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1. We write on behalf of our client, the Ballymore Group (Reference 2991), to reiterate our 

representations on Matter M86 of the draft new London Plan which is currently released for 

consultation. We welcome this review of strategic planning policy and see this as an invaluable 

opportunity to ensure that the London Plan facilitates the delivery of much needed housing 

across London. 

2. Ballymore is a leading mixed use developer working to enhance, grow and build thriving 

communities for long term sustainable living. The Ballymore team has worked on landmark 

schemes across London and the UK for over 25 years, and the team’s track record includes 

some of the UK’s most successful and iconic residential and mixed-use developments. 

3. Ballymore has significant land interests across London, many of which in or adjacent to the River 

Thames and Safeguarded Wharves which are intended to be brought forward for redevelopment 

in the coming years. The draft new London Plan has the potential to directly influence the future 

development of these sites so our client is keen to input into the formulation of these policies 

below. 

Representations on Matter M86 

 

4. We have set out our representations in specific reference to Matter M86 as detailed below.  

M86. (a) Does the Plan contain justified and effective policies to promote and encourage the 

use of the River Thames and other waterways for the provision of passenger transport 

services and the transportation of freight?  

 

M86 (b) Are all of the requirements of policies SI14 to SI17 necessary to address the 

strategic priorities of London, or do they extend to detailed matters that would be more 

appropriately dealt with through local plans or neighbourhood plans? 

 

Context 

 

5. Our representations focus on part (b) and policy SI15 specifically relating to Safeguarded 

Wharves within London. It should be noted that Ballymore welcomes the intent to safeguard 

wharf sites for the transportation of goods and materials however has concerns regarding an 

identified over-supply of wharf capacity within the Safeguarded Wharf Review 2018. The SWR is 

a key accompanying document to policy SI15 as well as and other policy topics within London 

such as delivering significant new homes and jobs.  

6. The Mayor commissioned the Safeguarded Wharf Review 2018 (SWR) [NLP/SI/031 and 032] to 

review the safeguarding directions within London with reference to forecasted demand. As part 

of the consultation on the SWR Ballymore commissioned Savills to critique the document and we 

made significant representations on this basis. The main comments are summarised below: 

 In the context of the likely range of demand for wharves in London, and the likely capacity of 

wharves, there is a substantial over-capacity of safeguarded wharves and too many wharves 

are proposed to remain protected.  
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 The GLA has not carried out a systematic review of the roles and relative merits of both 

safeguarded and non-safeguarded wharves in considering its recommendations on which 

wharves to protect, release and add to the safeguarded wharves directive. This suggests it 

may have inappropriately proposed to protect existing safeguarded wharves without taking 

full account of unsafeguarded wharves.  

 The proposed protection of too much capacity represents a significant limitation on the 

potential for development and regeneration of many safeguarded wharf sites to realise 

economic benefits and contribution to growth across London  

7. Importantly even on the GLA’s own demand and capacity figures capacity significantly exceeds 

demand. With a further review of demand and capacity it is plausible to envisage a situation in 

which capacity exceeds demand by around 50% in 2041. This represents a major inefficiency in 

land use planning and use of scarce urban land. There is strong demand from other uses and 

limited supply, including residential and industrial activities.  

8. The 2018 SWR proposes to de-designate a small number of existing safeguarded wharves and 

to add safeguarding to two further wharves. However there is no evidence of a systematic 

process of assessing what the appropriate surplus of capacity over demand is, and of ranking 

wharves on their suitability to meet demand to inform a process of deciding which wharves to 

protect and which to release. This is a usual process followed in for example employment land 

reviews (ELRs) which has strong parallels with the context.  

9. The 2018 SWR does not appear to have gone through a systematic process of reviewing both 

safeguarded and non-safeguarded wharves in drawing its conclusions, despite suggesting that 

two non-designated wharves are designated. There is no evidence to show whether in the light 

of evolving circumstances since the original 2005 safeguarding there may be some non-

safeguarded sites that are preferable to safeguarded sites and/or to the proposed additional 

safeguarding in terms of their suitability for cargo handling.  

Relationship to Policy SI15 

 

10. As discussed above the conclusions of the Savills report and the SWR identify an oversupply of 

Wharf Capacity for London. Considering the unprecedented demand for new homes and other 

infrastructure significant questions are raised over the adherence with the SWR with Policy SI15 

and the continued safeguarding of many of the protected wharves within key regeneration areas. 

11. The need for housing is clearly outlined by the draft New London Plan where the Mayor has 

identified a target of 64,935 new homes per annum. Many of these homes are allocated to 

Boroughs which also contain a large number of Safeguarded Wharves such as the London 

Borough of Newham and the Royal Borough of Greenwich. 

12. To support this delivery (alongside new employment growth), the draft London Plan has 

identified a series of Opportunity Areas (identified on Figure 2.1 of the plan). The aim of many of 

these Opportunity Areas is to intensify the historic river-side industrial areas (which have been in 

decline for some-time) reflecting the changing nature and function of the River. This is 

particularly noticeable along the Thames Estuary (from Canada Water to Bexley Riverside) 

where the draft London Plan has identified 10 Opportunity Areas capable of providing circa 

125,000 new homes and 115,000 new jobs. Many of the Opportunity areas are located adjacent 

to or nearby the River Thames and has resulted in a patch-work of safeguarded wharf/industrial 

sites sitting immediately alongside (or close to) substantial designated mixed use development 

sites.  
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13. Although no clear methodology within the SWR is provided for the selection of wharves it is clear 

that capacity will play a key role in the viability and success of the site. Within the SWR Table 

2.19 outlines the future demand and current capacity of the safeguarding allocations. It is noted 

that the capacity is based on all allocated wharves including those vacant (currently 3m mt 

capacity) and not those simply in operation. The table clearly identifies that between 2015 and 

2041 all sub-regions are forecast to have a slight increase in surplus capacity there is significant 

oversupply of approximately 4.9 mt (at its worst case).  

14. It should also be noted that the study highlights demand peaking in 2031 which is likely to 

coincide with several new major infrastructure projects within London. The report highlights 

Crossrail 2 and the Bakerloo Line Extension in particular as being delivered within this timeframe 

however as discussed in Savills report enclosed with this letter we consider there to be a number 

of inappropriate assumptions within the capacity assessment which may have disproportionately 

impacted on the capacity assessment.  

15. The study estimates an increase of 50% of waste per annum being transported on the Thames 

compared with the Crossrail and Lee Tunnel projects 2010-2015. This forecast may be too 

optimistic in assessing the potential use of the Thames. TfL has already identified the removal of 

excavated material by rail as a good option to minimise lorry movements. The Bakerloo Line 

Extension consultation has specifically highlighted using rail freight as a method for moving 

waste from the work sites. Should this happen it will clearly reduce the reliance on the River 

Thames. 

16. From the interrogation of the SWR and the associated evidence it is clear that there is an 

identified over-supply of capacity within all sub-regions of London. These allocations have the 

ability to directly impact on the strategic regeneration of Greater London to assist in meeting 

other policy objections. It is therefore apparent the SWR should have reviewed the need for 

safeguarding directions releasing surplus capacity which could make a significant contribution to 

other strategic priorities for the area such as the ability to provide much needed land for other 

priorities within London and release stalling development parcels.  

17. The report does not consider the wider benefits of releasing the safeguarding for other uses nor 

does it give weight to emerging policies and site allocations. This is clearly an approach which 

should not be used to dictate the interpretation of Policy SI15 within the draft New London Plan, 

which itself must balance competing needs.  

18. The SWR is specific in its nature of assessing the need to Safeguard Wharves for future 

capacity. However the report gives no assessment of the implications these safeguarding 

directions could have on wider objectives. No evidence of sequential approach has been taken 

for the release of allocation of the wharves. Equally no consideration has been given to the 

ability to upgrade already operational wharves to increase capacity. At this point the SWR is an 

isolated assessment which carries no relationship with the wider policy objectives. This has 

implications for the robustness of policy SI15 as the policy does not interrogate the conclusions 

of the SWR it only follows them.  

19. For Policy SI15 to be robust in protecting the appropriate level of land within London for 

safeguarded wharves it must be informed by a considered approach. On this basis we are 

deeply concerned that the policy will rigidly implement a safeguarding strategy which itself has 

not been appropriately or robustly tested alongside the objectives of the draft New London Plan. 

20. Given the clear oversupply of capacity identified and the limitations of the safeguarding 

assessment evidence for the policy we consider that the current proposed wording of SI15 is 

overly inflexible in facilitating the delivery of strategic priorities for London. A flexible approach to 

Safeguarded Wharves which places the onus on local authorities in consultation with the GLA 
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and PLA to determine surplus would be more appropriate. This would enable constructive 

discussions regarding wharves within areas of identified overcapacity which can be released for 

other strategic objectives. This is especially pertinent for sites within Opportunity Areas where 

the Mayor is targeting substantial new homes and jobs. 

 

 


