prevail it could be used by any owner of a safeguarded wharf and would render the
safeguarding direction, and the policy which effects its protection, largely redundant.

6.63 In the event, it has not been demonstrated that there is any realistic alternative available
location for either of the preferred operators’ activities, The importance of the demand
by operators for use of Peruvian Wharf ought not to be underestimated in respect of the
viability test. Certainly the appellants do not under-estimate the danger for their case.
That is why they have taken such pains to criticise the applications for planning
permission by Al and Cory in this forum, even though it has no locus to determine and
no ability to influence the outcome of these applications.

6.64 The appellants rightly recognise that the demand by these operators distilled from the
reactivation process conducted by the GLA, LDA and PLA and backed up by planning
applications, and the use of CPO powers by the LDA to implement the permissions,
demonstrates the opposite of what they have claimed from the outset (and now LBN
have joined in'): that the whole of the safeguarded wharf within the appeal site is not
viable or capable of being made viable for cargo handling, and that implicitiy, the only
means by which the wharf will be reactivated is through the appeal proposals. However
the preferred operators have responded by demonstrating their commitment to their
proposals for Peruvian Wharf by giving evidence at this inquiry.

6.65 The appellants have therefore failed to demonstrate that the whole of the safeguarded = -
wharf within the appeal site is not viable or is not capable of being made viable for cargo °
handling and the proposals are therefore in conflict with Policy 4C.15 of the Landon
Plan.

The Aggregate Industries Proposal

6.66 Al is an intemational aggregates, construction and building materials group based in the
UK. It has leading regional market positions in the UK and across the USA as well as
operations in the Channel Islands and Norway. In 2004 Al (UK) produced:

27m tonnes of sand, gravel and crushed rock
5.5m tonnes of asphalt

2.5m cubic metres of ready-mixed concrete and
3.4m tonnes of pre-cast concrete products

6.67 Having undertaken a review of marine aggregate terminals along the Thames, Al has
identified a real need for the acquisition of wharf facilities in the London area, through
which to import mineral to the London market. Sea borne transportation has been
identified as an economic and effective means of importing and transferring aggregate
which AI currently lack access to, as they do not have any in-house wharf secured at
which they can land minerals. Whilst various operators of wharves in the London area
arc at times happy to allow the landing of material these routes are not by any means
guaranteed and are becoming increasingly difficult to find.

6.68 Al has access to significant sources of supply of aggregate, a substantial proportien of

! LBN closing submissions para 51 in Inquiry Document 3
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which can only be brought into the London market via a wharf, for example from
Cornwall and Norway. Al is also seeking to expand its business to include importation of
sea-dredged material. A secure route to market is needed for this, to allow for a regular
vessel transporting material.

Peruvian Wharf has a number of key characteristics which make it particularly attractive
and appropriate for the development of an aggregate handling facility. It is ideally
situated to serve an existing concrete market which is set to increase in the future. The
range of future proposed developments include the Olympic Games and Legacy
proposals, Cross Rail, Thames Gateway and Stratford City. The wharf is surrounded by
industrial uses and has the potential to be used and operated seven days a week and 24
hours a day. The wharf area available is of sufficient size to deposit mineral in sufficient
quantities to be cost effective. The aggregate proposals comprise the following:

Jetty: provision of a new jetty and mooring dolphins extending 100 metres into the
River Thames 10 a charted depth of over 4.5 metres;

Importation of sea-dredged aggregate: importation of 500,000 tonnes of sea-dredged
aggregate per year, mainly delivered by 5,000 tonne capacity self-discharge vessels or
removed by crane situated on an adjacent barge; a vessel will deliver every 2-3 days;
mineral will be transferred to the site at a rate of up 1o 1,500 tonnes per hour viaa
covered conveyor system and deposited within enclosed 6 metre high storage bays;

Sea-dredged Aggregate Processing Plant: dredged material taken from stockpile bays
by front end loader and discharged into reception hopper of processing plant located .
centrally within the Al site; this will feed the washing, grading and sizing process by
conveyor, aggregate processed on site will produce two sizes: an up to 6mm concrete
sand and 6-10mm concrete aggregate;

Importation of Processed Aggregate and Secondary Aggregate: potential capacity to'
import up to 350,000 tonnes of processed aggregate and/or secondary aggregate subject
to demand; this would be delivered by 5,000 tonne self-discharge vessels or removed by
crane; there would be between 1 and 2 vessels a week; mineral would be transferred to

the site at the rate of up to 1,500 tonnes per hour via a covered conveyor system;

Importation of Cement: imported via substantial bulk carriers able to transport up to
4,000 tonmes of cement; pumped at a rate of 200 tonnes per hour direct into one of four
1,500 tonne silos via a dedicated pipeline; anticipated that 120,000 tonnes of cement per
annum will be imported to serve on-site ready-mixed plant at Bow, Greenwich and
Battersea currently served from Rugby by road; intention to provide up to a further
100,000 tonnes of cement per annum to the remaining London concrete plants.

Concrete Batching Plant: plant will produce between 100,000 and 120,000 m* of ready-
mix concrete per year; proposed to erect two separate plants, side by side each with a
4.5m’® mixerbutto have both plants housed within one building; cement will be loaded
into 3 fully enclosed silos within the concrete batching plant direct from the proposed 4
on-site silos, aggregate will be transferred by front end loader from the storage bays into
the 20 tonne receiving hopper, thence to the enclosed 800 tonne aggregate storage bins
within the batching plants via covered conveyors. Sand, stone, cement and water will
then be weighed into the required proportions and loaded into the truck mixers for
onward delivery to construction sites; & fleet of at least 10 mixer trucks would be
required.
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The Brett Aggregates Proposal
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The Brett Group confirm that they have designed for an annual throughput of 500,000
tonnes, and that they consider this to be the optimum level. They anticipate supplying
150,000 tonnes of aggregate direct to an on-site concrete plant and later a similar amount
to a satellite plant. Even if it is assumed that Bretts are able to establish a satellite plant
capable of consuming a further 150,000 tonnes, this would still leave 200,000 tonnes of
aggregate to be sold direct to the market. Al question the ability of the Brett Group to
supply this level of aggregate direct to the market.

Aggregate suppliers of sand and gravel sell principally to their own ready-mixed
concrete operations. The majority of these comprise added value downstream supply
sources operated in-house by the aggregate supplier. Without good access to in-house
supply sources in the form of in-house concrete batching plants, it would be difficult for
Bretts to make further inroads by selling direct to the market duc to established in-house
supply sources which already exist.

There are several references within the Brett Group’s evidence to the use of the “just in
time” principle of retail management. This they claim could add a further 50% to the
projected 500,000 tonnes per year throughput. In terms of the additional throughput the
same queries regarding the market Brett intends or is able to serve are reiterated. With . .
the wharf restrictions which would apply in terms of reliance on tides and restricted
working hours, there would be significant challenges to importing material to the site -
under the “just in time” regime. No unloading outside the hours of 7am to 7pm and 7am
to 4pm on Saturdays comprises a significant constraint on the operation. The tidal
restrictions compoung this limitation. A proposal for a 24 hour operation which includes
a jetty would allow a facility unconstrained and fully responsive to market demands with
the flexibility to address demand peaks or unexpected events such as breakdowns or
adverse weather.

The Brett Group do not provide a firm commitment to import cement by water. This
does not provide confidence that the potential of the wharf will be maximised. As
cement would only be required by their on-site plant and thereafter at some yet
undetermined satellite plant, the level of cement importation would not provide the
economies of scale to make import by water sustainable. In comparison Al are firmly
committed to the import of cement via the wharf to initially supply their on-site plant
together with their plants at Battersea, Greenwich and Bow. Thereafter the potential
exists to supply their remaining plants in London, currently served by road from Rugby,
from Peruvian Wharf, The inclusion of four 1,500 tonne silos on sit¢ as well as dedicated

‘silos within the concrete batching plant, as proposed by Al, make bulk supply and

storage of cement to the site via the wharf practicable and economically viable.

Brett’s evidence confirms that construction aggregates are highly sensitive to the cost of
haulage and distribution, and that this limits the propensity to travel beyond competitive
economic boundaries. They state however that a significant proportion of its annual
throughput will be supplied to their own “fixed outlets”. In terms of these outlets there is
only one Bretts site within the 5 mile radius cost sensitive boundary identified in Figure
CPM/PT/2 to which they could supply, this being their plant at Bow.

Late and overnight pours are sometimes required as part of construction projects and it is
not unusual for large projects to require continuous supply of concrete over extended
hours and overnight. A significant proportion of utility and highway contracts require
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supply during off-peak hours. Brett’s evidence implies that that with the LPAs approval
they will be able to undertake late and overnight pours. However, the potential
environmental impact of these out of hours activities on the sensitive adjoining land uses
has not been assessed. Given the proposed context for the operation it is unlikely that
approval would be given for out of hours operations in anything other than the most
exceptional of circumstances.

Next it is relevant to review the shortcomings of the appeal proposals in respect of their
proposed use of the safeguarded wharf. In respect of flexibility of use of the safeguarded
wharf area in association with the wharf frontage, now and in the future, the following
points are relevant:

a.

There will be a loss of 2.19 ha of safeguarded wharf immediately adjacent to
the Plaistow wharf frontage. This limits the use which can be made of that
wharf frontage for cargo handling to products which can be unloaded by
pipeline as in the appeal scheme'. The loss is not offset by the addition of
0.77 ha within the reconfigured wharf area because it cannot be used in
conjunction with the wharf frontage to facilitate flexible use of the
safeguarded wharf for a variety of cargo handling uses.

It is unclear why the appellants have placed such emphasis on the extent of the
safeguarded wharf left in wharf use by Tate and Lyle, when there is evidently -
present demand for all of the safeguarded wharf within the appeal site for ’
cargo handling which rather vindicates the extent of the safeguarding.

The intermittent unloading of cementitous product at Plaistow wharf, which is
not guaranteed will ever transpire in any event, sterilises the use of that wharf
for other forms of cargo handling, given that the cementitious product could be
unloaded at Perivian Wharf. In this respect, the only shipping model
produced by the appellants has been with regard to Brett’s specifications alone
on the basis of the Union Pluto as an aggregates vessel. The appellants have
therefore failed to examine the ability to land both aggregate and cement on
Peruvian Wharf alone through use of larger vessels, faster rates of discharge
than 400 tonnes per hour (compared to Al 1500 tph), deeper dredging or a new
jetty, which would avoid the consequence of sterilising use of Plaistow wharf
for other forms of cargo handling.

Mr Beckett had not examined the maximum quantity of cement and aggregate
which could be landed at a single wharf (upstream berth) even with working
hours restrictions, without using the downstream wharf. Nonetheless, a simple
exercise put to Beckett in cross-examination demonstrates how use of the
larger aggregates vessel relied upon in Beckett’s evidence, the Anpero (or an
alternate) and either a smaller (Gabriella) or larger {600t) cement vessel, as
also assumed by the.appellants, results in the need for no more than one ship
every day to deliver either cement or aggregate in a 5 or 6 day working week
in order to achieve the throughput identified by Brett®.

It is wholly within the appeilants’ power to increase the flexibility of use of Peruvian

T MIC/2 App 10

* PLA/T/? App 6 & TKHB/2/App Y
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Wharf in any event in order to avoid sterilising unnecessarily the use of Plaistow wharf
frontage and adjacent land by installing a new jetty, as proposed by Aggregate
Industries. After all, they propose a deeper dredge to accommodate the Anpero as a
larger type aggregate vessel, but Beckett himself has advised that a jetty would be
preferable. His report annexed to the Environmental Statement points out to the
appellants the disadvantage of drying berths, such as at Peruvian, and the advantages of a
new jetty instead of a deeper dredge on grounds of cost'. This was illustrated to the PLA
as long ago as 2000,

Mr Tallon suggested that use of Union Pluto provided a better fit with the rest of Brett's
operations, but the public interest in the future and loss of safeguarded wharf area cannot
be subservient to the private commercial interests of one aggregates operator,
particularly when other aggregate operators are willing to operate from Peruvian Wharf
without sterilising use of Plaistow Wharf for other forms of cargo handling and without
reducing the area of safeguarded wharf.

In any event, Tallon’s claim has not been substantiated through presentation of a
business case which could be examined to see if it supports the claim, Further, the
argument plainty ignares what Beckett’s shipping model shows, that some 43% of the
Union Pluto’s time plying between Cliffe and Peruvian Wharf would be spent waiting on .
account of tide, working hours or insufficient dredge inhibiting loading, unloadingor
travelling between Cliffe and Peruvian Wharf®. As Beckett accepted, this represents an
inefficient use of ship’s time. It clearly incurs unnecessary costs and demonstrates the
need for at least a deeper dredge or jetty, allowing use of a larger vessel during a wu:ler
tidal window for loading and unloading,

In short, the evidence of the appellants does not demonstrate that Plaistow wharf has to
be used for import of cementitious product rather than Peruvian Wharf. This means that
the opportunity to use Plaistow Wharf for another form of cargoe handling is Jost and that
positicn is worsened by the loss of wharf area adjacent to the wharf frontage. Evenifit .
were justified to use Plaistow Wharf frontage for cementitious product only, this does
not make the loss of the adjacent safeguarded wharf more acceptable because it assumcs
that this is the only way in which Plaistow Wharf would always be used and thus limits
the flexibility of its use in future.

Beckett argued that the cement silos could have been placed adjacent to Plaistow Wharf
frontage and that by locating them to the rear of the aggregate facility the same end was
achieved by different means, but this ignores the future flexibility of use of the
safeguarded area which positioning of the silos adjacent to the wharf frontage would
have ensured for alternative cargo handling use in fiture.

Beckett accepted in cross-examination that the presence of the residential development
in the appeal proposals reduced the capacity of the wharf through working hours
restrictions made necessary by the proximity of those dwellings. Notably this result is
contrary to London Plan policy 4C.15 which states:

“"Development next to or opposite safeguarded wharves should be designed
to minimise the potential for conflicts of use and disturbance.”

' CD B15 App 3.1 paras 8.1.6, 8.1.8,9.1 t0 9.3
2 PLA/IT/T App S
> CPM/TKHB/2 App R Fig 7
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This in effect seeks to protect the flexibility in the wharf’s operations.

Next, the separation of the aggregates facility ‘box” from the wharf frontage by an area
of open space as part of the development’s public realm proposals which is also to be
used for the passage of people, vehicles (including HGVs) and materials for transport,
maintenance and repair between the parts of the aggregates facility and also Plaistow
Wharf frontage is net conducive to flexible use of the wharf as a whole. The connection
between these three parts is restricted to the conveyor and in the case of Plaistow Wharf
even more tenuously by means of an underground pipe. Necessarily the layout of the
development is going to restrict the way in which the wharf is used both now and in the
future. The appellants are able to point to no precedent for this arrangement nor any
example of how such an interface between an aggregates facility and the public realm
has been shown to operate satisfacton!ly.

This may not prove to be a significant disadvantage to Brett who will have the
opportunity to use the wharf throughout the 6 or 7 years of the construction pericd of the
whole development. This corresponded to Phases 1 to 10, before the aggregates facility
is shown to be enclosed'. With an assumed on-site date for the aggregates facility of ..
2007, this means that Brett would benefit in servicing the demand for concrete in the
years leading up to 2012 and indeed beyond, without having to be concerned about
interaction between the aggregates facility and open space use on the site.

Similarly it is not unti] residential development is completed above and adjacent to the
aggregates facility and wharf from Phase 10 onwards that it will be possible to know
whether any noise conditions imposed on any permission for this development will be
sufficient to ensure that no annoyance is caused to residents during normal working
hours, and probably several more years before it is known whether any such problems
could be resolved. These conflicts, which the London Plan policy seeks to avoid,
clearly limit the potential for flexible and uninhibited cargo handling use on the site.

It is also relevant to consider the advice in PPG4 paragraph 18:

“... where residential development is proposed in the vicinity of
existing industrial users, the expectations of residents may exceed
the standards applied by the planning authority and may give rise to
pressure to curtail the industrial use.. This may be a particularly
acute problem where other legislation, such as that relating to
environmental pollution and public health, might subsequently
result in costly new conditions or restrictions being imposed on the
industry as a consequence of the new neighbouring development”

This also has a resonance for the relationship between the appeal proposals and
industrial occupiers, AKZO Nobel and John Knight.

Concerning the ability to optimise the cargo handling capacity of the wharf as a scarce,
valuable and diminishing resource, this effect is most readily appreciated through
comparison of the appeal proposals with the reactivation proposals for Peruvian Wharf.

' CD B15 p 58 Table 5.1 and Figs 5.1 & 5.2
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The latter involve the use of the upstream berth for aggregates importation and the
downstream berth for waste handling,

The absence of working hours restrictions means that, with the benefit of two tides per
day, not one, there can be unrestricted delivery and unloading of aggregates and cement,
facilitated by the provision of a new jetty as well as use of the campshed berth by waste
barges in conjunction with the Cory MRF facility. Thus much larger quantities of
aggregates and cement as well as the additional cargo of waste can be handled.

The working hours restrictions (in the appeal proposals) in themsejves serve to interrupt
supply and inhibit the operation of ready-mixed concrete plant on the site which needs to
respond to customer demand on a 24 hour basis on specific contracts and to respond to
peaks in customer demand'.

Whereas the Al proposals enable in excess of 1mt of aggregate and cement o be
imported, the maximum that Brett envisage being delivered as a realistic maximum 1s
750,000t, even though in practice 500,000t is more likely. Attempts by the appellants to
demonstrate that AI's proposals are not realistic are rebutted in detail by Cowley in
cross-examination and written evidence? . He explained how the Al facility would
operate satisfactorily at the suggested maximum throughput, drawing on the advantages
of supplying its depot at Bow, a facility which would enhance storage capacity and allow
effectively unrestricted delivery and unloading operations. . ' :

It is an irony of the appellants’ proposals that, whereas Peruvian Wharf is bordered by
industrial uses along its river boundaries, allowing the maximisation of its use, the
introduction of sensitive residential development specifically detracts from that benefit.
So the appellants’ proposals tend to circumscribe the operation of a working wharf in

* favour of maintaining a vista (of gasometers opposite the site rather than the Dome) from

6.98

unnecessary. housing in the wrong location.

In respect of the ability to maximise the sustainable transport attributes of the

safeguarded wharf, the following points are relevant:

(i) It is not certain that the cementitious product facility will ever be built and
operated. Mr Tallon presented no evidence about how the facility would be used
and. it is notable by its absence from representation in the phasing diagram’.
His answers in cross-examination illustrated the uncertainty attached to the
proposal and highlighted doubts over the supposed use of Plaistow Wharf.
Proposed conditions 50 and 51" depend upon the prior “refurbishment of the
jetty?~and-“completion of the cement input facility”, which are not themselves
preconditions of the operation of the whole facility. It is also open to seek the
waiver of local planning authority under these draft conditions. |

(i)  Given that the only restriction proposed to import any cementitious product by
river is contingent on completion of the facility itself and that is not guaranteed,
the putative use of Plaistow Wharf for this purpose may not only be an empty
gesturezbut.result in all cementitious product being imported by road and stored
in silos which do not amount to a completed facility.

' PLA/JT/4 para 32
? PLA/MC/5 Apps 3 & 4 and PLA/MC/6
3 CD B15 Vol 1 Fig 5.2

‘CD 09
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(iit)

(iv)

Although the appeliants will say that there is no certainty that Al will import
cement by river, it is plain that Al have access to their own in-house cement
supplies which presents opportunities for improved means of bulk supply by
boat, through Peruvian Wharf to their ready-mixed concrete plants across London
in place of transport by road from Rugby as at present!. By contrast Breit's
commitment is much more tentative and is more likely to result in import of
cement by road from their suppliers or their cement import facility at Ridham.
Furthermore, Al's proposals do not result in the sterilisation of Plaistow Wharf
for other purposes.

By preventing the use of Plaistow Wharf by Cory, the appellants’ scheme also
prevents the onward transmission of waste by water either to re-processors or to
final disposal by landfill or incineration. Cory have the capacity to landfill at
present and with the benefit of the waste to energy plant now permifted at
Belvedere, will have the capacity to treat residual waste there in future. Thus the
MRF at Peruvian Wharf will be another part of the integrated movement of waste
by sustainable barge transpori along the Thames from west to east. '

Environmental Statement

6.99 1t is of note in this respect that the appellants in their ES have omitted to address certain
important aspects of the intended operation of the scheme. In particulat:

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

6]

there is no assessment in the ES of night time working, assuming that permission
could be obtained from the planning authority and now expressly envisaged
through a specific proposed condition;

there is no assessment of the importation of all cementitious products by road;
such imports are a very real possibility with the Brett proposal; '

there is no assessment of the impact of the use of the Anpero and 600 tonne
cement barges to serve the Brett facility as envisaged in the Eagle Lynn Pope
report on navigational safety’.

there is no assessment of the impact of dredging the riverbed as would be
required for the Anpero (or its alternate) and Union Pluto, nor is there an
assessment of the impact such dredging would have on the campshed suggested
to be significant and adverse by Beckett;

there is no assessment, as the GLA has observed, of the.impact of the heavy
industrial activities on adjacent sites on the future occupiers and users of
Peruvian Wharf. (In this context it is difficult to understand why the appellants
and LBN assert that there would be unacceptable impact upon Bl development
on the non-safeguarded wharf area from the preferred operators’ proposals when

' PLA/MC/] paras 3.13, 5.17 to 5.19

2D B2
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they are content with the impact of adjacent industrial uses on the proposed
residential development).

6.100 These potential impacts are significant. They should have been assessed but have not.

These represent notably deficiencies in the environmental impact assessment of the

proposed scheme.

Criticisms of the Al Proposal

6.101

6.102

6.103

6.104

6.105

The proposed Al jetty is criticised' for encroaching too far into the River Thames,
potentially breaching the PLAs navigational safety requirements. Als draft proposals
have in fact been accepted in principle by the deputy harbour master, subject to a
navigational risk assessment,

The point is made that the Al aggregate stockpiles are shown located over the foreshore
between Peruvian Jetty and the land. Reference is also made to the Environment Agency
encroachment policy, but fails to note that “river dependent” encroachments may be
acceptable to the EA. The PLA are currently in discussions with the EA on this matter.
Should it be necessary to re-site the bins away from the riparian frontage further into the
site this can be readily done. All calculations and assumptions for the operation of the
site have assumed a position for the storage bays on the Jandward side of the existing
river wall.

Al is criticised for not reactivating, Standard Wharf*, which they own and operate as a -
building materials manufacturing and storage depot. Al has no intention to move this
activity from Standard Wharf, but this does not preclude reactivation of the wharf for
cargo-handling. Al is currently exploring options for serving their existing building
materials facility by river and is considering the feasibility of the repair and re-use of the
existing dilaptdated 85m jetty. It is incorrect to suggest Standard Wharf as an alternative
location for the scheme proposedlby Al for Peruvian Wharf. Due to the fact that
Standard Wharf is located on the south bank of the river, its geographical market is
completely different and distinct to that which the Peruvian Wharf facility would serve.

It is claimed” that AT has not demonstrated that it has security of sea-dredged aggregate
supplies necessary to develop the wharf as a successful marine dredged aggregate
terminal. In response to this claim, Al can confirm that its trading partner for the
purposes of securing sca-dredged aggregates is an international operator with a business
turnover in the region of £600m. This partner is confident of securing a positive
government view on the new mineral reserve in the eastern English Channel. The
identified reserves are of good quality and are significant amounting to some 50-100
million tonnes. They forecast.a turnaround time of 2 days to Peruvian Wharf, allowing
for a delivery every 2-3.days..

As a back-up Al is confidentthatrthere will be competitive quotes from current dredging
operators to meet the demand.for 500,000tpa of sea-dredged aggregate. As a further
contingency Al has access to internal reserves of concreting aggregate in Norway and

' CPM/TKHB/4: para 1.2.9

2

para 1.5.5

3 CPM/PT/4: para 1.5
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the South-West and concreting sand in Denmark. There is no doubt that Al would be
able to obtain sufficient supplies of aggregate for Peruvian Wharf from one or more of
these sources.

The appellants assert' that the development associated with Thames Gateway would be
so far removed from Peruvian Wharf as to have no chance practically of being served
from a facility on that site. This ignores the fact that while the Thames Gateway does
cover a wide geographic area, the London Borough of Newham is located within the area
covered by the London Thames Gateway Development Corporation. The Lower Lea
Valiey in particular is identified as an area for redevelopment and investment.

The claim is made that no assessment of the impact of Als proposals has been made on
the approved hotel, other development on the unsafeguarded part of the wharf, Britannia
Village or residential areas on the south of the river. The preparation of the EA in
association with the AT planning application has not indicated any significant problems
which cannot readily be addressed. It is confirmed that the EA has fully considered the
intention to operate without working hours restrictions on the extant outline planning
permissions, including those for the hotel and car showroom,

The appe]lants are incorrect in their assumption that it is Als intention to import sub-base
material via Peruvian. Als hard-rock supplies comprise imports of 20mm down to Smm :
aggregate for the production of concrete mixes.

The appeliants’ assertion” that the Olympic site would be self-sufficient in secondary
aggregate must be questioned, as there appears to be some confusion between “recycled”
aggregate and “secondary” aggregate. For the avoidance of doubt recycled aggregate, -
examples of which comprise crushed and graded demolition waste, is essentially re-used
aggregate. Secondary aggregate however, has not been previously used. It comprises a
residue or bl-prOdllCt which remains once primary material has been processed, such as
china clay arisings. This is the secondary aggregate which Al propose to lmpOl't via
Peruvian Wharf.

The appellants make a number of detailed points® about the layout drawing provided at
Appendix 2 to PLA/MC/2. This is a draft layout and in no way should be tegarded as
final. In response to the various shortcomings identified by the appellants, the AI
response is as follows:

Storage capacity: the storage capacity under the radial conveyors will total 6000t
together with a further 800t of storage within the concrete plant. This is adequate storage
for the proposed operation.

Room for loading: the proposed one way system allows for sufficient room for lorxjes to
be loaded from storage bays and stock piles. Cement tanker loading and unloading is
under the incline conveyor to the batching plant.

Tight egress from batching plant: the proposed turning circles have been assessed in-
house and are adequate.

High level of reversing: It is standard operating practice at all ready-mix operations for
mixer vehicles to reverse back under the concrete plant to be loaded.

! para 1.8
* CPM/PT/4 para 1.13
SPara1.15
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