
   
 

Ebbsfleet Development Corporation, The Observatory, Castle Hill Drive, Castle Hill, Ebbsfleet Valley, Kent, DA10 1EE 
 

Tel: 0303 444 2586        
 

FAO Edwin Maudsley (Case Manager)  
National Infrastructure Planning 
Temple Quay 
2 The Square 
Bristol 
BS1 6PN 
 
10 June 2022 
By Email 
 
Your ref: BC080001/CAPP-008D 
 
    
Dear Edwin, 
 
Application by Ebbsfleet Development Corporation for an award of costs against London Resort 
Company Holdings (LRCH) for an order granting consent for London Resort 
 
We write in response to your letter of 26 May 2022 which references LRCH’s letter of 18 May 2022 
responding to Ebbsfleet Development Corporation’s (EDC) costs application of 21 April 2022. 

 
We note that in its response, LRCH acknowledges that the Examining Authority (ExA) has accepted 
EDC’s costs application as valid, having taken account of both Part D of the Costs Guidance and a 
number of analogous costs decisions granted in favour of successful objectors following the 
withdrawal of the application for the Atlantic Array offshore wind farm (the AA Decisions). 
 
LRCH further acknowledges in its response that the AA Decisions awarded successful objectors their 
costs in full.  LRCH does though argue that such costs should only relate to those incurred in objecting 
to the direct impacts of the proposed compulsory acquisition and not other issues raised by the 
objector. EDC would like to stress that no distinction was made in the AA Decisions between those 
costs incurred in preparing Relevant Representations that related solely to the direct impacts of the 
proposed compulsory acquisition, and those that related to other issues that the successful objector 
may have raised.  There is, therefore, no precedent for seeking to attempt to distinguish between 
costs incurred based solely on the nature of the types of issues that the successful objector raised in 
their Relevant Representation.  Nor is there any suggestion in the Costs Guidance that applications 
that are successful based on Part D of the Guidance should be partial awards where the Relevant 
Representation refers to issues other than those directly related to the impacts of the proposed 
compulsory acquisition.  Finally, given the decision as to whether to grant compulsory acquisition 
powers requires consideration of the wider justification for the project (to determine whether the 
grant of powers is in the public interest), issues associated with the wider application and the 
justification for the project are entirely relevant to EDCs objection to the compulsory acquisition of 
its land and therefore the distinction LRCH are trying to make is entirely arbitrary. 
 
EDC therefore maintains that the application of Part D of the Costs Guidance, as interpreted in the 
AA Decisions, should result in its Costs Application being awarded in full.  In the event that, despite 
the precedent set by the AA Decisions (to which EDC were referred in the 7 April 2022 section 51 
advice), the ExA finds that any costs award to EDC should be limited to those costs of its Relevant 
Representation where directly related to the impact of the proposed compulsory acquisition, then 
EDC requests the opportunity to revise the Costs Application with respect to the remainder of its costs 






