scheme to increase the sewer capacity, the installation of 
positively pumped devices to stop the sewers surcharging into lower 
properties and the increase of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) to 
reduce surface water run-off entering the sewers. In fact, the Council has 
recently adopted changes to its basements planning policy requiring the 
installation of a suitable pumped device for new basement developments. 
This demonstrates the Council's commitment to prevent this type of flooding 
for which basements are particularly vulnerable. It is important to note that, 
although basements are more vulnerable to this type of flooding, there is no 
evidence that they cause flooding themselves. This could be misunderstood 
from the information included in the consultation documents (i.e Strategic 
Options report, paragraphs 2.2.2 and 2.3.4.) which should be amended to 
reflect this. 

 
1.3. The consultation documents explain that there will be a programme of local 

sewer improvements as part of the solution. However, there is no information 
about where these improvements will be or the likely impacts and disruption 
they will cause. It is understood that many of these improvements can be 
undertaken under permitted development rights, with limited control by the 
Council. There is a need for further information about their impact and how 
they were considered during the site and route selection process. As these 
works can start from as early as 2015, this information should be supplied 
promptly to the Council. 

 
1.4. The Council will continue to work closely with Thames Water to ensure that 

the construction and the design of the sites have the least impact possible.  
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2.      Site selection, route identification and drive strategy 
2.1. The consultation documents explain in great detail the methodology adopted 

to select both the sites and the route. It is understood that the multistage 
process is very complex and took into account a large number of variables 
and considerations to reduce the original 200 potential sites to 5.   
 

2.2. The Council has reviewed these documents and does not have any 
comments. It is considered that the engineering constraints are very 
challenging and the real options are limited. The setting up of an Independent 
Advisory Group to challenge Thames Water’s work is welcomed. It is 
encouraging to see that the need to reduce the number of sites, keeping 
disruption to a minimum and protecting residents’ amenity, have been part of 
the selection criteria. It is also important that the new sewer is able to link to 
the new Thames Tideway Tunnel if the project goes ahead. The phasing of 
both projects should be carefully planned in a way which reduces impacts. 
 

2.3. The site suitability reports for the proposed sites are very thorough and cover 
different topics from engineering to environmental, planning, property and 
amenity issues. The drive strategy which proposes a simultaneous drive north 
and south seems to be the most efficient and least disruptive option as it 
involves a smaller number of sites.  
 

2.4. It is understood that a full environmental assessment will be prepared before 
submitting a planning application. Several topics have been included (noise 
and dust, transport, local townscape and character, built heritage, ecology 
and settlement effects). Other issues need to be considered such as the 
cumulative impact of the construction of the proposed sites along with other 
consented developments. Flood risk is another topic which should be included 
for all sites but specifically for Cremorne Wharf due to the impact on the river 
wall.  
 

2.5. Thames Water suggested that they will develop a Code of Construction 
Practice and a Waste Management Strategy to reduce the construction 
impacts. This is welcome and it should include clear communication channels 
between contractors, subcontractors, Thames Water, the public and the 
Council. The commitment shown in the consultation documents regarding 
reduction of onsite car parking for workers and the site dimensions is 
supported. This will lead to a reduction of noise and congestion in the area.  
 

3. Alternative sites 
3.1      The shortlist assessment report explains that there were alternative sites in  

the Borough which were rejected in accordance to the site selection 
methodology:  

 Land off Warwick Road (SS046) was rejected due to conflicts with an 
existing planning permission for the site. 

 Addison Gardens (SS098) was considered but rejected as it is used as a 
private garden. Using the site would also have a significant impact on part 
of the boundary wall and some properties. 
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 Homebase car park (SS118) was rejected as alignment issues prevented 
the use of the site as an interception or drive site and it conflicted with its 
designation as a strategic site with a planning permission for a mixed-use 
development. 

 Cremorne Gardens (SS035): was rejected as it would be used only as a 
support compound for the Cremorne Wharf drive site. As the preferred 
option is for Cremorne Wharf to be an interception and pumping station 
site rather than a drive site, the gardens are not needed for the project.  

 Westfield Park (SS152): was rejected as it could only be used in 
combination with Cremorne Wharf to accommodate the pumping station 
and the townscape and visual impacts were considered unacceptable. It is 
also in a park and close to a children’s play area which would be very 
sensitive to the construction impacts. 

 
3.2      The Council supports the rejection of these sites. In particular, the Council  

strongly opposes the use of the Cremorne Gardens and Westfield Park as 
they are very important community and amenity assets.  

 

4.  Proposed sites 
4.1 Car Park adjacent to Kensington Olympia Station 

Site construction 
4.1.1 This site is shared with the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham 

(LBHF). The northern part falls in our Borough’s jurisdiction and  the site lies 
on the opposite side of the railway tracks from residential properties in our 
Borough, although runs along the rear boundary to a number of properties 
along Sinclair Road in LBHF. The site will occupy an area of 9000m2. There 
are 3 shafts proposed in the site: two drive shafts and an interception shaft 
(which will intercept the Hammersmith storm relief sewer-Duplication branch). 
The drive shafts will be 12.5m internal diameter and 25m deep (towards 
northeast) or 35m deep towards the south. The reception shaft will be 10m in 
diameter and 25m deep. It will be supported by an interception shaft which is 
6m in diameter and 15m deep and a connection sewer of 2m internal 
diameter. There will be a connection tunnel between the drive shafts of 5m 
diameter and 50m long. The rest of the infrastructure provided includes 
internal structures, ancillary equipment and the installation of an odour control 
system. The Site Suitability Report (paragraph 4.3.4) suggests that a pumping 
station will also be needed here whereas the phase 1 consultation report does 
not. Clarification is sought. Construction works will last for three and a half 
years. 

 
4.1.2 The permanent structures left on site will be the shafts and internal structures, 

two 4m minimum ventilation columns, a 15m high compound ventilation 
column (with a diameter between 3 to 5 m) and a glass reinforced plastic 
kiosk measuring 2m x 1.5m x2m high. Maintenance access will be required 
with a full inspection of the main sewer every 10 years and the penstocks 
every 2 years. Access to the kiosk and the ventilation structures will be 
required regularly. Maintenance access will be the same for all sites. It is 
important that these inspections are carefully planned and communicated to 
the Council, residents and other stakeholders to reduce disruption. 
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4.1.3 The sitting of the permanent structures will have to be carefully planned to 

cause the least disruption possible during operation and maintenance access. 
The rationalisation of the permanent structures is vital.  

  
Impacts 

4.1.4  Transport. Construction works on the site could lead to increased traffic. 
Although the site could be suitable for rail transport, further assessments are 
needed before its use can be confirmed. All opportunities to reduce traffic 
congestion should be reviewed and given priority. Pedestrian access to the 
station may be disrupted which will need to be mitigated. The site is currently 
used as a marshalling yard for the Olympia Exhibition Centre. The Counters 
Creek project would displace this activity. The Borough requests that the 
impact of this is fully assessed and reported on within the phase 2 
consultation materials. 

 
4.1.5  Noise and Air Quality. There are sensitive receptors on site. The whole of 

the Borough is an Air Quality Management Area so there is a high sensitivity 
to dust resulting from the construction. Information on the removal of the spoil, 
the quantities and the proportion to be removed by rail and road is requested 
from Thames Water. Removal by rail should be prioritised. The environmental 
assessment should include a sensitivity analysis to determine the impacts if 
all the spoil is removed by construction vehicles in addition to any other 
assumptions whereby a proportion of the excavated material is removed by 
rail. The close proximity of receptors such as Russell Garden Mews, Elsham 
Road and Sinclair Road must be taken into account, in addition to the likely 
routes used by construction vehicles such as Kensington High Street. 

 
4.1.6 Land Quality. This site, which was part of the Railway Sidings and an 

embankment leading toward Kensington Station, became part of a Motorail 
terminal from 1961 to 1981 which has been used for parking since. Planning 
approval was granted to infill land between former station platforms but it is 
not known what material was used as fill material. There would be a 
recommendation to include a full set of land contamination conditions as part 
of any planning permission for this site (without prejudice) due to the historic 
land use. Contamination issues raised by the tunnelling itself would probably 
be assessed by the Environment Agency due to the principal risks being to 
the deep groundwater aquifer. 

 
4.1.7 Ecology. Part of the Kensington Olympia Car park is designated as a 

Borough Grade 1 Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) known as 
West London and District Line, which would be adversely impacted by the 
project as this has been identified as a potential drive site. The western part of 
the site is made up of an important woodland habitat and forms part of an 
essential green corridor and part of rail side habitat for both Boroughs. This is 
a vulnerable resource as is constantly under development pressure resulting 
in the loss of connectivity between habitats which are important, not only in 
their own right, but for the flora and fauna they support, often including 
protected species. Earlier phase 1 habitat surveys carried out confirms the 
site offers suitable habitat for mammals including several protected species, 
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such as bats and breeding birds, and the presence of nationally important 
species including two rare Red Databook Species.  

 
4.1.8 It is expected that full details of the following surveys are carried out on site 

and submitted with the project proposals: 

 desktop study including Greenspace Information for Greater London 
record search; 

 phase I and II Ecological surveys (Survey window: April to October); 

 breeding birds Survey (Survey window: March to September); 

 bat Survey (roost and activity) (Survey window: May to September); 

 amphibian and Reptile activity Surveys (Survey window: March and 
October, however the best times are April to June, and again in late 
August and September over eight visits); 

 invertebrate survey (Survey window: April to August); 

 tree surveys; and, 

 invasive plant survey (Survey Window: April to September). 
 
4.1.9 An EIA would ensure that the ecological value of the site is fully considered 

and would demonstrate how this has been considered and has informed the 
actual project proposal. The following information should be supplied during 
the next stage of the project in order to assess the impact to the existing 
habitats, existing green linkages and the SNCI site: 

 
a) A site plan showing the development proposal and the SNCI boundary 

overlaid. This will show the impact of the build/construction area of the 
development on the existing SINC site and to assess the potential change in 
SNCI boundary that RBKC would need to consider. 

 
b) The calculated area of loss of SNCI habitat and vegetation as a result of the 

project and the proposed mitigation measures. This will help assessing the 
amount of habitat loss and the amount of habitat to be replaced. 

 
c) Details of the proposed ecological enhancements in the proposed 

development scheme to include green roofs, walls, native hedge and other 
features that enhance the biodiversity value of the scheme. This will 
demonstrate how the development addresses a loss of habitat connectivity 
through mitigation in the detailed design plans and the provision of suitable 
habitat/features that support protected species. 

 
4.1.10 Flood Risk. The site is located in the Holland Park critical drainage area 

which was designated as a result of the interaction of surface and sewer 
water flooding problems. This should be taken into consideration in the EIA 
and during construction works. 

 
Other planning considerations 

4.1.11 There are no current planning applications or consents for this site in the 
Borough. However, it is understood that there are several consents 
associated with the adjacent Olympia Exhibition Centre in LBHF.  
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4.1.12 The main construction site does not lie within a conservation area, though the 
diagonal sewer runs into the Holland Park Conservation Area. In terms of 
heritage, the proposed permanent above-ground structures should be 
designed and located to not clutter the public realm or disrupt views. Further 
information about these structures is required for the Council to be able to 
make a proper assessment of their impact. The Council requests that 
construction works are linked to station improvements, particularly the 
entrance and passenger facilities onto Russell Road. Works associated with 
the proposal could include streetscape improvements at the station entrance, 
improving the station’s legibility within the streetscene and Barclays Cycle 
Hire docking station, which, whilst largely within LBHF, the Borough would 
encourage.  

  

4.2. Upper Addison Gardens 

Site construction 
4.2.1 There will be an interception and reception shaft in this site with the following 

dimensions: 20m deep and 6m in diameter. This will allow the interception of 
two sewers: the Hammersmith North Kensington storm relief sewer and the 
Counters Creek sewer. The site will occupy an area of 3000m2 .There will be 
two construction periods with the initial period lasting 12 months with a further 
8 months of construction after the arrival of the tunnel boring machine from 
the proposed Kensington Olympia site. As for the Kensington Olympia car 
park site, access to the site will be required during operation.  

 
4.2.2   It is not clear how many ventilation columns and above ground structures will 

be left on site. The Site Suitability report explains that there will be several 
vents during construction (paragraphs 3.5.16 to 3.5.18), a kiosk (2m X1.5m X 
2m) (paragraph 3.5.20) and a small control building and odour control stack 
during operation (paragraph 4.1.1). Clarification on the amount and 
dimensions of the permanent above ground structures proposed to remain on 
site is sought. The Council requests that permanent above ground structures 
should be rationalised and carefully sited to ensure the conservation area is 
preserved and enhanced. 

 
4.2.3  The Council is very concerned as this site is highly constrained and close to 

highly sensitive receptors, i.e. residential properties and a school. It is 
understood that using this site will remove the need for a site in  the strategic 
road network A402 (Holland Park Avenue) which would be likely to cause 
significant disruption. The avoidance of this is positive. However, the 
construction impacts for this proposed site will need to be mitigated. One of 
the ways of mitigating the impacts may be to reduce the construction period. 
Careful timing of the arrival of the tunnelling shield may lead to a more 
efficient construction period. Disruption to residents could also be reduced by 
phasing the construction in a way that allows residents to have greater access 
to their properties. It is paramount that both residents and the school are fully 
involved in the process and kept informed from the beginning.  
 
Impacts 

4.2.4  Transport. Construction spoil at this site could only be transported by road so 
this will have an impact on congestion. Even when road access will be 
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disrupted, pedestrian access and safety should be maintained at all times. 
The suspension or diversion of the cycle route should be kept to a minimum. It 
is important to note that the land forms part of highway and it is owned by the 
Borough. 

 
4.2.5 The proposal at this site would occupy extensive areas of carriageway on 

Holland Villas Road and Upper Addison Gardens including the junction of the 
two streets as well as footway outside Parkland Court, Addison Road and 
further areas on the west side of Addison Road. Pedestrian access to all 
adjacent properties would be retained save for a number of garages. The site 
will require a slight alteration of the waste collection in the area. The works 
compound would be in position for 21 months.  
 

4.2.6 The proposals would have very significant impacts on highway operation on 
these and surrounding streets. Access to Holland Villas Road from the north 
would be closed off as would access to Upper Addison Gardens from the 
east. These streets would become dead ends for vehicular traffic and turning 
points would be provided. Traffic patterns would change. Traffic modelling to 
evaluate the impacts of this is essential and this is requested by the Borough.  
 

4.2.7 The layout as currently presented would result in the suspension of c. 60 
parking bays. There is insufficient parking capacity in the vicinity to 
accommodate this number of displaced vehicles. Some residents would have 
to park up to 500m from their homes.   
 

4.2.8 One of the two accesses to Addisland Court would be blocked impacting 
somewhat on the ability to service that building. The proposed compound 
would extend almost to the frontage of Cardinal Vaughan School on Holland 
Villas Road impacting on movements to and from the school. The Borough 
requests that this is carefully assessed.  
 

4.2.9 The Borough requests that the extent of the compound is fully justified. Some 
rationalisation appears possible. It is not clear why two points of vehicular 
egress are required. This must be explained. The removal of one point of 
egress would reduce the extent of the compound reducing the number of 
parking space suspensions and the degree of encumbrance of the hoardings.  
 

4.2.10 The works site fall entirely on highway land. That being the case these works 
could well be Permitted Development under the GPDO and could be 
controlled under highways and traffic powers including New Roads and Street 
Work Act 1984.  

 
4.2.11 Noise and Air Quality. Residential properties, which are highly sensitive 

receptors, are located very close to the site (5 to 10m) and, similarly, the 
Cardinal Vaughan Memorial School is also in close proximity to site. The 
potential air quality and noise/vibration impacts arising from construction 
vehicles accessing the site and the shaft will need to be mitigated. Due to the 
closure of the road there will be secondary effects such as increased traffic 
and congestion on nearby roads. The impact of the change on the road 
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network and the increase in construction vehicles and access routes must be 
assessed and mitigated. 

4.2.12 Land Quality. This site has not had a historic commercial/industrial use so no 
impacts are foreseen. 

 
4.2.13 Ecology. This site is a residential area with low ecological value. Addison 

gardens to the South of the proposed site is an important habitat as it 
provides continuous tree cover. Therefore any impacts to this site or to street 
trees in the proposed location should be set out in phase 2 consultation. 

 
4.2.14 Flood Risk. The site is located in the Holland Park critical drainage area 

which was designated as a result of the interaction of surface and sewer 
water flooding problems. The area was flooded in the 2007 flooding event. 
This should be taken into consideration in the EIA and during construction 
works. 
 
Other planning considerations 

4.2.15 The site is located in a residential area with apartments, terrace houses and 
detached houses. The Cardinal Vaughan Memorial school is adjacent to the 
site.  

 
4.2.16 Consent was granted in 2013 for an annex to the Cardinal Vaughan School 

which is adjacent to the proposal site. There could be potential conflicts with 
the construction of both sites and these conflicts should be minimised as far 
as possible.  

 
4.2.17 The site falls within Holland Park Conservation Area. The works will need to 

preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 
The grade II* listed Church of St John the Baptist on Holland Road is visible 
from the construction site and has its gardens backing onto Upper Addison 
Gardens. The works should seek to preserve or enhance the setting of the 
church and gardens. The Council encourages the upgrade of the footways as 
part of the scheme and the delivery of streetscape improvements which 
enhances the public realm (such as a re-evaluation of the central planter and 
pavement build outs). This is particularly relevant as there could be synergies 
with the consented Cardinal Vaughan School scheme and any Walking/ 
Biking to School programme. Permanent above-ground structures should be 
designed and located to not clutter the public realm and disrupt views. 

 

4.3 Cremorne Wharf 
Site construction 

4.3.1 It is not clear how long construction works will last for as the Site Suitability 
Report (paragraph 3.2.4) explains that it will be about four to four and a half 
years and the main consultation document (Counters Creek storm relief sewer 
consultation – phase 1, page 20) states that it will be 3 and a half years. 
Clarification is requested.  

 
4.3.2 Construction works will include jetty and river wall works and will involve the 

provision of an interception and reception shaft (12.5m in diameter and 47m 
deep). Two sewers will be intercepted: the Walham Green sewer and the Low 
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Level No1 Interceptor sewer. A 27m diameter and 48m deep pumping station 
shaft will also be built as a new pumping station is needed. Confirmation is 
sought about the need for a new pumping station and why the current 
pumping station cannot be used.  

 
4.3.3 As the site is constrained, the proposal includes the build up of a temporary 

cofferdam towards the river which will increase the area available for 
construction. 

 
4.3.4 As with the Upper Addison Gardens site, there is no clarity of what ventilation 

structures are proposed to remain above ground permanently on site. 
Clarification is sought. A kiosk (2m X1.5m X 2m) will be installed to house 
telemetry and control panels for penstock operation. If possible and feasible, 
the Council requests that there should be integration of these structures with 
those of the Thames Tideway Tunnel to minimise disruption. 

 
Impacts 

4.3.5  Transport. The proposal would significantly increase the numbers of 
construction vehicles to the site even if all the cofferdam material and 
excavations were to be transported by barge. A detailed Construction 
Management Plan must be developed to ensure that the two projects on site 
are coordinated so that their respective peaks in activity never coincide. The 
indicative site layout shows lorry holding areas on Ashburnham Road. The 
Council does not agree to this. In fact it should be possible to contain the 
requisite construction activities off the highway entirely. We would only agree 
to construction traffic arrangements similar to those of the Thames Tideway 
Tunnel’s Code of Construction Practice (Parts A and B). This should ensure 
that impacts on highway operation are minimised. 

 
4.3.6 The current Thames Tideway Tunnel consent order leaves a 5 metre wide 

cleared area along the riverside edge to potentially provide the Thames Path 
in the future, subject to health and safety considerations related to the use of 
the site as a waste facility. The extension of the Thames Path will be fulfilled 
as part of the redevelopment of the Lots Road Power Station and Chelsea 
Wharf. 

 
4.3.7 Noise and Air Quality. The nearest receptors are likely to be residential 

properties in Lots Road opposite the site and on the site boundary with the 
new properties on the Lots Road Power Station site. The Chelsea Academy is 
also located nearby which is likely to be a sensitive receptor. As this site will 
also be used for the Thames Tideway Tunnel project the cumulative air quality 
and noise/vibration impacts of both these projects will need to be assessed 
taking into account the traffic generation, the feasibility of using barges to 
remove as much excavated material for both these projects as well as the 
consideration of the site as a demolition and construction site. Sensitivity 
analysis of the impact from the road traffic generated using a range of realistic 
options for the removal of the spoil must be included. The phasing of these 
projects will have to be carefully considered to minimise potential impacts.  
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4.3.8 Land Quality. The site has been in use as a wharf since the late 1800’s and 
is bounded by Lots Road Power station to the south. There would be a 
recommendation to include a full set of land contamination conditions as part 
of any planning permission for this site (without prejudice) due to the historic 
land use. Contamination issues raised by the tunnelling itself would probably 
be assessed by the Environment Agency due to the principal risks being to 
the deep groundwater aquifer. 

 
4.3.9 Flood Risk. Construction works are likely to affect the river wall which 

protects the area against tidal and fluvial water. The wall should be restored to 
achieve at least the current level of protection. 

 
4.3.10 Ecology. Cremorne Wharf is on the Thames foreshore which forms part of a 

Metropolitan Site of Importance for Nature Conservation. A surprising variety 
of plants and invertebrates are supported on the vertical flood defence walls 
of the river and these provide a food source for birds and fish. They are 
important in their own right, as identified in the Borough’s Biodiversity Action 
plan under Tidal Thames Habitat. Surveys of the vertical river walls already 
carried out as part of other projects show they are of ecological interest. The 
stretch of the Thames from the mouth of Chelsea Creek foreshore forms an 
extensive inter-tidal mud, while mud and shingle are exposed at low tide 
between Kensington Borough Wharf and Battersea Bridge where there is also 
a small sand beach. These features, along with the muddy channel of 
Chelsea Creek, are particularly valuable for birds, with black-headed gull, grey 
wagtail, heron and mallard reported in the annual borough bird survey, not to 
mention fish breeding populations. 

 
4.3.11 The flood alleviation scheme for counters creek proposes the construction of 

structures on the foreshore will result in a negative effect through the loss of 
intertidal habitat of the intertidal and sub tidal foreshore and potential for 
dredging to allow for a temporary platform during the construction phase to 
allow river barges to remove spoil form the project site. The following would 
be expected to be detailed in the next stage of project consultation: 

 

 details of ecological surveys for the intertidal foreshore and river walls and 
an environmental impact assessment for the proposed temporary structure 
to built including impacts of expected river traffic; 

 there is limited mitigation available for this loss of habitat. Consideration 
around the mitigation for this is needed. Any mitigation should maximise its 
ecological value. 

 information on the ecological enhancement/mitigation measures to the 
river wall and intertidal habitats should be detailed and should be informed 
by ecological surveys and expertise. 

 
4.3.12 The Borough’s bat survey of its main parks in 2010 indicated that a bat roost 

was present in the building on the lots road site. A recent bat survey should be 
carried out in order to assess the presence of roosting of foraging bats.  
Recommendations should be made to minimise any impact and enhance bat 
habitat and roosting opportunity within any structures on the Lots Road site 
and surrounding area. 
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Other planning considerations 
4.3.13 The site has several designations:  

 Lots Village Conservation Area 

 Employment Zone 

 Conservation Area Proposal Statement for Thames (21); 

 Regional Policy - London Plan Thames Policy Area (Policy 7.29); 

 Regional Policy - London Plan Flood Risk Management (Policy 5.1.2); 

 The River Thames (including Chelsea Creek) is designated Site of Nature 
Conservation Importance (Grade III of Metropolitan importance) (related to 
Policy CE4); 

 Lots Road is designated as an Employment Zone (related to Policy CF5);  

 The site has been identified as being of medium significance in terms of 
archaeological potential. 

 Cremorne Wharf is designated as a Safeguarded Wharf and waste site 
(related to Policy CE3). This is also related to the London Plan Policy on 
Safeguarded Wharves (Policy 7.26); 

 The jetty and foreshore are included in the Thames Conservation Area 

 Cremorne Wharf is a Safeguarded Wharf and is also the Borough’s only 
licensed waste management site. The Council agreed with Thames Water 
the temporary use of the Wharf as a construction site for the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel project. 

 
4.3.14 The pumping station is grade II listed. Any subterranean works may impact on 

the listed fabric of the pumping station in terms of construction vibration and 
settlement. This should be carefully monitored. Any equipment attached to or 
within the pumping station will require listed building consent, and again 
should be minimised, well designed and located so as not to harm the special 
character of the building. The Site Suitability Report (paragraph 3.4.10) 
explains that a section of the brick wall in front of the pumping station may be 
removed to improve lorry access. It is paramount that the listed building is 
protected at all times.  

 
4.3.15 Any above ground equipment outside the building will need to be kept to the 

operational minimum and designed and located in such a way as to preserve 
or enhance the setting of the pumping station and also the character and 
appearance of the Lots Village Conservation Area, which has recently been 
designated and includes the site. The surfaces should be restored in granite 
setts to preserve and improve the setting. It is important that the development 
ties into the design approach adopted for the Thames Tideway Tunnel. 

 
4.3.16 The phasing of the construction at the proposed site and the Thames 

Tideway Tunnel should be looked at carefully to try to minimise the impacts of 
the project. If phasing is not carefully planned the Borough could potentially 
be impacted for many years mainly through traffic generated in nearby sites. 
The integration of this project and the Thames Tideway Tunnel should be 
looked at carefully to achieve a successful reduction of impacts.  
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5 Issues common to all sites 
 
Planning Policies 

5.1 The Site Suitability Report mentions the Borough’s Core Strategy policies 
regarding amenity, ecology, heritage and public realm, trees, transport, 
sustainable construction and flooding. It is important that the policies included 
in the recently adopted (3 December 2014) Conservation and Design and 
Miscellaneous Matters are taken into consideration. Also all relevant the 
Supplementary Planning Documents should be considered (Noise; Transport; 
Air quality; Trees and Development; Access; and Planning Obligations SPDs). 
The Planning Obligations SPD explains the type of contributions the Council 
considers for planning applications.  

 
Further environmental assessments 

5.2 A full environmental impact assessment is proposed for the project and it is 
planned to develop a Code of Construction Practice and Construction 
Environmental Management Plan to consider different impacts. These 
documents should also take into account NOx and PM10 emissions and 
consider in the assessment environmental impacts, including noise and 
vibration generated by the development traffic as well as the 
demolition/construction dust and noise emissions.  An air quality and noise 
impact assessment taking into account the emissions from traffic generation, 
the development site and the cumulative impacts of other construction sites 
(including associated traffic) at each of the sites and along affected transport 
routes should be undertaken. All sites have sensitive receptors in close 
proximity and these should be identified.  The assessment should use the 
Mayor’s Supplementary Planning Guidance: The Control of Dust and 
Emissions During Construction and Demolition to develop mitigation 
measures for the project. It is likely that air quality and noise /vibration 
monitoring will be required and proposals for this should be included. A 
number of ventilation columns will be constructed and therefore odour and 
noise emissions will also be a consideration.  

 
5.3 The Council is currently preparing a Code of Construction Practice with the 

aim of setting requirements for the control of noisy construction works. This 
code is planned to be in draft form in early 2015 and is likely to be in place for 
the determination of this project as a planning application.  

 
 
 Equality Impact Assessment 
5.4 An Equality Impact Assessment should be carried out by Thames Water for 

phase 2 consultation. It should assess the impact on residents similar to the 
Environmental Impact Assessment suggested for impacts on Ecology. This is 
needed to ascertain the impact the projects would have on residents and 
people working and leaving nearby (i.e. noise, safety, accessibility etc.). 

 
Cumulative impact with other developments 

5.5 It is paramount that cumulative impacts with other consented developments 
such as Crossrail, Earl’s Court, Kensington Olympia, Thames Tideway 
Tunnel, and other developments are taken into consideration.  
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 Capacity of the Sewer Alleviation Scheme 
5.6 The Council would like to know if Thames Water has taken into consideration 

any major proposed development such as Old Oak Regeneration Area and 
White City. It is paramount that the scheme is future proof to ensure there is 
enough capacity for potential new developments whilst reducing flood risk.  

  

 
 
 


