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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 This report seeks a key decision to approve the Council’s response (Appendix 1)        
to Thames Water’s Counters Creek Storm Relief Sewer Phase 2 public 
consultation held between 12 January 2016 and the 5 April 2016.  

1.2 The need for the scheme is not questioned. The Council supports the principle of 
Thames Water’s holistic solution to the problem which includes the storm relief 
sewer. However, the Council is concerned about the construction impacts of the 
project which will need to be fully addressed by Thames Water in the 



Environmental Impact Statement submitted with the planning application. The 
Council’s proposed response provides comments on the following issues: 

 Acknowledgement of the need for the project. 

 Preferred sites and general construction impacts. 

 Planning designations of the sites (policy and constraints). 

 Outline of the construction impacts of the project on heritage, transport, noise, 
vibration, odour, land quality, air quality, ecology, socio-economics, water 
resources, flood risk, cumulative impact, mitigation measures, effect of satellite 
sites and construction logistic sites, and the permanent structures left on the 
sites. 

 All of the above includes consideration of the impact on local residents and 
businesses. 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.1 I recommend that the Cabinet Member for Planning Policy, Transport and Arts 
approves the response (Appendix 1). 

3. REASONS FOR DECISION 

3.1 The Royal Borough has suffered a series of flooding events, the most recent in 
2007. The main problem comes from the ingress of rainwater into the 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). Since 2007 the Council has been working closely with Thames 
Water to address sewer water flooding. 

3.2 The Council supports the holistic solution to the problem proposed in the 
consultation. This includes the storm relief sewer, the installation of positively 
pumped devices to stop the sewers surcharging into the properties, the increase 
of SuDS (sustainable urban drainage systems) to reduce surface water run-off 
entering the sewers and a series of sewer upgrades at different locations. 

3.3 The response to the consultation sets out the impacts that the construction and 
permanent structures in the proposed sites in the Borough will have and the 
ways of potentially mitigating them. This response will be taken into consideration 
when the proposed scheme reaches the planning application stage (without 
prejudice to its determination). 

4. BACKGROUND  

4.1 Ofwat approved the funds needed to undertake the Counters Creek Flood Storm 
Relief Sewer in December 2014. Since then, the project has undergone several 
rounds of consultations: Phase 1 consultation took place from November 2014 to 
February 2015. An interim consultation took place in May and June 2015. 
Thames Water organised a series of engagement events during November and 
December 2015 on the preferred sites which were taken forward to the Phase 2 



consultation: Cremorne Wharf, Maclise Road car park and woodland adjacent to 
Kensington Olympia, and Holland Villas Road. Thames Water is aiming to submit 
a planning application in the spring/summer 2016 and, if planning permission is 
granted, construction will commence in 2017 and finalise in 2020. 

5. PROPOSAL AND ISSUES  

5.1 The consultation documents from Thames Water can be found here 
(http://www.thameswater.co.uk/counterscreek/). Thames Water proposes to 
intercept several sewers and collect flows from them at five points (see Figure 1 
below). Three of those five points are located in the Borough. One of those sites, 
Maclise Road car park and woodland adjacent to Kensington Olympia, is a 
shared site with Hammersmith & Fulham. Thames Water’s preferred sites are 
those which Thames Water suggests will allow protection for a larger amount of 
properties whilst minimising disruption for local residents. 

 

Figure 1: Proposed storm relief sewer and preferred sites in both boroughs. 

5.2 The main drive site (point 1 in Figure 1) has changed since the Phase 1 
consultation from Maclise Road car park and woodland adjacent to Kensington 
Olympia to Cremorne Wharf.  

5.3 Overall, the site dimensions and the construction impacts of the preferred sites 
have been reduced since the Phase 1 consultation. However, the proposed 24-
hour working for the Cremorne Wharf, and to a lesser scale, in Maclise Road car 
park sites is a significant concern. The table below shows detailed information for 
the Borough’s sites. 

http://www.thameswater.co.uk/counterscreek/
http://www.thameswater.co.uk/counterscreek/


 

Site Construction Structures left on site 

Cremorne 
Wharf 

Duration of the works: 4 
years. 
Use of river to transport 
materials and reduce 
HGVs movements. 

Ventilation columns and a Kiosk 
(dimensions to be decided). 
Potential integration with the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel could 
reduce the structures left on site. 
 
Will be returned as a wharf 

Maclise Road 
car park 
(Kensington 
Olympia) 

Duration of works: 26 
months. 
Will integrate with Holland 
Villas Road site and the 
operation of Kensington 
Olympia. 

Air management building 
integrated with ventilation 
columns and manhole covers. 

Holland Villas 
Road 

Duration of works: 20 
months. 
Site reduced from Phase 
1 consultation. 
Traffic Order Revision 
may be sought during 
construction. 

Ventilation column and a kiosk.  
 

 

5.4 The Council’s proposed response to the Phase 2 consultation is attached as 
Appendix 1 and addresses all the potential impacts during construction and 
operation. Comments on the size and location of the permanent structures left on 
site are also included in the Council’s response. Clarification is requested 
regarding the capacity of the sewer and the impact of major developments within 
the Counters Creek catchment (such as at Old Oak Common and Park Royal). 

5.5 It is worth noting that an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) scoping 
opinion has been submitted by Thames Water to ensure the EIA statement 
addresses all the impacts and proposes appropriate mitigation measures.  

5.6 Maclise Road car park and woodland adjacent to Kensington Olympia 
station construction site. The construction period is proposed to be 26 months. 
The spoil will be transported by road although an explanation is needed as to 
why rail transport is not used in this case.  

5.7 There are two shafts proposed in the site (Figure 2): a drive shaft in the north of 
the site and an interception shaft in the south (which will intercept the 
Hammersmith storm relief sewer-Duplication branch). The drive shaft is proposed 
to be 25m deep whilst the interception shaft will be 12m deep. The rest of the 
infrastructure provided includes internal structures, ancillary equipment and the 
installation of an active air management building and screen with an associated 
ventilation column of up to 10m high and 2.5m diameter and a kiosk to house the 
electrical equipment. It is understood that the kiosk could be incorporated into the 
air management building but confirmation is needed.  

 

 



5.8 The entire woodland area, which is designated as a Site of Borough Importance 
for Nature Conservation, will be taken for construction.  

5.9 It is understood that there will be no noise from the air management building 
during operation. Maintenance access will be required with a full inspection of the 
main sewer every 10 years and the penstocks more regularly. Access to the 
kiosk and the ventilation structures will be required regularly. 

5.10 The Council’s proposed response (Appendix 1) focuses on the construction 
impacts, including the fact that the woodland will be destroyed during 
construction and the bulk and location of the structures left on site. 

   

Figure 2: Maclise Road car park and woodland adjacent to Kensington Olympia 
station construction site.  

 

5.11 Holland Villas Road site. This site is proposed to be an interception and 
reception site, receiving the tunnel boring machine from the smaller tunnel driven 
from the Maclise Road car park and woodland adjacent to Kensington Olympia 
site. Construction will take 20 months and the spoil from the tunnel will be taken 
out from the Maclise Road site. 24-hour working is not proposed for this site. 
 

5.12 The site falls within the Holland Park Conservation Area. The area surrounding 
the site is mainly of a residential nature. Cardinal Vaughan School is directly 
adjacent to the site’s boundary.  



 
5.13 There is proposed to be an interception and reception shaft 20m deep which will 

allow the interception of the Counters Creek sewer. Cleaning and strengthening 
of the Counters Creek sewer would also be completed. The tunnel boring 
machine from Maclise Road car park will be removed here. The road will need to 
be closed to traffic and some sections of the public footpath along the road and 
Lower Addison Gardens will also be used for the site. About 32 on-street-parking 
spaces and a motorcycle zone will be affected. More parking spaces will be 
needed on a temporary basis on Upper Addison Gardens. 
 

5.14 The permanent structures left on site are proposed to include manhole covers, 
associated underground infrastructure, ventilation columns for passive ventilation 
of up to 1.5m diameter and 6m high and a glass reinforced plastic (GRP) kiosk. 
The site information paper shows two different layout options for the 
infrastructure left behind. It appears that both options will result in a loss of 
parking spaces. The ventilation columns are too bulky and their massing should 
be reduced.    
 

5.15 The Council is very concerned about the impact given that the site is highly 
constrained and close to residential properties and the school. Thames Water is 
proposing the use of acoustic barriers around specific equipment and operations. 
The EIA will contain more information regarding the detail of the impact and 
mitigation measures. 
 
 



 

Figure 3: Holland Villas Road construction site.  

 

5.16 Cremorne Wharf site (Figure 4) has now been changed to the main drive site. 
Construction is proposed to last for four years with 19 months of proposed 24-
hour working. The site is directly adjacent to the listed Lots Road pumping 
station. Cremorne Wharf has Safeguarded Wharf status in the London Plan and 
it is also the only designated waste management site in the borough. The site is 
within an Employment Zone designated in the Local Plan.  

5.17 The surrounding area is predominantly residential in character and has a 
secondary school: the Chelsea Academy. Two large developments are planned 
in close proximity:  the Thames Tideway Tunnel and the redevelopment of the 
Lots Road power station. Improvement works to the National Grid London gas 
mains are also planned in Chelsea Embankment. 

5.18 Construction is proposed to involve jetty and river wall works and the provision of 
two interception chambers and two shafts to intercept the Walham Green sewer 
and the Low Level No1 interceptor sewer and will join the flows to the new 
Counters Creek storm relief sewer. These flows will then be connected to the 



Thames Tideway Tunnel via a connection tunnel. The depth of the drive shaft will 
be about 40m.  

5.19 Temporary pumping facilities are proposed to be accommodated in one of the 
shafts to assist the existing pumping station until the Thames Tideway Tunnel 
becomes operational. There are still a number of questions regarding the 
integration with the Thames Tideway Tunnel which could have an impact on the 
site layout and infrastructure left onsite.  

5.20 There are proposed to be two temporary extensions with areas of 100m2 and 
140m2. into Lots Road with a single lane closure at the two entrances to the site. 
The western end section of the brick wall in front of the pumping station will be 
temporarily removed and the curve of the pavement line modified for lorry 
access.  

5.21 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. Acoustic barriers and buildings are proposed to reduce noise 
impact. Is it important that any temporary lighting is carefully located so that 
residents are not disturbed during the hours of darkness. 

5.22 The permanent structures left are proposed to include manhole covers, 
associated underground infrastructure and two ventilation columns used for 
passive ventilation. The dimensions of the ventilation columns are 0.9m in 
diameter and up to 6m in height. A kiosk will be installed in the pumping station 
to house telemetry and control panels for penstock operation.  

5.23 One of the main concerns for this site is the proposed 24-hour working. The 
implications of continuous working could be extremely detrimental to this 
residential area, particularly at night. It is not clear if the proposed acoustic 
buildings will protect residents efficiently. It is also not understood if continuous 
working will also mean lorry movements, which could cause additional noise.  

5.24 The need to take into consideration the cumulative impact of the site with the 
construction of the Thames Tideway Tunnel, the redevelopment of the Lots Road 
Power Station and other programmed works (including Earl’s Court and the 
National Grid London gas mains) has also been included in the Council’s 
response. 



 

Figure 4: Cremorne Wharf construction site.  

5.25 It is expected that Thames Water continues engaging the public before the 
planning application is submitted later this year. 

5.26 Apart from this project, Thames Water is also researching the proposed sewer 
upgrade works. Regarding the need for planning permission, it is Thames 
Water’s view that the underground works would largely be covered by permitted 
development rights (i.e. do not require planning permission), but that the above 
ground works such as new manholes and ventilation columns would require 
planning permission. These works will be taken into consideration in the EIA 
submitted with the planning application to understand their cumulative impact 
and whether the works fall within ‘permitted development’ or not. 

6. OPTIONS AND ANALYSIS  

6.1 The following options are available: 

 Approve the Council’s response to the consultation as attached in 
Appendix 1; 



 Approve the Council’s response to the consultation as attached in 
Appendix 1 with amendments; 

6.2 Not approving the Council’s response is not considered a reasonable option as 
this would not enable the Council to ensure the protection of residents’ amenity 
and to minimise the impacts of the project.  

7. CONSULTATION 

7.1 The draft response will be discussed at the Public Realm Scrutiny Committee 
meeting on the 21st March 2016. 

7.2 Thames Water is coordinating the public consultation on this project. The Council 
will undertake further public consultation as part of its statutory role as Local 
Planning Authority relating to any forthcoming planning application. 

8. EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS 

8.1 An Equality Impact Assessment should be carried out by Thames Water to 
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 living nearby (i.e. 
noise, safety, accessibility etc.). 

8.2 In the draft response, it is proposed that the Council ask Thames Water to 
provide an Equality Impact Assessment to accompany the planning application 
submission. 

9. PROPERTY IMPLICATIONS  

9.1 Cremorne Wharf is Council-owned and it is paramount not to blight any potential 
future use. Property Services officers are in dialogue with Thames Water to 
ensure this. 

10. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

10.1 The Council’s comments are provided without prejudice to any future 
determination of any associated planning application. As standard, such a 
planning application would be determined in accordance with the Development 
Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise as required by Section 
38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

11. FINANCIAL AND RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS 

11.1 The Group Finance Manager, Planning and Borough Development/Corporate 
Services, has been consulted and comments that the Planning and Borough 
Development Service Group is leading on the flood related matters within the 
Borough. The flood related work is being funded via the Lead Local Flood Grant 
allocation. No direct financial implications are expected for the Service Group 
budget from this report. 

 



 

Graham Stallwood 

Executive Director of Planning and Borough Development 

 

Local Government Act 1972 (as amended) – Background papers used in the 
preparation of this report 

Appendix 1 – The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea response to the 
Counters Creek Storm Relief sewer phase 1 consultation 
 
Contact officer(s): Patricia Cuervo, Senior Flood and Water Management Officer, The 
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, email: Patricia.Cuervo@rbkc.gov.uk, 
telephone: 020 7341 2605. 
 

Cleared by Finance (officer’s initials):  AS 

Cleared by Legal (officer’s initials): SL 
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Appendix 1 
 
The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea response to the 
Counters Creek storm relief sewer Phase 2 consultation 

1. Introduction 

 
1.1 The Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Phase 2 

consultation for this infrastructure project. The Council’s comments 
are provided without prejudice to the future determination of any 
associated planning application. 

 
1.2 This scheme is complex and it is important that residents and the 

public understand clearly the implications of the construction sites. 
The Council raised concerns during the interim engagement stage 
regarding the quality of the information available during the 
consultation. The Phase 1 consultation and Engagement Process 
Feedback report explains that our previous comments were 
addressed mainly by including different sections about construction 
and operation in the Site Information Papers. These documents 
explain in lay terms the different construction impacts and provide 
useful drawings. However, all of different phases' impacts could have 
been explained in a more understandable way, within the same 
drawing. The key information boxes included in the first page of each 
site are particularly useful. However, the typical working hour tables 
do not seem to correlate fully with the construction phases figures. 
This can raise unnecessary concerns for residents principally with 
regard to the extent of the 24-hour working. The planning application 
should have more detailed information about when, within the 
construction process, exceptional working hours will be required 
(being those extended or continuous working hours).  

 
1.3 The Site Suitability Report for Cremorne Wharf appears not to have 

been updated since the Phase 1 consultation. It is noted that the 
updated report was uploaded on the site's webpage in late January, 
after the consultation started. The information contained in these 
reports should show clearly what has been updated since this time. 
Any construction drawings included in these reports should have also 
been included in the Site Information Papers to increase clarity and 
transparency.  

 
1.4 This consultation explains the preferred sites but does not include all 

the details and some options within the sites that are still being 
considered. This has caused concern for residents. Also, the 
proposal only shows the sites, but not the full tunnel route in detail. 
The full implications of the construction impacts will only be 
understood when the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is 
submitted. If this information had been available during this 
consultation, residents and Council officers would have been able to 
understand the implications better. Although the Council’s response 



largely relates to planning issues, it is expected that Thames Water 
reaches a satisfactory agreement to compensate those residents 
severely affected by the project, separate to the planning process.  

 

2. The need for the proposed sewer and preferred sites 

 
2.1 The Council does not question the need for the overall flood 

alleviation scheme as sewer flooding is a reality for the Council’s 
residents. The most severe flooding event occurred in 2007. The 
main problem comes from the ingress of rainwater into the combined 
sewer system which is overwhelmed and backs up into the lower part 
of properties (basements or lower ground floors). It should be noted 
that basements are more vulnerable to this type of flooding but there 
is no evidence that they cause flooding in themselves.  

 
2.2 The scheme will have a considerable impact on our residents during 

construction. Nearby strategic developments in the Counters Creek 
area such as at White City and Old Oak Common should be taken 
into consideration when calculating the infrastructure required 
addressing both increased foul flows and surface water runoff. The 
Council requests that Thames Water submit the following information 
along with the planning application: the approximate/average 
percentages of sewer capacity used for surface water run-off and foul 
flows, both existing and forecasted after the proposed storm relief 
sewer is built. The Council will also need information regarding peak 
flows to understand existing and future flood risk after all the 
proposed development in the area is built.  

 
2.3 Since the Phase 1 consultation and interim engagement, there have 

been changes to the preferred sites: Cremorne Wharf has been 
changed from an interception site to a drive site. This will lead to an 
intensified and longer use of the site. Synergies with the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel project should be maximised to reduce the impact of 
both projects. Maclise Road car park and woodland adjacent to 
Kensington Olympia is no longer proposed as the main drive site but 
as the drive site for two secondary tunnels to link with Holland Villas 
Road and the car park at the Tesco superstore in the London 
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF). The site of the 
woodland at Maclise Road, which is a Site of Borough Importance for 
Nature Conservation, will be almost completely occupied during 
construction meaning that the trees will have to go. Holland Villas 
Road is a very constrained reception site close to the originally 
proposed site (Upper Addison Gardens).  

 
2.4 Although it is acknowledged that a lot of effort has been put into 

reducing the sites' footprints and negative impacts, the overall 
cumulative impact in the area should be addressed in a way that 
impacts on residents are reduced to an acceptable level. 



3. Project Impacts 

 
3.1 The consultation documents include information papers covering a 

range of issues relating to the project: the need for the project; how 
Thames Water chose the preferred sites; timescales; planning 
permission and EIA processes; how the storm relief sewer will be 
built including the tunnel drive strategy and how it will minimise 
impacts during construction, including transport impacts. These 
documents are helpful and informative. 

 
3.2 There is no doubt that the construction impacts are significant and 

will last for years. The number of sensitive receptors in very close 
proximity to the sites is high: from residents to students and visitors, 
from trees to whole habitats, from listed buildings to conservation 
areas. All of the potential impacts both during construction and 
operation need to be thoroughly addressed and adequate mitigation 
measures should be proposed in the EIA. Without this information the 
Council will not be able to assess whether there is adequate 
mitigation in place and this will only result in objections being made.   

 
3.3 The typical construction hours are 7am to 7pm with one hour of 

setting up and  closing down at the beginning and the end of the 
shifts which are assumed to  be less noisy. However, this is not 
normally the case. Night time and 24-hour  working are also 
proposed. The Council has recently adopted the Code of 
Construction Practice. Thames Water will need to consider the 
implications of the Code for the construction of the three sites. The 
key aspect of the draft Code is a reduction of the permitted hours for 
noisy construction work. The implications of continuous working are 
that it could be harmful to residents who surround these sites, 
particularly at night. The EIA should include different scenarios in 
relation to the duration of construction works if extended and 
continuous hours are not permitted. It is expected that this will extend 
the construction period, but there is no information about how long 
for. 

 
3.4 Thames Water suggested in the Phase 1 consultation that it will 

develop a Code of Construction Practice and a Waste Management 
Strategy to reduce the construction impacts. These documents 
should be submitted with the planning application. The EIA, Air 
Quality Management Plan, Code of Construction Practice and 
Construction Environmental Management Plan should 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. Residents, students, 
visitors, local stakeholders and any other sensitive receptors in close 
proximity to 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.  

 
3.5  The site information papers and suitability reports state that air 

quality monitoring locations have been agreed with the Borough and 
mitigation is required to address gaps in the air quality monitoring 
data. The information papers for the preferred locations simply state, 
“Collect a minimum of 6 months diffusion tube data at the site 
access/egress or other point of access to the major road network”. 
However, Monitoring locations have only just been provided and 
these are yet to be reviewed. There will need to be ongoing 
discussion with the Council on this point. 
 

3.6  The site specific documents make reference to “Local residents 
should be informed in advance of the proposed works with an 
explanation that the dust deposits over the construction period would 
be non-hazardous. Residents should be provided with contact details 
to use should they have any concerns. Standard dust control 
measures will minimise any effects of fugitive dust on residents.” This 
non-hazardous statement should be elaborated upon and detail 
should be provided as to how this statement will be fully supported in 
the air quality assessment (clarity is sought on whether this would 
involve sampling of dust material, for example). 

 
3.7 The use of the river during construction is supported. It is understood 

that river transport could save about 12,000 lorry movements. Barge 
operations are included as continuous (24-hours) work. These 
operations should be carried out in a way that minimises noise and 
disruption. Thames Water propose to reduce the impact of transport 
by agreeing lorry movements and hours, producing a travel plan for 
workers and requiring them to travel to and from the site either by 
public transport or a shuttle bus. As proposed, any road, pedestrian 
or cyclist diversions should be properly programmed and 
implemented to reduce negative impacts and accidents. Restrictions 
to property access should also be kept at a minimum and its impacts 
minimised. 

 
3.8 It is important that the construction site layout reduces to its 

maximum the land uptake and minimises the impacts to residents 
(noise, vibration, dust, lighting, odour) ensuring the most noisy 
activities are located away from residents. 

 



3.9 Operational impacts are expected to be minimal, mainly reduced to 
the number and dimensions of the structures left behind to access 
and ventilate the infrastructure. Of particular concern is the 
dimension of the ventilation building in the woodland and the number 
of ventilation columns in Holland Villas Road. The structures needed 
for the ventilation of this sewer seem much bulkier than the structures 
proposed for the Thames Tideway Tunnel which is not understood. 
The ventilation strategy should be explained in detail at planning 
application stage. The proposed structures left behind will be 
scrutinised from several angles: from health (odours, air quality), to 
environmental (noise) and conservation (impact on the built 
environment).  It is important that maintenance visits are rationalised 
to ensure residents and users of the sites are disrupted as little as 
possible. 

 
3.10 The potential use of the centre of Holland Park roundabout as an 

inland site as a central logistic yard with offices and welfare facilities, 
is mentioned in the paper ‘Transport’. A river site is also mentioned 
but it has not been identified. These sites are welcome as they could 
alleviate the impact on any of the proposed sites. However, the use 
of Holland Park Roundabout would prevent a planned east west 
cycle route from being delivered and is likely to be objectionable. 
Although there is an existing service lane in the middle of the Holland 
Park Roundabout’s central island, it is lightly used. The more 
intensive use of this facility could have traffic impacts as access to 
and egress from the site would be amidst heavy circulating traffic 
flows on the roundabout.   

 
3.11 Most of the preferred sites have satellite sites which are necessary, 

either to access the sewers or to aid construction. It is important that 
the use of the inland site, river site, and satellite sites does not lead 
to higher congestion on the roads. The impacts of using them should 
be shown on the EIA.  

 
3.12 Some details of the proposed construction traffic management 

arrangements have been included within the Phase 2 consultation 
materials. These do not constitute a transport impact assessment. 
Such assessments are yet to be undertaken. Indeed the scoping for 
this work is only underway now. 

 
3.13 Cumulative impact of the construction of the proposed sites along 

with other developments should also be included (Crossrail, Earl’s 
Court, Kensington Olympia, Thames Tideway Tunnel, Lots Road 
power station, National Grid works, etc). The cumulative assessment 
should consider all the construction impacts: air quality, transport, 
dust, noise, vibration, lighting etc. The EIA should also look at the 
impact of using the main drive site (Cremorne Wharf) for both 
projects: the Thames Tideway Tunnel and the Counters Creek storm 
relief sewer (the number of shafts needed and the duration of works 
if phasing of both schemes is required).  



 
3.14 There will be utility diversion works before construction starts. The 

Council needs to understand the duration and level of disruption of 
these works. A programme of local sewer improvements is also put 
forward as part of the solution. Information about these related works 
should be submitted at planning application stage as part of the EIA 
and Construction Environmental Management Plans mentioned in 
the information paper: ‘Being a good neighbour’. 

 
3.15 The need to keep the public informed during construction is included 

in the same paper. The Council welcomes the proposal which 
includes a website that has information on the progress of the tunnel 
boring machine and the 24-hour telephone help line. Clear 
communication channels between contractors, subcontractors, 
Thames Water, the public and the Council should be ensured during 
construction and operation. It is recommended that a Community 
Forum is created to include local stakeholders, residents, schools, 
local business and other members of the public and representatives 
of all the local developments taking place simultaneously. 

 
3.16 An Equalities Impact Assessment should accompany the planning 

application. This is required to ascertain the impact the projects 
would have on residents and people working and living nearby (i.e. 
noise, safety, accessibility etc.). 

 
3.17 Even though the Council understands the need for the scheme, it is 

important to note that the scheme will not be supported unless 
Thames Water can demonstrate that the construction and 
operational impacts are satisfactorily mitigated. There are currently a 
large number of concerns and unknowns as a result of the lack of 
detail included in the Phase 2 consultation documentation. The main 
concerns relate to construction impacts, the availability of appropriate 
mitigation measures which could reduce impacts to acceptable levels 
and the full integration of the project with the Thames Tideway 
Tunnel to achieve an overall reduction of impacts. The Council has 
responded to the EIA scoping opinion and will require full details of 
the scheme’s impact in the EIA which accompanies the planning 
application. It is expected that other documents which will address 
the project’s impacts and its mitigation measures will also be 
submitted. These will include a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan, Flood Risk Assessment, Transport Assessment, 
Land Contamination Assessment, and Air Quality Assessment. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



4.  Proposed sites 
 

Maclise Road car park and woodland adjacent to Kensington 
Olympia Station  

 
Site construction 

 
4.1 This site is shared with LBHF. Most of the site falls in this Council’s 

jurisdiction, on the opposite side of the railway tracks running along 
the rear boundary to properties along Sinclair Road in LBHF. Next to 
the car park entrance there are two Grade II listed telephone boxes 
(listed in 1987). The site is proposed for the construction of an 
interception shaft site, spur tunnel drive site to Holland Villas Road 
site and an active air management building. There are two shafts 
proposed in the site: a drive shaft in the north of the site and an 
interception shaft in the south (which will intercept the Hammersmith 
storm relief sewer-Duplication branch). The drive shaft will be 25m 
deep whilst the interception shaft will be 12m deep. The rest of the 
infrastructure provided includes internal structures, ancillary 
equipment and the installation of an active air management building 
and screen with an associated ventilation column of up to 10m high 
and 2.5m diameter and a kiosk to house the electrical equipment. It 
is understood that the kiosk could be incorporated into the air 
management building but confirmation is needed. The entire 
woodland area, which is designated as a Site of Borough Importance 
for Nature Conservation, will be taken for construction. It is very 
important that the use of this area is reduced as much as possible.  

 
4.2 There are three associated satellite sites to support construction: two 

of those lie in LBHF (Masbro Road and the former Olympia motorail 
car park 4). Elsham Road, in this Borough, will be used for access to 
the sewer through the existing road manholes. Construction will take 
place over 26 months. 24-hour working is proposed for five weeks 
with the rest of the time being 7am to 7pm with an hour to start up 
and close down (less noisy activities). It is understood that the 
tunnelling activities here will not require continuous 24-hours working 
as with the main drive site due to the different method used and the 
smaller dimensions of the tunnel. 

 
4.3 It is understood that there will be no noise from the air management 

building during operation. Maintenance access will be required with a 
full inspection of the main sewer every 10 years and the penstocks 
more regularly. Access to the kiosk and the ventilation structures will 
be required regularly. The proposed rationalisation of the 
maintenance visits is welcome  

 
Impacts 

 
4.4 Transport. All materials to and from site would be transported by 

road, due to the distance from the river and difficulties in exploiting 



close proximity to a railway line. However, further information is 
required as to why rail transport is not to be used to service the 
Maclise Road site in order to satisfy Policies CT1, CT2 and CE5 of 
the Consolidated Local Plan. The site was formerly a rail terminal and 
a connection to the West London Line can physically be achieved. It 
should be possible for trains to join the West London Line at night. 
Given the volume of spoil that could be carried by a set of train 
wagons, the number of movements needed would be low and it 
should be possible to identify the small number of nocturnal paths on 
the rail network required. 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 vehicle marshalling yard for the Olympia 
Exhibition Centre. This works site is being designed so as to avoid 
displacing servicing related to the exhibition centre from the site. 
Nonetheless the need to pass through the marshalling yard will 
impact on its operation to a degree. This should be assessed. 

 
 
4.5 Noise and Air Quality. The site suitability report (SSR) states that 

“this site is less suitable as there are noise sensitive receptors in 
close proximity to the site at high floors. Substantial adverse effects 
are expected at the closest sensitive receptors due to construction 
noise. Any shielding afforded by site perimeter barriers will be largely 
ineffectual due to the height of some of these receptors. (to be 
inserted...) At this stage, it should be noted that the predicted noise 
levels are indicative only, for the purposes of comparison between 
the sites, and are based on an indicative distance between the centre 
of the site and the nearest receptor. A further stage of more detailed 
noise modelling using realistic assumptions for the locations of all 
construction plant is being undertaken to determine if additional noise 
mitigation is required at each site. Initial results from the detailed 
modelling demonstrate that noise levels in reality may be lower than 
indicated in the SSRs”. This statement indicates that this site will 
generate possibly less noise. However, it is expected that the latest 
noise modelling will be reported in the EIA together with the 
proposed noise mitigation measures to be used at this site. Onsite 
power generation should not be needed and power should be 
obtained from the grid. 

 
4.6 In terms of air quality, the suitability report states that “It is unlikely 

there will be any negative impacts on air quality during the 
construction phase with appropriate mitigation in place, or the 
operational phase”. This is not possible to confirm at this stage 
without viewing the air quality assessment. There is inconsistency 
between the conclusions of the environmental assessment which 
determines the site as suitable and the environmental appraisal 
tables in appendix 7 which conclude it is less suitable on air quality 
grounds. This needs to be addressed in the air quality assessment. 

 



4.7 The suggestion that workers would not travel to site by car due to 
public accessibility is welcome and this should be encouraged. A 
generator is expected to operate for 24 hours a day during the 
construction period for lighting and security purposes. It is currently 
not known how this generator will be powered. There is a potential 
for the emission of pollutants close to residential receptors. The site 
information states that for mitigation “The generator should be 
carefully sited as far from residential properties as possible, and 
ideally be selected on the basis of its emissions, given the urban 
nature of the site.” If connection to the grid is not possible, there 
should be a commitment to use a low emission generator in line with 
best practice. 

 
4.8 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 
residential roads 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 

  
4.9 Land Quality. This site, which was part of the Olympia station 

railway sidings and an embankment leading towards Kensington 
Station, became part of a Motorail terminal from 1961 to 1981 and it 
has been used for parking since. An initial check of the Council’s 
records for the site shows that in addition to the uses identified in the 
Environmental Table in appendix 7 of the Site Suitability Report, the 
Blythe Road Brickfield was present adjacent to the car park site to 
the West in the 1860s. Planning approval was granted to infill land 
between former station platforms but it is not known what material 
was used as fill material.  

 
4.10 Some consideration has been given to contaminated land issues 

around the proposed sites. An initial desk based assessment has 
been included in the site suitability report (appendix 7). Greater 
consideration of these issues would have been welcome, including a 
walkover in addition to the desk based work. The desk based 
assessment has not covered ground gas, which is often a risk within 
the borough even where a specific source has not been identified. 
Further consideration should be made of risks from ground gas, 
principally in relation to the tunnel construction phase and any 
ancillary buildings to be constructed on site as part of the final 
development. Environmental enquiries should be made to the 
Council for provision of the local data relevant to the potential 
contamination of these sites. It is likely that a full desk based study 
will reveal the need for further investigation to allow the obtaining of 
site specific information about the geology, lithology, hydrogeological 
regime, and the presence of potential contamination of both the soil 
and perched groundwater.  

 



4.11 There will 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.  

 
4.12 Ecology. Significant concerns remain over the use of the Maclise 

Road Car Park and Woodland site and the proposed loss of 
woodland to accommodate the scheme’s delivery and the permanent 
impact of what remains of this site on completion. The wider and 
longer term effects on the Green Corridor (as defined in the Local 
Plan) should be considered in any ecological mitigation proposals in 
addition to the onsite mitigation which should cause no net loss of 
biodiversity. It would be expected that proposals maximise and 
increase the biodiversity value. 

 
4.13 Maclise Road Car Park and Woodland forms part of the West London 

and District Line designated as a Borough Grade 1 Site of Nature 
Conservation Importance (SNCI). It is also a London Biodiversity 
Action Plan habitat and an important Green Corridor. The site will be 
adversely impacted by the project and could result in a permanent 
loss of woodland habitat and impact biodiversity as a result of 
permanent structures to be installed on completion of the project. The 
Borough Ecological Survey 2014 states the corridor is likely to be of 
importance to reptiles, invertebrates, amphibians, birds and 
mammals. As a result of the proposed plans for this site, European 
protected species such as bats, which are known to forage along the 
rail corridor, could also be impacted. 

.  
4.14 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 the 
rail side habitat for both Boroughs. This is a vulnerable resource as it 
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 
confirm the site offers suitable habitat for mammals and several 
protected species, such as bats and breeding birds, and the 
presence of nationally important species including two rare Red 
Databook Species.  

 
4.15 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 - 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). 
 
4.16 An EIA would ensure that the ecological value of the site is fully 

considered and would demonstrate how it has been considered and 
how it 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 SNCI site and to assess the 
potential change in the SNCI boundary that the Council will 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 assess the amount of habitat loss and that that needs 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. 
 

4.17 It is anticipated that the planning application for the proposal will 
provide full details of ecological surveys carried out and details of 
how impacts to local wider ecological receptors will be minimised. 
Recommendations noted in section 7.10 of the site suitability report 
are welcomed but should be fully detailed as part of the proposal, 
and restoration of original habitat should of better quality and value 
than existing. It should be noted that a green roof does not mitigate 
the loss of woodland, and the green roof should be a biodiversity 
based green roof rather than a standard sedum system.   
 

4.18 Trees. The submitted documents do not acknowledge that all the 
trees onsite are protected by a Tree Preservation Order (TPO – 
13/02). The documents explain that the proposals will involve “a 
substantial amount of tree removal” although the actual details are 
not clear at this stage. Removal of trees covered by a TPO (trees of 
townscape or amenity value) is contrary to the Council’s policy. More 
details are needed to properly assess the proposals although the 



Council would like to minimise the woodland area needed for the 
scheme.  

 
4.19 Flood Risk. The site is located in a Flood Risk Zone 2 and the 

Holland Park Critical Drainage Area which was designated as a result 
of the interaction of surface and sewer water flooding problems. A 
flood risk assessment should be submitted at planning application 
stage to address flood risk during construction and operation. The 
site suitability report explains that there will be an increase in 
impermeable surfaces leading to an increase in surface water runoff 
rates. Sustainable Drainage Systems should be provided to reduce 
surface water run-off as required by the Council’s Local Plan Policy 
CE2e. 

 
Other planning considerations 

 
4.20 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.  

 
4.21 The main construction site does not lie within a conservation area, 

although 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 not to clutter the public 
realm or disrupt views. 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 
improving the existing Transport for London Cycle Hire docking 
station, which, whilst largely within LBHF, the Council would 
encourage.  

   
 
5.0 Holland Villas Road at its junction with Lower Addison Gardens  
 

Site construction 
 
5.1 This site will be an interception and reception site, receiving the 

tunnel boring machine from the smaller tunnel driven from the Maclise 
Road car park and woodland site. Construction will take 20 months 
and the spoil from the tunnel will be taken out from the Maclise Road 
site. 24-hour working is not proposed for this site.  

 
 
5.2 The site falls within the Holland Park Conservation Area for which 

there is an adopted conservation area proposal statement. The area 
surrounding the site is mainly of a residential nature. Cardinal 
Vaughan School is directly adjacent to the site’s boundary. There is 



proposed to be an interception and reception shaft 20m deep which 
will allow the interception of the Counters Creek sewer. Cleaning and 
strengthening of the Counters Creek sewer is also proposed to be 
completed. The tunnel boring machine from Maclise Road car park is 
proposed to be removed here. The road will need to be closed to 
traffic and some sections of the public footpath along the road and 
Lower Addison Gardens will also be used for the site. About 32 on-
street-parking spaces and a motorcycle zone would be affected. 
More parking spaces will be needed on a temporary basis on Upper 
Addison Gardens. 

 
5.3 The Council is very concerned about the impact given that the site is 

highly constrained and close to highly sensitive receptors (residential 
properties and the school). Thames Water is proposing the use of 
acoustic barriers around specific equipment and operations. The EIA 
will contain more information regarding the detail of the impact and 
mitigation measures. 

 
5.4 The permanent structures left on site include manhole covers, 

associated underground infrastructure, ventilation columns for 
passive ventilation of up to 1.5m diameter and 6m high and a glass 
reinforced plastic (GRP) kiosk. The site information paper shows two 
different layout options for the infrastructure left behind. It appears 
that both options will result in a loss of parking spaces. The ventilation 
columns are too bulky and their massing should be reduced. 

 
Impacts 

 
5.5 Transport. This site will occupy the junction between Lower Addison 

Gardens and Holland Villas Road. The full extent of the carriageway 
will be used as well as the eastern footway on Holland Villas Road. 
Pedestrian passage will be maintained on the west site of Holland 
Villas Road albeit via a short detour on Lower Addison Gardens 
around the extent of the works site. Construction traffic will primarily 
access the site from the north and egress to the south (on Holland 
Villas Road) or the west (on Lower Addison Gardens) depending on 
the phase. The extent of the works compound has been reduced 
compared to those presented (for different locations) in earlier rounds 
of consultation. The proposed arrangements are acceptable in 
principle. 

 
5.6 The proposals will have very significant impacts on highway operation 

on these and surrounding streets. Holland Villas Road will not provide 
a vehicular through route for the duration of the works. It will in effect 
become a pair of cul de sacs. Parking suspensions will be required 
adjacent to the works compound to afford motorists sufficient 
opportunity to turn their vehicles. This too will be true at the eastern 
end of Lower Addison Gardens which will also become a cul de sac. 
This part of Lower Addison Gardens will become two-way and this will 
be enabled by the reconfiguration of the junction of Lower Addison 



Gardens with Holland Road. The latter could be disruptive and the 
potential impact on traffic of this intervention must be modelled in 
detail.  

 
5.7 The position of the compound on the highway network will result in 

significant detours for some vehicular journeys. Vehicles that currently 
cross Holland Road on Lower Addison Gardens to reach Elsham 
Road (and onto Russell Road) will need to divert via Kensington High 
Street increasing some journey distances by one mile and increasing 
journey times significantly during peak traffic hours. Whilst the 
number of journeys impacted would be modest the inconvenience for 
those motorists would be significant. Thames Water should consider 
how this impact could be mitigated. The impact of any potential 
mitigation measures identified should be assessed.  

 
5.8 In total 32 car parking bays and a motorcycle bay are proposed to be 

suspended. Whilst the suspension of any given bay will need to be 
fully justified it appears that a large number of suspensions cannot be 
avoided if the works are to proceed. 

 
5.9 The Site Information Paper prepared for this site sets out “typical 

working hours” that extend from 7am to 7pm daily. Potential 
construction traffic hours are not indicated. However, the Council will 
seek to achieve consistency with the Council’s guidance within the 
Basements SPD and (Draft) Transport and Streets SPD (i.e. to limit 
heavy vehicle road movements to between 9.30am and 3pm Monday 
to Friday only). A footnote to Figure 7 implies that heavy vehicle traffic 
could arrive at any time during standard construction hours. This is 
not acceptable. 

 
5.10 The proposal to incorporate the requisite permanent kiosk and vent 

into the boundary treatment of the Cardinal Vaughan School (as mock 
pillars) is supported in transport and highways terms. It appears 
unlikely that these structures could be accommodated on the highway 
without unacceptable impacts on highway function (either pedestrian 
movement or parking supply depending on the design) and will likely 
impact detrimentally on the streetscape contrary to Local Plan Policy 
CR4. Further discussion is required on this matter. 

 
5.11 Noise and Air Quality. The site suitability report states that “this site 

is less suitable due to the high number of sensitive receptors at 
relatively short distances from the site, the high noise level arising 
from construction works and the difficulty in providing effective 
acoustic barriers. Substantial adverse effects are expected at the 
closest sensitive receptors due to construction noise impacts. Any 
shielding afforded by standard site perimeter barriers will be largely 
ineffectual due to the height of some of these receptors. Other 
mitigation, such as the provision of an acoustic enclosure around the 
site, is likely to be necessary to achieve an acceptable level of noise 
mitigation.” It would appear that although this location is less suitable 



in regard to noise impact, other factors  weigh it more favourably. The 
site information paper seems to underplay the noise impact when it 
states that: “Our baseline noise monitoring indicates the main source 
of noise is traffic on Holland Road and to a lesser extent Addison 
Road. An increase in noise above the baseline is expected at times 
during construction but we’ll make every effort to reduce the noise 
impacts on residents”. However, this should be addressed fully in the 
EIA. 

 
5.12 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 
acoustic design of the intended ‘acoustic enclosure’ around the site 
and assessment of the noise propagated to sensitive facades should 
be submitted to the Council for review. There are several 
uncertainties: it is not clear if the ‘acoustic enclosure’ will have a roof 
or if Thames Water could provide sound insulation or temporary re-
housing for the worst affected properties, or what arrangements are to 
be made with Cardinal Vaughan Memorial School to ensure lessons 
and exams can continue. This will need to be addressed fully in the 
EIA. 
 

5.13 The contractors undertaking the work should apply for Prior Consent 
under s61 of COPA 1974. Onsite power generation should not be 
needed and power should be obtained from the grid. 
 

5.14 The potential air quality and noise/vibration impacts arising from 
construction vehicles accessing the site and the shaft will need to be 
reduced and mitigated. The suitability report states that “It is unlikely 
there will be any negative impacts on air quality during the 
construction phase with appropriate mitigation in place, or the 
operational phase”. The Council cannot confirm at this stage whether 
this is correct without reviewing the air quality assessment. 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 network and the increase in construction vehicles and 
access routes must be assessed and mitigated.   

 
5.15 It is noted that the majority of the workforce could arrive at site by 

public transport which is welcomed. The documentation explains that 
there could be a minibus pickup service from a local station or 
personnel could arrive at a separate logistics site, with a minibus 
service to the worksite. If this is required a low emission vehicle such 
as an electric minibus should be utilised to reduce the impact of this 
development. This would support what is stated in the site suitability 
report “it is likely this site would require additional site specific 
mitigation beyond standard mitigation measures if selected to make it 
suitable.” 

 



5.16 The report also states that “a generator is expected to operate for 24 
hours a day during the construction period for lighting and security 
purposes. It is currently not known how this generator will be 
powered”. No mitigation or further information is presented with 
regard to the generator to be utilised on site. If connection to the grid 
is not possible, there should be a commitment to use a low emission 
generator. Best practice, detailed in the Mayor’s Demolition and 
Construction SPG, should be observed. 

 
5.17 Land Quality. This site has not had a historic commercial/industrial 

use so no impacts are foreseen. An initial desk based assessment 
has been included in the site suitability report (appendix 7) and has 
concluded that the site is suitable on land quality grounds. Given the 
likely presence of made ground at the site, some risks may be 
present. The desk based assessment has not covered ground gas, 
which is often a risk within the borough even where a specific source 
has not been identified. Further consideration should be made to risks 
from ground gas, principally in relation to the tunnel construction.  

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

Addison Gardens to the north of the proposed site is an important 
habitat as it provides continuous tree cover. Any impacts to this site or 
to street trees in the proposed location should be set out as part of a 
future planning application. No overall permanent impact should be 
caused to the northern sites and any mitigation should be detailed as 
above. In terms of the Council’s Local Plan Policy CE4, ecological 
enhancement features must be incorporated into the design with an 
aim of generating a net biodiversity gain on the site and incorporate 
features to extend or link Green Corridors and the Blue Ribbon 
Network. 

 
5.19 Trees. It is not clear from the draft layout what the impact would be 

on the street trees in Lower Addison Gardens, the trees in private 
gardens in Holland Villas Road and Lower Addison Gardens and 
trees in the playground in Cardinal Vaughan School. The impact will 
depend on the size and location of machinery being used and to 
accommodate large equipment as this may require drastic pruning or 
even tree removal. An assessment of this possible impact is required. 

 
5.20 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. A flood risk assessment should be submitted at the 
planning application stage to address flood risk during construction 
and operation. The site suitability report explains that surface water 
runoff calculations should be undertaken for the existing and 
proposed site land types to determine whether attenuation will be 
required so as to alleviate the risk of surface water flooding. 
Sustainable Drainage Systems should be provided to reduce surface 
water run-off as required by the Council’s Local Plan Policy CE2e. 



 
Other planning considerations 

 
5.21 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 the school site and the present 
works. These conflicts should be minimised as far as possible.  

 
5.22 The works will need to preserve or enhance the character and 

appearance of the Conservation Area. The proposal to have the 6 
ventilation shafts on the pavement as depicted in the visuals is of 
significant concern.  Consideration should be given to a different 
design approach.  A more suitable approach in this conservation 
area might be an architecturally designed incidental building as has 
been used for ventilation shafts elsewhere in London. The grade II* 
listed Church of St John the Baptist on Holland Road is visible from 
the construction site and there are gardens behind it backing onto 
Holland Villas Road. Of concern is the setting of the listed church. St 
John the Baptist church is on Historic England’s Heritage at Risk 
register because of the condition of its west end masonry and roofs. 
Works should not worsen the condition of the building and 
improvements could be considered. The Council encourages the 
upgrade of the footways as part of the scheme and the delivery of 
streetscape improvements which enhance 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. 

 
 
6.0 Cremorne Wharf  
 
  Site construction 
 
6.1 This site will be used as the main drive site. Construction will last for 

four years. The site is directly adjacent to the listed Lots Road 
pumping station. Cremorne Wharf has Safeguarded Wharf status 
and it is also the only designated waste management site in the 
borough. The site is within an Employment Zone designated in the 
Local Plan. The surrounding area is predominantly residential in 
character and has a secondary school: the Chelsea Academy. Two 
large developments are planned in close proximity:  the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel and the redevelopment of the Lots Road power 
station. Improvement works to the National Grid London gas mains 
are also planned on Chelsea Embankment. 

 
6.2 Construction will involve jetty and river wall works and the provision 

of two interception chambers and two shafts to intercept the Walham 



Green sewer and the Low Level No1 interceptor sewer and will join 
the flows to the new Counters Creek storm relief sewer. These flows 
will then be connected to the Thames Tideway Tunnel via a 
connection tunnel. The depth of the drive shaft will be about 40m.  

 
6.3 Temporary pumping facilities will be accommodated in one of the 

shafts to assist the existing pumping station until the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel becomes operational. The paper: ‘How we chose 
our preferred sites’ (table 3, page 10) mentions the construction of a 
permanent pumping station rather than a temporary one. This should 
be clarified. The site information paper mentions the possibility of not 
building shaft number 3 and relocating shaft number 1 to shaft 
number 3’s location. This should be examined if it means that 
construction time and impacts can be reduced. These options should 
be addressed in the EIA. 

 
6.4 There will also be two temporary extensions with areas of 100m2 and 

140m2. into Lots Road with a single lane closure at the two entrances 
to the site. The western end section of the brick wall in front of the 
pumping station will be temporarily removed and the curve of the 
pavement line modified for lorry access.  

 
6.5 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. Acoustic barriers and buildings are 
proposed to reduce noise impact. Is it important that any temporary 
lighting is carefully located so that residents are not disturbed during 
the hours of darkness. 

 
6.6 The permanent structures left will include manhole covers, 

associated underground infrastructure and two ventilation columns 
used for passive ventilation. The dimensions of the ventilation 
columns are 0.9m diameter and up to 6m in height. Thames Water is 
investigating whether one of the columns can be combined with the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel ventilation column. A kiosk (2m x1.5m x 2m 
high) will be installed in the pumping station to house telemetry and 
control panels for penstock operation.  

 
6.7 One of the principal concerns for this site is the proposed 24-hour 

working. The implications of continuous working could be extremely 
detrimental to the residents in the area, particularly at night. It is not 
clear if the proposed acoustic buildings will protect residents 
effectively. It is also not understood if continuous working will also 
mean lorry movements, which could cause additional noise. All this 
needs to be considered in the EIA along with the need for the 
temporary boundary extensions into the road. Information is not 
available about how reducing the proposed working hours to normal 
working hours will extend the construction period. This information 
should be included with the planning application and used as a 
scenario for the EIA. 



 
Impacts 

 
6.8 Transport. Lots Road connects to the strategic road network 

(Transport for London Road Network) at the Lots Road/ Cremorne 
Road priority junction which is situated 150m to the north east of 
Cremorne Wharf. Cremorne Road is heavily trafficked for much of the 
day. Traffic waiting to join Cremorne Road from Lots Road must 
queue at peak times. Cremorne Wharf, having river access, has been 
chosen as the “drive site” from where the project’s primary tunnel 
boring machine will set off and from where most spoil will be 
removed. This site is situated adjacent to the forthcoming Thames 
Tideway Tunnel and it is proposed to double as one of that project’s 
work sites. The delivery and removal of materials by river would be 
consistent with the Council’s Local Plan Policy CT1 (n) but this 
opportunity must be exploited to the greatest possible degree to be 
fully policy compliant. The Thames Tideway Tunnel project is being 
delivered under a river transport strategy that requires in excess of 
90% of “specified materials” be delivered or removed by river. Similar 
conditions will be imposed on any approval for this scheme. 

 
6.9 These two projects are being implemented by (Thames) Tideway and 

Thames Water respectively. These companies are completely 
independent of one another. As their respective works must both be 
contained within a small area they will need to be accommodating to 
each another. The Phase 2 consultation materials give an indication 
of how the two projects could be delivered in parallel. However, some 
construction details remain to be finalised. Cremorne Wharf Depot 
would appear as a single works site even though two projects would 
be progressing. A site traffic management plan will be required as a 
condition of any planning permission. This will necessarily 
encompass both projects and as a result will have to be consistent 
with the approved Code of Construction Practice for the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel. It is understood that the latter, forming part of a 
Development Consent Order, cannot easily be changed so 
consistency with the Code of Construction Practice will be vital for a 
site traffic management plan to be agreed.  

 
6.10 In order to facilitate barge movements the existing jetty will be 

removed and a temporary platform constructed over the river to 
accommodate two berths for barges and associated loading 
equipment. Appropriate wharf facilities will be provided at the end of 
the project. This opportunity to improve the wharf’s facilities is 
consistent with the site’s “Safeguarded Wharf” status. There are no 
objections to this element of the proposals in transport terms. Indeed 
improved berthing facilities are essential in order to minimise road 
transport impacts. No excavation should occur until the proposed 
berthing facilities are in place. 
 



6.11 The Site Information Paper sets out “typical working hours” that 
extend to 24 hours for some phases of the development. Potential 
construction traffic hours are not indicated. However, there should be 
consistency with the Thames Tideway Tunnel’s Code of Construction 
Practice and the Council’s guidance within the Basements 
Supplementary Planning Document and (Draft) Transport and 
Streets Supplementary Planning Document (i.e. to limit heavy vehicle 
road movements to between 9.30am and 3pm Monday to Friday 
only). A footnote to Figure 7 implies that heavy vehicle traffic could 
arrive at any time during standard construction hours. This will not be 
agreed. 

 
6.12 Figure 7 of the Site Information Paper indicates that during the one 

year long shaft sinking stage the average daily number of lorries 
visiting the site would be twelve. The basis for this estimate is not 
given. The project’s transport impact assessment must assess the 
impact of the proposed works on the highway network on the busiest 
days not just on an average day. Such an assessment should explain 
how both projects would be delivered simultaneously and present a 
cumulative traffic generation profile for the site for the four years. 
Whilst it is understood that the respective project peaks would be 
programmed so as not to coincide, each project’s peak for traffic 
generation would occur against the background of another project 
progressing on the site.  

 
6.13 Thames Water propose that all traffic to the site would come via the 

junction of Cremorne Road and Lots Road save for the largest 
vehicles that would use Ashburnham Road to avoid the need to turn 
sharply at the constrained (eastern) site access. The Code of 
Construction Practice for the Thames Tideway Tunnel does not 
permit the use of Ashburnham Road. The Transport Assessment for 
the Thames Tideway Tunnel included tracking diagrams that 
demonstrated that full length articulated lorries can access and 
egress from the site without using Ashburnham Road albeit facilitated 
by modifications to the wharf’s vehicular accesses. The Council will 
seek to agree similar arrangements for this project. The delivery of 
the tunnel boring machine should take place by river unless the 
Council is satisfied that this is not possible.  

 
6.14 During much of the construction programme, a one way traffic route 

through the site will be put in place with incoming traffic using the 
entrance to the east of the pumping station and outgoing traffic using 
an exit to the west of the pumping station. This arrangement is 
supported. The exit to the west of the pumping station would be 
unavailable for a number of months whilst this part of the site is being 
excavated. During this period the site entrance to the east of the 
pumping station would be used for egress too. The programme 
should ensure that as few road movements are scheduled during this 
period as possible given the limited room for manoeuvre on site. It 
will be required that all vehicles leave the site in forward gear. It is 



noted that this arrangement is not consistent with the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel Code of Construction Practice so presumably their 
work would not progress during this time. It will also be required that 
departing vehicles be held on site until confirmation is received that 
there are no incoming vehicles on approach. Whilst street works are 
occurring on Lots Road the southern footway would be closed and 
suitable diversions would be required. When the works are limited to 
within the site boundary the Council will insist that the southern 
footway be kept open with pedestrian safety being safeguard by 
traffic marshals positioned at the two site access points.  

 
6.15 The proposals involve closing the westbound lane on Lots Road for 

approximately five months. Two-way traffic will be maintained by 
installing temporary traffic lights or traffic marshals. The latter is our 
preference. There is a suggestion that Lots Road would be closed in 
full for a period of a month. This will not be acceptable and must be 
avoided given the importance of Lots Road as a local access route 
and as the only approved construction traffic route for the mixed use 
development at the adjacent power station site. 

 
6.16 During all phases of the development the number of parking 

suspensions in place should be minimised. During phases of the 
development that occur exclusively on site it should be possible to 
limit the number of parking suspensions to five. Many more 
suspensions would be required on Lots Road when street works on 
Lots Road are underway. The number of suspensions will be kept 
under review and procedures will be agreed for further suspensions 
to be made if needed to maintain satisfactory traffic flow. 

 
6.17 Once operational in the early 2020s the storm relief sewer should 

have no material impact on transport networks in the vicinity of 
Cremorne Wharf. All significant impacts would occur during the 
construction phase.  

 
6.18 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. 

 
6.19 Noise and Air Quality. The residential properties in Lots Road 

opposite the site andthe new properties on the Lots Road Power 
Station site are very close to the site. The Chelsea Academy is also 
located nearby which is likely to be a sensitive receptor. The site 
suitability report states that “This site is less suitable due to the 
predicted noise level arising from the night time shaft sinking works. 
Substantial adverse effects are expected at the closest sensitive 
receptors due to these construction noise impacts. Any shielding 
afforded by site perimeter barriers will be largely ineffectual due to 



the height of some of these receptors. Other mitigation, such as 
upgrading the acoustic enclosure around the site to improve noise 
attenuation performance, including use of sound insulating cladding 
and elimination of gaps/holes where possible, and the provision of 
the acoustic building is likely to be necessary to achieve an 
acceptable level of noise mitigation.” The EIA should address all the 
noise implications of construction as this is clearly a significant 
concern. 

 
6.20 The acoustic design of the intended ‘acoustic enclosure’ around the 

site and assessment of the noise propagated to sensitive facades 
should be submitted to the Council for review. There are several 
uncertainties: it is not clear if the ‘acoustic enclosure’ will have a roof 
or if Thames Water could provide sound insulation or temporary re-
housing for the worst affected properties, or what arrangements are to 
be made with Chelsea Academy to ensure lessons and exams can 
continue. This will need to be addressed fully in the EIA. 
 

6.21 The contractors undertaking the work should apply for Prior Consent 
under s61 of COPA 1974. Onsite power generation should not be 
needed and power should be obtained from the grid. 

 
6.22 It is important to point out that this is also the site for the Thames 

Tideway Tunnel. There will undoubtedly be significant cumulative 
effects here from these two projects. If both projects overlap, which 
will be preferred in order to minimise the construction work time at 
Cremorne, then the s61 process will best be done on a time slice 
basis reflecting noisy operations on both projects that occur 
simultaneously. This needs to be addressed fully in the EIA. As there 
could be two separate contractors working on the Cremorne Wharf 
site, this should be managed carefully.  

 
6.23 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 projects in addition to the consideration 
of the site as a demolition and construction site. The suitability report 
states that “It is unlikely there will be any negative impacts on air 
quality during the construction phase with appropriate mitigation in 
place, or the operational phase”. This is not possible to confirm at 
this stage without viewing the air quality assessment. 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 considered carefully to 
minimise potential impacts.  

 
6.24 It is detailed on page 29 of the site suitability report that “The site 

features a poor Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) score, 
indicating that the site is less accessible by public transport, and 
measures such as a minibus service may be required.” Page 13 



suggests the site is not large enough for a large site car park, which 
is welcomed as this would lead to further emissions, and that the 
minibus would run between Imperial Wharf and Fulham Broadway. 
As identified in appendix 7 “Additional vehicle emissions have a high 
potential to interfere with local air quality action plan policies due to 
current exceedances of the Air Quality Objective in the vicinity of the 
site.”  Construction here will be for 4 years, so the Council request 
that transportation of workers should use a low emission vehicle such 
as an electric minibus, as one measure to reduce the impact of the 
development. 

  
6.25 Land Quality. The site has been in use as a wharf since the late 

1800s and is bounded by Lots Road Power station to the south. It is 
noted that some consideration has been given to contaminated land 
issues around the proposed sites. An initial desk based assessment 
has been included in the site suitability report (appendix 7) and has 
concluded that the site is less suitable on land quality grounds. We 
would note that the desk based assessment has not covered ground 
gas, which is often a risk within the borough even where a specific 
source has not been identified. Further consideration should be 
made of risks from ground gas, principally in relation to the tunnel 
construction phase and any additional buildings to be constructed on 
site as part of the final development. There will 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 will 
probably be assessed by the Environment Agency due to the 
principal risks being to the deep groundwater aquifer. 

 
6.26 Flood Risk. The site lies in a Flood Risk Zone 3. A flood risk 

assessment should be submitted at the planning application stage to 
address flood risk during construction and operation. Construction 
works could potentially affect the integrity of the flood defences (river 
wall) which protect the area against tidal and fluvial water. The wall 
should be restored to achieve at least the current level of protection. 
The site suitability report states that “the existing site is comprised of 
hard standing impermeable surfaces. Post construction surface water 
runoff rates from the site are likely to be similar to pre-construction 
rates; therefore no mitigation measures are required. There will be no 
increase in impermeable surfaces.” However, Sustainable Drainage 
Systems should be provided to reduce surface water run-off as 
required by the Council’s Local Plan Policy CE2e.  

 
6.27 Ecology. Cremorne Wharf is on the Thames foreshore which forms 

part of a Metropolitan Site of Importance for Nature Conservation as 
designated within the London Plan. 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. 

 
6.28 The proposal includes the construction of structures on the foreshore 

which 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 EIA for the proposed temporary structure to be built 
including impacts of expected river traffic. 

 there is limited mitigation available for this loss of habitat.  
Consideration around how this could be more adequately mitigated is 
required. Any mitigation should maximise the 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. 

 
6.29 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 or foraging bats.  Recommendations should be made to 
minimise any impact and enhance bat habitat and roosting 
opportunities within any structures on the Lots Road site and 
surrounding area. 

 
6.30 No trees would be directly affected but conceivably some of the 

street trees on Lots Road could be damaged by frequent movements 
of large vehicles. An assessment of this possible impact is required. 

 
Other planning considerations 

 
6.31 The site has several designations:  
 

 Employment Zone 

 Safeguarded Wharf 

 Lots Village Conservation Area which has an adopted Conservation  
Area Appraisal 

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

 The River Thames (including Chelsea Creek) is designated as a Site  



of Nature Conservation Importance (Grade III of Metropolitan 
importance) (related to Policy CE4); 

 The site has been identified as being of medium significance in terms  
of archaeological potential. An Archaeology Survey will be required. 

 The jetty and foreshore are included in the Thames Conservation  
Area which has an adopted Conservation Area Proposals Statement. 

 
6.32 The pumping station is Grade II listed and the adjacent Station 

House to the east is considered to be listed as a curtilage structure to 
the pumping station. Any proposed works of alteration that would 
affect the special interest of the listed pumping station and Station 
House will require prior listed building consent. This would include 
the proposal to remove part of the back edge of pavement boundary 
wall of the pumping station and the presumption is that it would 
remain in place and not be removed to facilitate lorry movement. It 
will also include internal alterations, as it is noted that kiosks are 
proposed for the interior of the pumping station. The consultation 
document refers to “obsolete” equipment in the interior, but it should 
be noted that the list description of the pumping station accords 
significance to the internal equipment, not just the exterior of the 
building, and a proposal to remove interior equipment and fabric may 
be contentious. Any works of alteration externally or internally to the 
Station House would also be likely to require listed building consent.  
 

6.33 The proposal to refurbish the pumping station as part of a separate 
scheme is of concern as they should be dovetailed to ensure that the 
refurbishment is brought forward and completed at the same time as 
the main project. It is important that the pumping station is not left 
incompletely refurbished or redundant without funding after the 
completion of the main project. 
 

6.34 Any subterranean works may impact on the listed fabric of the 
pumping station and Station House in terms of construction vibration 
and settlement. This should be carefully monitored and mitigation 
measures put in place in advance. It is paramount that the listed 
building is protected at all times. Transport movements into and out 
of the site should also take care to protect the listed buildings and 
protective measures should be agreed in advance.  The site welfare 
buildings are proposed between the pumping station and the Station 
House and it is unclear how this fits with the proposed transport 
access point.  Any structure for temporary high level cabins would 
need to take account of the need to protect the listed buildings. 

 
6.35 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 
Station House and the character and appearance of the Thames 
Conservation Area and the Lots Village Conservation Area.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. 

 
6.36 The proposal to combine ventilation shafts with the Thames Tideway 

Tunnel would likely to be of benefit visually and in the context of the 
heritage assets and this should be explored. 

 
 

 


