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Dear Madam, 

OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT AT HARRODS WHARF 6 
SOMERVILLE AVENUE BARNES LONDON SW13 8AD (LPA REF. 20/3185/FUL) 
REPRESENTATION ON BEHALF OF VESTA ROWING CLUB LIMITED 

This submission has been prepared in relation to the planning application (LPA ref. 20/3185/FUL) 
currently under assessment by the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames (‘LB Richmond’) for 
the temporary use of land at Harrods Wharf as a ferry terminal with the erection of 2 pavilions and a 
canopy for the use as a ticket office, staff room, storage/maintenance and enclosed waiting room with 
café kiosk and associated works (the ‘Application’).  

This representation is submitted on behalf of Vesta Rowing Club Limited (the ‘Club’). We write to you 
as a nationally renowned rowing club and local sports facility that has been in existence since 1870 
and has been located at the current boathouse on the Putney Embankment since 1890. The Club has 
seen success both at a national and international level and is home to some 420 members. The Club 
is not a commercial business but is reliant upon the running of two world renowned rowing races on 
the River Thames which are dependent upon the safe use of the Hammersmith – Putney stretch of 
river.  

We as a Club are supportive of a solution to the Hammersmith Bridge closure. We understand 
additional pressure to both Putney and Chiswick in terms of congestion and air quality, and the rowing 
community are equally keen to see Hammersmith Bridge made safe so that recreational users can 
continue to pass underneath the structure. The Club however strongly objects to the Application.  

We understand that the Application in front of us is solely for the addition of structures, however the 
Application is intrinsically linked to the provision of a ferry from this location and as such, this must 
also be taken into consideration. The location of a terminal on Harrods Wharf would lead to the loss 
of Metropolian Open Land, cause significant harm to the towpath, surrounding ecology and to the 
adjacent listed building. The proposed ferry route at this site would also have an adverse impact on 
the rowing community and rowing clubs located on both the Putney and Fulham Embankment 
threatening the safety of recreational users, the longevity of the rowing clubs and closure of public 
facilities and charitable foundations. 

We are extremely disappointed that the Applicant has chosen not to consult with local residents, 
businesses and river users prior to submitting this Application, nor does it appear the Applicant has 
engaged in formal pre-application discussions with LB Richmond before submission. It is clear from 
the depth and quality of information submitted, that this Application has been submitted prematurely 
and in a disjointed approach with the Transport for London (TfL) and the Hammersmith Bridge Task 
Force proposals and current ferry tendering process. 
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Following a review of the information made available on the council’s website for this Application, we 
have identified a number of issues with the scheme and submitted information.  

These reasons include: 

• The Application’s inability to be fully assessed as a standalone planning 
application  

• The inability to demonstrate ‘very special circumstances’ to develop within an area 
of Metropolitan Open Land nor a form of sustainable development  

• The Application’s impact on the surrounding Castlenau Conservation Area and 
adjacent Grade II Listed Buildings.  

• The complete disregard to users of the Thames Path or recreational users of the 
river or the businesses which are reliant on it.  

• Flaws in the methodology and conclusions within noise analysis. 

• Inadequacies within the Transport Assessment  

• Failure to provide the required technical analysis to fully assess the Application 
nor consult with any local stakeholder prior to submission.  

We address each of the reasons below. 

a. The Application’s inability to be fully assessed as a standalone planning application  

It is acknowledged that the red line of Application refers to the Harrods Wharf site and adjacent towpath 
only and that the proposals relate solely to the proposed temporary structures on the Harrods Wharf, 
It is understood that the Application is not connected to any other planning application for the north of 
the river for a similar terminus nor is there approval for a ferry crossing in this location. Despite this, 
the Application is intrinsically linked to the provision of a ferry crossing from the site and to a proposed 
northern terminus on the Fulham Embankment. This Application is reliant upon these linked approvals 
for the Application to operate within its proposed lawful use (ferry terminal with ancillary uses). The 
impacts of a ferry service from this location must therefore be considered in order to adequately assess 
the acceptability of the site to operate as a ferry terminal and for there to be a required of the proposed 
structures. 

The Application provides detail as to potential jetty size, a potential river crossing route and provides 
estimations as to the number of journeys expected from the ferry service. At this stage, this is all 
indicative. The suggested terminal and route to the northern bank of the river has been noted as 
Fulham Reach Boat Club (‘FRBC’). This is yet to be agreed and is understood to be strongly opposed 
by FRBC. It is our understanding that TfL are currently out to tender on potential ferry operators, 
varying in sizes from rib boats, to larger scale ferries, and whilst the provided drawings detail jetties 
appropriate to rib boats, there is no agreement on the type of vessel, number of journeys, mooring 
locations and size of jetty required at this stage.  

It is clear that this Application cannot be considered as standalone and this is demonstrated by the 
Applicant who heavily relies upon the benefits arising from the provision of a ferry crossing to justify 
the structures on this heavily protected piece of land. Whilst this is an application for the structures 
upon the Wharf, the full implications of the operation of this proposed development, including 
environmental, amenity and recreational is unknown at this stage and cannot be assessed until this 
level of detail has been provided. The Application at this stage is premature and hypothetical which is 
clearly demonstrated by the lack of detailed drawings, technical analysis and consultation with 
stakeholders.  

As per the Applicant, this representation therefore considers the merits of the Application, in addition 
to the suggested ferry crossing in this location.  
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b. The inability to demonstrate very special circumstances to develop within an area of 

Metropolitan Open Land nor a form of sustainable development.  

The Cover Letter accompanying the Application notes that the principle of development on the Harrods 
Wharf site is founded in the proposals ability to provide a form of ‘sustainable development’ due to the 
reinstatement of the ‘abandoned’ parcel of land back into a ‘sustainable use’.  

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2019) provides a clear definition of what sustainable 
development means in the context of the planning system, ‘meeting the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’. There are three overarching 
objectives which need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways, split between economic, social and 
environmental. These objectives should guide decision making, but whilst also taking into account 
local circumstances to reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area. This means 
approving development proposals which accord with an up to date development plan. In the case of 
LB Richmond, the development plan comprises the London Plan (Adopted 2016) and the LB 
Richmond Local Plan (adopted March 2020). The Publication London Plan (2020) has recently been 
approved by the Secretary of State, is due to be adopted in March 2021 and therefore carries 
significant weight in decision making. The development plan can therefore be regarded as up to date 
and it is this policy which should be utilised to assess whether a proposal is sustainable.  

In assessing the principle of development on this site and its sustainability, reference must be made 
to the sites position within an area designated as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). The purpose of 
MOL is noted within the London Plan and Publication London Plan as protecting and enhancing the 
open environment and plays a role in improving London’s quality of life by providing localities which 
offer sporting and leisure use, heritage value, biodiversity and health benefits through walking, running 
and other physical activity.  

In the first instance, the Applicant has sought to argue that the Harrods Wharf site should not be 
designated as MOL. Any alterations to the boundary of MOL should only be done in exceptional 
circumstances and be undertaken through the Local Plan process, in consultation with the Mayor and 
adjoining Boroughs. The Publication London Plan acknowledges that there may be exceptional 
circumstances to change MOL boundaries alongside the Thames, but in doing so boroughs should 
have regard to Policy SI 14 and SI 17 of the Publication London Plan in addition to the role of MOL 
land.  

Policy SI 14 notes that development proposals should address the strategic importance of the River 
Thames and seek to maximise its multifunctional social, economic and environmental benefits. Policy 
SI 17 states that development proposals should support and improve the protection of the distinct 
open character and heritage of waterways and their settings. Development proposals should respect 
their local character, environmental and biodiversity and should contribute to their accessibility and 
active water-related uses.   

The site is sandwiched between the Thames Path and associated greenery to the south and the River 
Thames to the north, both of which are designated as being MOL. In assessing whether there are 
exceptional circumstances to remove the site as MOL we must address both the site itself, in addition 
to the wider implications of the proposals on the MOL adjacent. These elements are discussed in turn 
below.  

• This stretch of the Thames Path is characterised by its tree-lined nature which, whilst 
contributing to the ecology of the area, can reduce views across the river and the sense of 
openness. Whilst the site itself is currently closed to the public, it plays a key role in providing 
that open character and connection with the river. The break in trees also provides clear and 
uncompromised views of the Grade II listed Harrods Depository building from across the river 
and toward the Castlenau Conservation Area. In fact, the Castlenau Conservation Area 
Appraisal highlights the wharf as ‘the only piece of open space along the riverside’. The 
proposed structures on this site would both remove the sense of openness currently provided 
by the site and damage the important view of valuable heritage assets surrounding the wharf.   
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• The adjacent Thames Path clearly provides a sporting and leisure amenity, with walkers, 
runners and cyclists frequent users of the towpath. The towpath provides a valuable break 
from the built up environment of Castlenau and forms part of a wider National Trail. The part 
of the Thames Path adjacent to the wharf is particularly narrow compared to that above or 
down river. This is partly due to the presence of the Harrods Depository Building and the 
wharf. Whilst two people are able to pass along this part of the path, this is a pinch point for 
congestion and there are occasional safety concerns where pedestrians meet cyclists on this 
part of the path. The Applicant notes that a ferry service in this location would attract around 
8,400 people a day either on foot or by bike, many of which will be children and provides no 
assurance that as peak times, queues will not spill onto the towpath. This a huge increase in 
the number of users of the towpath and questions the accessibility and enjoyment of the MOL. 
The environmental impact of this increase in users upon the towpath and surrounding wildlife 
has not been fully addressed. This Application seeks to provide additional lighting along this 
part of the Thames Path but no further improvements to mitigate the impact of additional users, 
nor ensure that the path remains safe and accessible for recreational use.  

• Whilst the proposed jetty is indicative at this stage and will form part of a separate application, 
these proposals are reliant upon a jetty being provided in this location. The part of the River 
Thames adjacent to the site is heavily utilised by active water-related users, particularly 
recreational rowers. This stretch of river forms part of the PLA’s rowing navigational system 
and the wall to the Harrods Wharf indicates a safe crossing point to the Fulham Embankment 
and to FRBC. The construction of a jetty in this location would severe the navigational channel 
and prevent recreational users the ability to utilise this part of the river. As explored further in 
this letter, this would lead to major safety concerns, further reduce the limited area of river 
available for recreational use and threaten existing rowing clubs and river-related businesses 
located along the Putney and Fulham Embankments.  

It is clear that the development of the structures alone does not provide benefit which would outweigh 
the harm caused to the MOL and current users. At this stage insufficient information regarding the 
potential benefits of the ferry crossing, nor an analysis of any other appropriate sites has been 
undertaken. There is therefore no concrete evidence in which to balance against the harm noted 
above. As a result, it is clear that the proposals in front of us cannot be regarded as an exceptional 
circumstance both in terms of the proposed structures in isolation, and also in the context of the 
proposed ferry crossing  

Rather than dissect the above policy, the Applicant has sought to rely on the London Plan (2016) MOL 
criteria in demonstrating that the site should not constitute MOL. We disagree with their findings and 
find flaw in the Applicants reasoning. The Applicant states that the existing wharf forms part of the 
built-up area due to its historic connection to the Harrods Depository and therefore should not be 
designed as MOL. Whilst we do not deny that the wharf has played a historic role in providing access 
to the river, the wharf has altered its function over time and become severed from the buildings to the 
south. The wharf is clearly set away from the built-up area of the Harrods Depository behind, separated 
by the recreational towpath which runs alongside it. The wharf is bound by areas of trees and 
vegetation and provides an open view to the river, providing a much-needed break from the urban 
context.  The adjacent towpath and wharf sit within the wider character of the riverside path, specifically 
protected by policy to ensure a divide and transition between the built-up area and the river is 
maintained. We therefore disagree with the Applicants conclusions.  

It is evident from the above that the proposals on the Harrods Wharf do not constitute an exceptional 
circumstance to remove the site from the MOL boundary. In any event, to de-designate the site as 
MOL the Applicant and LB Richmond would have to undergo this as part of their current Local Plan 
review and seek approval from the Mayor prior to the submission of a planning application for the site. 
This has not taken place and the Application therefore constitutes development on MOL. An 
application for development on the site will therefore have to demonstrate compliance with policy for 
MOL.   

The LB Richmond Local Plan (Policy LP 13) acknowledges that the River Thames and surrounding 
banks are designated as MOL and that the character and openness of the river will be safeguarded 
from inappropriate uses. The Applicant notes that the proposed development has been designed in a 
way ‘that the openness is retained as much as possible’ and therefore it is ‘not inappropriate 
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development’. This is a misunderstanding of policy. ‘Openness’ with regards to MOL is treated in the 
same manner as ‘openness’ on Green Belt land. The NPPF clearly states that the construction of new 
buildings is regarded an inappropriate on Green Belt land where they failure to preserve openness.  

Whilst it is appreciated that the building has been designed to direct massing to the edges of the site, 
the proposal still puts forward built development across the full length of the wharf. The proposals also 
seek approval for the addition of a full length canopy and decking in which to provide an open seated 
waiting area, and cycle storage. The site currently stands out along the riverbank due to its role 
providing a break in the vegetation and to provide unobstructed views of the towpath and listed building 
to the rear. By adding built form across the entire wharf, the openness of the site is clearly not retained 
and therefore deemed inappropriate in planning policy terms.  

The NPPF makes clear that inappropriate development will be refused unless ‘very special 
circumstances’ can be demonstrated that clearly outweigh the harm to MOL. The Applicant argues 
that very special circumstances are provided by the potential ferry crossing. To address this we have 
reviewed both the Application, in addition to the potential of a ferry service operating from the site.  

Proposed new structures  

• The Application is intrinsically linked to the provision of a ferry service from this location. 
Without the provision of a ferry the use of the proposals cannot be met. Without the provision 
of the ferry service the site will not be in use and therefore offer no public benefit. The 
development would therefore severely impact the openness of the site and there would be no 
very special circumstances to outweigh this.  

• The impact of the structures on the neighbouring Grade II Listed Building and surrounding 
Conservation Area has not been appropriately analysed and therefore the implications on the 
heritage assets cannot be fully understood and balanced against the wider benefits the 
scheme could bring.  

• The proposal does not offer a post-use offering. The Application put before us is for temporary 
permission, yet the Application does not provide detail as to any enhancements after the 
removal of the structures which could counter the impact on the openness and enjoyment of 
the MOL in the short-term.  

Proposed development with operating ferry service  

• The Applicant notes that local residents, businesses and schools in Barnes and Hammersmith 
would benefit from not ‘having to travel a long way around’ to other sides of the river and aid 
in reducing congestion on the surrounding bridges in Chiswick and Putney. We appreciate 
that residents of the Barnes and Hammersmith area are currently experiencing long 
commuting times, particularly for school children. The Application however provides no 
analysis in terms of additional journey, commuting times, air quality or environmental 
implications due to the closure of Hammersmith Bridge. Furthermore, whilst the 
accompanying Transport Assessment predicts the number of users, there is no detailed 
evidence provided as to the vehicular journey reduction the ferry would bring. 

• The benefit of reducing commuting times and car usage has not been balanced against the 
social and economic impacts in terms of loss of recreation and impact on river-related uses 
along this part of the River Thames. The long term loss of jobs, income and community 
facilities clearly out balance the reduction in journey times which is a temporary concern whilst 
Hammersmith Bridge in being restored.  

• The Applicant at this stage has not indicated whether the ferry service provided would be a 
free or paid for service. Hammersmith Bridge had previously been a free crossing point for 
the public and providing a paid for ferry service clearly does not provide a benefit for the entire 
community, particularly those on lower incomes who are heavily reliant upon a walking route 
or public transport which crosses the bridge.  
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• No review or analysis against alternative solutions and locations has been provided and 
therefore it has not been demonstrated that the proposed location would cause the least harm 
to the MOL. It is understood that a technical analysis by the Department for Transport has 
been undertaken which highlights the possibility of opening the bridge to pedestrians and 
cyclists again in 2021. This is being cross-checked by the London Borough of Hammersmith 
and Fulham but is noted as a potential temporary solution. It is also understood that an 
external review of providing a ferry crossing closer to Hammersmith Bridge, utilising less of 
the towpath and closer to the existing built up area is being explored.   

• The proposals are over and above what is required to allow for a temporary ferry crossing. 
The addition of café, waiting room, staff room and storage is excessive. This is clearly 
demonstrated by the existing Thames Clipper piers throughout central London and the limited 
services and development required in which to operate. This additional massing leads to a 
greater loss of the openness of the MOL which is excessive to the potential services need.  

Based upon the above, we conclude that the structures alone provide no public benefit in which to 
outweigh the loss of openness to the MOL. When taking into account a potential ferry service in this 
location, there is insufficient evidence to assess the potential public benefits arising from the scheme, 
nor is there sufficient analysis of other sites and solutions in which to demonstrate that the site and 
proposals would cause the least harm to the MOL.  

Without this information it can not be robustly concluded that the proposals constitute very special 
circumstances and thereby the proposals constitute inappropriate development in MOL which cannot 
be outweighed and thereby demonstrating the proposals are not a form of sustainable development. 
The government and LB Richmond afford the greatest weight to the protection of MOL and on this 
basis alone the Application should be refused.  

b. The Application’s impact on the surrounding Castlenau Conservation Area and adjacent 

Grade II Listed Buildings. 

The proposed site sits within the Castlenau Conservation Area and lies adjacent to the Harrods 
Furniture Depository, a Grade II listed building which this wharf is connected to. The site also lies in 
close proximity to Hammersmith Bridge, which is Grade II* listed.  

Harrods Depository is a nationally and arguable world-renowned listed building. The building stands 
proudly on the banks of the River Thames and is a key marker of the famous Oxford & Cambridge 
Boat Race. The listing description highlights the site as being a ‘remarkably pure and unaltered early 
example of the Kahn system of reinforced concrete, invented by Julius Kahn in 1903…The use of 
cantilevers make this a particularly important example, whilst the terracotta façade is impressive in its 
own right’. Whilst the wharf was previously connected to the building, it does not form part of the listing 
description.  

The Castlenau Conservation Area Appraisal Statement and Management Plan highlights the presence 
of a towpath along the Barnes bank and that it is most apparent when by Hammersmith Bridge. The 
Statement notes that ‘the towpath within the conservation area is informal, with a band of vegetation 
separating it from the railings which form the rear boundary of Riverside Gardens…the towpath is 
used by cyclists and pedestrians and the surface area is in poor condition.’ With regards to Harrods 
Wharf, the Statement notes that ‘it has impressive railings and gates onto the towpath and cast iron 
bollards and rails to the waterfront edge…and is the only piece of open space along the riverside’.  

The Applicant has failed to provide technical analysis of the impact on the listed building and 
surrounding conservation area and therefore the full impact of the proposals in townscape and 
heritage terms has not been properly assessed.  

The Application will have no direct impact to the listed building itself, however, the proposals will impact 
its setting and views of the building, particularly from the Fulham Embankment. The Applicant argues 
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that due to the scale of the Harrods Depository building the proposed single storey addition would only 
obscure views from ground floor level and therefore concludes it will have no impact on the listed 
building. This is an incorrect understanding of heritage protection policy and clearly made without any 
technical analysis.  

The Applicant fails to address the most prominent view of the listed building which is from the Fulham 
Embankment, opposite the site. This view is currently unobstructed, while the openness of the site 
allows a particularly clear view of the Depository building. The ground level of the building clearly 
shows detailed architecture and the striking entrance to the Harrods building, it also forms part of the 
wider façade which is specifically highlighted within the listing description. It is therefore likely that the 
proposals would lead to substantial harm to the listed building.  

With regards to implications on the surrounding conservation area, the Applicant has noted that ‘the 
most of it would be completely unaffected by the proposals’ but highlights that the conservation area 
was extended in 1982 to ensure Harrods Depository was incorporated. This reiterates the importance 
of preserving the character and appearance of the building and the surrounding tow path including 
views in and out of the conservation area in this location. The Applicant utilises the previous use of 
the wharf to justify the addition of the proposed structures. Whilst we do not contest the previous use 
of the wharf as a space for loading and off-loading, the Application goes beyond this use and also the 
previous massing found on this site. The Applicant provides imagery which clearly shows small, and 
low lying structures on the wharf, in addition to two cranes for lifting. There are no substantial buildings 
to be shown on this site. These previous structures did not fully impinge views of the Harrods 
Depository or the tow path. The proposals would therefore block views in and out of the conservation 
area and to the listed building for the first time.  

Any development on this site, whether temporary or permanent should be designed in a sensitive 
manner in which to protect the surrounding heritage assets. The accompanying Design and Access 
Statement (DAS) notes that agreement on materiality has yet to be decided. Whilst the imagery 
contained points toward utilising shipping containers, the DAS notes that the final design is unlikely to 
be built using these structures. The design of these structures is therefore unknown and the DAS 
particularly misleading. Whilst materiality details can be conditioned, the design and material choices 
of this Application are essential in analysing the appropriateness of the development and the impact 
upon heritage assets. It would therefore be inappropriate for the council to approve the existing plans 
and details on the level of information which is currently provided.  

If we analyse the drawings and indicative images before us, it is clear that the proposals are not in-
keeping with the listed building and surrounding conservation area and have failed to take reference 
or character notes from either. Furthermore, the proposals seek to provide a café, waiting room, staff 
room and storage facilities on the site. This is clearly over and above the requirements for a functional 
temporary ferry terminal and inevitably leading to the overdevelopment of the site and greater impact 
on the surrounding assets. The proposals would therefore cause substantial harm to the surrounding 
heritage assets which cannot be balanced against the benefit of the proposals.  

c. Complete disregard to users of the Thames Path or recreational users of the river or the 

businesses which are reliant upon it.  

There has been a complete disregard in terms of the social and economic implications of the 
proposals, both from the structures alone and the proposed ferry service. There are two key 
recreational offerings in the immediate vicinity of the site, which are threatened by the proposals put 
before us. We address impacts on both of these in turn.  

The Thames Path  
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The Thames Path, which runs alongside the site, is a National Trail following the River Thames from 
its source to the Thames Barrier in south east London. Where the Thames Path arrives in Putney it 
takes the form of a towpath and this travels alongside the river up to Hammersmith Bridge. It is 
acknowledged that this is the closest stretch of the Thames Path which remains unbroken from 
development before entering central London. This sense of openness and lack of development 
provides an area of open space and freedom from built form within a more urban environment. As a 
result, the path is heavily used by walkers, runners and cyclists and is regarded as a major asset to 
both the LB Richmond and LB Wandsworth.  

Publication London Plan Policy S5 seeks to maintain, promote and enhance networks for walking and 
cycling, such as the Thames Path. The Application seeks minor alterations to the Thames Path 
through the addition of lighting adjacent to the Harrods Wharf. This addition alone is not regarded as 
a concern in the context of its impact on the path’s useability. If, however a ferry service became 
operational from this site, concerns noted earlier regarding overcrowding, congestion and 
maintenance of this path would equally apply.  

As the images within the accompanying Ecology Assessment demonstrate, this path is narrow in parts, 
undulating and can get extremely muddy. The additional pressure placed on the path due to an 
estimated increase in 8,400 people daily is likely to create a pinch point, cause safety concerns 
between cyclists and pedestrians and lead to the eroding of the footpath. With no mitigation or 
maintenance in place, this is likely to deter current recreational users from the path and impact users’ 
enjoyment for the period the ferry is in operation. The proposals would therefore fail to comply with 
Policy S5.  

Recreational users of the River Thames and ancillary businesses  

The Putney - Hammersmith stretch of the river which the site abuts has been synonymous with rowing 
and sailing since the 19th Century. This stretch has been home to some of the most successful rowing 
clubs in the country since the 1800’s and is internationally recognised as the starting point of the 
Oxford & Cambridge Boat Race. This part of the river is also home to some of the largest rowing 
events in the world and the Harrods Wharf and Barnes Embankment utilised as a safe marshalling 
zone for these events. As a result of the rich rowing history of the area, the Putney, Barnes and 
Hammersmith Embankments are characterised by an array of boathouses providing homes to school 
rowing facilities, internationally renowned rowing clubs and charitable and council rowing venues. A 
number of sailing clubs operate from boathouses within the same area in addition to the Putney Sea 
Scouts. As a result of this concentration of recreational water activities, a number of water-related 
businesses are located along this stretch of the river, including boatworks and other water related 
workshops. 

The importance and uniqueness of the character of this stretch of river is acknowledged within 
planning policy. LB Richmond protect water-based sport and leisure activities in addition to river-
related industrial and business uses. LB Wandsworth follow suit and specifically protect the character 
of the Putney Embankment due to its international reputation.  

The provision of structures on the Harrods Wharf site alone should not affect the existing recreational 
users of the river nor the businesses which rely on it. No information regarding the construction of 
these structures has been provided by the Applicant however, but it is presumed that travel to the site 
would be via the river. The construction of the structures may therefore have a minor, albeit temporary 
impact on the use of the river. A condition should therefore be attached to any permission in which to 
provide full details of the construction management plan pre commencement on site.  

Whilst it is within the jurisdiction of the Port of London Authority (‘PLA’) to approve any proposed jetty 
and ferry route, this Application is intrinsically linked and the approval of this particular site for a ferry 
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terminal would lead to a number of specific wider impacts. These impacts are addressed individually 
below.  

 

(1) The proposed jetties will lead to the severance of the river and navigational routes. 
 

LB Richmond Local Plan Policy LP19 notes that a mooring or floating structure will only be supported 
if there is no interference with the recreational use of the river, riverside and navigation and the 
proposal is of a wider benefit to the community.  

The Application provides an indicative jetty size, which to our understanding is to cater for ‘rib-style’ 
boat services. This jetty therefore caters for the smallest of the three options currently part of the 
tender exercise and could be regarded as misleading at this stage. This stretch of the River Thames 
remains tidal and the high to low tide water levels can vary significantly up to around 7m. No analysis 
as to the scale of the jetty and its protrusion into the Thames to cater for the tides has been provided, 
but it is likely that large intrusions into the river will be required from both the Putney and Fulham 
Embankments.  

The role of the river for recreational purposes is acknowledged by the PLA which has implemented 
special navigation rules upstream of Putney Bridge to accommodate the activities of rowers and 
provide a safe environment in which to row. The PLA notes that the river downstream of Putney Bridge 
is particularly challenging and therefore strongly advocates rowers to avoid rowing beyond the rowing 
navigation zone.  

A proposed jetty of any scale and crossing in this location would severe the existing navigation channel 
provided by the PLA for this stretch of river, preventing users to continue travel up to Hammersmith 
Bridge in a safe manner. Specifically, users of FRBC, whom are primarily school children of potentially 
limited experience, must row beyond the Harrods Wharf before crossing to the pontoon on the Fulham 
Embankment. This pontoon has also been earmarked as a potential northern terminus for the ferry. 
The proposals put forward would make rowing from FRBC impossible under the current navigational 
rules and in any event landing alongside a proposed commercial vessel could not be deemed to be 
safe.  

Based upon the above, the indicative proposals for a jetty and ferry crossing in this specific location 
would severe current navigational routes and therefore fail to meet Policy LP19. Due to the 
Application’s reliance upon the proposed jetty and ferry route, the Application should therefore be 
deemed unimplementable.  

(2) Reduction in useable river area will lead to the loss of existing recreational facilities and 
reduction in related businesses.  

Both local and regional planning policy restrict the loss of existing sports and recreational facilities 
unless it can be demonstrated that they are surplus to requirement. As noted above, the area is 
internationally renowned as a centre for watersports and widely known as ‘the heart of rowing’ for the 
UK.   

The closure of Hammersmith Bridge has unfortunately led to the severing of the River Thames, with 
no recreational access beyond the exclusion zone of Hammersmith Bridge. This combined with PLA 
recommendation to remain upstream of Putney Bridge has reduced the useable area of the river 
significantly. This has led to severe congestion on this stretch of the Thames for recreational users. 
Furthermore, the safety of recreational users along this stretch has already been challenged by a 
number of major building works including the Craven Cottage (Fulham Football Club) redevelopment 
which currently see’s delivery of construction material via the river in large barges, and the continued 
development of the Tideway Tunnel adjacent to Putney Pier. Putney Pier is also the western terminus 
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for the Thames Clipper route, which runs on weekdays. As a consequence, recreational users already 
battle for space amongst each other and the commercial vessels on this short stretch of the river.  

The proposed addition of a ferry crossing from the Harrods Wharf site would unnecessarily reduce the 
usable area of the river even further. Due to the number of ferry movements proposed from the site, 
in addition to the wash that these vessels create, the ferry crossing would inevitably severe the river 
downstream of Harrods Wharf. This would reduce the area of useable river to around 1.5km before 
turning at Putney Pier.  

Such reduction will only further exacerbate congestion and increase safety concerns for recreational 
users, particularly for inexperienced users and school children. Furthermore, with most major rowing 
events a minimum of 2km in distance, the stretch of river would therefore be unsuitable as a location 
for meaningful and practical training for competitive rowing. The attraction to row in this location would 
be significantly impaired and with a number of the rowing clubs and universities reliant on high-
performance rowing, it is expected that the clubs would see a significant reduction in number of 
members.  

The reduction in recreational users as a result of these proposals would therefore threaten the material 
degradation or even loss of a number of recreational facilities, including the Club, in addition to the 
jobs and businesses which rely upon them.  

The proposals would be a temporary solution to the closure of Hammersmith Bridge but lead to a 
permanent impact on the sporting community and recreational facilities along this stretch of water. 
Many of these impacts and concerns could be avoided by exploring alternative locations for a ferry 
crossing in closer proximity to Hammersmith Bridge. We therefore urge Officers to request the 
Applicant provide evidence to demonstrate why the proposed site is the most appropriate location for 
delivering this ferry service.   

(3) Potential loss of community and charitable foundations which seek to reduce inequality of 
access to sport. 

The Mayor’s Sports Legacy Plan and London Plan policy aims to increase participation in and tackle 
inequality of access to sport and physical activity in London. FRBC was funded and formed as part of 
the S106 agreement accompanying the St George’s development known as Fulham Reach. FRBC is 
registered charity which has gone on to help more than 1,300 disadvantaged local state school 
children and provides access to a sport which is regarded as not being accessible to all.  

The Application indicates that the potential northern terminal for a ferry crossing would be located at 
FRBC.  It is understood that there have been no negotiations to date regarding the use of this pontoon 
and that FRBC strongly oppose it. In any event a ferry crossing which terminates on or close to the 
pontoon will severe the PLA’s navigation channels to this landing stage and make boating extremely 
unsafe.  The proposals in their current form would therefore very likely result in the closure of FRBC, 
the loss of a facility aiding in removing inequality in sport and the loss of 25 jobs.  

d. Flaws in the methodology and conclusions within noise analysis  

The submitted Noise Assessment seeks to provide an analysis of the noise levels arising from the 
proposed structures and the impact on neighbouring residents. It is noted that due to current Covid-
19 restrictions, that a desktop survey has been undertaken in replacement of full background noise 
surveys. We appreciate the current restrictions and understand the need in which to utilise background 
surveys.  

The report is however based primarily upon the impact on one noise receptor, located on the Harrods 
Furniture Depository building. The author notes that an existing buffer of trees and hedges between 
the proposed development and the noise sensitive receptor already exist, and indicates that this offers 
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an acoustic barrier. The author has however chosen not to analyse a noise receptor on the Fulham 
Embankment. It’s widely known that noise from one side of the river bounces and echoes to the other 
due to the presence of high walls and existence of development on the Fulham side of the river. It is 
therefore anticipated that there will be noise pollution both across the river and along it to residents on 
the Fulham Embankment. The author’s failure to review the implications of this is a significant flaw 
within the report.  

In addition, the Desktop Noise Impact Assessment only analyses the potential passenger noise arising 
from the use of the proposed ferry terminal structures. This is estimated based upon indicative user 
figures of 8,400 passengers per day. Whilst unknown at this stage, the noise report fails to estimate 
potential vessel noise which would contribute to the noise output from this proposal. The author also 
confirms that plant noise emission at this stage is unknown, whilst the service systems required for 
the terminal to operate are undecided. The report therefore fails to paint an accurate picture of noise 
pollution during the operation of a ferry service.  

The desktop report notes that the noise impact level to the Harrods Furniture Depository (which 
benefits from the natural acoustic protection) will be Minor to Major between 6am – 7am and Minor at 
other peak times in the day. As stated above, these figures do not take into account plant noise 
emissions nor the noise arising from the vessels themselves. It is therefore likely that the noise 
emissions arising from the scheme in totality will be major at peak times throughout the day and that 
these may be exacerbated for residents living on the Fulham Embankment.  

Noise impact is a material consideration in the acceptability of a transport and infrastructure scheme 
due to the widescale amenity impacts it can have. It therefore does not appear reasonable for this 
consideration to be conditioned as part of any planning decision. On this basis, the Application should 
not be approved until a full and detailed analysis can be provided.  

e. Inadequacies within the Transport Assessment  

The Transport Assessment analysis is based upon presumptions in relation to the size and scale of a 
proposed jetty in this location, a ferry route from this site and a northern terminal on the Embankment 
by FRBC.  As previously noted, confirmation of type of vessel, jetty size and detailed demand analysis 
has not been undertaken and therefore the contents which form the foundation of the Transport 
Assessment are only assumptions and do not provide a robust assessment of potential impact arising 
from the use of the site as a ferry terminal. We have analysed the contents within this report, primarily 
on the basis that its findings are utilised to justify a need for the scheme and because the assessment 
concludes that an indicative ferry at this location would not cause transport impacts. Through this 
analysis we have uncovered a number of flaws within the assessment. These are detailed below.  

Insufficient demand analysis 

No detailed evidence has been provided as to the level of demand for a ferry service, the number of 
vehicular journeys the ferry would remove, nor a breakdown of types of user and frequency of use. It 
appears that the figure of 8,400 is purely an estimate of demand, without objective data to support this 
conclusion. The Transport Assessment utilises this figure to justify a ferry crossing operating from 
06:00-22:00, potentially seven days a week. There is no evidence to justify these particularly long 
proposed operating times, however. It is understood that the stated demand for the ferry is primarily 
to aid in reducing school and work commuting times. If this forms the foundation demand for the ferry, 
it therefore seems excessive to operate outside of peak times (06:00 – 10:00 and 15:00-19:00, five 
days a week). Reducing the hours of operation would also allow for this part of the river to be readily 
and safely utilised by recreational rowers outside of these hours.  

Inappropriate pedestrian access 
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The Transport Assessment highlights two potential routes to the proposed ferry terminal, one along 
the pre-existing towpath and the other through Harrods Village. The assessment confirms that the 
opening of a route through Harrods Village for general public use has not been agreed with the 
landowner. As such, this route cannot be relied upon for the purposes of the Application and 
accompanying Transport Assessment. The secondary route, along the existing towpath, should 
therefore be regarded as the only possible access route to the proposed ferry terminal.  

There has been no capacity analysis of the existing towpath and whether in its current form, it can 
accommodate a further 800 users every hour. This part of the towpath is narrow and when busy can 
be particularly congested with pedestrians and cyclists. The addition of a further 800 users an hour 
will further exacerbate this issue. Furthermore, the path is unpaved, undulating and in wet conditions, 
exceptionally muddy. It is not considered that this is a suitable access route for wheelchair and 
disabled users. 

The Applicant has additionally failed to have adequate regard for the safety and security of passengers 
utilising the terminal. The towpath from Putney to Hammersmith is not lit by streetlights and due to the 
existing tree canopy is particularly dark in the evenings. The proposals seek the addition of lighting to 
the part of the towpath adjacent to the site, but not beyond this. As such, any passenger arriving at 
the site would have to travel through an unlit part of the towpath to reach the existing street network. 
The proposals would thereby be encouraging users to travel through an unsafe and unsecure 
environment. This issue could be mitigated were the ferry terminal located adjacent to Hammersmith 
Bridge with the benefit of the existing streetlight system in place in this location.  

Insufficient cycle storage provision 

The Application seeks to include cycle storage for a total of 16 bicycles. Whilst there is no specific 
cycle parking requirements for a ferry terminal, the Publication London Plan Table 10.2 notes that Sui 
Generis proposals should seek to provide cycle parking as per the most relevant other standard, or 
for stations to provide a provision based upon the type and location of station and current and future 
demand. 

No detailed demand analysis has been undertaken to understand the need of cyclists utilising the 
proposed ferry. The Transport Assessment makes the presumption that most cyclists utilising the 
service will be travelling with their bikes, rather than leaving these at the terminal. Again, there is no 
evidence to support this presumption and this directly contradicts the assessment’s commentary that 
notes the benefit of the service in connecting users with London Underground stations north of the 
river.  

The proposed provision for 16 bicycles would cater for only a virtually immaterial 0.2% of the 
anticipated daily users . We believe this to be a significant under prediction of bike storage requirement 
and ask that the Council to request the Applicant to undertake detailed demand analysis and to 
reconsider this provision.  

No analysis on drop-off points for school children 

The Applicant acknowledges that one of the key user groups of the ferry is likely to be school children. 
It is expected that a proportion of these children are likely to be dropped off by car in close proximity 
to the ferry crossing. Analysis of the impact of the school drop off has not been assessed within the 
Transport Assessment. It is likely that the nearby residential streets will be utilised for this function and 
the parking stress and safety implications of this need to be fully analysed.  

f. Failure to provide the required technical analysis to fully assess the Application nor 

consult with any local stakeholders prior to submission. 
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It is evident from the lack of information presented as part of this submission and absence of 
community engagement that the Application is premature, under analysed and misaligned with wider 
restoration proposals for Hammersmith Bridge.   

Specifically, the Applicant has failed to provide any information or insufficient analysis on the following 
technical issues: 

• No Statement of Community Involvement – It is our understanding that no consultation with 
neighbouring residents, local stakeholders or local community groups has been undertaken 
on the proposals submitted. As such, the applicant has not provided a Statement of 
Community Involvement.  
 

• No Heritage Statement – The Applicant has failed to appropriately address the impact on the 
Grade II listed Harrods Depository Building, the Grade II* listed Hammersmith Bridge nor the 
wider Castlenau Conservation Area through detailed technical analysis.  
 

• No Construction Management Plan – The Applicant has failed to provide detail as to the 
proposed construction method of the structures and the cumulative impact of their 
construction methods in the context of the wider Craven Cottage redevelopment and the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel development.  
 

• No Social and Economic Impact Assessment – Particularly in relation to the impact on 
recreational users of the river and their corresponding rowing clubs, in addition to the potential 
loss of business and jobs from the negative impact on these facilities.  
 

• No Waste Management or Servicing Plan – in relation to the operation of the ferry, the terminal 
and ancillary uses.  
 

• No Air Quality Assessment – To address the air quality implications of the terminal buildings 
or the proposed ferry which is intrinsically linked to this Application.  
 

• Insufficient information contained within the submitted Ecological Assessment, including the 
wider implications of the Application beyond that of the ferry terminal, including the air, noise 
and environmental pollution from the proposed vessels from this specific location, including 
impact on the protected WWT London Wetland Centre.  

m. Summary 

Overall, this letter has set out a number of reasons for the Club’s objection to the Application. 
Collectively, these issues amount to various valid reasons for refusal by LB Richmond, and 
demonstrate that the scheme has been submitted prematurely and without adequate and appropriate 
assessment of the wider intended use of the scheme.  

However, should Officers decide to approve the Application for this site it should be conditioned to: 

- Restrict implementation until: 

o Planning permission and approval has been granted for a terminus on the northern 
side of the river 

o Detail of proposed jetties have been published, consulted upon, and approved by the 
PLA 

o Exact ferry crossing route has been published and agreed upon by the PLA 

o Full detailed and technical analysis of the impact on recreational users and river 
dependent businesses has been provided.  

- Restrict the land use of the development as a temporary ferry terminal only 
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- Limit the temporary use of the building to two years and to be terminated on the opening of 
Hammersmith Bridge to pedestrians and cyclists.  

- Restrict operation of the proposed terminal to 06:00 – 10:00 and 15:00 – 19:00, and to be 
operational on weekdays only.  

We strongly urge Officers and LB Richmond to refuse the Application. If you would like to discuss any 
of the matters set out in this letter, please contact the undersigned.   

Yours faithfully, 
 
 
Chris Clements 
 
Captain and Director 
For and on behalf of Vesta Rowing Club Limited 
 

 


