
From:
To: LDO Consultation
Subject: Draft local development order
Date: 01 August 2013 12:43:41

Hi i live on a road facing the manorway and am a bit concerned that the value of
my property will decrease quite alot as a result of the road changes and extra
traffic due to the port being built, have you any compensation schemes in place to
cover this,if this was to happen.
kind regards
andrew o'nion
21 plaistow close
stanford le hope
essex
ss177at
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Member of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Representations to the Thurrock Council Draft London Gateway Logistics Park 
Local Development Order Consultation 
On behalf of Coryton Asset Holdings Ltd (CAH), we submit representations to the Thurrock Council Draft 
London Gateway Logistics Park Local Development Order Consultation, which has been published for 
consultation until 8 August 2013. 

Introduction 

By way of introduction, CAH purchased and took ownership of assets of the Coryton Refinery Complex 
on 28 September 2012.  CAH recognises great potential in the future of the site for continued 
employment uses.   

As you are aware, the majority of the Coryton Refinery Complex site has been intensively used for many 
decades for a wide range of industrial, research and development and warehousing uses.  It is CAH’s 
intention for the site to be reused for these or similar uses as part of its future development.  CAH is keen 
to work in partnership with Council officers, Members and other stakeholders to deliver further investment 
at the site and in the local area.   

The Coryton Oil Refinery Complex ‘Buffer Zone’ 

The Council is aware that a former owner of the Coryton Oil Refinery Complex made representations to 
the London Gateway public inquiries to ensure that the nature of development in the eastern part of the 
former Shell Haven terminal did not inhibit Coryton’s various operations either now or in the future; 
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effectively an operational Buffer Zone which is safeguarded for low density employment only.  These 
representations recommended that any other employment uses should not be permitted. 

After careful consideration and discussions with both the promoters of the London Gateway proposals 
and the Health and Safety Executive and presentations to the Planning Inspector at the public inquiries 
into the proposed London Gateway Logistics Park and Port, agreement was reached as to the 
appropriate extent of the operational Buffer Zone.  Appropriate planning conditions were agreed before 
the end of the inquiry. 

The Inspector accepted that these conditions were necessary and appropriate and recommended they be 
attached to any consents. 

The Secretary of State approved the application in his letter of 30 May 2007.  This letter stated that he 
had considered the Inspector’s report, agreed with the Inspector’s recommendation and accepted the 
need for planning conditions relating to an operational buffer to be imposed on the consent.  There were 
three particularly relevant conditions: 86, 87 and 88.  For your convenience, a copy of these approved 
conditions are attached to this letter (Appendix 1). 

CAH is keen to ensure these appropriate conditions are maintained, so there is no impact on CAH’s 
current and future operational proposals. 

Comments on Draft London Gateway Logistics Park Local Development Order Consultation 
Document 

CAH supports the principle of the London Gateway Logistics Park, which it considers to be an appropriate 
neighbour for the Coryton Refinery Complex.   

CAH also agrees that a Local Development Order is an appropriate mechanism by which to simplify the 
implementation of the individual components of the consented development and therefore to attract 
investment in the local area. 

However, CAH would note that the London Gateway Logistics Park Local Development Order 
Consultation Draft Design Code (June 2013) document is inconsistent and conflicts with the Secretary of 
State’s Decision Letter for the London Gateway Outline Planning Application (ref. THU/02/00084/OUT) 
issued on 30 May 2007 in respect of the use and extent of the operational Buffer Zone. 

A key omission in the London Gateway Logistics Park Local Development Order Consultation Draft 
Design Code is any requirement to comply with the important Condition 88 of the scheme permitted by 
the Secretary of State.  We note and welcome the proposals at paragraphs A1.3, A1.4 and A1.5 of the 
Design Code which together appear to address the requirements of Conditions 86 and 87. 

Condition 88 imposed on the outline planning consent for the London Gateway states: 

“Within the area shaded pink on the plan at Annex 13 of APP/0/131, the use of buildings permitted will be 
restricted to Use Class B8, together with no more than 26,088 square metres (Gross External Area) of 
buildings in Use Class B2 and no more than 32,031 square metres (Gross External Area) of buildings in 
Use Class B1(b) or B1(c).” 

The area shaded pink on the plan at Annex 13 of APP/0/131 cited in Condition 88 is shown on a copy of 
Annex 13, which we append to this letter for your convenience (Appendix 2).   
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CAH requests that the Design Code has a Diagram which reflects the extent of the area shaded pink on 
the plan at Annex 13 of APP/0/131 and also includes a line clearly delineating the extent of the area.  The 
wording of Condition 88 should be incorporated into the Design Code.  The Council should also ensure 
that the London Gateway Logistics Park Local Development Order is consistent with these requirements 
in the Design Code.  

We suggest an additional Design Standard is added to the Design Code saying: 

“A1.6.  Within the area shaded pink on the plan at Annex 13 of APP/0/131, the use of buildings permitted 
will be restricted to Use Class B8, together with no more than 26,088 square metres (Gross External 
Area) of buildings in Use Class B2 and no more than 32,031 square metres (Gross External Area) of 
buildings in Use Class B1(b) or B1(c).” 

A copy of Annex 13 of APP/0/131, or a drawing based upon Annex 13 which clearly delineates the extent 
of the area shaded pink on Annex 13, should be added to the Design Code after Figure 2 (attached as 
Appendix 4). 

For your convenience, we append a copy of an earlier plan (Appendix 3) showing a line following the 
extent of the Buffer Zone (the area shaded pink on Annex 13), overlaid onto a copy of the Masterplan of 
the Logistics Park and Port, from the inquiry. 

If you seek to proceed without complying with Conditions 86, 87 and 88, you will in effect be seeking to 
grant consent for a new planning application which raises serious environmental impact and mitigation 
issues. The draft Environmental Statement that accompanies the draft London Gateway Logistics Park 
Local Development Order does not address this issue.  If that is the case, the applicants will be obliged to 
formally produce a new application together with a new Environmental Statement and other supporting 
documents.  In light of the scale and importance of this site, it is likely that the Secretary of State would 
seek a public inquiry into this new application. 

Summary 

In conclusion, CAH recognises great potential in the future of the Coryton Refinery Complex site for 
continued employment uses.  This can co-exist with the approved new development of the Logistics Park, 
as long as the conditions imposed on the London Gateway consents are fully respected. 

CAH requests that the London Gateway Logistics Park Local Development Order Design Code has a 
Diagram which reflects the extent of the area shaded pink on the plan at Annex 13 of APP/0/131 and also 
includes a line delineating the extent of the area shaded pink on the plan at Annex 13 of APP/0/131.   

The wording of Condition 88 should also be incorporated into the Design Code.  The Council should also 
ensure that the London Gateway Logistics Park Local Development Order is consistent with these 
requirements in the Design Code.  

By doing so, CAH is keen to ensure that the nature of development in the eastern part of the former Shell 
Haven terminal does not inhibit Coryton’s operations either now or in the future.  The agreed operational 
Buffer Zone which is safeguarded for low density employment only should also be incorporated into the 
London Gateway Logistics Park Local Development Order to reflect the recommendations of the Planning 
Inspector and the Secretary of State. 
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Appendix 1 – Planning Conditions 86, 
87 and 88 
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Appendix 2 - Annex 13 of APP/0/131 
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Appendix 3 – Coryton Oil Refinery 
Buffer Zone Plan 
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Appendix 4 – Figure 2: HSE 
Consultation Zone from London 
Gateway Logistics Park Local 
Development Order Draft Design 
Code (June 2013) 
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Part 1: Plot Design Standards Consultation Draft

Figure 2: HSE Consultation Zone



From:
To: LDO Consultation
Subject: LDO consultation
Date: 07 August 2013 08:56:51

Concerns regarding the proposed LDO covering The London Logistics Park.

 

The nature and extent of the London Logistics Park was not clearly evident in the initial
descriptions of the port development and construction of the Thames Gateway. There
has therefore not been ample opportunity for local discussion of its impact and
encroachment, given its significant footprint. This is undemocratic and constitutes a
failure by local government to inform and protect the local community.

 

Although it is too late to include such discussions in the context of the larger
development of the Thames Gateway, a significant failure which reflects poorly on the
development as a whole, it is not too late to allow local discussion of the details of this
further tranche of building.

 

Detailed concerns:

 

Changes of use of buildings include B1, B2 and B8. These could include incinerators and
waste storage facilities. An LDO would steam-roller such developments through without
allowing local scrutiny.

 

General terms such as ‘sewerage treatment’ and refuelling sites (trucks/cars/ships?) are
too vague to allow democratic discussion. We could have something like Bunsfield built
close to residential areas (the proposed site encroaches much more on local residences
than the extent of the previous oil refinery). Risks of fire, explosion and environmental
pollution in close proximity to residential areas and wild-life need to be discussed at a
local level, not just within the context of European regulation.

 



 [It should also be stated that just because we have had to suffer having an oil refinery
on our coastal paths for years we should not have automatically been given the port.
The region is rich in wildlife and history but has been denigrated, neglected and
unprotected for decades.]

 

Significant developments such as incinerators/gas/fuel storage and sewerage works
should not be swept under the mantle of an LDO. They are of significant impact on
local communities and need to be discussed with them.

 

Increased traffic from the proposed roads/development will impact on local air quality
in terms of particulates, lead and benzene.

 

There is significant likelihood of local congestion should there be any problems with the
site. Road-works on the main new arterial roads, accidents, equipment failure on the
port site, poor weather, etc. would all lead to unprecedented flow of traffic pulses
through the area which are hard to predict. If the main arterial roads are effected this
will pass through minor roads in the local community. This would need to be carefully
assessed and open to local scrutiny.

This will have impact on health (in particular respiratory disease), local business,
productivity and general quality of life.

Similarly the LDO would not allow local discussion of the size/build-quality of any of the
offices and other buildings suggested for the site. These will have impact on local views,
and thus alter significantly the local environment. Local residents should have a right to
live in a decent environment. An LDO in this context is a blanket, undemocratic tool,
abrogating the local council from responsibility to its stake holders and putting too
much power in the hands of a few companies. The acquisition by a small number of
firms of Thurrock's environment by stealth has been going on for years and the
electorate will punish any local council and indeed local government that allows this to
result in degradation of our historical and beautiful home.

 



Dr Matthew Hayes.
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Mr Matthew Gallagher 
Thurrock Borough Council 
Major Projects Team 
Civic Offices New Road 
Grays
Essex
RM17 6SL 

Our ref: AE/2013/116392/01-L01 
Your ref: DraftLDO 

Date:  08 August 2013 

Dear Mr Gallagher 

LONDON GATEWAY LOGISTICS PARK LOCAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER (LDO) 
CONSULTATION AND HABITAT REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT CONSULTATION 

Thank you for your consultations, received on 27 July 2013, requesting our comments 
on the proposed LDO for the London Gateway Logistics Park and the associated 
Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Opinion. Our comments are provided 
below.

Local Development Order and supporting documents

We have reviewed all the supporting documents and overall are supportive of the 
suggested approach. 

Tidal Flood risk 

We are satisfied that the FRA (referenced LG-DPW-ENVLDC-C0000-RPT-ENV-0136 
Rev 2 and dated January 2013) is adequate to support the LDO. It refers to the outputs 
for future tidal defences in relation to TE2100 Project and climate change.   

The drainage strategy requires provisions for dry access/ egress from the Port and also, 
where necessary, safe dry refuge within the emerging Logistics Park. This has been 
previously discussed with us. We understand that the details are being agreed 
with Thurrocks Emergency Planners and associated Category One responders.

Surface Water Management 

We support the inclusion the conditions in the LDO which reflects our previous 
discussions relating to the drainage strategy of the Park, including future climate 
change.

Environment Agency
Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.environment-agency.gov.uk
Cont/d..
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We are aware that any associated Flood Defence Consents within the Logistics Park 
will be determined by Thurrock Unitary Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) under 
Section 23 of the Land Drainage Act 1991. We will continue to discuss, process and 
compliance check any future Flood Defence Consents, under Section 109 and 210 of 
the Water Resources Act 1991, associated with Stanford Boundary Drain a "Main River" 
under our jurisdiction. This watercourse receives surface water from the northern part of 
the Logistics Park. 

It should be noted that flood defence consents may need to be supported by a Water 
Framework Directive compliance assessments. We would also encourage the swales to 
be designed to incorporate as much wildlife as possible and would welcome the 
opportunity to speak with individual developers on this matter. 

Foul Drainage 

It has been recognised previously that connection of the Park’s foul drainage to Anglian 
Water’s sewerage network is uneconomic due to the distance of the site from Tilbury 
sewage works.

The provision of a centralised sewage treatment plant for the whole site was the 
Developer’s preferred option in 2003 but the slowdown in the rate of the Parks 
occupation, together with the need for widespread pumping, has brought into question 
the economic viability and environmental benefit of that option.  In view of that and the 
expectation that the development of the Park is expected to take between 10 and 15 
years, a centralised treatment plant would need to be enlarged several times to be 
effective for the progressively increasing sewage flow.  It would also be necessary to 
pump the sewage from each plot to the treatment plant. In view of these points, and 
others, the Applicant now proposes individual package sewage treatment plants for 
each plot, discharging to swales. We accept this proposal, in principle, subject to our 
approval under the Environmental Permitting regime being obtained.

The effluent quality standards will be decided on a site by site basis in light of the 
requirements of the water environment.  This will involve our agreement with the 
developer on the design and management of the watercourse network (swales) to 
ensure acceptable water quality, both inland and to the Thames estuary. 

The paragraphs in section E1 of the Design Code should be amended to reflect our 
comments on the Park Drainage Strategy. 

Contaminated Land 

The LDO and associated documents appear to adequately address the environmental 
issues of Land Contamination and we support the inclusion the condition requiring land 
to be remediated in advance of works commencing on the site. The supporting 
documents address this in more detail, including the issue of piling through land 
potentially affected by contamination which we understand will continue to be 
undertaken in accordance with approved methodologies. 

Large scale contaminated soil remediation and treatment has been carried out on the 
site in accordance with the agreed contaminated land remediation strategy. Much of the 
treatment of contaminated soils has been carried out at an on-site mobile plant 
operation approved by us under an environmental permit. 



Cont/d..
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 whether it is covered 
lsewhere or whether there needs to be some mention of it in the LDO, if not already 

idance on this matter in due course. 

. The time horizons stated in the 
esign Code, by which specific BREEAM standards shall be achieved, should not 

h has generally low 
infall compared with other parts of England. We recognise this is acknowledged in the 

 cooling buildings down as well as the obvious ecological 
nhancements. We request you to consider if there is an opportunity to reference this in 

wer station and 
onsequently it is expected that activities there should take advantage of this 

Environmental Monitoring 

The LDO documents do not appear to include a programme for routine environmental 
monitoring.  The Ecological Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (EMMP) deals with 
surveillance of terrestrial ecology but there is no plan for monitoring the water 
environment, for example the swales and Carter’s Lagoon, nor air quality. We are 
discussing this matter with DP World London Gateway to ascertain
e
so. We will provide further gu

Sustainable Construction 

The development must meet a high sustainable design standard. It is understood that at 
least a BREEAM Excellent is achievable. Consequently we would strongly encourage 
that all buildings on this development be designed and constructed to this standard at 
least, unless it can be shown that this is inappropriate
D
preclude the achievement of these standards sooner. 

Water usage and management is very important in this area, whic
ra
LDO and practised by the Developer and its contractors at this site. 

We would encourage the inclusion of green roof or green wall features on buildings 
within the Park. Green walls and roofs can provide indirect benefits such as attenuating 
rainfall run-off and
e
the Design Code.

Gateway Energy Centre 

We appreciate the Gateway Energy Centre falls outside the boundary for the proposed 
LDO however the energy company is obliged to make waste heat available to premises 
in the vicinity.  London Gateway Logistics Park is closest to the po
c
provision. This expectation should be adequately reflected in the LDO. 

Habitat Regulation Assessment

We do not consider that the development permitted by the LDO will have a significant 
pact on designated sites. We concur with the comments of Natural England.

ice is useful. 

im

We trust this adv

Yours sincerely 



End
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Mrs Jo Firth 
Sustainable Places team 

Direct dial 01473 706016 
Direct e-mail jo.firth@environment-agency.gov.uk 

cc London Gateway Ports Ltd 
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Date: 08 August 2013 
Our ref:  90465 & 90467 
Your ref: n/a 
  

 
Mr. Matthew Gallagher 
Major Projects Team 
Planning and Transportation Directorate 
Thurrock Council 
 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY 
 

 
 Customer Services 
 Hornbeam House 
 Crewe Business Park 
 Electra Way 
 Crewe 
 Cheshire 
 CW1 6GJ 
 
 T 0300 060 3900 
  

 
 
Dear Mr. Gallagher 
 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990  
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004  
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010  
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011  
Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) 
 
Notice under Regulation 29 relating to the proposed making of a Local Development Order 
accompanied by an Environmental Statement  
 
Proposed London Gateway Logistics Park Local Development Order (LDO) Consultation 
& draft Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Report Consultation 
 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 27 June 2013 which was received by Natural 
England by email of the same date.  
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the 
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.  
 
Overall Conclusion on draft HRA 
 
Natural England advises your authority that the proposal, if undertaken in strict accordance 
with the details submitted, is not likely to have a significant effect on the interest features for 
which Thames Estuary & Marshes SPA / Ramsar site and Benfleet & Southend Marshes SPA 
/ Ramsar site have been classified. The rationale in reaching this conclusion is set out below. 
 
Previous Involvement 
Natural England has been engaged with the emerging Local Development Order, notably providing 
an EIA scoping response (dated 15th February 2013), and providing comments on iterations of the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment report (dated 7th February 2013, and 16th May 2013). We have 
also provided comments on a further iteration by email dated 23rd July 2013. We refer the planning 
authority to these comments for the context to additional comments set out below.  
 
Local Development Order 
We understand that the LDO seeks to simplify planning requirements at this site for its ten year 
duration. We are also mindful of the significant planning history to development of the logistics park, 
and therefore the context of existing permissions (as amended). We are pleased to see therefore 
that the requirements of the former outline planning consent have been transferred, in their entirety, 
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to the LDO. We note in particular at schedule 2 – General Conditions – that condition 7 requires that 
“all development permitted under this Order shall be carried out in accordance with and subject to 
the requirements of the Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan (EMMP).”  
 
Notwithstanding this, the LDO introduces a form of permitted development, and therefore allows a 
scale of development (or the potential for such a scale) beyond the extant outline planning consent. 
Therefore the LDO must (and has) consider(ed) whether the impacts arising present additional 
concerns with respect to the natural environment. In view of the flexibility afforded to development at 
this location, Natural England’s view has been to establish agreed environmental parameters within 
which development under the terms of the LDO must operate in order to provide the necessary 
safeguards to the natural environment for the life of the Order.  
 
We have restricted our comments to our statutory interests, and therefore concentrate on 
internationally and nationally protected designated sites. We have produced standing advice for 
protected species, which can be found on our website. Although the LDO is accompanied by an EIA 
(for which we would normally provide more detailed comments), we do not consider that the impacts 
arising to protected species are sufficiently complex to warrant bespoke comments. The reason for 
this is that they have already been cleared from the site, which is now effectively sterile, and has 
been maintained as such through habitat manipulation and barrier fencing as appropriate.  
 
Internationally Protected Sites 
The LDO is accompanied by a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) report, which assesses 
possible likely significant effects to European protected Special Protection Areas (SPAs), Special 
Areas of Conservation (SACs), and internationally protected Ramsar sites. Possible impacts to 
these sites are also considered as part of the EIA. The Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA and 
Ramsar site lies closest to the LDO boundary, and the major interest features are wintering birds. 
 
We note that wintering birds have not been assigned with an “international” level of value (with 
reference to table 11.2). For instance, tables 11.9 and 11.10 assign wintering birds with a “local” 
value, and does not describe their links with the adjacent SPA / Ramsar site in the “legal and policy 
status” column. In our view, it is appropriate to consider the SPA / Ramsar site interest features as 
the valued ecological receptors (VER), rather than just “wintering birds” (which gives the impression 
that these are no more than a feature of the wider environment). The magnitude of impact will take 
into account the distribution of birds in relation to the zone of influence (ZOI), to determine the 
significance of the impact. We agree with the conclusions of the EIA, and nevertheless the HRA has 
taken proper account of the wintering bird interest of the SPA.   
 
Designated sites are also dealt with from paragraph 11.142. In this case, the EIA has considered 
the significance of effects after mitigation measures have been applied (mitigation has been 
considered as part of the baseline), and therefore effects are not considered to be significant. Whilst 
it is helpful to consider impact and mitigation separately for clarity, we agree with the conclusions 
reached.  
 
Natural England advises your authority that the proposal, if undertaken in strict accordance 
with the details submitted, is not likely to have a significant effect on the interest features for 
which Thames Estuary & Marshes SPA / Ramsar site and Benfleet & Southend Marshes SPA 
/ Ramsar site have been classified.  
 
In reaching this view, we have been mindful of various stated parameters within which the LDO will 
operate, for a range of impact pathways. These parameters are set out variously within the LDO 
and associated documents, including the Design Code, Code of Construction Practise, Drainage 
Strategy, and Lighting Strategy. It is essential therefore, in order to ensure that these stated 
parameters are adhered to, that they are robustly monitored, throughout the construction and 
operation phases of the LDO. The aforementioned documents set out some monitoring details, and 
it is our understanding that other reporting mechanisms will be routed via the Environmental 



 

Page 3 of 4 

Advisory Group (EAG), whose function will be secured by the LDO (currently set out as draft 
condition 8 of schedule 2 – general conditions). All monitoring of environmental parameters must be 
secured via suitably worded conditions to the LDO.  
 
Nationally Protected Sites 
Vange and Fobbing Marshes SSSI is located in the vicinity of the LDO boundary, and is discussed 
at paragraph 11.147. We are satisfied that appropriate controls exist in relation to water quality 
impact pathways to the SSSI, via the consenting regimes of the Environment Agency. Natural 
England has been particularly mindful of the air quality impact pathway to this (and other) SSSIs, in 
relation to cumulative impacts including development of the associated Gateway Energy Centre, 
which benefits from separate permissions. As part of that consent, mitigation measures were agreed 
to benefit the SSSI. Air quality modelling results set out in chapter 13, report that such impacts are 
not predicted to be significant to SSSI sites in the vicinity.  
 
Natural England is therefore satisfied that the proposed development, being carried out in strict 
accordance with the details of the application as submitted, will not damage or destroy the interest 
features for which the site has been notified. We therefore advise your authority that this SSSI does 
not represent a constraint in determining this application. Should the details of this application 
change, Natural England draws your attention to Section 28(I) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 (as amended), requiring your authority to re-consult Natural England. 
 
Other advice 
We would expect the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to assess and consider the other possible 
impacts resulting from this proposal on the following when determining this application: 
 

 local sites (biodiversity and geodiversity) 
 local landscape character 
 local or national biodiversity priority habitats and species.  

 
Natural England does not hold locally specific information relating to the above. These remain 
material considerations in the determination of this local development order and we recommend that 
you seek further information from the appropriate bodies (which may include the local records 
centre, your local wildlife trust or other recording society and a local landscape characterisation 
document) in order to ensure you have sufficient information to fully understand the impact of the 
proposal before it determines the application. A more comprehensive list of local groups can be 
found at Wildlife and Countryside link.  
 
If the LPA is aware of, or representations from other parties highlight the possible presence of a 
protected or priority species on the site, the authority should request survey information from the 
applicant before determining the application. The Government has provided advice1 on priority and 
protected species and their consideration in the planning system. 
 
Natural England Standing Advice for Protected Species is available on our website to help local 
planning authorities better understand the impact of development on protected or priority species 
should they be identified as an issue at particular developments. This also sets out when, following 
receipt of survey information, the authority should undertake further consultation with Natural 
England.  
 
Biodiversity enhancements 
This application may provide opportunities to incorporate features into the design which are 
beneficial to wildlife, such as the incorporation of roosting opportunities for bats or the installation of 
bird nest boxes. The authority should consider securing measures to enhance the biodiversity of the 
site from the applicant, if it is minded to grant permission for this application. This is in accordance 
                                                
1 Paragraph 98 and 99 of ODPM Circular 06/2005  
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with Paragraph 118 of the NPPF. Additionally, we would draw your attention to Section 40 of the 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006) which states that ‘Every public authority 
must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of 
those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity’. Section 40(3) of the same Act also states 
that ‘conserving biodiversity includes, in relation to a living organism or type of habitat, restoring or 
enhancing a population or habitat’. 
 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any 
queries please do not hesitate to contact us.  
 
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact me on 01206 
382751. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please 
send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 
 
We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have attached a 
feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments you might have about our service.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Jonathan Bustard 
Land Use Operations 
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Major Projects Team 
Planning and Transportation Directorate  
Civic Offices 
New Road 
Grays 
Essex RM17 6SL 
 

6th August 2013 
Dear Matthew 
 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990  
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004  
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010  
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011  
Notice under Regulation 29 relating to the proposed making of a Local Development Order 
accompanied by an Environmental Statement  
 
Proposed London Gateway Logistics Park Local Development Order (LDO) Consultation  
 
Plumb Associates is contracted to provide landscape, arboriculture and ecology advice 
with regard to planning matters to Thurrock Council; the comments set out below are 
provided as part of this arrangement. 
 
An Environmental Statement has been provided in support of the LDO.   

The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment concludes that the LDO development will have 
effects on the landscape character and visual amenity of the area; however it considers that these 
effects will not be greater than those already permitted under the OPA.  This is considered to be an 
appropriate conclusion. 

The Ecology chapter details the programme of protected species translocation and extensive 
habitat clearance that has already been completed.  This means that the site currently has limited 
ecological value.  It is agreed therefore that the LDO development would not have any significant 
effects over those already identified as part of the OPA.  The proposed landscape masterplan 
elements are considered likely to have a positive benefit for wildlife as it will result in significant 
habitat creation.  This is considered an appropriate conclusion. 

The draft Code of Construction Practice addresses the issue of habitat and protected species, 
detailing the surveys and monitoring required to be undertaken to ensure that animals and plants 
are not killed or injured by development.  These relate to programmes already accepted by the 
Ecological Advisory Group and are therefore considered appropriate.   

Magnolia Lodge, Franklin Road,  
North Fambridge, Essex, CM3 6NF 
 
Tel: 01621 744710  
Email: info@plumb-associates.co.uk  
Web: www.plumb-associates.co.uk 

PlumbAssociates 
Communities  Environment 



 Registered company limited by guarantee No: 06558777 - Directors: Steve Plumb, Julia Plumb 

It is important to maintain exclusion fencing to prevent amphibians or reptiles in particular from 
recolonising the site prior to the development being completed in that phase. 

It is noted that the rate of development will be market led; however it is essential that the 
implementation of the new development complies with requirements of the Code of Construction 
Practice, with sufficient time being allowed to enable the necessary surveys and clearance works 
to be undertaken.  

The Design Code sets out the broad principles for the landscape elements for each area.  The 
Landscape Strategy provides more detail of the each element.  These are based on the original 
landscape masterplan presented as part of the OPA discharge of conditions and therefore the 
principles have already been accepted.  These two documents provide detailed specifications for 
the hard and soft landscape elements and these are considered appropriate for the site. 

The Landscape Management Plan considered appropriate for the site. 

The Design Code addresses the phasing of the development and stresses the importance of the 
landscape scheme being implemented as early as possible.  This is supported. 

A point that is not explicitly addressed in the landscape documents is the need to ensure that the 
implementation of the landscape schemes between developments is co-ordinated.  While there is 
scope for the individual developers to select species from the broad palette set out in the Design 
Code, adjoining developments should complement each other to ensure a unified feel for the 
overall development and to achieve a satisfactory transition across the site.  It is understood that 
DP World will be undertaking this co-ordination role.  This should be explicitly stated within these 
documents. 

A detailed Ecological mitigation and management plan was produced in advance of the site 
clearance works that are now complete.  This is a revised, edited document that is considered 
appropriate for the site as it is currently. 

Conclusion 
It is considered that the documents and plans relating to landscape and ecology are accurate 
summations of previously approved plans prepared for earlier discharge of conditions and 
protected species licence applications. They are therefore considered appropriate for guiding 
development taking place under the LDO. 

Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Steve Plumb 
Director 



Highways Response 
 

To:- Major Projects Team 
 Matthew Gallagher 
 
From:    Highways Development Control  
  
This matter is being dealt with by: Nathan Drover 
Date:    6th August 2013    

Address:  London Gateway Logistics Park, London Gateway, 
The Manorway, Stanford Le Hope, Essex 

Proposal:  Proposed London Gateway Logistics Park Local 
Development Order (LDO) Consultation 

RECOMMENDATION: No objections with conditions and Section 106 
 
Summary 
The Local Development Order has been developed in conjunction with a new 
Transport Assessment (LDO TA). This indicates that traffic levels are going to 
be significantly lower that anticipated in the earlier transport assessment. A 
detailed assessment has been undertaken of the likely traffic impact of the LDO 
Park proposals. The proposed highways and transportation improvements 
remain largely unchanged from those arising from the existing consent. 
However the LDO TA does conclude that some junction improvements that 
were previously identified are either not warranted or require modification, given 
the relatively slight impact arising from the Park traffic alone. The LDO gives 
rise to some additional benefits as it addresses the need for overnight Lorry 
Parking on the Commercial Park, which was not included in the original 
consent. On the basis of the current information, some of the planning 
obligations and conditions have not been addressed through the LDO or 
associated documents. Revised documents are being prepared which address 
this oversight. 
 
Traffic Flows 
The original (2002) Transport Assessment was superceded by the 2005 
Supplemental Transport Assessment (2005 TA); this assessment was the basis 
for the existing planning consent The 2005 TA anticipated that the combined 
traffic movements for Commercial Park, Port and Roll-on Roll-off Ferry (RoRo) 
were 40,300 daily vehicle movements of which 11,882 would be HGV’s. The 
LDO TA significantly revises these traffic flows to take account of a number of 
factors. These including reducing the anticipated road freight traffic by 
increasing the rail freight share, increasing the amount of freight transhipped 
through the Port and changing the assumptions concerning the interaction 
between Port and Park. The latter is called “Port centric” traffic, essentially the 
2005 TA made assumptions that traffic generation from the Commercial Park 
would be independent of the Port, the TA for the LDO changes these 
assumptions to allow for interaction between the Port and Park which reduces 
the overall levels of traffic.  These have been defined as “Port centric” flows. 
There were a number of other minor changes which reduced the overall level of 
anticipated traffic. 



 
These new lower combined traffic movements for the Commercial Park, Port 
and RoRo are estimated at 27467 daily movements, including some 7358 
HGV's. (It should be noted that DPWorld have indicated that they do not 
anticipate proceeding with the proposed RoRo). These new LDO TA Base 
traffic figures are summarised in Table 1.0 below. 
 
 
Table 1.0 Base LDO and Port Traffic Generation (including Ro-Ro and GEC) 

In Out  Total      
  LV HV LV HV LV HV Total  
Am Peak (0800-
0900) 596 184 160 179 757 363 1,119 

Pm Peak  (1700-
1800) 161 188 597 200 758 387 1,146 

12 Hour (0700-1900) 4,869 2,602 5,077 2,538 9,946 5,141 15,087 

16 Hour (0600-2200) 7,360 3,064 7,562 2,976 14,922 6,040 20,962 

18 Hour (0600-0000) 7,570 3,194 9,640 3,120 17,210 6,314 23,524 

24 Hours  10,055 3,679 10,055 3,679 20,109 7,358 27,467 
 
To take account of a scenario where some of these traffic assumptions are not 
achieved, the LDO TA includes a “Sensitivity Test” with a higher level of traffic. 
 
Sensitivity Test 
 
Table 2.0 below sets out the changes parameters that were changed to derive 
the Sensitivity Test: 
 
Table 2.0 Revised Sensitivity Test Parameters 

Assumption  Base Case Sensitivity  

Transhipment 20% 13% 
Port Centric 76% of LDO 

floorspace receiving 
Port centric 

51% of floor space 

Rail 33% 20% 
Workers travel in 
peak 

5% 7% 

VBS level for Port 4.2% 5.8% 

 
It should be noted that the changes to these parameters predominantly affect 
the Port traffic flows and not the Park traffic. The revised Sensitivity Test traffic 
figures are set out in Table 3.0 below. 
 
Table 3.0 Sensitivity Test LDO and Port Traffic Generation (including Ro-Ro and GEC) 

In Out  Total      
  LV HV LV HV LV HV Total  
Am Peak (0800-
0900) 707 203 109 203 815 405 1,221 

Pm Peak  (1700-
1800) 110 245 708 243 817 488 1,305 

12 Hour (0700-1900) 5,022 3,502 5,158 3,385 10,181 6,887 17,068 

16 Hour (0600-2200) 7,441 4,144 7,643 4,005 15,084 8,149 23,232 

18 Hour (0600-0000) 7,650 4,329 9,721 4,213 17,372 8,542 25,914 

24 Hours  10,055 5,013 10,055 5,015 20,109 10,028 30,137 



 
Traffic Impact and Improvements 
 
The LDO TA goes on to assess the level of impact on the surrounding road 
network using both the Base traffic levels and the Sensitivity Test traffic levels. 
The traffic impact is assessed using current background traffic levels on existing 
roads and projected increases in traffic to 2023. The Port has already 
committed a number of proposed improvements to the road network, the LDO 
TA assesses the traffic impact with and without the committed Port 
improvements and draws the following conclusions: 
 
1) The Access Road/The Sorrells/Manorway committed junction improvement 

configuration adequately accommodate the with-LDO flows; 

2) The committed improvements for the Manorway / A13 / A1013 / B1007 
signal controlled improvement scheme satisfactorily accommodates the 
with-LDO flows; 

3)  The A13/A128 Orsett Cock roundabout incorporating committed 
improvements, satisfactorily accommodates the with-LDO 2023 traffic flows. 
The impact of the LDO is not considered sufficient to warrant implementation 
of a specific mitigation scheme, however, funding could be drawn from the 
Amenity Contribution to part-fund an improvement scheme if the Harbour 
Empowerment Order improvements have not already been implemented; 

4) The committed M25 Junction 30 Final Scheme satisfactorily accommodates 
the with-LDO flows; 

5) Although the A13/A176 Five Bells junction is experiencing capacity issues, 
the predicted LDO impact on the junction is not considered sufficient to 
materially impact operation; 

6) The existing A1013/London Road junction can satisfactorily accommodate 
the with-LDO flows. 

7) A number of the A13 links will be over capacity in 2023, in particular the 
section between the Orsett Cock and the Manorway. The LDO proposes a 
contribution towards the widening of this section. 

The LDO TA assesses the degree of impact and determines whether it is 
significant enough to warrant an improvement scheme. It also assesses when 
the trigger for that improvement scheme should be, based on combined Port 
and Park flows at the main access road. The proposed highway improvements 
remain largely unchanged from those arising from the existing consent.  
 
The main changes are regarding (3) and (5) above, concerning the level of Park 
traffic impact at the Five Bells and Orsett Cock roundabouts. At these locations 
the LDO TA concludes that the impact is not so significant as to warrant an 
improvement scheme to be implemented on the basis of the Park traffic. In 
respect of the Five Bells roundabout, which is within the Basildon area and is 
the responsibility of Essex County Council.  Essex County Council will be a 
consultee to this LDO and we will be seeking their views in respect of this issue.  
In respect of the Orsett Cock roundabout, if this remains unimproved, there will 
be significant queues in 2023 and there is an ongoing road safety problem. The 
LDO TA suggests that, if necessary, any Park traffic impact at this junction 
could be addressed through the separate Amenity Contribution. This 
contribution could deal with minor impacts at various junctions in the area and 
other issues such as HGV’s rat running through Stanford and Corringham. 
 



The other difference from the existing consent concerns item (4) above and the 
anticipated level of traffic impact at Junction 30 of the M25. An interim Junction 
30 scheme is currently being constructed and is required to be completed 
before the Port becoming operational. The existing Park/Port consent requires a 
further more complex final scheme to be implemented in the future, which is 
called the M25 Junction 30 Final Scheme. The LDO TA identifies that the 
Junction 30 Final Scheme satisfactorily accommodates the with-LDO traffic 
flows. However the level of Park traffic in the LDO TA is not so significant as the 
warrant that Final Scheme being implemented in association with just the Park. 
Therefore an alternative minor scheme has been developed as Park mitigation, 
this scheme improves capacity on the A282 viaduct approach to Junction 30. 
The Highways Agency have agreed this scheme. It should be noted that the DfT 
are currently developing a £150 million scheme that is due to commence in 
2015, so ideally any alternative Park scheme would have to add value to the 
DfT scheme, rather than duplicate what is already likely to occur. 
 
Travel Plan 
The current Travel Plan (TP) for the LDO includes commitments to the 
funding/implementation of various mitigation measures, including: 

- Funding of the implementation and ongoing management of the Travel 
Plan and Travel Plan coordinator; 

- Contribution for the improvement of bus facilities to increase bus 
patronage and maximise the proportion of workers travelling to the site 
by bus. These improvements could include: 

o Bus service funding; 
o Improvements to bus shelters at up to 11 locations in Thurrock 

and 11 locations in Essex; 
o Improvements to bus and train facilities at Basildon; and 
o Real Time Information System on buses. 

 

- Contribution for the improvement of the interchange at Stanford-le-Hope 
station (such as bus turn-around or alternative) to help improve public 
transport accessibility in the local area. This is subject of on-going 
discussion with Network Rail concerning their plans for the Stanford-le-
Hope level crossing. 

 
A revised Travel Plan is currently being developed. This will deal with a wider 
range of transport issues than those included in the current Travel Plan and 
update it to include contemporary travel planning tools. 
 
Please note, the LDO Schedule 1, Part 1, Condition 12 includes a list of 
requirements for the Travel Plan. This should be amended to reflect the new 
TP, once it is finalised. 
 
Lorry Parking  
The existing Park consent does not provide for any bespoke Lorry Parking 
facilities for the Park. However the Port does make allowance for a relatively 
small area of HGV parking. Therefore the LDO proposes that this issue is dealt 
with through the proposed Design Code. The Council’s Lorry Parking study 
identified the need for 320 parking spaces somewhere in the vicinity of London 
Gateway.  
 
 



The LDO Design Code sets out that for developments in excess of 30,000m2 

where 24-hour operation is required, adequate facilities shall be provided within 
the plot for drivers of commercial vehicles at a rate of one driver/commercial 
vehicle per 3,500m2.  If such facilities are unable to be provided on plot (or if 
there is a shortfall in on plot provision), alternative facilities shall be provided off-
plot at an equivalent rate. In combination with the existing allocation on the Port, 
this would accumulatively meet the need identified in the Lorry Parking study. 
 
Planning Obligations 
 
The existing planning obligations need to be carefully considered and reapplied 
with the new triggers. Currently some of the walking, cycling, public transport 
and other minor improvements have not been addressed in the Draft Section 
106 Heads of Terms or LDO conditions. Therefore a detailed review needs to 
be undertaken of the existing commitments and how they will be reflected in the 
LDO. However the bullet points below set out where it is expected these 
commitments will be secured and these should be checked before the LDO is 
finalised. 
 

- Travel Plan and Travel Plan funding. There should be a S106 clause 
requiring the Travel Plan and Travel Plan funding. 

 
- Provision of Travel Plan Co-ordinator. This is in the draft Section 106 and 

in the Travel Plan. 
 

- Contribution towards A13 widening between Orsett Cock and Manorway. 
This should be included in the Section 106. 

 
- Amenity contribution funding. This should be a separate Section 106 

contribution. 
 

- New Access Road 
(Including cycleway/footway and overbridge). The LDO currently 
prevents any access for operational traffic from Gates 1,2, and 3. Whilst 
it is implicit that access will be from the new access road that is currently 
under construction, it may be just as well for the LDO to make this 
provision explicit.  
 

- Signalised pedestrian crossing of the Manorway at Springhouse Road. 
This is mentioned in the Travel Plan, but should be a separate Section 
106 obligation. 

 
- Manorway/A13 junction improvement. This is under construction; 

nevertheless it should be a Section 106 obligation. 
 

- Sorrells roundabout improvement (Including signalised pedestrian 
crossing of the Manorway). See comments above concerning the New 
Access Road. 

 
- Bus turnaround at Stanford Station. This should be a separate Section 

106 obligation. 
 
- Improvements to the Manorway underpasses (Mentioned in draft Travel 

Plan). This should be a separate Section 106 obligation. 



 
- Noise attenuation barriers on the Manorway and A13. This should be a 

separate S106 obligation. 
 

- Low noise surfacing on the Manorway. This should be a separate S106 
obligation. 

 
- Sologuard crash barrier on the Manorway. This should be a separate 

S106 obligation. 
 

- M25 Junction 30 improvement. This should be a separate S106 
obligation. 

 
- Common user rail siding, (See Schedule 1, Part 1, Condition 9). Further 

legal advice is required concerning how this is secured. Either directly as 
a condition of the Order or indirectly as part of compliance with the 
Design Code.  

 
- Scheme of monitoring traffic flows. This needs to be a separate S106 

obligation, however it cannot be finalised until the revised Travel Plan is 
agreed. 

 
- Lorry Park provision. This is addressed through the Design Code. 

 
 
Planning Conditions 
 
The majority of the existing planning conditions will be obsolete as they would 
have been addressed through Schedule 1 of the draft order, design codes and 
other documents. However a number of other planning conditions, some of 
which have been discharged, need to be reviewed to determine whether they 
are relevant to the LDO. This is particularly relevant for those conditions that 
apply to the Park as a whole, rather than individual plots. For example, the 
provisions for emergency vehicle access have already been agreed as part of 
the outline consent conditions. It is not clear from the LDO where issues such 
as this will be addressed. A review of all outline consent conditions should be 
undertaken. 
 
Regards: Nathan Drover 
Date:  6th August 2013 
 


