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Application: 20/3185/FUL

Address: Harrods Wharf6 Somerville AvenueBarnesLondonSW13 8AD

Proposal: Temporary use for 5 years of land at Harrods Wharf as a ferry terminal (Sui Generis) 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.

Comments Made By

Name: 
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Comments

Type of comment:  Object to the proposal

Comment: OBJECTION: PART 1 OF 6 

The devastating impact of the closure of Hammersmith Bridge on the local community is not in question and the need for

an immediate temporary or permanent bridge solution is paramount. We support the idea of an interim ferry service in

principle but we object to the current proposal for a ferry terminal located at Harrods Wharf (the "Proposal”) on the

following grounds: 

(a) The existing infrastructure cannot sustain the volume of passengers and the access to the ferry terminal that the

Proposal envisages; 

(b) The Proposal wrongly seeks to represent that it is “car free” and “sustainable”; 

(c) 9,600 passengers per day accessing the site on foot, bike, scooter, skateboard and vehicles via Clavering Avenue

(“CA”), a narrow residential street, will increase the potential for serious road accidents and unacceptable road and

pavement congestion for passengers and residents; 

(d) The Proposal will result in unmanageable volumes of vehicular traffic in CA and Riverview Gardens (“RVG”) with an

associated negative impact on air and noise pollution and quality of life for residents; 

(e) CA and RVG are within the Castelnau Conservation Area and the properties on them are locally listed buildings. The

Proposal will negatively impact on the protected character of the area; 

(f) Harrods Wharf and the park through which it will be accessed are Metropolitan Open Land which should be protected

and retained in predominantly open use; 

(g) The ferry terminal will also block access to or, at the very least, prevent proper enjoyment of the riverside and park for

other users 

(h) The noise generated by passengers streaming up and down CA and RVG and the restriction on residents’ access

into/out of their properties will have a material adverse and intolerable impact on all the residents; 

(i) The proposed access to the terminal, through a narrow gate, will create an unacceptable COVID-19 risk on the basis

that social distancing will not be possible; 

(j) Residents’ privacy will be impaired and levels of litter, crime, altercations between passengers and residents and

incidents of breach of the peace will increase. 
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Our detailed objections are based on the following ‘material planning considerations’: 

1. Road access 

We do not believe that the existing infrastructure can sustain the volume of passengers that the Proposal envisages. 

According to the covering letter dated 3rd February 2021 from Jones Lang Lasalle (“JLL”), it is envisaged that access to

the terminal from the A306 Castelnau will be via two routes. The first is along the River Thames footpath via a public right

of way. The second is using “a right of way over Harrods Village including the park….to the north west of the site”. The

park to which the Proposal refers is accessed via a narrow gate opening onto CA/RVG and is classified as Metropolitan

Open Land. 

The shortest, and therefore the quickest, route from the A306 to the proposed terminal is via CA. In addition, the path

along the Thames is narrow, often impassable or waterlogged as a result of regular flooding, is uneven to walk on and is

poorly lit. In all likelihood, passengers will therefore seek to access the ferry terminal via CA. 

JLL assert that “the service is expected to be capable of safely accommodating usage of 800 passengers per hour in both

directions, reducing to 400 off-peak”. We assume this means, at peak times, 800 passengers in total travelling both ways

rather than 800 travelling in each direction (i.e. a total of 800 rather than 1,600 passengers per hour) but it is not entirely

clear and we would be grateful for clarity on this. At the very least, there are expected to be 800 passengers per hour

accessing the service via CA and through the park gate on CA/RVG. Based on the estimated footfall in the Proposal

(which assumes a 16 hour service) some 9,600 passengers would be using the service each day: this equates to 10

people every minute accessing or leaving the terminal through a narrow (less than 1m wide) gate into and out of CA/RVG.

The Proposal does not address how passengers will access the service (let alone maintain social distancing) through a

gate which was not designed for such a purpose. Nor does it address how passengers waiting to board or exiting the ferry

(800 per hour in the 8 peak hours) will avoid clogging up CA, RVG and the River Thames footpath. 

The Transport Statement prepared by Transport Planning Associates Ltd and accompanying the Proposal concludes that:

“the additional pedestrian and cycle movement will be easily accommodated within the existing network” (see paragraph

5.6); that “the expected use of the site … can be sufficiently incorporated into the existing infrastructure surrounding the

site” (paragraph 6.7); and “there are no transport or highway reasons why the proposed development should not be



granted planning consent” (paragraph 6.13). 

We submit the the Proposal fails to substantiate these conclusions. There is no reasonable basis for these conclusions

and we refute entirely their validity. 

Our Objection #2 is set out in our next submission "Part 3".
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2. Adequacy of space for driving/parking/loading/turning 

The Proposal wrongly seeks to represent the development as being one that is “car free” and thus “sustainable”. 

The Transport Statement (paragraph 5.3), states that "there would not be any vehicular trip generation associated with

the new use as a direct result of its ‘car free’ nature and location”. Further, JLL’s covering letter (at page 15) states that

“this public transport facility for pedestrians and cyclists will therefore provide a sustainable form of transport”. 

This is disingenuous (at best naive). It is incontrovertible that a significant proportion of passengers using the ferry service

will be dropped at/picked up from the terminal at the closest accessible point by car/taxi/school bus etc. Indeed, JLL’s

covering letter refers to a “waiting area” for “parents waiting to collect their children after school”. The obvious congestion,

pollution and parking problems caused by car traffic at school pick up time are well known yet the Proposal fails to address

these or specify where these parents might park their cars while waiting for their children. 

The closest point to the ferry terminal that is accessible by vehicle is the narrow gate to the park on CA/RVG. CA and

RVG are both quiet, narrow residential streets. They are both already lined with cars, effectively forming a cul-de-sac, with

room only for one moving car at a time. There is no capacity for the inevitable additional traffic and parking requirements

arising from the location of the ferry terminal. Neither is there room for passing or turning cars in the event that cars

travelling in opposite directions meet on the road. 

A previous attempt to seek planning permission for Harrods Wharf was made in 1977 (ref 77/1083). This was refused on

the grounds of lack of vehicular access and off street parking. The planning committee at that time also concluded that

use of the Wharf (to provide moorings for non-residential pleasure craft) would “be likely to give rise to danger to users of

the towpath and disturbance to residents of nearby streets”. The Proposal simply dismisses these grounds as being “not

relevant” to a facility for pedestrians and cyclists. As we have said, it is plainly wrong to conclude that this facility would

not generate significant additional vehicular traffic at its access points. We do not accept the conclusion in the Proposal

that “there is a suitable level of accessibility to the site and the proposed routes have sufficient capacity for this

development”. 

We submit that the lack of vehicular access and off street parking are as valid now as objections as they were previously

and remain highly relevant. 



3. Highway safety 

We submit that 800 passengers per hour accessing the site on foot, bicycle, scooters, skateboards etc and in vehicles via

a narrow residential street would vastly increase the potential for serious accidents. 

The assertion (see paragraph 3.12 of the Transport Statement) that “the existing pedestrian and cycle provision is suitable

to accommodate the predicted levels of demand, including the peaks” is supposition and cannot be substantiated. 

The Transport Statement concludes (based on there being only 6 personal injury collision incidents during the past 5

years on the A306 Castelnau) that “the lack of any significant cluster of accidents and the absence of any in the

immediate vicinity of the site do not indicate that a highway safety issue exists”. This is pure conjecture in the context of

an entirely new situation that envisages 800 passengers per hour streaming into CA on foot, bicycle, scooter, skateboard,

cars and other vehicles. 

Neither CA or RVG are suitably designed to safely accommodate this volume and assortment of road users. 

Our Objection #4 and #5 are set out in our next submission "Part 4"
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4. Traffic generation 

We submit that, were it to proceed, the Proposal will inevitably result in increased volumes of vehicular traffic in CA/RVG

(see our comments at 1 and 2 above). This will have an associated and unacceptable negative impact on air and noise

pollution. 

5. Effect on listed building and conservation area 

CA and RVG are within the Castelnau Conservation Area and the properties on them are locally listed buildings. We

submit that the Proposal will negatively impact on the character of the area. 

JLL’s letter dated 3rd February 2021, concludes that “it is considered that the proposal will not harm the character of the

conservation area. In respect of the locally listed buildings, they are located some distance to the north west and again the

proposal will have no direct effect on any of them…In view of their distance and location away from Harrods Wharf, the

proposed facilities for the ferry would have no impact on one’s appreciation of the locally listed buildings”. We do not

agree. 

It is not possible to conclude that 800 passengers per hour accessing Harrods Wharf whether on foot, bicycle, scooter,

skateboard or by motorised vehicle would have no impact on quality of life, amenities or the character of the Castelnau

Conservation Area. At the very least, the road signage and traffic management furniture required to marshal the foot and

vehicular traffic generated by the Proposal would dominate the area. 

Our Objection #6 is set out in our next submission "Part 5".
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6. Local planning policies - Metropolitan Open Land and river access 

The ferry terminal and the park through which it will be accessed are Metropolitan Open Land (“MOL”) which should be

protected and retained in predominantly open use. 

The London Borough of Richmond upon Thames Local Plan (Adopted March 2020) (‘The Local Plan”), which sets out the

borough’s strategic planning framework, states that “The borough’s Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land will be

protected and retained in predominately open use. Inappropriate development will be refused unless ‘very special

circumstances’ can be demonstrated that clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land.”

(LP13). 

We do not agree that “land-based facilities for the cross-river ferry service that is required between Hammersmith and

Barnes, as a result of the closure of bridge, is a very special circumstance, which justifies the proposal fully”. A sustainable

solution to the closure of Hammersmith Bridge is needed urgently. We do not, however, agree that the granting of

planning permission for one side of a ferry service is a circumstance that is special enough to justify development on MOL.

The Proposal seeks to argue that although Harrods Wharf is located within MOL it does “not satisfy any of the criteria for

MOL, as set out in [the London Plan] and overall can be considered to make a negligible contribution. In quantitative

terms, the amount of land involved is only some 0.069 hectares and most of that will remain open, with views through to

the River being maintained. It can be concluded therefore that the proposal will not have a detrimental impact on the

quality or quantity of MOL” (see the MOL Assessment dated January 2021 submitted with the Proposal). We do not agree

with this conclusion. 

The Proposal ignores the fact that the park through which the majority of those using the ferry terminal will walk is also

designated as MOL. It is erroneous to conclude that up to 800 passengers per hour accessing the ferry through the park

will not have a detrimental impact on the openness of it, the cleanliness and litter free nature of it, the condition of the

grass or the freedom of others to make use of it for the purposes for which it was intended. 

The Local Plan also states that any developments alongside and adjacent to the River Thames should allow for public

access for pedestrians and cyclists to enable local communities to gain access to the river and enjoy the riverside (LP18).

The Proposal does not address how and where passengers might queue to access the ferry service or where passengers

disembarking from the ferry will be directed. If social distancing rules are to be maintained, it is likely that these



passengers will amass either along the very narrow stretch of Thames Path adjacent to Harrods Wharf or in the park. We

submit that this would block access to or, at the very least, prevent proper enjoyment of the riverside and the park for local

residents, walkers and other users. 

Our Objections #7, #8 and #9 are set out in our next and final submission "Part 6".
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7. Noise and disturbance resulting from use 

The Proposal includes a Desktop Noise Impact Assessment dated 22nd January 2021. Whist this report looks at potential

“passenger noise”, it clearly states that “it must be noted that the assessment takes into consideration only passenger

noise from the proposed boarding area between the café and ticket office. Noise from the passengers arriving and leaving

Harrods Wharf has not been assessed at this time”. 

The report is therefore limited to the relatively small number of passengers actually within the ferry terminal at any one

time. It does not take into account the noise that will be generated by passengers accessing the terminal via CA or the

significant numbers of passengers likely to be queuing along the Thames Path or in the park. 

We submit that the noise generated by passengers arriving at and leaving the ferry terminal via CA/RVG, for 16 hours a

day, will impact significantly on local residents and the effect on their quality of life will be intolerable. 

8. COVID-19 

We submit that the Proposal will be impossible to implement in a manner that is safe and reasonable in the context of

managing the risk of spreading COVID-19 (see our comments at 6 above). 

9. Severely reduced quality of life for local residents 

The significant increase in footfall, bikes, scooters and cars, and the associated congestion on the road and pavements of

CA/RVG will have a hugely adverse impact on the residents’ daily life from 5.45am to 10.15 pm, as a result of, but not

limited to, the following:� 

(a) loss of privacy for the homes in CA with doors and windows opening directly onto the pavement, exacerbated by the

lack of front gardens for most of the houses in CA; 

(b) stress, friction and risk of altercations/breaches of the peace from the competition for space between pedestrians,

bikes, scooters, skateboards, cars etc streaming in both directions in the two narrow residential streets, which were not

designed for such purpose; 

(c) the congestion, chaos and danger on the pavements and in the road from passengers streaming up and down CA and

RVG on foot, bike, scooter, skateboard etc, inevitably using pavement and road indiscriminately, along with a continuous



stream of motor vehicles dropping off or collecting passengers will severely restrict residents’ access into and out of their

properties and parking; 

(d) increased litter and rubbish; and 

(e) an increase in opportunistic and other crime. 


