
KAREN SUTTON – PERSONAL SUBMISSION. 

 Reference 15/02926/OUTM02 Land Park of Borax Works Norman Road, Belvedere. 

Details of reserved matters being details of layout, design, scale, appearance, hard and soft 

landscaping including boundary fencing details and pursuant to conditions 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 

17, 24, 25 and 27 for the construction of two, four storey Data Centre Buildings (Use Class B8) sub-

stations, formation of new access, car parking and associated works pursuant to planning permission 

15/02926/OUTM.  Land Part of Borax Works Norman Road Belvedere Kent. 

 

Firstly, I would like to state that when I objected to Cory Riverside Energy’s plans to build two, four-

storey data centres immediately adjacent Crossness Nature Reserve and on land supporting species 

of high-conservation value back in 2015/16, I never imagined that the proposal might actually be 

worse than I had already envisaged. I am devastated by the size, bulk, massing and appearance of 

these proposed buildings, which despite Cory’s claims to the contrary, do not in any way fit in to the 

wider landscape. In fact, I would say that they are a hideous eyesore that stand out more than any 

other building in the local landscape. I had feared warehouse-type ‘sheds’ that are springing up all 

over the place, but I would welcome a green ‘shed’ over this proposal, which is not in the least bit in-

keeping with the local environment. 

Cory have clearly opted for a statement piece; a ‘state-of-art’ futuristic design that they consider to 

be of higher spec than the surrounding architecture. But given its sensitive location immediately 

adjacent – just metres from, and within the gated footprint of – Crossness Nature Reserve, surely 

the brief required something sensitive, something that would blend into the open, marshland 

landscape. 

As a number of LB Bexley’s Conditions have not been met, I am very much hoping that the outline 

planning permission will be refused, but if Bexley are minded to pursue this, please demand from 

the Applicant more sensitive, aesthetically-pleasing structures. Perhaps buildings that are more 

neutral in colour; green to better blend into the open environment; or graduated from green at 

ground level through to blues at roof level – anything but the monstrosities proposed. 

Green walls 

I am bitterly disappointed that the Applicant has reneged on its plans at Outline Permission stage, to 

provide a full-height expanse of green wall on the western façades of the buildings that were 

intended to soften the visual impact from the nature reserve and provide some form of biodiversity 

offsetting. The Applicant has cited in its Design and Access Statement, the need for them to be 

‘artificially sustained with the installation of an irrigation system and would include plant species 

that contribute very little to biodiversity on the site’ as their reasons for now submitting proposals 

for small green walls on just the lower levels/undercrofts. This is simply not good enough! And to 

propose that ‘the softening of appearance is more effectively achieved with the modification of the 

building form and silhouette’ is just insulting. 

LB Bexley should demand the full-height green walls that were approved in July 2016. And it should 

insist that they contain only native, or naturally colonising species. The inclusion of the non-native 



Climbing Hydrangea is baffling, particularly when other native climbing species, such as Honeysuckle 

and White Bryony, already occur on the adjacent Crossness Nature Reserve. 

The location of this scheme against the Crossness Local Nature Reserve, Erith Marshes Site of 

Metropolitan Importance for Nature Conservation, and Crossness Metropolitan Open Land, 

demands the need for native planting only. We cannot risk non-native, invasive species, colonising 

the wider marshland landscape. 

Unfortunately, this appears to be a simple tick-box exercise for the Applicant to claim that they have 

discharged one of the conditions. It hasn’t been properly considered in the context of the location or 

the species that this scheme impacts upon. Indeed, in terms of screening the buildings from the 

adjacent nature reserve, the green walls will hardly be visible behind the 3m high security weldmesh 

fencing (which, incidentally, requires permeability for hedgehogs and other small mammals). 

Green/brown roofs 

Again, I am bitterly disappointed that Cory have submitted proposals for a simple sedum-roof on just 

the security gatehouses and cycle storage.  

The size of the living roofs are too small to have any significant biodiversity benefit. Even if they 

were the correct species (most sedums are non-native, offer little biodiversity benefit and do not 

reflect the character or openness of the area – indeed many London boroughs will not accept sedum 

roofs due to their limited ecological value!), they are too small to mitigate any of the ecological 

impacts arising from the loss of open mosaic habitat below.  

The Cory/Borax Fields support breeding Skylark annually. This is a red-listed ground-nesting species 

of conservation concern that requires tussocky grassland. A sedum roof cannot deliver this. In some 

years, Ringed Plover and Little Ringed Plover nest on the land. They require the mosaic of shingly, 

sparsely vegetated habitat that will also not be delivered by sedums. Finally, the Cory/Borax Fields 

were found to be of regional importance for invertebrates. They will largely be specialists of open 

mosaic and grassland habitat. Again, this cannot be delivered by a sedum roof. Crossness Nature 

Reserve supports Britain’s rarest, fastest-declining bumblebee, the Shrill Carder. Since the species 

also has an affiliation with open mosaic habitat, and likes to nest in tussocky grass, again, the small 

sedum roofs cannot mitigate this. Indeed, some sedums – such as Caucasian Stonecrop and Dragon’s 

Blood, are very invasive and you certainly wouldn’t want them near a designated nature reserve. 

To have any meaningful impact, the roofs of the buildings need to incorporate biodiverse 

green/brown roofs, by which I mean sizeable living roofs with suitable species and management – 

not token gestures in the form of lightweight, easy-to-install sedum roofs. This would also help to 

reduce increased run-off, which would otherwise reduce the salinity of the adjacent ditches and in 

turn, negatively impact on the rare saline-dependent aquatic invertebrates within them.  

All the biodiversity impacts that were highlighted at outline planning stage appear to have been 

ignored. Indeed, there is not one mention in the Design and Access Statement of any of these 

species, or even of open mosaic habitat. What was the logic behind hiring ecological consultants, if 

not to act on that information and attempt to mitigate the impacts? Clearly it was just another tick-

box exercise, something that had to be done to acquire planning permission, and nothing more. 



Landscaping 

The horticultural planting should not be permitted. The area should be left to self-colonise with 

species that are already present on the Cory Fields and adjacent Crossness Nature Reserve. If there 

has to be planting, it certainly should not be with non-natives as proposed for the areas at the fronts 

of the buildings. The Applicant should instead be considering native species that are useful to 

pollinators such as the rare Shrill Carder bee.  

Although the proposed informal tree planting is with native species, again, this is not required. The 

area is one of an open, marshland landscape. Although there are trees in the landscape, they are 

few, and they are generally self-colonised. Tree planting is not needed, and indeed, they just create 

further perching opportunities for avian predators and subsequently threaten the success of ground-

nesting birds even further. 

 

Overall, the detailed plans are extremely disappointing. There appears to have been no thought or 

regard for the setting in which these are to be located and, in my view, the planning permission 

should subsequently be revoked. 


