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London Thames Gateway Development Corporation 
 
Planning Committee Meeting: 13 September 2007 
 
Addendum Report Re: Agenda Item 3 – Trad Scaffolding Co. Ltd., 
Knights Road, Silvertown. 
 
 
Further to paragraph 7.2 of the main report, the Corporation has received 
correspondence dated 10 September 2007 from the owners of Peruvian 
Wharf objecting to the removal of the condition to time limit the use of the site 
as a concrete and mortar batching plant for a period of 10 years. A copy of the 
objection letter dated 10 September is attached to this report. 
 
The following provides a summary of the points raised and the officer 
response: 
 
1. The site is located within an area that is identified for significant 

regeneration and land use change. 
 

It is acknowledged that Thameside West is identified for significant 
regeneration and land use change. The London Plan and Unitary 
Development Plan, which together form the development plan, locate the 
site within the Lower Lea Valley Opportunity Area and ‘Arc of 
Opportunity’, but also on land where industrial and employment 
generating land uses are to be protected and encouraged. The London 
Borough of Newham draft Royal Docks and Thameside West Area Action 
Plan establishes the principle of industrial-land release but provides no 
explanation as to how this will be implemented spatially. The Lower Lea 
Valley Opportunity Area Planning Framework (LLV OAPF), which was 
adopted by the Mayor of London in January 2007, and forms part of the 
Corporation’s Lower Lea Valley Regeneration Strategy, is the only policy 
document to provide an explanation of the spatial distribution of industrial 
land release and retention. Nevertheless, the LLV OAPF is a policy 
document that should be afforded significant weight in the determination 
of planning applications within Thameside West. The LLV OAPF does not 
identify the site within the area identified, with certainty, for industrial land 
release or within the area where the precise SEL boundary is still to be 
defined. While the site is located within close proximity to the latter, it 
remains located within the area of retained SEL. Furthermore, it is 
considered that there is logic to the designation given (1) the site’s 
location west of Knights Road, which could form an eastern boundary to 
the SEL, and (2) the site’s proximity to established industrial uses and 
existing safeguarded wharves.    

 
2. The documentation submitted in support of the planning application fails 

to make reference to significant policies within the development plan 
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which encourage regeneration in the area, including the Unitary 
Development Plan ‘Arc of Opportunity’ designation and London Plan 
priorities for East London. 

 
The main committee report considers the weight to be attached to, and 
content of, the regeneration objectives established in the Unitary 
Development Plan Stratford to Thameside ‘Arc of Opportunity’ and the 
London Plan priorities for East London and, more relevantly, the Lower 
Lea Valley. 

 
3. The documentation submitted in support of the planning application does 

not fully take into account the Inspector’s decision on the Peruvian Wharf 
inquiry in relation to land use change in the area. 

 
The main committee report acknowledges the Inspector’s decision on the 
Peruvian Wharf inquiry, which concluded that while the redevelopment of 
the site for residential uses would result in poor living conditions in terms 
of noise and air quality, the sole use of the site for environmentally 
challenging industries could not be justified given the extant office and 
hotel use permissions and unless and until an objective basis of the need 
for such uses had been carried out. The LLV OAPF is considered to 
provide an objective basis for the spatial distribution of land use change in 
Thameside West. It is noted that site accommodating the extant hotel 
permission is located within the area where the precise boundary of 
retained SEL is to be defined.  

 
4. The removal of condition 20 would fetter the LTGDC’s ability to properly 

and comprehensively consider the future redevelopment of Thameside 
West. 

 
The application to remove condition 20 has to be considered in relation to 
the development plan and any other material considerations. It is set out 
in the main report and above why the application is considered to be in 
accordance with the London Plan, Unitary Development Plan and Lower 
Lea Valley Opportunity Area Planning Framework. It is considered that 
the removal of condition 20 would not fetter the Corporation’s ability to 
properly and comprehensively consider the future redevelopment of 
Thameside given that it has adopted, as its regeneration framework, a 
land use approach that locates the site within an area of retained SEL.    

 
5. The committee report misinterprets the Lower Lea Valley Opportunity 

Area Planning Framework figure 4.15 when read in conjunction with 
paragraph 4.248. 

 
The recommendation set out in the report is based on an assessment of 
figure 4.15 when read in conjunction with paragraph 4.248. It is 
considered that because the application site is (1) located outside the 
areas of potential SEL release and where the precise boundary of 
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retained SEL is to be defined, (2) located adjacent to the established 
industrial activities of Tate and Lyle and John Knights Ltd. and (3) located 
west of Knights Road which could feasibly form an eastern boundary to, 
and division between, industrial activity to the west and alternative land 
uses to the east of Thameside West, the Corporation could not justify a 
refusal of planning permission.    

 
6. The committee report makes no reference at to the extant planning 

permissions for non-industrial uses that exist on the northern part of the 
Peruvian Wharf site. 

 
The impact of the concrete and mortar batching plant on the extant 
permission to redevelop the part of Peruvian Wharf located north of the 
application site with a hotel was considered by the Planning Committee 
on 8 February 2007. Following the advice received from the London 
Borough of Newham Environmental Health officers it was agreed that the 
impact of the concrete and mortar batching plant could be mitigated 
through the scheme design and the use of conditions. 
 

 
Case Officer:  Will Steadman   
 










