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CHELSEA CREEK NATURE AREA

INTRODUCTION

extent owned by the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelses. It
has been identified as a Site of Nature Conservation Importance
with a possible additional interest for educational PUurposes.

(1) To provide information on the value 0f the site for nature
conservation through a basic ecological survey.

(111) To identify the level of long term management required to
maintain and increase the nature conservation value of the site.

This should include a Programme of management work with reference
Lo the cost implications and possible schemes to involve school,
youth and local inter&st groups in the management of the site.

Additional requirements were to make- an dssessment of:

(1) The value of the site for environmental education

‘ of super-
vised school and local groups.

(1i) Site access and health and ' safety requirements.

(11i) Possible locations of"viewing points for the general public
and the need for interpretation information on the site.

(1v) Other aesthetic improvements which would benefit the site.

(v) Imprdvéments to adjacent areas.

The study was carried Out during April and May 1392. The results

are presented in the form of a management plan, prepared accord-
'Ng to the format developed by the London Wildlife Trust.
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PART ONE: GENERAL INFORMATION
1.1 Name: Chelsea Creek

1.2 Location: (See figure 1) The site is a tidal Creek of the
River Thames situated upstream of Battersea Bridge, on the bound-
ary between the Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea (RBK&C) and
the London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham. The Creek flows east
into the Thames. That part which is the subject of the present
1s the western-most section, bounded to the west by a
pranch of the Olympia to Clapham railway, and to the east by Lots
Road Bridge. This section is referred to as the Inner Creek
whilst the eastern part, beyond Lots Road Bridge, is the Outer
Creek.

1.3 Grid Reference: TQ 769 263

1.4 Area: c.0.5 hectares

1.5 Tenure: The site is the freehold of the Royal Borough of
Xensington & Chelsea

1.6 Access: There is no official public access to the Creek,
However, 1t is known that anglers frequently utilise the Inner
Creek for fishindg, gaining access via Bonham’s car park. The
south bank of the Creek is reached via a walkway over the lock at
the western boundary.

A gate to the Creek in the southwestern corner is locked, the key
being held by the Borough. It is proposed that the key be made

availlable for use by schools subject to improvements in site
safety.

Scottish Power have ownership over both baﬁks of the eastern
Compartment and there is no public access.

1.7 Maps: The site 1s covered byrthe following published-maps:
. Ordnance Survey, sheet 176, 1:50 000
Ordnance Survey, sheet TQ 27/37 1:25 000
Ordnance Survey, sheet TQ 27NE 1:10 000 N

Geological Survey, sheet 270, 1: 50 000

1.8 Status: The site is zoned in the Kensington & Chelsea Unitary
Jevelopment Plan as a Site of Nature Conservation Importance:. It-
also formg part of the Riverside Site of Metropolitan Importance,
a1planning zone ldentified because of its special character.
f;&nning responsibility is currently divided between RBK&C and
:“e London Borough ©0f Hammersmith & Fulham, with the borough
;Cundary running roughly east-west down the centre of the Creek.

1s
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1.10 Boundaries: On the north bank Bonham’s ar :
. | € responsibl
the boundary from Lots Road Bridge to the RBK&C Depot, whil: EE;

: latter are responsible for the boundary from the w

~ . est of Bonham’
y car par to the railway embankment. It is unclear who has resam >
% siblllty for the southern boundary. -€Spon-
i

14 . 1.11 External Factors: The site is bounded to the north and south

3 py commercial and residential properties. The rec

i) , : ent Chel

3; Ha;bour QEvelOPment has restricted access from the south zig
§ resulted in a loss of surrounding open-space. Bonham’s car park
¥ abuts the Creek to the northeast, the nérthern boundary being

completed by an RBK&C Road Depot. Construction of |

’ ' | . .New boun
f§n01ng-between Bonham’s car park and the Creek 1is neededdgig
will need to be carefully planned to allow for access. °

East of Lots Road Bridge, on the north bank of th -

Underground’s power generation plant toperated by Zciiiiih ?222??
discharges thermal effluent directly into the Creek. This source
of warm water supports an interesting faunal community, attract-
1ng a range or fish from the Thames to feed on the invértebrates
that thrlveiln the equitable water conditions. The fish are
preyed upon in turn by grey herons, which regularly congregaté
around the Creek in good numbers. Alterations in the quality and

quantity of the power station effluent may lead to '
ecology of the Creek. ‘ y L O0 changes in the
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A There is considergble pressure from development in the surround-
1ng area. Protection and sympathetic management will be needed to
ensure that the Creek retains its ecological and amenity value.
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PART TWO: DESCRIPTION

2.1 Physical: The total length of the Creek is approximately 400
metres. However, this management plan is concerned only with tha
area west of Lots Road Bridge i.e. the Inner Creek. at

1.2 Topography: A narrow plateau (c.

1.5 metres wi -
cng the northern edge of the Creek. wide) occurs

- In its wester ' -

lopes steeply down to the level of the tidal Creek, I;p;?:ii?nztlt
v 3 metres below. In the eastern section the plateau dr e-
vertlcally.to the Creek, supported by an old brick retai o
wall approximately 2.5 metres in height. ) Hing

b— () 0 S

The Creek consists of a gently sloping shingle foreshore in its

upper zone, with a lower zone of ‘intertidal mud di
narrow channel of running water. | S5ected by a

The southerp side of the Creek consists of a vertical concret

wa;l 2-3 mgtres in height. A narrow sloping bank occurs above
thls,.leadlng up to the southern boundary fencing. The-concrétz
wall 1s edged with dilapidated, unsafe tubular steel railings,

with related structures, and is retain | :
. ’ ed b
piles and brick walling. y substantial wooden

The western perimetef 1s formed by a metal '

pe sluice structure and
lock that orlglnally Separated the tidal from the non-tidal parts
of the Creek. To either side of the sluice are brick retaining
walls topped by concrete hard standing. .

Lots Road'Bridge forms the eastern boundary of the Creek and is
here retained by wooden Pile and brick walls on either bank.
?.1.3. Hydrology: The Creek is tidal in nature. At low tide water
}g‘the Inner Creek is reduced to 3 shallow, narrow channel which
;}cens eastwards as 1t passes beneath Lots Road Bridge. The Mean
1gh Water Level is approx. 0.75m. above Mean Low Water Level.

This range | '
Wator ge ensures the submergence of the foreshore gt High

2.1.4, Geology & Soils: Alluvium is bein acl' | '

: Lively de ’
2i§;iji?g base and_margins of the tidal éieek. Theyfor§§§;52?
" broi lncorporating a matrix of alluvium, is composed largely
Founa, en rubble, masonry and other infill. The banks and sur-

lng higher areas are man-made, supported by revetments and.

teétaining wall ' ' :
neous ingill_ S, with soils developed from a range GF miscella-
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2.2 Biological:

2.2.1 Vegetation: For the purposes of description Chelsea Creek
has Peen divided into six distinct ecological zones:

Open mud

Lower foreshore
Upper foreshore
North bank
South bank
Walls.

cf the group Xanthaphytacea. Above this, in a band c.2n wide, is

a zone of filamentous green algae and, above this, leading up to

the foreshore, is a z2one characterised by species of the genus
Cladophora. |

Lower foreshore: Confined to the northern shore of the Creek,
this zone is approx. 3m. wide and consists of a gently sloping
shingle shore. It is sparsely vegetated but characterised by the
abundance of grey club rush (Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani) .
Growlng amongst the club rush are frequent individuals of creep-
ing yellow-cress (Rorippa sylvestris). Going further up the
foreshore sea beet (Beta vulgaris ssp. maritima) appears and the
vegetation changes into a distinct upper. foreshore community.

Upper foreshore: Grey club rush is still present as occasional
individuals in this zone but the vegetation is characterised by a
mixed community dominated by docks, notably Rumex obtusifolius,
R. sanguineus and R. cripus, in associlation with the plantains
Plantago lanceolata and P. major. Where mud replaces shingle as
the substrate (mainly in spurs extending out into the lower fore-
shore), dense mats of annual meadow-grass (Poa annua) and float
drass (Glyceria fluitans) occur. The upper fringe of the fore-
shore is subject to less frequent tidal inundation than the lower
2o0nes and consequently supports a less specialised flora. A
tringe community of ruderal plants comprising rough hawkbit
(Leontodon hispidus), Michaelmas daisy (Aster novi-belgii),
Oxford ragwort (Senecio squalidus), ribwort plantain (Plantago

lanceolata) and Creeping buttercup (Ranunculus repens) occur
Nere

North bank: The zone immediately above the mean high water level
1S marked by a sharp transition L0 woody stemmed plants, almost
“XClusively dominated by bramble (Rubus ulmifolius and R. arme-
flacus) on the steep bank. Where the bank ascends to a narrow
Plateau there is a further transition to a ruderal community
Lypified by spreading meadow grass (Poa Subcaerulea), cleavers
(Qalium*aparine), stinging nettle (Urtica dioica) and the willo-
fnerbs Epilobium hirsutum and L., montana. At the eastern edge of
“he north bank, ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and sycamore (Acer
PSeudoplatanus) saplings have become established.

1‘
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gouth bank: The vegetation of the south bank is composed of rank
zrassland and ruderal species. The southwestern corner 1s cha-
~acterised by a small stand of bracken (Pteridium aquilinum). The
1rasses Lolium perenne and Arrenatherum elatius are frequent,
~articularly along the slope that forms much of the south bank.
ocner frequent or abundant species include: red dead nettle
| (Lamium purpurea), red and white clover (Trifolium pratense and
1.8 7. repens), woody nightshade (Solanum dulcamara) and hedge bind-
18 weed (Calystegia sylvestris). Elder (Sambucus nigra) and common
i alder. (Alnus glutinosa) are present as shrubs. |

i i e el e
. i LT ca -
- b _ ! -

walls: The Victorian stock brick walls provide an additional. and
anusual habitat for a number of species whose distribution in the
~rreek 1s limited to this substrate. The west walls, on eilther
side of the lock, are of particular interest and support species
gsuch as pellitory of the wall (Parietaria diffusa), hemlock water
dropwort (Oenanthe crocata) and the thallus liverwort Marcantia
polymorpha (along with two other, unidentified liverworts).
curthermore, common alder has become established within crevices
of the wall in the southwest corner. Buddleia bush Buddleia
davidil is also abundant.

2.2.2 Fauna: Due to the limited nature ¢f this study, an exten-
sive survey of the Creek’s fauna has not been undertaken. Howev-
er, from casual observations over several visits a ‘numpber of
aquatic invertebrate species have been recorded from the fore-
shore, including several species 0f snail, leeches and lumbricid
worms. Further research into the. invertebrate fauna of these
‘'intertidal areas is merited since similar sites along the Thames
to the west are known to hold populations of some noteworthy
species, in particular two species of Red Data Book molluscs.

The following bird species -have been recorded utilising the
Creek: grey heron {(Ardea cinerea), grey wagtail (Motacilla ciner-
ea), pied wagtaill (Motacilla alba yarelli) and mallard (Anas

platyrhyncas). All are characteristic of wetland or waters edge
habitats.

The National River Authority’s Fishery Dept. has made a number of
studies of the fish population of Chelsea Creek as part of a long
term study of the fish population of the tidal Thames. Their
findings indicate that the thermal effluent from the electricity
Fi Generatlng station has contributed to an unusual fish community
Eelng present in the Creek. A permanent population of freshwater
tish (e.g. carp and bream) occurs in association with a more or
: less permanent population of estuarine species, 1including floun-
4 der and eel. In recent years mullett and sea bass have been
) H~ESEHE seasonally, occurring in late summer/early autumn,
Fropably due to the penetration of a saline wedge furthér up the

Th
: aMes than in previous years, p0551bly as a consequence of

~Ought retarded freshwater input.
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~This phenomenon has meant that freshwater fish have become effec-~

rively 1solated in the Creek at certailn times of year and

accougt'for the fact that exceptionally large individuals have
occasion Dbeen recorded e.g. 251b carp. -

may
on

The fish fry population is, likewise, unusual. A mix of fresh
water and estuarine fry have been recorded in exceptional nS _
cers, With up to 3-4000 in a 30 sg.m. area. Some fry have beenum—
such an early stage of development that it is thought possibit
chat they were spawned in the Thames itself and not a Lributar -
The flsh'pOpulation is in a state of dynamic flux in response i'
changes in the water quality of the Thames. >

L ]

2.3 History: The earliest obtainable records of the Creek date
pack to the mid 19th Century when it was used for access by coal
pargeés supplying the Fulham Gas Works. Barges were unloaded in a
ganallsgd section of the Creek, now isolated behind the lock. A
change€ 1in gas production methods rendered the tLransport of céal
in thls way unnecessary. As a result, during the pPresent cen-
tury, the innermost part of the Creek became permanently cut-off
from the Thames by the installation of a sluice. This left a
freshwater pond inland of the Creek which 1s now situated-adja-
cent Lo the Computer Centre within the British Gas complex.

Since the active use of the Creek ceased, it has suffered-fram
neglect and, on occasion, abuse. It has suffered from a gradual
cdegradation as building debris, the remains of surrounding struc-
tures and other rubbish have fallen or been dumped into it.

In 1990 the Department of Transport (DTp) published pPlans showing
the proposed Western Environmental Improvement Route (WEIR). The
gongtrgctiﬁn of this road would have necessitated the complete
Infilling of the Creek. After public consultation and a certain
amount of opposition these plans were dropped by the DTp 1in 1991
lifting the immediate threat to the site. As a result of thé
Proposals however, the ecological value and potential of the
Creek begame more wldely recognised. It has been subseqﬂently
included ln the-deposit stage Unitary Development Plan for Kens-
*Ngton and Chelsea as a Site of Nature Conservation Importance.

f;fthecent Management: Chelsea Creek has been subject to very
Ti;mei ?fnagement. In Sepgember 1990 it was visited by the UK2000
UWw'undaﬁfr Rangers. Using a converted military landing craft
Cons i do e;lcok a clean up Oof the Creek east of Lots Road. While a
accoss ri e amount of rubbish was removed, they were unable to
debp the inner Creek and identified a number of items of large
- ~+S, the removal of which would necessitate the use of a shore

T

ua ’ '

ngsid Crane. With the demise of the UK2000 Thames Project in 1991
tUrther work was carried out.
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PART THREE: SITE EVALUATION AND POTENTIAIL

3.1 Evaluation

Chelsea Creek has been identifji -
- ed as a '
Conservatlon Importance in the poteéntial site of Nature

plan for Kensington & Chelsea.

cresent study, which demonstrates that Ch

. : elsea Creek s
rElﬂth?fY diverse and unusual flora and fauna.'Althgfgﬁrzs .
commin a ing.the banks of the tidal Thames, areas of intertigCe
marsn sSUCh as occur at Chelsea Creek are now an extremely raié

habitat in Greater London Indeed ] '
. . , . in
the site is unique. KenSlﬁgton_& Chelsea termg

Table 1 below shows the feature - S

' | S O0f inte i
evaluates them in regional (Greater Lond0;$5t Toczl Site and
terms:

Table 1: Identification/Confirﬁation Oof Important Features

Site Features
Importance

Regional Local

gy, . » 1. Physiographic
j:;;' Example of a tidal creek ,
it rioa High
'ﬁﬁﬁegdz. Vegetation Types '
R 'y I e
] :{ : e . -
"Lg: .E X s '
'f?i | .Intertldal marsh Average High
gt oy 3: Species H
' “,_1.;':- '*..'.'::_ b
e Plants
F Achoenoplectus tabernaemontani Average High
iangellca archangelica LOW Aig
A s 'wﬁ%rpéta vulgaris ssp. maritima Average H.egage
;3@}%¢%ﬁﬁfmoaisubcaerulea | Low t9n
LR Rorippa amphibia , Average
: i Average High
4 . 4. Animalg ‘
t; ! ‘ r -F.:.:" .
‘é‘ L‘-., “ a:?:'* Grey hErOn . f
St T Low High
s cirey Undsg
IR i ual freshwater/est i ne ]
i A - : uarine fi
f‘mﬁ* Communitjes e High
Tl e * ig High
14
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are ing Rob
1 ufficient to prevent users falling into the Creek.

3.2 Site Potential

cance. T;th suitable arrangements made
nents made rfor safety, it has potential t 1 13

. s 0 bhe u '
ronmental education’and as a public amenity. Fiiised for envs
3.2.1 Site Access/Health and Safety

At present the Creek is wholly unsuitable for-public use

the presence of unstable structures la ' due to
N , ck of suitab
paths and.other health and safety hazards. However, ngi i;;izs

priate improvements the site could be mad *
3 e acc

If access to this part of the site is to be facilitated, a new
!

footpath and entrance would be nec ' '
g . esslitated runnin
inner side of the Bonham’s boundary from Lots Road Brfgéz}ong che

Given the fragility of the foreshore habitat, access to this

part of the site should be discouraged |
vised educational groups. -aged, except for small Super-

ig;ezzuiiwzgi south ba?f 1s theoretically possible,via a gate in
} _ corner. However, this is current]] '

. ) ' y locked and it
;sg 15 not wfthout potential problems. Access via this gate woul§
Ilng users 1nto contact with two potential hazards:

1) The dilapidated

the lock . and unstable railings on the south bank and

-

11} Access to the unsafe wooden platform behind the lock.

E?eczailings and metal structures along the south bank are heavi-
Lorroded and in a state of collapse. Furthermore, they stand

OVer a 3 metre sheer drop i L]
; 3 P into, at low tide, de
ha-g_h tide, 2 metres of water. f f °p mud and, at

While ' - '
Othei E2i1t§Ck itself is structurally sound, . access to it raises
and safety problems. Firstly, the rallings atop it
. ae ' Second-
C€Ss to the lock from either bank would facilitate access

LO the ve
'Y unsafe wooden latfor ' :
areg? D rm that runs through the railwa
D3 Metres above the old course of the Creek. J -l Y

furth
Srmore, the rubbish and debris within

heale
Ealﬁh and safety problem t - '
has n © users: In a number of instances it

Uil '
bank) | t;asp'%nto unstable platforms (particularly on the north
tial rigr ofl' galked °nh may give way. Also there is the poten-
Presence o tgsj;rgﬁfrpm projecting debris and the risk of the
in tna pacterla causing Leptospirosis (Weil’ ]

e Nater cannot be discounted. i F ( s Drsease)

the Creek poses a



iRl i
=y E ) ™ r
k= ?-t.ai_'.‘_'i-‘",,?, R g

- -_“
-t T
o

T
byl

— = ’ o — .
. gk . - oo - [ -r r’
rr; ."_-'t"f ‘_'.J - L] - .y B
el B L L= h e T = eyl o r g iy

¥y

h

[ 'r'l':i'.-

;_J-,ﬂ.}:,f;.--}-r:[:

¢ Ll
T W T

u : T . L] . L. . -
A aadn L W e T L et L T R LY.
1Y . T - 1 vl Ol _ - b Pl 0 -
] A ] : - = [ D i
MRSy T R g e R R e e T e
- - F . . ;r? r s [T . P .
1] . -

T
[ ]

g,
T AT Far b

-i-" 1
& ¥ ;
7 2y T
. 1 = "
!

. L] & s P
‘t‘i;h.'-; - =~ N

B
L
2

3
R
4

Pl Shsarpdedy LN b 2
- :l- bl :T‘rf - . :
I

& fp ‘_lt

LT "
[
- FY
-‘.F

: i‘ I'-_-‘ Pt ]
L " "'.‘i_ '-‘l' -'
Zhids

N ey .r"'l'
el s blallyy, g i, i,

= b L,

ha gt 4
|

uta ol
-y

: ..-["-”._"'T,'* $omm ot
i!‘. 4 -,
L -:ﬂ- e

D a ™
ey

fly
ey

L
i

. g Foor "
I L m Tl
“oh ;.:‘ [
[ g o

’
4%

g =t

20
sqg:‘?-h |
R a U

}IF”:

L] i" " -. 4
v

.. L]
s

"ments will have to be made.

If public access and use is to be permitted, substantial
In particular these would 1nclude -

i) installation of new, secure fences to prevent access to has-
ardous areas; 1i) undertaking substantial repairs tao the plat-
forms and railings; iii) providing safe and level aCCess paths:
i7) making available life belts or other buoyancy aids.

improve-

The Creek is popular with anglers who, despite the hazards out -
lined above, continue to regularly use it. This UsSe 1s unautho-
rised, the anglers gaining access to the creek through neighbour-
ing properties. Their wuse is largely limited to the southern
bank and the lock structures, which are utilised as fishing
platforms at high tide. Any new works aimed at Providing con-
rrolled and limited public access must take into account the
needs of anglers. Failure to do so will create
resentment and antagonism and may lead to vandalism of newly
installed fences.
using the Creek in order for their opinions-to be taken into
account regarding access. The Borough will need to review i1ts
policy regarding angling in the Creek and may need to consider
formalising the situatidn by €ncouraging the establishment of an

association or club to supervise and co-ordinate angling activi-
ties at the Creek.

3.2.2‘ Environmental Education
While Chelsea Creek has tremendous
ronmental education
those reasons outlined

potential as a site for envi-
(for both schools and local groups}), for
above related to access and safety, it may

0ot be possible to fully realise this.

In terms of involving schools or voluntary groups in the clean up
of the intertidal part of the Creek, this should not be encour-
aged for the health and safety considerations stated above.
However, volunteers may be able to play a role in other improve-

Ments to the site, as discussed in detail in the following sec-
tions.

School ﬁisits to the intertidal foreshore, while having direct

educational benefits should be discouraged for the following
reasons-: | |

1) The threat of trampling and other incidental damage to the
fragile intertidal habitat.

R Health and safety considerations as outlined above.

be’ necessary for visiting groups to take a "passive"
from. Deing limitgd Lo one or two viewing platformg and vistas
3. Lots Road Bridge. However, if and when access improvements

- supervised, small groups could be permitted

ace Undertaken,
“SS to thé intertidal foreshore on request.

10
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If the plateau atop the north bank could be adéquately fenc é-
e

from the bank slope and,
with Bonham’s, there is potential for a viewing
established in the northwest corner of the site

excellent views of the entire Inner Creek but woul

i d r '
ther fencing to prevent access Lo the lock and failwayegﬁéie

Platform to be

——
A

An alternative, or even complimentary, location for a viewing

area 1s along the south bank of the site,.
ing area here would require the following

1) The construction of ste -
corner . Ps from the gate in the southwest
11) The complete renovation or replacement of the Platform and

railings along this bank.

not be possible.

&ccesg Co the south bank,
compl}cated by the use of
relating to Chelsea Harbour.

howeverfiappears to be periodically
the ‘adjacent open-space-for events

Informal viewing

)il ;
and obstacles to tom Lots Road Bridge should also be encouraged

gbservation should be removed.

Interpreta

wildl e o tion boards highlighting

f the Creek should be insta

the qatural succession and
lled in association with the

boards sh | rms. Further interpretat i
) ould : . - P ~ation
| be afflxeq to Lots Road bridge on its east and west

. Boards should be vandal and

11

This commands.
fur- -

Development of a view- ~
measures to be taken: s-- .. v
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character of the Creek. However,

7 2.4 Nature Conservation

rhe intertidal foreshore represents a habitat of considerable
existing ecological value and interest and there is little poten-
-:ial for 1lmproving/enhancing this feature apart from the clear-
ance ©of rubblish. This must be undertaken with extreme care tao
winimise damage to the fragile foreshore flora. -

vo new planting should be undertaken on the foreshore and the
vegetation communities should be allowed to develop naturally. In
order to effectively clear rubbish from the north bank it may be
necessary initially to cut-back the dense bramble scrub, allowing
it to regenerate 1in subsequent years.

The ¢reatest potential for improving the nature conservation
interest of the site lies in possible enhancements to the south
pank. The upper part of the bank would be improved visually and
ecologically Dy the planting of scrub species in mixed clumps,
for example hawthorn Crataegus monogyna, blackthorn Prunus spino-
sa, wild rose Rosa canina & R. arvensis., dogwood Cornus sangui-.
nea and guelder rose Viburnum opulus. These would create a more
diverse habitat and encourage a greater range of invertebrates
and birds. The planting of taller species (i.e. trees) may de-
crease the amount of light incident on the Creek and should be
discouraged.

Furthermore, if it were possible to move the southern boundary
fence two metres or so further south, there is potential to plant
and develop a native hedge alongside it.

The temptation to undertake wholesale wildlife enhancement
through extensive new tree planting and the sowing of wildflower
seed mixes should be avoided as this would alter the essential
the adjoining land to the south

rdoes have potential for such improvements.

:T{;;‘3.2.5.Adjacent Land

‘ amenity and
the open space immediately south of the
an occasional site for an events marquee by

There is some potential to enhance the wildlife,
educational value of

Creek. It is used as

‘the management of Chelsea Harbour but could. be enhanced by suit-

able shrub/tree pPlantings around the perimeter (if the position

of underground services permits this) and the sowing of wildflow-
ers.

gurthermore, the boundary fence with the Creek should be replaced
Y.E_Fence giving a more open vista . {although not chain-link). If
gzg:lDlE, it should also be moved two metres or so southwards.
t o euie 0 the land use on either side, there is little potential
fihance the eastern and northern margins of Chelsea Creek.

12




PART FOUR: PRESCRIPTION AND ACTION

? 4.1 General Guidelines
% 4.1.1 Nature Conservation

Section 8 "The Natural Environment",_Policy cDgs -

“...Identification and prot ' :

i rotection of sites

tion importance™ Of nature conserva-
v e

. “oad [
1 -

Policy CD89 : 1.
"To adopt anq encourage the appropriate ‘nature cons
management of sites of nature conservation importance™

(Both of the above policies make s i F 3
. _ eci
Creek (Ref. UDP Para 8.2)]. F _flé reference to Chelsea

ervation ...

N,
-I.J:‘-I‘Ti ™. ’ -

L3
ey R | .

F : .

:?“xaB?EEhZZ;szEECthH Of the site can be gained by designating the

7f'f“intenﬁn;ofsiitUt?ry Locgl Nature Reserve (LNR). The existing
certa;as e site and 1t§ potgntial for educational use would

-}fxmsurt(f merlt sych a-de51gnat}on. English Nature should be

- €d wilith a view to progressing LNR designation. |

k '
* i!*ﬁrg ""!

; : o - 'm‘i'..'.h“}"“:
;3 E? section 3 "Open Space Provision"”, Policy LR16 states: idéﬁﬁi:fg
2 'O encourage the provision of nature gardens and ecolo iéJ?ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁz
gz, sSites for (educational and) community use™” | IHCAL vt
j;; SeEtion 3 para 3.2.1: | | L - %
i s&té'z?engggi;lé recognéges the Thames and its foreshore as a . é
ol onservation importance™ (Thj | 2
%!  CD8Y and Para 8.2) (this relates to CD88, 7
1 .g;ri:" T
.*-E'rr‘ ﬂ!- _'.' P“l‘ t 'q.
i s otect :
ﬂﬂﬁﬁ FHEVEHC;E?cifpgiiniltflwiil also extend to the monitoring and ~£
1 0 A , ila amagin g
af:2a0d pollution. Y Semaging activities such as flytipping #
,~ .4._ }" X '*fll w
2
5

proposed chgnges in the Borough Boundary, until
g L the Boungayles Commission reports back, the RBK&C
nNtaln close liaison with the L.B.H&F to ensure a common

W - APProaq '
fﬁjkfﬁfEfereiieto the. conservation of the Creek, in particular with
: F =4 € to .development proposals within the boundaries of

.
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the following works will be required to improvs -
T - e the
Servatlon value of the Creek: ' P Nature con-

(i) Rubbish clearance. The most effective method of
seavy debris from the tidal Creek is through the use ofI?
ing barge. This could operate in the Creek from mid to h
i submerged debris could be indicated by marker buoys,

QMGVing
? dredg-
1gh tide

(ii) The water clean-up should be complimented b

: Y & sho
clean up. This should concentrate on removing rubbish éiozaSEd
banki1Whll§ aggldlng the fragile habitat of the ihter-tiggi
foresnore. ouch a task could be undertaken b 1 :
volunteers. Y closely superviseq

of rubblsh from the north bank it would be useful

Lo parti
clear the bramblg scrub. However, complete clearangg f;aiéz
Egcommended @s this would render the foreshore too accessible
Furthermore, the bramble provides habitat diversity and jits

(iv) A small scale sCrub planting scheme should b

€ undertaken
the grassy slope of the south bank. Suitable species includg?
haWthi;P (Crataggus monogyna), blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), wilé
rose 0Sd canina & R. arvensis)., dogwood (Cornus s: '
and guelder rose (Viburnum opulus). ’ i ( Canguinea)

‘(:j An apprQach shou}d be made to the owners of the open space to
-the south with the aim of obtaining permission and/or encouraging

(vi} a programme of additional survey' work and on-going monito
| - oni -
“ égglshould be developed, to add to the existing kngwlegge eftgge
.'rﬁﬂLogy 0f the Cregk and to feed back into the management plan-
inﬁg process. Part%cular attention should initially be paid to
€rtebrates associated with the intertidal habitats.

4.1.2 pPublic Access/Safety

To .
rzqiii;;rt%ﬁe safe ‘access to the si;e @ number of works will be
Phase tros ue to the cost implications it may be necessary to
Currept Stetover a number of years. An engineering opinion on the
" at the ate of the_81te and any remedial works should be sought
'© earliest possible ‘opportunity. |
(1) ,
Ik”m;gfrconstructlﬂn 0? 4 NEw access route along the edge of
® Car Park (see fig. 3). Ideally, this would be along the
lang) . O the proposed new boundary fence ( i.e. on Bonham’s
. ACrog. ,,cg0tlations with the owners re: a permissive route

B - 9CTrosg - -
;Hf}iﬁshmuﬁ,$38lr property will therefore be necessary. The route
-wh1+cienty“ ~apprOprlately surfaced and level, preferably of suffi-

Cth to allow wheelchair access.
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| (11) The erection of new fencing in the following areas (see
i Figure 4) L ‘
|
-~ along the boundary between Bonham’s Car Park and the
- Creek, with associated.gates allowing access from Lot rRoad

- a reinforced paling, post and rail or post ang Wire fence
along the break of slope atop the north bank. Thig would

allow access to a3 Proposed viewing platform in the northwest
corner while discouraging access to the foreshore.

- adjaCent CO the lock on its .southern side L0 prevent
dCccess to the lock from the access gate.

steel tubular railings and associated platforms on the south bank
and/or the appropriate fencing of these and other unsafe stryc-

The Borough should make full use of CLhe local media and octher

publicity to inform the public of the value of Chelsea Creek and
Lo publicise the environmental improvements being carried out.

If possible the Borough Education Department (in particular
Primary and Secondary Schools Scierice Advisers) should be in-
volved in drafting and producing an educational Pamphlet on the
Creek for dissemination fo schools within the Borough.

Interpretation boards should be designed and prepéred for erec-
tion in strategic locations around the Creek. These should be
Popular and informative in approach, with an attractive and well

1llustrated design. They should be constructed of vandal and
weather proof materials.

15




4.1.4 Partners and Funding

In order to supplement its own financial input into the develop-
ment o0f Chelsea Creek, the Borough should consider Procuring
private sector Support for the project. Local businesses and
commercial developments potentially have a lot to gain from
environmental improvements to Chelsea Creek and their partnership
in the projects development should be sought. Voluntary sector
support for the project should also be encouraged. In particular,
the London Wildlife Trust have long expressed an interest in the
site. Statutory bodies such as English Nature may be able tao
Provide additional advice and, possibly, grant aid. With respect
Lo the removal of debris within the Creek, financial assistance
and practical help may be available from the Port of London
Authority, who have responsibility for the tida}l Thames below
High Water Mark. However, it is not clear whether this responsi-
bility extends to tidal creeks such as Chelsea Creek. The Nation-
al Rivers Authority also has duties relevant to the Creek, in-
cluding pollution control and fisheries, as charged under the
1989 Water Act and the 1990 Environmental Protection Act.
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1.2 Recommendations for Policy Objectives and Aims

4.2.1 Nature Ccnservation

1) To protect and conserve Chelsea Creek as a Site of Nature
Conservation Importance. -

11) To enhance, where pPossible, the nature conservation value of
the Creek and, where feasible, adjacent land. |

111} To minimise disturbance to the intertidal foreshore.

iv) To undertake a programme of biological monitoring.

objectives.

11) To seek a dialogue with anglers using the Creek and to con-
sider formalising drrangements re: access.

1ii) To ensure the health and safety of those visiting the site,

11) To provide on-site interpretatian/information to facilitate
public awareness and appreciation. |

iii) To produce and disseminate interpretive material to compli-
ment on-site interpretation.

iv) To periodically allow ‘supervised access for school and other
special interest groups. |

17
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4.3 Compartments and Projects

4.3.1 Tidal Areas

1) Clear rubbish and debris from the inner tidal Creek using a
dredging barge, and/or shore based cranes. | |

4.3.2 Intertidal Foreshore

1) Clear .rubbish and debris from foreshore using well briefed,

Closely supervised volunteers.,

4.3.3 North Rank

i) Cut back 2mn. fringe of bramble at top of bank and remove
exposed rubbish.

ii) Clear remaining rubbish from bank top.

1ii) Erect fence-line (post and rail, post and wire or rein-
forced chestnut paling) along the top of the bank, levelling and
making good a 1-1.5m. wide path to provide access to the viewing
area 1n northeast (N.B. this is dependent on an: access agreement

being reached with Bonham’s or an alternative entry point being
developed). -

iv) Clear and level a small viewing area in the northeast corner

of the site. Maintain a grassy sward in this area by periodic
cutting/mowing. | ' |

iv) Design and install interpretative board in fenced off view-

ing area in northwest corner. These to be set into concrete and
weather-proofed:

£

V) Erect secure fencing with lockable gate to prevent access to

the lock and railway arch, behind.

4.3.4 South Bank

In the event that no official access can be obtained to the north
bank via Bonham’s car park, access will be limited to the south
bank. This may in fact be preferable as the south bank does not
afford access to the foreshore. An engineering study of the
current state of the retaining wall and associated structures

should be sought before Progressing this option. The following
works are likely to be required in this area:

1) Make safe existing tubular steel fence and plétforms. Remove
and replace with new structure or make good existing structure.

11) Remove existing chain-link fence mid-way up south bank.

111) Construct steps from southwest corner gate to new/repaired
platform - '

18
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vi) Draw-up and implement tree/shrub planting plan for south
bank. As a rule Planting should be in mixed species clumps and
should favour low growing trees and shrubs, for example hawthorn
(Crataegus monogyna), blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), wild rose
(Rosa canina & R. arvensis.), dogwood (Cornus sanguinea) and
guelder rose (Viburnum opulus). These should be planted as whips
Or transplants and mulch mats should be used Lo decrease competi-
tion from herbaceous vegetation. Adequate maintenance and after-
care must be' undertaken and should include regular watering for
at least two seasons after pPlanting. '

vii) Unlock the gate or install new gate in southwest\corner to
permit access. ‘

4.3.4 Lots Road Bridge

the Creek.

1i) Design and install (bolt onto bridge parapet) interpretative
boards. - -




4.4 Work Programme

Year 1

1. Clear rubbish/debris from Creek

Z. Clear bramble fringe and remove rubbish from north and south
panks and foreshore.

3. Consult Bonham’s re. access via their land.

. 4. Issue press releases regarding rubbish clearance and outline
development plans in local media.

5. Borough to approach potential ‘partners’ including local
businesses, Port of London Authority, National Rivers Authority

and voluntary sector regarding development of the Chelsea Creek
Nature Area. - |

6. Implement further biological survey and develop monitaring
pProgramme. - ' ~

7. Seek dialogue with anglers and review Council policies on
angling use and access.

Year 2

1. Erect fences to north and south of lock to prevent access to

this and railway arch behind. °

2. -Erect suitable fence along top of north bank slope.

3. .Develop viewing area in northwest corner and level and make

good an access path (dependent on access dgreement with
Bonham’s). |

4. Replace or repair. steel tubular railings and structures on
south bank to produce an alternative viewing platform.

5. Construct steps from southwést corner gate to new viewing
platform.

6. Rémove chain-link fence from south bank.

7. Approach English Nature re. LNR designation.

Year 3
l. Implement planting programme on south bank.

2. Install interpretation boards on north and/or south bank and
east/west sides of Lots Road bridge.

3. Improve view into Creek from Lots Road bridge.
4. Design/production of éducational leaflets.

>. Opening of Chelsea Creek "Nature Area".
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Year 4 onwards
1. Rubbish clearance as necessary
2. Repairs to information boards as necessary

3. Repairs to fences and gates as necessary

4. Aftercare of new plantings

S>. Continuation of biological monitoring

The above programme assumes the availability of a limited, annual
budget supplied by the RBK&C. However, should private sector and
other funding become available it will be possible to compress
the programme into a shorter time-span. ‘

However, a cautious approach to the development of Chelsea Creek
Nature Area is recommended in order to allow public interest to

develop and to ensure that the project does not ‘go off half-
cocked’. |

Because of the current hazardous state of the Creek it 1is not
possible to involve school, youth and local interest groups in
much of the initial site preparation. Certainly the clearance of
debris from the tidal zone is wholly unsuitable for volunteers.
This should be left to contractors using specialised plant.

There. is some potential for the use of volunteers in the clear-
ance of rubbish from the banks and foreshore. Such activities are
well suited to, for example, local voluntary conservation groups
such as the London Wildlife Trust or the British Trust for Con-

servation Volunteers, who have considerable experience in this
area of work. - ’ |

Once the intial works to make the site .safe have been completed
there is some potential to involve local volunteers and school
groups in some aspects of management: rubbish clearance, after-
care of new plantings and monitoring. However, the greatest

potential for school groups is in the use of the Creek as an
educational resource.

{
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PART FIVE: FiNANCE

5.1 Anticipated Costs

5.1.1 Clean-up:
Dredging Creek 2 Days c.£4000.00
Rubbish clearance 1-2 Days c.£ 100.00

Continued rubbish
control 4 Days p.a. c.£ 200.00 p.a.

5.1.2 Fencing:

Repair/replacement
to south bank |
railings c.5 Days up to £10000.00

Fencing, top of |
north bank | c.1-2 Days c.£ 200.00

L ol Lo Dl R, e Sl b e B L PR T

Secure fencing
of lock c.2 Days c.£1000.00

5.1.3 Access:
Step

| . construction, ~
, south bank 1 Day c.£200.00

Path improvements,
north bank . 2 days c.£200.00

5.1.4 Interpretation:

-

Design/Erection
of Boards * n/a | c.£2000.00

Design/production ~ :
of leaflets n/a c.£1000.00

Improvements to
viewing potential,
Lots Road Bridge | n/a c.£1000.00

5.1.5 Plantings

Tree/shrub

plantings on

south bank 1-2 Days * c.£ 500.00
1 Aftercare N 4 Days p.a. c.£ 400.00

[N.B. Estimated costs for engineering operations are provisional.
They will need to be amended in the light of an engineering as-

sessment 0of the works necessary to make the site safe and acces-
sible] | *
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While the figures given above represent a large financial re-
quirement it should be noted that the Programme of Works (Section
4.3), allows for a spread of 4 or more years over which costs are

to distributed. The annual budget requirement may therefore be
of the order of:

Year 1 £ 6000.00
Year 2 £12000.00
Year 3 £ 4000.00

Year 4
onwards £ 2000.00 p.a.
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Vascular Plants

Alder (Common)
Annual meadow grass
Ash

Black horehound
Bracken
Bramble

Buddleia
Grey Club Rush

-

Canadian fleabane
Canadian goldenrod
Cleavers

Clover (red)
Clover -(white)
Cocksfoot

Common chickweed
Common mallow

Cow parsley
Cotoneaster
Creeping bent ‘
Creeping buttercup
Creeping thistle

Dandelion

Dock (broad-leaved)
Dock. (curled)

Dock {(wood)
Dovesfoot cranesbill
Dead nettle {red)

Elder

False oat
Fescue (giant)
Fescue (red)
Field bindweed:
Garden angelica
Gipsywort
Groundsel

grass

Hemlock water dropwort
Honeysuckle (garden)

Ivy leaved speedwell

Lesser celandine
Long headed poppy

APPENDIX 1 _
Plant Species List
(Arranged alphabetically by common name]
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‘Alnus glutinosa

Poa annua
Fraxinius excelsior

Ballota nigra
Pteridium aquilinum
Rubus ulmifolius

R. armeniacus
Buddleia davidii
Schoenoplectus
tabernaemontani

.

Conyza canadensis

Solidago canadensis
Galium aparine . :
Trifolium pratense
Trifolium repens ;:
Dactylis glomerata
Stellaria media
Malva sylvestris
Anthriscus sylvestrls
Cotoneaster judasii
Agrostis stolonlfera
Ranunculus repens
Cirsium arvense

Taraxacum officinalis
Rumex obtusifolius
Rumex crlspus

Rumex sanguinus
Geranium molle
Lamium purpurea

Sambucus nigra

Arrhenatherum elatius
Festuca gigantea
Festuca rubra |
Calystegia sylvestris
Angelica archangelica
Lycopus europaeus
Senecio vulgaris

Jenanthe crocata
Lonicera japonica

Veronica hederifolia

Ranunculus ficaria
Papaver dubium




Michaelmas daisy
Mugwort |

Pellitory of the wall
Perenniel rye grass
Plantain{(greater)
Plantain {(ribwort)
Procumbent pearlwort

Ragwort (Oxford)
Rough hawkbit

Sea beet
Spreading meadow grass
Stinging nettles

©oSycamore

Trefoil (lesser)
Vetch sp.

Water flocat grass
Water starwort

Willowherb (broad-leaved)
Willowherb (great)

Woody burdock

Woody nightshade

Yellow cress (Créeping)
Yellow cress (great)
Bryophytes

Thallus liverwort

25

Aster novi-belgii
Artemesia vulgaris

Parietaria diffusa
Lolium perenne
Plantago major
Plantago lanceolata
Sagina procumbens

Senicio squalidus
Leontodon hispidus

Beta vulgaris ssp. maritima
Poa subcaerulea’

Urtica dioica

Acer pseudoplatanus

Trifolium dubium
Vicia angustifolia

Glyceria fluitans
Callitriche stagnalis.
Epilobium montana
Epilobium hisutum
Arctium nemorosum
Solanum dulcamara

'Rorippa sylvestris

Rorippa amphibia

Marcantia martimum
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Tel: (+44) 1923 201352 British Waterways

Fax: (+44) 1923 226081 . ... - .. Willow Grange
Church Road

Watford, Herts
WD1 3QA
England

24 June, 1897

CHELSEA CREEK

This report on our proposals for Chelsea Creek has been prepared in conjunction with Mr.
Richard Broad (Principal Engineer, British Waterways), Mr. Jonathan Briggs (Conservation
Ecologist - Environmental & Scientific Services, British Waterways), and Mr. Marcus
Chalomer (Landscape Architect, Waterway Environmental Services, British Waterways).

GENERAL

Currently the remnants of the waterway system in this area are aesthetically grim. This is
largely due to the canyon affect of the Creek when empty, the silt and mud at the bottom of
the Creek, the unkempt hard and soft landscaping, the waslie land from the road bridge to
the car pound area, the neglected structures and functional redundancy of the system.

In this report we indicate alternatives and measure them in terms of cost, navigational,
ecological/conservation values. We have tried to produce a menu of alternatives, so thal In

. choosing a solution you will be able to have some indication as to relative cost and value.
There is an obvious alternative of “do nothing”. A real drawback of adopting this option
would be the exposure of mud, and the canyon affect of the Creek at low lide. It s
oresumed that even with this option, some soit and hard landscaping work would take place
to ameliorate the aesthetic blight of parts of the system.

ECOLOGY

In considering the current proposals of Kensington & Chelsea Council and Groundwork
West we believe that these proposals are very limited in value (as well as by extent) by
virtue of the fact that by being designed as a tidal ecological park the diversity of what can
actually be demonstrated will be constrained, and the disposition and orientation of 1he
currenl_proposals would limit public access, and consequently opportunities for public
education and pleasure. These proposals do not address in any way the visual blight
provided by the Creek. |

Furo Waterways, Registered O!fice: Larne Close, London NW8 715 Registered in Great Britain. Regisiration No: 02702401
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LOTS ROAD POWER STATION REDEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT OF OPTIONS FOR -
CHELSEA CREEK

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Chelsea Creek forms a key aspect of the landscaping and environment for the Lots Road

Power Station Redevelopment. This report provides a description of a range of options for

the future management of the creek.

Detailed assessments have been made on the sedimentation rates and patterns that are
predicted to take place upon closure of the power station and for each of the options

considered.

The relative merits of these options are evaluated and their value assessed in terms of
ecological issues, visual and recreational amenity, landscaping and the aspirations of the

Statutory Authorities, in particular, the Environment Agency.

" From this assessment the preferred option that is proposed, involves the construction of a

terraced structure to the creek margins. These will be planted with communities typical of

the lower, mid and upper marsh habitats.

Siltation within the creek will be managed by means of the introduction of a water flow into
the upper reaches of the creek at low tide. This flow will be obtained from a variety of
sources including abstracted groundwater, building and site run-off, building cooling water,

. and water abstracted from the Thames. At low tide a flowing body of water, some 15m wide

and 0.2m deep, will be created.

The Thames Path will be continued across the site. A path will also be formed along the
creek edge and limited public access will be provided to the terracing, enabling people to get
closer to the ﬁater’s edge. The basin area in upper reaches of the creek will be managed in
line with proposals made by local wildlife organisations, schools and The Royal Borough of

Kensington & Chelsea, to provide a valuable educational wildlife reserve.

These improvements, combined with better access to the Thames, are considered to
represent a significant planning gain, the main areas being Nature Conservation, Public

Access and Education.

‘ !
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1.0 BRIEF

Instructions were received from Mr A Locke of Circadian Ltd to undertake an
assessment of Chelsea Creek and to provide a design solution for incorporation into

the scheme masterplan.

The information provided in this report is based on observations made on site,
viewing records pertaining to the site and discussions with the Environment Agency.

20 CREEK HISTORY

Chelsea Creek is a manmade tidal canal, 357m long from its mouth on Thames to its
end adjacent to the West London Railway. The creek is approximately 25m wide for
most of its length, widening on the west side of Lots Road road bridge to form a basin

drea.

| Historically Chelsea Creek was a small river known as Counters Creek, which flowed
from north of Shepherds Bush to emerge into the river Thames close to the location

l- of the present day creek.

l In 1828, the route of Counters Creek was widened and straightened to form the

Kensington Canal, which ran inland for 2 miles. This canal was beset with problems

due to siltation and was not as heavily utilised as was anticipated due to the arrival of
rall transport. When the West London Railway was constructed in 1859 the route of
the upper reaches of Kensington Canal was infilled and used for the new line. In
1981, the section of the creek between Lots Road and Kings Road was infilled by the

Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea.

The water:s of Counters Creek are thought to have been diverted to sewer when the
canal was constructed. The catchment of the former creek has, through time, been
urbanised and is today predominantly hard surfaced and drained to sewer. Ali the
sewers in the vicinity of the site are combined sewerage and surface water. As a
result, there are currently minimal water inputs to the top end of the creek and the
former Counters Creek flow cannot be reinstated. A plan showing the historical

layout of the fcreek is shown as Figure 1.

'R/EN1493.UM.12.2.1 o
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3.0 CURRENT CONDITION OF THE CREEK

As part of the Power Station operation, water is abstracted from the Thames,
screened to remove silt and debris and then used as cooling water. This warmed
water Is then discharged to the central section of the creek, at a rate of up to 88,000"
gallons per minute (6.67 m®s). This discharge takes place 24 hours a day (albeit at

a reduced rate during the night), throughout the year and has been occurring since
the power station became operational, in 1905.

The Power Station discharge has affected natural sedimentation In the creek and the
Thames in the vicinity of the site. At low, tide it produces a constant, rapidly flowing
body of water. The velocity of this flow is such that the creek channel has been
scoured. At the mouth of the creek, normal ba'nk deposits at the Thames margins
are absent. The bed of the Thames has also been eroded, from the bank to close to
its mid-point. At high tide, the flow of this large volume of water prevents normal

interchange of tidal Thames water and in effect, 'backs up’, filling the creek and basin
with discharge water to the high tide level.

Table 1: Interpolated Tidal Range for the Mouth of Chelsea Creek

Spring Tide High Water 3.92m AOD
Low Water -2.10m AQD

Range 6.02m
Neap Tide High Water 2.80m AQOD
Low Water -1.65m AQOD

. Range 4.45m
Flood Defence Level 5.41m AOD
Highest Recorded High Water 5.38m AQOD

A longitudinal cross section showing these tidal levels, the profile of the creek bed

and the scouring that has occurred, is presented as Figure 2.

[l N1
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4.0 CONDITION OF CREEK UPON CLOSURE OF POWER STATION

Upon closure of the power station the cooling water discharge will cease and normal
interchange of sediment laden Thames water will resume. An assessment of the
pattern and rate of sedimentation has been undertaken on the basis of published *
data, observations made on site and elsewhere on the tidal Thames. Due to the
strong temporal variation in sediment load concentrations, particle size distributions
and the complex nature of the three dimensional form of the creek and the Thames,

these calculations have been made within bounds, to provide a range of possible

siltation rates. The detailed report providing the results of this assessment is

included as Appendix A.

From this assessment it is concluded that:

« Due to the lower flow velocities experienced in the tidal creek, rapid

sedimentation is predicted to occur. |
e The scour holes in the creek will {ill rapidly (between 4 and 24 months).

e The eroded areas of the Thames, including the bank deposits, will be gradually
| infilled.

» The sediments within the main channel of the creek will fill to a level of 1.0mAQD

in a period of 3 - 15 years.

e More rapid siltation will occur at the top and margins of the creek.

¢ Vegetation will become established first in these areas and this will trap further

sediment and reduce flow velocities. |

e Itis likely that sedimentation will continue until the majority of the Creek is no
longer tidal in a period of 20 to 30 years.

« The basin and upper section of the creek will become a marsh gradually

consolidating through time to ultimately form an area of naturally colonised scrub

land.

o
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e The mouth of the creek will remain tidal due to the tidal flows and wave

disturbance from passing boats.

A schematic drawing showing the appearance of the creek if no intervention takes
place Is provided as Figure 3. F

PREVIOUS SURVEYS ON BEHALF OF THIRD PARTIES

The creek and basin area beyond the Lots Road bridge have been the subject of
considerable attention by local authority departments and local community/pressure

groups. The creek is designated as being part of the Thames Area of Metropolitan ’k

gous. Tho i i . e
\

1992 REBKC Assessment of the Ecology and Proposals for the Management of . \de,(’& O\

the Creek

* Predominantly focused on the basin area and noted that the creek had great

potential for management and enhancement as a site of nature conservation.
* Noted the potential to be utilised for environmental education and public amenity.

» Recommended however, that access to the foreshore should be limited for health
and safety reasons and to prevent damage to habitats.

e Recommended the provision of viewing areas, with interpretation boards.

» Rubbish removal was recommended both from the basin banks and the foreshore

area, together with limited planting.

. 7 -
» Costed proposals suggested an expenditure of £22,000 over three years, with an B&%A
~annual maintenance budget of £2,000. /(E,\-\:p"\ﬂ {x_gﬁ)
January 1994, Ecological Survey. of the RBCK, Conducted by The London ‘

Ecology Unit.

* This report states that the Thames, including Chelsea Creek, is designated as an

area ot Character of Metropolitan Importance.

* The report notes that a narrow band of saltmarsh vegetation has developed.

3
I
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5.3  June 1997, Report Produced by British Waterways

Provided options for the enhancement of Chelsea Creek proposals iIncluding:

* the impoundment of the creek. close to its mouth
* excavation of the infilled former canal up to Kings Road

* moorings along Chelsea Creek, terracing and riverside walkways.

3.4 September 2000, ASSAEL Architecture Ltd

» Suggested use of creek as a 'green corridor

* Proposed re-excavation of infilled section of creek from basin area to Kings Road
and creation of cycle/footpath link

» Proposed re-use of basin area and Imperial Gasworks Dock as moorings for
boats.

6.0  PHYSALIA/CPM REPORT, OCTOBER 1999, FOR TAYLOR WOODROW

This report provided a description of the current ecological condition of the creek and
the Thames foreshore and advised on the potential ecological impacts of the site

redevelopment and the impact of the power station closure.

Conclusions:

¢ Thereis a diverse assemblage of small snails on the stony creek bank.
* Elevated water temperatures provides the snails with abundant algal food.

* The flat compacted chalk channel side provides the snails with a good source of

calcium for shell growth and an area for algal growth.
* The hot water may have suppressed some of the snails’ predators.

* There is a rich assemblage of invertebrates associated with plants growing on

timber fenders and brick walls.

* Decommissioning the power station is likely to reduce the abundance of snails

and possibly the number of species.

REN1493.UM.12.2.1 6
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* In general terms the current hot water discharges are considered to have an

adverse impact on ecological processes.

* The decommissioning of the power station will contribute to the long-term

improvement of environmental conditions in the Thames. L

If the creek is impounded so that the silts and stony substrates are never exposed

and in the absence of mitigatory action:
* spectes such as smalil snails will be lost,
* worms will colonise silts and any muds accumulating on the creek bottom,

» it tidal flushing does not occur this might lead to an increase in the build up of

contammants, and

* . invertebrate assemblages on the river walls will not be impacted provided the

water is not held above the spring tide high water level.
Recommendations
» Retain an area of stony bank as large as that which exists at present.
* Allow as much tidal variation as possible
¢ Devise a silt trapping system

» Clad walls with untreated timber to encourage plant growth and consequent
invertebrates, birds and bats.

* Conduct an ecological survey after the power station closure to demonstrate
predicted impact that the hot water discharge has had.

* Provide a graduated habitat along the creek.

7.0 ENVIRONMENT AGENCY CONSULTATION

7.1 In December 1999, preliminary discussions were held by Waterman Environmental
with a representative of the Environment Agency. At that stage the proposal
discussed involved the partial impounding of the central section of the creek and the

use of a pipe system to maintain a fully tidal system in the basin area.

During the site f.valkover, the responses of the Environment Agency were as follows:

m
R/EN1493.UM.12.2.1 7 :
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* The EA would ideally prefer to see a ‘natural’ estuary with foreshores, reed beds
etc.

* Reed beds create ecological habitats for invertebrates and shelter for young fish.

* Consultation with the Flood Defence, Land Drainage, and Water Quality
departments within the EA will be required as well as the EA Ecology department
(which includes officers from both the Thames Tideway and the Terrestrial
sections). The ecology section is in effect a sub-consultee to the other
departments and the Flood Defence department probably carries the greatest

powers.

» The EA recognised the narrowness of the creek (approximately 25m width) and
the constraints of the creek walls, namely the Power Station Wall on the north

side and the lack of room on the south side to imMpinge on this area of the site.

 The EA indicated that if impoundment were proposed the loss of the inter-tidal
foreshore within the impounded section of the creek would have to be offset by
provision of ecological habitat elsewhere. An ‘ecological balance sheet’ would
have to be prepared. This would need to. be in terms of both area and
habitat/ecological diversity. If the balance sheet indicated a heavy loss then the

EA’s hands would be tied and they would have to raise objections.

* The example of the ‘half tide weir’ constructed at the mouth of the River Wandle
was given. [tis understood that whilst this maintains some tidal flow it is prone to
silting up to such an extent that consideration is being given to removing this
feature. The EA therefore bring to our attention thé need to prevent excessive
silting up as this could lead to algal blooms if there is clay/silt in suspension in the ) ﬁ

water. In addition the movement of fish up the creek fnay be an issue.

* The EA noted the presence of well weathered timber fenders on the creek walls
and commented that reuse of these is considered to be good practice
ecologically, as they are already saturated and contain colonies of algae etc, and
also constitutes sustainable use of materials. Systems utilised elsewhere on the
Thames estuary include untreated timber fenders with gravel behind combined
with horizontal cross-timbers close together but with a narrow gap to provide

space for invertebrates.
¥
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* The EA had viewed Physalia’s report on the creek ecology and are generally
satistied with the extent and content of the survey.

* The EA noted that the Physalia survey did not reveal any species that were not
ubiquitous to the Thames estuary. :

* On inspection of the basin area above Lots Road Bridge the EA noted the
presence of green algae on the basal h'auds, a shingle bank in the north west

* corner and some timber fenders to the walls. The EA indicated that there was
potential for this area to be enhanced and developed into the Ecology Park
suggested. Improvements could include the construction of reed beds towards
the back of the shingle bank and fixing of untreated timber fenders to the sheet

piled wall forming the south wall.

» The EA indicated that it would be preferable’ to keep the area contained and ?
without public access. . e

* The EA commented that if pipes, placed beneath the creek, are used to bring
tidal water to the basin area, their bore would have to be considered carefully U

such that scouring of the basin did not occur.

* The EA indicated that the creek and basin would most likely form part of the flood
defence capacity for London and any works that affected this capacity would be "
subject to consultation with the EA Flood Defence Department.

7.2 Following this visit, a written response was provided by the Environment Agency.
This response was more negative in its tone and noted the following:

* In principle, the Agency would object to building a tidal barrage on the basis of
flood storage capacity and loss of inter-tidal foreshore

* complete impoundment would create a static covering of water of a different
chemical nature to that of the Thames tidal water

e changes to invertebrate communities and algae would result, both in number of

species and abundance.
* The potential for stagnation, aigal blooms and odours was noted

* The possibility for linking the site to other sites (e.g. Imperial Whart) is noted.

R/EN1493.UM.12.2 1 | 9
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7.3 In October 2000, members of the Lots Road team were taken on a riverboat trip by

the Environment Agency. Examples of a variety of riverbank construction and

treatments were noted. The main points raised were as follows:

*» The EA emphasised the importance of the Thames for its history and
archaeology, transport links (Thames Path, cycle routes and river transport),

open space, leisure use and wildlife corridor.

» It was noted that the river in the vicinity of the Lots Road site was seen as being
of great importance for birds and spawning fish.

 Thames in the vicinity of Lots Road Power Station perceived as being of high
value ecologically

e [Dislike of vertical sheet pile walls .
* Aad interest by providing terraces, use of recycled timber, grab chains etc.

» Consideration should be given to provision of habitat areas for birds such as the
" Black Redstart

 Thames Path - EA supports variation in surface treatments; widths, levels and the

inclusion of quiet recess areas

» Policy against 'Encroachment’

e Policy against impoundment
The letter from the Environment Agency is included as Appendix B.

7.4 In November 2000, Waterman Environmental and CPM met with the Environment
Agency to discuss the condition of Chelsea Creek tollowing the power station

closedown. The main points raised were:

» It was noted that the sluice gate between the basin area and the St George’s
(Imperial Wharf) site had a life of less than five years and EA funding would be

available for its repair.

» St George's have been encouraged by the EA to adopt ’sustainable urban
drainage’ in their scheme minimising the discharge of surface water to the sewer

system.

y
¢ The recreational value of the creek was noted.

R/EN1493.UM.12.2.1 10
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¢« The imponrtance of public consultation was noted.

Waterman Environmental noted that the creek was likely to silt up without the power

station discharge.

* The EA noted that to maintain a flow of water which was fast enough to remove
silt, some narrowing of the creek (and consequent encroachment) may be

required and that they would, most likely, accept this.

8.0 STATUTORY OBJECTIVES/EXTRACTS FROM ENVIRONMENT AGENCY
DESIGN ]

The objectives of the various statutory authorities are not clearly documented but the
following aspects are detailed in a number of E}ublications and correspondence,
including the Environment Agency Design Guidance for the Tidal Thames, dated
March 1996.

Environment Agency Key Issues - Guidelines For The River

General Issues

e Provision of public access to the River Thames.

» Provide a continuous river walkway.

» Protect habitats, including shingle beach replenishment reed fringes.

e Introduction of steps and pathways and the use of planting to provide spatial
definition, enclosure and interest along the river frontage. |

» Steps onto the foreshore provide visual and physical access to the river, whilst
also promoting amenities and recreation.

* Floodable terracing provides good open frontage to the river alongside
specialised riverside planting.

* Sloping banks enable the establishment of vegetation, with the establishment of
reedbeds and saltmarsh plants.

» The Environment Agency state that they have a fundamental objection to the loss
of foreshore because this represents the most ecologically important area for

aigae, invertebrates, birds and spawning fish.

_-——'_—_-_'...—___'_________
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Issues Relating to the Thames Close to the Site

« The Lots Road site is part of the 'inner urban reach’

Along this reach there is:

e Lack of visual coherence and identity in riverside frontage, building skylines and
channel edge treatments

* Fragmented access along and to the riverside and need to provide better

opportunities for riverside activity

» Need for enhancement and extension of riverside greenspace and trees to

improve visual and environmental quality and increase habitat links

Urban Form

Encourage:

e Built form and public areas which front onto the river

* An urban block structure that encourages better access and greater activity along

the riverside and provides good connections with hinterland areas

« Built form that can provide frontage, enclosure, harmony and consistency

Access and Activity

* Encourage major improvements in access connections to and along the riverside

- Optimise cross-river connections and existing bridges and improve pedestrian
experience

e Encourage improved opportunities and facilities for riverside and river-borne
activities

* Consider how mixed-use development might encourage more riverside activity

Visual and Environmental Quality

» Consider use of colour on buildings and structures and types and form of

riverside planting
* Ensure new development provides coherent and harmonious waterfront
* Consider ways in which large landmarks can be enhanced

 Encourage improvements to river wall in keeping with its context and to provide

continuity of character

- e
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e Enhance key gateways (e.g. CREEKS)

Riverside Greénsgace and Habitats

» Conserve existing green resources

e Protect integrity and ecological value of the mudflats and shingle habitats within

the river channel
s Promote nature conservation

e Promote links with other areas of urban greenspace along the river and within

hinterland areas

DESIGN OPTIONS FOR THE CREEK

A number of potential design solutions have been considered for the future
management of the creek. These options and their advantages and disadvantages
are discussed below. The proposals have been assessed with a view to providing a

balance which produces a net benefit to the environment, whilst, as far as possible,

| satisfying the aspirations of the Statutory Authorities and the Client.

The following solutions have been considered:

» minimal intervention;

e retention of water by means of lock gates or a permanent barrier set at a level
above high tide leve! - Option A fully impounded solution;

o retention of water by means of lock gates or a permanent barrier set at a level
below high tide level - Option B partially tidal solution;,

* creation of a low tide flow by means of an introduced flow at the Lots Road end of

the creek.- Option C fully tidal solution.

A detailed report providing a description of the hydrological aspects of Options A to C

and discussing ways by which the siltation of the creek could be managed is included
as Appendix C.

The possibility of a solution involving Minimal Intervention has been ruled out on the
basis that it will not prevent the siltation of the creek and the consequent medium

term loss of habitats and amenity value, as identified in Section 4 above.

T
'
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Minimal intervention

Positive

Negative

» Low capital costs: e Very difficult to create a conventionally attractive
feature during the period of silt deposition;

« Probably high maintenance costs to address the above
e.g. removal of rubbish;

¢ |ikely complete loss of valued inter-tidal habitats and
habitat transition after a period of 20 — 30 years;

e Likely complete loss of flood capacity in same period;

» Complete loss of current sporting amenity

Minimal opportunity for improved public access

A detailed assessment has therefore been made of the relative merits of Options A, B
and C, from this it has been concluded that the Fully Tidal Creek with Introduced Flow
solution confers the greatest number of positive aspects. This is summarised in the
tables that follow.

Initially Option B (the Half Tide Barrier) was proposed on the basis that it met the client's
objectives whilst providing more ecological benefits than Option A (the Full Tide Barrier),
without the running costs of pumping associated with Option C. However, from the
detailed assessment of the sedimentation rates that would occur behind the mid-tide
barrier it was concluded that sedimentation rates would most likely be considerably more
rapid than had been initially assumed. An assessment of the ways by which this could
be overcome was made, including such possibilities as providing a barrier which could be

periodically opened or allowed to drain, with a view to removing accumulated silts.

Whilst these suggested methods would remove some of the accumulated silts, significant
maintenance dredging would, most likely, be required. The Environment Agency and
Port of London Authority increasingly see such dredging as having a negative
environmental and ecological impact. In addition this dredging process would probably
cause disturbance to residents. It was therefore concluded that Option C should be
pursued and the ways by which a flow of water can be created have therefore been
evaluated as c!escribed in Section 10 below.

R/EN1493.UM.$2.2.1 14
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Fully tidal with introduced flow and inter-tidal terraces (Option C)

This option most
closely mirrors ‘natural
creek conditions and is
therefore likely to gain
support from the EA
and other
environmental bodies;

Could be an example
of good conservation
and industry best
practice and be used
to off set other
planning negatives
within the overall
scheme;

Possible retention of
some aspects of
current sporting
amenity.

Opportunity for
improved public
access / educational
potential

Ground water
abstraction would
assist with EA policy to
reduce ground water
levels in this part of
London and would
therefore gain support;

Silt removal achieved
without substantial
dredging.

R/EN1493.UM.12.21

Positive Negative |

Ty

High capita! and maintenance costs, particularly if is
necessary to pump large amounts of Thames walter,

If it is thought necessary to maintain a wide channel at
low tide for visual/value purposes, it will be necessary
to pump more Thames Water and the use of energy
will be increased. This would undermine some of the
environmental benefits and would open up the scheme
to criticism for unsustainability;

15
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Non tidal full tide barrier (Option A)

Positive

Sedimentation
prevented in retained section Is contrary to EA and Planning Authority policy
water and their stated position on this site. It would therefore
be necessary to rely very heavily on the negative
aspects of the ‘Minimal Intervention’ option, to
counteract this;

e Low maintenance
costs;

e Highly predictable . e .
. co%di¥i§ns enabling * On site mitigation would result in unacceptable land take

conventional at the mouth of the creek:

landscape treatments; je  Off site mitigation would therefore be necessary. No
~ such site is known, but enquiries are underway;

e (Good opportunities for
amenity use by boats; |e The mouth of the creek will be fully tidal and therefore
not benefit from the visual enhancement to the
impounded section.

|* Sustainable in terms of
| energy costs.

* Minimal opportunity for improved public access to
foreshore / educational potential

 Potential for algal blooms

* Flood storage capacity
can be maintained

Partially tidal mid tide barrier (Option B)

Positive Negative

| Compromise scheme |e High capital costs

» Enables creation of * Maintenance costs subject to rate of siltation:
(enhanced) inter-tidal

. t i) th silt o ’
habitats within a more Long term difficulty with silt disposal;

predictable and * Dredging seen as having a negative ecological impact
therefore more easily |s  Recent negative experience of EA on the Wandle has
| manageable system. created an atmosphere in which this option is likely to be
le  Retention of water rejected outright;
within the creek atlow |«  Planting technology for inter-tidal areas is in its infancy
tide and results are not fully predictable.
|+ Possible retentionof  |s  Flood storage capacity reduced by placement of
some aspects of terracing in creek;
current sporting
amenity.

e Opportunity for
improved public
access / educational
potential

__—_—_____—._—_.___-__—-
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1 10.0 OPTION C - FULLY TIDAL CREEK WITH INTRODUCED FLOW

The ways by which a flow of water can be created have been considered. Table 2
provides a breakdown of the main potential sources and for different channel widths

and depths, the proportion each of these sources can provide.

The sources of water considered are those over which Circadian currently has some
control. Other potential sources, including a contribution to the flow from surface
water runoff from the St George’s (Imperial Wharf scheme) and Thames Water’s

proposed new pumping station, have at this stage, been ignored.

Building cooling water could produce up to 0.1m?/s of flow, however, this quantity will

be variable and will be minimal in the winter months.

One abstraction borehole is currently operational and two others have previously
been present on the site. It could be argued that the abstraction of groundwater from
the Chalk aquifer is a positive benefit because groundwater levels are rising in the

London area and the use of this resource is being encouraged.

Water derived from rainfall captured by the building and site surfaces can only
contribute a small proportion of the total flow required and clearly the quantity and
frequency cannot be predicted.

From Table 2 it can be seen that the contribution from these more sustainable

sources cannot contribute the full volume required to maintain a low tide flow of the

desired quantity.

The use of temporary storage of these sources of water during the mid and high tide

period has been considered. This is clearly subject to finding a location where large
quantities of water can be stored. Two areas have been considered: redundant
underground pipework and the power station pumping station basemen;t (on LUL
land). Table 2 illustrates that the storage of water in such a way will not entirely
remove the need to provide a further water source. It is therefore concluded that
these more sustainable sources of water will have to be supplemented by water
abstracted from the Thames. Figures showing thé appearance of the Creek at

different state'_sl of the tide also follow for reference.

-
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Chelsea Creek is an inter-tida) area of approximately 0.5 ha. in extent owned by
the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea and the London Borough of
Hammersmith and Fulham. The site is bounded to the west by a branch of the
West London line railway and to the east by Lots Road bridge. The boundary
line of the two boroughs intersects the site, however, the agreement from both
Boroughs is to improve the area for amenity, ecology and educational use. The
site has been identified as a Site of Nature Conservation Importance, forming
a part of the Riverside Site of Metropolitan Importance and it is a unique
inter-tidal creek of the River Thames wildlife corridor

Groundwork West London have been commissioned by RBK&C to provide an
initial feasibility study of Chelsea Creek. This will examine the various

L ] + * ]

interests and potentials of the site, with the aim to achjeve funding for the

development and construction of an ecological park. A former study was
carried out in 1992 by London Conservation Services an assessment of which
comprises a part of this feasibility study and an element of the information is
included within this document. Further information has been gathered from a
range of publications currently available enabling the history and legal
framework to be presented.

The requirements of the teasibility study were 10:

* assess the Chelsea Creek Management Plan 1992
produce an ecological analysis of the site.
study the social needs, requirements and arenity use.

assess both the historical past and the present/future development of the site .
and its surroundings.

* analyse the water quality, Investigate local discharges and low/high water
levels.

* prepare for an expanded social and design analysis through either a
community meeting or local distribution of a questionnaire.

* investigate the ecological and wildlife aspects of the site as a part of the
River Thames wildlife corridor.

* conduct feasibility on potential improvements and health and safety of
British Gas sluice.



e assess site for future conservation, recreation and educational use.
e prepare publicity matenal for local awareness of development.
o conduct visual assessment of Chelsea Creek.

e produce sketch designs and initial costings to allow for completion of grant
applications.

e suggest a Partnership approach between RBK&C, LBH&F, Gmundwork
Foundation and local industry/businesses.

The report was produced between October and November 1995 and therefore
includes details of ‘the biological and social communities present at that time,

any additional information has been gathered dunng chscussmns with local
people and businesses.




2.0 SITE ANALYSIS
2.1 Site History:

The earliest obtatnable records of the Creek date back to the mid 19th. Century
when it was used for access by coal barges supplying the Fulham Gas Works.
Barges were unloaded in a canalised section of the Creek, now isolated behind
the lock. A change in gas production methods rendered the transport of coal in
this way unnecessary. As a result, during the present century, the innermost
part of the Creek became permanently cut off from the Thames by the
installation of a sluice. This left a freshwater pond inland of the Creek which is
now situated adjacent to the computer centre within the British Gas complex.

Since the active use of the Creek ceased, it has suffered from neglect. A gradual
degradation has occurred as butlding debris, the remains of surrounding

[n 1990 the Department of Transport published plans showing the proposed
Western Environmental Improvement Route. The construction of this road
would have necessitated the complete infilling of the Creek. After public
consultation and ensuing opposition these plans were dropped by the DoT in
1991, lifting the immediate threat to the site. As a result of the proposals, the
ecological value and potential of the Creek became more widely recognised. It
has subsequently been recognised in the RBK&C and LBH&F Unitary
Development Plans as a Metropolitan Site of Nature Conservation Importance.

At the eastern edge of the Borough, Chelsea Creek joins the Thames and forms
the boundary between the Borough of Hammersmith and F ulham and the Royal
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea. Chelsea Creek 1s the tidal section of
Counter’s Creek (sometimes known as Billingwell Ditch), which once
delineated the Borough boundary all the way from Kensal Green Cemetery,
where it rose, to the Thames. The Fulham Road crossed it as a sandy ford, later
replaced by the bridge carrying Kings Road. It’s name was derived from
“Countesses-bregge”. This was the bridge at Olympia, believed to have been
built by the Countess of Oxford, who owned Earls Court. Sadly, all but a short
tidal section of this river now runs underground, a fate which has befalien many
of London’s rivers (Barton 1982). Of the Borough’s other waterways, the three
streams which together formed the Stamford Brook, Hammersmith Creek into
which they entered, and Parr’s Ditch, an artificial waterway demarcating the
parish boundary between Hammersmith and Fulham, little trace can now be
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seen above ground, except their shallow valleys, the lake in Ravenscourt Park,
and a few street names.

The remaining short stretch of Chelsea Creek lies between Lots Road Power
Station and the new development at Chelsea Harbour. It can be viewed from the
bridges which carry Lots Road over the Creek into Chelsea Harbour. The
vertical walls prevent much vegetation from establishing over most of the
creek’s length, but the short section to the west of Lots Road has sufficient mud
permanently exposed at the water’s edge to allow vegetation to flounsh. A
substantial stand of great reedmace, together with smaller amounts of common
reed and common club-rush (the latter rare in London) and a large bush of
crack-willow, provides cover for mallards and moorhens.

The intertidal mud along the rest of the creek provides good feeding tfor
mallards, herons and black-headed and common gulls, and the creek also holds
good fish and eel populations. The Creek is an important breeding ground and
is probably an excellent habitat for invertebrates.

Although surrounded by heavy industry, Chelsea Creek certainly no longer
warrants the description by Bolitho and Peel (1952) of “a stagnant ditch, with a
few disheartened marguerite daisies and thistles beside the green slime” -
further clear evidence of the improvement in quality of the Thames and 1t’s
tidal tributanes in the last 40 years.

2.2 Existing Site Use:

The site during the last few years has been neglected and fly tipped leaving a
deposit of debris consisting mainly of broken rubble, masonry shopping
trolleys, tyres and an old bath!

There is no official access to the site which is bounded on the north bank by
RBK&C’s car pound who are responsible for the boundary from Lot’s Road
bridge to the railway embankment. Building works and the existence of a
marquee site are present on the southern boundary which 1s owned by P&O to
the river wall who are at present responsible for the south bank. Commercial
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and residential properties are located to the north and south of the site, the -
Chelsea Harbour development has restricted access from the south and resulted
in a loss of open space, however, the development has highlighted the
importance of the Creek for conservation. RBK&C’s car pound abuts the stte to
the north-east, creating a high degree of activity along the boundary. East of
Lot’s Road bridge, on the north bank, London Underground’s power generation
plant (operated by Scottish Power) discharges thermal effluent directly into the
creek, this provides a specific ecological habitat for invertebrates, fish and grey
herons but changes in the nature of the plant will affect the situation in the
future. The site is zoned in the Kensington & Chelsea Unitary Development
Plan (UDP) as a Site of Nature Conservation Importance and the site also forms
a part of- the Riverside Site of Metropolitan Importance. The Hammersmith &
Fulham UDP describes the site as “an area that provides a valuable habitat
complementary to the river Thames and its foreshore. It also forms part of a
wildlife corridor for flora and fauna along the West London Railway line. It is
also a recreational amenity because of its value for fishing. The Council will

encourage enhancement of the creek, particularly in conjunction with any
development of adjoining land.”

2.3 Thames Wildlife Corridor:

The strategy is currently under construction by the NRA and will be the
compilatton of a range of Nature Conservation Strategies which have examined
the fish, bird and invertebrate populations of the river Thames.

Chelsea Creek is noted to be an important breeding ground and therefore plays
a major significance towards ecological habitats within the estuarine
environment and as a part of the Inner Urban Reach.The Thames Wildlife
Comdor strategy will help to reinforce the development of the Catchment
Management Plans for the tideway and the Thames Estuary Management Plan.
Above all, the NRA are supporting the purpose of RBK&C to create an
ecological park on the Chelsea Creek site and have offered their services within
the design and construction phase of the Creek.

The NRA have noted important points for inclusion within the Strategy which
include:




» observations of the fish fry population are subject to storm run-off, the
existence of the Creek acts as a ‘refuge’ without which the fish fry would
suffer severe losses.

e the thermal effluent of the power station has created unusual fish populations
which continue outside the expected seasons due to the increased warmth.

e ecological environments are under threat, the Creek 1s a mature environment
and therefore nature interpretation is an important aspect of the site.

e the invertebrate population has been tested by NRA at a site on the oppostte
side of the Thames at Church Road, Battersea.

o the bird population shows an increased number of Herons which feed on the
large number of eels, the indication is that the water is therefore clean. The
river Thames provides a food corridor for the vartious species.

e the inclusion of a barrage on the Creek will damage existing habitats.

o the railway line provides an inland link for the bird species.

e Local Authorities with responsibility for the length of the Thames shoreline

face problems concerned with water quality, pollution, amenity and public
pressure.

It is hoped that the Strategy will lead to an Action Plan which will promote the
lobbying of industry and a Partnership approach for the Local Authorities.




2.4 Health and Safety:

Chelsea Creek is at present a risk to health and satety and official access is
therefore denied by the erection of hoardings and a locked gate in RBK&C’s
car pound. Existing health and safety problems arise from a 3 metre sheer drop
into the tidal mud flat on the southern boundary at low tide, insufficient ratlings
on the sluice to prevent users falling into the creek and an unsafe wooden route
over the sluice. The debris within the lock poses an additional hazard and there
1s the potential of infection from the Leptospirosis bacteria (Weil’s Disease)
that may be present in the water. )

In order to meet the health and satety remit of the Environmental Health
Departments regulations, extensive improvements to fencing, repairs to the
British Gas sluice platform, provision of life belts, provision of safe and level
access paths and construction of safe viewing points are required, The
improvements will be designed to allow safe access to amenity, education and
conservational groups.

in addition to the above, the health and safety advisor at RBK&C has stipulated
that before work begins at Chelsea Creek the following improvements must be
carried out:

 The boundary fence should be fitted with suitable gates to prevent
unauthorised entry.

* The banks and edges to the creek should be suitably fenced to prevent

persons working on the bank, from falling into the creek. The existing
handrails are not adequate to prevent persons falling into the creek.

* Arrangements should be made to have the electric cable, which is Iying on
the southside bank, to be tested by a competent electrician. If the cable is
live and to be retained it should be suitably buried to comply with 1.E.E.
Wirning Regulations and the Electricity at Work Regulations 1987

* In case of emergencies, suitable life belts with life lines should be made
available on site.

* When the creek is being cleaned out, all persons working in the creek should
use lfe belts/harnesses with life lines connected to a secure anchor point.




o The sluice gates should be inspected by a competent person/engineer to
ensure they are safe. The missing boards on the bridge should be reinstalled.

An activity within the Creek that 1s of concern to the NRA is illegal eel fishing.
Eel fishing 1s consented by the PLLA and their instruments are licenced and
regulated by the NRA. There has been a history of illegal eel fishing for over a
decade which has resulted in the succesful prosecution of one person in this
regard. Implementation of the future management plan should aim to
discourage this use. '




3.0 ECOLOGICAL ANALYSIS
3.1 Biological communities:

Chelsea Creek has been identified as a site of Nature Conservation Importance
within the Royal Borough Of Kensington & Chelsea Unitary Development
Plan. The present study demonstrates that Chelsea Creek supports a relatively
diverse and unusual flora and fauna. Although once common along the banks of
the tidal Thames, areas of intertidal marsh as occurring at Chelsea Creek are
now an extremely rare habitat in Greater London and in Kensington and
Chelsea are in fact, unique.

The nature of this report has restricted the gathering of information over the
long term, for this reason this section is based on the Management Plan for
Chelsea Creek compiled by London Conservation Services (June 1992). A
future examination of the flora and fauna of the Creek will be necessary to
ascertain whether any changes have occurred from 1992

For the purposes of description Chelsea Creek has been divided into 6 different
ecological zones (London Conservation Services 1992):

¢ Open mud

». Lower foreshore
e Upper foreshore
e North bank

e South bank

e Walls

Open mud: The vegetation of this zone is characterised by a zonation of algal
communities growing on the surface of the intertidal mud. The mud nearest the
channel is dominated by algae of the group Xanthaphytacea. Above this, in a
band approx. 2m wide is a zone of filamentous green algae and above this,

leading up to the foreshore is a zone characterised by species of the genus
Cladophora.

Lower foreshore: Confined to the northern shore of the Creek, this zone is
approx. 3m wide and consists of a gently sloping shingle shore. It is sparsely
vegetated but characterised by the abundance of grey club rush (Schoenoplectus
tabernaemonti). Growing amongst the ‘club rush are frequent individuals of
creeping yellow-cress (Rorippa sylvestris). Going further up the foreshore, sea-

9




beet (Beta vulgaris ssp. maitima) appears and the vegetation changes into a
distinct upper foreshore community.

Upper foreshore: Grey club rush is still present as occasional individuals in
this zone but the vegetation 1s characterised by a mixed community dominated
by docks, notably Rumex obtusifolius, R. sanguineus and R. crispus, in
association with the plantains Plantago lanceolata and P. major. Where mud
replaces shingle the substrate (mainly 1n spurs extending out into the lower
foreshore), dense mats of annual meadow-grass (Poa annua),and float grass
(Glyceria fluitans) occur. The upper fnnge of the foreshore is subject to less
frequent tidal inundation than the lower zones and consequently supports a less
specialised flora. A fringe community of ruderal plants comprising rough
hawkbit (Leontodon hispidus), Michaelmas daisy (Aster novi-belgii), Oxford
ragwort (Senecio squalidus), nbwort plantain (Plantago lanceolata) and
creeping buttercup (Ranunculus repens) occur here.

North bank: The zone immediately above the mean high water level 1s marked
by a sharp transition to woody stemmed plants, almost exclusively dominated
by bramble (Rubus ulmifolius and R. armeniacus) on the steep bank. Where the
bank ascends to a narrow plateau there is a further transition to a ruderal
community typified by spreading meadow grass (Poa subcaerulea), cleavers
(Galium aparine), stinging nettle (Urtica dioica) and the willowherbs
(Epilobium hirsutum and E. montana). At the eastern edge of the north bank,

ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus) saphings have
become established. ‘

South bank: The vegetation of the south bank 1s composed of rank grassland
and ruderal species. The south west corner 1s characterised by a small stand of
bracken (Pteridium aquilinum). The grasses Lolium perenne and Arhenatherunt
elatius are frequent, particularly along the slope that forms much of the south
bank. Other frequent or abundant species include: red dead nettle (Lamium
purpurea), red and white clover (Trifolium pratense and T. repens), woody
nightshade (Solanum dulcamara) and hedge bindweed (Calystegia sylvestris).
Elder (Sambucus nigra) and common alder (4/nus glutinosa) are also present.

Walls: The Victorian stock brick walls provide an additional and unusual
habitat for a number of species whose distribution in the Creek is limited to this
substrate. The west walls on either side of the lock are of particular interest and
support species such as pellitory of the wall (Parietaria diffusa), hemlock water
dropwort (Oenanthe crocaia) and the thallus liverwort (Marcantia
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polymorpha), along with two other unidentified liverworts). Furthermore,
common alder has become established within crevices of the wall in the
southwest comer. Buddleia bush (Buddieia davidii) is also abundant.

KFauna: Due to the hmited nature of this study, an extensive survey of the
Creek’s fauna has not been undertaken. However, from casual observations
over several visits a number of aquatic invertebrate species have been recorded
from the foreshore, including several species of snail, leeches and lumbricid
worms. Further research into the invertebrate fauna of these intertidal areas is
merited since similar sites along the Thames to the west are known to hold

populations of some noteworthy species, in particular two species of Red Data
Book molluscs.

The following bird species have been recorded utilising the creek: grey heron
(Ardea cinerea), grey wagtail (Motacilla cinerea), pied wagtail (Motacilla alba

yarelli) and mallard (Anas platyrhyncas). All are characteristic of wetland or
waters edge habitats.

The National River Authonty’s Fishery Dept. has made a number of studies of
the fish population of Chelsea Creek as part of a long term study of the fish
population of the tidal Thames. Their findings indicate that the thermal effluent
from the electricity generating station has contributed to an unusual fish
commumty being present tn the creek. A permanent population of freshwater
fish (e.g. carp and bream) occurs 1n association with a more or less permanent
population of estuarine species, including flounder and eel. In recent years
mullett and sea bass have been present seasonally, occurring in ' late
summer/early autumn, probably due to the penetration of a saline wedge further

up the Thames than in previous years, possibly as a consequence of drought
retarded freshwater input.
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J.2 Recent management:

There has been very little management of the site in recent years which may
have operated in favour of the Creek. The isolated nature of the site has no
doubt protected the area from trampling and the destruction of species.

In September 1990, Chelsea Creek was visited by the UK2000 Thames Water
Rangers. Using a converted military landing craft they undertook a clean up of
the site east of Lot’s Road. While a considerable amount of rubbish was
removed, they were unable to access the inner creek but did identify a nuber of
ttems of large debns, the removal of which would necessitate a shore based
crane. Between July and September 1995 the ecology officer spent 2
community work days with BTCV and a further day with IPLS cleaning debris
from the Creek. During May 1995 an attempt was made to plant a willow
screen and native shrubs.

The site 1s currently, unofficially, used by -local anglers who gain access
through broken hoardings surrounding the creek. Angling is a popular past time
owing to the large amount of fish present in the creek, a debate will be set up
between different amenity groups to discuss future site use.
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4.0 VISUAL ASSESSMENT

Due to the limited nature of this feasibility study visual assessment has only
been possible at this stage although future plans will require the use of reports
by civil engineers to assess the nature of the Improvements necessary on health
and safety grounds. The observations cover:

* high and low water levels.

e condition of vertical walls. |

» condition of British Gas flood sluice.

* damage by vegetation.

e external activity and it’s effect on the site.
* noise from low aircraft.

High and low water levels: |
The low water level was observed to be a shallow channel flowing east to west
through the Creek. The high water level is 0.75m above the low water level.

Condition of vertical walls; | -

The steel piling retaining walls on the south side of the Creck were seen to be
in good condition, although the corroded remains of the steel fencing and
timber platform should be removed. The Victorian stock brick walling on the
northern boundary was seen to be seriously degraded with areas needing a
rebuild, some sections were leaning dangerously whilst others need only
repointing, however, a mixture of Buddleia and Common Alder are established
within some areas of walling. The walling surrounding the flood sluice was
seen to be i similar condition.

Condition of British Gas flood sluice:

Although at present the sluice is holding water, the health and safety
implications suggest that improvements should be carried out, to include a more
substsantial fence over the sluice and a new timber tread which 1s currently in a
dangerous condition. The painted finish on the sluice needs to be returned to
the metal surface, primed and painted to prolong its life.

Damage by vegetation: |

Vegetation is causing damage to various vertical walls in Chelsea Creek,
although they have an ecological value they should be removed and the walls
repomted to prevent any further incursion by tree species. The future
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management regime may allow tree growth in selected areas but must not be
allowed to create a health and safety risk.

External activity and its effect on the site: -

The Chelsea Creek area is currently busier than in its recent past with a far
higher degree of traffic. On the north side of the Creek, RBK&C’s car pound
appears to be a site of continual activity, while not creating a large amount of
noise pollution (other than car engines), it is advised to produce a visual screen
to exciude this type of activity from the Creek.

On the west boundary the West London ratlway line is situated 5Sm from the
sluice, the noise produced by the trains is occasional and acceptable.

On the south boundary a development is currently underway and will abut the
creek boundary, screening is advised to prevent the impression of the creek
being overlooked. Next to this development a marquee site which is owned by

the Chelsea Harbour and is used occasionally, a native hedge will protect the
creek from this site use.

Noise from low aircraft: ,

During the periods when 1 was on site, the noise from low aircraft was
intrusive, however, the scheduling of the flights need examination in order to
assess whether they will provide a constant nuisance. It would appear that the
number of birds that are present on this site indicate that the aircraft are not
frequent or that the bird population is not disturbed by the overhead noise.
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3.0 USER REQUIREMENTS

The Chelsea Creek analysis of the ‘Planning for Real’ exercise states that
“Chelsea Creek has a great potential for ecological improvement ang
enhancement. A management plan prepared for the Royal Borough of
Kensington & Chelsea in 1992 identified that: if suitable arrangements were
made for access and improvements made for safety, it has the potential to be
utilised for environmental education and as a public amenity.”

Chelsea Creek is situated in a heavily populated inner city area and therefore
has a:great number of potential users. The nature of the site as-an ecological
park situated on a water body increases the requirements for its use by
appealing to both amenity and educational groups. The amenity use may be
divided up into:

e angling
o ccological
® passive use

@ active use

The groups requiring the site for these uses have increased in scale with the
construction of the Chelsea Harbour development and therefore will increase
the pressure on the site. Chelsea Creek covers a small area measuring 0.5ha.
with only a small proportion of that area available as dry land.

Future use between anglers, active use and the ecological remit is seen to

present problems unless the site is carefully managed at the construction stage
and with ongoing use.

The potential future users of the site will be contacted by Groundwork West
London 1n order to define the design and requirements of the site, the local
groups to be asked to participate in community meetings will include schools,
groups with an ecological interest, housing associations, anglers, local
businesses and interested parties contacted through publicity 1n local libraries.
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6.0 SITE POTENTIAL

Chelsea Creek is an tnner city site with a relatively unspoilt formation and 1s
therefore an extremely valuable resource in ecological and histoncal terms. Site
potential may be divided into:

e amenity
e educational
¢ management

Amenity use of the site has potentially grown during the last few years with the
development of the Chelsea Harbour and the high degree of local residential
population. At the present time the primary source of amenity use is angling
which is very popular due to the large amount of fish in the creek encouraged
by the warm effluent from the Lot’s Road power station. After improvement,
ecological enhancement and official opening of the site, a great deal of pressure
on the creek environment wiil be evident; future maintenance will therefore be
a crucial issue requiring a high degree of sensitive management.

Admission of the public must be seen as an issue that 1s also based on
‘ecological’ principles as an existing element of the site that should be
controlled by design and not restricted from use of the creek.

Educational use of the site is an element that should be encouraged to achieve
participation of local schools, youth groups, local walkers and prospective
management volunteers. At this time the major interest should be aimed at local
groups but with the potential success of the creek, parties may visit from further

afield to demonstrate the possibilities and management of a small inner city
site.

An ecological park will encourage not only the further establishment of native
species but will also promote a ‘nature study area’ particularly on the tidal
foreshore of the creek, this will be unique to this part of London and NRA have
expressed their full support for this educational initiative. Chelsea Creek may
be entered into the Global Initiatives scheme dealing specifically with Agenda
21 principles, this may be submitted through schools and youth groups. The
history of the site 1s still apparent with the industrial remains of the shuce gate
(still in excellent condition) and the use of the creek by coal barges to feed the
power station until the 19th century, the history may be further explored by the
inclusion of historical maps (alongside the habitat diagrams) that will help to
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take the public ‘back through history’ to explain the human use of the creek
until the present day.

The creek is also valuable for demonstrating its wider position and use within
the ecology of the Thames Wildlife Corridor. It will however, be important that
large groups take a ‘passive’ role to discourage trampling of the species, this
may be achieved by providing controlled pathways through the site or the
provision of ‘viewing points’ for observational purposes.

Management of the creek habitats will follow a process of consultation
between RBK&C, the design team and potential partners. The intention is to
propose that site management is a crucial and well considered aspect, including
specialists and volunteers to enable the future development of a sensitive series
of habitats. Publicity will be produced to encourage local interest and will be
displayed in the Town Hall, local libraries and schools.
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7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS

The purpose will be to offset any past losses through tmplementation of an
enhancement and habitat creation strategy, whilst taking into account the
human influence on the creek. This will be camed out by:

e professional ecological assessment of the creek and a detailed operation plan
for its future management.

* in depth survey of amenity needs and expectations, these will be judged
against the ecological needs for a site of this size.

e a community design programme.

The above factors will directly influence the Creek’s design to deliver a
development- that will be conducive to the sites ecology, educational,
management and amemty use. The initial works will concern a selective ‘clean
up’ of the site to remove rubble and debris while causing the minimum
disturbance to the sites habitats. Proposals for the placing of gabions along the
vertical south wall will create new possibilities for habitats while providing a
safer site for human use. The placing of plant carpets in selected locations will
introduce a greater potential for river bank and reed bed species. The erection
of ‘viewing points’ will allow restricted public access and with agreement from
the anglers will limit the fishing use of the Creek. Further suggestions include
the installation of ‘rock pools’ within the Creek, the development of a ‘willow
wall’ to help screen the site, the installation of a ‘Kingfisher post’ and the
construction of a ‘bat cave’(if appropnate). The latter suggestion is currently .
under discussion with a professional ecologist and will only be appropriate with
regular inspection by an English Nature licenced Bat-handler.

The Creek has limited terrestrial habitats and the water varies from saline to
freshwater. Future planting to the inter tidal area will therefore be saline in
nature to take account of these conditions. A small scale planting scheme of
native species should be undertaken on the grass slope of the south bank and to
discuss permission of planting up a section of the edge to the south bank with
native species to screen the Creek from the marquee site.

Fencing will be required to provide a barrier to areas of the Creek which are
currently subject to access and an entrance arch is suggested to direct
pedestrians to a given entry point and to celebrate the renewal of the Creek.
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Access to and use of the flood sluice will require extensive health and safety

improvements, however, its future value as an item of industrial architecture
should be taken into account.
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7.1 Land use conflicts

Chelsea Creek is a site of valuable and unusual local habitats in this area of
London and will be an important asset to educational groups and local wildlife.
The intention will be to conserve and enhance the ecology of the Creek and to
limit damaging use by the final site design which will allow access to the less
fragile areas of ecological interest. At this time there 1s a conflict between uses,
fishing is at present the most important use to the exclusion of casual and active
site users. Education will therefore be directed at the fishermen to take proper
care, to inform and improve the understanding of the sites importance and to
educate locals not to dump and fly tip mto the Creek.

' The current discussion however, also states that with the increase in residential
use the Creek must adapt its ecology to cater for human use and that it would
be both unreasonable and unpopular to deny public access. For this reason the
intention will be to allow selected access to points of the Creek which will
allow habitat development and will also cater for public amenity.
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7.2 Legal framework:

Chelsea Creek is designated as a:

Metropolitan Site of Nature Conservation Importance - within the Unitary
Development Plan of Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea. The site
therefore has statutory importance and any proposed development would be
examined stringently by the Planning Department.

Riverside Site of Metropolitan Nature Conservation Importance -
designated by the London Ecology Commuttee. This is the highest priority site
for nature conservation in London and planning restrictions would apply.

Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPG’s) - the Governments Regional
Planning Guidance sets broad strategic policies for land use and development in
London and the South East. The strategic guidance is based on Strategic Advice
provided in London by London Planning Advisory Committee (LPAC). This
advice is translated into Local Authority Development Plans:

e Structure Plans - strategi¢ policieés 1n non metropolitan areas.

e Local Plans, waste local plans and mineral local plans - detailed
development policies for non metropolitan areas.

e Unitary Development Plans - planning authonties in Greater London and
metropolitan areas combine the two former functions. All development plans
are required to include policies about conserving wildlife species and their
habitats, the natural beauty and amemty of the land and improving the
physical environment.

Sustainable Development - the Thames Gateway Planning framework aims to
be based on the principles of sustainable development and recognises that “the
environment is an asset vital for life and s to be passed on to future generations
in the best possible condition”.

Planning Policy Guidance (PPG’s)

PPG 9 : 12 - protection under NNR’s, SSSI's, SPA’s, SAC’s etc.
PPG 9 : 14, 15, 16 - nature conscrvation outside designated sites.
PPG 20 : 2.6 - protection of urban sites. |
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PPG 12 :6.25 - environmental appraisal of plans.
PPG 23:1.10, 1.12 - pollution.

Site of Borough Nature Conservation lmportance - important site on a
Borough perspective.

Site of Local Importance - aimed chiefly at remedying severe deficiencies of
locally accessible wildhfe sites. Management of sites under any of the above
designations should maintain and enhance their conservation value, but also
encourage their enjoyment by people wherever possible. ]

Metropolitan Open Land (MOL.) - public and private open spaces and water
areas that are of strategic open space importance and which fulfill one or more
of certain critena.

Agenda 21- endorsed by the UK government at the 1992 Rio Earth Summit and
sets out how all countries can work towards sustainability. Led to the
production of “Sustainable Development, the UK Strategy 1994”. most of
the actions of Agenda 21 require the active involvement of local authorities

who are specifically required to initiate partnershlps for sustainable
development at the local level by 1996.

The Biodiversity Convention - endorsed by the Government at the 1992
sutnmit. An agreement between countries about how to protect the diversity of
species and habitats in the world. Led to the production of “Biodiversity, the

UK Action Plan 1994” which sets out the UK’s Conservation Strategy for the
next 10 and 20 years.

Special Protection Areas (SPAs) - conservation measures for protection of

species and migratory birds. To prevent significant environmental damage or
pollution.

Bern Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural
Habitats - protection of endangered species.

Environmental Assessment (T&CP Assessment of Environmental Effects

regulations 1988) - information concemning the likely environmental effects of
certain projects with an effect on decisions of the Planning Department.
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Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 - four main elements in the Act for inland
nature conservation:

o the management of key sites as NNRs.
* re-notification of sites as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI’s).
e the maintenance of wildlife.

® species protection.

The Water Act 1989 - National Rivers Authority (NRA) are given the duty to
promote nature conservation of flora and fauna on an aquatic environment to
enable them to undertake works specifically for nature conservation.

Environment Protection Act 1990 - Parts 1 and 2 of the Act are along with the
1989 Water Act, the main vehicles of pollution control.

Water Besources Act 1991 & Land Drainage Act 1991 - the NRA, Internal
Drainage Boards and Ministers are required to further the conservation and
enhancement of natural beauty, wildlife and geological and physiographical -
features consistent with any enhancements relating to their functions. Any
polluting discharge to surface waters will require a consent from the NRA who
must comply with the standards set by various EC Directives. NRA set Water
Quality Objectives for the river and set chemical and physical standards for
dissolved oxygen levels and the temperature.

Transport and Works Act 1992 - imposes a duty on harbour authorities to
have regard for wildlife and landscape conservation in formulating or
considering any proposals to their statutory function.

The Environment Bill 1995 - will establish the Environment Agency which
will be promoted to provide high quality environmental protection, it’s
activities, therefore, will have a profound effect on nature conservation. The
Agency will be able to make fisheries byelaws for the conservation of flora and
fauna dependent on an aquatic or waterside environment.
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7.3 Future Development:

The construction of Chelsea harbour has increased development pressure on
this area of the tidal Thames. The recent interest in waterside sites has
furthermore brought all riverside areas into the public attention, it 1s therefore
essential that these areas of fragile habitats are legally protected wherever
possible, the NRA will have an tmportant role to play alongside the Local
Authority Planning Department to delineate the extent of development
pressures. Education will be an important facet, in order to develop the
understanding that a shingle or mud covered inter tidal site fulfills a vital role 1n
the continued flora and fauna life of the Thames.

There are a number of sites surrounding Chelsea Creek that are under threat
and which will need sensitive planning agreements for non-invasive
development and positive future management.

The sites include the area opposite the power station and east of the Lot’s Road
bridge which is scheduled for an extension to the Chelsea Harbour site. The
potential construction of a West London line railway station alongside the
Creek. The site to the south of the Creek has an uncertain future, it 1s currently
used by Chelsea Harbour Ltd. to erect a marquee for visitors.

Contained within LBH&F Unitary Development Plan however, 1s a proposal to
construct a Riverside Walk as a part of the Countryside Commission’s Thames

Path Natural Trail. A cycle route has also been designated to run near Chelsea
Creek.
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8.0 PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMME

In order to finance the development of Chelsea Creek, the Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea will need to provide funding from a range of sources
both public and private. The organisations listed below are potential only, 1n
many cases there has as yet been no approach to ascertain whether funding is a
possibility and in some cases organisations may be willing to provide goods or
services as a ‘Gift in Kind’. In addition there may be organisations who are

willing to supply voluntary labour to enable construction of a park within
Chelsea Creek and the contract documents will need to reflect this approach.

- The sources of funding are listed below and will contain organisations not so far

mentioned within this report:

Public ,

Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham
National Lottery |
European Regional Development Fund
Government Office for London (SRB)
Environmental Protection Agency

English Partnerships (DLG)

Port ‘of London Authority

British Rail

English Nature

Department of the Environment

Inner London Probation Service
Ashbumham Community Centre

Private

Groundwork Foundation
Groundwork West London

P& / Chelsea Harbour Ltd
British Gas -

London Electricity

London Transport

RBK&C Chamber of Commerce
Thames Water
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Local businesses will benefit from the development of Chelsea Creek and may
be approached for funding.

Voluntary Sector
London Ecology Unit

London Bat Group

.ondon Natural History Society

London Wildlife Trust

British Trust for Conservation Volunteers (BTCV)
Kensington & Chelsea Conservation Volunteers (KCCV)
Kensington & Chelsea Action for Disabality

Local Schools and youth clubs

Local housing associations

‘Friends of Chelsea Creek’ may be a possible approach designed to secure
future management funding,
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9.0 ANTICIPATED COSTS

Phase 1 - 1996/1997

Riverbed clearance with shore based crane
.Clearance of land debns

Clearance of vegetation

Regrading

British Gas sluice
- Stripping and repainting

Steel work

New timber treads
Rebuild section of North wall
Repoint brick walling

Fencing on Lot’s Road boundary

Gate

Omamental fencing and archway on Lot’s Road boundary
Timber tence

Ornamental gnlle

Supply and place gabions

Construct access path and edging

Construct viewing platforms

Seating

Information boards -
Construct kingfisher post
Stepping stone path
Timber meeting point

Steps
Planting

Native shrubs

Trees
Willow wall

Import of topsoil
Administration support/Overheads, Professional Fees

Sub - Total

Ongoing maintenance. 1997-2000
Contingencies -

Total

27

£
8000.00

500.00
2000.00
10000.00

10000.00
4500.00
3000.00

200.00

12000.00

15000.00

15000.00

50000.00

10500.00

15000.00
4000.00
4000.00
1000.00
1500.00
5000.00

500.00

30000.00
300.00
5000.00

15000.00
23000.00
232000.00
11000.00
10000.00

253000.00



10.0 Qutline proposal
Chelsea Creek at this stage has been designed to the outline proposal
stage only and will be open for discussion following submission of this

document. The intention proposed by this design is to allow a range of
opportunities for a variety of uses, these will include: |

o fishing platform for angling in a selected area.

e riverside walkway to provide a connection to the Thames embankment
and a through walking/cychng route.

e access path for internal amenity ‘use with connections to the vanous
aspects of the site.

e viewing points for information and sitting areas.

e educational access to allow accompanied groups only, to protect the
habitats (and in particular the sensitive inter-tidal foreshore) from
excessive damage and disturbance.

e access to the sluice gate providing an element of industnal archaeology.

e overall planting of native species to promote the future development of |
habitats.
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Sheehan, Aine: PC-Plan

LY J

From: Prout, David: PC-Plan
Sent: 09 October 2007 09:49

To: 'davidbeynon@hwpg.com’

Cc: Doolan, lan: CP-Fin; Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan; Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan; Burrage, Geoff. TELS-
Hway Traf; Titcombe, Heidi: CP-Legal; Burford, Tom: FCS-GrpSvc; Flanagan, Michael: CP-Fin;
Sheehan, Aine: PC-Plan: 'HayleyMuirden@hwpg.com’ |

Subject: Re-sent - Lots Road Development - one extra action point

David — sorry, | forgot the first action point, which | have added below. D

Dear David,
Further to our telephone conversation this morning | confirm the following:

- you would amend the landscaping proposals (your letter to me of 21 August) for Chelsea Basin to
exclude public access to the edge of the Basin,;

- acquisition of Chelsea Creek — you will speak to lan Doolan;

- construction of the temporary bridge — you will speak to lan Doolan;

- nofice to residents — you kindly offered to send me a copy of what you are circulating;

- meeting to discuss progress — | agreed to find an appropriate time in the next two weeks. | would

propose to invite our planners, highways people and lawyers. In addition you said it would be useful
to have an update on the programme for the Academy. | will try and secure the attendance of the

programme manager.

The aim of the meeting will not be to conduct detailed negotiations — but to touch base on the outstanding
actions required. My PA, Aine Sheehan, will be in touch with yours to arrange a time.

David Prout

Executive Director

Planning and Borough Development
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Rm 323, Town Hall

Hornton Street

London W8 7NX

Tel: 020 7361 2944
Fax: 020 7361 3463

09/10/2007 »
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Sheehan, Aine: PC-Plan |

From: Doolan, lan: CP-Fin

Sent: 08 October 2007 18:58

To: Prout, David: PC-Plan; Stader, Georgina: PC-Plan

Cc:  Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan; Beauchamp, Sue: CP-Fin; Sheehan, Aine: PC-Plan
Subject: RE: Chelsea Creek - |an Doolan

Davidg,

| just wanted to make our position as landowner absolutely clear. The Council will either
grant a license or sell freehold that part of the creek below the bridge on the condition that
they discharge the landscaping condition (with or without public access being
permitted) together with an on-going maintenance liability for a minimum of 125 years In
the case of a license being granted.

The Council will grant a licence only on the basin above the bridge so that they can
discharge the landscaping condition (without public access being permitted) together
with an on-going maintenance liability for 125 years subject to the Council being abie to
terminate it during the term i.e. the only difference is that we do not want to sell the
freehold of the basin and we do not want public access — their iandscape design for the
basin should not contain any facilities to enable general public access although | accept
there must be some provision in the design to allow for an emergency landing of a dinghy

or canoe.

~Incidentally, the lock gates on the western side of the creek are not included in our
£—"" ownership and appear to be excluded from their design. | have no interest as landowner In
ascetics but they will look like even more of a blot on the landscape than they do already In

the event that the basin s renovated.
If you wish to discuss more please ring
Regards

lan

From: Prout, David: PC-Plan
Sent: 08 October 2007 18:02

To: Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan
Cc: Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan; Doolan, Ian: CP-Fin; Beauchamp, Sue: CP-Fin; Sheehan, Aine: PC-Plan

Subject: RE: Chelsea Creek - Ian Doolan

Georgie,
Thanks for this.

| obviously haven't explained myself properly. The Council wants Circadian to amend their application to
discharge the landscaping condition to delete the proposals for the Basin. Circadian do not own that land and

there is no prospect that the Council will reach agreement for them to provide public access to it.

| am speaking to Circadian tomerrow and will ask them to amend their application. We should not determine

09/10/2007
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the application with regard to landscaping until we have received that amendment.

lan Doolan - | understand the above reflects your position as the land owner. But it would be very useful to
receive your strong objections in writing.

Aine - please b/f for 15 October.

David Prout

Executive Director .
Planning and Borough Development
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Rm 323, Town Hall ‘

Hornton Street

London W8 7NX

Tel: 020 7361 2944
Fax: 020 7361 3463

From: Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan .
Sent: 08 October 2007 12:54

To: Prout, David: PC-Plan

Cc: Sheehan, Aine: PC-Pilan

Subject: Chelsea Creek - Ian Doolan

David,
| have spoken to lan Doolan (ID). He has not written/spoken to Circadian.
Whilst talking he identified the two areas he has been involved with to date:

1) The Bailey bridge — The Bailey bridge is permitted development for the duration of the construction
although Circadian will need to apply for a ficense from the Council. 1D is considering what the value
of the license is. The need for the bridge could be used as a ransom position re: money for the
council or as potential leverage in negotiation over other matters.

2) lunderstand ID has presented to Cabinet the opportunity of selling the Creek (excluding the basin) to
Circadian (price: £1,000,000). Cabinet rejected the proposal on the grounds the sale might be
premature and that the sale price couid increase further in response to a buoyant housing market.

I'm drafting at present the Council’s response to DP9's letter regarding the Bailey Bridge, confirming it is
permitted development. |n the letter I'm also confirming that the information submitted in relation to the
landscaping condition is acceptable and the condition is discharged (Angus Morrison has confirmed he is
satisfied the proposed treatment is acceptable).

Regards

Georgina Slader
Planning and Conservation

Telephone 020 7361 2664

. This e-mail may contain information which is confidential, legally privileged and/or copyright. This e-mail is
intended for the addressee only. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material
from your compuler.

09/10/2007
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Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan

From: DavidBeynon@hwpg.com

Sent: 12 October 2007 17:19

To: Prout, David: PC-Plan

Cc: Doolan, Ilan: CP-Fin; Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan; Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan;
HayleyMuirden@hwpg.com

Subject: RE: Lots Road Development

Attachments: Creek Design Principles TOWN352(08)600 R02.pdf; LR-LeafletArea.pdf, Lots Road News
Issue 1 DRAFT v2.pdf

Dear David

I am pleased that we were able to briefly touch on the matters you have recorded in your email
below. I thought it was a helpful conversation.

Thank you for so quickly setting up the meeting on 15t November at 12.00 in your offices. I am
sure that will be productive and clear a lot of the issues that are facing us as we prepare to get
going with the preparatory works at site.

For my part, please find attached a revised version of the Chelsea Creek Design Commitments
that I sent to you a few weeks ago. The landscape architect has removed the indicated public
access to the Chelsea Basin which I understand you have been advised is a potential problem.
If the amendments correctly address your areas of concern, would you please let me know and
I will then get copies printed and issued to you,

[ also attach a newsletter that our contractor who will be carrying out the plant removal,
decontamination and demolition of ancillary buildings, will be issuing to local residents in the
area indicated on the map also attached. We are in the process of setting up an information
website but straightaway the public will have mobile phone numbers to contact in the event of
any queries, Brown and Mason take possession of the site on Monday 15 October. The
newsletter will be distributed over the weekend, hopefully, or on Monday at the latest.

Regarding acquisition of the Creek and the need for any licence to oversail it, Ian Doolan and I
have missed each other’s calls during the week but trust we will do better next week.

Regards
David Beynon

From: David.Prout@rbkc.gov.uk [mailto:David.Prout@rbkc.gov.uk]

Sent: 09 October 2007 09:42

To: David Beynon (HWPEL - Senior Project Manager)

Cc: Ian.Doolan@rbkc.gov.uk; Georgina.Slader@rbkc.gov.uk; Bruce. Coey@rbkc gov.uk;
Geoff.Burrage@rbkc.gov.uk; Heidi.Titcombe@rbkc.gov.uk; Tom.Burford@rbkc.gov.uk;
Michae!.Flanagan@rbkc.gov.uk; Aine.Sheehan@rbkc.gov.uk; Hayley Muirden (HWPEL - Team Secretary)

Subject: Lots Road Development

Dear David,

Further to our telephone conversation this morning | confirm the following:

- acquisition of Chelsea Creek — you will speak to lan Doolan;

- construction of the temporary bridge — you will speak to lan Doolan;,

- notice to residents — you kindly offered to send me a copy of what you are circulating;

- meeting to discuss progress — | agreed to find an appropriate time in the next two weeks. | would

31/10/2007
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propose to invite our planners, highways people and lawyers. In addition you said it would be useful to
have an update on the programme for the Academy. | will try and secure the attendance of the
programme manager.

The aim of the meeting will not be to conduct detailed negotiations — but to touch base on the outstanding
actions required. My PA, Aine Sheehan, will be in touch with yours to arrange a time.

David Prout

Executive Director

Planning and Borough Development
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Rm 323, Town Hall

Hornton Street

London W8 7NX

Tel: 020 7361 2944
Fax: 020 7361 3463
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The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea.

This e-mail may contain information which is confidential,
legally privileged and/or copyright protected. This e-mail
is intended for the addressee only. If you receive this in
error, please contact the sender and delete the material

from your computer.
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Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis
Sent: 30 September 2008 16:49

To: Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan
Subject: RE. Chelsea Creek

Thanks Georgina,

It does make sense, and ultimately | am happy with the documentation. | would like Conditions 7 and 9 to be
discharged.

However, in terms of covenant 49.1 and condition 12, a management plan that incorporates the legal
agreement management plan, the management plans produced by Middlemarch, pius amendments In
response to submitted comments, and identifies who is responsible for carrying out the work, must be
submitted to R.B.K.C. From a practical point of view we need a management plan to be clear and functional.
Therefore roles and responsibilities need to be clearly defined. This new document would then need to be
submitted by ourselves to Hammersmith and Fulham for comment. Hammersmith's input is important as we
cannot be managing with different goals in mind. Once | receive this document | will do my utmost to ensure
we get rapid responses.

Once this has been carried out and any comments from Hammersmith have been addressed | see no reason
why condition 12 cannot be discharged.

Please let me know if you think this is reasonable, or if you see that we could address this in a different way.
I'll put it all in @ memo once I've heard back from you.

Kind regards
Saskie

i il ol alebellelisiminlee = iiminbinlr —

From: Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan
Sent: 30 September 2008 15:16
To: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-WastelLeis
Subject: RE: Chelsea Creek

See below....

Georgina Slader
Planning and Conservation

Telephone 020 7361 2064

This e-mail may contain information which is confidential, legally privileged and/or copyright. This e-mail is
intended for the addressee only. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender and delete the maternial

from your computer.

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wastebeis
Sent: 30 September 2008 14.38

To: Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan
Subject: Chelsea Creek

Hi Georgina,
I'm going through the documentation for Lots Road, Chelsea Creek.

| just want to confirm a couple of things — I'm not exactly up to speed on the planning process and now | seem
to have confused myself!

06/10/2008
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1} s it just Conditions 7,9 and 12 you need to be discharged in terms of ecology? Yes, condition 11
relates to tidal storage volumes which EA have signed off.

2) I'm alittle concerned that if | discharge condition 12, there will be little scope to change the
management plan in terms of clause 49.1. If this is the case do | need to request that Middlemarch
produce an amended management plans for both the ‘Chelsea Basin' and the ‘Habitats within
development site’ which incorporates the responses and amendments to the plans (both

management plans were submitted 7™" August 2007 prior to amendments to the plans and comments
from Jennifer)? Would | then need comments / approval from Hammersmith and Futham? | know you
said to keep the conditions separate from the management plan issue but its seems that condition 12
directly relates to its management. Ok potentially | agree, however; does the information submitted in
relation to Condition 12 meet the requirements of the wording for Condition 12 (see below)? The
legal agreement only requires documentation to be submitied and agreed which sets out the
‘maintenance regime for the Chelsea Creek'. i.e. it should not go into the detail of what is to be built
out/planted etc, this is agreed as part of Condition 12.

So Condition 12 should clearly include the details of the construction and subsequent maintenance of
the 1) inter-tidal terraces, 2) of the marginal and aquatic species 3), location and design of mooring posts,
boat-landing and access facilities and 4), health and safety measures to be provided. The condition also
notes that a programme for implementation of each these matters shall be set out and agreed. The
'subsequent maintenance’ should relate what's required to maintain each of the numbered items. | guess
the maintenance regime, required in the legal agreement, sets out who will do and how often and |
suspect can reiterate in more detail that agreed in condition 12.

Does this make sense?

Kind regards,

Saskie Lovell (MIEEM, AIEMA)

Ecology Service Manager

Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Phone: 020 7938 8185

Holland Park Ecology Centre, The Qld Stable Yard, lichester Place, London W8 6LU

06/10/2008
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Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Sent: 06 October 2008 14:18

To: Siader, Georgina: PC-Plan

Cc: Maclaurin, Barrie: TELS-WasteLeis

Subject: Lots Road. Conditions 7, 9, 12, - Planning permission ref: PP/02/01324

Attachments: Options 7 9 12 60ct08_sl.doc

Hi Georgina,
Please find attached my response to the discharge of conditions 7, 9, 12.

it's unfortunate that some of these consultation issues were not identified sooner, however we do not want to
encounter problems in the future and ultimately we want to see in the future a healthy habitat which is being

managed effectively.

Once the actions stated in my response are completed | see no reason why the conditions cannot be
discharged.

Kind regards,

Saskie Lovell (MIEEM, AIEMA}

Ecology Service Manager

Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Phone: 020 7938 8185

Holland Park Ecology Centre, The Old Stable Yard, lichester Place, London W8 GLU

06/10/2008




WASTE MANAGEMENT AND LEISURE
INTERNAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Georgina Slader ROOM NO: 325, Kensington Town Hall

CcC: Barrie Maclaurin |

FROM: saskie Lovell ROOM NO:  Ecology Centre

TELEPHONE: 0207 938 81835 FAX:

EMAIL: | Saskie.lovell@rbkc.gov.uk

DATE: 6" October 2008 REF: Planning permussion ref: PP/02/01324
SUBJECT: Lots Road. Conditions 7, 9, 12,

Dear Georgina

| confirm that the details submitted by DP9 on the 10™ December 2007, in conjunction with the Chelsea Basin
. Management Plan and the Habitats within development site management plans by Middlemarch Environmental,
submitted on 7" August 2007, have been reviewed.

In order for conditions 7, 9 and 12 to be discharged by the Ecology Service off the following must be carried:

1.

A revised management plan which incorporates the legal agreement management plan (Schedule 5),
the management plans produced by Middlemarch (dated July 2007}, amendments in response to
submitted comments (dated 06/12/07 and 08/12/07) and ciearly states which organisation is responsible
for carrying out the work specified, must be prepared. It is recommended that the consultation process
with the Environment Agency, R.B.K.C. Ecology Service and any other professiona! organisations be
documented in this revised management plan.

In terms of covenant 49.1 the revised management plan must be submitted by Planning, to
Hammersmith and Fulham for comment.

Chelsea Creek forms part of the Tidal Thames Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) of
Metropolitan Importance. Therefore, the above management plan needs to be submitted for comment to
the Greater London Authority (GLA) and the Port of London Authority (PLA).

Comments from Hammersmith and Fulham, GLA and PLA must be addressed and incorporated into the
revised management plan.

This revised management plan and a summary of the consultatiocn with Hammersmith and Fulham, GLA
and PLA would then need to be submitted to the Ecology Service.

Once the above steps have been completed to the satisfaction of the Ecology Service we will look forward to
discharging conditions 7, 9 and 12 of planning permission PP/02/01324.

Yours sincerely,

Saskie Lovell (mieem. AlEma)
Ecology Service Manager

£
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From: O'Riley, Jennifer: TELS-WastelLeis
Sent: 29 October 2007 14:46

To: Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan
Subject: FW: chelsea creek development

Attachments: salinity.omp; Fully Structurally Engineered but Ecologically Enhanced Designs.doc
Hi Georgle
More details from the Environment Agency to clarify their position.
How are things going?

Jen

From: Barton, Emma [mailto:bartoe.Abbeywood1. TH@environment-agency.gov.uk]
Sent: 26 October 2007 17:01 -
To: O'Riley, Jennifer: TELS-Wasteleis

Cc: Hanniffy, Ruth
Subject: FW: chelsea creek development

H1 Jennifer,

Apologies for the amount of time it has taken to get back to you, as Ruth said, we wanted to make sure we consulted with
our colleagues in water quality and conservation before replying.

Our issues with the planting originate from the salinity data we have taken from the Automatic Water Quality Monitoring
Station at Cadogan Pier at TQ2750077602 which is very close to the Chelsea Creek development. I have attached a
sample of this data to this email. The data shows that at high tide the salinity can often be 10g/1 or higher (on the y-axis
of the graph 5000 is approx 10g/1), which is about a third strength seawater. High water is the portion of the tide which
is likely to inundate the planted terraces, as shown on the drawings as Neap Tide High Water and Spring Tide High
Water levels. [ think it is likely that the plants shown on the Materials Booklet (TOWN352(08)300 RO1) on the Low
Marsh Terrace are predominantly freshwater plants and may not withstand the salinities in the creek at high water, so we
would like the applicant to demonstrate that the plants have been grown, and therefore would survive, in this

environment.

We also have some concerns about the design of the terraces themselves. The structure 1s mainly made up of gabion
baskets which, in our experience, may not silt up as well as is needed to sustain a plant community. If gabions are to be
used, their life expectancy would be increased by hand-packing (which will also increase siltation) and the wires should
be treated. Geotextile matting or coir matting within the terracing may also give a temporary substrate for planting and
increase siltation, if firmly attached! The gabions could be used as a front wall for the terrace with a backfilled substrate
area behind, rather than using the gabions as terraces themselves, Alternatively, wooden walls could be created and
backfilled behind to create the terraces. | have attached part of some guidance we are producing, which is currently in
draft form, which may help explain.

| hope this answers your questions, please drop either myself or Ruth a line if you need anything else!

Kind regards

Emma.

29/10/2007
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Emma Barton

Environment Officer (Fisheries Technical)

(Middle Tidal Thames, Ravensbourne, Quaggy & Pool)
South East Area |
Environment Agency

Thames Region

Telephone: 0208 310 5500 Fax: 0208 311 9778

Email: emma.barton@environment-agency.gov.uk

From: Q'Riley, Jennifer: TELS-Wasteleis

Sent: 16 October 2007 13:28

To: 'ruth.hannify@environment-agency.gov.uk'; 'emma.barton@environment-agency.gov.uk’
Subject: chelsea creek development

Dear Ruth and Emma

| am the RB Kensington and Chelsea ecology manager and occasionaily advise our
planning department on ecological impacts. | was given your names by Anna Scott and I'm
writing to follow up your comments on the Lots Road/ Chelsea Creek planning application.
It would be useful to have further details of some of your points regarding the design of

terraces and the planting scheme.

| hadn't picked up on the issues you raise and I'd like to get a clearer picture of your
preference for the terrace design, and whether you feel their rationale for choosing the

plants they have is faulty. In the document | have (input by Middlemarch Environmental)

they have concluded that this area of the Thames is predominantly fresh and the current
plant communities in the creek are dominated by freshwater species. However | don't have
access to any data on the water quality and would appreciate any further information or

thoughts you may have.

| would be grateful to discuss this on the phone (I don’t have your number though) or if you
could email back with anything you have. |

Thanks and best regards

Jennifer O'Riley

Ecology Service Manager
Holland Park Ecology Centre
Old Stableyard

Hichester Place

London W§ 6.

0207 471 9809
wwiw.rbkc.gov.uk/ecology
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The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea.
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This e-mail may contain information which 1s confidential,
legally privileged and/or copyright protected. This e-mail
is intended for the addressee only. If you receive this in
error, please contact the sender and delete the maternial
from your computer.
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Click here to report this email as spam.

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received
this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete 1t and do not copy it to anyone

else,

We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should stil]l check any attachment

hefore opening 1it.

We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of
Information Act, Data Protecticn Act or for litigation. Emall messages and attachments sent to or
from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone other than the sender or

recipient, for business purposes.

If we have sent vou information and you wish to use it please read our terms and conditions which you
can get by calling us on 08708 506 506. Find out more about the Environment Agency at

www., environment-agency.gov.uk

29/10/2007




Fully Structurally Engineered but Ecologically Enhanced Designs

In locations where there is not room for a more gentle slope and a steep or near
vertical solution is required, where the potential hydrodynamic forces in a storm are
such that bioengineered solutions could not be relied upon, habitat can still be created,
by essentially establishing plant communities on 'ledges’ on or between hard
engineered walls. The key point to make about such river edge designs 1s that flood
risk management does not ultimately rely on the integrity of the plant communities.

7.1 Structurally Defined Vegetated Terraces

The first option is to create some form of terrace between hard engineered elements.
The nature of this will depend on many factors. The more limited the space available,
the steeper the terrace will need to be. The steeper the terrace the larger the particle
size distribution required for a slope that does not have additional biotechnically
engineered reinforcement. Such steep slopes with cobbles and large gravel may not
be suitable for growing intertidal plants, but may still provide many refuges for
invertebrates of the river edge. Where slopes of around 1:7 or less are achievable,
terraces in which the substrate is stabilised solely by higher plant vegetation may be
established fairly readily in the intertidal zone.

Examples of this are shown in Case Study 6, which illustrates different types of
terrace arrangement on the Greenwich Peninsula in London (these terraces having
been first established 1999). This example is also provided in the main Developer's
Guidance as Case Study 2.2.1, but is revisited here in further detail.

The example shows how terraces can be formed between various concrete retaining
walls (some supported by wall anchors and others acting as simple gravity walls or
cantilevers) and gabion baskets. The overall flood risk management functionality
depends on these hard engineered elements. Substrate can then be 1nstalled on a
geotextile mat in between the hard engineering features. The substrate should be
carefully graded and selected, based on examination of the local foreshore and from
precedent study to be stable 1n that location.

Where space permits a continuous sloping beach profile at a stable angle of repose
between the new retreated flood defence wall and the truncated, capped remnant of
the former wall. Such an installations may have considerable value for intertidal and
littoral fringe invertebrates. This is illustrated in the fist example in Case Study 6(1),
which also shows how dense natural colonisation (in this case of Sea Aster) can
occur as long as finished levels are correct. However, where plants did not establish
well it was found that finished levels were lower than in the design drawing and
outside the optimal saltmarsh growth zone. This example clearly illustrates the
critical importance of finished levels matching the design to within a few centimetres.

In Case Study 6 (2), simple stepped terrace were created with gabions. Locally, at the
highest tidal levels, wooden palisade was used to create the terrace, a technique also
illustrated in Case Study 8 at the River Roding Mill Pool in a more protected location.
Case Study 6(2) also illustrates some of the issues relating to terrace substrate
stabilisation using coir matting before planting (see Figure 33). It is possible that the
coir matting may help to retain the material in severe storms prior to natural sorting




and packing of infill material. If, however, the matting 1s not perfectly firmly
installed it may lift. Any plants planted early through the matting may then (as 1n the
example) simply be ripped out of location and lost, necessitating replanting. It may
be best in such cases to allow the revetment to reach a stable equilibrium under such
matting, and then later either leave the matting in place or remove 1t (if there is no
accretion above 1t) and plant the terrace.

One drawback with a stepped terrace form 1s that flat fish such as Flounder and some
other fish such as adult Common Goby appear reluctant to cross up and over
submerged terrace steps, and hence cannot access this valuable habitat in any number.
A possible solution is to ensure that terraces are sloping in two planes so that there 1s
some point along the profile where the terrace height falls to zero to permit such
species/ages of fish to move onto the terrace. This sort of design 1s 1llustrated in Case

Study 6(3).

Plants are best installed in the early spring when they are growing, but from pre-
grown stock, so that they can survive the tidal forces. Case Studies 6 (1) and (3) show
the value of using pot-grown two year old container-grown Common Reeds (see

Figure 33).

In some cases it may be considered valuable to install a pre-planted coir pallet as in
the example in Case Study 7. This can help promote good early establishment of
appropriate plant species especially at higher tidal levels. It should be noted that the
quality and handling of the pallet and plant establishment within 1t can be very

important in ensuring success. Case Study 6 also illustrates the problem of over-
dominance of one species (e.g. Common Reed). If this 1s not desired, then rhizome

barriers should be included in the substrate. In Case Study 7 features to deter
damage of the new plants by grazing geese might have been useful. .

Case Study 7 also illustrates, however, the problems that may arise due to sub-optimal
specification and implementation. In this example, fine sediment deposition and the
site was on the outer bank of a meander. As a precaution against erosion the decision
was taken to contain the terrace growth and habitat substrate within study gabion
mattresses closed over the pre-planted coir pallets. Installation, however, of substrate
of smaller particle size than the gabion mesh 1s ill-advised as washout may occur,
even if the substrate is covered by a planted coir matting. Had the gabions been
carefully packed with larger sized material, the plants would very probably have taken
root. Other problems experienced in this example including the deposition of flotsam
and jetsam during establishment, which might be avoided through the careful siting of
litter barges during the establishment period, and/or regular monitoring and htter
collection visits during this phase.

These examples shows the critical importance both of correct specification and
implementation and "post implementation management, without which costly
remediation may be required.
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Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan

bl ki —

From: O'Riley, Jennifer: TELS-Wastel eis

Sent: 19 October 2007 15:19
To: Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan
Subject:. RE: Lots Road - Discharge of Conditions

Attachments: E:helsea creek ecology oct 07.doc

Hi Georgie

It has been a bit trickier to get this together than | thought. Anyway | hope this is useful for
now and | will follow up the outstanding points as soon as | can.

I've put my guestions and notes in a table to make it easier to keep track of the different
issues. | also tried to write a paragraph for your letter as requested, but you will see it
came out much longer than a paragraph. Please edit it if you can prioritise the outstanding
issues, but | think eventually it will be necessary to sit down with them to talk through all the
details.

| have contacted the Environment Agency to clarify their objections but as yet had no reply
from Ruth Hanniffy who is the relevant nature conservation officer.

That's all | have for now, let me know if you have any questions otherwise |'ll catch up when
things progress.

Have a great weekend
jen

From: Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan
Sent: 10 October 2007 14:20
To: Brown, Rebecca: HHASC-EnvHIth; O'Riley, Jennifer: TELS-Wasteleis; Morrison, Angus: PC Plan

Subject: FW: Lots Road - Discharge of Conditions

Please attached a letter | have received from the Environment Agency regarding the information submitted to
discharge the conditions.

Specifically it identifies matters in relation to the Creek, the Riverside Walk and Contamination.

Angus — please can you see her note re: condition 7. Do you wish to comment further re: your observations?

Kind regards
Georgie

Georgina Slader
Planning and Conservation

Telephone 020 7361 2664

This e-mail may contain information which is confidential, legally privileged and/or copyright. This e-mail is
intended for the addressee only. If you recewe this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material

from your computer.

i Pl unlal'slebtofole il e N

From: Scott, Anna [mailto:anna.scott@environment-agency.gov.uk]

22/10/2007
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Sent: 10 October 2007 14:06

To: Slader, Georgina: PC-Plan

Cc: Jane Pitten

Subject: Lots Road - Discharge of Conditions

Hi Georgina

Please find attached our formal response for the discharge of conditions for Lots Road Power Station. A hard
copy will follow in the post but is likely to be delayed as a result of the recent strike action.

Kind Regards y

Anna Scott
Major Projects Officer
Planning Liaison - NE Thames

Direct Dial 01707 632323
Fax 01707 632515

Apollc Court

2 Bishops Square Business Park
St Albans Road West

Hatfield, Herts

AL10 9EX

Developers: www.environment-agency.gov.uk/developers

Please consider the environment and only print this email if needed.

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received
this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete 1t and do not copy it to anyone
else,

We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check any attachment

before copening 1it.
We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of

Information Act, Data Protection Act or fer litigation. Emalil messages and attachments sent to or
from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone other than the sender or

recipient, for business purposes.

If we have sent you information and you wish to use it please read our terms and conditions which you
can get by calling us on 08708 506 506. Find out more about the Environment Agency at

WwWw.environment-agency.gov.uk

22/10/2007
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Lots Road/ Chelsea Creek development.

Comments and queries on ecological design.

74 %
We require further details gt the ecological design and management. Specific
questions and information gaps are highlighted below:

D Regarding reinstating a flow of water through the creek to reverse and
manage sedimentation - we would like to see hydrological and engineering
plans of the proposal to pump water back into the creek, particularly where
the outflow will be discharged, how the flow rate compares to that when the
power station was operating, where the water wiil come fron} and how energy ™~

efficient the pumping system will be. T ol f s Mt

2> Regarding the management plan, we would like fu ails on how the
work programme outputs will be monitored. e request that a more detailed
. monitoring schedule, the outcomes of eys and/ny changes to design or.
management (outlined in the habitatfhanagement plan}tbe submitted to
RBKC as they arise inyfuture. ?
A
'9 It is not clear that current baseline data is adequate, particularly for the basin.
An NVC survey must be undertaken before commencing works (as per the

management plan), particularly covering the basin, ard plans for the basin W
needso be rewritten considering current conditions and objectives.

CD Can we get consent to share survey data with GIGL (London’s biological
records centre)f

57 The management plan specifies “spot treatment” for control of noxious
weeds. It is questionable whether these (agricultural) weeds would
necessarily be harmful in this context, and whether the potential harmful
impact of applying herbicide near a watercourse is justified. Please specify
manual weed control in the first instance, and only if it is necessary, and
specify under what herbicides will be permitted under what conditions.

fum H-e0f

@ Regarding green f s — There is a discrepancy between the written
proposals and thetdrawings, which do-not show the extensive green roof on
KC4. Please confirm that this will be installed and also supply landscaping
and plaZ'Zidetails of the propqsed intensive green roofs on KC1 and KC2A.
/

detonls fre ek )]
—@7 RA Jon port on invertebrate biodiversity (2004) recommends allowing
natural colonisation of green roofs and suggests retaining a small volume of
substrate from the existing site and adding it to the goof in order to conserve
and utilize the local seedbank. Can the feasibilityéchis option be assessed? )ﬂ

Green walls are mentioned in the Environmental Statement (2004) as part
mitigation for “impacts as a result of the overall mitigation scheme” but no
details jyrf plans. RBKC would encourage the use of vegetated walls and




Regarding “bat friendly lighting”, we require further details of the lighting on
the navigation posts as well as along the banks of the creeks.

Alison Fure

(London Naturalist 2006) recommends low pressure sodium lamps with hoods

to direct the light where it is needed (away from the water in this case) Is
lighting on the navigation posts necessary, can the impact be reduced?

- Heod hinbamel Tolle vf‘r‘/ Asited

Issue

details

Status Oct 07

notes

Creek Terraces and
design

N
t%\

1. The environment

agency (EA) comments

that the gabion terraces

are “over-engineered”

and therefore not sufficient
itrgation Tor habitat loss.

Need to clarify relative
value of the muddy
intertidal area that will be
lost, is their objection
aesthetic or ecological,
what are the options?

2. The EA also questions
whether the terraces will
accumulate enough silt to
sustain the planting.

3. Details of the proposal
to introduce an artificial
flow of water.

1. Need clarification
from the EA (Ruth
Hanniffy — have
emailed 16/10)

2. s siltation of the
terraces .
necessary? If it is,
Is there any way of
anticipating
whether it will be
sufficient, also that
it will not be
excessive and
detrimental?

3. We need to see
hydrology/
engineering plans —
esp to establish
where the water will
be discharged?
What is the flow
rate? What was
the flow rate before
shutdown?
Calculations to
show the necessity
and impact of
narrowing the
channel? Isitthe
same water used
for cooling the
building? What is
the energy use
related to pumping
the water and iIs
this a sustainable
option? |s all the




water to be
abstracted from the
Thames (other
options such as
pumping from the
chalk aquifer?
Could the creek
water currently
“diverted to sewer”
easily be reinstated
as this may have
flood control
benefits?)

Management plan

1. A 10 year management
plan has been submitted.

2. Surveillance

3. Noxious weed control —
the Weeds Act does not
prohibit allowing these
weeds to grow, only
causing them to spread.
Most are agricultural
weeds and not necessarily
problematic in an urban
habitat (e.qQ. ragwortis a
good species for
biodiversity, although toxic
to livestock and horses,
but this is not an issue
here) —considering the
potential harmful impacts
of herbicide use
particularly near
watercourses.

1. Need clarity on who will
carry out the management
work, how will it be
monitored (outputs, rather
than bio monitoring), what
happens after 10 years?

Can we see a more
detailed monitoring
schedule, and the
outcomes of surveys and
any changes to design or
management (outlined in
the habitat management
plan) be submitted to
RBKC.

2. It is not clear that
current baseline data is
adequate, particularly for
the basin. An NVC
survey must be
undertaken before
commencing works (as
per the management
plan), particularly covering
the basin, as plans for the
basin need to be rewritten.

Can we get consent to
share survey data with

GIGL (London’s biological
records centre)

3. Is weed control




necessary, can it be
manual?

Planting schemes

The planting scheme for
the inundated terraces
does not specify saline
tolerant species. The EA
consider the water here t
be brackish. |

Info on water quality and
how it changes with the
tides needed — have
emailed the EA and

waiting for a response.

The Basin.

The basin is of particular
ecological value. An
updated management
plan must be devised with
the objectives of
safeguarding its ecological
value against negative
trend such as silting up,
continued fly tipping etc
- protecting the
intertidal habitat
- improving it visually
by clearing rubbish
- partially clearing
the scrub areas to
increase habitat
diversity
- Improving and
securing the
boundaries —
replace or make
safe existing fences
and other
structures within
the basin.

While the council may opt
against allowing public
access at this stage, the

| basin has great current

value and future potential
as a wildlife area — both
ecologically and for
education and enjoyment,
and could become a
significant asset to the
landscape of any future
development on this side
of Lots road.

RBKC must take this
opportunity to have the
basin cleaned and some
ecological management
carried out. This should
follow further survey work,
and an updated
management plan and be
subject to ongoing
monitoring.

If no viewing platforms, is
a view from the bridge and
interpretation still an
option?

Consult anglers to find out
If the creek Is still being
used or likely to be used
again?

If we are not clear on the
future of the basin at this
stage, could | meet David
Prout either before or after
the consultants have
submitted their ideas to
evaluate options?




Green/ Brown Roofs
and vegetated walls

Plan of green roofs
(TOWN352(08)1400 is not
consistent with the the
Ecologcal Design
statement (RT-MME-
4911-02 A) which
mentions an extensive
green roof on KC4.

Intensive green roofs are
mapped on KC2A and
KC1 but no details of
landscape design or
planting?

- Confirmation of the
green roof on KC4

- RA Jones report on
invertebrate
btodiversity (2004)
mostly recommends
allowing natural
colonisation — The
Ecological Design
document
recommends that
“some areas be used
for naturally colonising
brown roofs with some
other roofs targeted to
provide target habitat
for bats, birds,
invertebrates and
spiders” — Can we get
confirmation of the
treatment of the brown
roofs/extensive green
roofs on the LBHF side
— are these going to be
left to colonise
naturally?

- Jones also
suggests retaining a
small volume of
substrate from the
existing site and
adding it to the roof in
order to conserve and
utilize the local
seedbank. Can this
option be assessed?

Green walls are
mentioned in the
Environmental Statement
(2004) as part mitigation
for “impacts as a result of
the overall mitigation
scheme” but no details In
plans. RBKC should




encourage planting of
vegetated walls as they
contribute to the
environmental
sustainability of buildings
In various ways
(insulation, wildlife habitat,
absorbing air pollutants
and cooling ambient
temperatures).

Bird and bat boxes,
roosting sites etc

Ledges incorporated into
new creekside buildings to
replace habitat |ost.

Bat friendly lighting

Further details needed of
the lighting on the
navigation posts as well
as along the banks of the
creeks. Fure (London
Naturalist 2006)
recommends low pressure
sodium lamps with hoods
to direct the light where it
is needed (away from the
water In this case) |s
lighting on the navigation
posts necessary, can the
impact be reduced?

Need clarity on what they
call “bat friendly lighting”

According to the ES and
ecology inputs the lighting
should be compliant with
borough guidelines,
however not sure If there
are any or If they are
relevant to bats.

Public access,
amenity and
environmental
education

Boat access — probably
worth consulting Zygmund
Dreja from the Cremorne
canoe centre to find out
more about how the creek
is used by boats and
canoes and if the
proposals are appropriate.

Clarify the purpose and
extent of boat access —
who do they envision
would navigate up the
creek and what facilities
would they require?




Angling — contributes to
sports and physical
activity targets

Phasing of works
and ecological
impacts of
construction

noise and vibration
pollution discharges
increasing
sediment load of
the Thames

W=

Chapter 13 of the 2004 ES
should have details — |
don't have a copy of this

“section
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Lots Road Power Station - Cheisea Creek — 29 October 2007

Comments and queries on information submitted in relation to
Condition 12 and Clause 49 of the $106 Agreement dated 17 April 2005.

We require further detalls on the ecological design and proposed
management. Specific questions and information gaps are highlighted below:

1.

Regarding reinstating a flow of water through the creek to reverse and
manage sedimentation - we would like to see hydrological and
engineering plans of the proposal to pump water back into the creek,
particularly where the outflow will be discharged, how the flow rate
compares to that when the power station was operating, where the
water will come from, and how energy efficient the pumping system will
be. '

Regarding the management plan, we would like further details on how
the work programme outputs will be monitored.  We request that a
more detailed monitoring schedule, the outcomes of surveys and any
changes to design or management (outlined in the Habitat
Management Plan, July 2007) be submitted to RBKC as they arise in

future.

It is not clear that current baseline data is adequate, particularly for the
basin. An NVC survey must be undertaken before commencing
works (as per the management plan), particularly covering the basin,
and plans for the basin should be rewritten considering current
conditions and objectives. |

Can we get consent to share survey data with GIGL (London’s
biological records centre)?

The management plan specifies “spot treatment” for control of noxious
weeds. It is questionabie whether these (agricultural) weeds would
necessarily be harmful in this context, and whether the potential
harmful impact of applying herbicide near a watercourse is justified.
Please specify manual weed control in the first instance, and only if it is
necessary, and specify under what herbicides will be permitted under
what conditions.

Regarding green roofs — There is a discrepancy between the written
proposals and the permitted drawings, which do not show the
extensive green roof on KC4. Please confirm that this will be
progressed, and in addition, please supply landscaping and planting
details of the proposed intensive green roofs on KC1 and KC2A.

RA Jones report (Reassessment of Invertebrate Biodiversity 2004,
appended to Environmental Statement, Chapter 14, 2004)
recommends allowing natural colonisation of green roofs and suggests
retaining a small volume of substrate from the existing site and adding




it to the roof in order to conserve and utilize the local seed bank. Can
the feasibility of this option be assessed?

Green walls are mentioned in the Environmental Statement (2004) as
part mitigation for “impacts as a result of the overall mitigation scheme”
but no details are provided in the plans. RBKC would encourage the
use of vegetated walls and welcome details and a commitment to
implement this mitigation measure.

. Regarding “bat friendly lighting”, we require further details of the
lighting on the navigation posts as well as along the banks of the
creeks. Alison Fure (London Naturalist 2006) recommends low
pressure sodium lamps with hoods to direct the light where it is needed
(away from the water in this case) Is lighting on the navigation posts
necessary, can the impact be reduced?




‘Table Setting Out Discussion Points Following the Submission of
Information Submitted to Discharge Condition 12 and Clause 49 of the
S106 Agreement dated 17" April 2005 — Working Draft

|lssue details Status Oct 07 notes
Creek Terraces and | 1. The environment 1. Need clarification
design agency (EA) comments from the EA (Ruth

that the gabion terraces Hanniffy — have

are ‘over-engineered”
and therefore not sufficient
mitigation for habitat loss.

Need to clarify relative
value of the muddy
intertidal area that will be
lost, is their objection
aesthetic or ecological,
what are the options?

2. The EA also questions
whether the terraces will
accumulate enough silt to
sustain the planting:

3. Details of the proposal

to introduce an artificial
flow of water.

emailed 16/10)

2. Is siltation of the
terraces
necessary? If it is,
is there any way of
anticipating
whether it will be
sufficient, also that
it will not be
excessive and

detrimental?

3. We need to see
hydrotogy/
engineering plans —
especially to
establish where the
water will be
discharged? What
is the flow rate?
What was the flow
rate before
shutdown?
Calcuiations to
show the necessity
and impact of
narrowing the
channel? Is it the
same water used
for cooling the
building? What is

- the energy use
related to pumping
the water and is a
sustainable option?
s all the water to
be abstracted from
the Thames (other
options such as




Issue

details

Status Oct 07

notes: -

pumping from the

chalk aquifer?
Could the ‘creek
water currently

“diverted to sewer”
easily be reinstated
as this may have
flood control
benefits?)

Management plan

1. A 10 year management
plan has been submitted.

2. Survelllance

3. Noxious weed control —
the Weeds Act does not
prohibit allowing these
weeds to grow,
causing them to spread.
Most are  agricultural
weeds and not necessarily
problematic in an urban
habitat (e.g. ragwort is a
good species for
biodiversity, although toxic
to livestock and horses,
but this is not an issue

here) —considering the
potential harmful impacts
of herbicide use
particularly near
watercourses.

only

1. Need clarity on who will
carry out the management
work, how will it be
monitored (outputs, rather
than bio monitoring), what
happens after 10 years”

Can we see a more
detailed monitoring
schedule, and the

outcomes of surveys and
any changes to design or
management (outlined in
the habitat management

plan) be submitted to
RBKC.
2. It is not clear that

current baseline data Is
adequate, particularly for
the basin. An NVC
survey must be
undertaken before
commencing works (as
per the management
plan), particularly covering
the basin, as plans for the
basin need to be rewritten.

Can we get consent to
share survey data with
GIGL (London's biological
records centre)

weed control
can it Dbe

3. IS
necessary,
manual?




lssue

details

Status Oct 07

notes

Planting schemes

The planting scheme for
the Inundated terraces
does not specify saline
tolerant species. The EA
consider the water here to
be brackish.

Info on water quality and
how it changes with the
tides needed - have
emailed the EA and
waiting for a response.

The Basin

The basin is of particular
ecological value. An
updated management
plan must be devised with
the objectives of
safeguarding its ecological
value against negative
trend such as silting up,
continued fly tipping etc
- protecting
intertidal habitat
- improving it visually
by clearing rubbish
- partially  clearng
the scrub areas to
increase habitat
diversity

the

As a minimum the basin
should be cleaned and
some ecological
management carried- out.
This should follow further
survey work and an
updated management
plan and be subject to
ongoing monitoring.

Green/ Brown Roofs
and vegetated walls

Plan of green roofs
(TOWN352(08)1400 is not
consistent with the the

Ecologcal Design
statement (RT-MME-
4911-02 A) which
mentions an extensive

green roof on KC4.

Intensive green roofs are
mapped on KC2A and
KC1 but no details of
landscape  design  or
planting?

- Confirmation of the
green roof on KC4

- RA Jones report on

invertebrate
biodiversity (2004)
mostly recommends
allowing natural
colonisation — The
Ecological Design
document

recommends that

“some areas be used
for naturally colonising
brown roofs with some
other roofs targeted to
provide target habitat
for bats, birds,




lssue

details

Status Oct 07

notes

invertebrates and
spiders” — Can we get
confirmation of the
treatment of the brown
roofs/extensive green
roofs on the LBHF side
— are these going to be
left to colonise
naturally?

- Jones also
suggests retaining a
small volume  of
substrate from the
existing site and
adding it to the roof in
order to conserve and
utilize the local
seedbank. Can this
option be assessed?

Green walls are
mentioned in the
Environmental Statement
(2004) as part mitigation
for “impacts as a result of
the overall mitigation
scheme” but no details in
plans. RBKC  should
encourage planting of
vegetated walls as they
contribute to the
environmental

sustainability of buildings’
in various ways
(insulation, wildlife habitat,
absorbing air pollutants
and cooling ambient
temperatures).

Bird and bat boxes,
roosting sites etc

Ledges incorporated into
new creekside buildings to
replace habitat lost.

Bat friendly hghting

Further details needed In
relation to the lighting on
the navigation posts as
well as along the banks of




Issue

details

Status Oct 07

notes

the creeks. Fure (London
Naturalist 2006)
recommends low pressure
sodium lamps with hoods
to direct the light where it
is needed (away from the
water in this case). Is
lighting on the navigation
posts necessary, can the
impact be reduced?

Need clarity on what they
call “bat friendly lighting”

According to the ES and
ecology inputs, the lighting
should be compliant with
borough guidelines, this
should be  discussed
further  with Ecology
Services

Public
amenity
environmental
education

dCCess,

and

Boat access — probably
worth consulting Zygmund
Dreja from the Cremorne
canoe centre to find out
more about how the creek
is used by boats and
canoes and if the
proposals are appropriate.

Angling — contributes to

Clarify the purpose and
extent of boat access —
who do they envisage
would navigate up the
creek and what facilities
would they require?

sports and physical

activity targets
Phasing of works 1. noise and vibration | Chapter 13 of the 2004 ES
and ecological 2. pollution discharges | should have details - |
impacts of 3. increasing don’t have a copy of this
construction sediment load of| section. When would it be

the Thames

appropriate for the works
to the Creek to be carried
out?
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] PP)02/1324 (DC
_____|oss 377)

Lots R‘-’Jﬁd

Development.

| understand that in certain areas due to the riverside location of this development the landscaping
was restricted to native species which does seem appropriate in such a sensitive habitat and 1 have
no objection to Condition 9 and Condition 12 being discharged although the borough ecologist will
be able to provide a more thoughtful assessment than 1 can.

| can also confirm that the choice of trees is acceptable to discharge condition 7 however as the

choice of tree species is inevitably to some degree a matter of taste I would be happy to advise the
Landscape architects on alternative choices should they wish. |

Signed: Date;
/8 /7 /‘ﬂ

' 0z
"

Angus Morrison
Principal Arboricultural Officer.
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Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Laing, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Sent: 23 October 2009 16:46

To: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan; Tiernan, Peter: CP-Fin
Subject: RE:

Attachments: Condition12_18Dec08_sl.doc; RE: Lots Read Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

Dear Debrah,

From the information in your email, it does not sound like there are any changes from the Ecological
Perspective. As far as I'm aware the only outstanding issue that HW may raise is that relating to public access
to the basin area, this has an implication in relation to the Chelsea Basin Management in which public access
is proposed. |'ve attached the relevant the relevant correspondence.

Kind regards

Saskie Laing eem, AlEma)
Ecology Service Manager
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Phone: 020 7938 8185 !
Mobile: 079 7606 0347 .
Fax: 020 7371 4682

Holland Park Ecclogy Centre, The Stable Yard, lichester Place, London W8 6LU

Qur Values: Public Service, Appreciative, Collaborative, Innovative and Positive

From: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan
Sent: 23 October 2009 16:02
To: Tiernan, Peter: CP-Fin; Laing, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Subject:
Dear Peter and Saskie,

I am trying to gain a better understanding of the requirements of condition 12 (Chelsea Creek), especially
after receiving the recent phone calls from Hutchison Whampoa. As a reminder, the condition states:

Development shall not begin until a scheme for the treatment of Chelsea Creek has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The scheme shall include details of the construction and
subsequent maintenance of the inter-tidal terraces, of the marginal and aquatic species to be planted and of
the location and design of mooring posts, boat-landing and access facilities and health and safety measures
to be provided. Development shall be carried out in accordance with both the approved details and a
programme of implementation first agreed in writing with the local planning authority.

As part of their submission to discharge the condition, Arup have prepared a report (attached) which deals
with the technical (non-ecological) elements of the condition including:
» Construction and maintenance of the inter-tidal terraces,
Terrace design,
Marginal and aquatic species,
Design of mooring posts,
Boat landing and access facilities and
Health and safety measures.

Under section 4.2, which relates to the maintenance of inter-tidal terraces, the report refers to a large crane
accessing the path along the Creek and Thames frontage from the land side (first paragraph) and a barge
providing access to the terraces from the Creek side (second paragraph). Peter, I note in your email dated
20 October 2009 at 10:19am, you clearly indicate that a short team lease is required “to enable Circadian
Limited to over-sail the air space over Chelsea Creek with tower cranes, scaffolding, etc”. AlthoughI

26/10/2009
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acknowledge that the lease is required for access, from a planning perspective, we do not require a
completed lease agreement prior to discharging the condition. However, we would not be able to discharge
the condition without a disclaimer being inserted into this document clearly stating that a lease is required to
be agreed between Circadian and the Council. The issue of access is dealt within the $106 obligation, and
the draft leases would link in with it, rather than the condition of consent.

Likewise, paragraph 4 of section 4.6 states that “boats will be able to access the Creek”. From my
understanding, this would be taken care of within the long term lease agreement and once again, a
disclaimer is required stating that a lease agreement is required.

As a matter of interest, the opening sentence of section 4.7 states that "it is not the intention to provide
public access to the terraces or the Creek bed” which would alleviate the requirement of any lease agreement
in this instance. '

So, my game plan, subject to your agreement, would be to require the HW/Arup to amend the report to
ensure that it explicitly states that lease agreements need to be entered into with the Council. This would
then allow the planning department to discharge the outstanding condition and still require HW to complete
the short and long term lease agreements with property services. 1 hope that by doing this it would not
undermine the current negotiations with HW on both lease agreements. Saskie, from an ecoclogical
perspective, I don‘t think that there are any changes and the information submitted can still be discharged.

[ await your agreement to my proposed game plan‘ before contacting HW.

Regards

Debrah Silver

Senior Planning Officer - Strategic Development
Planning and Borough Development

Town Hall

Hornton Street
London
WEB 7NX

Telephone: 020 7361 2699

This email may contain information which is confidential, legally privileged and/or copyright. This email is
intended for the addressee only. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender and delete the
material from your computer.

26/10/2009
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WASTE MANAGEMENT AND LEISURE
INTERNAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Debrah Silver ROOM NO:  Kensington Town Hall

CC: Barrie Maclaurin

FROM: Saskie Lovell | ROOM NO:  Ecology Centre

TELEPHONE: 0207 938 8185 FAX:

EMAIL: Saskie.lovell@rbke.gov.uk

DATE: 19" December 2008 REF: Planning permission ref; PP/02/01324
SUBJECT: Lots Road. Condition 12

Dear Debrah

| confirm that the details submitted by DP9 on the 10" December 2007, in conjunction with the Chelsea Basin
Management Plan and the Habitats within development site management plans by Middlemarch Environmental,
submitted on 7™ August 2007, have been reviewed.

In addition, a meeting with the development team was attended by myself on the 16" December 2008. This
resulted in many of the outstanding issues being addressed. In terms of the information provided in the above
documentation and its relevance to the ecological enhancement of the Chelsea Creek and Basin area | am now
happy to discharge condition 12.

However, | understand there are outstanding issues relating the access (public and otherwise) to the Chelsea
Basin site. These issues, and how they relate to the proposed prescriptions contained in the Chelsea Basin
Management Plan (dated: July 2007, report no: RT-MME-4911-03), need to be resolved by Planning.

In the case that the details submitted in the management plan are altered | request that the Ecology Service be
consulted before the condition is formally discharged.

Yours sincerely,

Saskie Lovell (miem, aAEma)
Ecology Service Manager
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WASTE MANAGEMENT AND LEISURE
INTERNAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Debrah Silver ROOM NO:  Kensington Town Hall

CC: Barne Maclaurin

FROM: Saskie Lovell - ROOM NO: Ecology Centre

TELEPHONE: 0207 938 8185 FAX:

EMAIL: Saskie.lovell{@rbkc.gov.uk

DATE: 19" December 2008 REF: Planning permission ref: PP/02/01324
SUBJECT: [Lots Road. Condition 12

Dear Debrah

| confirm that the details submitted by DP9 on the 10" December 2007, in conjunction with the Chelsea Basin
Management Plan and the Habitats within development site management plans by Middlemarch Environmental,
submitted on 7™ August 2007, have been reviewed.

In addition, a meeting with the development team was attended by myself on the 16" December 2008. This
resulted in many of the outstanding issues being addressed. In terms of the information provided in the above
documentation and its relevance to the ecological enhancement of the Chelsea Creek and Basin area | am now
happy to discharge condition 12.

However, | understand there are outstanding issues relating the access {public and otherwise) to the Chelsea
Basin site. These issues, and how they relate to the proposed prescriptions contained in the Chelsea Basin
Management Plan (dated: July 2007, report no: RT-MME-4911-03), need to be resolved by Planning.

In the case that the details submitted in the management plan are altered | request that the Ecology Service be
consulted before the condition is formally discharged.

Yours sincerely,

Saskie Lovell {MIEE‘M. AIEMA)
Ecology Service Manager
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Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Prout, David: PC-Plan
Sent: 18 December 2008 12:10
To: Brill, Tot: TELS-Director; Flanagan, Michael: CP-Fin

Cc: Sitver, Debrah: PC-Plan; Maclaurin, Barrie: TELS-Wasteleis; Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan; Lovell,
Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

Tot, the ecological works, | think, are welcome. There was, however, an issue around
access. When | last saw this (although you can'’t see from the attached plan) the access
was to the north of the basin. That land belongs to the Council and we do not — if | recall -
want public access to it. Michael will no doubt have views. D

David Prout

Executive Director

Planning and Borough Development
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Rm 323, Town Hall

Hornton Street

London W8 7NX

Tel: 020 7361 2844
Fax; 020 7361 3463

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Sent: 18 December 2008 11:00

To: Brill, Tot: TELS-Director

Cc: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan; Maclaurin, Barrie: TELS-WastelLeis; Prout, David: PC-Plan; Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan
Subject: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

Dear Tot,
it is my understanding that you have been involved in the Lots Road Power Station Development.

We need some clarity regarding the council's stance in terms of the capital works programme for the Chelsea
Basin area (map attached), as being offered by the developer. There is an opportunity for the developer to
enhance this site for us. Ecologically this is an opportunity that we should not disregard as the site forms part
of the tidal Thames and is a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (Metropolitan level). Its enhancement will
show that this site is under positive management, which be reflected under National Indicator 197. The
developers are offering to:

1. Clean up the open mud and tidal foreshore
2. Enhance the scrub area and plant more trees
3. Construct access route, viewing area, replace fencing and install interpretation boards

| am happy, in terms of the ecological aspects, for the developer carrying out the work specified in the
Chelsea Basin Management Plan dated July 2007 and therefore sign off condition 12. However, David Prout
has indicated that this land is owned by the council and the access to it has not been agreed. If this is the
case then this essentially prevents this work from being undertaken.

The developer is keen to get condition 12 signed off so the work can commence, Please can you inform me
how | should proceed here?

Kind regards,

Saskie Lovell jmeem, aema)
Ecology Service Manager

19/12/2008
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Rovyal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
Phone: 020 7938 8185

Mobite: 079 7606 0347
Fax: 020 7371 4682

Holland Park Ecology Centre, The Old Stable Yard, lichester Place, London W8 6LU

Vote for Little Wormwood Scrubs to receive a grant under the Mayor's Priority Parks Programme!
http://www.london.gov.uk/parksvote/region/northwest/littlewormwood.jsp

19/12/2008




Page 1 of 1

Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis
Sent: 19 December 2008 12:09

To: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

Cc: Maclaurin, Barrie: TELS-Wastel.eis
Subject: Lots roads condition 12

Attachments: Condition12_18Dec08_sl.doc

Hi Debrah,

Please find attached a memo regarding Lots road. As discussed | am happy with the documentation | have
received, however there is the outstand issue regarding access. This is an issue that Planning will have to

resolve.

All the best
Saskie

Kind regards,

Saskie Lovell (mieem, aiema)

Ecology Service Manager
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Phone: 020 7938 8185
Mobile; 079 7606 0347
Fax: 020 7371 4682

Holland Park Ecology Centre, The Old Stable Yard, lichester Place, London W8 6LU

Vote for Little Wormwood Scrubs to receive a grant under the Mayor's Priority Parks Programme!
http://www.london.gov.uk/parksvote/region/northwest/littlewormwood.jsp

20/12/2008




WASTE MANAGEMENT AND LEISURE
INTERNAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Debrah Silver ROOM NO:  Kensington Town Hall
CcC: Barrie Maclaurin
FROM: Saskie Lovell ROOM NO:  Ecology Centre
TELEPHONE: 0207 938 8185 FAX:
EMAIL: Saskie.lovell@rbke.gov.uk
DATE: 19® December 2008 REF: Planning permission ref; PP/02/01324
SUBJECT: Lots Road. Condition 12
Dear Debrah

| confirm that the details submitted by DP9 on the 10" December 2007, in conjunction with the Chelsea Basin
Management Plan and the Habitats within development site management plans by Middlemarch Environmental,
submitted on 7" August 2007, have been reviewed.

In addition, a meeting with the development team was attended by myself on the 16" December 2008. This
resulted in many of the outstanding issues being addressed. In terms of the information provided in the above
documentation and its relevance to the ecological enhancement of the Chelsea Creek and Basin area | am now
happy to discharge condition 12.

However, | understand there 'are outstanding issues relating the access (public and otherwise) to the Chelsea
Basin site. These issues, and how they relate to the proposed prescriptions contained in the Chelsea Basin
Management Plan (dated: July 2007, report no: RT-MME-4911-03), need to be resolved by Planning.

In the case that the details submitted in the management plan are altered | request that the Ecology Service be
consulted before the condition is formally discharged. |

Yours sincerely,

Saskie Lovell (meem, AlEMA)
Ecology Service Manager
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Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wastel eis
- Sent; 18 May 2009 17:55

To: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

Subject: FW: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

FYi

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Sent: 16 January 2009 17:00

To: Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan

Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

Dear Bruce,

Please can you ensure the Planning Officer dealing with this application is aware of the Councils stance
regarding public access onto the site. { have provided ecological advice on this application but the Planning
Officer must take this forward to the developer as it has a bearing on the signing of condition 12.

In the event that the ecological management plans or ecological design for the application change please can
you ensure that | am consulted.

Kind regards
Saskie

From: Brifl, Tot: TELS-Director

Sent: 16 January 2009 16:51

To: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Cc: Seal, Sue: CP-Fin; Flanagan, Michael: CP-Fin; Pringle, Hamish: TELS-Wasteleis; Green, Anne; TELS-

Dire Ctor | - TR e e g e e B G A : ‘ 1 '
Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

LT A age '-' P e 1y L
: . ) - A KE .
— = r

Saskie,
| think that, unfortunately, that's your answer.

Executive Director SRR RN < b
Transport, Environment and Leisure Services Yo womoe < pnilEatEs
London L T R
ooy Mﬂd Nedbone G
020 7341 5101 access o T
07971174319 S

Not printing this message is a tiny contribution to the future of our planet.

From: Flanagan, Michael: CP-Fin

Sent: 14 January 2009 13:01

To: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-WastelLeis

Cc: Brill, Tot; TELS-Director; Seal, Sue: CP-Fin
Subject: RE; Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

21/05/2009
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Saskie

This is a strategic (adjoins other Council owned land) and valuable site that the Councill
may want to consider selling in the future. To grant public access rights may reduce or
even sterilise value.

Any decision or recommendation that you would have to grant access rights to the. public
would require Cabinet approval. |

Michael

I " ik el

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Sent: 14 January 2009 11:41

To: Flanagan, Michael: CP-Fin

Cc: Brill, Tot: TELS-Director

Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

Michael please can you resolve Tots queries.

From our side (Ecology Service) we believe this is out of our hands as we have provided an ecological
response to planning regarding the discharge of condition 12 (the only remaining condition).

Kind regards
Saskie

Saskie Lovell (meem, aiema)
Ecology Service Manager
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Phone: 020 7938 8185
Mobile; 079 7606 0347
Fax: 020 7371 4682

Holland Park Ecology Centre, The Old Stable Yard, lichester Place, London W8 6LU

Vote for Little Wormwood Scrubs to receive a grant under the Mayor's Priority Parks Programme!
http://www.london.gov.uk/parksvote/region/northwest/littlewormwood.jsp

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-WastelLeis

Sent: 14 January 2009 09:42

To: Brill, Tot: TELS-Director

Cc: Pringle, Hamish: TELS-Wastel eis; Maclaurin, Barrie: TELS-Wasteleis
Subject: FW: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

Dear Tot,

Following is the email | sent on the 18" December regarding Lots Road. For your reference | have attached

the responses from David Prout and Michael Fianagan. Also attached is my memo (dated 19" Dec) to Debrah
Silver, this was sent as this was her last day of work and | wanted to make sure the current situation was
recorded on the planning file.

Kind Regards

Saskie

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-WastelLeis
Sent: 18 December 2008 11:00
To: Brill, Tot: TELS-Director

21/05/2009
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Cc: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan; Maclaurin, Barrie; TELS-Wasteleis; Prout, David: PC-Plan; Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan
Subject: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

Dear Tot,

It is my undersianding that you have been involved in the Lots Road Power Station Development.

We need some clarity regarding the council's stance in terms of the capital works programme for the Chelsea
Basin area (map attached), as being offered by the developer. There is an opportunity for the developer to
enhance this site for us. Ecologically this 1s an opportunity that we should not disregard as the site forms part
of the tidal Thames and is a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (Metropolitan level). Its enhancement will
show that this site is under positive management, which be reflected under National Indicator 197. The

developers are offering to: '

1. Clean up the open mud and tidal foreshore

2. Enhance the scrub area and plant more trees
3. Construct access route, viewing area, replace fencing and install interpretation boards

| am happy, in terms of the ecological aspects, for the developer carrying out the work specified in the
Chelsea Basin Management Plan dated July 2007 and therefore sign off condition 12. However, David Prout
has indicated that this land is owned by the council and the access to it has not been agreed. If this is the
case then this essentially prevents this work from being undertaken.

The developer is keen to get condition 12 signed off so the work can commence. Please can you inform me
how | should proceed here?

Kind regards,

Saskie Lovell imeem, airma)
Ecology Service Manager
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Phone: 020 7938 B185
Mobile; 079 7606 0347
Fax:; 020 7371 4682

Holland Park Ecology Centre, The Old Stable Yard, llchester Place, London W8 6LU

Vote for Little Wormwood Scrubs to receive a grant under the Mayor's Priority Parks Programme!
http://www.london.gov.uk/parksvote/region/northwest/littlewormwood.jsp

21/05/2009
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Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis
Sent: 18 May 2009 17.:56

To: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan
Subject; FW: Lots Road Power Station

Attachments: RE: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12; Condition12_18Dec08_sl.doc

FYI

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis
Sent: 06 January 2009 10:08 '
To: Shearman, John: PC-Plan

Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station

Dear John,
FYI

The issues regarding Condition 12 relate to the Boroughs stance on whether public access is permitted on the
Chelsea Basin site (I've attached the most relevant email regarding this).

Regarding the statement:
Saskie is due 10 provide information to us on suggested options for capital works to Chelsea Basin. All other quenes /
. comments previously raised by Saskie were discussed and resolved at the meeting.

Please see the attached memo relating to condition 12. The capital works specified in the details submitted by
DP9 on the 10 December 2007, in conjunction with the Chelsea Basin Management Pian and the Habitats
within development site management plans by Middlemarch Environmental, submitted on 7t August 2007 are

suitable from my point of view. | suggest you request DP9 to provide plans of the capital works specified in
management plans and ecological design.

Please call me if you would like to discuss this further.

All the best
Saskie

Saskie Lovell mieem, aema,
Ecology Service Manager
Royal Borough of Kensington and Cheilsea

Phone: 020 7938 8185
Mobile: 79 7606 0347
Fax: 020 7371 4682

From: Julian Shirley [mailto:julian.shirley@dp9.co.uk]}

Sent: 06 January 2009 09:53

To: Shearman, John: PC-Plan

Cc: Burrage, Geoff: TELS-HwayTraf; Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis; Craig, Richard: PC-Plan;
DanielGray@hwpg.com

Subject: Lots Road Power Station

John

I understand that you have taken over the Lots Road Power Station case, following the departure of
Georgina Slader and more recently Debrah Silver.

21/05/2009
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I thought that I would drop you a ciuick note to bring you up to speed on this, in case Debrah did not

have time before she left. A meeting took place on 16" December between ourselves, HWP and
Townshends with Debrah Silver, Geoft Burrage, Richard Craig and Saskie Lovell to discuss the
remaining conditions to be discharged, namely the following:

e Condition 7 (Hard and soft landscaping);

e Condition 9 (Riverside Walk);

e Condition 12 (Treatment of Creek);

e Condition 25 (Archacology) — partial discharge.

In respect of the above conditions, the following actions were agreed:

Condition 7: A further set of plans were sent through by ourselves for the attention of Debrah Silver

on 17" December, as Richard Craig had not secen the latest drawings. From the comments raised at
the meeting, it did not seem as though Richard had any significant concerns, but he is due to review
the plans in more detail and come back with any comments.

Condition 9: At the meeting, Geoftf recognised that the use of Yorkstone may not be appropriate for
the riverside walk, but would speak to his Director and the officer at LBHF with regard to the choice
of material. GB to confirm the type of material.

Condition 12: Saskic Lovell has contacted the GLA who have confirmed that they do not wish to
comment on the submitted Management Plan, given that we have already consulted with the relevant
bodies. (The EA have already given their approval to these details and LBHF have discharged the
condition for their Borough). Saskie 1s due to provide information to us on suggested options for
capital works to Chelsea Basin. All other queries / comments previously raised by Saskie were
discussed and resolved at the meeting.,

Condition 25 — Debrah was going to grant a further partial discharge of this condition as the only
remaining item o be submitted 1s the ‘Historic Building Report’ which should be available towards
the end of January 2009. She was going to send the letter out on 19" December confirming that the

‘Historic Building Report’ is the only item required to be submitted to fully discharge this condition,
but we are yet to receive this. Is it possible this letter could be emailed through?

[ would be very grateful to receive any update on the above as we are extremely keen to maintain the
momentum following our productive meeting held before Christmas, as we feel we are at a stage
now where the conditions, which were submitted for approval a considerable time ago, could be
signed off fairly soon. Alternatively, maybe Geoft / Saskie / Richard could let me know where they
are with their actions. If necessary, we would be happy to meet with you to provide a briefing as to
the project as a whole.

I hope thus s helpful, but if you have any queries, please let me know. I look forward to hearing from
you.

Regards

Juhan Shirley
Associate

dircet: 020 7004 1716

mobile: 07795 397616
e-mail; jullan.shirleyv@dpg.co.uk

dp9
100 Pall Mall

21/05/2009
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London
SWi1Y 5NQ

This c-mail and any attachments hereto are strictly confidential and intended solely for the addressee. 1t may contain information which is
privileged. If you are not the intended addressee, you must not disclose, forward, copy or take any action in relation to this e-mail or

21/05/2009




WASTE MANAGEMENT AND LEISURE
INTERNAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Debrah Silver ROOM NO:  Kensington Town Hall

CC: Barrie Maclaurin

FROM: Saskie Lovell ROOM NO:  Ecology Centre

TELEPHONE: 0207 938 8185 FAX:

EMAIL: Saskie.lovell@rbkc.gov.uk

DATE: 19" December 2008 REF: Planning permission ref: PP/02/01324
SUBJECT: [.ots Road. Condition 12

N il — o I I

Dear Debrah

| confirm that the details submitted by DP9 on the 10" December 2007, in conjunction with the Chelsea Basin
Management Plan and the Habitats within development site management plans by Middlemarch Environmental,
submitted on 7" August 2007, have been reviewed.

In addition, a meeting with the development team was attended by myself on the 16" December 2008. This
resulted in many of the outstanding issues being addressed. In terms of the information provided in the above
documentation and its relevance to the ecological enhancement of the Chelsea Creek and Basin area | am now

happy to discharge condition 12.

However, | understand there are outstanding issues relating the access (public and otherwise) to the Chelsea
Basin site. These issues, and how they relate to the proposed prescriptions contained in the Chelsea Basin
Management Plan (dated: July 2007, report no: RT-MME-4911-03), need to be resolved by Planning.

In the case that the details submitted in the management plan are altered | request that the Ecology Service be
consulted before the condition is formally discharged.

Yours sincerely,

Saskie Lovell (meem, AlEma)
Ecology Service Manager

INVESTOR IN PEOPLE
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Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Flanagan, Michael: CP-Fin

Sent: 18 December 2008 15:26
To: Prout, David: PC-Plan: Brill, Tot: TELS-Director

Cc: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan; Maclaurin, Barrie: TELS-Wastel.eis; Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan; Lovell,
Saskie: TELS-Wastel eis; Seal, Sue: CP-Fin

Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

Tot

The Council, as iandowner, has been very clear that we do not want public access to the
land that we own.

Michael

From: Prout, David: PC-Plan

Sent: 18 December 2008 12:10 |

To: Brill, Tot: TELS-Director; Flanagan, Michael: CP-Fin

Cc: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan; Maclaurin, Barrie: TELS-WasteLeis; Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan; Lovell, Saskie: TELS-
Wastel eis *

Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12

Tot, the ecological works, | think, are welcome. There was, however, an issue around

access. When | last saw this (although you can’t see from the attached plan) the access
was to the north of the basin. That land belongs to the Council and we do not — if | recall —

want public access to it. Michael will no doubt have views. D

David Prout

Executive Director |

Planning and Borough Development | .
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Rm 323, Town Hall

Hornton Street

London W8 7NX

Tel; 020 7361 2944
Fax: 020 7361 3463

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Sent: 18 December 2008 11:00

To: Brill, Tot: TELS-Director

Cc: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan; Maclaurin, Barrie: TELS-WastelLeis; Prout, David: PC-Plan; Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan
Subject: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Condition 12 | |

Dear Tot,

It is my understanding that you have been involved in the Lots Road Power Station Development.

We need some clarity regarding the council’s stance in terms of the capital works programme for the Chelsea
Basin area (map attached), as being offered by the developer. There is an opportunity for the developer to
enhance this site for us. Ecologically this is an opportunity that we should not disregard as the site forms part
of the tidal Thames and is a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (Metropolitan level)}. Its enhancement will
show that this site is under positive management, which be reflected under National Indicator 197. The

developers are offering to: \

21/05/2009
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1. - Clean up the open mud and tidal foreshore
2. Enhance the scrub area and plant more trees
3. Construct access route, viewing area, replace fencing and install interpretation boards

| am happy, in terms of the ecclogical aspects, for the developer carrying out the work specified in the
Chelsea Basin Management Plan dated July 2007 and therefore sign off condition 12. However, David Prout
has indicated that this land is owned by the council and the access to it has not been agreed. If this is the
case then this essentially prevents this work from being undertaken.

The developer is keen to get condition 12 signed off so the work can commence. Please can you inform me
how | should proceed here?

Kind regards,

Saskie Lovell imieem, Aiema)

Ecolagy Service Manager
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Phone: 020 7938 8185
Mobile: 079 7606 0347
Fax: 020 7371 4682

Holland Park Ecology Centre, The Old Stable Yard, lichester Place, London W8 6LU

Vote for Little Wormwood Scrubs to receive a grant under the Mayor’s Priority Parks Programme!
http:/iwww.london.gov.uk/parksvote/region/northwest/littlewormwood.jsp

21/05/2009
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Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis
Sent: 18 May 2009 17:57

To: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan
Subject: FW: Lots Road Power Station

FYI

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wastel eis
Sent: 28 January 2009 10:35

To: "Julian Shirley’
Cc: Burrage, Geoff: TELS-HwayTraf; Lovell, Saskie: TELS-WasteLeis; Craig, Richard: PC-Plan; Shearman,

John: PC-Plan; Coey, Bruce: PC-Plan; Prout, David: PC-Plan
Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station

Dear Julian,

| have provided ecological input to the Planning Group. Therefore | cannot provide any further feedback.

| recommend you contact the planning department for further feedback on the status of the application.

Kind regards

Saskie Lovell (mEeem, aEma)
Ecology Service Manager
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Phone: 020 7938 8185
Mobile: 079 7606 0347
Fax: 020 7371 4682

From: Julian Shirley [mailto:julian.shirley@dp9.co.uk]
Sent: 23 January 2009 09:32

To: Shearman, John: PC-Plan
Cc: Burrage, Geoff: TELS-HwayTraf; Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis; Craig, Richard: PC-Plan

Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station

Dcar Al

Further to my email below, I would be very grateful if Richard, Saskie and Geoff could let me have
any feedback to the issues raised at the meeting?

Wec have now received the letter granting a further partial discharge to the Archaeology condition,

Many thanks
Regards
Jultan

From: Julian Shirley

Sent: 06 January 2009 09:53

To: 'John.Shearman@rbkc.gov.uk’

Cc: 'Geoff.Burrage@rbkec.gov.uk'; 'Saskie.Lovell@rbkc.gov.uk'; Richard.Craig@rbkc.gov.uk;
DanielGray@hwpg.com

Subject: Lots Road Power Station

21/05/2009
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John

I understand that you have taken over the Lots Road Power Station case, following the departure of
Georgina Slader and more recently Debrah Silver,

I thought that I would drop you a quick note to bring you up to speed on this, in case Debrah did not

have time before she left. A meeting took place on 16 December between ourselves, HWP and
Townshends with Debrah Silver, Geoff Burrage, Richard Craig and Saskie Lovell to discuss the
remaining conditions to be discharged, namely the following:

e Condition 7 (Hard and soft landscaping);

e Condition 9 (Riverside Walk);
o Condition 12 (Treatment of Creek);
» Condition 25 (Archacology) - partial discharge.

In respect of the above conditions, the following actions were agrecd:

Condition 7: A further set of plans were sent through by ourselves for the attention of Debrah Silver

on 1 7% December, as Richard Craig had not seen the latest drawings. From the comments raised at
the mecting, it did not seem as though Richard had any significant concerns, but he is due to review
the plans in more detail and come back with any comments.

Condition 9: At the meeting, Geoff recognised that the use of Yorkstone may not be appropriate tor
the riverside walk, but would speak to his Director and the officer at LBHF with regard to the choice
of material. GB to confirm the type of material.

Condition 12: Saskie Lovell has contacted the GLLA who have confirmed that they do not wish to
comment on the submitted Management Plan, given that we have already consulted with the relevant
bodics. (The EA have alrcady given their approval to these details and LBHF have discharged the
condition for their Borough). Saskie is due to provide information to us on suggested options for
capital works to Chelsea Basin. All other queries / comments previously raised by Saskie were
discussed and resolved at the meeting.

Condition 25 — Debrah was going to grant a further partial discharge of this condition as the only
remaining item to be submitted is the ‘Historic Building Report’ which should be available towards

the end of January 2009. She was going to send the letter out on 19" December confirming that the
‘Historic Building Report’ is the only item rcquired to be submitted to fully discharge this condition,
but we are yet to receive this. Is it possible this letter could be emailed through?

I would be very grateful to receive any update on the above as we are extremely keen to maintain the
momentum following our productive meeting held before Christmas, as we teel we are at a stage
now where the conditions, which were submitted for approval a considerable time ago, could be
siened off fairly soon. Alternatively, maybe Geoff'/ Saskie / Richard could let me know where they
arc with their actions. If necessary, we would be happy to meet with you to provide a briefing as to
the project as a whole.

| hope this is helpful, but if you have any queries. please let me know. 1 look forward to hearing from

VOLL
Regeards

Julian Shirley
Associate

21/05/2009
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dircel: 020 7004 1716
modbdile: 07795 397616
c~-mail: julian.shirlev@dpy.co.uk

dpy

100 Pall Mall
London
SWiY 5NQ

telephone: 020 7004 1700 facsimile: 020 7004 1790 website: www.dpo.co.uk
This c-mail and any attachments hereto are strictly confidential and intended solely for the addressee. It may contain information which is

privileged. If you are not the intended addressee, vou must not disclose, forward, copy or take any action in relation to this e-mail or
attachents, 11 you have received this e-mail in error, pleasce delete it and notify postmaster@dpg.co.uk

21/05/2009
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Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-WastelLeis
Sent: 22 May 2009 (09:27

To: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan
Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station

Attachments: scan0003.jpg; scan0004.jpg; scan0001.pg; scan0002.)pg

Hi Debrah,

Attached are the list of drawings etc dated dec 2007 and the covers of the management plans dated aug
2007,

Regards
Saskie

From: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

Sent: 22 May 2009 08:56

To: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wastel.eis
Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station

Morning!
Those are the documents that I cannot find... But, I will call Julian today to discuss access.
Will keep you posted if there are any other changes.

Thanks
Regards

Debrah Silver
Senior Planning Officer
020 7361 2699

This email may contain information which is confidential, legally privileged and/or copyright. This email is
intended for the addressee only. If vou recefve this in error, please contact the sender and delete the
material from your computer.

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis
Sent: 22 May 2009 08:55

To: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station

Hi Debrah,

As far as I'm aware they haven’t submitted anything else other than the plans etc submitted Aug / Dec 2007.
The management plan dated august 2007 refers to access within the Chelsea Basin. This will have to be
reviewed in light of the councils stance on public access.

Please keep me posted if anything new comes in.

Sorry | haven’t help much!

Saskie

22/05/2009
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From: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan
Sent: 21 May 2009 17:14

To: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis
Subject: Lots Road Power Station

Saskie

Thank you very much for forwarding those emaiis to me. They will certainly help me progress the discharge
of this condition. The only problem I face now is that I cannot seem to find any of the documents/drawings

that they would have submitted to us. Would you be able to either forward your copies (or copies of them)
to me? I need to be able to refer to drawing numbers or document titles (including authors and dates) in a
decision notice and we need to ensure that once a decision has been made the documents are scanned on to

the Council’s website.

I would also like to know if any one of these documents actually refers to accessing the Chelsea Basin. If
they do, T will need to get new documents which do not allow public access. If they don't, then I can
progress the application. I will need to speak with Jutian Shirley before proceeding.

On another matter, I have spoken with Melyssa Stokes about the proposed boat trip. 1 have told her that
neither one of us can make it, and as you anticipated, she was very disaqpointed that we could not view the

site from this different perspective.
Thanks in advance for your help!

Regards

Debrah Silver

Senior Planning Officer

Planning and Borough Development
Town Hall

Hornton Street

London

W8 7NX

Telephone: 020 7361 2699

This email may contain information which is confidential, legally privileged and/or copyright. This email is
intended for the addressee only. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender and delete the
material from your computer.

22/05/2009
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Landscaping

Schedule of Revised Drawings (December 2007)

Drawing No, TOWNI3S52(08)1 100 RO2 — Landscape Key Plan;

Drawing No. TOWN332(08)1101 R0Z ~ Landscape Surface Finishes 1 of 3;
Drawing No. TOWN352(08)1102 R02 - Landscape Finishes 2 of 3;

Drawing No. TOWN352(08) 1103 R0O2 - Landscape Surface Finishes 3 of 3;
Jrawing No. TOWN352{08) 1104 R02 — Landscape Levels | offig

Drawing No. TOWNIS2{08) 1105 R02 - Landscape l.evels 2 ot 3;

Drawing No. TOWN352(08) 1106 R02 — Landscape Levels 3 of 3,

Jrawing No. TOWN352(08) 1107R02 — Landscape Planting 1 of 3;

Drawing No. TOWN332(08) 1108 R0O2 — Landscape Planting 2 of 3;

Drawing No, TOWN352(08) 1109 R02 - Landscape Planting 3 of 3;

PDrawing No. TOWN332(08) 7001 R02 — Schematic Section A-A;

Drawing No. TOWN332(08) 7003 R02 - Sclwﬁmlic Section E-E;

Drawing No. TOWN332(08) 7006 R02 — Schematic Section F-F;

Drawing No, TOWN332(08) 1400 R02 - Intensive and Extensive Green Roofs;
Drawing No. TOWN3S2(08) 1410 ROT —~ Sitewide Pedestrian Access Strategy
Drawing No. TOWN352(08) 7609 RO1 - Schemauce Section J-)

Drawing No. TOWN332(08) 7010 RO ~ Schematic Section K-K
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Schedule of Revised Drawings (December 2007)

[Jrawing No
[Arawmg No
PDrasving No
PDrawing No
Drawing No
PDrawing No
PDrawing No
l’)raﬁfing No
Lrawing No
Drawing No
[rawing No

Jrawing No

Jrawing No
Drawing No
Drawing No

Drawing No

. TOWN352(08) 1200 R02 - Landscape Key Plan;

. TOWNG52(08) 1201 RO2 - Landscape Surface Finishes | ot 2;
. TOWN352(08) 1202 R02 - Landscape Surface Finishes 2 of 2;
. TOWN352(08) 1204 R02 — Landscape Levels | of 2;

. TOWNJ352(08) 1205 R02 ~ Landscape Levels 2 of 2:

. TOWN352(08) 1207 R0O2 - Landscape Planting 1 of 2;

- TOWNJ352(08) 1208 RO2 - Landscape Planting 2 of 2:

. TOWN352(08) 7001 R02 ~ Schematic Section A-A:

. TOWN352(08) 7003 R02 ~ Schematic Section C-C:

. TOWN332(08) 7004 R0O2 — Schematic Section D-D:

. FOWN2352(08) 7005 R02 ~ Schematic Scction B-E;

. TOWN352(08) 7006 ROI — Schematic Section F-F:

. TOWN352(08) 7009 R0O1- Schematic Section J-J:

. TOWN352(08) 7010 ROI— Schematic Section K-K:

. TOWN3S52(08) 1410 RO~ Sitewide Pedestrian Access Strategy;
- TOWN352(08) 300 R0O2— Materials Booklet

Technical Note and accompanying plans, prepared by ARUP dated 6 December

2007;

Input into Ecological Design, Management and Monttoring of Chelsea Creek and

Basin — Ecological Design Ref. RT-MMI:-491 1-02A (RBKC) Rev. A December

2007.
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Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-WasteLeis
Sent: 22 May 2009 08:35

To: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan
Subject: RE: Lots Road Power Station

Hi Debrah,

As far as I'm aware they haven't submitted anything else other than the plans etc submitted Aug / Dec 2007.
The management plan dated august 2007 refers to access within the Chelsea Basin. This will have to be
reviewed in light of the councils stance on public access.

Please keep me posted if anything new comes In.
Sorry | haven’t help much!

Saskie

Mﬂw
From: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan |
Sent: 21 May 2009 1/7:14

To: Loveli, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis
Subject: Lots Road Power Station

Saskie
/

Thank you very much for forwarding those emails to me. They will certainly help me progress the discharge
of this condition. The only problem I face now is that I cannot seem to find any of the documents/drawings
that they would have submitted to us. Would you be able to either forward your copies (or copies of them)
to me? I need to be able to refer to drawing numbers or document titles (including authors and dates) in a
decision notice and we need to ensure that once a decision has been made the documents are scanned on {o

the Council’'s website,

{
I would also like to know if any one of these documents actually refers to accessing the Chelsea Basin, If

they do, I will need to get new documents which do not allow public access. If they don't, then I can
progress the application. I will need to speak with Julian Shirley before proceeding.

T

On another matter, I have spoken with Melyssa Stokes about the proposed boat trip. I have told her that
neither one of us can make it, and as you anticipated, she was very disappointed that we could not view the

site from this different perspective.
Thanks in advance for your help!

Regards

Debrah Silver

Senior Planning Officer

Planning and Borough Development
Town Hall

Hornton Street

London

W8 7NX

Telephone: 020 7361 2699

22/05/2009
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Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Julian Shirley [julian.shirley@dp9.c0.uk]

Sent: 17 December 2008 11:09

To: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Cc: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan; DanielGray@hwpg.com; Katy Read
Subject: RE: Lots Road

Saskie
Many thanks for your email.
Look forward to hearing from you regarding the capital works for Chelsea Basin.

Regards
Julian

From: Saskie.Lovell@rbkc.gov.uk [mailto:Saskie.Lovell@rbkc.gov.uk]
Sent: 17 December 2008 11:07

To: Julian Shirley

Cc¢: Debrah.Silver@rbkc.gov.uk

Subject: RE: Lots Road

Dear Julian,

| wanted to confirm that | have spoken with the GLA and they are happy not to comment on the Management
Plan given that you have consulted with the relevant bodies and providing we do not have any outstanding
issues. | am currently working with Debrah to provide information on the outstanding issue regarding the
capital works on the Chelsea Basin.

Kind regards

Saskie Lovell meem, aiema)
Ecology Service Manager
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Phone; 020 7938 8185
Mobile: 079 7606 0347
Fax: 020 7371 4682

Holland Park Ecology Centre, The Cld Stable Yard, lichester Ptace, London W8 6L.U

From: Julian Shirley [mailto:julian.shirley@dp9.co.uk]
Sent: 16 December 2008 11:44

To: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wastel.eis

Cc: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

Subject: Lots Road

Saskie
Many thanks for attending the meeting this morning. Here are my contact details.

For your information, I also attach a copy of the LBHF approval letter for Condition 11 (Treatment
of Chelsea Creek).

Regards

19/12/2008
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Julian Shirley
Associate

direct: 020 7004 1716
mobile: 07795 397616
e-mail: julian.shirley@dpg.co.uk

dpg
100 Pall Mall

London
SW1Y 5NQ

telephone: 020 7004 1700 facsimile: 020 7004 1790 website: www.dp9.co.uk

This e-mail and any attachments hereto are strictly confidential and intended solely for the addressee. It may contain information which is
privileged. If you are not the intended addressee, you must not disclose, forward, copy or take any action in relation to this e-mail or
attachments. 1f you have received this e-mail in error, please delete it and notify postmaster@dpg.¢g.uk
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The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea.

This e-mail may contain information which is contfidential,
legally privileged and/or copyright protected. This e-mail
is intended for the addressee only. If you receive this in
error, please contact the sender and delete the matenal
from your computer.
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This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System.

19/12/2008
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Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

From: Silver, Debrah: PC-Plan

Sent: - 16 December 2008 10:59

To: Lovell, Saskie: TELS-Wasteleis

Subject: Lots Road Power Station - Discharge Conditions

Attachments: H&F Decision Notice - Chelsea Creek (Cond 12).pdf

Saskie

Thank you so much for coming to the meeting on the Lots Road Power Station. I have scanned in the H&F
decision notice indicating that they have discharged the condition relating to the Chelsea Creek.

Just to confirm that you will be seeking advice on whether the discharge of the condition needs to be referred
to the GLA and provide the team with guidance on the capital works programme and access.

Julian can be contacted at julian.shirley@dp9.co.uk or on 0207 004 1716.

Regards
Debrah Silver

. Planning Officer

Planning and Borough Development
Town Hall

Hornton Street

London

W8 7NX

Telephone: 020 7361 2699

This email may contain information which is confidential, legally privileged and/or copyright. This email is
intended for the addressee only. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender and delete the
material from your computer. -

16/12/2008




