
 

70039219_HRA 
FEBRUARY 2018 CONFIDENTIAL 

 

Greater London Authority 

SAFEGUARDED WHARVES REVIEW 
2018 
Information to Inform Habitats Regulations 
Screening Assessment 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 



 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Greater London Authority 

SAFEGUARDED WHARVES REVIEW 2018 

Information to Inform Habitats Regulations Screening 
Assessment 

 
 
 

 
 
 
TYPE OF DOCUMENT (VERSION) CONFIDENTIAL 
 
PROJECT NO. 70039219 
OUR REF. NO. 70039219_HRA 
 
DATE: FEBRUARY 2018 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WSP 
Westbrook Mills 
Borough Road 
Godalming, Surrey 
GU7 2AZ 
Phone: +44 1483 528 400 
Fax: +44 1483 528 989 
WSP.com 
 



 

Safeguarded Wharves Review 2018 WSP 
Project No.: 70039219 | Our Ref No.: 70039219_HRA February 2018 
Greater London Authority  

QUALITY CONTROL 

Issue/revision First issue Revision 1 

Remarks Draft for GLA Review Final for submission 

Date 14th February 2018 16th February 2018 

Prepared by Mike Hill Mike Hill 

Signature   

Checked by Adrian Hutchings Adrian Hutchings 

Signature   

Authorised by Kate Fisher Kate Fisher 

Signature   

Project number 70039219 70039219 

Report number v.1 v.2 

File reference 70039219_HRA 70039219_HRA 
 

 



 

Safeguarded Wharves Review 2018 WSP 
Project No.: 70039219 | Our Ref No.: 70039219_HRA February 2018 
Greater London Authority  

CONTENTS 

1 INTRODUCTION 1 

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 1 

1.2 REPORT FRAMEWORK 1 

1.3 HABITAT REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT CONTEXT 2 

1.4 STAGES OF HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT 3 

2 THE SAFEGUARDED WHARVES REVIEW 2018 4 

3 RELEVANT DESIGNATED SITES 11 

EUROPEAN SITES WITHIN ZONE OF INFLUENCE 11 

4 SCREENING OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS 27 

4.2 CONSIDERATION OF EFFECTS 27 

4.3 POTENTIAL IN-COMBINATION EFFECTS 29 

5 CONCLUSIONS 39 

6 REFERENCES 40 

7 ACRONYMS 41 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Safeguarded Wharves Review 2018 WSP 
Project No.: 70039219 | Our Ref No.: 70039219_HRA February 2018 
Greater London Authority  

 

 

TABLES 

Table 1 – Sub-regions of the safeguarded wharves 6 

Table 2 - Safeguarding options for wharves 6 

Table 3 - 2018 Review recommendations for wharves in the West sub-region 6 

Table 4 - 2018 Review recommendations for wharves in the South East sub-region 7 

Table 5 - 2018 Review recommendations for wharves in the North East sub-region 8 

Table 6 - Wharf Sites and Their Categorisation 9 

Table 7 - Relevant Natura 2000 or Ramsar Sites 14 

Table 8 - Known threats and pressures upon relevant designated sites 17 

Table 9 - Potential Effects Associated with the proposal 27 

Table 10 – Policies relevant to assessment of cumulative effects 30 

Table 11 – Summary of the potential for cumulative effects with the SEA Objectives 36 

 

FIGURES 
Figure 1 – Location of network of safeguarded wharves identified in the 2018 Review   
    5 

Figure 2 – Location of relevant designated sites 13 

 

 



 

Safeguarded Wharves Review 2018 WSP 
Project No.: 70039219 | Our Ref No.: 70039219_HRA February 2018 
Greater London Authority  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report comprises a strategic-level Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment of the 2018 Review of 
Safeguarded Wharves (hereafter the ‘2018 Review’).  

1.1.1. For the 46 sites where safeguarding is to be retained or applied, it is not considered likely that there will be any 
significant effects on the European sites identified from their safeguarded status alone. However, if 
development or changes in operational use do subsequently occur, then likely significant effects cannot be 
ruled out, and a precautionary approach should be adopted. A revision of a Habitats Regulations Screening 
Assessment is recommended to be carried out once further information is known. This is due to the level of 
uncertainty relating to the extent and nature of any potential development arising from changes brought about 
by the 2018 Review; which is such that it is not possible to determine any potential significant effects on 
European sites at this level of assessment. 

1.1.2. For the five sites which are to be released from safeguarding, there is an increased likelihood of development 
or changes in use occurring at these sites. While the nature and extent of any future development is uncertain, 
it follows that any likely significant effects on European sites cannot be ruled out, and that a project-level 
Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment should be carried out in relation to any specific developments. 

1.1.3. Stage 1 of the HRA process (presented in this report) covers the following four stages: 

 Determine whether the plan is directly connected with or necessary for the management of Natura 2000 
sites; 

 Describe the project/plan that has the potential for significant effects on Natura 2000 sites; 
 Undertake an initial scoping for potential direct and indirect effects on Natura 2000 sites; 
 Assess the likely significance of any effects on Natura 2000 sites. 
 
The screening of designated sites reviewed a Zone of Influence (ZoI) within which potential impact pathways 
could allow significant effects to arise either alone or in combination with other policies, plans and projects. For 
this a 15km radius buffer was used to capture all designation with the potential to be impacted. Within this ZoI 
five Natura 2000 sites, two Ramsar sites and two recommended Marine Conservation Zones (rMCZs) were 
identified. Additionally, 1 Natura 2000 and a Ramsar site was on the very edge of the ZoI, but downstream of 
the wharf sites, so was included in the assessment. 
 
Having identified the sites, a range of impacts were identified that could arise from the 2018 Review including: 
 
 Disturbance (noise/vibration/visual/recreational); 
 Hydrological changes (quality/flow); 
 Air quality changes; and  
 Operational/management and mitigation. 
 
The potential effects identified above were assessed both alone and in combination with other policies, plans 
and projects. This assessment identified six Natura 2000 sites, three Ramsar sites and two rMCZs which 
could not be screened out from further assessment due to a lack of certainty relating to the nature of any 
development which might arise from the implementation of the 2018 Review. 
 
Following this strategic-level Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment, an assessment at the project stage, 
fully supported by project-level site specific data, will be required to determine whether the development of any 
of the wharf sites would result in an adverse effect upon the integrity of the European sites listed above.  
 
In any event, the policy provides that no consent will be granted unless there is full compliance with Article 
6(3) or Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive and that any necessary compensatory measures will be secured in 
accordance with Regulation 66. 
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It is therefore considered that these sites would require further consideration through a project-level Habitats 
Regulations Screening Assessment in relation to any subsequent development or significant change in the 
use of safeguarded or released wharf sites; and any subsequent Stage 2 Appropriate Assessments which may 
follow from the recommendations of the screening assessments (i.e. if likely significant effects are identified). 
This would be conducted on a site by site basis, or as appropriate when proposals for development or 
changes in the use of wharves are proposed. 
 
This strategic screening assessment has been developed in consultation with Natural England. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
1.1.1. In July 2000, the Mayor of London (hereafter the ‘Mayor’) assumed the responsibility for monitoring 

planning applications affecting safeguarded wharves from the Secretary of State for the Environment 
(hereafter the ‘Secretary of State’). In 2005, new directions required all planning applications related 
to the development of safeguarded wharves be referred to the Mayor, who has the power to direct 
that the application be refused. Whilst the power to issue safeguarding directions remains with the 
Secretary of State, it is the Mayor’s role to recommend which sites should be safeguarded. 

1.1.2. The 2005 Safeguarded Wharves Review (hereafter the ‘2005 Review’) recommended the 
safeguarding of 50 wharves under the provisions of Category 4 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Mayor of London) Order 2008. Under Article 10(3) of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Development Procedure) Order 1995, the Mayor is required to be consulted before planning 
permission can be granted for development on them.  

1.1.3. In 2011, the Mayor sought to review the safeguarded wharves network (hereafter the ‘2011 
Review’).Final recommendations for the network were submitted to the Secretary of State in 2013.The 
Secretary of State chose not to endorse the 2011 Review, and therefore the 2005 Review still 
represents the current network of safeguarded wharves.   

1.1.4. As part of an ongoing review of the London Plan, which is due to be published in autumn 2019, the 
Mayor has undertaken a review of the network of safeguarded wharves, and is suggesting changes to 
the existing network. The 2018 Review will update and supersede the 2005 Review, when accepted. 

1.1.5. Under the requirements of the European Council Directive 92/43/EEC ‘The Habitats Directive and the 
Council Directive 79/409/EEC ‘The Wild Birds Directive’ it is necessary to consider whether the 
proposed project may have significant effects upon areas of nature conservation importance 
designated/classified under the Directives. This requirement is translated into UK law through the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) (‘The Habitat Regulations’). 
The Habitat Regulations place a duty upon ‘Competent Authorities’ to consider the potential for effects 
upon sites of European importance prior to granting consent for projects or plans. Should likely 
significant effects be identified by the initial screening process, or if there is uncertainty over the 
possible effects, it is necessary to further consider the effects by way of an ‘Appropriate Assessment’. 
Overall this process of assessment is known as HRA and further details of the applicable legislative 
context are summarised within Section 2.3 below. 

 

1.2 REPORT FRAMEWORK 
1.2.1. This document provides information to enable a strategic- level screening of the 2018 Review, 

covering the following four elements: 

 Determining whether the plan is directly connected with or necessary for the management of 
applicable sites; 

 Describing the project/plan that may have the potential for significant effects upon applicable sites;  
 Undertaking an initial scoping for potential direct and indirect effects upon applicable sites; and, 
 Assessing the likely significance of any potential effects identified, both alone and in-combination 

with other plans and projects. 

1.2.2. A description of the 2018 Review and the designated sites identified are provided within Sections 3 
and Section 4. Consideration of potential effects of the 2018 Review upon the designated sites and 
whether these are likely to be significant is provided within Section 5, including an assessment of 
potential in-combination effects. 
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1.3 HABITAT REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT CONTEXT 

LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT 

1.3.1. Article 6 (3) of the European Union Habitats Directive (1992, as amended, ‘the Habitats Directive’) 
sets out the need for ‘Appropriate Assessment’ of plans or projects which have potential to affect the 
integrity of a Natura 2000 site (including Special Protection Area (SPA), candidate SPA (pSPA) and 
possible SPA (pSPA) as well as Special Area of Conservation (SAC), candidate SAC (cSAC) and 
possible SAC (pSAC) sites such as those in proximity to the Project): 

 ‘Any plan or project likely to have a significant effect on a Natura 2000, either individually or in 
combination with other plans or projects, shall undergo an Appropriate Assessment to determine 
its implications for the site. The competent authorities can only agree to the plan or project after 
having ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the site concerned’ (Article 6(3). 

1.3.2. As the purpose of the Natura 2000 network is preservation of examples of species and habitats 
across Europe, rather than preservation of individual sites, Article 6 (4) allows for exceptional 
circumstances where negative effects may be permitted. This reads: 

 ‘In exceptional circumstances, a plan or project may still be allowed to go ahead, in spite of a 
negative assessment, provided there are no alternative solutions and the plan or project is 
considered to be of overriding public interest1. In such cases the Member State must take 
appropriate compensatory measures to ensure that the overall coherence of the N2000 Network 
is protected.’ (Article 6(4) 

1.3.3. The Habitats Directive is translated into UK law through the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2017 (‘Habitat Regulations’); Regulation 63 (1) states that ’A competent authority, before 
deciding to undertake, or give any consent, permission or other authorisation for, a plan or project 
which— 

(a) is likely to have a significant effect on a European site or a European offshore marine site (either 
alone or in combination with other plans or projects), and  

(b) is not directly connected with or necessary to the management of that site,  

—must make an Appropriate Assessment of the implications for that site in view of that site’s 
conservation objective.’ 

1.3.4. Like the Habitats Directive, the Habitat Regulations also make allowance for projects or plans to be 
completed if they satisfy ‘imperative reasons of overriding public interest (IROPI)’2. Regulations 64 
and 68 relate to such situations. 

POLICY CONTEXT 

1.3.5. It is a matter of Government policy (National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 118) that 
sites designated under the 1971 Ramsar Convention for their internationally important wetlands 
(commonly known as Ramsar sites) and pSPA are also considered in the same way as SACs, SPAs 
and cSACs. 

                                                      
 

 
1 An exact definition of ‘imperative reasons of overriding public interest’ is not provided, but EC guidance states ‘It 

is reasonable to consider that the "imperative reasons of overriding public interest, including those of social 
and economic nature" refer to situations where plans or projects envisaged prove to be indispensable: 

- within the framework of actions or policies aiming to protect fundamental values for the citizens' life (health, 
safety, environment); 

- within the framework of fundamental policies for the State and the Society; 
- within the framework of carrying out activities of economic or social nature, fulfilling specific obligations of public 

service.’ 
 
2 ‘(a) reasons relating to human health, public safety or beneficial consequences of primary importance to the 

environment; or  
(b) any other reasons which the competent authority, having due regard to the opinion of the European 

Commission, consider to be imperative reasons of overriding public interest.’ 
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1.4 STAGES OF HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT 
1.4.1. Guidance on the Habitats Directive (European Commission, 2000) sets out the step wise approach 

which should be followed to enable Competent Authorities to discharge their duties under the Habitats 
Directive and provides further clarity on the interpretation of Articles 6 (3) and 6 (4). The process used 
is usually summarised in four distinct stages of assessment. 

 Stage 1: Screening: the process which identifies whether effects upon a Natura 2000 site of a 
plan or project are possible, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects, and 
considers whether these effects are likely to be significant. 

 Stage 2: Appropriate Assessment: the detailed consideration of the effect on the integrity of the 
Natura 2000 site of the plan or project, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects, 
with respect to the site’s conservation objectives and its structure and function. 

 Stage 3: Assessment of alternative solutions: the process which examines alternative ways of 
achieving the objectives of the plan or project that avoid adverse effects on the integrity of the 
Natura 2000 site. 

 Stage 4: Assessment where no alternative solutions exist and where adverse effects remain: an 
assessment of whether the development is necessary for IROPI and, if so, of the compensatory 
measures needed to maintain the overall coherence of the Natura 2000 network. 

1.4.2. This report presents information to enable the screening assessment required as part of Stage 1 of 
the HRA process, to establish whether or not the 2018 Review will have a likely significant effect upon 
Natura 2000 and Ramsar sites.  

1.4.3. The precautionary principle is applied at all stages of the HRA process. In relation to screening this 
means that projects or plans where effects are considered likely and those where uncertainty exists 
as to whether effects are likely to be significant must be subject to the second stage of the HRA 
process, Appropriate Assessment. 
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2 THE SAFEGUARDED WHARVES REVIEW 2018 
2.1.1. As described in Section 1.1, the Mayor is conducting a review of the network of safeguarded 

wharves, which will update and supersede the 2005 Review, when accepted. The locations of the 
wharves in the 2018 Review are shown in Figure 1. 

2.1.2. In order to inform the 2018 Review, an assessment of the demand for movement of freight on the 
River Thames in London between 2015 and 2041 was commissioned by the Greater London 
Authority (GLA) (Ocean Shipping Consultants (OSC), 2016) to estimate the capacity of the current 
safeguarded wharves network to handle forecasted demand and examine the distribution of the 
demand/capacity across the network. This assessment is published alongside the 2018 Review.  

2.1.3. The assessment identified a growth in freight volumes on the River Thames between 2005 and 2015, 
with 10.7 million tonnes of freight transported along the river in 2015. There has been strong growth in 
the transport of construction materials (aggregates, cement, crush rock and construction, demolition 
and excavation (CD&E) waste) and petroleum products, which has outweighed a decline in the 
transport of sugar, agricultural bulks and steel. The transportation of waste and vehicles has seen 
little growth. 

2.1.4. The overall trend for the amount of freight handled is forecast to increase to 13.4 million tonnes by 
2028 and then fall to 12.3 million tonnes by 2041 (base case scenario). The existing capacity of the 
safeguarded wharves in 2015 was estimated at 18 million tonnes, which would remain unchanged, 
and is generally sufficient to meet forecast demand, although there are some limitations in relation to 
location of the wharves and peaks within the time period.  

2.1.5. Additionally, the report concluded that there will be excess wharf capacity for the North East sector of 
2.9 million tonnes, excess wharf capacity for the South East sector of 2.1 million tonnes, and excess 
wharf capacity for the West sector of 0.8 million tonnes by the end of the study period. 
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Figure 1 – Location of network of safeguarded wharves identified in the 2018 Review  
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2.1.6. The 2018 Review split the network of safeguarded wharves into three geographic sub-regions as 
defined in Table 1.  

 

Table 1 – Sub-regions of the safeguarded wharves 

Sub-region Location on the River Thames 

West Wharves to the west of Tower Bridge 

North East Wharves to the east of Tower Bridge on the north bank 

South East Wharves to the east of Tower Bridge on the south bank 
 

2.1.7. Under the 2018 Review there are three potential safeguarding options for the safeguarded wharves 
within the network and these are summarised in Table 2. 

 

Table 2 - Safeguarding options for wharves 

Safeguarding 
Option 

Notes 

Retain Retain safeguarded wharf as part of the 2018 Review network 

Release Removal of safeguarded wharf from the 2018 Review network 

Apply Safeguarding Application of safeguarding status to wharf that is currently not safeguarded   
 

2.1.8. There are currently 10 safeguarded wharves in the West sub-region, all of which have been 
recommended to be retained as safeguarded wharves in the 2018 Review. Ocean Shipping 
Consultants - Forecasting London’s Freight Demand and Wharf Capacity on the Thames (OSC, 2016) 
forecasted spare capacity in the West sub-region. However, the Thames Tideway Tunnel Project has 
brought vacant wharves back into active use (e.g. Hurlingham, Middle and Cremorne), demonstrating 
their suitability for waterborne freight handling and has seen investment in them to boost their long 
term suitability in a wharf use.  The existing permissions at Swedish and Comleys wharf would, if 
implemented bring Swedish wharf back into active use for waterborne freight handling. Land values in 
west and central London are typically higher than those in east London, making it more difficult to 
bring other sites in this sub-region into a wharf use, making it more important to retain the network of 
safeguarded wharves that London currently has. Being able to move material by river eases 
congestion on London’s road network and consequently pollution in west and central London. The 
recommendations of the 2018 Review for safeguarded wharves within the West sub-region are 
summarised in Table 3. 

 

Table 3 - 2018 Review recommendations for wharves in the West sub-region 

Borough Wharf Recommendation 

Hammersmith and Fulham Hurlingham Retain  

Hammersmith and Fulham Swedish Retain  

Hammersmith and Fulham  Comleys Retain  

Wandsworth Smugglers Way Retain  

Wandsworth Pier Retain  

Wandsworth Cringle Dock Retain  
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Borough Wharf Recommendation 

Wandsworth Kirtling Retain  

Wandsworth Middle Retain  

Kensington and Chelsea Cremorne Retain  

City Walbrook Retain  
 

2.1.9. There are currently 15 safeguarded wharves in the South East sub-region; the Mayor is 
recommending the release of one wharf from its safeguarded designation in this sub-region, and 
therefore 14 wharves are recommended for safeguarding in the South East sub-region in the 2018 
Review. OSC (2016) forecasted that by 2041 there will be 2.0mt of spare capacity in this region of the 
network. The release of one wharf reflects navigational difficulties that make other wharves more 
accessible and therefore attractive to operators. Two of the vacant wharves in this sub-region 
(Mulberry and Standard) have been recently acquired by new owners. The Mayor recommends 
maintaining their safeguarding while the new owners seek to develop freight handling facilities or find 
new operators for these wharves. In October 2017, permission was granted on Standard wharf for 
ancillary facilities that will increase its attractiveness to river operators. The recommendations of the 
2018 Review for safeguarded wharves within the South-East sub-region are summarised in Table 4.  

Table 4 - 2018 Review recommendations for wharves in the South East sub-region 

Borough Wharf Recommendation 

Lewisham Convoys Retain  

Greenwich Brewery Retain  

Greenwich Tunnel Retain  

Greenwich Victoria Deep Water Retain  

Greenwich Angerstein Retain  

Greenwich Murphy’s Retain  

Greenwich Riverside Retain  

Bexley Middleton Retain  

Bexley Mulberry Retain  

Bexley Pioneer Retain  

Bexley Albion Retain  

Bexley Erith Retain  

Bexley Railway Release 

Bexley Town Retain  

Bexley Standard Retain  
 

2.1.10. There are currently 25 safeguarded wharves in the North East sub-region. The 2018 Review has 
recommended the release of 4 wharves, the amalgamation of 2 wharves and the protection of two 
new wharves that are not currently safeguarded, 22 wharves are therefore recommend for 
safeguarding in the North East sub-region in the 2018 Review. OSC (2016 forecasted that by 2041 
there will be 2.9mt of spare capacity in this sub-region of the network. The release and amalgamation 
of five wharves reflects a combination of locational or site issues, navigational difficulties and major 
infrastructure which may lead to the loss of wharves. The recommendations of the 2018 Review for 
safeguarded wharves within the North East sub-region are summarised in Table 5. 
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Table 5 - 2018 Review recommendations for wharves in the North East sub-region 

Borough Wharf Recommendation 

Tower Hamlets Northumberland Retain  

Tower Hamlets Orchard Retain  

Newham Priors Release 

Newham Mayer Perry Release 

Newham Thames Retain * 

Newham Peruvian Retain  

Newham Royal Primrose Apply safeguarding  

Newham Manhattan Retain * 

Newham Sunshine Retain * 

Newham Thames Refinery Retain  

Barking and Dagenham Welbeck Release 

Barking and Dagenham Alexander Apply safeguarding  

Barking and Dagenham Pinns Retain  

Barking and Dagenham Steel Retain  

Barking and Dagenham Rippleway** Retain  

Barking and Dagenham Docklands Retain  

Barking and Dagenham Victoria Stone Retain 

Barking and Dagenham DePass Retain  

Barking and Dagenham Dagenham Retain  

Barking and Dagenham Pinnacle Terminal Retain  

Barking and Dagenham No.1 Western Extension Retain  

Barking and Dagenham East Jetty Retain  

Barking and Dagenham No.4 Jetty Retain  

Barking and Dagenham Ford Dagenham Terminal Retain  

Havering Phoenix Release  

Havering Halfway Retain  
*subject to outcome of Silvertown Tunnel application decision and wharf consolidation. 

**Rippleway wharf site also includes Debden wharf which was designated as a separate safeguarded 
wharf under the 2005 Review; in the 2018 Review they are considered as one wharf. 

2.1.11. The Silvertown Tunnel is a new road-based crossing that is proposed to be constructed under the 
River Thames to link the Greenwich Peninsula and Silvertown area. The deadline for a decision from 
the Secretary of State for the construction of the Silvertown Tunnel has been extended to 10th May 
2018. If permission is granted then Thames wharf (safeguarded) and Dock Entrance wharf (not 
safeguarded) will be temporarily lost during construction of the Tunnel. Current operators at these 
wharves would need to be relocated. This offers the opportunity for the reconfiguration of wharves in 
the Thames-side west area of Newham. 

2.1.12. Applying a new safeguarded direction to Royal Primrose Wharf, adjacent to the recently reactivated 
Peruvian Wharf would enable a group of aggregate operators, impacted by the construction of the 
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Silvertown Tunnel, to co-locate and derive benefits from co-location, increase the actual capacity of 
the wharves in the area and deliver modal shift from road to water. The safeguarding of Royal 
Primrose Wharf would thus enable the removal of the safeguarding direction from the vacant 
Manhattan and Sunshine Wharves to enable their redevelopment for other uses. 

2.1.13. Table 6, illustrates the differences between the 2011 Review and the 2018 Review safeguarding 
recommendations. Of the 50 sites considered in the 2011 Review, only 5 sites are proposed to have a 
change of status, namely site 19 Mulberry (Release to Retain), site 24 Town (Release to Retain), site 
31A Royal Primrose (New site to be safeguarded), site 33 Sunshine (Release to Retain) and site 42 
DePass (Release to Retain). The recommended status of all other sites is unchanged from the 2011 
Review. 

2.1.14. In total, the 2018 Review recommends the retention of 44 safeguarded wharves (including 2 sites 
amalgamated into a single site), the application of safeguarding to 2 new wharves, and the release of 
safeguarding at 5 sites. 

 

Table 6 - Wharf Sites and Their Categorisation 

Wharf 2011 Review 2018 Review Change 

1 Hurlingham Retain Retain  None 

2 Swedish Retain Retain  None 

3 Comley’s  Retain Retain  None 

4 Smugglers Way Retain Retain  None 

5 Pier Retain Retain  None 

6 Cringle Dock Retain Retain  None 

7 Kirtling Retain Retain  None 

8 Middle Retain Retain  None 

9 Cremorne Retain Retain  None 

10 Walbrook Retain Retain  None 

11 Convoys Retain Retain  None 

12 Brewery Retain Retain  None 

13 Tunnel Retain Retain  None 

14 Victoria Deep 
Water Terminal 

Retain Retain  None 

15 Angerstein Retain Retain  None 

16 Murphy’s Retain Retain  None 

17 Riverside Retain Retain  None 

18 Middleton Jetty Retain Retain  None 

19 Mulberry  Release Retain  Release to Retain 

20 Pioneer Wharf Retain Retain  None 

21 Albion Retain Retain  None 

22 Erith Retain Retain  None 

23 Railway Release Release None 

24 Town Release Retain  Release to Retain 

25 Standard Retain Retain None 
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Wharf 2011 Review 2018 Review Change 

26 Northumberland Retain Retain  None 

27 Orchard Retain Retain  None 

28 Priors Release Release None 

29 Mayer Parry Release Release None 

30 Thames Retain Retain  None 

31 Peruvian Retain Retain  None 

31A Royal Primrose Not included in 2011 
review 

Apply safeguarding  New site to be 
safeguarded 

32 Manhattan Retain Retain  None 

33 Sunshine Release Retain  Release to Retain 

34 Thames Refinery Retain Retain  None 

35 Welbeck Release Release None 

36 Alexander Apply safeguarding Apply safeguarding  None 

37 Pinns Retain Retain  None 

38 Steel Retain Retain  None 

39 Rippleway Retain Retain  None 

40 Docklands Retain Retain  None 

41 Victoria Stone  Retain Retain None 

42 DePass Release Retain  Release to Retain 

43 Dagenham Retain Retain  None 

44 Pinnacle Terminal Retain Retain  None 

45 No 1 Western 
Extension 

Retain Retain  None 

46 East Jetty Retain Retain  None 

47 No 4 Jetty Retain Retain  None 

48 Ford Dagenham Retain Retain  None 

49 Phoenix Release Release  None 

50 Halfway Retain Retain  None 
 

2.1.15. There are a total of 40 sites (Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 
25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, 34, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48 and 50) where the 
recommendation is to retain safeguarding, which is unchanged from the previous reviews. 

2.1.16. There are a total of 4 sites (Sites 19, 24, 33, and 42) where it is recommended to retain safeguarding 
where in the previous review they had been recommended for release. This represents a situation of 
‘no change’ from the 2005 Review. 

2.1.17. There are 2 new sites (Sites 31A and 36) where it is recommended that safeguarding is applied. 

2.1.18. There are 5 sites which remain recommended for release from safeguarding (Sites 23, 28, 29, 35 and 
49).  
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3 RELEVANT DESIGNATED SITES 

EUROPEAN SITES WITHIN ZONE OF INFLUENCE 
3.1.1. The Zone of Influence (ZoI) is defined by the potential direct, indirect and in-combination effects 

arising from the project or plan and the available pathways for those impacts to reach and affect 
interest features of European sites.  

3.1.2. In order to identify all European sites where potential direct, indirect and in-combination effects could 
be reasonably considered possible as a result of the plan, an initial buffer of 15km around each of the 
wharves in the 2018 Review was established. This 15km buffer provides a contextual framework for 
the consideration of effects.  

3.1.3. As shown on Figure 2, 5 designated sites of European or national/international importance lie within 
the potential ZoI of the Project, these lie within 15 km of the Project. These designated sites are: 

 Epping Forest SAC 
 Wimbledon Common SAC 
 Richmond Park SAC 
 Lee Valley SAC, SPA, Ramsar 
 South West London Waterbodies SPA, Ramsar 
 
The Thames Estuary & Marshes SPA, Ramsar site is on the very edge (just outside) of the 15km 
buffer zone, but it will be considered in this screening assessment given its location downstream of all 
of the wharf sites in the 2018 Review. 

3.1.4. In addition, the estuary of the River Thames comprises the Thames Estuary recommended Marine 
Conservation Zone (rMCZ) which extends from Richmond Locks to Southend-on-sea. Natural 
England has advised that the Thames Estuary rMCZ has now been split into two separate sites (Chris 
Baines 2017, pers.comm., 7 December) and while this is not a material consideration at this stage, 
Natural England recommends their consideration in this assessment as they will become so when 
designated later in 2018. The two rMCZs are the Upper Thames (from Richmond Bridge to Battersea 
Bridge) and Swanscombe (from the Queen Elizabeth II Bridge to Columbia Wharf/Grays). The two 
Thames rMCZs are proposed as they are an important areas for smelt (Osmerus eperlanus) and the 
tentacled lagoon worm Alkmaria romijni. Smelt are a migratory species found along the whole of the 
Tidal Thames, and the most sensitive time for this species is spring, when they migrate up the River 
to spawn. Sediment plumes and under-water noise have potential to impact all life stages of smelt. 
Due to the unavailability of site data for these two sites, Figure 2 identifies the location of the Thames 
Estuary rmCZ for reference. 

3.1.5. The reasons for designation of these sites are summarised in Table 7.The known vulnerabilities of 
these sites are summarised in Table 8, collated from the Natura 2000 standard data forms (JNCC, 
2016)3 and Site Improvement Plans (Natural England) for each site4. 

3.1.6. With regard for the qualifying features within Table 7 and information on vulnerability of the sites 
within Table 8, the broad conservation objectives for SACs and SPAs in the area, as defined by 
Natural England (Natural England, 2014) are as follows: 

Richmond Park, Wimbledon Common and Epping Forest SACs 
With regard to the SAC and the natural habitats and/or species for which the site has been 
designated (the ‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change; Ensure that the 
integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site contributes to 
achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or restoring: 
 
 The extent and distribution of the habitats of qualifying species 
                                                      
 

 
3 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/ 
4 http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/category/6149691318206464 
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 The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species 
 The supporting processes on which the habitats of qualifying species rely 
 The populations of qualifying species, and  
 The distribution of qualifying species within the site. 
 

Lee Valley, Thames Estuary & Marshes, and South-west London Waterbodies SPAs 
With regard to the SPA and the individual species and/or assemblage of species for which the site 
has been classified (the ‘Qualifying Features’ listed below), and subject to natural change; 
 
Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the 
site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or restoring; 
 
 The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; 
 The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; 
 The supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; 
 The population of each of the qualifying features; and 
 The distribution of the qualifying features within the site. 

3.1.7. The Habitats Directive provides further interpretation of the meaning of ‘favourable conservation 
status’ within Article 1 parts a, e and i as below: 

‘(a) conservation means a series of measures required to maintain or restore the natural habitats and 
the populations of species of wild fauna and flora at a favourable status as defined in (e) and (i);….. 

(e) conservation status of a natural habitat means the sum of the influences acting on a natural 
habitat and its typical species that may affect its long-term natural distribution, structure and functions 
as well as the long-term survival of its typical species within the territory referred to in Article 2. The 
conservative status of a natural habitat will be taken as "favourable" when: 

 - its natural range and areas it covers within that range are stable or increasing, and 
 - the specific structure and functions which are necessary for its long-term maintenance exist and 

are likely to continue to exist for the foreseeable future, and 
 - the conservation status of its typical species is favourable as defined in (i); 

(i) conservation status of a species means the sum of the influences acting on the species concerned 
that may affect the long-term distribution and abundance of its populations within the territory referred 
to in Article 2; The conservation status will be taken as "favourable" when: 

 - population dynamics data on the species concerned indicate that it is maintaining itself on a 
long-term basis as a viable component of its natural habitats, and 

 - the natural range of the species is neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for the 
foreseeable future, and 

 - there is, and will probably continue to be, a sufficiently large habitat to maintain its populations 
on a long-term basis’. 

Specific conservation objectives for Ramsar sites are not available. 
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Figure 2 – Location of relevant designated sites 
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Table 7 - Relevant Natura 2000 or Ramsar Sites 

Site Name Summary of reasons for designation summarised on Natura 2000 Standard Data Form or Ramsar Information Sheet 

Richmond Park SAC S1083 Lucanus cervus; Stag beetle. Richmond Park SAC is at the heart of the south London centre of distribution for stag 
beetle, and more generally is a site of national importance for the conservation of the fauna of invertebrates associated with 
the decaying timber of ancient trees. 

Wimbledon Common 
SAC 

Wimbledon Common is one of the largest areas of uncultivated land in the conurbation of London and sits in the Thames 
Valley Natural Character Area, It supports a mosaic of habitats including broadleaved woodland, acid grassland, dry and wet 
heath, scrub and mire. 
 
H4010 North Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix; Wet heathland with cross-leaved heath; The SAC supports small but 
important areas of ‘humid’ heath as part of a complex mosaic of habitats. This type of heath vegetation is very rare in the 
London area. The humid heath vegetation is characterised by varying amounts of heather Calluna vulgaris, cross-leaved 
heath Erica tetralix, purple moor-grass Molinia caerulea and dwarf gorse Ulex minor, with locally uncommon plants including 
creeping willow Salix repens, heath grass Dathonia decumbens and mat grass Nardus stricta. 
 
H4030 European dry heaths; The SAC includes examples of dry heath vegetation typical of the south east of England. It is 
mostly present as part of a habitat mosaic which includes acid grassland, gorse scrub, bracken, birch woodland and 
transitions to wet of ‘humid’ heath. The dry heath vegetation is characterised by patches of heather Calluna vulgaris, with 
occasional dwarf gorse Ulex minor and common gorse U. europaeus. Where soils are free draining there are transitions to 
dry acid grassland where wavy hair-grass Deschampsia flexuosa, sheep’s fescue Festuca ovina and sheep’s sorrel Rumex 
acetosella are common associates of heather. Where soils are less free-draining, tormentil Potentilla erecta, purple moor-
grass Molinia caerulea and heath rush Juncus squarrosus are typically frequent. 
 
S1083 Lucanus cervus; Stag beetle. The SAC is a particular stronghold for the stag beetle in the south east of England and 
is at the heart of the local centre of distribution of the species. The site provides ideal habitat conditions for the stag beetle, 
such as extensive areas of undisturbed woodland and large quantities of decaying wood. The site is also important in 
supporting small but important areas of heathland, a very scarce habitat in the London area. 

Epping Forest SAC Primary reasons for selection:  
H9120 Atlantic acidophilous beech forests with llex and sometimes also Taxus in the shrublayer (Quercion roboti-petraeae or 
Ilici-Fagenion) for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United Kingdom. 
S1083 Lucanus cervus (Stag beetle) for which this is one of only four known outstanding localities in the United Kingdom. 
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Site Name Summary of reasons for designation summarised on Natura 2000 Standard Data Form or Ramsar Information Sheet 

 
Qualifying Features: 
H4010 North Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix; Wet heathland with cross-leaved heath – for which the area is considered 
to support a significant presence. 
 
H4030 European dry heaths for which the area is considered to support a significant presence. 

Lee Valley 
SPA/Ramsar 

This site qualifies under Article 4.1 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of European importance of the 
following species listed on Annex 1 of the Directive: 
 
Over winter: 
 
A021 Botaurus stellaris; Bittern (Non-breeding), 6 individuals representing at least 0.6% of the wintering population in Great 
Britain (5 year peak mean, 1992/3 – 1995/6) 
 
The site also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of European importance of 
the following migratory species: 
 
Over winter: 
 
A051 Anas strepera; Gadwall (Non-breeding), 515 individuals representing at least 1.7% of the wintering 
Northwestern/Central Europe population (5 year peak mean 1991/2 – 1995/6). 
 
A056 Anas clypeata; Shoveler (Non-breeding), 748 individuals representing at least 1.9% of the wintering 
Northwestern/Central Europe population (5 year peak mean 1991/2 – 1995/6). 

South West London 
Waterbodies SPA / 
Ramsar 
 

The South-West London Waterbodies SPA comprises several gravel pits and reservoirs scattered around Staines in Greater 
London. Hundreds of migratory wintering Gadwall Anas strepera and Shoveler A.clypeata spend the winter on and around 
these waterbodies. Their numbers are significant at a European level. Some sites appear to be favoured by one species 
more than the other whilst some are used by both and individual birds move from one waterbody to another. The 
waterbodies are also of national importance to a number of other species of wintering wildfowl, namely cormorant 
Phalacrocorax carbo, great crested grebe Podiceps cristatus, tufted duck Aytha fuligula, and coot Fulica atra.  
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Site Name Summary of reasons for designation summarised on Natura 2000 Standard Data Form or Ramsar Information Sheet 

This site qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of European importance of the 
following migratory species: 
 
Over winter: 
 
A051 Anas strepera; Gadwall (Non-breeding), 786 individuals representing at least 2.6% of the wintering Northwestern 
Europe population (5 year peak mean 1991/2 – 1995/6). 
 
A056 Anas clypeata; Shoveler (Non-breeding), 1075 individuals representing at least 2.7% of the wintering 
Northwestern/Central Europe population (5 year peak mean 1991/2 – 1995/6). 

Thames Estuary and 
Marshes SPA / 
Ramsar 
 

The Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA is located on the south side of the Thames Estuary in southern England. The 
marshes extend for about 15 km along the south side of the estuary and also include intertidal areas on the north side of the 
estuary. To the south of the river, much of the area is brackish grazing marsh, although some of this has been converted to 
arable use. At Cliffe, there are flooded clay and chalk pits, some of which have been infilled with dredgings. Outside the sea 
wall, there is a small extent of saltmarsh and broad intertidal mud-flats. The estuary and adjacent grazing marsh areas 
support an important assemblage of wintering waterbirds, including grebes, geese, ducks and waders. The site is also 
important in spring and autumn migration periods.  
 
This site qualifies under Article 4.1 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of European importance of the 
following species listed on Annex I of the Directive: 
  
Over winter: 
  
Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta, 276 individuals representing at least 21.7% of the wintering population in Great Britain (5 year 
peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
  
Hen harrier Circus cyaneus, 7 individuals representing at least 0.9% of the wintering population in Great Britain (5 year mean 
93/4-97/8) 
  
This site also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting populations of European importance of 
the following migratory species: 
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Site Name Summary of reasons for designation summarised on Natura 2000 Standard Data Form or Ramsar Information Sheet 

On passage: 
  
Ringed plover Charadrius hiaticula, 559 individuals representing at least 1.1% of the Europe/Northern Africa - wintering 
population (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
  
Over winter: 
  
Ringed plover Charadrius hiaticula, 541 individuals representing at least 1.1% of the wintering Europe/Northern Africa - 
wintering population (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) 
  
Assemblage qualification: A wetland of international importance. 
  
The area qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by regularly supporting at least 20,000 waterfowl 
  
Over winter, the area regularly supports 33,433 individual waterfowl (5 year peak mean 1991/2 - 1995/6) including: 
Redshank Tringa totanus, Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica, Dunlin Calidris alpina alpina, Lapwing Vanellus 
vanellus, Grey plover Pluvialis squatarola, Shoveler Anas clypeata, Pintail Anas acuta, Gadwall Anas strepera, Shelduck 
Tadorna tadorna, White-fronted Goose Anser albifrons albifrons, Little Grebe Tachybaptus ruficollis, Ringed plover 
Charadrius hiaticula, Avocet Recurvirostra avosetta, Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8 - Known threats and pressures upon relevant designated sites 
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Site Name Activities with greatest effect upon the site, as listed on Natura 
2000 standard data forms and Information Sheets for Ramsar 
Wetlands 

Pressures and threats listed within the Site 
Improvement Plan (NE, undated) 

Richmond Park SAC None identified The Richmond Park Management Plan should 
continue to be periodically reviewed to ensure 
the continuing availability of decaying wood 
habitat. 

Wimbledon Common 
SAC 

Public Access/Disturbance 
 
 
 
 
Habitat Fragmentation 
 
 
Invasive Species 
 
 
 
 
Air Pollution: impact of atmospheric nitrogen deposition 

Pressure (affecting H4010 Wet heathland with 
cross-leaved heath, H4030 European dry 
heaths, S1083 Stag beetle) – Implement 
measures to reduce visitor impact. 
 
Threat (affecting S1083 Stag beetle) – 
Species recovery project. 
 
Threat (affecting H4010 Wet heathland with 
cross-leaved heath, H4030 European dry 
heaths, S1083 Stag beetle). Develop an 
invasives response plan. 
 
Pressure (affecting H4010 Wet heathland with 
cross-leaved heath, H4030 European dry 
heaths) – Establish a Site Nitrogen Action 
Plan. 

Epping Forest SAC B02 – Forest and Plantation Management & Use 
A04 - Grazing 
A02 – Modification of Cultivation Practices 

M02 – Changes in biotic conditions 
H04 – Air Pollution, air-borne pollutants 
G01 – Outdoor sports and leisure activities, 
recreational activities 
J02 – Human induced changes in hydraulic 
conditions 
A04 - Grazing 

Lee Valley Water Pollution Threat (affecting A021 Bittern, A051 Gadwall, 
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Site Name Activities with greatest effect upon the site, as listed on Natura 
2000 standard data forms and Information Sheets for Ramsar 
Wetlands 

Pressures and threats listed within the Site 
Improvement Plan (NE, undated) 

SPA/Ramsar  
 
 
Hydrological Changes 
 
 
 
Public Access/Disturbance 
 
 
 
 
Inappropriate Scrub Control 
 
 
 
Fisheries: Fish Stocking 
 
 
 
Invasive Species 
 
 
 
 
 
Inappropriate Cutting/Mowing 
 
 
 

A056 Shoveler) – Investigate and agree 
appropriate water quality. 
 
Threat (affecting A021 Bittern, A051 Gadwall, 
A056 Shoveler) – Investigate and agree 
appropriate water levels. 
 
Threat (affecting A021 Bittern, A051 Gadwall, 
A056 Shoveler) – Investigate recreational 
pressure priority areas and agree 
management measures. 
 
Threat (affecting A021 Bittern, A051 Gadwall, 
A056 Shoveler) - Manage scrub to required 
levels to maintain/restore habitat. 
 
Threat (affecting A021 Bittern, A051 Gadwall, 
A056 Shoveler) - Investigate and agree 
appropriate fish stocking. 
 
Threat (affecting A021 Bittern, A051 Gadwall, 
A056 Shoveler) - Investigate and agree 
appropriate management response. 
 
 
Threat (affecting A021 Bittern, A051 Gadwall, 
A056 Shoveler) - Manage reed beds for 
bittern. 
 
Threat (affecting A021 Bittern, A051 Gadwall, 
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Site Name Activities with greatest effect upon the site, as listed on Natura 
2000 standard data forms and Information Sheets for Ramsar 
Wetlands 

Pressures and threats listed within the Site 
Improvement Plan (NE, undated) 

Air Pollution: risk of atmospheric nitrogen deposition A056 Shoveler) - Investigate the potential 
impacts of air pollution. 

South West London 
Waterbodies SPA / 
Ramsar 
 

Public access/disturbance 
 
 
 
 
 
Changes in species distributions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Invasive species 
 
 
 
 
Natural changes to site conditions 
 
 
 
 
Fisheries: Fish stocking 
 
 
 
Inappropriate weed control 

Pressure/Threat (affecting A051 (NB) Gadwall, 
A056 (NB) Shoveler) – Produce written 
agreement with landowners and 
recreational users to reduce recreational 
disturbance. 
 
Pressure/Threat (affecting A051 (NB) Gadwall, 
A056 (NB) Shoveler) – In partnership with 
bird recorders/watchers, review existing 
data and secure fit-for-purpose recording 
practices across the SPA and its 
surroundings. 
 
Pressure/Threat (affecting A051 (NB) Gadwall, 
A056 (NB) Shoveler) – Manage Crassula 
helmsii and equip recreational users and 
landowners to monitor for the plant. 
 
Pressure/Threat (affecting A051 (NB) Gadwall, 
A056 (NB) Shoveler) – Carry out strategic 
habitat management, including 
management of bankside vegetation. 
 
Pressure (affecting A051 (NB) Gadwall, A056 
(NB) Shoveler) – Secure appropriate fish 
stocking levels. 
 
Threat (affecting A051 (NB) Gadwall, A056 



 

Safeguarded Wharves Review 2018 WSP 
Project No.: 70039219 | Our Ref No.: 70039219_HRA February 2018 
Greater London Authority Page 21 of 54 
 

Site Name Activities with greatest effect upon the site, as listed on Natura 
2000 standard data forms and Information Sheets for Ramsar 
Wetlands 

Pressures and threats listed within the Site 
Improvement Plan (NE, undated) 

 
 
 
 
 
Invasive species 

(NB) Shoveler) – Clarify appropriate weed 
control with owners and tenants through 
consents, and carry out enforcement action 
where necessary. 
 
Threat (affecting A051 (NB) Gadwall, A056 
(NB) Shoveler) – Research Egyptian geese 
and control if necessary. 
 

Thames Estuary and 
Marshes SPA / 
Ramsar 

Coastal Squeeze 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Public access/disturbance 
 
 
 
 

Pressure (affecting A046a(NB) Dark-bellied 
Brent Goose, A048(NB) Common  
shelduck, A054(NB) Pintail, A056(NB) 
Shoveler, A081(B), Marsh Harrier, A082(NB) 
Hen Harrier, A132(B) Avocet,  
A132(NB) Avocet, A137(NB) Ringed plover, 
A140(NB) Golden plover, A141(NB) Grey 
plover, A143(NB) Red knot, A149(NB)  
Dunlin, A156(NB) Black-tailed Godwit, 
A157(NB) Bar-tailed Godwit, A162(NB) 
Common redshank, A176(B) Mediterranean  
Gull, A195(B) Little Tern, Breeding bird 
assemblage, Waterbird assemblage) – 
Implement the South East Habitat Creation 
Programme 
 
Pressure/Threat (affectingA046a(NB) Dark-
bellied Brent Goose, A048(NB) Common  
shelduck, A054(NB) Pintail, A056(NB) 
Shoveler, A081(B), Marsh harrier, A082(NB) 
Hen Harrier, A132(B) Avocet, A132(NB) 
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Site Name Activities with greatest effect upon the site, as listed on Natura 
2000 standard data forms and Information Sheets for Ramsar 
Wetlands 

Pressures and threats listed within the Site 
Improvement Plan (NE, undated) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Invasive species 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Changes in species distributions 
 
 
 

Avocet, A137(NB) Ringed plover, A140(NB) 
Golden plover, A141(NB) Grey plover, 
A143(NB) Red knot, A149(NB) Dunlin, 
A156(NB) Black-tailed Godwit, A157(NB) Bar-
tailed Godwit, A162(NB) Common redshank, 
A176(B) Mediterranean Gull, A195(B) Little 
Tern, Breeding bird assemblage, Waterbird  
assemblage) – Investigate sources of 
disturbance within the SPAs to inform 
management. 
 
Threat (affecting A046a(NB) Dark-bellied Brent 
Goose, A048(NB) Common shelduck, 
A054(NB) Pintail, A056(NB) Shoveler, A081(B)  
Marsh Harrier, A082(NB) Hen Harrier, A132(B) 
Avocet, A132(NB) Avocet, A137(NB) Ringed 
plover, A140(NB) Golden plover, A141(NB) 
Grey plover, A143(NB) Red knot, A149(NB)  
Dunlin, A156(NB) Black-tailed Godwit, 
A157(NB) Bar-tailed Godwit, A162(NB) 
Common redshank, A176(B) Mediterranean  
Gull, A195(B) Little Tern, Breeding bird 
assemblage, Waterbird assemblage) – 
Establish the baseline of Carpet sea squirt 
and Pacific Oyster distribution. 
 
Pressure/Threat (affecting A046a(NB) Dark-
bellied Brent Goose, A048(NB) Common 
shelduck, A054(NB) Pintail, A056(NB) 
Shoveler, A081(B) Marsh Harrier, A082(NB) 
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Site Name Activities with greatest effect upon the site, as listed on Natura 
2000 standard data forms and Information Sheets for Ramsar 
Wetlands 

Pressures and threats listed within the Site 
Improvement Plan (NE, undated) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fisheries: Commercial marine and estuarine 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Invasive species 
 

Hen Harrier, A132(B) Avocet, A132(NB) 
Avocet, A137(NB) Ringed plover, A140(NB) 
Golden plover, A141(NB) Grey plover, 
A143(NB) Red knot, A149(NB)  
Dunlin, A156(NB) Black-tailed Godwit, 
A157(NB) Bar-tailed Godwit, A162(NB) 
Common redshank, A176(B) Mediterranean  
Gull, A195(B) Little Tern, Breeding bird 
assemblage, Waterbird assemblage) – 
Investigation to identify cause of the 
decline in SPA birds. 
 
Pressure/Threat (affectingA046a(NB) Dark-
bellied Brent Goose, A048(NB) Common  
shelduck, A054(NB) Pintail, A056(NB) 
Shoveler, A081(B) Marsh Harrier, A082(NB) 
Hen Harrier, A132(B) Avocet, A132(NB) 
Avocet, A137(NB) Ringed plover, A140(NB) 
Golden plover, A141(NB) Grey plover, 
A143(NB) Red knot, A149(NB) Dunlin, 
A156(NB) Black-tailed Godwit, A157(NB) Bar-
tailed Godwit, A162(NB) Common redshank, 
A176(B) Mediterranean Gull, A195(B) Little 
Tern, Breeding bird assemblage, Waterbird  
assemblage) – Investigate fishing activity 
and mechanisms for regulating it. 
 
Threat (affecting Breeding bird assemblage, 
Waterbird assemblage) – Investigate the 
impact of freshwater invasives on SPA 
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Site Name Activities with greatest effect upon the site, as listed on Natura 
2000 standard data forms and Information Sheets for Ramsar 
Wetlands 

Pressures and threats listed within the Site 
Improvement Plan (NE, undated) 

 
 
Invasive species 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vehicles: illicit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fisheries: Commercial marine and estuarine 
 
 

birds. 
 
Threat (affecting A046a(NB) Dark-bellied Brent 
Goose, A048(NB) Common shelduck, 
A054(NB) Pintail, A056(NB) Shoveler, 
A082(NB) Hen Harrier, A132(NB) Avocet, 
A137(NB) Ringed plover, A140(NB) Golden 
plover, A141(NB) Grey plover, A143(NB)  
Red knot, A149(NB) Dunlin, A156(NB) Black-
tailed Godwit, A157(NB) Bar-tailed Godwit, 
A162(NB) Common redshank) – Investigate 
the impact of Spartina anglica on native 
saltmarsh and birds. 
Pressure (affectingA046a(NB) Dark-bellied 
Brent Goose, A048(NB) Common shelduck, 
A054(NB) Pintail, A056(NB) Shoveler, A081(B)  
Marsh Harrier, A082(NB) Hen Harrier, A132(B) 
Avocet, A132(NB) Avocet, A137(NB) Ringed 
plover, A140(NB) Golden plover, A141(NB) 
Grey plover, A143(NB) Red knot, A149(NB)  
Dunlin, A156(NB) Black-tailed Godwit, 
A157(NB) Bar-tailed Godwit, A162(NB) 
Common redshank, A176(B) Mediterranean  
Gull, A195(B) Little Tern, Breeding bird 
assemblage, Waterbird assemblage) – Collate 
and report incidences of illicit vehicle use. 
 
Threat (affectingA046a(NB) Dark-bellied Brent 
Goose, A048(NB) Common shelduck, 
A054(NB) Pintail, A056(NB) Shoveler, A081(B)  
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Site Name Activities with greatest effect upon the site, as listed on Natura 
2000 standard data forms and Information Sheets for Ramsar 
Wetlands 

Pressures and threats listed within the Site 
Improvement Plan (NE, undated) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Air Pollution: Risk of atmospheric nitrogen deposition 

Marsh harrier, A082(NB) Hen harrier, A132(B) 
Avocet, A132(NB) Avocet, A137(NB) Ringed 
plover, A140(NB) Golden plover, A141(NB) 
Grey plover, A143(NB) Red knot, A149(NB)  
Dunlin, A156(NB) Black-tailed Godwit, 
A157(NB) Bar-tailed Godwit, A162(NB) 
Common redshank, A176(B) Mediterranean  
Gull, A195(B) Little Tern, Breeding bird 
assemblage, Waterbird assemblage). -
Introduce appropriate management as 
required, and ensure compliance with bye-
laws. 
 
Threat (affecting Hen Harrier, A195(B) Little 
Tern, Sea bird assemblage) – Control, reduce 
and ameliorate atmospheric nitrogen 
impacts. 
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4 SCREENING OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS 
4.1.1. The strategy is not directly connected with or necessary for the management of the sites listed in Section 4. It 

has not been conceived solely to further the conservation of the site(s) and nor is it essential to the 
management of the site(s). Therefore, further consideration of the Policy within the HRA process is required. 

4.2 CONSIDERATION OF EFFECTS 
4.2.1. Using the information included within Section 3 and 4, the 2018 Review has been screened to identify 

whether there are any potential pathways which could cause effects to the designated sites. Table 9 provides 
an assessment of potential direct and indirect effects, which may arise as a result of changes in the 
safeguarding arrangements of the identified wharf sites. It also takes into consideration any subsequent 
change in use or development affecting these sites which may arise as a result of these changes. 

Table 9 - Potential Effects Associated with the proposal 

Effect Summary Description 

Direct Habitat 
Loss/Fragmentation 

The recommended changes proposed in the 2018 Review will not result in any 
direct habitat loss or fragmentation of Natura 2000 Sites within the ZoI. 
Furthermore, it is not possible that any of the wharf sites could be altered so as to 
directly affect these sites. 

Disturbance 
(noise/vibration/visual) 

There will be no direct disturbance of the Natura 2000 Sites within the ZoI brought 
about by the recommendations of the 2018 Review; however any subsequent 
development or change in use of any of the wharf sites (and associated boat traffic 
or in-river maintenance) may affect fish populations in the rMCZ sites in the River 
Thames. Specifically, in relation to populations of smelt and other migratory fish 
which commute through the River Thames, and/or which use it for spawning or 
nursery habitat. Activities associated with development, construction, maintenance 
or operation may lead to increased (or indeed decreased) disturbance, for 
example; piling or maintenance dredging, and these activities would need to be 
subject to a project-level Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment. 

Hydrological Changes 
(quality/flow) 

While it is unlikely that any direct effects will result from the implementation of the 
recommendations the 2018 Review, it is possible that minor changes in water 
quality could occur. Direct effects may be associated with changes in boat traffic 
resulting from increased use of the River Thames for transporting materials and 
waste as well as from any revitalisation of existing wharf sites (and associated 
activities). This could also lead to an increase in the need for localised dredging at 
(newly) operational wharf sites, which could lead to sediment being disturbed, and 
potentially affecting designated sites downstream (including the rMCZs on the 
River Thames and the Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA). There is also a 
potential increased risk of the spread of non-native invasive species through 
increased boat traffic using the Thames.  
 
It may also be possible that the subsequent development of wharf sites which may 
be released from safeguarding could lead to increased run-off of surface water, or 
incidents from sewage or other materials from a newly populated site. However, 
regulatory measures imposed during the planning process should ensure that 
surface and foul water from any newly developed site is treated appropriately and 
is not allowed to enter the River Thames or other surface waters. As such, it is not 
considered likely that the implementation of the recommendations in the 2018 
Review will result in significant effects, however these should be considered 
individually as part of a project-level Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment. 

Air Quality Changes The main pollutants of concern for European sites are oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 
ammonia (NH3) and sulphur dioxide (SO2). NOx can have a directly toxic effect 
upon vegetation and greater NOx or ammonia concentrations within the 
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Effect Summary Description 

atmosphere will lead to greater rates of nitrogen deposition to soils. An increase in 
the deposition of nitrogen can lead to an increase in soil fertility, which can have 
an effect on the quality of semi-natural, nitrogen-limited terrestrial habitats. 
According to the Department of Transport’s Transport Analysis Guidance, “Beyond 
200m, the contribution of vehicle emissions from the roadside to local pollution 
levels is not significant). 
 
It is possible that changes in operation for safeguarded wharves and any 
subsequent development of wharf sites released from safeguarding could induce 
changes in air quality negatively through increased construction traffic and 
activities associated with on-site developments; while reductions in emissions of 
airborne pollutants could be realised by increased use of the River Thames and its 
wharf system from transport of materials and waste. Owing to the distance 
between the wharf sites and the European sites identified within the ZoI it is 
unlikely that any significant effects will result; however, any effects will depend on 
the scale and duration of any changes, and therefore cannot be ruled out. As 
such, any proposed development should be subject to a project-level Habitats 
Regulations Screening Assessment. 
 
The relevant policies in the London Plan pertaining to air quality, and the Mayor’s 
Air Quality Strategy will also influence the need for project-level Habitats 
Regulations Screening Assessment of air quality effects. 

Operation/Management 
and Mitigation  

It is unlikely that changes in the use of wharf sites as a result of the 
recommendations made in the 2018 Review will have any significant effects on the 
designated features of extant European sites. However, any changes in use or 
associated operational activity brought about by an increase in the use of wharves 
could potentially lead to effects on fish in the River Thames rMCZs, particularly 
smelt which migrates within and spawns in the lower River Thames. Factors such 
as physical disturbance of spawning grounds, impacts of noise and vibration on 
eggs and juvenile life stages of fish (through development or maintenance activity 
such as piling or dredging), and general disturbance causing avoidance or 
impediment or delay to fish migration would need to be considered in a lower tier 
assessment. It is unlikely that other species which are designated features of the 
identified European sites would be significantly affected by the recommendations 
of the 2018 Review; however with the forthcoming designation of the two Thames 
rMCZs in 2018, a project-level Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment will be 
required for any subsequent developments which result from the implementation 
of the 2018 Review.  

Recreational 
Disturbance 

Development of wharf sites either for operational or other uses (e.g. residential) 
will result in a local increase in the population resulting from a temporary influx of 
site workers. Any residential development which may subsequently result from the 
recommendations of the 2018 Review, is likely to permanently increase the local 
population, which in turn may increase recreational pressure on European sites. 
However, given the relatively large distance between each of the wharf sites and 
the European sites, it is unlikely that any effects will be significant. However, it is 
not possible to rule out effects entirely, and therefore recreational disturbance 
effects should be assessed as part of a project-level Habitats Regulations 
Screening Assessment for individual developments that result from the 
implementation of the 2018 Review. 

 

4.2.2. This screening assessment has been developed in consultation with Natural England and has incorporated 
their advice and recommendations. Natural England commented that the sites proposed for release from 
safeguarding would be unlikely to result in likely significant effects on European sites if subsequently 
developed for other uses (as a result of their release from safeguarding), principally due to their remoteness 
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from any of these sites; and furthermore that the sites proposed for new safeguarded status may potentially 
have a protective effect on Ingrebourne Marshes SSSI from future development related effects. 

4.2.3. The retention or application of the safeguarded status in the 2018 Review is unlikely to result in any likely 
significant effects on the European Sites in isolation; however their status does not guarantee that 
development or increased operational use (which may subsequently affect European sites, as described in 
Table 9) will not occur at some point during the life of this most recent review (if adopted). Therefore, a 
project-level Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment of any development proposals or material changes 
in a site’s operation purpose will need to be considered at the appropriate time, when sufficient detail of any 
proposed development or change in use becomes clear. This will enable a meaningful assessment of any 
likely significant effects on European sites to be made. 

4.2.4. The increased use of the river to transport materials, goods and waste are likely to have a positive effect on air 
quality, by reducing freight traffic on roads. In turn, this is likely to have a beneficial effect on European sites 
which may have designated features which are sensitive to the effects of air pollution. 

4.2.5. Certain risks have been identified for safeguarded sites (for which it is assumed that there will be a potential or 
likely increase in operational use), which include the potential spread of non-native invasive species, due to a 
potential increase in the risk of the release of contaminated ballast water from freight vessels. This is not 
considered a significant impact however, given the stringent international conventions and UK guidance on the 
control and management of ballast water (Maritime and Coastguard Agency, 2012), which reduce the 
probability of its occurrence. 

4.2.6. Additionally, an increase in boat traffic and associated activities/effects (dredging, piling, noise, etc.) may lead 
to potential for increased effects on migratory fish which use the River Thames as a migratory corridor, 
spawning or nursery ground. This includes smelt, Atlantic salmon Salmo salar, sea trout Salmo trutta, 
European eel Anguilla anguilla, sea lamprey Petromyzon marinus, and river lamprey Lampetra fluviatilis. The 
Thames Estuary is also an important nursery area for sea bass Dicentrarchus labrax and other species. Whilst 
none of these is a designated feature of current European sites, the rMCZs on the Thames are recommended 
to be designated for its populations of smelt and the tentacled lagoon worm Alkmaria romijni. It is possible 
therefore that significant effects on these feature could arise as a result of development or changes in use of 
the wharves in the 2018 Review. 

4.2.7. There is the potential for additional disturbance/destruction effects due to the proximity of individual wharves to 
nature conservation sites (e.g. Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and Local Nature 
Reserves (LNR)). Where relevant, these effects have been detailed for the specific wharves in Appendix A of 
the Strategic Environmental Assessment Scoping Report (WSP, 2018a). 

4.2.8. For those five wharves that have been recommended for release from safeguarding by the 2018 Review, there 
may be effects associated with a change of use to residential, commercial or an alternative industrial 
development. This may result in both positive and negative effects through the development of any of these 
sites, and the nature of any changes will depend on the nature of what is proposed. However, negative effects 
could include the loss of terrestrial, intertidal or sub-tidal habitat, or disturbance to aquatic, terrestrial or 
avifauna; while alternatively, positive effects could come in the form of less direct disturbance within the 
watercourse through reductions in boat traffic, lower possibility of pollutants entering the watercourse, or 
habitat enhancements incorporated within the development plans. 

4.2.9. Where the release of safeguarding has been proposed, it is more likely that development for alternative uses 
may occur, however, this is not guaranteed, nor is sufficient information about any such development or 
change in use available at this time. Therefore it is not possible to conclude that likely significant effects on 
European sites will not occur, and therefore project-level Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment will 
need to be considered once any development or change in use is proposed, and specific details of such 
changes are available.  

4.3 POTENTIAL IN-COMBINATION EFFECTS 
4.3.1. As part of the SEA for the Safeguarded Wharves Review 2018, other policies, plans and programmes (PPPs) 

have been reviewed for their relevance to the 2018 Review, and further details can be found in Appendix A of 
the SEA Scoping Report. PPPs which may give rise to cumulative effects were selected on the basis of their 
overarching application to the study area and potential for land-use development (and therefore potential 
effects). On this basis, the London Plan was selected for potential cumulative effects assessment. Other 
plans, including the Thames River Basin Management Plan and Flood Risk Management Strategies were not 
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assessed any further. These plans aim largely to have positive effects on the environment, in this case, water 
(and ecological) quality and flood management. 

 The London Plan is the overall strategic plan for London, setting out an integrated economic, environmental, 
transport and social framework for the development of London over the next 20–25 years. The London Plan 
brings together the geographic and locational (although not site specific) aspects of the Mayor’s other 
strategies. The most recent approved London Plan was published in March 20165. A draft of the new London 
Plan was released in December 2017 for consultation, the new London Plan is due to be published in autumn 
2019 and will run to 2041. Although not yet adopted, the new London Plan has been used to assess the 
cumulative effects as it covers the same study period as the SEA. The London Plan covers the 32 Boroughs of 
London and City of London, in addition to providing a framework for a number of strategies. 

  

POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE EFFECTS WITH THE LONDON PLAN 

 The draft Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA)6 for the new London Plan covers four assessments including 
SEA (in addition to assessments on health, equalities and community safety). The IIA for the new London Plan 
policies was reviewed for potential cumulative effects and other interactions with the 2018 Review. 

 The policies which are relevant to the assessment of cumulative effects with regard to the 2018 Review are 
detailed in Table 10: 

Table 10 – Policies relevant to assessment of cumulative effects 

London Plan 
Policy 

Policy Description (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Implications for HRA 
Screening (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Potential Interaction 
with 2018 Review 

H1 Increasing 
Housing Supply 

This policy supports the delivery of a range 
of housing and mixed-use developments to 
meet ambitious housing delivery targets 
across the London Strategic Housing 
Market Area. The policy identifies ten year 
targets for net housing completions for each 
local planning authority, who are 
responsible for identifying delivery options 
through the Local Plan process. In order to 
achieve these targets, the policy 
encourages boroughs to prepare delivery-
focused Development Plans, with a strong 
emphasis on monitoring and updating 
housing trajectories on an annual basis. 
Significant emphasis is placed on exploring 
opportunities to optimise suitable and 
available brownfield development, and 
using proactive measures to overcome 
constraints to delivery. This includes 
targeted infrastructure investment to reduce 
risks and unlock development opportunities, 
and encouraging increased diversification in 
the house building industry. 
Where new transport infrastructure is 
planned, the policy supports that’s local 
planning authorities should take into 
account future public transport capacity and 
connectivity levels. This will increase 
opportunities to optimise site capacity and 
meet housing targets through increased 
densities. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed the potential for likely 
significant effects. The quantum 
of growth provided does have the 
potential to result in locally 
significant effects upon European 
designated sites, although this is 
dependent on the ultimate 
location of the development. 
 

The policy to increase 
housing supply may drive 
the residential development 
of wharves released from 
safeguarding under the 
2018 Review. This may 
lead to potential effects 
upon European sites. 

H4 Meanwhile use This policy aims to encourage local Outcome of HRA screening It is possible that this policy 

                                                      
 

 
5 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/current-london-plan/london-plan-2016-pdf 
6 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/draft_london_plan_iia.pdf 
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London Plan 
Policy 

Policy Description (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Implications for HRA 
Screening (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Potential Interaction 
with 2018 Review 

authorities within London to identify 
opportunities for meanwhile uses, in order 
to make efficient use of vacant land while it 
is waiting longer-term development. There 
is particular emphasis on delivering 
meanwhile housing units through precision 
manufacturing, to help increase short term 
demand, and encourage further re-use of 
units at a later date to occupy another site. 

showed no likely significant 
effects, because there are no 
linking impact pathways present. 

may influence changes in 
use for vacant wharf sites.  

H9 Vacant building 
credit 

This policy supports the appropriate 
management of vacant building credit, to 
ensure it contributes to development needs 
and does not undermine affordable housing 
provision. The policy sets out the limited 
circumstances where the Vacant Building 
Credit (VBC) should be applied, to provide 
an incentive for brownfield development on 
sites containing vacant buildings that would 
not otherwise come forward for 
development. 
Applicants are required to demonstrate that 
the building has been vacant for a 
continuous period of five years, and provide 
evidence the site has been actively 
marketed for at least two of the five years. 
The VBC is not anticipated to bring forward 
significant levels of additional development 
in London, and could have long term 
implications for the delivery of affordable 
housing. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. Theoretically, Policy H9 
(Vacant Building Credit) could 
indirectly lead to adverse effects 
on SACs/SPAs/Ramsar sites in 
conjunction with those policies 
setting the housing targets for 
each borough, as the policy 
advocates a mechanism to 
facilitate the potential for re-
development on vacant 
brownfield sites that would not 
otherwise come forward for 
development. However, the policy 
makes clear that in London, this 
kind of development opportunity 
is highly unlikely to come forward, 
and it is also clear that the scale 
of development would be likely to 
be extremely limited. 
Therefore, it is possible to 
conclude no likely significant 
effects of policy H9 on European 
protected wildlife sites. 

This policy could influence 
decision making over the 
future development of 
wharves which are 
released from 
safeguarding. 

H16 Gypsy and 
Traveller 
accommodation 

This policy supports boroughs in identifying 
permanent Gypsy and Traveller pitches, 
and putting measures in place to assess 
future needs. This includes both 
safeguarding current pitches and supporting 
the additional provision of secure sites. 
Gypsy and Traveller accommodation 
capacity should be protected by the 
boroughs in line with the requirements of 
the Equality Act 2010, and actively 
considered when reviewing new residential 
development proposals. 
The policy also supports boroughs in 
preparing a needs assessment and 
encourages an audit to be undertake of 
existing pitches and sites. There is a strong 
emphasis on monitoring and reviewing 
identified needs, to ensure balanced 
communities are effectively planned for 
throughout the Plan period. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed potential likely significant 
effects to designated sites. 
Potential linking impact pathways 
present include: Recreational 
pressure, Atmospheric pollution 
and Hydrological changes. 

It is possible that wharf 
sites which are released 
from safeguarding may be 
used to provide this 
accommodation, and as 
with other residential 
development, additional 
pressures may arise which 
could affect European 
sites. 

E4 E5 Strategic 
Industrial 
Locations (SIL) 

The policy supports the proactive 
management of SILs through a plan-led 
process to sustain them as London’s main 
reservoirs of industrial, logistics and related 
capacity for uses that support the function of 
London’s economy. 
The policy supports development proposals 
in SILs for uses such as general industry, 
storage and distribution, light industrial and 
flexible uses. The policy states that 
proposals for other uses should be 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. The policy supports 
proactive management of SILs. 

It is possible that this policy 
could lead to cumulative 
effects with the 2018 
Review, although it 
promotes the use of 
industrial sites (such as 
safeguarded wharves) and 
protects them from 
development for other 
uses, or infringements on 
their ability to serve as 
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London Plan 
Policy 

Policy Description (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Implications for HRA 
Screening (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Potential Interaction 
with 2018 Review 

refused unless there has been a 
strategically co-ordinated process of SIL 
consolidation through a 
Development Plan. 
The policy aims to ensure that development 
proposals within or adjacent to SILs do not 
compromise the integrity or effectiveness of 
these locations in accommodating industrial 
type activities and their ability to operate on 
a 24 hour basis. Residential development 
adjacent to SILs 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, 
soundproofing and other design mitigation 
in the residential development. 

industrial sites. 

E10 Visitor 
infrastructure 

This policy aims to strengthen London’s 
visitor economy and associated 
employment by enhancing and extending its 
attractions, legibility, and overall visitor 
experience. There is a strong emphasis on 
protecting, enhancing and promoting key 
visitor attractions and supporting cultural 
infrastructure. 
The policy encourages a balanced tourist 
economy, and supports the sufficient supply 
of quality and accessible visitor 
accommodation, including hotels and 
serviced accommodation in the CAZ, but 
also in other parts of inner London and in 
outer London. The role of apart-hotel and 
short-term lettings are supported while 
ensuring they do not compromise housing 
provision. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. The provision of 58,000 
new serviced accommodation 
units could pose threats to 
European designated sites. 
However, it is for individual 
boroughs to determine where 
new capacity is most suitably 
located, through their Local Plans 
and development control process 
and these processes will include 
HRA as appropriate. Therefore, 
growth could be delivered in the 
majority of London without 
affecting European sites. 

It is possible that wharf 
sites released from 
safeguarding could be 
developed for this purpose, 
with subsequent 
implications for European 
sites, however as with the 
HRA screening of the 
London Plan policy, any 
such development would 
need to be subject to 
development control and 
HRA as appropriate. 

G6 Biodiversity 
and access to 
nature 

The policy supports the protection of Sites 
of Importance for Nature Conservation 
(SINCs) and green corridors from in 
appropriate development and aims to 
improve access to wildlife sites. It also 
promotes the extension and enhancement 
of SINCS and green corridors by requiring 
boroughs to identify areas of deficiency in 
access to nature and seek opportunities to 
create habitats of relevance and benefit in 
the urban context. 
The policy sets out a hierarchy of mitigation 
where harm to a SINCs is unavoidable, the 
approach is to avoid adverse impacts, or 
minimise adverse impacts by requiring on-
site mitigation and in exceptional cases 
provide off-site compensation. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. The positive policy seeks 
to protect nature conservation 
sites including European 
designated sites. 

Development associated 
with the release of 
safeguarded wharves could 
potentially impact on local 
biodiversity interests, as 
well as the increased 
pressures brought about by 
an increased population. 
Additionally, greater use of 
the river for freight 
transport and the potential 
revitalisation of 
safeguarded wharves could 
also lead to additional 
pressures to the aquatic 
habitats associated with the 
River Thames; but also 
deliver air quality benefits 
by reducing road traffic 
used for freight, which may 
reduce potential effects on 
sensitive European sites. 

SI1 Improving air 
quality 

The policy supports improvements to 
London’s air quality and exposure to poor 
air quality, especially for vulnerable people, 
is reduced. All developments should 
propose methods which achieve either Air 
Quality Positive or Neutral outcomes 
depending on their scale. Where 
developments are unable to reduce 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. Whilst this improvement 
in air quality is driven primarily by 
human health considerations, an 
improvement in air quality through 
reductions in NOx concentrations 
will have a positive impact on 

This policy is 
complementary to the 
safeguarded wharves 
review, as it seeks to 
improve air quality in 
London, and the promotion 
of the use of the River 
Thames to transport freight 
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London Plan 
Policy 

Policy Description (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Implications for HRA 
Screening (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Potential Interaction 
with 2018 Review 

emissions on-site, measures should be put 
in place elsewhere which deliver equivalent 
air quality benefits. 

levels of atmospheric pollution at 
European designated sites. 

and waste will help to 
reduce emissions in 
London. 

SI2 Minimising 
greenhouse gas 
emissions 

This policy supports the aspiration for major 
developments to be zero carbon and for 
emissions to be minimised through 
construction and operation. This would be 
achieved through the development of 
comprehensive energy strategies, the 
incorporation of energy efficiency measures 
which surpass the requirements of Building 
Regulations and the establishment of 
carbon offset funds. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. The policy provides a 
positive environmental 
commitment. There are no 
adverse impact pathways 
present. 

This policy is 
complementary to the 
safeguarded wharves 
review, as it seeks to 
minimise emissions of 
greenhouse gases in 
London, and the promotion 
of the use of the River 
Thames to transport freight 
and waste will help to 
reduce emissions in 
London. 

SI5 Water 
infrastructure 

The policy ensures that water supplies and 
resources are protected and conserved in a 
sustainable manner which minimises the 
use of mains water and reduces leakage 
levels. The policy also supports investment 
in water supply infrastructure and waste 
water treatment infrastructure with the aim 
of protecting water quality and the water 
environment. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. This is a positive policy 
that aims to conserve and protect 
water resources in a sustainable 
manner. It provides for new 
residential development to 
minimise use of mains water, thus 
reducing pressure upon water 
resources in the natural 
environment that may interact 
with European designated sites. 
This policy also promotes the 
improvement of water quality and 
the water environment, which 
could also have a positive impact 
upon hydrologically connected 
European designated sites. This 
policy provides for ‘sustainable’ 
waste water treatment 
infrastructure, which by definition 
would not have an adverse 
impact upon European 
designated sites. This includes 
future proofing development so 
that future misconnections 
between foul and surface water 
networks are not easily created. 

This policy seeks to 
improve water availability 
and quality, and therefore 
changes in the use of the 
river by increasing freight, 
or developing sites near the 
river, have the potential to 
result in localised effects on 
water quality and use.   

SI8 Waste capacity 
and net waste self-
sufficiency 

This policy ensures existing waste 
management provisions are safeguarded 
and optimised with the aspiration of London 
becoming net self-sufficient, in terms of 
waste, by 2026. This will be achieved by 
encouraging the installation of a variety of 
processing facilities, the adoption of Circular 
Economy principles and energy from waste 
schemes. It also encourages all new 
developments and waste sites to adopt 
carbon efficient waste management 
practices which provide additional 
environmental, social and economic 
benefits. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. The positive policy aims 
for net self-sufficiency by 2026 
and includes for new waste 
management sites where 
required, which should reduce the 
need for waste to be exported out 
of London for processing. 

This policy is likely to 
reduce the requirements to 
use wharf sites in London 
to transport waste away 
from the city, and therefore 
increases the available 
wharf capacity for other 
uses. 

SI10 Aggregates The policy ensures the adequate supply of 
sustainably sourced aggregate to support 
construction in London. This will include 
encouraging the re-use and recycling of 
construction material and its transportation 
by sustainable transport modes. Where 
aggregate extraction is required, where ever 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. The policy is positive in 
that it explicitly directs movement 
of aggregates to be by 
sustainable transport modes 
where possible, which would 

This policy is likely to 
increase demand for wharf 
sites which are suitable for 
the transport of aggregates 
by boat, and reinforces the 
requirement to have a 
network of wharves 
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London Plan 
Policy 

Policy Description (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Implications for HRA 
Screening (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Potential Interaction 
with 2018 Review 

possible, this would be within London and 
would ensure local plans are in place to 
mitigate the environmental and 
infrastructure impacts associated with 
extraction. 

reduce the number of HGV 
movements involved. This is 
particularly relevant for London 
Borough of Redbridge given the 
presence of Epping Forest SAC 
within the borough and the air 
quality sensitivity of that site. 

throughout London to 
provide spatial coverage to 
make this viable. 

SI14 Waterways- 
strategic role 

The policy supports the coordination and 
alignment at the interfaces between 
terrestrial and marine planning. It also seeks 
to reflect the distinctiveness of different 
areas of the River Thames and encourage 
boroughs to work together to create 
development proposals and policies which 
support the Thames 
Strategies as well as individual water 
management plans. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. This is a positive policy 
for London’s European sites, in 
that encouraging use of London’s 
waterways may reduce 
recreational visits to areas such 
as Epping Forest (such as 
through the Walthamstow 
Wetlands project due to open in 
2017) and also may reduce 
vehicle movements on London’s 
road network. Use of waterbodies 
such as reservoirs (for example) 
recreation would still need to 
comply with the requirements of 
the Habitats Directive where 
those waterbodies are 
internationally important. This is a 
matter of law and does not need 
to be stated in this policy since 
the policy does not specifically 
identify particular waterbodies. 
The fact that recreational use and 
designated waterbodies are not 
incompatible is demonstrated by 
the Walthamstow Wetlands 
project which incorporates several 
internationally important 
waterbodies. 

This policy is 
complementary to the 2018 
Review as it encourages 
the use of the River 
Thames as a sustainable 
mode of transport; which 
has largely positive 
implications for European 
sites; however increased 
boat traffic and use of 
wharves, and development 
of wharves removed from 
safeguarding may increase 
the possibility of 
disturbance, pollution and 
the spread of invasive non-
native species which could 
affect the designated 
features of these sites, 
although regulations would 
apply, and mitigate these 
risks. 

SI15 Water 
transport 

The policy supports the protection, 
enhancement and future development of 
existing passenger transport piers, 
boatyards and wharves for commercial and 
tourist uses. It also supports the expansion 
freight transportation by river and safeguard 
the associated infrastructure required to 
ensure the freight handling capacity of the 
river is not reduced. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. This is a potentially a 
positive policy in that the more 
use of waterways for passenger 
and freight movements, the fewer 
vehicle movements will occur on 
London’s road network. 

This policy is 
complementary to the 2018 
Review as it encourages 
the use of the River 
Thames as a sustainable 
mode of transport; which 
has largely positive 
implications for European 
sites; however increased 
boat traffic and use of 
wharves, and development 
of wharves removed from 
safeguarding may increase 
the possibility of 
disturbance, pollution and 
the spread of invasive non-
native species which could 
affect the designated 
features of these sites, 
although regulations would 
apply, and mitigate these 
risks. 

SI16 Water use 
and enjoyment 

This policy supports the utilisation and 
enjoyment of the waterways by providing 
water-sport centres, water infrastructure, 
new moorings and associated facilities as 
well as promoting the use of the waterways 
for cultural, educational and community 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. This is a positive policy 
for London’s European sites, in 
that encouraging use of London’s 
waterways may reduce 

Whilst this policy is 
complementary to the 2018 
Review, the increase in 
recreational use and 
infrastructure does have 
the potential to affect 
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London Plan 
Policy 

Policy Description (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Implications for HRA 
Screening (from IIA of 
The Draft London Plan) 

Potential Interaction 
with 2018 Review 

facilities. It will also seek to protect existing 
access points to the waterways, as well as 
promoting improvements to, and the 
expansion of, the Thames Path and 
towpaths. 

recreational visits to areas such 
as Epping Forest (such as 
through the Walthamstow 
Wetlands project due to open in 
2017) and also may reduce 
vehicle movements on London’s 
road network. 

aquatic habitats and 
species, which will need to 
be considered during the 
planning process. 

SI17 Protecting 
London’s 
waterways 

The policy seeks to ensure that all future 
developments facilitate river restoration and 
protection and maintain the open character 
and heritage of the waterways. It also 
supports the preservation of the local 
character and environment of London’s 
canal network, docks, rivers and other water 
spaces whilst ensuring they remain 
accessible and usable to residents and 
visitors. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. There are no impact 
pathways present. 

This policy is 
complementary to the 
objectives of the 2018 
Review. 

T7 Freight and 
servicing 

This policy facilitates sustainable freight 
movement in London through the 
consolidation, modal shift and promotion of 
deliveries at different times of day and night 
in order to reduce the impact on road 
congestion and air quality, and conflict with 
other uses. It also supports the Mayor and 
all relevant partners to improve safety and 
efficiency of freight and servicing across 
London. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed no likely significant 
effects. Overall positive policy 
intended to maximise movement 
of freight by rail or water and to 
ensure that the air quality (and 
other environmental) impacts of 
freight growth are appropriately 
considered. Dependent on 
locations and scale, new freight 
logistics and transport sites could 
have adverse effects on features 
of internationally designated sites. 
However, this policy does not 
identify any specific location or 
extent of development. 

This policy is aligned with 
the 2018 Review as it 
encourages sustainable 
freight transport. 

T8 Aviation This policy supports the expansion of 
London’s airport capacity in order to support 
London’s passenger and freight needs, 
recognising that this is crucial to London’s 
continuing prosperity and to maintaining its 
international competitiveness and world-city 
status. However, it also emphasises that 
expansion must not come at the cost of 
environmental and health impacts on local 
and region wide residents. It requires the 
aviation industry fully meet its external and 
environmental costs, particularly in respect 
of noise, air quality and climate change. 

Outcome of HRA screening 
showed potential implications to 
designated sites. It is 
acknowledged that air traffic is a 
large contributor to atmospheric 
pollution and airport growth could 
therefore have an adverse effect. 
However, the policy specifically 
acknowledges this. This policy 
does not in itself provide for any 
location, type or quantum of 
aviation development. 
It is recommended that some of 
the policy text is strengthened 
with regard to protecting 
internationally important wildlife 
sites. The term ‘environmental 
costs’ implies that whatever 
environmental damage 
that might result would/could be 
addressed, whereas for European 
sites the airport operator/promoter 
would need to prove ‘no 
alternatives’ and ‘imperative 
reasons of overriding public 
interest’ first. 
‘Acknowledging’ impacts and 
meeting ‘environmental costs’ 
would not necessarily be 
compliant with the Habitats 
Directive. 
This is a main aspect for 

Increasing aviation capacity 
in London is likely to have a 
range of effects on 
European sites. The 2018 
Review seeks to encourage 
the use of the river to 
reduce emissions to the air 
and road use, therefore 
may help to off-set any 
negative effects of the 
increase in aviation 
capacity, albeit on a minor 
scale.  
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discussion for the HRA report. 

 

 The extent to which safeguarded wharves may be developed (if at all) is unknown, and the potential 
cumulative effects of development driven by the London Plan objectives are equally uncertain; therefore a 
generic approach to the assessment of the 2018 Review has been adopted during the SEA process, and a 
similar approach is used for the Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment. Table 11 summarises this 
approach. 

 

Table 11 – Summary of the potential for cumulative effects with the SEA Objectives  

Topic Objectives Potential for cumulative effects with 
other developments 

Population & Health To enable the development of land 
which meets the needs of London’s 
growing and diverse population. 

Additional development in the vicinity of 
safeguarded wharves has potential to 
increase disturbance to local population 
during construction. If new development is 
industrial in nature, then there may be 
additional sources of disturbance during 
operation. Where development is 
residential, additional populations will be 
present, which may increase number of 
receptors locally affected by freight 
transfers. 

It should also be noted that additional 
residential development would help 
mitigate some of the potentially negative 
effects arising from safeguarding wharves 
associated with land available for housing. 

Biodiversity, Flora and 
Fauna 

To protect, enhance and promote the 
natural biodiversity of London and in 
particular, the River Thames. 

Additional development can cause 
cumulative effects including the loss of 
terrestrial, intertidal or sub-tidal habitat, or 
disturbance to aquatic, terrestrial or 
avifauna. 
 
Equally, additional freight traffic using the 
river and wharves has the potential to 
cause increased levels of disturbance to 
aquatic fauna. 
 
Maintenance of operational wharves 
through dredging, or installation of new 
infrastructure can also potentially lead to 
disturbance, habitat loss and pollution, 
although these processes are regulated 
and control measures are conditioned. 
 
Air quality improvements may be achieved 
by greater use of the river to transport 
freight, and thereby reducing freight 
transport on the roads. 
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Topic Objectives Potential for cumulative effects with 
other developments 

Estuarine Processes 
and Water Quality  

To protect and enhance the chemical 
and ecological quality of the River 
Thames. 

 

To avoid impacts arising from 
changing estuarine processes in the 
River Thames. 

Additional development in the vicinity of a 
wharf, particularly if it is adjacent to the 
River Thames has the potential to increase 
localised impacts on water quality.  

Depending on the nature of development 
there may be cumulative effects on local 
morphology and/or hydrodynamic 
processes, although this is unlikely for 
most types of development.  

Climate Change To mitigate and adapt to climate 
change through reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions, flood risk and 
infrastructure planning.  

The reductions in GHG through the use 
wharves to facilitate movement of 
construction materials for new 
development has already been assessed.  

Air Quality To improve London’s Air Quality Improvements in air quality through the 
use wharves to facilitate movement of 
construction materials for new 
development has already been assessed. 
However, there may be local cumulative 
effects if new development increases 
movement of HGVs. 

Noise and Vibration To reduce environmental noise from 
transport sources. 

Reduced noise through use of wharves to 
facilitate movement of construction 
materials for new development has 
already been assessed. However, there 
may be local cumulative effects if new 
development increases movement of 
HGVs. development.  

Transport, Navigation 
and Shipping 

To reduce journeys by road travel and 
promote safe and sustainable 
transport. 

Reduced road congestion through use of 
wharves to facilitate movement of 
construction materials for new 
development has already been assessed. 
It is unlikely that new development 
associated with policies in the London 
Plan will give rise to increased number of 
vessel movements resulting in cumulative 
effects on navigation. 

Townscape, 
Waterscape and Visual 

To protect and enhance River Thames 
corridor while maintaining a variety of 
urban land-uses.  

As safeguarding wharves generally retains 
existing townscape, waterscape and 
views, it is unlikely that this will give rise to 
cumulative effects with other local 
development.  

However, if wharves released from 
safeguarding are developed in the future 
there is potential for increased impact on 
views, particularly of the river, waterscape 
and townscape.   

Historic Environment To protect and enhance the historic 
environment. 

There are potential indirect effects on 
designated heritage assets and their 
settings, particularly if new development 
increases traffic and disturbance.  
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Topic Objectives Potential for cumulative effects with 
other developments 

There is also potential for cumulative 
effects on unknown archaeology if wharf 
facilities are developed alongside other 
waterside proposals. 

 

 As described above, there is generally insufficient information at this stage about any freight-related 
development at safeguarded wharves and the location and nature of additional development in the vicinity of 
each wharf.  However, future development will be the subject of a planning application or other development 
consent at which time this information would be available.  
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5 CONCLUSIONS 
5.1.1. For the 46 sites where safeguarding is to be retained or applied, it is not considered likely that there will be any 

significant effects on the European sites identified from their safeguarded status alone. However, if 
development or changes in operational use do subsequently occur, then likely significant effects cannot be 
ruled out, and a precautionary approach should be adopted. A revision of a Habitats Regulations Screening 
Assessment is recommended to be carried out once further information is known. This is due to the level of 
uncertainty relating to the extent and nature of any potential development arising from changes brought about 
by the 2018 Review; which is such that it is not possible to determine any potential significant effects on 
European sites at this level of assessment. 

5.1.2. For the five sites which are to be released from safeguarding, there is an increased likelihood of development 
or changes in use occurring at these sites. While the nature and extent of any future development is uncertain, 
it follows that any likely significant effects on European sites cannot be ruled out, and that a project-level 
Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment should be carried out in relation to any specific developments. 

5.1.3. Following this strategic-level Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment, an assessment at the project stage, 
fully supported by project-level site specific data, will be required to confidently determine whether the 
development of any of the wharf sites would result in a likely significant adverse effect upon the integrity of the 
European sites present within the ZoI and immediately adjacent.  

5.1.4. In any event, the policy provides that no consent will be granted unless there is full compliance with Article 
6(3) or Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive and that any necessary compensatory measures will be secured in 
accordance with Regulation 66. 

5.1.5. In summary, the 2018 Review deals with the status of the safeguarding of wharves, and does not necessarily 
imply development or change in use taking place or otherwise; nor the extent or nature of such development 
or change; rather that it affects the process of determining whether development for other uses should take 
place. Coupled with the lack of certainty in terms of the detail of any such development or changes in use of 
any of the wharf sites, it is considered that a project-level assessment of any likely significant effects on 
European sites should take place on a site specific basis as development or changes in use of these sites are 
proposed; especially in light of the proximity and potential effects on the recommended MCZs on the River 
Thames which are likely to be designated in 2018. 
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7 ACRONYMS 
 

  

Acronyms and Abbreviations:  

GLA Greater London Authority 

HRA Habitats Regulations Assessment 

IROPI Imperative reasons of overriding public interest 

IIA Integrated Impact Assessment 

INNS Invasive non-native species 

LNR Local Nature Reserve 

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 

OSC Ocean Shipping Consultants  

PPP Policies, plans and programme 

rMCZ Recommended Marine Conservation Zone 

SAC Special Area of Conservation  

cSAC Candidate Special Area of Conservation 

pSAC Possible Special Area of Conservation  

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment 

SINC Site of Importance for Nature Conservation  

SMI Site of Metropolitan Importance  

SPA Special Protection Area 

cSPA Candidate Special Protection Area  

pSPA Possible Special Protection Area 

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest  

VBC Vacant Building Credit 

ZOI Zone of Influence 
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