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1. Executive Summary 

The Your Tidal Thames project is a one year pilot project running from January – December 2012. It 
is co-hosted by Thames21 and Thames Estuary Partnership and supported by a multi-sectorial 
Strategy Group. The project aimed to develop an effective, deliverable and sustainable Working 
Catchment Plan to help achieve the Water Framework Directive objectives for the tidal Thames. 
Understanding of the WFD pressures and measures on Transitional water bodies is very limited 
compared to knowledge of Freshwater bodies. This project is therefore unique and a great case 
study for WFD work on other tidal rivers and estuaries in the UK. 
 
The Working Catchment Plan for the tidal Thames was developed by engaging with the tidal 
Thames community to give those connected with, or who care about the river, a say in its 
improvement. Engagement over an area as large as the tidal Thames where there are so many 
diverse communities and river users was a challenge. The Your Tidal Thames project ran pop-up 
workshops, one to one meetings, evening presentations and information stalls which directly 
engaged with 1,412 people.  62 individuals and 53 organisations provided written responses to the 
Working Catchment Plan template. There was an overwhelmingly positive response to the 
engagement work carried out in 2012, however the Your Tidal Thames project team and Strategy 
Group recognise that much more engagement work is needed going forward. 
 
There were a number of themes that emerged through the engagement process, which are 
Redevelopment and riverside planning; Access to the riverside, onto the river and onto the 
foreshore; Water quality, sediment, pollution and litter; Habitat and Wildlife; Public Perception and 
education; Flooding; and River Traffic. Under each theme the outputs of the engagement process 
were analysed to identify key areas of concern on the tidal Thames and areas of opportunity for 
improvements. Through the engagement process ideas were suggested about specific projects 
which could be implemented to make enhancements to the river. There was not time within 2012 
to look at these projects in detail and this is an area of work that needs to be taken forward in 
2013. 
 
Stakeholders felt that the baseline support for past policy documents needed strong recognition 
going forward. There has already been extensive consultation completed for these documents and 
this process should not be repeated. Therefore, alongside the engagement work the project team 
looked at management strategies, policies and projects relevant to the tidal Thames from the last 
fifteen years to provide a baseline and context for the project. This review found that the 
underpinning aim of the WFD for sustainable development and improvement of water quality has 
been embedded in national and metropolitan policy for at least 15 years. The reasons for these 
solutions not being implemented in all areas are most likely a lack of resource or capacity within the 
relevant authorities to implement the policies, and a lack of understanding or willingness from 
developers. 
 
The pilot year of the Your Tidal Thames project has collated a large amount of information and has 
started bringing together communities and organisations who can collectively make improvements 
to the tidal Thames. The work of the project has just started and there is a clear need and 
stakeholder support for further work in 2013. There is currently uncertainty over funding for the 
on-going work of the project. Despite this, Thames21 and TEP are committed to continuing the 
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work of the Your Tidal Thames project in some shape or form and are supported in this by the 
Strategy Group. 
 
Looking ahead, the Working Catchment Plan and the analysis provided within this report will play 
an integral part in the Thames River Basin Management Plan review in 2014. If additional financial 
support is given for the Your Tidal Thames project it will enable further engagement work, analysis 
of new data, and will allow the ideas discussed within this report to be developed, implemented 
and built upon. This will result in multiple cross-cutting social and environmental benefits. 
Stakeholders will be able to see their hard work come to fruition which will foster a greater sense of 
ownership within the tidal Thames community and bolster commitment to work together in the 
future. Through building on the ideas in this report water quality, habitat health and connectivity 
will improve to meet the standards of the EU WFD. The multiple benefits of increasing biodiversity 
and ensuring our environment is robust and resilient include future proofing against the effects of 
climate change and sea level rise. Also, improvements to the environment achieved through 
sustainable development, supported by communities and business, will have long term benefits to 
local economies. By continuing to develop the ideas and recommendations of Your Tidal Thames 
project London will be seen internationally as forward thinking and progressive, and can strive to 
become a leader in Smart City Design and integrated river basin management. 
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2. Introduction 

 
The Your Tidal Thames project is one of 15 externally hosted Catchment Based Approach pilot 
projects to the Water Framework Directive (WFD). It is a one year pilot project which started in 
January 2012 and is co-hosted by Thames21 and Thames Estuary Partnership (TEP). 
 
Project aim: To develop an effective, deliverable and sustainable Catchment Plan to help achieve 
the Water Framework Directive objectives for the tidal Thames by engaging the wide range of 
communities, residents, river users and interest groups and utilising their experience, concerns and 
expertise. 
 
 
2.1 Water Framework Directive 
 
The Water Framework Directive (WFD) is European legislation which came into force in December 
2000 and became part of UK law in December 2003. It requires member states to make plans to 
protect and improve the water environment. The Directive applies to all Surface freshwater bodies 
(including lakes, streams, canals and rivers), Groundwater bodies, and Transitional (estuaries) and 
Coastal water bodies (TraC). In 2009 as part of the Environment Agency’s (EA) implementation of 
the Water Framework Directive, the first River Basin Management Plans were produced – these set 
the environmental objectives for each body of water and summarised the programmes of measures 
needed to make improvements to water bodies. 
 
 
2.2 Catchment Based Approach 
 
In March 2011 Richard Benyon, Minister for Natural Environment and Fisheries, announced the 
Catchment Based Approach to delivering the Water Framework Directive. This approach aims to 
explore better ways of engaging with people and organisations at a catchment level and 
encouraging greater local participation to achieve more for communities and the water 
environment. 
 
In April 2011 the EA began piloting this approach in 10 catchments. In January 2012, a further 15 
pilots, hosted by external organisations, were established – the Your Tidal Thames project is one of 
these pilots. The pilots were established with a view to rolling out effective elements of the 
approach to other catchments from 2013. At the launch of the Catchment Based Approach in 2011 
Richard Benyon said that the pilots should “Provide a clear understanding of the issues in the 
catchment, involve local communities in decision-making by sharing evidence, listening to their 
ideas, working out priorities for action and seeking to deliver integrated actions that address local 
issues in a cost effective way and protect local resources” (Environment Agency, 2012). 
 
 
2.3 Project hosts 
 
In September 2011 a joint invitation was circulated by Defra, the Environment Agency, Natural 
England and the Forestry Commission inviting external organisations to submit an expression of 
interest in hosting catchments for the pilot phase of the Catchment Based Approach. Both 

http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/planning/33362.aspx
http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/planning/125035.aspx
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Thames21 and TEP independently submitted expressions of interest in hosting the tidal Thames 
pilot. In November 2011 Thames21 and TEP were asked to submit jointly to Defra detailed 
procurement documentation to co-host the tidal Thames pilot catchment. The submitted proposal 
was successful and funding was provided by Defra for two part time posts for the project - one at 
Thames21 and one at TEP. The first project team meeting was held in January 2012 – the project 
team is made up of staff from Thames21, TEP and an EA Catchment Coordinator, who joined the 
team in February 2012. The tidal Thames pilot catchment was selected, by Defra, from 100 physical 
river catchments to be one of 15 externally hosted pilot catchments. These 15 pilot projects added 
to the 10 pilots that were already being run by the EA. There were also a further 41 smaller 
initiatives. 
 
Thames21 is the environmental charity for London’s rivers, canals and other water-space. It works 
directly with local residents and community groups on rivers and other water-space in and around 
London. Its projects and programmes use a wide variety of practical activities and volunteering to 
engage local people directly in environmental challenges and solutions, transforming attitudes and 
behaviour and building local responsibility towards sustainable environmental improvement to the 
River Thames and other waterways. In 2011 over 13000 people took an active part in the charity’s 
activities. 
 
Thames Estuary Partnership (TEP) has created a neutral forum within which different, and often 
conflicting, interests can share their expertise and jointly find solutions to sustainable development.  
It runs topic based action groups to cover Thames related issues on dredging, education, planning, 
biodiversity, fisheries, archaeology and heritage, public access and recreation. It also runs river 
related projects which involve high levels of stakeholder engagement as well as practical work and 
provides a Stakeholder Forum once a year for over 200 people and an information magazine twice 
a year of 5,000 copies each time. The TEP website updates on current topics and has a wide 
database of over 3,500 contacts to inform partners of any issues covering the area of the Thames 
from Tower Bridge to Southend and Shoeburyness. TEP works with other strategies upstream such 
as Thames Landscape Strategy and Thames Strategy Kew to Chelsea. 
 
The partnership approach to this project has always been regarded as its strength. Thames21 and 
TEP combined have 38 years’ experience in stakeholder engagement. TEP engages with local 
authorities, national agencies, industry, voluntary bodies, local communities and individuals. 
Thames21 engages with grassroots community groups, local residents and environmental 
volunteers. Through working together Thames21 and the TEP have involved and brought together a 
huge variety of stakeholders and interests to produce a Catchment Plan which will start the process 
of addressing issues that are vital for the sustainability and vibrancy of the tidal Thames. 
 
 
2.4 Project area 
 
The Your Tidal Thames project covers the tidal area of the River Thames – from Teddington Lock 
near Richmond-upon-Thames downstream to Haven Point on the north bank of the Thames Estuary 
in Essex and Warden Point, on the Isle of Sheppey, on the south bank in Kent - a 70 mile stretch of 
river. Flowing through London, the tidal Thames is affected by the most densely populated urban 
area in Europe and is subject to a wide range of environmental pressures. Under WFD the tidal 
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Thames is divided into three Transitional1 (TraC) water bodies – Thames Upper, Thames Middle and 
Thames Lower2 (Environment Agency 2009). 
 

 
Figure 2.4.1. Your Tidal Thames Project area 
 
 
2.5 Status of the tidal Thames 
 
The following information on the status of the tidal Thames is based on the EA’s River Basin 
Management Plan for the Thames River Basin District which was published in 2009. 
 
All three of the tidal Thames water bodies - Thames Upper, Thames Middle and Thames Lower - 
have been designated as Heavily Modified Water Bodies (HMWB). The HMWB designation changes 
the status that the water body can achieve, with the aim being Good Chemical Status (GCS) and 
'Good Ecological Potential' (GEP) rather than 'Good Ecological Status' (GES). The designation of the 
three tidal Thames water bodies as heavily modified recognises that it is not possible to always 
achieve Good status due to the constraints imposed by the social and/or economic uses such as 
navigation, water storage, flood defence, land drainage etc., that have meant significant physical 
alterations in the past. In this instance, we need to look for opportunities to mitigate morphological 
changes without affecting the use of the water body. The designation as HMWBs also impacts the 
process by which these water bodies are given their overall classification – if a HMWB’s flow 
conditions are regarding as failing then the decision as to how to classify the water body does not 
take into account any of the ecological elements. The classification decision is made on the basis of 
the mitigation measures and the chemical elements. Figure 2.5.1 lays out the Classification Decision 
Tree for HMWBs. Both the Upper and Middle Thames water bodies have freshwater flow 
conditions which are regarded as failing (Table 2.5.1: Tidal Regime – Freshwater Flow: Does not 
Support Good) and their classification therefore does not take into account ecological elements. For 
more information on how chemical status and ecological potential are assessed refer to Annex A of 
the Thames River Basin District Management Plan. 
 

                                                           
1
 A Transitional water body is a Water Framework Directive term for water bodies that are intermediate between fresh 

and marine water, they include estuaries and saline lagoons. 
2
 Thames Upper water body: Teddington to Cremorne Gardens. Thames Middle water body: Cremorne Gardens to 

Stanford-le-Hope. Thames Lower: Stanford-le-Hope to Estuary (Former Seaward Limit) 

http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/planning/125035.aspx
http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/planning/125035.aspx
http://cdn.environment-agency.gov.uk/geth0910bswb-e-e.pdf
http://cdn.environment-agency.gov.uk/geth0910bswb-e-e.pdf
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At present all three water bodies in the tidal Thames are classified as Moderate - the aim is that the 
water bodies should have Good Chemical Status (GCS) and Good Ecological Potential (GEP) by 2027. 
Table2.5.1 summarises the current status/potential of each of these water bodies. More information about 
how the tidal Thames water bodies compare to other transitional water bodies across Europe can be found 
in a recently published European Environment Agency report: European waters — assessment of status and 
pressures (European Environment Agency, 2012). 
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Thames Upper Moderate Does not support Good Moderate Good Moderate 

Thames Middle Moderate Does not Support Good  Moderate Fail Moderate 

Thames Lower Moderate  Moderate Fail Moderate 

Table 2.5.1. The current status/potential for each water body within the tidal Thames catchment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.5.1 Classification Decision Tree for Heavily Modified Water Bodies (HMWB) and Artificial 
Water Bodies  
 
 
One of the early steps in the process of the Your Tidal Thames project was to fully understand why 
the tidal Thames had been classified as moderate and what needed to be done in order to improve 
the status of the river. To do this the WFD elements and mitigation measures that are currently 
failing to meet GCS and GEP for the three water bodies in the tidal Thames were examined. The 
Your Tidal Thames Project team sought to find out more about what the reasons were for these 
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failures, where specifically they occur, what impact these failures have on the river, and what 
improvements need to be made. As a TraC water body, the information that was available from the 
EA in answer to these questions was much less advanced than the information available for 
freshwater rivers. The EA has previously focused on developing detailed measures for freshwater 
rivers and is now working through this process for TraC water bodies. The majority of the EA 
investigations into the failures will be completed by December 2012 and available in 2013.  
However, this has meant that for this pilot project there has been very little specific information 
readily available about the pressures on the tidal Thames from the current Environment Agency 
Water Framework Directive documentation. Table 2.5.2 provides a summary of the information 
that the Your Tidal Thames project was given by the EA to explain the reasons for failure within the 
three tidal Thames water bodies in early 2012. 
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Table 2.5.2: Summary of the WFD elements and mitigation measures for the tidal Thames that will fail to achieve good status/potential by 
2015 
 

WFD element Thames Upper: Teddington 
– Cremorne Gardens 

Thames Middle: Cremorne Gardens – Stanford-le-Hope Thames Lower: Stanford-le-Hope 
– Haven Point & Warden Point 

Tidal Regime: 
Freshwater Flow 

Pressure: Abstraction of freshwater above Teddington Weir 
 

 

Dissolved Inorganic 
Nitrogen 

 Pressure: Contributes to estuarine eutrophication usually as a result of runoff from farmland 

Dissolved Oxygen  Pressure: Low levels of dissolved oxygen in the water column 
usually as a result of sewage (Combined Sewage Outflows) 

 

Benzo (ghi) 
perelyene and 
indeno (123-cd) 
pyrene 

 Pressure: This is thought to be a result of road run off 
specifically from diesel fuel 

 

Tributylin 
compounds 

 Pressure: Associated with the marine industry – paint to 
protect hulls from encrusting organisms. Now banned for 
vessels under 25m long under various legislations.   

 

    

MITIGATION MEASURES – THAMES UPPER, MIDDLE AND LOWER 

Operational & 
structural changes to 
locks, sluices, weirs, 
beach control 

Pressure: Bank & Bed reinforcement / in-channel structures: Dams, sluices, weirs, gravel traps, locks and tidal barrages. Includes 
all types of locks, including locks in a state of disrepair, and weirs associated with locks. (Also consider impacts associated with 
hard bank protection and sediment management).  
Impacts: Loss of biological continuity - interference with fish population movements. Loss of sediment continuity – build up of 
sediment upstream, reduced bedload downstream. Alteration of bathymetry; Disruption of tidal flow and interaction; Alteration 
of natural sediment dynamics - loss of continuity; Destruction and alteration of benthic habitats; Mobilisation of contaminants; 
Increased turbidity; Loss of faunal nursery, refuge and feeding areas; Disruption of habitat connectivity/continuity - interference 
with fish population movements 
Notes: Changes to the operation of for example sluice gates leaving open for longer if possible to allow greater river continuity. If 
sluices are present near weirs and it is not possible to remove the weir, look at the option of opening the sluice permanently or 
removing the sluice instead of building fish/eel passes. Can include altering timings of pumps to allow eel passage during eel 
migration season. Can also include adding a notch to a weir rather than full removal. May require Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA). 



 

Your Tidal Thames – Final Project Report  12 | P a g e  

Preserve and where 
possible enhance 
ecological value of 
marginal aquatic 
habitat, banks and 
riparian zone 

Pressure: Trampling and erosion of riparian zone. Bank & Bed reinforcement / in-channel structures; Hard bank protection (for 
example piers, slipways, other launch sites, marinas and other infrastructure) e.g. Steel piling, vertical walls and gabion baskets. 
Includes hard bank protection in a state of disrepair. 
Impact: Loss of riparian zone / marginal habitat / loss of lateral connectivity / loss of sediment input/loss of wave energy 
absorption. Loss of sediment continuity (lateral) - build up of sediment in the channel 
Notes: This Mitigation Measure is closest to habitat restoration rather than mitigation and should consider margins, banks, 
riparian zones and in-channel habitats. This includes undertaking native aquatic planting adding plant plugs or planted coir rolls in 
aquatic margins, banks and riparian zone. This measure can also include bank restoration/rehabilitation (reduce hard-banking and 
recreating a natural profile). This measure is in direct mitigation to hard bank protection, but do look for wider opportunities to 
extend as necessary throughout the water body. 

Managed 
realignment of flood 
defence 

Pressure: Bank reinforcement 
Impact: Coastal squeeze; Disruption of tidal flow and channel interaction; Disruption / alteration of  estuarine process dynamics; 
Modification of sediment dynamics; Disruption of natural habitats; Loss of faunal nursery, refuge and feeding areas 
Notes: This measure is focussed on the coast; the fluvial context is covered by the Mitigation Measure on set-back embankments. 
This can involve retreating flood defences/bunds in a landward direction enabling coastal waters to breach a site and create new 
salt marsh habitat. Any lost freshwater habitat on a protected site needs to be compensated for through habitat creation 
elsewhere. Managed realignment projects are usually managed by National Environment Assessment Service (NEAS)/National 
Capital Programme Management Services (NCPMS) and regional habitat creation staff. Inter-tidal habitat provides good flexible, 
sustainable and cost effective defence against climate change / sea level rise if given sufficient space. Given sea level rise 
predictions it should always be considered against the short term protection afforded by structures. EIA may be required. 

Remove obsolete 
structure 

Pressure: Bank & Bed reinforcement  / in-channel structures; Dams, sluices, weirs, gravel traps, reclamation and capital dredging 
Impacts: Loss of sediment continuity (longitudinal) - build up of sediment upstream, reduced bedload downstream. Change in 
wave energy or direction; change in water quality resulting from changes in flows; direct or indirect habitat loss; disruption of 
habitat continuity or connectivity. 
Notes: If a structure is deemed obsolete and no longer holds a purpose see if it can be removed and the river restored. If it 
cannot be removed see if it can be altered to improve lateral and longitudinal connectivity, look to include fish/eel passes. For 
rivers this measure only occurs in direct response to dams/sluices/weirs/pumping stations and bank and bed reinforcement. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES - THAMES MIDDLE ONLY 

Indirect / offsite 
mitigation  
(offsetting measures) 

Pressure: Bank reinforcement, channel dredging, tidal river alteration (e.g. channelisation), locks/sluices/tidal barrage, beach 
control structures 
Impacts: Coastal squeeze; Disruption of tidal flow and channel interaction; Disruption / alteration of  estuarine process dynamics; 
Modification of sediment dynamics; Disruption of natural habitats; Loss of faunal nursery, refuge and feeding areas; Alteration of 
estuarine processes; Alteration of natural sediment dynamics; Alteration of bathymetry; Loss of morphological diversity and 
habitat; Disruption / alteration of natural tidal and sediment dynamics; Destruction and alteration of benthic habitats; 
Mobilisation of contaminants; Increased turbidity (periodically) 
Notes: This Mitigation Measure is about offsetting due to impacts of hard defences, dredging, tidal barrages/impoundments and 
disruption to tidal and estuarine processes that result in habitat loss. This involves compensating for impacted habitat and 
estuarine processes to ensure both biological continuity but also to mitigate climate change. The offsetting needs to be 
undertaken in the same water body in order to contribute to Good Ecological Potential in that water body. 

  

MITIGATION MEASURES - THAMES LOWER ONLY 

Sediment 
management (e.g. 
trickle recharge, 
sediment bypass; 
water column 
recharge; beneficial 
placement) - Indirect 
/ offsite mitigation  
(offsetting measures) 

These sediment management Mitigation Measures are related to navigation not Flood and Coastal Risk Management (FCRM).  
Pressures: Bank reinforcement, channel dredging, tidal river alteration (e.g. channelisation), locks /sluices/tidal barrage, beach 
control structures 
Impact: Coastal squeeze; Disruption of tidal flow and channel interaction; Disruption / alteration of  estuarine process dynamics; 
Modification of sediment dynamics; Disruption of natural habitats; Loss of faunal nursery, refuge and feeding areas; Alteration of 
estuarine processes; Alteration of natural sediment dynamics; Alteration of bathymetry; Loss of morphological diversity and 
habitat; Disruption / alteration of natural tidal and sediment dynamics; Destruction and alteration of benthic habitats; 
Mobilisation of contaminants; Increased turbidity (periodically) 
Notes: This Mitigation Measure is about offsetting due to impacts of hard defences, dredging, tidal barrages/impoundments and 
disruption to tidal and estuarine processes that result in habitat loss. This involves compensating for impacted habitat and 
estuarine processes to ensure both biological continuity but also to mitigate climate change. The offsetting needs to be 
undertaken in the same water body in order to contribute to Good Ecological Potential in that water body.  It is recommended 
that all sediment management Mitigation Measures (FCRM, ports etc.) should be combined under this overall Mitigation 
Measure as splitting them out just causes duplication and confusion. 

Structures or other 
mechanisms in place 
and managed to 
enable fish to access 
waters upstream and 
downstream of the 
impounding works. 

Pressures: Impoundment. Bank & Bed reinforcement /in-channel structures Dams, sluices, weirs and gravel traps 
Impact: Loss of biological continuity - interference with fish population movements. Adverse impact on the movement of 
salmonids between habitats important in their life cycles, that is upstream and downstream of the impoundment. 
Notes: This Mitigation Measure involves considering whether the impoundment is really required and where possible removing a 
structure to enable fish/eel passage, installing fish or multi-species passes to enable passage of fish/eel, or alternatively modify 
structure to allow fish/eel passage. 
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Bank rehabilitation / 
reprofiling 

Pressure: Boat Movement; Surface water disturbance and turbulence created by passage of hull (Also consider impacts 
associated with on-line moorings and sediment management) 
Impact: Bank Erosion / loss of marginal, riparian vegetation (boat wash) 
Notes: This Mitigation Measure is only for inland navigation pressures, there is no requirement from FCRM to implement it. But 
Mitigation Measure does have to be considered as part of hydromorphology investigations, ideally in conjunction with all other 
Mitigation Measures. 

Increase in-channel 
morphological 
diversity 

Pressure: Channel Alteration - Realignment / re-profiling / regarding 
Impact: Loss of morphological diversity and habitat 
Notes: This is an important Mitigation Measure that includes a range of techniques and a variety of possible outcomes. This 
Mitigation Measure can be delivered across a wide continuum depending on the current condition of the channel and how far 
restoration can be taken without affecting the use. Ideally the Mitigation Measure will result in naturalised process and be 
sustainable, but in some rivers, this may not be possible or effective. At the lowest end of the continuum, this Mitigation Measure 
can involve: installing in-stream devices to increase morphological diversity e.g. riffle construction, bar construction, boulder 
placement, deflectors, two stage channel, installing large woody debris, narrowing over-widened channels, meandering low flow 
channels in over-widened watercourses, and creation of bays to provide slack water habitat. At the upper end of the continuum, 
this Mitigation Measure can involve: improving the channel processes so that the morphological diversity is sustainable, this can 
be achieved by identifying both the type of diversity the channel should have and establish why those habitats don't exist. 
Implementation must be through the removal of the reasons for the habitats are not being there (e.g. sheet piling, impoundment, 
channel size / shape) and designing a new sustainable channel which uses natural processes to maintain it. If this is not possible 
then installing devices may be appropriate.  Geomorphological improvements should take account of the system enabling the 
channel to develop its own diversity; this is a more sustainable approach than using engineered measures 

Removal of hard 
bank reinforcement / 
revetment, or 
replacement with 
soft engineering 
solution 

Pressure: Bank & Bed reinforcement / in-channel structures - Hard protection e.g. Steel piling, vertical walls and gabion baskets. 
Includes hard bank protection in a state of disrepair. 
Impact: Loss of riparian zone / marginal habitat / loss of lateral connectivity / loss of sediment input 
Notes: This Mitigation Measure involves using soft engineering or bioengineering refers to the use of living and inert vegetation 
to stabilise banks by either binding together unstable bank material or by protecting the bank face from erosion due to 
weathering, fluvial scour or trampling by livestock.  The technique covers both the construction of new soft bank face protection 
and the replacement of hard bank protection with a softer solution involving bank rehabilitation/ reprofiling. This needs to be 
considered in parallel with either re-alignment or channel shape changes to reduce erosion in vulnerable areas. On transitional 
and coastal (TraC) waters it can include the alteration/removal of rip rap. 
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3. Stakeholder engagement 

 
The Catchment Based Approach for the WFD requires local community involvement to be at the 
heart of the development of Catchment Plans. Both Thames21 and TEP fully support this approach 
and wanted to ensure through effective stakeholder engagement that those connected with, or 
who care about the river, have an opportunity to have a say in the improvement of the tidal 
Thames. Achieving this engagement over an area as large as the tidal Thames where there are so 
many diverse communities and river users is a challenge. 
 
Many of the other 25 pilot catchments have formed catchment groups, made up of individuals from 
communities and organisations within the catchment. These catchment groups meet face to face 
and are responsible for the formation of the Catchment Plan. The Your Tidal Thames project team 
did not feel that this approach would work on the tidal Thames – the area is too large and there are 
too many people who have an interest and stake in the river for it to be practical to bring all 
interested parties together at one time to work on the Plan. The tidal Thames is a dynamic river and 
the project engagement strategy needed to reflect this. 
 
 
3.1 Adopted approach to stakeholder engagement  
 
The approach that the Your Tidal Thames project has taken is to engage widely across the tidal 
Thames area. This has been achieved by taking engagement out to the community rather than 
trying to bring people together in one place at one time. 
 
The key engagement tool was a Catchment Plan Template. The Catchment Plan Template was made 
up of 5 sections which prompted people to give their views on the tidal Thames. When the project 
engagement work began, the Template was not populated with a list of already known issues that 
affect the tidal Thames, the Template was left empty. The reason for this approach was to allow 
people to raise their personal or organisation’s concerns for the river and to avoid any sense of 
restriction. 
 
The titles of the sections in the Catchment Plan Template were:  

1. In your view, what problems are affecting the tidal Thames? 
2. What can be done to address these problems? 
3. Action Plan - What should the target be to achieve and by when? Who else can help deliver 

this target? What part can you (or your organisation) play?  
4. How do you use or relate to the tidal Thames? 
5. Your Contact details 

 
With the Catchment Plan Template as the basis for engagement the Your Tidal Thames project 
team invited individuals and organisations to input their views directly into the plan. The 
mechanisms for engaging people and gathering their views were: 

 Pop-up workshops – these mainly targeted individuals from the local community, although 
anyone was welcome to attend. The pop-up workshops ran alongside existing events such 
as Thames21 volunteer days - they ‘popped-up’ at many different locations across London. 

 One to one meetings and evening presentations – these mainly targeted organisations and 
groups who have an interest in or a responsibility for the tidal Thames. The Your Tidal 
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Thames project directly contacted organisations and arranged to go to meet with them 
individually. 

 Online and social media engagement – this was wide reaching to both individuals and 
organisations. Information about the project and requests for engagement through either 
catchment plan completion or a meeting/event was sent to contacts on Thames21’s and 
TEP’s databases. Those who requested a copy of the Catchment Plan Template were sent 
one, those who wished to be kept informed were sent updates on a monthly basis and 
those who requested a meeting or workshop were followed up with in due course.  
Information was also published on both charity’s websites and social media such as 
Facebook and Twitter was used to attract further interest to the project and invite people to 
give their views. 

 Engagement through other organisations – this was wide reaching to both individuals and 
organisations. The Your Tidal Thames project team was aware that there are many 
organisations already working along the tidal Thames with strong links into their 
communities. Many of these organisations have done their own work to engage the tidal 
Thames community and are important gateways into the community. The Your Tidal 
Thames project asked these organisations to help raise awareness of the Catchment Plan 
that was being developed and ask their contacts to contribute. 

 
At the end of each month the Catchment Plan Template was updated with the views that people 
had shared with the Your Tidal Thames project team during that month. Views were included using 
the author’s own words – they were not summarised or interpreted. This allowed people to read 
others’ comments and see how the Catchment Plan was developing. The final version of this 
document, including everyone’s views to date, has been included as Appendix A of this report.  
 
 
3.2 Project Strategy Group 
 
As part of the Your Tidal Thames project a multi-sectorial Strategy Group has been formed. The 
Strategy Group is not a decision making forum, its role is to support, refine and improve the process 
of developing the Catchment Plan. The Strategy Group have been involved in the process of 
prioritising the issues, solutions and actions that were raised by individuals and organisations in 
their responses to the Catchment Plan Template. The group expressed a clear interest in continuing 
to work together past the end of the pilot phase and it is hoped that members of the group may be 
able to take the lead or help to implement some of the actions arising from the plan. Details and a 
summary of progress made so far in prioritising issues, solutions and actions can be found in 
Section 5 of this report. The Strategy Group have also been involved in the review process for this 
document. 
 
The Strategy Group is made up of an invited panel of people, representing groups and organisations 
that have a direct relationship with tidal Thames catchment issues. Table 3.2.1 lists the current 
members of the Strategy Group. Members should fulfill one of the following four criteria 

 Expert technical knowledge of the tidal Thames e.g. regulatory  

 Expert ecological knowledge  

 Good recreational knowledge  

 An ability to reach into communities 
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Organisation Representative 

Association of Thames Yacht Clubs Michael Schefras 
The Cross River Partnership Nicola Whyte 
Colclough & Coates – Sc2 Ltd & Institute of Fisheries Management 
(National Specialist Section - Estuarine & Marine) 

Steve Colclough 

Environment Agency Alice Wilson 
Environment Agency Bill Harris 
Essex County Council Nicky Spurr 
Essex Wildlife Trust Mark Iley 
Greater London Authority Jörn Peters 
Greening The Gateway Kent and Medway Martin Hall 
Kent and Essex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority Joss Wiggins 
Kent Wildlife Trust Greg Hitchcock 
London Port Health Authority Robin Catchlove 
London Wildlife Trust Mathew Frith 
Maplin Marine Angling Club Mick Sharp 
Port of London Authority Tanya Houston 
Residential Boat Owners’ Association Alan Wildman 
River Thames Society Peter Finch 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Jo Sampson 
Royal Yachting Association George Crowe 
Thames Anglers Conservancy David Harvey 
Thames Estuary Partnership Jill Goddard 
Thames Landscape Strategy Hampton to Kew Jason Debney  
Thames Strategy Kew to Chelsea Ruth Hutton 

Thames Water David Todd 
Thames21 Debbie Leach 
Independent environmental expert Roger de Freitas 

Table 3.2.1 Current members of the Strategy Group 
 
Early in the formation of the Strategy Group the issue of organisations being able to resource this 
group was raised. To manage the commitment of organisations it was decided that the Strategy 
Group would only have two face to face meetings during the pilot year of the project. These 
meetings were held on 27th June and 6th December. Summaries and outputs of these meetings are 
available on the Thames21 and TEP websites. In between meetings group communication was 
coordinated via e-mail.  
 
 
3.3 Geographical focus 
 
During the development of the Your Tidal Thames project, it became clear that there was not 
enough time or resources to carry out pop-up workshops and one to one meetings across the 
whole of the tidal Thames area. This concern was also voiced by the Strategy Group at their first 
meeting in June and they advised the project team to reduce our expectations and devise a strategy 
for engagement.  As this is a pilot project and based upon the concerns and advice of the Strategy 
Group, a decision was made to focus the pop-up workshops and one to one meetings in two 

http://www.thames21.org.uk/get-involved-in-your-tidal-thames/
http://thamesweb.com/projects-introduction/your-tidal-thames.html


 

Your Tidal Thames – Final Project Report       18 | P a g e  

 

riparian boroughs within each water body. This approach was shared with the Strategy Group via 
email and their approval was given. Table 3.3.1 shows the rationale behind the choices as shared 
with the Strategy Group.  Figure 3.3.1 identifies the areas where the engagement work focused. 
The wider reaching online and social media engagement continued to reach out to stakeholders 
across the tidal Thames area. Therefore, where opportunities arose, outside of the focus boroughs, 
for workshops and meetings these leads were pursued but the main focus of engagement was 
within the areas highlighted below. It is important to note that the boroughs on the south bank 
within Thames Lower (Bexley London Borough, Dartford District, Gravesham District and Medway) 
were classed together as ‘North Kent Marshes’ instead of individual boroughs. This was due to the 
overlap within the area of the Nature Improvement Area (NIA) and thus this approach sought to 
reduce confusion on the ground between the two processes. No engagement was done within the 
area of the Medway Estuary and towns as this is a separate catchment area.   
 

Section of the 
tidal Thames 

Area Rationale 

Thames Upper Hammersmith & 
Fulham 

Thames Strategy Kew to Chelsea is engaged and have 
good links with local communities; based in the Local 
Authority and have a suite of projects both current and 
future which will deliver WFD related benefits 

Thames Upper Richmond or 
Barnes and Kew 

Thames Landscape Strategy is keen to be involved and 
have good links within the local community; based within 
the Local Authority and scope for WFD related projects 

Thames Middle City of London & 
Westminster 

All four of these boroughs are tied together through the 
Cross River Partnership which is business and environment 
focussed. Lambeth Council are fully engaged and have 
solid ideas for projects to deliver WFD. Battersea is about 
to undergo riverside regeneration and poses a good 
opportunity for engagement. 

Thames Middle Lambeth & 
Battersea 

Thames Lower North Kent 
Marshes 

Ties in with the Nature Improvement Area (NIA); good 
chance to showcase collaborative engagement with 
Greening the Gateway Kent and Medway 

Thames Lower Canvey Island Challenging area with a lot of interesting issues; also ties in 
with NIA. 

Table 3.3.1 The original rationale behind focussing engagement in specific boroughs. 
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4. Results of stakeholder engagement 
 
4.1 Summary of engagement activities 
 
During 2012 the Your Tidal Thames project completed eleven pop-up workshops in the community, 
nine one to one meetings with stakeholder organisations and Local Authorities, four evening 
presentations and four information stalls. During these pop-up workshops, meetings, presentations 
and information stalls, the Your Tidal Thames Project Team spoke to 1,412 people about the work 
of the project and invited them to add their views into the Catchment Plan. The online and social 
media engagement, via Thames21, TEP and other organisations’ networks, is estimated to have 
reached out to 14,622 people, bringing our total engagement figure to 16,034 people over the year. 
Through these engagement activities, 62 individuals and 53 organisations provided their views for 
input into the Catchment Plan. A list of people who contributed their views can be found at the end 
of Appendix A. Figure 4.1.1 provides a spatial representation of the engagement work that has been 
done along the tidal Thames and shows the distribution of people who have provided their views 
for inclusion into the Catchment Plan. 
 
It is clear from the map that the engagement strategy employed during the pilot phase was 
successful although there are gaps in some of the chosen areas.  Engagement within the North Kent 
Marshes area was mainly made through liaison with the Nature Improvement Area (NIA) Project 
team, a member of which was also a member of the Your Tidal Thames Strategy Group. Draft 
Catchment Plan templates were sent round this member’s network but none were received back 
within the pilot phase. Engagement within Canvey Island was initiated through a meeting with the 
ward councillor. It became clear that local residents were extremely concerned about any physical 
changes proposed due to the historic flooding event of 1953, the anniversary of which will be next 
year. TEP has had previous experience facilitating meetings between Canvey Island residents and 
the EA in the past when flood defence changes were originally proposed for the area. The local 
residents have very strong views and the Your Tidal Thames project team felt that engagement 
within this area would need to be well managed, requiring more time and a clearer idea of the way 
forward.   
 
The spread of organisations and individuals that responded to the engagement was wide and fairly 
varied. However, most glaringly of all, only one commercial company responded despite the same 
level of effort being employed to try to engage with this sector. This is perhaps because historically 
commercial interests cannot see the benefits to them of being involved in consultations of 
environmentally driven projects as they are concerned that they will be perceived as the ‘bad guy’. 
Traditionally they prefer to comment once they can clearly see how they may be affected in terms 
of legislation or operational costs.  There is a clear need to find a way to engage this sector and help 
them realise the benefits of being involved in the process at an early stage, along with all other 
sectors.   
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4.2 Need for further engagement 
 
It is clear that much more engagement needs to be completed as the information gathered through 
the Catchment Plan Template and meetings is just a snapshot of the views, opinions and 
information that currently exists in the tidal Thames area. With the completion of EA data analysis 
and investigations for the area due at the end of the year, it would be ideal to continue the 
stakeholder engagement in more depth. In this way, efforts could be focussed in areas where EA 
data indicates a problem, as well as reaching those sectors and areas it has not been possible to 
reach during the pilot phase. 
 
 
4.3 Prioritisation of issues, solutions and actions 
 
Throughout the engagement process stakeholders were asked for their ideas on potential solutions 
to the issues that they had raised and ideas of actions that might be needed to deliver these 
solutions. In many cases individual stakeholders did not feel they were experienced enough to 
answer or gave general answers e.g. improve access. However, some examples of specific projects 
were suggested. 
 
At the end of the engagement process a list of ideas for potential work going forward was compiled 
– this can be found in tables 5.9.1 and 5.9.2 in Section 5. It must be stressed that this list includes 
ideas which have not been investigated or explored with relevant stakeholders, as well as ideas 
which have been worked up in more detail. The project team investigated different ways to 
prioritise these ideas for delivery. Consideration was given to prioritisation processes that had been 
used in previous stakeholder-led projects such as the Strategy for the Severn Estuary in 2001 and 
other WFD pilots active this year. Previous projects had had significantly longer periods of time in 
which to establish criteria and other pilots had a better understanding of the issues and potential 
solutions through EA catchment investigations data. The tidal Thames had neither time for a string 
of meetings nor data on which to assess priority issues. With the need to prioritise projects being a 
key aim of this pilot it was decided by the project team that the following criteria should be used:  
 

 issues/solutions that reoccur frequently in the draft catchment plan template responses 

 issues/solutions that can be acted upon soon to deliver improvements to the tidal Thames 

 issues/solutions that align with Environment Agency WFD priorities 

 issues/solutions that align with priorities from other key plans 
 

These criteria were shared with the Strategy Group as they were developed and before they were 
applied.  
 
The prioritised list of ideas for potential work going forward was presented to the Strategy Group during the 
meeting held on 6th December. One of the aims of this meeting was for the Strategy Group to consider the 
list of project ideas and discuss which projects should be prioritised for delivery to help make improvements 
to the tidal Thames. However at the meeting the overwhelming feeling of the Strategy Group was that 
prioritisation would not be appropriate at this point in the development of the plan. Instead, the group 
discussed establishing a set of criteria for project ideas being included in and developed from the Catchment 
Plan. The Strategy Group would then assess each project idea as to whether it would help deliver the Plan 
and should therefore be included. Table 4.3.1 summarises the Strategy Group’s discussion about how any 
project ideas could be evaluated in order to be included in the Your Tidal Thames Working Catchment Plan. 
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The idea being that any project could use this as a checklist to show how it supports WFD and could 
therefore be endorsed by YTT and encourage collaborative working. The discussion on this topic did not 

come to a firm conclusion during the meeting and the information presented in the table therefore 
requires further consideration. 
 
There was agreement from the Strategy Group to continue working collectively on the definition of 
the project prioritisation criteria and to establish a clear and transparent procedure for 
implementing these criteria. Once these criteria had been established all projects would use the 
criteria as a checklist to see if they were WFD compliant. If projects meet these criteria the YTT 
Strategy Group would endorse them. This process would ensure transparency.  
 
As the criteria are still being developed it is not possible for the Your Tidal Thames pilot to present a 
list of developed potential projects for action. The list of ideas presented in Table 5.9.1 on page 32 has 
not been and will not be prioritised at this stage of the plan. Instead tables 5.9.1 and 5.9.2 detail all of the 
ideas for potential work going forward highlighted through the Your Tidal Thames engagement process. 
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Topic Question 

Geographical 
scale 

What area of the river and RBD will the project benefit? 

Time scale How long will the project take to implement? 

How long will the project take to produce benefits for the river? 

How long will the benefits to the river last? 

Will the project help keep people engaged in the YTT Catchment Plan? 

Collaborative 
working 

How many partners are involved in the project? 

Does the project have local community support? 

Does the project deliver a solution to the themes raised by the YTT 
engagement? 

Does the project deliver aims of existing plans or strategies? 

Feasibility Does the project have permissions from the relevant authorities, or has 
consideration been given to the requirements of consents? 

Is the project evidence based? 

Does the project balance ecology, economy and social values? 

Funding Does the project currently have funding sources identified? 
    None 
    Potential funding sources identified 
    Part funding secured 
    Full funding secured? 

Development 
Stage 

What stage of development is the project currently at? 
    Conceptual 
    Designed 
    Approved 
    Currently being implemented 

WFD 
objectives 

Does the project meet WFD objectives – directly, indirectly or not at all? 

Multiple 
benefits 

Does the project deliver benefits beyond WFD?*  

River Basin 
Priority 

Does the project deliver a solution to an issue which is a priority for the RBD? 

Repeatable Could the project be repeated within the estuary? 

Monitoring Does the project proposal incorporate monitoring of the project? 

4.3.1 Questions that should be considered when ideas for possible projects are being evaluated for 
inclusion in the Your Tidal Thames project – as discussed by the Your Tidal Thames Strategy Group. 
 
* For example alternative benefits/drivers within the All London Green Grid; Blue Ribbon Network 
Policy for London Rivers which may provide potential mechanisms/frameworks for delivery. 
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5. Areas of opportunity and the recommended way forward  
 
Many responses to the draft Catchment Plan raised issues but did not offer firm or conclusive 
solutions and actions. Many of the issues raised were multi faceted crossing over several themes 
therefore any possible opportunities and ideas for potential work going forward are more likely to 
deliver multiple solutions and benefits. However, although Ideas for potential work going forward 
have been suggested through the pilot phase engagement there are not many tangible, well 
developed projects which can deliver WFD aims immediately.  This is partly due to the delay in 
receiving the data from EA investigations (due to be released in March 2013) which prevented the 
pilot project from engaging on specific issues in specific areas resulting in rather broad scale 
suggestions from the general public. This highlights the difference between asking people to 
comment on a ‘blank page’ rather than a list of specific issues and projects.  
 
Most of the ideas for potential work going forward highlighted within this chapter that deliver WFD 
aims are large scale and long term, often suggested by organisations and requiring further 
stakeholder engagement and development.   
 
In light of the large amount of crossover between issues, the project team have pulled together 
information and opinions gathered about each headline and summarised them below. 
 
 
5.1 Redevelopment and riverside planning 
 
By far the most discussed issues were to do with opportunities arising from new development and 
redevelopment of existing structures. The largest number of responses were actually to do with 
access - the continuity of the Thames Path and access into the river - but were often married with 
suggested solutions via the route of redevelopment opportunities. Redevelopment and riverside 
planning as primary issues were also plentiful and was often intertwined with additional issues as 
well e.g. habitats and water quality. The need for development and economic growth was a high 
priority but green infrastructure, open vistas and connected green spaces should be integral parts 
of any development plans were popular statements. The importance of early engagement with 
riverside developers was noted. Some felt it important to maintain a balance between residential 
and river related development. 
 
There is a public perception of a lack of commitment by Local Authorities (LA) to include habitat 
creation, river and riverside access and local community use into redevelopment and riverside 
planning. Having spoken to a number of Local Authority officers and the GLA from planning and 
ecology (Green Spaces) departments, it is clear that the real problem is not lack of commitment but 
a lack of resources, funding and staff time. Government cuts mean staff are focussed mainly on 
core work. In addition, there is confusion amongst some Local Authorities about what their 
responsibilities are for WFD and how these responsibilities could be achieved through 
redevelopment and the planning processes. The understanding for planning to be WFD compliant 
needs to be improved. This is being addressed through Local Authority workshops that the 
Environment Agency’s Sustainable Places Team has started to undertake. 
 
The Environment Agency tries to work closely with developers to make sure that development is 
sympathetic to the needs of the river and works with flood defences. By encouraging pre 
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application discussions with developers, it allows for opportunities for improvements and joint 
working to be identified as early in the process as possible.  However, there does need to be an 
improvement in the recognition of the value of the Thames across a wider range of sectors to help 
with the process.  This could be done through an ecosystems services approach. In addition, 
developer contributions are already being sought for a range of pressing needs including in 
particular affordable housing and non-car transport, and Government puts a lot of emphasis on 
development viability. Raising river-related improvement opportunities early within the 
development process with developers is therefore even more crucial.  There may be scope for third 
party organisations to take over the missing role of highlighting and showing developers cases of 
best and bad practise on the ground to compliment the current capacity training being given to 
Local Authorities by the EA and Defra. 
 
Local Development Frameworks are currently being revised due to the National Planning Policy 
Framework consultation which was completed earlier this year. This is a chance for local 
communities to influence the way that planning and development is done in their local area. One 
route for local communities to formalise their opinions and desires for their area is to complete and 
submit a Local Action Plan and a Neighbourhood Development Plan.  The former is designed to 
identify community priorities through consultation and detail what is required to address 
community needs. The latter is concerned only with development and land use planning. 
Neighbourhood Development Plans must conform to national and local policy and be completed to 
demanding standards, but if it is accepted through referendum it must be adopted by the Local 
Authority. All Local Authorities have a responsibility to fulfil the aims of The London Plan, the All 
London Green Grid and the Mayor’s Biodiversity Strategy which clearly state that biodiversity and 
riparian enhancements must be taken into account in any riverside planning. All riparian 
development is an opportunity to fulfil these aims and those of WFD which are clearly in alignment. 
There will be an opportunity to revisit relevant London Plan policies (Blue Ribbon Network and 
water management) as part of the Further Alterations to the London Plan, work on which 
commences in 2013. 
 
Access points can be created at the same time as habitat with mutual benefits for all users, wildlife 
and businesses by achieving more than one aim of The London Plan at the same time. For example 
biodiversity enhancements through habitat creation also mitigate against the effects of climate 
change; smart building design incorporating environmentally friendly measures will not only help 
with issues such as water quality through surface water run off mitigation, but also shave money off 
a businesses’ bottom line by reducing costs such as utilities thus achieving the aims of sustainable 
commercial use. This is well known and scope for water environment improvements are supported 
through the Mayor’s All London Green Grid Supplementary Planning Guidance (ALGG SPG). Local 
Framework Directives must align with ALGG SPG but Local Authorities may lack the resources to 
realise these policies to their full potential and may often be confused as to what their 
responsibilities are.   
 
Coordination between Local Authorities, developers and third party organisations would be 
beneficial, helping with both the development stage and delivery stage, to share costs and raise 
funds from different streams. In some areas such as Lambeth, Wandsworth, Hammersmith and 
Fulham and Richmond, these partnerships already exist and are successfully marrying together the 
needs of all sectors to deliver some very proactive projects. Organisations such as Thames 
Landscape Strategy and Thames Strategy Kew to Chelsea are based within the Local Authority and 
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play a pivotal role in bringing in funding and liaising with stakeholders and volunteers to deliver the 
work taking much of the onus off the relevant LA departments. However, these organisations also 
struggle with funding for staff salaries. Funding should not be for delivery alone, it must be 
recognised that staff have to be employed for a sufficient number of days per week and paid in 
order to develop these projects.   
 
The Cross River Partnership is an alliance of Business Improvement Districts (BIDs), councils and 
companies. They progress regeneration projects to help businesses become more environmentally 
friendly within their area. The team is based across two central LAs (Westminster and Lambeth) and 
again this model and their efforts have achieved great progress. Their work is primarily terrestrial 
but does include businesses along the Thames Path. Collaborative work with river organisations to 
improve riparian areas would provide a connection on the landscape scale within central London.  If 
these work models were rolled out across the tidal Thames and smart design built into the 
blueprints for any new development from the start, mutually beneficial relationships could be 
fostered between all relevant parties. The Environment Agency’s aspiration that environmentally-
sensitive development be the default not the exception could also be realised. The UK can be as 
forward thinking and proactive as countries such as Australia and New Zealand where this way of 
developing is already the norm, deeply embedded in policy and has been for many years. 
 
Current areas of opportunity for large scale riparian regeneration are: 

 Vauxhall Nine Elms Battersea Regeneration Project  
o Open Parks Officers within Lambeth and Wandsworth Councils work closely together 

and with the respective planning departments to try to get green infrastructure, 
habitat connectivity and vistas incorporated into plans from an early stage. 

 South Fulham Riverside Regeneration Area 

 East London and the Olympics Site 

 The Thames Tideway Tunnel (afteruse of construction sites),  

 Large scale regeneration ambitions for the Greenwich or Newham waterfronts,  

 Barking Riverside. 
 
 
5.2 Access to the riverside, onto the river and onto the foreshore 
 
As stated above the vast majority of responses were concerned with the fractured nature of the 
Thames Path and access along the Thames Path, Thames foreshore and onto the river itself. The 
majority of solutions came in the form of improved access during regeneration and new 
developments as discussed above with emphasis on the need to showcase the valuable resource of 
the tidal Thames as tourist attraction and recreational amenity for both passive (views, walking) 
and active (boating) recreation.  
 
5.2.1 Thames Path 
Public perceptions were that not enough consideration was given to pedestrians and cyclists during 
development and regeneration plans resulting in riverside users having to divert away from the 
riverside often onto busy main roads. Gated communities, private ownership and unsympathetic 
development initiatives combine to disconnect the community from the river. Many understood 
that in some places it would not be possible to remedy this problem but most spoke about the need 
for access to be held in a higher regard during development and regeneration planning. In addition, 
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a few people highlighted that during development some sections of the Thames path were closed 
off necessarily but many have not been reopened or when they are reopened have been damaged. 
The creation of the Thames Path took years of consultation and hard work and is now widely 
celebrated. There are gaps along the tidal Thames and areas where this is unlikely to be changed 
due to existing structures. The lack of one coordinating body for all work on the Thames Path was 
suggested as a contributing factor and National Trails was suggested as a good organisation to be 
given this task.  However, a National Trails Management Group composed of representatives of the 
highway authorities through whose area the Trail passes (22 of them), Natural England, the 
Environment Agency and Tourism South East already manages the Thames Path. The Management 
Group publishes a Thames Path Management Strategy to direct the management of the Trail for 
five years at a time. Most of the day to day work in the non-tidal area is undertaken by a small team 
of National Trails staff, helped by volunteers managed by the team, based with Oxfordshire County 
Council's Countryside Service – doing much of the physical maintenance and improvements, and 
providing a range of information for users. However, this detailed approach is not currently applied 
to the Thames Path in London and the National Trails Management Group is looking for a 
‘community of interest’ within London with which to engage. National trails management is also 
not clear as the path proceeds eastwards toward the estuary. Further engagement with this 
organisation is necessary to highlight the views of stakeholders who responded to the draft 
Catchment Plan Template and discuss management of the Thames Path in London. The EA attempt 
to maximise setback of defences for any riverside development to allow access to flood defences 
for repairs and maintenance which at the same time helps enable access along the river. However, 
to date no official guidance or minimum distances for setback has been established. Greater 
support from planning authorities would be helpful in this aim. 
 
5.2.2 Thames foreshore 
Access to the foreshore was considered to be vital in connecting communities to the river and 
raising awareness of the valuable resource both the foreshore and river provide. The lack of an 
overarching body to take responsibility for the maintenance of existing steps and stairs and 
information about access points along the river was suggested as a contributing factor. Solutions 
suggested giving responsibility of this over to one body, providing more information on access 
points and health and safety. The PLA are classed as riparian owners in some stretches of the river, 
some are privately owned and some are owned by The Crown Estate. Recently, people accessing 
the foreshore has led to litigious action being taken against the PLA when a person has tripped and 
fallen. It seems that if an organisation promotes access they may be held liable for actions taken. 
The public should be able to use the foreshore in the tidal Thames as they do elsewhere in the UK 
where The Crown Estate is the riparian owners. However, people need to realise that the foreshore 
is not a manicured garden or a maintained pavement and that by accessing the foreshore they do 
so at their own risk. Education and information boards at all access points to promote safe access as 
well as understanding of the environment and websites advising on sensible clothing and footwear 
when accessing the foreshore may help this unfortunate situation. It was also suggested that Local 
Authorities may have responsibility for maintaining public access points under their capacity as 
Highway Authorities. Two documents need sourcing to try to clarify some of these issues - the Tidal 
Thames Access Strategy produced by the National Rivers Authority in the 1990s and a study on the 
condition of steps and stairs produced by the PLA in the mid 1990s. 
 
Two organisations stated that they currently provide access and safety information about the 
foreshore:  
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 The River Thames Society has produced a guide to all the access points along the tidal river 
(steps, stairs, draw-docks and hards) listing their condition and availability.  

 The Thames Explorer Trust, work with the PLA and TEP to author the Health and Safety 
guidelines to the Thames foreshore. 

 
There are many organisations along the tidal Thames who enable safe access onto the Thames 
foreshore through events and activities. Thames21 and Thames Explorer Trust are just two 
examples of such organisations.  
 
5.2.3 Access onto the river 
Access onto the river for visiting vessels and Thames based river users was considered to be sorely 
lacking along the tideway. It was suggested as a contributing factor to the disconnection of 
communities along the river and a missed opportunity for tourism, local economy and 
regeneration. Solutions suggested were mainly to do with installation of more moorings, slipways 
and foreshore access points where possible and that these should be considered as part of any 
riverside development. It was noted that some existing access points could be easily and cheaply 
improved by removing unnecessary obstructions, enforcing parking restrictions and carrying out 
repairs to existing foreshore access steps. As with all works on the river below high water mark, any 
new moorings would be subject to a navigational risk assessment and approval from the PLA. The 
EA would have to assess the impact of any new moorings (and their access arrangements) to the 
foreshore/sediment transfer and impacts on the flood defences. Other solutions called for more 
consideration to river access being given during riverside planning and regeneration. A useful 
resource for people wishing to gain access onto the Thames is the Boating on the Thames website3. 
The RYA and PLA would be obvious bodies to consult and coordinate any suggested projects going 
forward. The RYA represents many Thames river users and groups and has the networks to include 
many other water sports users. The PLA is the navigational authority for the tidal Thames and have 
harbour masters with specific recreational roles. 
 
 
5.3 Water quality, sediment, pollution and litter 
 
Litter (both foreshore and floating) and pollution were very popular issues, with support for the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel high. It was also felt that there was the need for wider education and thus 
an increased sense of responsibility within communities necessary to combat the litter problem 
specifically. However, some felt that there should be more resources for tackling industrial 
pollution and domestic misconnections.  

 
5.3.1 Sewage and rainwater 
The impact of sewage discharge through Combined Sewage Overflow (CSO) events was considered 
to be unacceptable in the 21st Century and responsible for most water quality issues, sewage 
debris, fish kills and has implications on public health for recreational river users and the production 
of shellfish. The vast majority of responses felt that the Thames Tideway Tunnel was the best 
solution and gave their support to it. Some felt strongly that Sustainable urban Drainage Systems 
(SuDS) were the only way to combat the problem to separate rainwater completely from sewage 

                                                           
3
 Boating on the Thames website: http://www.boatingonthethames.co.uk/ 
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systems. However, engagement with Thames Water and Local Authorities has found that this 
solution alone is not shown to be viable for the Greater London area as retrofitting SuDS solutions 
is impossible in certain areas. The combined approach suggested by Thames Water is the most 
reasonable way forward and will deliver results in the fastest time possible. It is widely thought that 
once the tunnel is in place it will almost entirely stop the CSO events and transform the water 
quality of the tidal Thames. 
 
SuDS incorporated into new developments and regeneration projects through smart building design 
should be considered integral to riverside and citywide planning. Coordination of efforts during 
other works such as road resurfacing or pipe repairs by installing SuDS solutions at the same time 
could also be a step toward making the city more sustainable whilst keeping costs down. 
Retrofitting green roofs and other solutions throughout the city, wherever possible, would not only 
help the environment but also help companies become more cost effective and reduce their carbon 
footprint. The Cross River Partnership’s project Smart Green Business works with businesses within 
Central London to find ways for them to achieve this and is a good example of collaborative 
working across sectors within the city. Thames21’s work on the tributaries to install SuDS solutions 
for river enhancement could be furthered and rolled out elsewhere. 
 
Domestic misconnections may also be contributing to pollution on the tidal Thames but the extent 
of this and the dilution of any polluted water going into the river is unknown. However, this is 
thought by stakeholders to be an unacceptable situation regardless of the effect on the tidal river 
and more robust measures should be taken to prevent them happening in the first place. Research 
has shown a correlation between highly polluted water and low income areas and it is thought that 
domestic misconnections could be a product of cost-cutting construction in low cost housing.  
Increased evidence and surveillance is needed to help tackle these issues in order to inform 
decisions.  This could be in the form of volunteer monitoring as suggested in the ideas for potential 
work going forward on page 40, Table 5.9.1. This has started to be put in place where volunteers 
are being trained to identify Environment Agency Category 3 incidents. 
 
5.3.2 Litter 
The amount of floating and foreshore litter within the tidal Thames system is a blight to the image 
and health of the tidal Thames. The public perception of the ‘dirty old river’ is a hard one to 
compete with when this problem continues to persist. Thames21 works hard to combat the 
problem through community clean-ups both cleaning up patches of river whilst at the same time 
galvanising a local community into action and training them so they can continue alone. Not only 
does this provide a public service but also an opportunity for education about the river and 
foreshore and incremental social change. Thames21’s work is supported by the Port of London 
Authority who collect floating debris throughout the Thames and are responsible for the overall 
collection and disposal of all the waste gathered by Thames21 volunteers.  
 
Thames21 are also campaigning for a legal stop to the use of plastic bags in shops and 
supermarkets through change in policy and the opportunity to install litter traps wherever possible.   
 
5.3.3 Sediment 
Public perception of too much dredging and too little dredging highlights how little the public 
understand this activity. The regulations surrounding dredging activities are stringent and 
monitoring any effects continue throughout the process.  It was pointed out that one good example 
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of collaborative working to develop consensus management around the difficult and often 
controversial subject of maintenance dredging is the Dredging Liaison Group (DLG), facilitated by 
TEP. Through consensus management there are now much more sustainable dredging programmes 
in place. Sensitive areas/times for fish life will be avoided if at all possible and dredging methods 
may also be revised to suit where possible. Recent problems within the Southend area which is 
experiencing significant erosion of the foreshore and soil contaminants throughout the tideway are 
being researched through this group. The previous EA Regional Manager for Thames Region, Robert 
Runcie, once described the DLG as "exactly the kind of consensual management driving more 
sustainable management that we need to see with WFD".  
 
 
5.4 Habitat and wildlife 
Linked with the issue of redevelopment and riverside planning (section 5.1), access and flood risk, 
was the underlying theme of lack of habitat and habitat connectivity and hard river edges, 
particularly within the central stretches of the river. Most were concerned with lack of refuges for 
fish and high tide birds’ roosts suggesting the use of existing or new structures to create habitats. 
TEP was involved in the development of a project mapping the existing structures in the Thames 
and the possibility of utilising these for habitat use back in 2007. Unfortunately, at the time the 
funding body, ENTRUST, would not allow structures to be analysed as they did not constitute 
natural habitat. However, the rules for this particular funding stream have changed and with the 
release of EA investigation results for WFD and TE2100, this would be a perfect time to resurrect 
the project to deliver multiple benefits under these policies. 
 
Many stakeholders were in support of greening the river walls for biodiversity, water quality and 
habitat suggesting that through projects like these the disconnection of upstream and downstream 
habitats may be joined up. Greening the walls has long been thought of as the ecological solution to 
historic, hard engineering of river walls. Such structures are shown to provide benefits for 
invertebrate continuity. Estuary Edges Design Guidance for Developers was developed by the EA 
and TEP in 2008 and lays out how these types of solutions can be put into practice including setting 
back defences, creating intertidal terraces and intertidal planters. Thames21 are championing this 
way of softening hard river edges through their on-going Green Wall Technology projects. 
Promotion of this, the guidance for developers and successful case studies such as those at 
Deptford Creek to riparian developers and planners would help secure more projects of this nature 
in the future. 
 
Habitat is becoming a limiting factor in achieving good ecological potential within WFD and habitat 
restoration is needed to enable species to cope with climate change and sea level rise. The majority 
of solutions suggested were tied in with development opportunities, calling for habitat creation as 
part of the development package. Given the urbanised nature of the tidal Thames, the majority of 
opportunities for habitat creation were thought to be in the Outer Estuary where saltmarsh 
rehabilitation was suggested many times. These solutions are being identified and consulted on via 
the Greater Thames Marshes Nature Improvement Area (GTM NIA), a three year project, in 2012 – 
2015, using a partnership approach to bring together all interested sectors to deliver connectivity 
through habitat restoration activities, adding value to existing initiatives and establishing innovative 
tools for on-going delivery and investment through stakeholders and business partnerships and 
deliver greater resilience by the natural world to changes brought about by development and 
climate change. For example, working with landowners to maximise the biodiversity of the farmed 
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landscape through changing land management practices could affect run-off from farmland and 
thus water quality; piloting approaches to biodiversity off-setting and how to work more creatively 
with commercial regeneration partners. It intends to fundraise for future habitat work beyond 2015 
and link in with WFD benefits. 
 
On the upper stretches of the tidal Thames, creation and enhancement of habitat is led by Thames 
Landscape Strategy (TLS) who has recently completed an exhaustive three year consultation with 
the local stakeholders. The resulting Strategy Review laying out the aspirations of the local 
community and a suite of projects which would provide habitat refuges for birds and fish has been 
published by TLS. Their proposed floodplain restoration programme, aiming to restore the natural 
backwater systems and wetlands of the upper tidal Thames, would provide island habitats for fish 
fry, invertebrates and birds, provide mitigation against pollution through reedbed filtering whilst 
also taking into account the needs of people. This programme would strengthen the ecological 
network Government is committed to as laid out in the Natural Environment White Paper The 
Natural Choice as well as help achieve other targets set out in this paper. It would also provide 
connectivity to the restoration projects being developed in the Outer Estuary helping the Thames 
become a more productive and biodiverse wildlife corridor. Their projects are laid out in the new 
strategy documents launched this year, available on their website, some of which are highlighted in 
the ideas section of this chapter. 
 
Realising habitat connectivity, for fish fry in particular, through the central stretch will be much 
more difficult due to its historically and heavily developed nature and increasing encroachment 
pressures. Fish fry migrations are an integral part of achieving Good Ecological Potential and WFD 
will not allow deterioration even in HMWBs. 
 
However, one idea put forward which would address this, is to continue research started in the mid 
90s and serve to strengthen the existing Environment Agency Encroachment Policy. Fish fry require 
selective tidal stream transport (STST) to travel up the estuary which requires a continuous 
foreshore, as a conveyor belt. In 2002, the EA studied fish fry maximum sustainable swimming 
speeds (MSSS). The work proved that the minimum flow in the margins on an ebb tide at Cannon 
Street, is twice the MSSS for dace fry at 15-20mm. Proof of this can be seen at this location every 
June/July when thousands of dace fry can be captured at low tide in every small eddies in the 
margins. These fish are hatched at Wandsworth, swept down to Greenwich, and then at 14 days 
start using STST to move back up. If the narrow reaches in the city get much narrower due to 
encroachment, these fry will not be able to return to the freshwater conditions in the upper river. 
In a dry summer, the whole year class would be lost to the advancing ‘saline wedge’, a condition 
whereby saltwater limit advances further upstream than usual due to decreased freshwater flow 
which dilutes it coming downstream.  
 
Ensuring continuity of these fry migrations is an important WFD benefit. Individual base modelling 
(as part of the Thames Tideway Tunnel Project) is being used to project how fish fry migrations 
encounter encroachments and river flows. SC2 Ltd (independent consultants; members of the 
Strategy Group and the Institute for Fisheries Management National Specialist Section) have been 
involved in this science as independent experts. What the work demonstrates is that the EA 
Encroachment Policy can now be defended and evolved further, in a flexible way using this new 
scientific approach with strong WFD benefits. Not all in channel additions are bad. The current 
encroachment policy is site specific and does not look at the continuous foreshore impact of several 

http://www.thames-landscape-strategy.org.uk/
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development sites as individual permissions already can be seen to collectively increase impact on 
the biology and the flow of the Thames as a whole. This continuous foreshore approach can be 
finessed through modelling and take expert advice into account on protecting the hotspots for 
development pressure as development pressure grows in the future. 
 
New science suggests that small subtidal groynes placed near the low tide mark in the narrow city 
reaches could help the fry migrations in some areas, by providing back eddies on the ebb tides 
therefore such specific encroachments could be permitted on the basis of the new science when 
fully proven (S. Colclough, pers. comms, 2012). The new work is all about continuity. Areas where 
fry migration is difficult now can be mapped out on a reach by reach basis. Offsetting damaging 
encroachment in non critical areas by creating new habitat or groynes in critical reaches becomes 
possible, taking an estuary wide overview. 
 
With more research to study the actual fry migrations again next year and the release of the science 
base from Thames Water, this work could make a major contribution to both WFD and the EA 
Encroachment Policy, allowing it to become a robust national policy in support of WFD objectives.  
 
 
5.5 Public perception and education 
 
Public perception of the tidal Thames does not appear to have changed much since the 1800s. The 
‘dirty old river’ is still seen as just that – dead, dirty and to be ignored as much as possible. As stated 
before this perception is hard to overcome when floating litter persists and raw sewage falls into 
the water during heavy rain events.   
 
However, some stakeholders felt that more interpretation was needed to give Thames walkers 
information on the patch of water and surrounding area they are looking at. TEP was asked in 2011 
by the EA whether an interpretation project would be feasible and it was felt that this would be a 
great addition to the Thames Path. However, the project didn’t get off the ground at the time.  This 
would seem to be something that stakeholders would like to see along the river and through 
coordination with organisations across the Tideway contributing information about their patch and 
projects, it could be easily achieved. Access and signage is a vital element in public environmental 
education. Scientific information and effective communications are some of the mainsprings of 
sustainable development and management. In that sense education and promotion is a direct and 
important WFD output, even if expressed over the longer term. 
 
Through other engagement at events such as the Mayor’s Thames Festival, it became clear that 
many people do not understand the fundamental nature of an estuary or what role it plays in their 
landscape. They believe that the estuary is dirty because it’s brown instead of blue.  The only way 
to change this kind of misunderstanding is through education. Several teachers and Thames 
Learning Group centres have voiced their concerns and the desire to combat disconnection with 
and misunderstanding of the natural world through more detailed and interactive learning about 
their natural environment. Teachers were encouraged to take copies of the Catchment Plan 
template and work through them with their class as a class project. Unfortunately, none were 
received back by the deadline but teachers were enthused by the idea and this could be taken 
forward in the future. In addition, TEP is joint chair of the Thames Learning Group and have 
approached the Creekside Centre about trialling a programme for schools focussed on water and 
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the tidal Thames. This approach has been rolled out in other pilot areas e.g. Lower Wear with 
whom YTT has been corresponding to share ideas. 
 
 
5.6 Flooding 
 
Stakeholders mostly spoke about the need for greater flooding capacity through restoration and 
creation of habitat. However, some voiced concerns over flooding of marginal areas where flooding 
naturally occurs e.g. Hammersmith Thames Path. This again highlights the need for greater 
education of riverine processes including the function of floodplains and the need for flooding to be 
able to occur. There is a need for more flood storage capacity by making space for water which can 
be achieved through restoration and creation of habitat. People are disconnected from their rivers, 
in many places actually closed off from them by fences and structures which strengthens the view 
of them as little more than places to throw rubbish and serve as drains. Rivers flowing into the tidal 
Thames need to be opened up, softened and naturalised to provide that connection and help 
people become used to living with water again.  
 
Much more development is expected in the Thames Estuary region, especially as a measure to 
counteract current economic problems. There are likely to be strong incentives, and governmental 
support, for new build and commercial investment. This is coupled with a relaxed planning regime, 
and innovative methods for the raising of capital for large-scale infrastructure development. 
 
However, the physical assets of the primary defences are now ageing and will soon need replacing. 
Uncertainty about the potential effects of climate change means that it is hard to predict the 
degree of robustness required in replacement structures over the next 100 years. Additionally, the 
austere financial environment probably precludes a replacement ‘overly-engineered’ solution. 
 
Furthermore, issues of (EU/National) compliance mean that the regulatory environment is now far 
more complex, particularly in respect of habitat extent and diversity. Climate change will only 
exacerbate the stresses on habitats. Simply raising the current primary defences in situ, when 
combined with projected sea-level rises, would result in permanent loss of globally significant 
intertidal and salt marsh habitats.  
 
Fortuitously, whilst a large expense may not be justified in (re-)protecting areas of the flood-plain 
with low populations, these very same areas, through managed realignment of the primary flood 
defences, might furnish compensatory intertidal and salt marsh habitats that meet the 
requirements of EU habitat regulations. 
 
The Thames Estuary 2100 Flood Risk Management Plan (TE2100) provides a framework for tidal 
flood risk management until 2100. Major projects in the medium term of the plan provide an 
opportunity to reshape the riverside environment through working with spatial planners, 
developers, designers, environmental groups and those who live and work in the estuary area. 
 
The TE2100 Plan recognises the potential of the primary defensive works to be creative and 
contribute to localised secondary implementations to achieve other objectives. The Plan also 
recommends the creation of structures such as resilient and defensive buildings and improved safe-
havens for evacuation. 
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Many of the non-urban flood plain locations at risk have silted and degraded drainage systems 
and/or land that could constitute a risk through leaching of legacy contaminants. Development of 
the measures required in both of the pilots (WFD and NIA) could complement the TE2100 
requirements for these locations. 
 
These three initiatives would work well together. Built structures could incorporate elements that 
meet more than one set of objectives: i.e. flood defence, habitat development, and improved water 
quality. 
 
 
5.7 River traffic 
 
The need to use the river more for transport of both passengers and commercial interests was 
stated to the same extent as concern over too much traffic and resulting sediment scour. This 
highlights that people obviously want to see the river used in this way but as sustainably as 
possible. Sustainability of river traffic will remain an important issue in the city reaches in particular. 
What is left of the foreshore between Vauxhall and Wapping may be under sustained pressure from 
sediment scour. Further upstream and downstream, the river is wider and there is more distance 
and time for wave attenuation mitigating the effects of traffic wash on sediment. Where there are 
vegetated margins, there is even more scope for energy reduction, to reduce erosion. However, the 
connection between traffic wash and sediment scour has not been confirmed as yet. Foreshore 
sediments are moving up and down the river in different rates due to the type, seasonality of 
sediment load and many other factors. 
 
Stakeholder suggested they would like to see more passenger opportunities upstream of 
Westminster and fares to be more affordable for the average commuter throughout the Tideway. 
More use of disused piers and jetties for passenger and freight were also suggested.  Further 
engagement with river operators, the PLA and London River Services is needed on this issue.   

 
 
5.8 Areas of opportunity arising from the 1-2-1 meetings 
 
5.8.1 Value of gateway organisations 
All organisations had a suite of projects that could be taken forward that would deliver WFD aims. 
They spoke about the need for any consultations to go to them as the first port of call before 
contacting their stakeholders and the need for coordination of stakeholder engagement in their 
area. It seems that in consultations past, these ‘gateway’ organisations have often been overlooked 
with government organisations trying to consult with individuals first which can cause confusion 
and waste time as they have extremely good relationships with their stakeholders already and can 
help forge the way in their area, ‘warming up the audience’ ahead of time. This is discussed in more 
detail in the recommended way forward below. 
 
5.8.2 Funding for coordination roles 
Almost all organisations voiced their concerns over a lack of resources for delivering action on the 
ground. If projects are to go ahead, being delivered through collaborative working, government 
organisations need to realise that work does not come for free. The inherent value of these local 
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organisations to provide established engagement should be recognised through funding for 
coordination posts and salaries factored into the time it takes to develop effective management 
plans before they get put into action. This problem is not unique to third sector organisations, it is 
also a problem within Local Authorities where funding cuts have led to a lack of resources and staff 
time being devoted to core work. For example Thames Landscape Strategy need £50K for a 
member of staff to progress their floodplain restoration project from a developed project design to 
a detailed business and management plan for funding bid submissions. More critically, the 
coordinator for Thames Strategy Kew to Chelsea has had her funding cut to a two day a week post 
which is due to run out in April 2013, despite the fact that she has brought in over £90,000 in grant 
funding in the last year alone, for projects that both local communities and the Local Authority 
wanted but couldn’t achieve alone. These projects included SuDS solutions built into towpath 
repairs and thus benefit WFD and the work was done by local community groups and volunteers. 
Having organisations such as the Thames Landscape Strategy and Thames Strategy Kew to Chelsea 
as part of the Local Authority brings a level of coordination across departments and local 
communities that is sorely needed to enable real work on the ground and get these projects into 
higher level strategy documents such as The London Plan.   
 
 
5.9 Summary of areas of opportunity 
 
The tables that follow list the ideas for potential work going forward that have arisen out of the 
draft Catchment Plan Template and those that existing organisations have highlighted during the 
pilot year which would greatly contribute to WFD in the tidal Thames. The ideas that organisations 
have highlighted are considered to represent the wishes of the local community as all have been 
developed through consultation in their area. Each idea has been assessed for the WFD failures that 
it could address, and the water body that it would improve – this information is in the ‘Potential 
WFD Delivery’ column. Ideas that include education and engagement have the potential to deliver 
multiple benefits for the WFD, and have been described as such, with examples of failures that 
could be influenced. 
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Table 5.9.1 Ideas for potential work going forward that have arisen out of the draft Catchment Plan Template 
 
Area idea 
covers 

Idea outline Issues idea covers Potential WFD Delivery Notes 

Outer 
Estuary 

Agricultural run-off 
mitigation 

 Habitat and 
Wildlife 

 Water quality 

Failures Addressed:  
Dissolved Inorganic Nitrogen, 
Invertebrates, Mitigation Measure: 
Sediment management. 
 
Water Body:  
Thames Lower 

 Farm Conservation Advice – a project funded by the Greater 
Thames Marshes Nature Improvement Area (GTM NIA) to help 
address diffuse pollution from agricultural runoff. This will involve 
using farmland advisors to work with farmers and local water 
companies to integrate buffer strips and reedbeds into their land 
management. There is also the opportunity to reduce fertiliser 
inputs through rotational cropping of nitrogen fixing crops. 

 EA are supporting with work with staff time through an internal 
group led by Keith Moore in Anglian Region. 

 Pollution can also come from farming practices and agricultural 
changes that border the Thames.  

Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Bespoke education of 
river ecology, landscape 
scale processes and 
urban environments 

 Public 
Perception and 
Education 

 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits 
through engagement such as 
Freshwater Flow, Benzo perelyene, 
Mitigation Measures: Preserve and 
possible enhance ecological value 
of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 EA used to do foreshore education with schools to highlight 
biodiversity in the river but can no longer do this due to lack of 
resource. 

 TEP are joint chair of the Thames Learning Group comprising 100 
education centres throughout the Tideway. These centres could be 
a mechanism to roll out education for schools and help reconnect 
people to their waterways and environment. 

 TEP has approached the Creekside Centre about trialling a 
programme for schools focussed on water and the tidal Thames. If 
successful it could be rolled out across London going into schools 
within each catchment. 

Darent 
Industrial 
Park 

Darent Industrial Estate 
and Crayford Marshes 
Improvement 

 Habitat and 
Wildlife 

 Water quality 
 Public 

perception 
 Redevelopment 

Failure Addressed:  
Benzo perelyene, Dissolved 
Inorganic Nitrogen, Invertebrates. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Middle and Lower 

 Possible source of pollution into the marshes and rivers  
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Wandle - 
Thames 
Confluence 

Design appropriate open 
space for access into the 
Wandle Regional Valley 
Park and Trails at 
Feathers Wharf.   
 

 Access 
 Redevelopment 

and Riverside 
Planning 

 Habitats and 
Wildlife 

 Water quality 

Failure Addressed:  
Mitigation Measures: Preserve and 
possible enhance ecological value 
of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Remove 
obsolete structure. 
 
Water body:  
Thames Middle 

 At present the east bank of the mouth is a recycling facility. There 
had been plans by Wandsworth Borough Council to make the 
Feathers Wharf site all open space. But now open space risks being 
no more than 3-5 metres for the Thames path and a token ‘piazza’ 
at the mouth itself. As the River Wandle mouth will be in the 
Wandle Valley Regional Park (WVRP) this site is potentially a key 
Gateway to the Park and Wandle Trail as well as the Thames Path. 
The open space provision on Feathers Wharf should meet this 
requirement. 

 A feasibility study is currently being undertaken on removal of the 
half tide weir at the bottom of the Wandle which was put in place 
in the 1980s. 

 Bell Lane Creek Weir is being looked at for fish passage particularly 
eels which are high priority. 

 There is an opportunity for increased access upstream at Ram’s 
Brewery 

Thames 
Upper 

Duke’s Meadow 
Floodplain restoration 

 Habitat and 
wildlife 

 Water quality 
 

Failure Addressed:  
Mitigation Measures: Preserve and 
possible enhance ecological value 
of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Managed 
realignment of flood defence. 
 
Water body:  
Thames Upper 

 This was suggested as a possible area for floodplain restoration by 
the Thames Strategy Kew to Chelsea as it would complement other 
planned floodplain work and provide habitat connectivity in the 
upper reaches of the tidal Thames.  

 Unfortunately, it has not been possible to engage with Duke’s 
Meadow Trust to discuss the idea during the pilot phase of the Your 
Tidal Thames project but there is interest in seeing if any floodplain 
project may be possible. 

 Further engagement would be beneficial to scope out whether the 
local community and Duke’s Meadow Trust would be open to 
discussing opportunities. 
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Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Encroachment for fish 
passage  

 Habitat and 
wildlife 

 Sediment 

Failures Addressed:  
Mitigation Measures: Preserve and 
possible enhance ecological value 
of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Operational and 
structural changes to locks, sluices, 
weirs, beach control, etc., 
Structures or other mechanisms in 
place and managed to enable fish 
to access waters upstream and 
downstream of impounding works, 
Increase in-channel morphological 
diversity. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 In ecological terms, we can demonstrate that the foreshore 
provides vital fish habitat. Fish fry use selective tidal stream 
transport (STST) in the estuary. STST requires a continuous 
foreshore, as a conveyor belt. 

 New science suggests that small sub tidal groynes placed near the 
low tide mark in the narrow city reaches could help fry migrations 

in some areas, by providing back eddies on the ebb tides and 
therefore such specific encroachments could be permitted on 
the basis of the new science when fully proven. Areas where 

fry migration is difficult now can be mapped out on a reach by 
reach basis. Offsetting damaging encroachment in non critical areas 
by creating new habitat/groynes in critical reaches becomes 
possible by taking an estuary wide overview. 

 Ensuring continuity of these fry migrations is an important WFD 
benefit. Individual base modelling is being used to project how fish 
fry migrations encounter encroachments and river flows. Steve 
Colclough has been involved in this science as an independent 
expert. What the work demonstrates is that we can now defend 
and evolve the EA Encroachment Policy further, with strong WFD 
benefits. 

 In 2013 more research will be conducted to study fry migrations 
 If Thames Water  agree to release the science base from the 

Tideway Tunnels project - this work could make a major 
contribution to both WFD and the EA Encroachment Policy, 
allowing it to become a more robust national policy in support of 
WFD objectives. 

Throughout 
the tidal 
Thames 

Engage with Thames 
Path National Trail to 
improve connectivity of 
Thames Path 

 Access  
 Public 

perception 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits 
through engagement such as 
Freshwater Flow, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 The Thames Path is an important means of many Londoners 
accessing and enjoying the tidal Thames. Many respondees 
commented on the lack of continuity of the path, its poor state of 
repair in places and access being restricted by private 
development. 

 The Thames Path Management Group currently does not engage or 
manage the path with in London however they are keen to find 
London stakeholders to discuss future engagement and path 
improvement with. 
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Erith  Erith Saltings – reedbed 
protection and 
enhancement  

 Access  
 Habitat and 

Wildlife 
 Water quality 
 Public 

perception 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water body:  
Thames Middle 

 The Erith Yacht Club (EYC) owns nine acres of the only remaining 
reed saltings on the southern shore of the Thames. The marsh 
downstream is long and narrow and its’ landward side abuts a clay 
cored seawall.  

 EYC would like to create a barrier running almost parallel to the 
river that would serve as an additional slipway and would prevent 
further erosion of reed saltings. A similar project was implemented 
at in the Deben Estuary in Suffolk in 2007. 

 The marsh is also a feeding ground for fish and a particular source 
of food for the young (fry) of the Dover Sole and other species. 

Throughout 
the tidal 
Thames 

Establishment of a 
better river transport 
network for passengers 
along the river 

 Access 
 Public 

Perception 
 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits 
through engagement such as 
Freshwater Flow, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Respondees commented on the limited provision for passenger 
transport on the river. Currently services are more expensive than 
other forms of public transport. 

 Investigation is needed into the potential for an increase in subsidy 
of river transport from the GLA in line with bus and tube transport. 

 Any increases in transport provision would need to be sustainable 
and sensitive to the issues of sediment scour and disruption to 
wildlife.  

Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Establishment of more 
cycle routes along the 
Thames Path 

 Access 
 Public 

Perception 
 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits 
through engagement such as 
Freshwater Flow, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Review is needed of the Sustrans study for the Department for 
Communities and Local Government 

 The board for Arcadia and the All London Green Grid would be the 
mechanism for getting a cycle route project off the ground. 
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Thames 
Middle 

Greening the river walls  Habitat and 
Wildlife 

 Water quality 
 Public 

perception and 
Education 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water body:  
Thames Middle 

 Estuary Edges set out advice to developers about techniques for 
greening the river walls. 

 Thames21 is working with researchers at Kings to assess and trial 
the use of modified green wall habitat units on flood defence walls 
to create opportunities for marginal vegetation along the tideway. 
Trial units are currently installed at 6 locations on the tideway and 
Thames21 is looking for opportunities to place more green wall 
units along flood defence walls. EA is investigating funding for this.  

 TEP put in for an Awards for All application to pay for staff time to 
work up some project ideas including green walls at Bankside  

 Lambeth BC suggested oak fenders within their patch wherever 
possible 

Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Installation of moorings 
for visiting vessels 

 Access 
 Public 

Perception and 
Education 

 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits 
through engagement such as 
Freshwater Flow, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Many respondees felt there needed to be more moorings for 
visiting crafts which would help raise the profile of the river. 

 The EA would have to assess the impact to the foreshore and 
sediment transfer for any new moorings and health and safety for 
inexperienced mariners would be paramount on such a busy river 
with strong tides 

Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Interpretation Boards  Public 
Perception and 
Education 

 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits 
through engagement such as 
Freshwater Flow, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Some respondees’ spoke of the need to know what they are 
looking at when walking the Thames Path or looking at the 
foreshore. Information on wildlife, habitats, heritage and the built 
environment would be popular and welcome. 

 In 2011 the EA raised this issue with TEP and stated that they felt 
this would be hugely beneficial in reconnecting people to their 
waterways and should be looked at for the whole estuary. It is 
unknown whether this is still a possible project idea but TEP is 
interested in taking this forward in collaboration with other 
organisations. 
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Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Monitoring of foreshore 
erosion 

 Habitat and 
wildlife 

 Water quality 
and Sediment 

 Heritage 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Sediment 
management. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Concern over foreshore erosion and saltmarsh erosion. The erosion 
of foreshore such as at Greenwich is also a risk to heritage. 

 On the counter side, there is new foreshore habitat and marginal 
vegetation building up in the estuary at a number of locations 
below Woolwich. This is providing vital new fry nursery habitat and 
has never been evaluated. 

 The PLA has this year launched a new project to review how 
sediment moves with the Thames

4
. There is also lot of scour 

modelling that has been completed for the tidal Thames. There is 
scope for the EA to work closely with the PLA to monitor foreshore 
erosion and deposition. 

 Results of a saltmarsh survey, commissioned by the EA, will be 
released in 2013. 

 Scope for Universities to be involved in future research 

Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Non Native Invasive 
Species management 

 Habitat and 
Wildlife 

 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Bank 
rehabilitation/reprofiling. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 London Invasive Species Initiative (LISI) is a newly formed group 
under the London Biodiversity Partnership, which aims to co-
ordinate action to prevent, control and eradicate invasive non-
native species in London. 

 Once invasive invertebrates have established themselves, they are 
difficult to control. The main concern therefore is tightening bio 
security on the tidal Thames.  

 Licensing for mitten crab fishing on the tidal Thames is now in place 
which will contribute to controlling the population, but no licences 
have been granted yet as waiting for ZSL to complete its research 
on the effects on by catch. 

 The International Maritime Organisation’s 2004 International 
Convention for the Control and Management of Ships’ Ballast 
Water and Sediments (the Ballast Water Management Convention) 
is not yet in effect as less than 35% of the worlds’ shipping tonnage 
have ratified the treaty (currently a little over 29%). So ballast 
water management systems in ships are not yet mandatory. 
Thames ports do not have in-port infrastructure that can provide 
equivalent ballast water management services for visiting shipping, 
and may be reluctant to invest in providing such services, due to 
start-up costs, technical reasons, and the fact that they are in 
competition with neighbouring ports around the UK, Europe, and 

                                                           
4
 Details of this can be found on the PLA website: http://www.pla.co.uk/sedimentproject 
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globally to attract shipping business. If and when the Convention 
does come into effect, ships would be required to manage their 
own ballast water, so port-side facilities would become useful only 
as a back-up for vessels whose systems had failed. 

 There also needs to be coordinated work with the Foods Standard 
Agency, who control the wholesale market for mitten crab and Port 
Health Authority who were heavily involved in mitten crab research 
on the Thames. 

 Further research is needed into current technologies for prevention 
of ballast water contamination beyond current legal guidance from 
the MCA and in situ treatment of water in dock. This issue will be 
raised at the TEP Dredging Liaison Group meeting 

Uninhabited 
Eyots and 
Aits 

Non Native Invasive 
Plants management on 
uninhabited Eyots and 
Aits 

 Habitat and 
Wildlife 

 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Bank 
rehabilitation/reprofiling. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 London Invasive Species Initiative (LISI) is a newly formed group 
under the London Biodiversity Partnership, which aims to co-
ordinate action to prevent, control and eradicate invasive non-
native species in London. 

 The negative impact of non-native invasive plants is relatively small 
on the tidal Thames, mainly due to the embanked nature of the 
riparian zone. Many of the uninhabited aits (for example Chiswick 
and Brentford Aits) suffer from invasion by Himalayan balsam 
(Impatiens glandulifera) and bank damage by Chinese mitten crabs 
(Eriocheir sinensis). The uninhabited Thames aits have the potential 
to serve as important wildlife refuges, particularly for birds. The 
presence of Himalayan balsam, combined with the influence of the 
tide, may contribute to the degradation of these aits in terms of soil 
erosion and by reducing their plant species richness. 

 Thames21 is working with the Old Chiswick Protection Society to 
stabilise eroded banks and improve habitat diversity on the eyot. 
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Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Planning approval 
system for moored boats 

 Redevelopment 
and Riverside 
planning 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Dissolved Inorganic 
Oxygen, Mitigation Measures: 
Preserve and possible enhance 
ecological value of marginal aquatic 
habitat, banks and riparian zone, 
Bank rehabilitation/reprofiling. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Neglect of riparian landlords leads to neglect of moored crafts and 
neglect of the moorings in general leading to perceived ‘houseboat 
blight’ along the tidal Thames 

 Properly managed and regulated moorings are an asset and provide 
a regular source of income for the river. Unlike land-based 
development, they do not take up riverside land or towpath space, 
and can be in small groups to leave access to the river shore. So as 
not to crowd out the view of the river, their size, height and design 
can be stipulated. A better system of managing moored boats along 
the tidal Thames is needed. 

 In considering this distinction needs to be made between 
Houseboats or Permanently Moored Serviced Houseboats which 
are unpowered and Residential Boats which are powered 

 There is a new PLA byelaw to prevent grey water entering the river 

by 2015. Infrastructure for any moorings would need to reflect this. 
Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Reduction of litter in the 
tidal Thames  

 Habitat and 
Wildlife 

 Water quality 
 Public 

perception 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Dissolved Inorganic 
Oxygen. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Concern over the large amount of litter in the tidal Thames 
 Thames21 works with volunteers across London, supported by the 

PLA, to remove litter from London’s waterways but more needs to 
be done to address the sources of litter. 

 Encouraging the introduction of a plastic bag levy across London 
and the installation of more litter traps in the river 

 Tideway Tunnels project will help reduce the amount of sewage 
derived litter that ends up in the river as a result of CSO discharges. 

Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Replacement of tidal 
flaps 

 Habitat and 
wildlife 

 Water quality 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Measures: Preserve 
and possible enhance ecological 
value of marginal aquatic habitat, 
banks and riparian zone, Remove 
obsolete structure, structures and 
other mechanisms in place and 
managed to enable fish to access 
waters upstream and downstream 
of the impounding works. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Concern from some organisations over potential to replace tidal 
flaps with pumped systems e.g. South Essex Marshes. None are 
currently proposed. 

 EA aims to replace any tidal flaps in the estuary with WFD 
compliant structures e.g. fish friendly flaps. 

 Potential once WFD investigations are finished to map and review 
areas where tidal flaps can be replaced. There should be a joint 
dialogue with TE2100 over this to tie in with Flood Risk 
Management. 
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Northfleet 
Harbour 

Restoration of 
Northfleet Harbour; 
reinstatement of Robins 
Creek and improvements 
to Ebbsfleet River 

 Access 
 Habitat and 

Wildlife 
 Public 

perception and 
Education 

 Redevelopment 
and Riverside 
Planning 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Measures: Preserve 
and possible enhance ecological 
value of marginal aquatic habitat, 
banks and riparian zone, Managed 
realignment of flood defence. 
 
Water body:  
Thames Middle 

 Northfleet Harbour Restoration Trust suggested this project and 
have been engaged with YTT 

 The restoration of Northfleet Harbour will address many issues 
including the lack of repair facilities, public slipways, safe walk on 
walk off facilities, disabled access, habitat for migratory fishes, safe 
moorings and maritime employment. It could be an exemplar to 
riparian regeneration and riverside planning.  

 The archaeological investigations at Northfleet Harbour are 
revealing a rich maritime heritage for the Thames ranging from 
Viking Invasion Fleets, Roman Settlements, Elizabethan Armada 
defences to the birth place of the modern cement industry. 

 Opportunity to set back sea defences  

Southend Southend Foreshore 
Erosion 

 Habitat and 
wildlife 

 Water quality 
 Sediment 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Measures: Sediment 
management. 
 
Water body:  
Thames Lower 

 This year, changes have taken place to the nature of the 
foreshore at Southend.  Erosion is occurring predominantly 
west of the pier, with a small amount to the east.  Accretion 
is then occurring towards Shoeburyness.  A consultant 
appointed by the EA is examining the available data on the 
topography of the foreshore and the weather patterns over 
the last few years, to see whether there is evidence to 
suggest a natural cause or an anthropogenic one.  The 
consultant will report in early 2013. 

Southend Southend Non-native 
oysters 

 Habitat and 
wildlife 

Failures Addressed: 
Invertebrates 
 
Water body:  
Thames Lower 

 The unregulated harvesting of non native Oysters is an issue at 
Southend. 

 Kent & Essex IFCA plan to launch a workshop and 
consultation in early 2013 with the minimum outcome of a 
Code of Practice on sustainable fishing methods for non 
native oysters. This will: 

- Contribute to the control of these alien species 

- Introduce sustainable methods that will reduce 
damage and encourage recovery of the important blue 
mussel habitat along this section of foreshore.  

- Create employment for the industry 
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Southend Southend Pier 
redevelopment 

 Access 
 Redevelopment 
 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits 
through engagement such as 
Invertebrates, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water body:  
Thames Lower 

 The most productive places for anglers to fish on Southend Pier are 
steadily being taken up by new buildings. 

 Access for Anglers is slowly being reduced. Very little shelter is 
available for disabled anglers to get out of the weather whilst 
fishing Southend Pier. 

Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Steps and Stairs 
maintenance for better 
foreshore access 

 Access 
 Public 

Perception and 
Education 

 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits 
through engagement such as 
Freshwater Flow, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Access Strategy produced for NRA needs reviewing. 
 PLA report on condition of steps produced in mid 90s needs 

reviewing. 
 Maybe a map showing where all the access points are, their 

condition and who is responsible for them may help in both public 
perception and possibly getting work underway to maintain some 
of them, even providing habitat opportunities in places? 

Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Thames Structures  Habitat and 
wildlife 

 

Failures Addressed:  
Mitigation Measures: Preserve and 
possible enhance ecological value 
of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Remove 
obsolete structures. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Some disused structures are important as high tide bird roosts, 
particularly in Erith. A current project is looking for funding to 
develop an understanding of the structures and how to manage 
them next to commercial uses.  

 TEP developed a project in 2007 looking at Thames Structures for 
fish and biodiversity which initially received funding until SITA 
stated that they couldn’t fund projects for artificial habitats. These 
guidelines have changed and it may be worth revisiting this project 
in light of the mitigation measures for WFD – removal of structures 
or bringing them into use. 
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Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Volunteer groups testing 
water quality 

 Public 
perception and 
Education 

 Water Quality 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits 
through engagement such as 
Freshwater Flow, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible 
enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 There may be an opportunity of some sort of ‘River Stewardship’ 
scheme on the tidal Thames, with volunteers able to assist with 
recording a range of parameters. 

 Anglian Water promote and fund River Care Groups – groups of 
local residents who take care of a small stretch of water providing 
monitoring and litter clean-ups. 

 Volunteers on the Wandle are also being trained up to identify EA 
Category 3 incidents as well as standard water quality testing. 

 EA will be releasing a new policy to do with working with 
volunteers in the near future and will advise how groups might best 
be employed on the tidal Thames e.g. mapping invasive species. 

Throughout 
tidal 
Thames 

Working with developers 
for smart, 
environmentally friendly 
regeneration and wider 
integration of SuDS 

 Habitat and 
Wildlife 

 Water quality 
 Redevelopment 

and Riverside 
Planning 

 Public 
perception and 
Education 

 Heritage 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates, Benzo perelyrene, 
Mitigation Measures: Preserve and 
possible enhance ecological value 
of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Managed 
realignment of flood defence, 
remove obsolete structures, Bank 
rehabilitation/reprofiling, Removal 
of hard bank 
reinforcement/revetment, or 
replacement with soft engineering 
solution, Increase in-channel 
morphological diversity, Structures 
and other mechanisms in place and 
managed to enable fish to access 
waters upstream and downstream 
of the impounding works. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Due to the large number of responses about this topic which 
interconnects with almost all other issues this has been included as 
a potential idea. 

 The EA tries to work closely with developers as early in a project as 
possible to make sure that development is sympathetic to the 
needs of the river, and there is room to be able to work on flood 
defences. EA used to take developers out on the river to show 
them examples of good and bad practice to aid in helping them 
understand the needs of the EA and the river. However, proactive 
work with this and other stakeholders to increase knowledge about 
the river has declined in recent years due to resource. 

 There is scope for third party organisations or local groups to take 
over this engagement role to help with implementing policies 
within The London Plan and All London Green Grid. 
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Table 5.9.2 Ideas for potential work going forward that have already been developed by organisations and have been highlighted during the 
pilot year. 
 
Area project 
covers 

Organisation 
that developed 
the project 

Project 
outline 

Issues project 

covers 

Potential WFD Delivery Notes 

Weybridge to 
Kew 

Thames 
Landscape 
Strategy 
 

Floodplain 
restoration  

 Habitat and 
Wildlife 

 Water 
quality 

Failures Addressed:  
Mitigation Measures: Preserve and possible enhance 
ecological value of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Managed realignment of flood 
defence. 
 
Water body:  
Thames Upper 

 Crux of the project is to connect two 
sites within the tidal stretch of the 
Strategy area of operation for 
movement of and refuge for species 
during times of flood/drought with Syon 
Park/Deer Park: needs a project officer 
approximately £50K to take it to a 
detailed business plan stage 

 The two sites are: 

- Ham Lands Riverbank - stone 
revetments are crumbling away.  
They act as a barrier and should be 
allowed to continue crumbling to 
activate the meadows behind and 
reinstate the wetlands and 
backwaters. Remove the invasive 
plants and install walkways for 
people to be able to utilise the 
areas when flooded. 

- Upstream of Kew Gardens – 
restoration of the natural 
floodplain; project idea was 
launched by Sir David 
Attenborough and Zac Goldsmith.  
Idea is to connect the water and 
habitats creating a network of 
island habitats, backwaters and 
wetlands using adjustable tidal 
flaps. 
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Weybridge to 
Kew 

Thames 
Landscape 
Strategy 

Eel passes at 
Teddington 

 Habitats and 
wildlife 

Failures Addressed:  
Mitigation Measures: Preserve and possible enhance 
ecological value of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Structures and other mechanisms 
in place and managed to enable fish to access waters 
upstream and downstream of the impounding 
works. 
 
Water bodies:  
Thames Upper and Thames (Egham to Teddington) 

 Eel passes needed on Teddington Weir 

Weybridge to 
Kew 

Thames 
Landscape 
Strategy 
 

Naturalising 
the river 
edge at 
Thames 
Young 
Water 
Mariners 
club site 

 Habitat and 
wildlife 

 Water 
quality 

 Education 
and 
awareness 

 Volunteering 

Failures Addressed:  
Mitigation Measures: Preserve and possible enhance 
ecological value of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, 
 
Water body:  
Thames Upper 

 

Richmond Environment 
Trust for 
Richmond 

Floodplain 
restoration 

 Water 
quality 

 Habitat and 
wildlife 

Failures Addressed:  
Mitigation Measures: Preserve and possible enhance 
ecological value of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone, Managed realignment of flood 
defence. 
 
Water body:  
Thames Upper 

 The Environment Trust have support 
from Kew Gardens (Tim Entwhistle) to 
do floodplain restoration work, 
potentially in Kew Gardens car park. 

Richmond Environment 
Trust for 
Richmond 

Education 
Centre 

 Education 
and 
awareness 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits through engagement 
such as Freshwater Flow, Mitigation Measures: 
Preserve and possible enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks and riparian zone. 
 
Water Bodies: 
Thames Upper, Middle and Lower 

 Would like an education centre at 
Twickenham 
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Hammersmith Thames 
Strategy Kew to 
Chelsea 

 
Improvemen
ts at Bishops 
Park 

 Water 
quality 

 Access 

 Education 
and 
awareness 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits through engagement 
such as Freshwater Flow, Invertebrates, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible enhance ecological 
value of marginal aquatic habitat, banks and riparian 
zone. 
 
Water Body: 
Thames Upper 

 Project includes repainting the historic 
railings along the river front, 
interpretation boards and installing a 
porous footpath along the river where 
the tarmac is damaged by London plane 
trees. 

 Work also involves removing old toe 
boarding along the river. Approval given 
by EA.  

 40K of funding I secured for these works 
but another £100K is needed to 
complete the project. 

Hammersmith Thames 
Strategy Kew to 
Chelsea 

Improvemen
ts at Furnival 
Gardens 

 Habitat and 
wildlife 

 Education 
and 
awareness 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits through engagement 
such as Freshwater Flow, Invertebrates, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible enhance ecological 
value of marginal aquatic habitat, banks and riparian 
zone. 
 
Water Body: 
Thames Upper 

 Existing works have included native 
hedge planting, tree planting, and new 
seating, litter bins and interpretation 
boards. 

 Phase two will be looking at developing a 
Green Wall with the Friends of Furnivall 
Gardens 

Hammersmith Thames 
Strategy Kew to 
Chelsea 

Carrara 
Wharf 
improvemen
ts to 
riverfront 

 Access Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrates. Mitigation Measures: Preserve and 
possible enhance ecological value of marginal 
aquatic habitat, banks and riparian zone. 
 
Water Body: 
Thames Upper 

 Funding already secured to put in better 
access along the river walk, repair the 
river wall and install two large planters  

 Further funding is required for painting 
the railings along this stretch of the river 
estimated about 20K. 

Hammersmith Thames 
Strategy Kew to 
Chelsea 

Access at 
Dorset 
Wharf 

 Access 

 Habitat and 
wildlife 

Failures Addressed:  
Invertebrate 
 
Water Body: 
Thames Upper 

 Looking at refurbishing a Multisport 
area, putting in better access and 
greening the area up. 
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Richmond Thames 
Strategy Kew to 
Chelsea 

Towpath 
improvemen
ts at 
Mortlake 

 Access Failures Addressed:  
Preserve and possible enhance ecological value of 
marginal aquatic habitat, banks and riparian zone. 
 
Water Body: 
Thames Upper 

 Improvements have already been made. 
Further £80-100k funding is needed to 
complete the area of towpath at 
Mortlake that is very prone to flooding 
and becoming muddy and inaccessible at 
certain times of the year. This could be a 
good opportunity for multiple benefits 
through habitat enhancement. 

Hammersmith 
& Fulham 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 
Urban Studies 
Centre 

Education 
Centre, 
interpretatio
n boards 

 Access 

 Education 
and 
awareness 

Failures Addressed:  
Potential for multiple benefits through engagement 
such as Freshwater Flow, Invertebrates, Mitigation 
Measures: Preserve and possible enhance ecological 
value of marginal aquatic habitat, banks and riparian 
zone. 
 
Water Body: 
Thames Upper 

 Would like to see the quality of water 
improved, the Thames path joined up, 
more interpretation boards or 
opportunities for interactive learning 
along the path for walkers and visiting 
schools. Ideally we would like an 
education centre based by the river in 
Hammersmith or Fulham that could be 
used by schools and environmental 
organisations. 

 

 



 

Your Tidal Thames – Final Project Report   52 | P a g e  

5.10 The Recommended Way Forward 
 
The Your Tidal Thames project team and Strategy Group feel that the Working Catchment Plan we 
have submitted alongside this report is just that – a work in progress. A huge amount of 
information has been gathered and collated to date, many areas of opportunity for future work 
have been identified and there is clear commitment to work together to achieve it. There is also 
great strength and value in the engagement work that has been done this year which provides a 
strong baseline indication of the tidal Thames community’s view of the river.  However, what we 
have collected so far merely provides a snap shot of information in the boroughs where 
engagement has been conducted. For a complex area such as the tidal Thames, it is clear that more 
and continued engagement will be necessary to achieve the level of detail and commitment that 
the Catchment Based Approach requires. 
 
It is not possible at this stage to gauge when a ‘finalised plan’ could be delivered as there is still a 
large amount of engagement work to capture the views of the boroughs and sectors we could not 
reach during the pilot phase and collaboration within the Strategy Group to be completed. This 
work should be based upon the results of the EA investigations data which should be available for 
the tidal Thames by April 2013. Results from investigations will help confirm the failures in the 
water bodies, the likely sources and some possible solutions. Mitigation Measure Assessments are 
vital in understanding the physical pressures on the estuary and opportunities for improvements. 
This information will enable greater focus on specific issues affecting the tidal Thames and 
therefore a clearer path to action. The engagement work carried out this year is a great basis for 
going forward. The concerns raised by stakeholders about the issues affecting the tidal Thames 
correspond with the issues under investigation with the EA. Further engagement work is needed, 
and the results of the investigations and mitigation measure assessments will provide vital 
information to move forward with.  
 
There is also a large amount of detail within the existing Working Catchment Plan which needs 
more development and engagement as well as potential research questions. The YTT project team 
made the decision to focus on completing as much engagement as possible throughout the pilot 
phase and did not stop the engagement work until mid November which allowed very little time to 
analyse the information gathered and no time to follow up on suggestions made within the plan. 
The table of ‘ideas’ (Table 5.9.1) reflects this, highlighting the early stage of development at which 
these ideas are within the consulted boroughs. By not wanting to prioritise any of the ideas or 
issues within those selected boroughs, the Strategy Group has displayed that the level of 
commitment to work in collaboration is still at an early stage. The pilot phase has made great 
strides in bringing these key stakeholders together but much more work is still needed to achieve 
full understanding of their remit and role for WFD. Development of these ideas and relationships 
must be done in partnership to achieve action on the ground and will require more engagement 
and thus staff time.  Funding for any further work on Your Tidal Thames has yet to be established. 
 
From the engagement with organisations through 1-2-1 meetings it became clear that a level of 
coordination for work across the whole tideway is desired. Organisations are constantly being 
pitted against each other in applications for funding and sometimes overlooked when new 
engagement processes are set in motion. To have a collective group of organisations along the river 
to work together and coordinate engagement and project work will not only save everyone time 
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and money and but will strengthen relationships and ensure inclusion of all necessary organisations 
and stakeholders. 
 
In addition, feedback needs to be given to those who contributed to the plan. Your Tidal Thames 
plans to put the outputs from the pilot phase on to both TEP and Thames21 websites and email a 
project update to those who contributed. However, there were many questions within the Working 
Catchment Plan that have yet to be answered and the time stakeholders gave over to the plan 
should be recognised by personal answers to these questions and opinions. This is a work stream 
that requires resource and staff time. 
 
 
Future role of Project Hosts, EA and YTT Strategy Group  
 
Thames21 and TEP have never considered the Your Tidal Thames project to be a one year 
programme of work. The project has been very effective during the pilot year and has made some 
great achievements but there is still a lot of work to be done as has already been discussed. Both 
Thames21 and TEP see great value in the Catchment Based Approach and want to be involved in 
the continuation of this approach on the tidal Thames. However, to enable the project to continue 
as it has done this year further funding is necessary. This funding is currently uncertain.  
 
In the absence of funding Thames21 and TEP will continue the work of Your Tidal Thames by: 

 Continuing to host and update YTT webpages on their websites 

 Continuing to make the Plan documents available to download from their websites 

 Allowing new stakeholders to input into the plan via their website or at appropriate 
engagement events delivered as part of existing funded programmes 

 Occasionally updating the Plan with new information 

 Coordinating the Strategy Group 
 
Should further funding be secured for January to March 2013, Your Tidal Thames will focus work in 
the following areas: 

 New, highly relevant environmental data is available from this month for the tidal Thames, 
as a result of the Thames Tideway Tunnel project and the Lower Thames Operating 
Agreement investigations.  Further development of the Catchment Plan with this data would 
enhance its role towards helping to achieve WFD objectives considerably.  Using this data, 
the project team would:  identify issues and locations which could be addressed through 
Catchment Plan; carry out stakeholder and community engagement in these geographical 
locations (or subject areas) including community pop-up workshops, meeting with 
stakeholders groups and one to one meetings with organisations, to develop and agree 
practical solutions. 

 The Project Team would implement the Strategy Group’s recommendations on specific 
priority geographical areas to engage with which have not yet been included, due to the lack 
of time -  in order to develop a more comprehensive and catchment-wide plan. 

 The lack of response from commercial partners to the Tidal Thames Catchment Plan has 
been marked, despite the huge potential and the number and variety of businesses present 
in the catchment and directly involved in the river.  With the additional time provided by a 
three month extension, the Project Team would use existing links and contacts to analyse 
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the reasons for lack of engagement and from this formulate a tailored engagement strategy 
for the commercial sector. 

 The Tidal Thames Pilot Catchment has been proved a useful and beneficial model for 
partnership working by the third sector to benefit the Tidal Thames.  It now needs to be 
made more sustainable in the longer term.  Time is needed to develop the existing structure 
to encompass the two Thames Strategy charities, agree ways of working and help develop a 
sustainable funding structure. 

 
Should funding be secured for April 2013 onwards, Your Tidal Thames will: 

 Build on the baseline of information collected during the pilot phase and early 2013,  by 
completing engagement with the rest of the London Boroughs 

 Help to further develop some of the ideas suggested within the Working Catchment Plan 

 Help to translate the results of the EA investigations to stakeholders and use this 
information to identify any areas where issues are critical. 

 
The Environment Agency Catchment Coordinator role was put in place to assist with the Your Tidal 
Thames project in February 2012. It has been beneficial to the project, helping to link closely with 
specialists for the tidal Thames within the EA and providing more staff time for the project. In its 
current capacity, the Catchment Coordinator also covers the coasts and estuaries around Kent and 
London from the tidal Thames, to Fairlight on the south coast near Hastings. They have also been 
responsible for delivering some of the WFD investigations mentioned previously in the report. This 
has meant that the Your Tidal Thames project has only been a part of the Catchment Coordinator's 
role. With the completion of the investigations, there is the potential of more time to be available 
to the Your Tidal Thames project, and for the role to evolve to include more assistance with 
stakeholder engagement. The EA has said they are committed towards the on-going work of the 
Catchment Based Approach on the tidal Thames, working towards the integrated management of 
the Thames Catchment and will provide resource where on-going support is needed.   
 
How the Your Tidal Thames project moves forward in 2013 was discussed by the Strategy Group at 
a meeting on 6th December. With no funding currently available for the project the Strategy Group 
made the following decisions about how to continue at present: 

 The Strategy Group continues to exist 

 When the EA investigation results come through, the Strategy Group should consider them 
(by email or discussion) 

 When Defra produces a report on the pilots, it will be circulated to the Strategy Group by 
email and responses can be made by email or discussion 

 The Strategy Group would like to do/see additional targeted stakeholder engagement with 
(i) commercial sectors e.g. operators, developers (ii) geographical gaps. Activity and 
timescale depends on finding resource to do this. 

 
Defra’s recent letter setting out their future ambition for the Catchment Based Approach 
recognised the importance of the approach and the achievements of the pilot catchment projects. 
The principles of the Catchment Based Approach encourage a whole community and landscape 
scale view to solving the issues faced by our waterways. Whilst there is currently uncertainty over 
future funding there is agreement from all who have been involved in the Your Tidal Thames 
project that this approach to river management and delivering the Water Framework Directive is 
necessary and should continue 
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6. Existing Planning Policy Guidance on the tidal Thames 

 
The Your Tidal Thames Project Strategy Group were concerned about yet another consultation 
process on the estuary and requested that the project team look at all previously consulted 
management strategies, policies and projects to provide a baseline and context for the WFD pilot 
project. The project team embarked on this task with the aim not to duplicate the work of others, 
but to review contributions from the past fifteen years to identify where progress is lagging and 
where future resources should be allocated. 
 
The project team decided to use the Management Guidance for the Thames Estuary published in 
1999 as the starting point. Although other projects and policies existed before this point, this 
document was the first to pool all relevant aspects necessary for integrated management 
throughout the Thames Estuary and thus the landscape scale as required within WFD. 
 
Management Guidance for the Thames Estuary (1999) identified twelve guiding ‘principles for 
action’ to conserve and enhance the estuary’s biodiversity, natural and built heritage, and 
economic prosperity.  These principles were a product of the strong partnership of organisations, 
agencies and individuals that worked together through extensive consultation to produce this 
guidance. 
 
Six subsequent documents published in the following years were reviewed chronologically to see 
how they compared the baseline document, specifically to see: 

• How the guidance may have changed,  
• What has been carried through to the present and applied 
• Where the gaps are, if any 
• How they align with WFD 

 
Culminating in Estuary Edges, published in 2008, which was reviewed to see where the design 
guidance could be applied geographically. By reviewing iterations of guidance issued in these 
documents it is possible to identify what has changed overall and where progress has been made. 
 
National and metropolitan policies in the National Planning Policy Framework (2012), Mayor’s 
Biodiversity Strategy (2002) and The London Plan (2011) were reviewed to see how these align with 
previous Thames management guidance.  
 
Local strategy documents were reviewed to provide a geographic context and show how principles 
for action and planning policies can lead to practical ideas that allow individuals and organizations 
to take direct responsibility for their reach of the river. These included: 

 Thames Landscape Strategy Weybridge to Kew (2012)  

 Thames Strategy Kew to Chelsea  

 Thames Strategy East 
 
A visual timeline was developed to display this work according to the 12 guiding principles laid out 
in the 1999 management guidance and two examples of these can be seen on our websites. 
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In addition, many other documents found by the project team and suggested by members of the 
Strategy Group were reviewed, summarised and taken into account. These summaries can be seen 
in Appendix C.  
 
From this work it is clear that the underpinning aim of WFD for sustainable development and 
improvement of water quality have been embedded in national and metropolitan policy for a very 
long time, at least 15 years. The guidance has been available for use all that time and where these 
solutions are not being implemented or embedded into riverside planning from an early stage lends 
credence to the argument that the relevant authorities lack either the resource or the capacity to 
implement them. It also displays a lack of understanding, or willing, from a developers’ point of 
view. Capacity building within this sector would make great strides towards sustainable 
development and therefore WFD. The main concern of this sector would most likely be the 
perception that environmentally friendly solutions automatically mean higher costs, more stringent 
monitoring and more legal resource required to navigate the various licences. However, several 
documents reviewed highlight the mutual benefits of developing in an environmentally and thus 
sustainable way.  For example The Mayors Biodiversity Strategy (2002) shows how by achieving the 
biodiversity aims, other aims such as air pollution are automatically achieved. Examples of how this 
may benefit businesses financially are championed by partnerships such as The Cross River 
Partnership whose engagement with businesses in Central London highlight how money can shaved 
from their bottom line by installing simple environmentally friendly solutions in either existing 
buildings (e.g. green roofs) or as part of development plans (e.g. rain gardens). This type of 
engagement work will be invaluable in getting the commercial sectors to engage and will be 
essential in riparian zones if WFD is to be achieved.  
 
There is a long history of collaboration and partnership, well integrated with local high quality 
environmental science, in Thames Estuary management themes, a history beginning well before the 
advent of WFD. Yet examples from that time, still very relevant today, remain as quite unique 
examples of good practice under WFD and could be promoted widely as worthwhile models for 
uptake elsewhere. Three examples are described in Appendix D, organizations such as TEP and 
Thames 21 have played key roles, building communications, trust and consensus which has in turn 
led to more sustainable management regimes based upon strong stakeholder engagement. Not 
only do these examples meet WFD objectives very well, but they are also the kinds of measures 
that one would expect to see in Marine Conservation Zones. Two of the examples also fit well with 
the Red Tape Challenge, based on consensus management and a high degree of stakeholder 
commitment and self-regulation.  
 
NB: One essential policy not reviewed within this context is the current EA National Encroachment 
Policy. A presumption in favour of sustainable development should include a more robust EA 
Encroachment Policy which ensures continuity of the foreshore. In addition the National Policy 
Statement for Ports which was recently produced needs to be reviewed and compared with existing 
strategies. 
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7. Project Challenges 

 
Achieving the aim of this project is an ambitious undertaking. Thames21 and TEP recognise that 
bringing together the whole of the tidal Thames community – which includes a very varied and high 
number of stakeholders – to produce a catchment plan for the long term health of the river is a 
challenge. Accomplishing this within 12 months is impracticable with the resources that the project 
was given. 
 
 
7.1 Complexity of the Project Area 
 
Effective engagement over a large densely populated geographic area – such as the tidal Thames 
takes time. It can be seen from the mapping of the stakeholder engagement that there are definite 
hotspots of responses to the Catchment Plan where the project delivered engagement activities. If 
this project was to truly engage a representative section of the tidal Thames community it would 
have been necessary to run many more engagement activities in many more areas – this would 
have required a lot more staff resource than was funded. 
 
In addition, the issues that affect the tidal Thames are extremely complex. The river is surrounded 
by Europe’s most densely populated urban area with management of the riverside divided between 
16 different London Boroughs, 6 boroughs and unitary authorities in Kent and Essex who are 
responsible for planning, and three County Councils including the Greater London Authority (GLA). 
The tidal Thames is an important area for commercial navigation and aggregate industries rely on 
its resources. It is also a vital wildlife corridor providing habitat and connectivity for many migrating 
species, with many nature designations along the tidal Thames. Marshes such as those of the 
Thames Estuary are recognised as the single-most at risk habitats in the world. The Greater Thames 
Marshes form a vital link in the chain of locations in annual bird migrations back and forth between 
the Arctic and Africa and as such the outer estuary is highly designated (SACs and SPAs). It has been 
managed and modified for centuries – the Thames Embankment through central London constrains 
the river resulting in a 7 meter tidal range and strong currents. All of these factors and many more 
result in a wide range of environmental pressures. Developing a plan which tackles these pressures 
and helps to achieve the Water Framework Directive objectives cannot be achieved within 12 
months. It is a long process which requires dialogue between the many tidal Thames stakeholders. 
Although it is natural to focus on the riverside, the issues that affect the tidal Thames need to be 
tackled at a landscape scale, joining both sides of the river and the three zones (Thames Upper, 
Middle and Lower), if sustainable solutions are to be delivered. 
  
The Your Tidal Thames project developed an engagement strategy that would be as wide reaching 
across London as our resources allowed. The project strived to engage a wide variety of 
stakeholders and to start to tackle the complex issues that affect the tidal Thames. However, the 
project has always acknowledged that this work could not possibly be completed within the pilot 
year. As highlighted before only one commercial company has engaged with the project so far and 
this needs to be remedied if true collaborative working is to be achieved. Thames21 and TEP want 
this project to be the start of an on-going, coordinated approach to river management which 
engages the wide range of communities, residents, river users and interest groups along the tidal 
Thames and utilising their experience, concerns and expertise to make improvements to the health 
of the tidal Thames and achieve the objectives of the Water Framework Directive. 



 

Your Tidal Thames – Final Project Report       58 | P a g e  

 

 
In addition to the inherent challenge of the project itself, there have been a number of other 
challenges that have emerged through this pilot year which the project has had to work with. 
Details of these are given below. 
 
 
7.2 Status of the Catchment Plan 
 
From the beginning of this pilot year it has been unclear what status this working Catchment Plan, 
having been produced, will have. This Plan has been developed to support the implementation of 
the Water Framework Directive but there have not been clear public messages from Defra or the 
Environment Agency about how the plans will influence the production of the second round of 
River Basin Management Plans5. This problem was remedied only after the issue was raised 
numerous times during Catchment Learning Events and direct requests and an official line was 
given to the pilots very late on in the project year. This made the engagement work of this project 
even more challenging than it would naturally be as for nearly 8 months we could not reassure 
stakeholders that their input would actually be used in future planning. Advice is now that the host 
Catchment Plans are an integral part to the River Basin Planning Process and aspects that help to 
achieve WFD will feed into the Thames River Basin Management Plan. Stakeholders, quite rightly, 
need reassurance that by spending time engaging in this process and giving their views there will be 
clear benefits to the tidal Thames. Stakeholders want to know that their input will contribute to a 
process which will have lasting benefits for the river. Providing this reassurance has been a 
challenge until the support of public messages from Defra and the Environment Agency was 
available.  
 
 
7.3 Uncertainty over on-going funding for the project 
 
The Pilot funding was agreed for one year in 2012 with a review on progress managed through 
external consultants working alongside the contracted hosts. The potential of an extension of 
funding beyond 2012 has been discussed and the Project Team is currently awaiting written advice 
on the way forward. This uncertainty has made fundraising and accurately planning timetables for 
further work very difficult. Discussions are starting on opportunities coming out of this report and 
those discussions will produce the substance of fundraising work for 2013 and beyond. 
 
 
7.4 Engagement Fatigue 
 
There is a long history of consultation and community engagement along the tidal Thames. Past 
water consultations include The Thames Estuary Management guidance, Recreational Use of the 
Thames, Enjoying Water EA Report, State of the Thames Estuary, Tidal Thames Habitat Action Plan, 
Thames Strategy East planning supplementary guidance for the London Plan, Natura 2000, Thanet 
Wind Farm, Gunfleet Sands Wind Farm, DP World London Gateway Port, Balanced Seas MCZ 
Project for the South East and the on-going Thames Tideway Tunnel consultation. Stakeholders who 

                                                           
5
 For more information on the River Basin Management Planning cycles and the production of the River Basin 

Management Plans refer to the EA website: http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/planning/33240.aspx  

http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/planning/33240.aspx
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take an active part in consultations are often the same individuals representing their sector time 
and time again, often voicing the same opinions which they feel are not taken into account or even 
listened to. Asking them again for their opinion has often resulted in confusion and frustration at 
the time they feel they have wasted in the past and a reluctance to go through the process yet 
again. This is why the project undertook the work to go through all the past management guidance 
and strategies to provide a context for this project and reassure stakeholders that their time has 
been and would be well spent. 
 
 
7.5 Other on-going engagement and investigations on the tidal Thames 
 
Listed above are the past water consultations that have covered the tidal Thames. There have also 
been other consultation and investigation processes taking place during 2012 which have caused 
challenges for the project. 
 
EA WFD Investigations  
As identified in Section 2.5 - Status of the tidal Thames - the Environment Agency has been carrying 
out a programme of investigations on the tidal Thames during 2012. Information from these 
investigations is due to become available in 2013 and will help to confirm the reasons for failure in 
the water bodies, under the WFD, and what might be done to solve these issues. A detailed list of 
these investigations can be found on Appendix B. Without the information from these 
investigations it has not been possible to focus attention on developing solutions and project ideas 
that will solve the issues highlighted on the tidal Thames in the 2009 RBMPs. This process cannot be 
started until there is clear information on where the issues occur and an indication of possible 
solutions. It is very frustrating that this information has not been available during this pilot year – it 
would have been a great asset to the project and would have enabled greater focus on specific 
issues and therefore a clearer path to action to improve the tidal Thames. Without this information 
there is still strength and value in the engagement work that has been done this year. The results of 
the engagement correspond with the issues under investigation by the EA and provide a strong 
baseline indication of the tidal Thames community’s view of the river. 
 
Environment Agency Working Together Consultation 
The Environment Agency is currently working to review and update the River Basin Management 
Plans that were produced in 2009 in advance of publishing revised plans in December 2015. The EA 
Working Together Consultation is asking people for their views on how everyone can work together 
at a catchment scale to improve the water environment and contribute to the River Basin 
Management Plans. The themes of this consultation align very closely with the Catchment Based 
Approach, as you would expect, as both are looking at delivering WFD at a catchment scale. The 
deadline for giving views to the Working Together Consultation is 22nd December 2012 – the same 
deadline as this project has for submitting our Catchment Plan and report to Defra. Running our 
engagement and consultation on the management of the tidal Thames catchment alongside the 
EA’s Working Together Consultation has caused confusion – the themes are very similar and the 
deadlines are the same. This has meant that some stakeholders have been unsure as to whether 
our work is part of the EA’s consultation and the Project Team have had to explain that they are 
two separate consultations that that stakeholders need to respond to both. This situation does not 
help when there is already a feeling of consultation fatigue.  
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TE2100 Planning 
The Thames Estuary Flood Risk management Plan for the 21st century (TE2100) was widely 
consulted on before and after March 2009 when the final draft was released and then delayed by 
the general election.  It was only recently approved for public release on November 14th 2012 at the 
TEP Annual Stakeholder Forum. The plan identifies new and existing habitat improvement 
opportunities and flood risk changes in the way structural flood defences are funded and managed 
in the future.  More partnership funding will be needed to cover the growing costs of flood defence, 
particularly in areas of new development where the developers should contribute. The insurance 
industry is also pressurising government for a robust policy review on protecting houses in repeat 
flooding areas and that will all affect riverside design and flood risk mitigation. These pressures will 
contribute to WFD improvement, if integrated into the new riverside flood risk designs to 
incorporate new habitat as part of the flood defences. Public access wishes could be considered as 
part of the same design. The next step for this work is to look at the first phase of procurement and 
delivery of engineering repair and replacement in the tidal Thames. Clearly there are opportunities 
for some joint working in the future. 
 
Love Your River 
‘Love Your River’6 is a Defra campaign which was launched this year, it aims to highlight the link 
between river health and water use, so that people understand and value water and take action to 
improve their local rivers and the environment around them. The campaign puts a strong emphasis 
on the role of local communities in improving our waterways. This is fantastic support for the 
Catchment Based Approach and the campaign was timed to run at the same time as the pilot 
phase. However, no link was made with the host pilot projects which was a missed opportunity and 
also caused some confusion amongst stakeholders.  
 
Balanced Seas 
The Balanced Seas project was a regional project and part of the national Marine Conservation 
Zones work.  The project has now closed down and the suite of sites recommended at the end of 
the stakeholder-led recommendation process has now gone to the Minister for review.  The next 
stage is full public consultation on a selection of the recommended sites, opening in December 
2012. The whole tidal Thames is a recommended MCZ (rMCZ), particularly for fish species common 
smelt (Osmerus eperlanus) and European eels (Anguilla anguilla) as Features Of Conservation 
Importance (FOCI) and broad scale habitats in the outer estuary. Many of the stakeholders involved 
in the YTT Project were involved in the recommendation phase of the MCZ project and will respond 
to this consultation. Unfortunately, the Thames rMCZ has not been put forward for designation in 
2013.  Once the fate of the Thames rMCz has been decided in future consultation rounds, the result 
will obviously link with WFD improvements and should be incorporated into this working plan once 
decided.  In general, MCZs rely on WFD to mitigate against pollutants originating from the land 
entering any Marine Protected Area through, for example, surface water-run-off. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
6
 Love our River page on Defra website: http://www.defra.gov.uk/loveyourriver/  

http://www.defra.gov.uk/loveyourriver/
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7.6 Challenges for the future 
 
The work in this Pilot year on this project has shown that stakeholders willingness to engage with 
the tidal Thames is still there, if worn in some places. The summarising of previous consultation 
results and the other strategic tidal Thames studies has been much appreciated by stakeholders as 
their previous knowledge is being used and the consultation did not start at zero again as is often 
the case. The long term relationships of the two charities has helped this dialogue take place and to 
locate the key strategies to summarise. 
 
The charities both feel that the work has just started, not just finished, which is why “working” has 
been added to our Catchment Plan title. Both organisations want to carry on the work of this Pilot 
and clearly there is much to come in 2013 that will help that happen. 
 
The joint working arrangement between Thames21 and Thames Estuary Partnership has been 
extremely supportive and should continue. However, the costs for on-going delivery need to be 
revised.  Joint working has required significant in kind support from other staff for the two funded 
part time posts as the Pilot has created far more work than they can cover alone. Project overheads 
must be revised upwards to reflect this. Also, the part time posts did not allow enough time to fully 
cover the large size of the pilot area and fully develop partnerships with others and is therefore 
under review too. 
 
The team has started developing fundraising plans for 2013 and beyond and will build on these 
during the winter of 2012/13 with the aim of delivering projects in 2013/14 and beyond. The 
stakeholder dialogue that is so important in the joining up the process will also continue. The 
development of a consortium approach for the tidal Thames, to use the power of shared networks 
in this project, will be discussed over the winter of 2012/13. 
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9. Glossary 

ALGG SPG All London Green Grid Supplementary Planning Guidance 
AWB Artificial Water Body 
BIDs Business Improvement Districts 
CSO Combined Sewage Outfall 
DLG Dredging Liaison Group 
EA Environment Agency 
EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 
EYC Erith Yacht Club 
FCRM Flood and Coastal Risk Management 
FOCI Features Of Conservation Importance 
GCS Good Chemical Status  
GEP Good Ecological Potential 
GES Good Ecological Status 
GLA Greater London Authority 
GTM NIA Greater Thames Marshes Nature Improvement Area 
HMWB Heavily Modified Water Bodies 
LA Local Authority 
LISI London Invasive Species Initiative 
rMCZ Recommended Marine Conservation Zone 
MSSS Maximum Sustainable Swimming Speeds – for fish fry 
NCPMS National Capital Programme Management Services 
NEAS National Environment Assessment Service 
NIA Nature Improvement Area 
RBD River Basin District 
SACs Special Areas of Conservation 
SPAs Special Protection Areas 
STST Selective Tidal Stream Transport – applies to fish fry 
SuDS Sustainable urban Drainage Systems 
TE2100 Thames Estuary 2100 Flood Risk Management Plan 
TEP Thames Estuary Partnership 
TLS Thames Landscape Strategy 
TraC Transitional and Coastal water body 
WFD Water Framework Directive 
WVRP Wandle Valley Regional Park 
YTT Your Tidal Thames 

 

  
  
  
  
  

 
 


