FiIRSTPLAN

Bramah House, 65-71 Bermondsey Street
London SE1 3XF

T: 020 3096 7000 W: www.firstplan.co.uk

Our Ref: 0103/VW/cw/cj

Your Ref: n/a

Email: vwalsh@firstplan.co.uk
Date: 02 March 2018

Sadig Khan (Mayor of London)
New London Plan

GLA City Hall

London Plan Team

Post Point 18

FREEPOST RTJC-XBZZ_GJKZ
London SE1 2AA

Submitted by email only
londonplan@london.gov.uk

Dear Sir/ Madam,

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF CEMEX UK LTD TO THE DRAFT NEW LONDON PLAN
(ISSUED FOR CONSULTATION DECEMBER 2017)

1. Introduction and Context

We are instructed by Cemex UK Ltd (Cemex) to submit representations to the Draft New London Plan, which
was issued for consultation on 1 December 2017.

Cemex is a global building solutions company and leading supplier of cement, ready-mixed concrete and
aggregates. In the UK, CEMEX also provides asphalt, flooring solutions, concrete block and railway sleepers.
Within London Cemex import significant amounts of material via their safeguarded wharf sites and railheads.
These sites also tend to accommodate and co-locate associated mineral plant/infrastructure for the purposes
of concrete batching and minerals recycling.

To assist in understanding the context for the representations made by Cemex they have produced a ‘Case
Studies’ document attached at Document 1 — which identifies a number of their sites and the particular
threats which they have been subject to and which has prejudiced their operation.

DOCUMENT 1

The majority of the Cemex Case study sites are expressly safeguarded by a variety of different policy
designations including safeguarded wharf status and current London Plan provisions. In addition, there are
of course the clear requirements of the NPPF with regards to safeguarding of these type of sites with the
intent of facilitating the sustainable use of minerals. Indeed, the NPPF expressly requires, at Para 143, bullet
point 4, in the preparation of local plans, that local planning authorities should:

-safeguard existing planned and potential rail heads, wharfage and associated storage,
handling and processing facilities for bulk transport by rail and inland waterways of minerals;
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safeguard existing, planned and potential sites for concrete batching, the manufacture of
coated materials and other concrete products and the handling, processing and distribution
of substitute, recycled and secondary aggregate.

Notwithstanding, the current protective policy context for these kind of sites and related minerals
infrastructure (minerals plant) they are increasingly under threat particularly by the encroachment of
incompatible land uses and/or not appropriately safeguarded at local plan level or during consideration of
planning applications.

A recently published report from the Mineral Products Association (MPA) ‘Safeguarding London’s Wharves
and Rail Depots for future Prosperity and Sustainability’ (November 2017) assists in detailing why these
railhead and wharf sites, and associated infrastructure, are so critically important to London and the serious
threats that these sites face if they are not appropriately protected and safeguarded by the planning system.

As underscored by the accompanying MPA press release to their Report the contribution minerals related
wharf and rail sites make to London and the need to safeguard them is critical:

» London needs 10 million tonnes of sand, gravel and crushed rock every year to build, maintain and
improve housing, buildings and infrastructure. Without an effective supply chain delivering around
30,000 tonnes every single day, construction in the capital city would become increasingly restricted.

» 97% of these raw materials are transported into London by river and rail and are delivered to wharves
and rail depots that handle these aggregates for onward distribution across the capital.

» The use of the water and rail freight to deliver materials to the heart of the city reduces the need for
long distance lorry movements, with every aggregates train the equivalent of 75 lorries and every
dredger the equivalent of 250 lorries.

» The supply chain for these materials is being increasingly threatened by other types of development,
especially housing, adjacent to wharves and rail depots which can lead to restrictions being put on site
operations. Once lost these strategically important sites won’t be replaced, cutting off sustainable
supplies of the raw materials that feeds construction in London

» Effective safeguarding of these sites, together with manufacturing facilities such as concrete batching
plants, is critical to the delivery of the London Plan and Mayor’s transport, environmental and air
quality strategies.

It is noted that as well as mineral infrastructure (plant) often being located at safeguarded wharf and rail
sites that these facilities can comprise standalone facilities generally located within industrial areas.
Safeguarding for these facilities is equally important and indeed is required by the NPPF.

It is relevant to note that outside of London, where the mineral planning authority (MPA) will generally
comprise the County Council it is extremely common place to see express identification and safeguarding
within the minerals plan of mineral wharves, railheads and associated mineral infrastructure/plant. Indeed,
that safeguarding often involves the identification of Minerals Infrastructure Consultation Areas (around
wharves, railheads and plant) which can extend up to 250 m from the boundary of the site where applications
which could compromise the operation of these facilities require the MPA to be consulted so that they have
the opportunity to consider whether the development proposed would lead to unacceptable sterilisation of
the mineral infrastructure.

The above well established approach to protecting minerals infrastructure outside of London underscores
the point that for safeguarding of wharf and rail sites and associated minerals infrastructure to work
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effectively that it must be able to work in a twofold manner. It must seek to protect safeguarded sites for
particular uses (i.e. those which make use of the wharf and rail head for transporting goods and materials
and associated facilities) as well as ensure that surrounding development does not prejudice the use of such
sites for its safeguarded purpose.

As such Cemex as a key minerals operator within London are very keen to ensure that every opportunity is
taken to ensuring a robust safeguarding policy approach is adopted within the London Plan which is fully
reflective of NPPF requirement and which will provide effective and clear guidance to local planning
authorities both in producing their own plans and in determining planning applications. On this basis Cemex
very much welcome the opportunity to comment on the London Plan Consultation Draft.

It is noted that we are aware that the Port of London Authority are also preparing representations to the
London Plan with particular emphasis on safeguarded wharves considerations, amongst other things. We
have liaised with the PLA in the preparation of the comments now made on behalf of Cemex and confirm our
support for the submissions made by the PLA to the consultation draft —a number of which have been picked
up within this submission.

2. Representations to Relevant Draft London Plan Policies

On behalf of Cemex, the draft polices and supporting text relating to safeguarded wharves and railheads
within the Draft London Plan are generally welcomed. In light of the matters detailed above we have
identified areas where it is recommended that the policies should be amended to ensure they are robust and
maximise the prospect that they will effectively safeguard these types of sites and operations and to ensure
that they are consistent with the requirements of the NPPF, and therefore sound. The key focus of our
representations therefore lie with the following draft policies:

e Policy SI10: Aggregates;
e Policy SI15: Water Transport;
e Policy D12: Agent of Change

To ensure consistency and conformity, and to avoid inconsistencies between plan polices, and derived from
the suggested amendments to the above polices, related comments and suggested amendments have also

been made to the following draft policies:

e Policy D13:-  Noise;

e PolicyE4: - Land for Industry, logistics and services to support London’s economic function;
e Policy E5: -  Strategic Industrial Land;
e Policy E7: - Intensification, co-location and substitution of land for industry, logistics and

services to support London’s economic function;
e Policy GG5:- Growing a Good Economy
e PolicyT7: - Freight and servicing;

For ease of refence the polices are dealt with in accordance with the above order. For recommended
amendments additional proposed text is shown as underlined and text to be removed is shown struek-

through.

Draft Policy SI10, Aggreqgates, and Supporting Text

As per the current corresponding London Plan Policy 5.20, Aggregates, and supporting paragraph 5.94 the
supporting text to draft Policy SI10 should specifically confirm that Boroughs must safeguard both existing,
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planned and potential sites for all the uses and activities identified for safeguarding in paragraph 142 of the
NPPF. Ideally this should be referenced in the policy, with the supporting text providing further clarification.

The following amendments are recommended:
Policy SI10 Aggregates
C. All Mineral Planning Authorities in London should identify and safeguard
aggregate resources in Development Plans for the full range of uses and

activities identified for safeguarding in paragraph 143 of the NPPF and including
aggregate recycling.

D. To reduce the environmental impacts of aggregates, Development Plans should
1) ensure that .....
2) safeguard wharves and/or railheads with existing or potential capacity

for aggregates distribution and/or processing and/or associated
minerals plant to minimise the movement of aggregates by road and
maximise the movement of aggregates by sustainable modes.

Supporting Para 9.10.14

Boroughs should protect existing, planned and potential sites for aggregate extraction,
aggregate processing and other associated mineral plant and transportation and
specifically for all the uses and activities identified for safeguarding in paragraph 143 of
the NPPF. Existing and future wharf capacity is essential, especially for transporting
marine-dredged aggregates, and should be protected in accordance with Policy SI15
Water transport. Equally important are railway depots for importing crushed rock from
other parts of the UK, as well as receiving sand and gravel, the majority of which is
marine dredged and landed at wharves either within Greater London or Kent. Railheads
are vital to the sustainable movement of aggregates and boroughs should protect
them”.

Draft Policy SI15, Water Transport, and Supporting Text

Policy SI15 and the supporting text, which will replace Policy 7.26 of the Adopted London Plan, is broadly
welcomed but would benefit from further clarification and amendment particularly to make it consistent
with the NPPF and therefore sound. It is confirmed that we concur with many of the PLA’s suggested
amendments to this policy, and in line with the PLA’s representations, the following amendment to this policy
are proposed:

C. Development proposals te—facilitate—an—increase—in—the—amount—offreight
transported-byrivershould-be-supperted that seek to maximise the amount of

freight transported by water will be supported.

D. The Mayor will keep the network of safeguarded wharves under regular review.
Until the Safeguarding Direction in respect of a wharf is removed or amended,
the Safeguarded Wharf policy and relevant Safeguarding Direction remains in full
force. Boroughs should protect existing locations and identify new locations for
additional waterborne freight. There may be opportunities to consolidate
wharves as part of strategic land use change, in particular, within Opportunity
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Areas; these will need to ensure that the existing and potential capacity and
operability of the safeguarded wharves is retained and where possible expanded.

E. Safeguarded wharves should only be used for waterborne freight handling use,
including associated storage, handling and processing facilities and associated
plant and consolidation centres. The redevelopment of safeguarded wharves for

F Development proposals which inerease maximise the use of Safeguarded
Wharves for waterborne freight transport, especially on vacant wharves and
wharves which are currently not handling freight by water, will be supported.

G. Development proposals that—meh*de—t_he—pfewsren—ef—a—water—#eight—use—en—a

ardes 3 d-for other
uses on part of a Safeguarded Wharf site must show through the viability testing
criteria that the area identified is unviable for waterborne freight handling use.
The design of the development must then will ensure that there are no conflicts
of use and that the freight-handling capacity of the wharf is not reduced, and that
the development does not constrain future flexibility of the Safeguarded Wharf
to accommodate different operational requirements now and into the future.

H. Development proposals adjacent to-ex, opposite or located in close proximity to
Safeguarded Wharves (including vacant wharves) should be designed to minimise
ensure there are no conflicts of use and disturbance, in line with the Agent of
Change principle. Development proposals near to vacant or underutilised
safeguarded site should include a noise assessment that assesses a reasonable
worst case scenario for the use of the wharf and assumes the wharf is in full
operation to its maximum potential.

The following additional new supporting text and amendments to supporting text to Policy SI15 are
recommended in line with the proposed amendments to the Policy:

Supporting para 9.15.5

“Many of London’s river freight wharves are located in areas of high demand and high
value for other land uses. A network of wharves is protected from redevelopment by
Safeguarding Directions. The Mayor will regularly review wharf safeguarding to ensure
the changing need for waterborne freight is addressed. Until a review is finalised and
the Safeguarding Directions are removed or amended, the safeguarded wharf policy
and Safeguarding Directions remain in full force. The capacities identified in the
safeguarded wharves review must be used as the starting point for establishing the
capacity of a wharf, including vacant wharves.

New supporting para (insert after 9.15.5)

Safeguarded wharves undertake on-site storage, handling, processing and production
activities, which include concrete batching , asphalt and other types of plant, in
association with the use of the wharf for waterborne freight handling. These activities
are generally considered to be critical to the economic viability of both the Safeguarded
Wharf itself and also the maximisation of the use of the river for transport.
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Development proposals that include these will be encouraged, particularly where their
provision on site can reduce the need for unsustainable transport movements or multi-
site handling processes.

Paragraph 9.15.9

Many wharves are in Opportunity Areas and/or are increasingly surrounded by
different land uses that do not have an industrial or freight purpose. In line with the
Agent of Change principle, new development next to ex, opposite or in close proximity
to wharves should utilise the site layout, building orientation, uses and materials to
design out potential conflicts. Development proposals near to, opposite or in close
proximity to a vacant or underutilised Safeguarded Wharf should include a noise
assessment that assesses a reasonable worst case scenario for the use of the wharf and
assumes the wharf is in full operation to its maximum potential. Design mitigations
could include the provision of fixed shut windows and winter gardens on elevations
facing Safeguarded Wharves. Proposals for neighbouring development sites must
ensure that appropriate highway access to wharves for commercial vehicles is
maintained.

With specific reference to the proposed changes at part (H) of policy SI15 and paragraph 9.15.9 it is
highlighted that there is strong case to support the setting of a minimum distance from safeguarded wharves
within which new noise sensitive development would be expressly required to have regard to the inter-
relationship with the wharf. This is a commonly the case in County Mineral Plans outside of London. It is
recommended that consideration be given to the potential for this. At minimum the Policy and text should
be clear that development in close proximity to the wharf, not just adjacent or opposite, has the potential to
prejudice the operation of Wharves and should fall under the remit of this policy.

It is confirmed that we are in agreement with the PLA with regard to their identification that the definition
of Safeguarded Wharves at Annex 3 is factually incorrect. To ensure the robustness of proposed policy SI15,

Annex 3 must be amended to remove references to the Safeguarded Wharves Review 2017/2018.

Draft Policy D12, Agent of Change and Supporting Text

The introduction of the ‘Agent of Change’ principle is welcomed and makes a good start in recognising and
addressing issues which operators on both wharf, rail and other industrial sites within London have been
grappling with in the context of safeguarding their existing and future operations from encroaching noise
sensitive development.

We concur with the PLA’s stance, as set out within their representations, that the policy should be more
specific regarding the correct approach that boroughs should take when determining planning applications
for new noise-sensitive development near operational safeguarded wharves or vacant or under-utilised
safeguarded wharves. This same approach must also be applied to railheads and to other industrial locations
accommodating mineral plant. This is particularly to ensure that there is no inconsistency with the NPPF
requirement to safeguarded existing, planned and potential sites and uses in respect both of wharves and
rail sites and as reflected in draft policies SI15 and SI10. In addition to ensure there is no inconsistency with
draft policy E5, Strategic Industrial Locations, which similarly requires boroughs in their development plans
to develop local policies to protect and intensify the function of SILs and the requirement that development
proposals within or adjacent SILs should not compromise the integrity or effectiveness of these locations in
accommodating industrial type activities and their ability to operate on a 24 hour basis.
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From the operator perspective, and their experience in seeking to defend their sites and operations within
London, it is key that mitigation measures within new development around safeguarded sites are robustly
considered at an early stage, and that local planning authorities are satisfied with these measures before
planning permission is granted. This is to avoid mitigation being considered as an afterthought at conditions
stage. It is also critical that regard be had to the fact that the operation of the site could be expanded or
intensified as encouraged by Policies SI15, SI10 and E5.

On this basis the follow amendments to Policy D12 are proposed:

B. Boroughs should ensure that planning decisions reflect the Agent of Change
principle and take account of existing noise-generating uses and land use
designations, including safeguarded wharves, railheads and SIL and their
potential for expansion and intensification, in a sensitive manner when new
development, particularly residential, is proposed nearby. Where new noise
sensitive development is proposed near to a vacant or under-utilised
safeguarded wharf, railhead or SIL designated site, the Agent of Change principle
should be taken into account by neighbouring development proposals to ensure
the safeguarded site is not prevented from being fully utilised for its intended
use.

Paragraph 3.12.7:

Noise impact assessments accompanying planning applications should be carefully
tailored to local circumstances and be fit for purpose. That way, the noise
characteristics of existing uses can be properly captured and assessed. For example,
cultural venues can have peaks of noise at different times of the day and night and on
different days of the week, and many SIL areas and industrial activities at safeguarded
wharves and railheads operate on a 24 hours a day, 7 days a week basis.-and Boroughs
should require a noise impact assessment to take this into full consideration. Such
assessment should be progressed in full consultation with the operator of the noise
generating site_and should be evidence in the planning application submission.
Boroughs should pay close attention to the assumptions made and methods used in
noise impact assessments to ensure a full and accurate assessment”.

A new paragraph should be inserted following paragraph 3.12.17:

Where a site is safeguarded for an industrial use, including Safeguarded Wharves,
railheads and waste sites, the Agent of Change principle applies to adjacent
development proposals even if the site is currently vacant or under-utilised.
Development proposals near to a vacant or under-utilised safeguarded site should
include a noise assessment that assesses a reasonable worst case scenario for the use
of the safeguarded site and assumes the safeguarded site is in full operation to its
maximum potential.

Draft London Plan Policy D13, Noise

Policy D13 must ensure that it appropriately reflects and is in conformity with the requirements of the agent
of change policy. Suggested amended wording is proposed on this basis:
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A In order to reduce, manage and mitigate noise to improve health and quality of life,
residential and other non-aviation development proposals should manage noise by:

1) avoiding significant...

2) reflecting according with the Agent of Change principle in particular to ensure
measures do not add unduly to the costs and administrative burdens on existing
noise generating uses. New development must take account of existing noise-
generating uses and land use designations, including safeguarded wharves,
railheads and SIL and their potential for expansion and intensification,

Paragraph 3.13.2:

The Agent of Change Principle places the responsibility for mitigating impacts from
existing noise-generating activities or uses on the new development. Through the
application of this principle existing land uses should not be unduly impacted by the
introduction of new noise-sensitive uses. For certain sites, however, such as
safeguarded Wharves, railheads and SIL sites regard must additionally be had to not
prejudicing the intensification or expansion of activities at these locations.

Draft Policy E4, Land for Industry, Logistics and Services

Draft Policy E4 is broadly supported, subject to some minor amendment and additions so that it is consistent
with other provisions in the draft London Plan and the NPPF and ensure that where release of such sites
occurs it does not prejudice the future use of nearby land retained for these purposes.

Policy E4

E Any release of industrial capacity in line with part C should be focused in locations that are
(or are planned to be) well-connected by public transport, walking and cycling and
contribute to other planning priorities including housing (and particularly affordable
housing), schools and other infrastructure.

Boroughs should ensure that any releases do not result in the proliferation of sensitive
uses around retained industrial land or access routes, and must not compromise the
integrity or effectiveness of these locations in accommodating industrial-type activities, in
line with Policy E5, Part E.

Draft Policy E5, Strategic Industrial Land

Draft Policy E5, is supported, subject to some minor amendment and additions so that it is consistent with
other provisions in the draft London Plan and the NPPF.

Part E to be expanded to ensure that adequate protection is applied not only to on-site industrial operations,
but also along access routes so that vehicular movements essential to industrial/logistical operations are not
compromised by new developments.

“E Development proposals within or adjacent to SiLs should not compromise the
integrity or effectiveness of these locations in accommodating industrial-type activities
and their ability to operate on a 24-hour basis. In line with Agent of Change principles
(Policy D12 Agent of Change) residential development adjacent to SiLs or along key
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access routes to them should be designed to ensure that the industrial activities are not
compromised or curtailed. Particular attention should be given to layouts, access,
orientation, servicing, public realm, air quality, soundproofing and other design
mitigation in the residential development.”

Draft Policy E7, Intensification, co-location and substitution of land for industry, logistics and services.

There is no objection in principle to Draft Policy E7 and the intensification of industrial land but there is
concern with regard to this including mixed use or residential development in LSIS or on non-designated
industrial sites, as provided by part (c) and (d) of this policy. Many sites such as this will abut designated SIL
sites and indeed safeguarded wharves, and/or railhead locations and sites accommodating minerals plant.
This policy approach can only be supported under the provisions of Part E of the draft policy which must be
retained in full and would benefit from further clarification as follows:

E The processes set out at Parts B, C and D above must ensure that:
1) the industrial uses....
2) the industrial and related activities on-site and in surrounding parts of the SIL, LSIS

or Non-Designated Industrial Sites are not compromised in terms of their continued
efficient function, access, service arrangements and days/hours of operation noting that
many businesses have 7 day/24 hour access and operational requirements. In line with
Policy E5, Strategic Industrial Locations, Part E, and with Agent of Change principles, Policy
D12 and having regard to Policies SI10, Aggregates and SI15 Water Transport.

Supporting text to the policy should also be clear that wharves, railheads and mineral plant are not
appropriate for consideration for substitution outside of London. These sites and infrastructure are critically
required within London to sustainably service the construction industry and as expressed by a range of other
policies in the Plan, and the NPPF, are to be expressly safeguarded for those purposes. In the event that these
are unavoidably threatened relocation within the vicinity should be the only option considered. For
avoidance of doubt supporting para 6.7.5 should be amended as follows

There is a significant amount of industrial and logistics capacity serving London that is
located outside of the capital. There may be scope for some substitution of London’s
industrial capacity to locations in the wider region where this results in mutual
advantage, such as complementary business opportunities and transport infrastructure
improvements. This will require close collaboration between planning authorities
inside and outside London and must ensure that any substitution does not give rise to
cumulative negative impacts including, for example, on business supply chains, labour
markets, pollution and congestion. Safeguarded wharves, railheads and mineral plant
are not considered appropriate for substitution outside of the capital, due to the
established locational factors that define why these sites are safeguarded/protected in
London and in line with the specific safeguarding requirements of Policy SI10,
Aggregates and SI15, Water Transport.

Draft Policy GG5, Growing a Good Economy

In accordance with the amendments recommended above, it is considered that amendments to Draft Policy
GG5 are warranted further underpinning the critical contribution that industrial sites make to London’s
economic success. The following amendments are recommended.
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To conserve and enhance London’s global economic competitiveness and ensure that
economic success is shared amongst all Londoners, those involved in planning and
development must:

C Plan for sufficient high quality employment and industrial space in the right
locations to support economic development and regeneration, and continue to
safeguard vital industrial infrastructure including wharves, railheads, mineral
plant waste and aggregate sites.

Draft Policy T7, Freight and Servicing

Draft Policy T7 is supported particularly with regard to the specific requirement at Part C that: wharves and
railheads for the distribution of aggregates should be safequarded in line with Policy SI9 Safequarded waste
sites, Policy S110 Aggregates and Policy SI15 Water Infrastructure.

Conclusions

As is clear from the submission made there are a range of interlinked polices which Cemex would be keen to
see amended and/or clarified to ensure that the key sites they operate within London and which are critical
to sustainably servicing the construction industry and development in the Capital are appropriately
protected. Cemex would be very keen to review their submissions further with the GLA and would be very
happy to arrange a meeting at the appropriate time. In the meantime we would be grateful for your
confirmation of receipt of these representations and confirmation that they have been duly made.

Yours faithfully

VILNA WALSH
Director

cc. Andy Scott - Cemex
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CASE STUDIES

1. ANGERSTEIN WHARF, GREENWICH PENINSULA

Address: Horn Link Way, London, SE10 0GY

Description

The site is a safeguard wharf, and together with the adjoining Murphy’s Wharf, forms part of the wider
Aggregate Zone complex on the Greenwich Peninsular. It has an unrestricted planning permission so
material can be delivered and processed 24/7.

Marine sand and gravel is delivered via ship which offloads on to the jetty and is conveyed to the site.
This is then processed on site ready for delivery. Production is approximately 1 million tonnes per

annum.
The site also has a concrete batching plant.
Threats

The main threat to the continued operation of the site is from existing and proposed residential
development.

The Greenwich Millennium Village development is located on the eastern boundary. The first planning
permission for the phases closest to the safeguarded wharves were quashed following a Judicial
Review instigated by the operators within the wider wharf complex on the basis that the proposals
would have prejudiced the operation of the wharves.
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The JR led to a complete redesign of the proposals and subsequent close liaison between the developer
and the wharf operators over the noise mitigation that would be built in to the development led to
planning application that could be supported. Construction has commenced and the phases closest to
Angerstein Wharf have been completed and occupied. The wharf operators have been actively
involved in monitoring and reviewing discharge of conditions relating to noise mitigation. To date no
complaints have been received and site continues to operate unrestricted.

Notwithstanding the lessons that should have been learnt from the extreme measures the Operators
have had to take in seeking judicial review of the GMV development to safeguard their operations —
residential proposals continue to come forward which have not adequately taken the safeguarded
wharves into account either in their assessment or in the design or proposed mitigation.

Cemex, together with the wider Wharf Operators: Tarmac, Day Group and Aggregate Industries, are
currently objecting to new residential development at Royal Wharf and Deanston Wharf located to
the north, on the opposite side of the River Thames within the Borough of Newham. The objections
are principally due to inadequate noise mitigation being proposed. There is a very real danger that the
wharves will be subjected to future noise complaints that could seriously prejudice their licence to
operate.

The Operators have also had to pursue objections to the Charlton Riverside SPD — which proposes to
guide development in the surrounding area. A key threat is that the document failed to provide
guidance that any noise sensitive development coming forward on land nearby or adjoining the
Safeguarded Wharves should be designed, laid out and mitigated to ensure it does not prejudices the
operation of the wharves.

Applications are starting to be submitted for the construction of significant residential schemes within
the Charlton Riverside area and the wharf operators are currently reviewing these and objecting as
necessary. Developers are still not adequately taking into to account the operation of the safeguarded
wharves when designing their schemes, and there is a key concern that in the consideration of this
applications key National, London Plan and local plan requirements to safeguard both the sites and
activities at the two Wharves are not being appropriately applied.

2. DAGENHAM DOCK
Address: Dagenham Docks Estate, Choats Road, Dagenham RM9 6LB
Description

The site is a safeguarded Wharf and currently imports marine sand and gravel and hardstone via the
River Thames.

The site contains an aggregate processing plant, a concrete batching plant and a recycling plant and
produces approximately 700,000 tonnes of material per annum.
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Threats

The Barking Riverside development lies to the east of the site and although the focus of the
development is currently someway to the east, eventually it will see residential properties within 100m
of the site, with no intervening structures between. Whilst the detailed design has not yet been
approved, and will be scrutinised once submitted, the local authority, London Borough of Barking and
Dagenham have used the encroachment of the development as a reason to limit the life of the onsite
concrete plant via a recent planning permission. Cemex have ambitions to increase the productive
capacity of the site, but if the LPA follow the same logic, then this would put this in doubt as a limited
operational life could render investment uneconomic.

3. FULHAM WHARF

Address: Townmead Road, Fulham, London SW6 2QL

Description

The site is a Safeguarded Wharf and contains a concrete batching plant.

Materials used in concrete manufacture are landed and processed downstream and delivered to the
site via motorised barge. The site is a major concrete production unit supplying west and central
London.

The planning permission is unrestricted.
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Threats

Cemex objected to the recently completed Sainsbury residential scheme to the east of the site and
had dialogue with the developer and local authority and secured mitigation in the development
design. However, part of the development which was for shared ownership and has views over the
site did not receive the full mitigation package and once occupied Cemex have received complaints
regarding night time delivery of cement and aggregates. To resolve the complaints, Cemex have had
to invest in a different cement delivery system and stop deliveries between 2300 and 0700.

4, KINGS CROSS CONCRETE PLANT
Address: Randells Road, off York Way, London, N1 ODE
Description

The Cemex Kings Cross concrete plant has been in operation since the mid 1960’s and has an
unrestricted planning permission in terms of hours of operation. It also sits outside any form of
designated industrial zone.
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Threats

Residential development has been allowed immediately on the boundary of the site which has open
balconies facing directly into it. A concerted campaign from some residents regarding noise from the
operation and delivery of material has led to all operation being stopped between 1930 and 0800.
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