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1. This document has been prepared on behalf of Oikos Storage Limited (Oikos) in response to the 

Inspector led consultation regarding the revisions to the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) published on 20th July 2021 and additional documents that were made available 
following discussions held during the examination into the Castle Point New Local Plan.  
 

2. Specifically, this response deals with the additional documents published in respect of the Local 
Wildlife Site Review (EQ-018 & EXM-054), the advisory notes provided by the Environment 
Agency (EXM-056 & EXM-057) and the amendments proposed to the Local Plan in response to 
the amended NPPF (CPBC-04).   

 
 
Local Wildlife Site Review Field Notes 2019 (EQ-018) - CPT38 Brickhouse Farm Marsh 
 
3. In the opinion of Oikos, the somewhat limited Local Wildlife Site (LoWS) review field notes for 

Brickhouse Farm Marsh that have been published clearly do not provide sufficient evidence to 
justify the extension of the existing LoWS designation.   

 
4. As noted in Oikos’ examination hearing statement a full and comprehensive survey of the 

proposed extension site has not been undertaken and the site has only been viewed from 
adjoining highways.  This is confirmed by the field notes, which state that the coverage of the 
survey undertaken only amounts to 20% of the total site and that even this was only gained from 
viewpoints on Haven Road, Deepwater Road and Thames Road.  It, therefore, follows that the 
information now provided is clearly far from adequate and certainly insufficient to enable a robust 
assessment of the value of the entire proposed extension site to be undertaken.  

 
5. On the basis of the above, it is also very apparent that the information contained in the field 

notes does not provide sufficient evidence to alter the conclusions drawn by Oikos’ ecologist, 
which have been outlined in previous representations submitted to the Inspector and expanded 
upon at the examination sessions.  Oikos maintains that there is a marked difference between 
the habitat types present on the existing LoWS and the proposed extension, the latter being 
much drier and showing signs of improvement having been, at some point in the past, put to an 
arable crop.   Further recent visits to the site by Oikos’ ecologists since the examination sessions 
confirm this position. 

 
6. In this context, it is also noted that the field notes fail to make any reference to key features being 

present that would support the classification of the area as coastal floodplain grazing marsh, 
such as areas of periodic inundation and the presence of wet features such as ditches to 
maintain water levels.    

 
7. In light of the above summary comments, it is the view of Oikos that the field notes cannot be 

taken as providing any justification in terms of evidential standards to support the suggestion that 
the extension site should be designated as coastal floodplain grazing marsh.  The field notes do 
nothing to change the views expressed by Oikos both through its previous representations and 
during the examination hearing sessions that the extension site should not be designated as a 
LoWS.   

 
8. It is clear that the proposed Brickhouse Farm Marsh site extension is, at best, a potential LoWS. 

It is Oikos’ understanding from the examination hearing sessions that a similar conclusion was 
also reached by the Essex County Ecologist.  
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Note on the Approval process for Local Wildlife Sites (LoWS) (EXM-054) - CPT38 
Brickhouse Farm Marsh 
 
9. It is clear from this information that the proposed designation of the extension of Brickhouse 

Farm Marsh LoWS has not been fully undertaken in accordance with the five-step process 
developed by the Essex Local Wildlife Site Partnership (ELSP).   

 
10. Brickhouse Farm is owned by the Port of London Authority (PLA) and leased to Oikos Storage 

Limited.  In accordance with Step 2a. and 2b. of the ELSP designation process, landowners 
should be identified (where possible) and surveyors should strive to make contact to arrange 
access for surveys.  Land ownership information is available through land registry searches or 
potentially through the local consultation that should be undertaken under Step 1b. of the 
designation process. However, both the PLA and Oikos have confirmed that they are not aware 
of any contact being made prior to the limited survey being undertaken on 22/07/19.   

 
11. Step 3 of the designation process relates to the site survey and assessment.  Although a 

standardised form appears to have been used, as required by Step 3a, it is apparent from the 
LoWS Review field notes for Brickhouse Farm (EQ-018) that the assessment was undertaken 
from adjacent highways and covered only 20% of the site.  No on-site surveys were undertaken.  
In addition, there does not appear to be any reference to the collation of supporting data (e.g. 
biological records) as outlined in Step 3b.  Oikos consider, therefore, that Step 3 of the 
designation process was not adequately carried out. 

 
12. Clearly it was not possible for the extension to the existing LoWS to be reviewed by the ESLP or 

endorsed by their advisory group, as noted in step 4b. and 4c. respectively, due to the body 
being disbanded by the time of the review in 2019.  This is confirmed within Table 1, which states 
that the extension of the existing LoWS has not been ratified by the ELSP.  Step 4 has, 
therefore, also not been completed. 

 
13. It is also noted within Table 1 that the extension site was not identified in the previous review 

undertaken in 2012, which was ratified by the ELSP.  Furthermore, the extension site was not 
even highlighted as having potential to become a LoWS in that review.  It is not clear from any of 
the information now provided why the value and habitat classification of the site has altered, 
particularly as the use has remained consistent over this period.   

 
14. In conclusion, it is clear that key aspects of the ELSP designation process in respect of the 

extension of the Brickhouse Farm Marsh LoWS were not adequately carried out.  This further 
supports the position that the proposed extension should not be designated as a LoWS.   

 
 
Environment Agency Note: Flood Risk Requirements (EXM-056) 
 
15. The information contained within this note demonstrates that engineering designs have been 

developed by the Agency to raise flood defences that require only the land within the footprint of 
the existing flood defence embankment – as shown on figures 3b and 3c of the note.  
Furthermore, it is noted that these designs raise the defences to a level greater than the levels 
predicted to be required in 2040 and 2070 respectively. 
 

16. In terms of the suggested 19m safeguarding zone it is clear from the note provided by the 
Agency that this is only needed to improve the design of the raised defences from a landscape 
and amenity perspective.   Such a zone is not needed to deliver the increased height of the 
defence itself.  This evidence supports the position set out in Oikos’ representations and at the 
examination sessions that there is insufficient evidence to support an arbitrary 19m safeguarding 
zone where only temporary development will be allowed (as currently proposed through Policy 
CC2). 
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17. That being said, however, Oikos note that the Agency has suggested revised wording for the 

relevant supporting paragraph (18.25) of Policy CC2, which explains the principle of the 
requirement and identifies the size of the safeguarding zone, and within those revisions has 
made it clear that: 
 
(a) the 19m zone referred to is a maximum; and 
(b) that in some locations there may be some flexibility for lesser distances to be kept free from 

development. 
 

18. In addition, the note from the Agency highlights that the purpose of the safeguarding zone is not 
arbitrarily to restrict development to ‘temporary development’ (as currently suggested by the 
wording of Policy CC2) but to ensure that developers wanting to promote development within 
such a zone engage at the pre-application stage with the Agency to ensure that their proposals 
do not conflict with relevant flood defence matters.   

 
19. Oikos consider that these aspects of the Agency’s suggested wording and response reflect the 

outcome of the discussions held during the examination sessions where the Agency appeared to 
agree that such flexibility in terms of the extent of any safeguarding area would apply to the 
Oikos Storage Facility – an operational port facility which the plan elsewhere highlights is of 
national significance and where matters relating to landscape and amenity are not as important 
as in other less industrialised parts of Canvey Island.    

 
20. Although the flexibility suggested by the Agency is welcomed, it is Oikos’ view that there needs to 

be further clarity provided within the Local Plan as to what locations such flexibility would apply– 
and clearly for the reasons set out in Oikos’s evidence it must specifically include its facility. 
Furthermore, changes are also needed to reflect the fact that the purpose of the safeguarding is 
to ensure that discussions are held at an early pre-application stage between developers and the 
Agency concerning potential development in the zone, and not to arbitrarily limit development to 
just ‘temporary development’. 
 

21. The need for certainty on these points is consistent with paragraph 16d of the NPPF, which 
requires policies to be unambiguous so it is evident how decision makers should react to 
development proposals. 

 
 

Environment Agency Note: Flood Risk Permits (EXM-057) 
 
22. The Agency’s note on Flood Risk Permits provides a useful overview of the regime.  As an 

operator of a facility which is located adjacent to the River Thames, Oikos is well aware of the 
value of early discussion with the Agency regarding development close to existing defences.   

 
23. Although the issue of timing raised by the EA is noted, it remains Oikos’ concern that 

inconsistency exists between the established 16m requirement of the Flood Risk Permit regime 
and the suggested new 19m requirement for a safeguarding zone within the Local Plan, which, 
as already highlighted, does not seem to be clearly justified.    

 
24. In its note, the Agency appears to be suggesting that safeguarding provision needs to be made 

in the Local Plan because ‘there is a risk’ that developers may not apply for a flood permit or that 
because permits are often applied for after planning permission has been granted ‘there is 
potential’ for conflict to occur.   In respect of these points Oikos would simply highlight again that 
a fundamental principle of the planning system is that it has to be assumed that other control 
regimes operate effectively, and that the planning system should not seek to duplicate such 
controls.    

 
 
 
 



NEW CASTLE POINT LOCAL PLAN 
FINAL RESPONSE TO THE INSPECTOR LED CONSULTATION ON BEHALF OF OIKOS STORAGE LTD  

 

 
Implications of the Updated NPPF to the Castle Point Local Plan  
 
25. Oikos has reviewed the proposed amendments outlined in the explanatory note produced by the 

Council (CPBC-04) and in the main agree with the Council’s position but would make comments 
on the following two matters. 

 
26. Reference to flood resilience in Paragraph 166(b) of the NPPF has been amended.  To reflect 

this change, Part 3c of Policy CC2 has been updated with the reference to resilient design also 
now covering the ability of development to be brought quickly back into use.  Oikos welcome this 
addition, as ensuring the safe and rapid shut down and restart of its infrastructure is a 
fundamental aspect of the operations of the Oikos facility. 

 
27. Paragraph 35(d) of the NPPF requires plans to be in accordance with policies in the NPPF but 

this now extends to other statements of national policy, where relevant.  Although the Council 
notes the plan is consistent with national policy for Traveller Sites and waste, Oikos suggest that 
there are other statements that are also relevant.  For completeness, reference should also be 
made to the National Policy Statements for Energy and for Ports.   


