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Introduction and Overview 
 
1. Rail Freight Group (RFG) is pleased to provide this written statement for the 

Examination in Public of the Draft London Plan.  RFG is the representative body 
for rail freight in the UK, with around 120 member companies active across the 
rail freight sector, including train operators, end customers, terminal and port 
operators, supply chain and support services. 
 

2. RFG supports the policies outlined in Policy SI10 (and elsewhere in the London 
Plan, particularly Policy T7) which aim to safeguard current and potential rail 
freight terminals from inappropriate development. These policies, which meet the 
requirements of the NPPF para 204 are particularly important for the movement 
of aggregates for construction, as well as for other rail markets. If rail freight is to 
make its clear contribution to reducing congestion and greenhouse gas 
emissions, it is essential that there is a sufficient supply of rail linked sites with 
capacity to accommodate related on site activities. The London Plan has a crucial 
role in developing and supporting this network.  
 

3. Ensuring a sufficient supply of aggregates, with an emphasis on sustainable 
transport modes is critical to achieving the necessary growth in new homes and 
infrastructure, which the London Plan provides the planning framework for.  
Without suitable rail terminals these plans will be frustrated.  

 
4. The environmental and economic benefits of rail over road are clear and 

compelling. We estimate that each rail freight train carrying construction material 
into London can carry enough material to build the equivalent of 30 homes and 
remove 75 HGVs from London’s road network. Rail freight produces 76% less 
CO2 emissions than the equivalent HGV journey.  Rail is already delivering 
around 40% of all construction aggregate into London, but there is the potential 
for this to increase with appropriate railheads and for rail to play a greater role in 
major infrastructure projects and the movement of construction waste. 
 

5. The policies in SI10, (and in Policy T7) will make a significant difference to the 
planning framework for railheads in London, and we support these policies, 
subject to the comments below. 
 

Specific Questions: M70. Would Policy SI10 provide a justified and effective 
strategic framework for the steady and adequate supply of aggregates to 
support construction in London?  
 
6. We have no comment on questions a), b) and e). 

 
C) Would the approach taken to safeguarding resources and facilities, as set 
out in SI10C, be effective in ensuring the steady and adequate supply of 
aggregates to support construction in London?  
 
7. No, SL10C relates only to the safeguarding of sand and gravel resources.  Equal 

importance must be given to the safeguarding of facilities for rail (and water) 
imports of materials on which London relies, in line with the NPPF para 204.   
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8. SI10B requires Development Plans to ensure sufficient capacity at rail depots 
both for a steady supply of materials and to support major projects.  We strongly 
support these policies.  SI10D 2 requires the safeguarding of railheads, and 
again we support this policy subject to the comments below.  Policy T7 also 
provides provision for the safeguarding of rail facilities (and Policy SI15 for 
wharves).  However, these are not referenced in SI10C which could constitute a 
gap in policy, and at best is confusing. 
 

9. Our preference would be for SI10C to be reworded to contain the provisions on 
safeguarding currently in SI10D, and to reference Policy T7.  Alternatively, a new 
section on railheads could be included in the plan, and cross referenced 
elsewhere. 
 

Would Policy SI10 adequately address the full range of environmental and other 
impacts of aggregate facilities?  
 
10. Clause SI10D 2A requires the imposition of planning conditions on aggregates 

facilities (which may include railheads) to mitigate environmental impacts.  Whilst 
such measures may be appropriate in certain cases, the imposition of conditions 
must be cognisant of the overall nature of the facility, the operational 
requirements and the environmental benefits of the end to end supply by rail or 
water as well as any specific issues at the location.  Some rail activities also 
benefit from permitted development rights and do not therefore require specific 
permission.  
 

11. We suggest that this clause is reworded as follows:  
 

Ensure that the environmental and amenity impacts of new aggregate 
facilities are assessed and effectively controlled, taking account of the 
specific operational requirements, and of the environmental impacts of end 
to end journey as well as of the facility.  
 

12. In addition to the recommended changes to the policy, we also recommend some 
minor amendments to paragraph 9.10.4, to highlight the need for safeguarding of 
railheads and the links to other relevant policies as follows: 
 

Boroughs should protect existing, planned and potential sites for 
aggregate extraction and transportation. 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,  and in need of a corresponding level of safeguarding 
are railway depots for importing crushed rock from other parts of the UK. 
Railheads are vital to the sustainable movement of aggregates and 
boroughs should protect them in line with Policy T7 Deliveries, servicing 
and construction 

 
 
 
 


