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Executive summary  
 Highways England (the “Applicant”) proposes to make improvements to junction 

28 on the M25. The M25 junction 28 improvement scheme (the “Scheme”) is part 
of the government’s Road Investment Strategy (“RIS”), which will ensure key 
corridors of the strategic road network (“SRN”) can be upgraded and delivered in 
a way which minimises disruption and keeps road users moving. This Scheme 
constitutes a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (“NSIP”) under sections 
14(1)(h) and 22(1)(b) (alteration of a highway) of the PA 2008 and is located to 
the west of Brentwood in Essex and east of Harold Wood in outer London.  

 The objectives of the Scheme are: 

• to increase capacity and reduce congestion and delays by providing 
an improved link from M25 to A12. 

• to reduce the incident rate and resulting disruption by increasing the 
capacity of the roundabout. 

• to improve safety on the roundabout by reducing traffic levels and 
redesigning the existing layout. 

• to cater for future traffic demands to enable development and 
economic growth. 

• to minimise the impact on local air quality and noise by smoothing 
traffic flow. 

• to protect access for non-motorised users (pedestrians and cyclists) 
and improve conditions wherever possible. 

 Alongside these objectives, the Scheme also aims to:  

• where possible, improve air quality with regards to vehicle emission 
generally, and specifically at the existing declared Air Quality 
Management Areas (AQMA).  

• minimise the environmental impact as measured in accordance with 
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB).  

Programme of engagement and consultation  

 A multi-staged approach has been taken to consultation during the development 
of the current proposals for junction 28. This process has included a programme 
of options, statutory, supplementary and targeted consultation, as well as other 
ongoing engagement with a range of consultees and stakeholders. The purpose 
of this programme was to help inform the selection of the preferred option, 
followed thereafter by the development of the Scheme. This report sets out the 
engagement activities that have taken place and explains how the feedback 
received has influenced the Scheme that is the subject of the DCO application. 
Each phase of the consultation programme is summarised below.  

Options consultation 

 The options consultation took place following the section of three shortlisted 
options for  from a long list of potential options. The three short listed options 
were known as Option 5B (single lane loop road, including widening of the M25 
viaduct), Option 5C (single lane loop road) and Option 5F (two-lane loop road). 
Between 14 November 2016 and 6 January 2017, a series of consultation 
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activities were undertaken with the aim of seeking views on the need for the 
Scheme and the three short listed options, including the publication of a 
consultation questionnaire and consultation brochure. This options consultation 
was not a statutory consultation under the PA 2008.  

 A total of 267 responses were received to this consultation, with 92% of 
respondents agreeing that there was a need to improve M25 junction 28. Overall 
there was a preference for Option 5F, which was consistent with the findings of 
the technical assessments, the results of which are summed up in the Scheme 
Assessment Report. A preferred route announcement (PRA) for the Scheme was 
made on 22 August 2017.  

 Following the PRA, work began to develop the Scheme that is the subject of the 
Development Consent Order (DCO) application. A key part of this development 
was undertaking engagement with key stakeholders, such as landowners, local 
authorities and statutory environmental bodies. This engagement led to changes 
to the Scheme, including the introduction of an urban merge (to minimise 
disruption during construction) and the inclusion of clear span bridges and 
meanders on the Ingrebourne River (to minimise the impact on the water 
environment). 

Statutory consultation 

 Once the Scheme had been developed and environmental work progressed, the 
Scheme was presented for statutory consultation to seek views and feedback. 
As the Scheme is a NSIP, the requirements of the PA 2008 and associated 
legislation and guidance have been met as detailed in this report. 

 From 3 December 2018 to 28 January 2019, the Applicant undertook a statutory 
consultation pursuant to section 42, 47 and 48 of the PA 2008. A 28-day 
extension to the consultation (to the 28 February 2019) was also given to allow 
newly identified consultees the opportunity to provide feedback on proposal.  

 As well as seeking consultees’ views, preferences and ideas on the Scheme’s 
design, feedback was also sought on the Preliminary Environmental Information 
Report (PEIR). 

 A total of 281 responses were received from section 42, section 47 and section 
48 consultees with 88% of respondents saying there was ‘a need to improve 
junction 28’.  

 The Applicant considered the responses received at statutory consultation and 
took account of the feedback received. This led to further ongoing engagement 
and a number of design refinements, including the proposed realignment of 
Weald Brook and a section of the Ingrebourne River, the identified need to divert 
an existing high-pressure gas pipeline and the amendment of the location 
proposed for a replacement gantry. Following statutory consultation, the 
Applicant also undertook further environmental assessments, including additional 
survey work, and identified further measures to mitigate the effects of the 
Scheme. These included a biodiversity assessment that highlighted the 
environmental impact on the Ingrebourne Valley SMI, the visual impact of the 
new loop road and potential impacts on Maylands Golf Course. 
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Supplementary consultation 

 The Applicant undertook a supplementary consultation from 4 November to 2 
December 2019. This focussed on proposed changes to the scheme design 
following statutory consultation and also to report newly identified environmental 
impacts.  

 During the supplementary consultation 21 responses were received. 
 The Applicant considered the responses received and undertook further 

engagement and assessment work around the identification of the preferred 
route alignment for the proposed diversion of the existing underground gas 
pipeline, and the potential impact to the second tee of the golf course. As a result  
further changes were made to the Scheme, including refinement of the DCO 
boundary. 

 Whilst this consultation was not a statutory consultation, new section 42 
consultees had been identified at this stage and so the opportunity was taken to 
invite them to comment on the matters that were raised at statutory consultation, 
in addition to those being raised as part of the (non-statutory) supplementary 
consultation.  

Targeted consultation  

 A targeted consultation was undertaken from 31 January 2020 to 27 February 
2020. The consultation related to a proposed extension of the red line boundary 
to allow the reconfiguration of the second hole of Maylands Golf Course. 
Luddington Golf Limited (who run Maylands Golf Club), London Borough of 
Havering and Glebelands Estates Limited were consulted on this proposal. 
These consultees were identified as being directly affected by the proposed 
extension of the red line boundary. This targeted consultation was not a statutory 
consultation under the PA 2008. 

 Responses were received from Luddington Golf Limited (on behalf of Maylands 
Golf Club) and London Borough of Havering. 

 The Applicant considered the responses received and concluded that the red 
boundary extension proposed should be incorporated into the Scheme to allow 
relocation and reconfiguration of the Golf Course to take place.  The Applicant 
proposes to work closely with Luddington Golf Limited to ensure the optimal 
solution for relocation and reconfiguration of the second hole of Maylands Golf 
Course is delivered having regard to all relevant considerations, including the 
concerns the Club has raised. 

Consultation requirements  

 The PA 2008, Part 5 Chapter 2 lays out a number of consultation requirements 
for the promoters of NSIPs, including the duty to consult with the local 
community, prescribed consultees, landowners and local authorities.  

 Sections 42, 47, 48 and 49 of the PA 2008 requires the Applicant to have regard 
to responses received as a result of statutory consultation. Section 37(3)(c) 
requires that an application for a DCO must be accompanied by a consultation 
report.  
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 Section 50 of the PA 2008 requires the Applicant to have regard to any guidance 
issued by the Secretary of State (“SoS”) about pre-application procedure. This 
guidance is provided within former DCLG’s ‘Planning Act 2008: guidance on the 
Pre-application process’ (March 2015) and the Applicant has had regard to this 
in carrying out consultation during the pre-application period. The Applicant has 
also had regard to the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note Fourteen (Compiling 
the Consultation Report) and the Applicant’s own guidance, ‘How Highways 
England plans major schemes’.  

Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC)  

 As required under section 47 of the PA 2008, the Applicant drafted a SoCC 
setting out how statutory consultation would be carried out with the local 
community, residents, businesses and visitors in the Scheme’s vicinity.  

 London Borough of Havering (LB Havering), Brentwood Borough Council 
(Brentwood BC), Essex County Council (Essex CC) and the Greater London 
Authority (GLA) were consulted on the content of the draft SoCC in October 
2018. Following consideration of the comments received, the SoCC was 
amended and published on Highways England’s website on 3 December 2018. 
An advert advising the community that the SoCC was available to view was then 
published in the local press in compliance with section 47(6) of the PA 2008 on 5 
(Brentwood Gazette) and 7 (Romford Recorder) December 2018. 

Consultation with consultees on proposed application (section 42) 

 Section 42 of the PA 2008 requires the Applicant to consult with:  

• prescribed consultees (section 42(1)(a)),  
• the relevant local authorities (section 42(1)(b)) 
• the Greater London Authority (section 42(1)(c)) where applicable; and 
• those with an interest in the land (Persons with an Interest in Land or 

PiLs) and those who would, or might be entitled to make a relevant 
claim (sections 42(1)(d) and 44).  

 The Applicant undertook statutory consultation with section 42 consultees for a 
period of eight weeks from 3 December 2018 to 28 January 2019, with an 
extension to 28 February 2019 being provided for some specific consultees. 
Overall, a total of 20 detailed responses were received from section 42(1)(a) and 
(1)(b) consultees to the statutory consultation. Section 42(1)(d) consultee 
responses (PiLs) were considered alongside responses from members of the 
local community as explained below. 

Consultation with local community on proposed application (section 
47)  

 Section 47 of the PA 2008 requires the Applicant to prepare a statement (SoCC) 
setting out how the applicant proposes to consult  those ‘living in the vicinity of 
the land’ on the proposed application and undertake consultation in accordance 
with the SoCC. For the purposes of consultation this included the area identified 
in Figure 7.2.1. 

 The Applicant undertook a statutory consultation with the local community on the 
Scheme for eight weeks from 3 December 2018 to 28 January 2019. The 
consultation was carried out in accordance with the published SoCC. An 
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extensive communication programme was undertaken to raise awareness of the 
consultation. 

 A variety of channels were used including: 

• Advertising in the Brentwood Gazette, Romford Recorder, Essex 
Chronicle, London Gazette and The Times newspapers 

• Writing to local and national organisations, and community groups  
• A mail-out to just under 60,000 residents and businesses located in 

the vicinity of the Scheme 
• Social media campaign 
• The issue of a press release at the start of the consultation 
• Support from the local authorities (LB Havering, Brentwood BC and 

Essex CC) in publicising the consultation through their own 
communication channels 

 During the eight-week statutory consultation period,  twelve consultation events 
were held (8 of these were held at local community centres/conference 
centres/town halls and 4 in a mobile vehicle).. These took place from 5 
December 2018 to 18 January 2019. The exhibitions provided an opportunity for 
local people to talk to the project team, pick up a response form and respond to 
the consultation.  

 The full suite of consultation materials was available to view in three display 
locations and a further eight deposit points were provided for people to collect 
brochures and response forms.  

 The Applicant received 261 responses from section 47 consultees (246 through 
the response form and 15 free flow responses through a letter or email). These 
response forms would also have included responses from PiLs (section 42(1)(d) 
as the form did not differentiate between different types of consultees. 

 Based on the responses received, 88% of respondents thought there was a need 
to improve junction 28 with the main reason being ‘congestion and delays at 
junction 28’. The main concerns raised were in respect of traffic impacts, 
construction impacts, non-motorised users, the Green Belt designation and 
possible environmental impacts such as water, geology and soils, biodiversity 
and air quality. 

Publicity notices (section 48) 

 Section 48 requires the Applicant to publicise the proposed application in the 
prescribed manner in national and regional newspapers as set out in Regulation 
4 of the Infrastructure (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) 
Regulations 2009 (the APFP Regulations). A notice advertising the Applicant’s 
intention to apply for DCO in respect of the Scheme was published in four 
newspapers - The Guardian, The London Gazette, Romford Recorder and the 
Brentwood Gazette – between 3 and 12 December. These details can be found 
in Table 7.7.1. In compliance with Regulation 13 of the Infrastructure Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (the EIA Regulations), a 
copy of the section 48 notice was also provided to the relevant consultation 
bodies for the purposes of those regulations (see Annex C). 
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Having regard to the consultation responses 

 A key component of the consultation requirements for NSIPs is to have regard to 
the consultation responses. The Applicant used a multi-disciplinary approach to 
consider the consultation responses and any resulting changes to the Scheme in 
accordance with section 49 of the PA 2008. A database of all section 42, 47 and 
section 48 responses was compiled, and workshops were held where each issue 
arising from the responses was considered by the Applicant with representatives 
from each relevant specialist discipline.  

 Table 5.12.1 (summary of responses from section 42 consultees) and Annex E6 
(Tabulated summary of responses from section 47 and 48 consultees) set out 
the responses received and demonstrate the regard the Applicant has had to the 
matters raised by consultees.  

 The responses to statutory consultation also formed an important basis for 
ongoing discussions with key stakeholders, including the host local authorities, 
the Environment Agency and affected utility companies. Responses received 
during statutory consultation, along with design development, ongoing 
engagement with stakeholders and further environmental assessments led to a 
number of changes being made to the Scheme, including redesign of the A12 
eastbound exit (off slip) road, the development of mitigation proposals and the 
inclusion of proposals to divert an existing underground high pressure gas 
pipeline.  

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 

 The Scheme constitutes EIA development, as defined by the EIA Regulations. 
An EIA has been carried out in respect of the Scheme and the results of that 
assessment are presented in the Environmental Statement (ES) accompanying 
the DCO application (application document TR010029/APP/6.1). The EIA 
regulations prescribe certain steps to be undertaken as part of the pre-
application consultation phase whilst Planning Inspectorate Advice Note Seven: 
EIA, Process, Preliminary Environmental Information and Environment 
Statements provides advice on screening and scoping under the EIA 
Regulations. Paragraphs 1.7.1 to 1.7.8 of this report explains the steps taken by 
the Applicant in compliance with the EIA Regulations.  

 The EIA scoping process commenced in September 2017 and a request for a 
scoping opinion in the form of a letter to the Inspectorate, was submitted on 10 
November 2017 (see Annex A). A scoping opinion from the Inspectorate was 
provided on 20 December 2017. 

 Engagement with environmental consultees during the period preceding 
statutory consultation assisted with the production of the PEIR, which was 
published in December 2018 as part of the statutory consultation.  

 The SoCC included information on the PEIR and informed the community that 
this report  would be made available as part of the consultation materials 
produced for the statutory consultation.  

 As mentioned above, engagement continued with statutory environmental bodies 
after the statutory consultation to seek to address the matters raised. For 
example, this has included sharing documents with the Environment Agency 
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such as the flood model supporting the Flood risk assessment report and the 
draft Water Framework Directive compliance assessment report. 

 These discussions resulted in changes to the Scheme, such as mitigation works 
within the Ingrebourne River. These changes along with additional environmental 
information on trees were the subject of the supplementary consultation referred 
to above. Consultation with the relevant local planning authorities and Natural 
England was also undertaken in the context of developing the Applicant’s 
proposals for ecological compensation. Further information on these matters are 
provided in the Biodiversity chapter (Chapter 7) of the ES (application document 
TR010029/APP/6.1).
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of this report 
 This consultation report forms part of Highways England’s application to the 

Secretary of State (“SoS”) for a Development Consent Order (“DCO”) for the M25 
junction 28 improvement scheme (the “Scheme”). It has been produced in 
accordance with sections 37(3)(c) and 37(7) of the Planning Act 2008 (“PA 2008!) 
which requires all applications for a DCO to be accompanied by a consultation 
report. This report details the methodology and outcomes of the consultations 
undertaken between 2016 and submission of the DCO application and how 
responses to the consultation and the opinions expressed have been taken into 
account in the final design of the Scheme.  

 This report sets out how: 

• Highways England (the Applicant) has carried out pre-application 
consultation on the Scheme.  

• The consultation undertaken complied with the statutory requirements that 
apply under PA 2008 and associated legislation and guidance. 

• The Application has taken the responses received into account in 
developing the Scheme. 

 This report has been developed by applying the following guidance: 

• The Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note Fourteen: Compiling the 
consultation report1 – as set out in 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2013/04/Advice-note-14v2.pdf  

• PA 2008: Guidance on the pre-application process2 (published by former 
DCLG) See Table 11.2.1. 

1.2 Structure of this report  
 Chapter 1 introduces the Applicant, explains why the Scheme is needed and its key 

features, along with a summary of the statutory requirements regarding who needs to 
be consulted, and an overview of the programme of engagement and consultation. 
Lastly it outlines why the Scheme has been identified as an EIA project. 

 Chapter 2 clarifies the Scheme location and provides some context around the 
current issues and constraints, as well as explaining the Scheme’s objectives and 
summarising the development of the Scheme.  

 Chapter 3 gives a summary of the Scheme history and details the consultation 
activities undertaken in 2016 as part of the options consultation including details 
relating to: who was consulted, the materials produced, the channels that were used 
and how the consultation was publicised. This chapter also includes a summary of 
the feedback received and the actions taken by the Applicant in having regard to that 
feedback. It also explains the PRA decision that was made, and the option taken 
forward. It then details ongoing engagement with stakeholders, and any further 

 
1 Advice Note fourteen: Compiling the consultation report (version 2), The Planning Inspectorate, republished July 2018 
2 Planning Act 2008: Guidance on the pre-application process, former Department for Communities and Local Government, updated March 
2015 
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changes to the Scheme, as well as outlining the Scheme proposal taken forward to 
statutory consultation in 2018.  

 Chapter 4 details the engagement that took place between options consultation and 
statutory consultation, explaining when it took place and with whom, and outlines the 
changes to the proposals that arose as a result of this engagement.  

 Chapter 5 details the consultation with statutory consultees (section 42), when it 
took place, the consultees and how they were identified, the consultation materials 
produced and the channels used, as well as explaining why there was an extension 
to the consultation. It summarises the feedback received, how the Applicant has had 
regard to that feedback, and identifies whether this has resulted in a change to the 
Scheme.  

 Chapter 6 outlines the development of the Statement of Community Consultation 
(SoCC) with the four ‘host’ authorities. It also details where the SoCC was published 
and how it was complied with.  

 Chapter 7 details the consultation with the local community (section 47), when it took 
place, the details of consultees and how they were identified, the consultation 
materials produced, and the channels of communication used. It outlines the 
feedback received, how the Applicant has had regard to that feedback and identifies 
where this has resulted in a change to the Scheme.  

 Chapter 8 details the engagement taken place following the statutory consultation 
and up to supplementary consultation, highlighting the changes made to the Scheme 
as a result of the engagement with key stakeholders during this period. 

 Chapter 9 provides details of the supplementary consultation undertaken in 
November and December 2019. It lists the consultation materials produced, explains 
how the consultation was publicised, outlines the feedback received, how the 
Applicant has had regard to that feedback and identifies if this has resulted in a 
change to the Scheme. It also details ongoing engagement since supplementary 
consultation and changes made to the scheme as a result of the engagement. 

 Chapter 10 provides details of the targeted consultation undertaken in January – 
February 2020. It explains why the consultation took place, the consultation materials 
produced and who was consulted, outlines the feedback received and how the 
Applicant has had regards to that feedback.  

 Chapter 11 provides a conclusion to the overall pre-application consultation 
undertaken and explains how the Applicant has complied with all relevant statutory 
requirements.  

1.3 About the Applicant  
 The Applicant is a publicly funded, government owned company that plans, designs, 

builds, operates and maintains England’s motorways and major A-roads. As well as 
managing one of the most advanced road networks in the world, the Applicant 
provides information and assistance for the millions of people who use the SRN.  

1.4 The Scheme 
 The Scheme comprises the following key works elements: 
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Highways Works 

• the creation of a new two lane loop road with hard shoulder, for traffic 
travelling from the M25 northbound carriageway onto the A12 eastbound 
carriageway, including the provision of three new bridges (Alder Wood 
bridge, Duck Wood bridge and Grove bridge) and an underpass (Grove 
Farm underpass) to carry the new loop road over existing infrastructure 
(Work No. 6); 

• realignment of the existing A12 eastbound exit (off-slip) road (Work No. 2) 
to accommodate the new loop road including the provision of a new bridge 
(Maylands bridge) and the extension of the existing Grove culvert; 

• improvements to the existing A12 eastbound and westbound carriageways 
and A12 eastbound entry (on-slip) road (Work Nos. 1, 3 and 4); 

• realignment of the existing M25 northbound on-slip (Work No. 8); 
• improvements to the existing Junction 28 roundabout, the existing M25 

northbound carriageway and the M25 northbound off-slip (Work Nos. 5, 7 
and 12);  

• new gantries over the M25 carriageway (Work Nos. 9, 10 and 11); 
• alterations of existing private access and egresses and the provision of 

new private means of access to accommodate the new loop road (Work 
Nos. 13, 14, 15 and 16); 

Earth and drainage work 

• earthworks including the deposit of surplus construction materials on two 
identified sites (Work Nos. 17 and 18); 

• three new attenuation ponds and associated drainage and access roads 
(Works Nos. 19A, 19B, 20A, 20B, 21A and 21B) and a new drainage 
outfall pipe (Work No. 22); 

Realignment of watercourses 

• realignment of the Weald Brook and the Ingrebourne River (Work Nos. 
23A, 23B, 23C and 23D); 

Environmental mitigation 

• two new flood compensation areas (Work Nos. 24A and 24B) and the 
provision of new ecological compensation and mitigation areas (Work Nos. 
25 and 26) and two new environmental ponds (Work Nos. 27 and 28); 

Utilities 

• diversion of an already underground high pressure gas pipeline and 
diversion underground of an existing overhead electric line (Work Nos. 29 
and 30); and  

Accommodation works 

• accommodation works to provide replacement facilities for Maylands Golf 
Course (Work No. 32). The Scheme layout entails the creation of the new 
two-lane loop road and new bridges over the connecting slip roads and 
watercourses. 
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 The above should be read in conjunction with Works plans (application document 

TR010029/APP/2.3) and Schedule 1 of the Development Consent Order (application 
document TR010029/APP/3.1). Further details on the Scheme are provided in 
Chapter 2 of the ES (application document TR010029/APP/6.1):  

1.5 Statutory consultation  
 This Scheme is categorised as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) 

under sections 14(1)(h) and 22 of the PA 2008. Under section 22, a highways NSIP 
must fall within one of the three categories specified. The Scheme is an ‘alteration’ 
within the meaning of section 22(1)(c) and the area of development is greater than 
the prescribed threshold.  

 As the Scheme is an NSIP, a certain level of consultation is required as prescribed 
by Part 5, Chapter 2 (Pre-application procedure) of the PA 2008 and in the former 
Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) “Planning Act 2008: 
Guidance on the Pre-Application Process” (updated in March 2015).  

 This includes a duty to inform and engage statutory consultees, landowners, local 
authorities, members of the public, and other non-statutory consultees. Section 49 
requires the Applicant have regard to the consultation responses when developing 
the Scheme.  

 Section 42 of the PA 2008 requires the Applicant to consult with: 

• prescribed consultees (section 42(1)(a)) 
• relevant local authorities (section 42(1)(b)) 
• the Greater London Authority (GLA) (section 42(1)(c)) 
• landowners, those with an interest in the land and those who would or 

might be entitled to make a relevant claim (section 42(1)(d)) 
 This consultation is outlined in Chapter 5 of this report. 
 Section 47 of the PA 2008 requires the Applicant to prepare a statement (SoCC) 

setting out they will consult with the local community, which is defined as ‘people 
living within the vicinity of the land’. For the Scheme this was defined as people living 
and working within an approximately one-mile radius of the Scheme3, referred to 
throughout the remainder of this report as “the consultation target area”. Section 47 
also requires the consultation to be undertaken in accordance with the prepared 
SoCC. Further details of the SoCC, and how consultation was held in accordance 
with it, can be found in Chapter 6 of this report.  

 Section 48 of the PA 2008 requires the Applicant to publicise the proposed 
application in the prescribed manner in national and regional newspapers as set out 
in Regulation 4 of the Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and 
Procedure) Regulations 2009 (APFP Regulations). Further details about the steps 
taken by the Applicant to publicise the proposed application can be found in Chapter 
7 of this report. 

 Guidance on the Pre Application Process (March 2015), published by the former 
DCLG has been complied with in delivering the consultations outlined in this report, 
in line with the requirements of section 50 of the PA 2008. The Applicant has also 

 
3 The one-mile radius was assumed as it broadly covered the area covered by the red line boundary plus a 500 metre buffer around this 

(green line boundary). 
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approached consultation in accordance with guidance published by the Inspectorate, 
Advice Note Fourteen (Compiling the Consultation Report), and the Applicant’s own 
guidance, How Highways England Plans Major Schemes. Further information about 
the delivery of pre-application consultation for the Scheme can be found in Chapters 
3, 5, 7, 9 and 10 of this report.  

1.6 Programme of engagement and consultation 
 Simple and efficient communication with all stakeholders was essential throughout 

the development of the Scheme. A series of consultations were undertaken to inform 
the development of the Scheme. The dates and contexts of all consultations were: 

• 2016-17: Options consultation was undertaken between 14 November 
2016 and 6 January 2017. The PRA was made in August 2017. 

• 2018-19: Following the PRA, a statutory consultation (in accordance with 
sections 42, 47 and 48 of PA 2008) was undertaken between 3 December 
2018 and 28 January 2019 (an extension to the consultation was made to 
28 February 2019 to give newly identified consultees the opportunity to 
provide feedback on the proposals) 

• 2019: A supplementary consultation was undertaken between 4 November 
and 2 December 2019, to consult on proposed design changes and newly 
identified impacts, both of which had arisen since statutory consultation.  

• 2020: A targeted consultation was undertaken between 31 January and 27 
February 2020 to consult with three consultees who were impacted by  
proposed changes to the Scheme’s red line boundary.  

 The pre-application consultation activities are summarised in Table 1.6.1. 
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made under Regulation 10(1) of the EIA Regulations and in accordance with 
Regulation 10(3) of the EIA Regulations, an EIA Scoping Report was submitted to 
the Inspectorate and provided: 

• A plan to identify the land 
• A description of the proposed development, including its location and 

technical capacity 
• An explanation of the likely significant effects of the development on the 

environment 
 A copy of the Applicant’s EIA Scoping Report is submitted in support of this 

Application (application document TR010029/APP/6.10).  
 Regulation 10(6) of the EIA Regulations prescribes that the SoS must not adopt a 

SO until the SoS has consulted the appropriate consultees. Regulation 11(1)(b) 
states that the SoS must inform the Applicant in writing of the names and addresses 
of the consultees, so notified. In addition, Regulation 11(1)(c) requires the SoS to 
notify Applicant in writing of any particular person whom it considers: 

i. to be or likely to be, affected by, or to have an interest in the proposed 
development 

ii. to be unlikely to become aware of the proposed development by means of 
the measures taken in compliance with Part 5 (applications for orders 
granting development consent) of the Act (i.e. the pre-application 
requirements under PA 2008). 

 On behalf of the SoS, a Scoping Opinion was provided (application document 
TR010029/APP/6.10) by the Inspectorate on 20 December 2017. Appendix 1 of 
the Scoping Opinion provided a list of all bodies with whom the Inspectorate 
formally consulted, on behalf of the SoS, on the EIA Scoping Report under 
Regulation 11(1)(b) . This included the prescribed consultation bodies as listed 
within Schedule 1 of the APFP Regulations, statutory undertakers and local 
authorities as defined by section 42 of the PA 2008. This list informed the 
identification of prescribed consultees for the statutory consultation. Appendix 2 
of the Scoping Opinion contained the responses received from those consultees 
that responded within the statutory 28 day period, as per Regulation 10(11). Late 
responses from the EA and London Borough of Bexley were also published on 
the Inspectorate’s website. These responses have been taken into account in the 
development of the PEIR (see below) and ES. In accordance with Regulation 12 
of the EIA Regulations, the SoCC explained that the Scheme constituted EIA 
development and set out how the Applicant intended to consult on the PEIR. 

 The Inspectorate’s Advice Note Seven (Environmental Impact Assessment: 
Preliminary Environmental Information, Screening and Scoping) (republished in 
December 2017) recommends that Preliminary Environmental Information (PEI) is 
prepared by the Applicant. The PEI is documented in a Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report (PEIR).  

 The PEIR prepared for the Scheme supported the statutory consultation 
undertaken in December 2018 and January 2019. It provided details of the 
Scheme at the preliminary design stage, its environmental effects, timescales for 
delivery, the alternatives considered, and uncertainties. Also, during the statutory 
consultation specialist environmental staff were available at the public exhibitions 
to answer any questions on environmental issues. The responses to the 



M25 junction 28 improvement scheme 
TR010029 
5.1 Consultation report  
 

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029 
Application document reference: TR010029/APP/5.1 Page 31 of 209 
 

statutory consultation on environmental issues have been taken into account by 
the Applicant in developing the Scheme further as detailed in Chapters 4 and 8.  

 Throughout the development of the Scheme, there has been a number of meetings 
with stakeholders, including local authority officers and statutory environmental 
bodies, to discuss environmental issues and inform the proposed design and 
mitigation comprised within the Scheme, as outlined in Chapter 4 and Chapter 8. 

.
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2 Background to the Scheme 

2.1 Scheme location 
 The Scheme is located between Brentwood and Romford in Essex in Essex 

(Figure 2.1.1). It falls within the administrative areas of the London Borough of 
Havering (LB Havering) and Brentwood Borough Council (Brentwood BC) along 
with the Greater London Authority (GLA) and Essex County Council (Essex CC).  

 Junction 28 provides the intersection between the M25 motorway, the key trunk 
route of the A12 and the A1023, providing connectivity between London, 
Chelmsford, Ipswich and Brentwood and other key destinations across the 
south-east of England. The junction caters for several dominant movements 
particularly between the M25 motorway and the A12 towards Essex. 
Figure 2.1.1: Scheme location 

 

2.2 Key environmental context 
 An overview of the key environmental constraints for the Scheme is outlined 

below and set out in Chapter 2 of the ES (application document 
TR010029/APP/6.1).  

 The Scheme is located in a predominantly rural setting in a narrow strip of Green 
Belt between the edge of the settlements of Brentwood and Harold Wood. 

 Brentwood BC has declared three Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs). The 
Scheme is partially located within AQMA No. 2 which comprises parts of Brook 
Street, Brentwood and the A12. 

 The LB Havering has also declared a borough wide AQMA and the Scheme is 
partially within this AQMA. Monitoring by the Department for Environment, Food 
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and Rural Affairs (Defra) recorded elevated nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
concentrations on the A12.  

 There are several noise important areas (NIAs) within the local area (noise 
hotspots), with one centred on junction 28.  

 There are eight Grade II and II* Listed Buildings within the vicinity surrounding 
the Scheme. The Nags Head is a Grade II Listed Building located 600 m along 
Brook Street to the east of junction 28. The Golden Fleece Inn and the Moat 
House (Grade II*) are located 1 km to the east of junction 28. Weald Park is a 
Registered Park and Garden located 800 m to the north of the junction. 

 There are no designations for landscape quality but there are several Ancient 
Woodlands around junction 28. Lower Vicarage Wood and Vicarage Wood are 
both designated Ancient Woodland and located approximately 400 m and 800 m 
respectively to the north east from the junction. The Manor Local Nature Reserve 
(LNR) is located approximately 1 km to the north west of junction 28. The 
Ingrebourne Valley Site of Metropolitan Importance (SMI)4 is located directly 
west of junction 28. 

 Fifteen veteran trees have been identified within the Scheme’s red line boundary. 
 The area surrounding the junction is Grade 3 Agricultural Land Classification 

(ALC) and there is a former landfill site immediately to the north west of junction 
28, situated within the landholding known as Grove Farm. 

 Two waterbodies cross the area, the Ingrebourne River which flows adjacent to 
A12 and the Weald Brook which flows north to south to the west of the M25 and 
both have associated fluvial flood plains. 

 Five ponds have been identified within the vicinity of the Scheme and Great 
Crested Newts (GCN) have been confirmed to be present in four of these ponds. 

2.3 Existing situation 
 Junction 28 plays a key role connecting the M25  with the A12 trunk road, as well 

as providing local access to Brentwood via the A1023 (Brook Street). Traffic 
analysis of the existing movements through the junction has been set out within 
the Transport assessment report (TA) (application document 
TR010029/APP/7.4). This analysis indicates that there are four dominant 
movements through junction 28, namely between the M25 northbound and 
southbound carriageways and the A12 east (facing Essex in both directions).  

 Currently junction 28  is a heavily used junction which features a roundabout 
controlled by traffic lights and it is used by up to 7,500 vehicles in an hour during 
peak times The junction is already operating at capacity, with motorists regularly 
experiencing congestion and delays. By 2037, traffic levels in the area are 
expected to increase by up to 22% by 2037, with more than 9,000 vehicles 
travelling through the roundabout every hour at peak times. Average delay due 
to congestion during peak travel times is predicted to increase by at least three 
times from over a minute per vehicle at present, to four minutes per vehicle in 
2037 under Do Minimum conditions (that is without the Scheme).  

 
4 Non-statutory designated sites in Greater London are known as Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs). These are 
categorised as Site of Metropolitan Importance (SMI), Sites of Borough Importance Grade I (SMI I), Sites of Borough Importance Grade 
II (SMI II) and Sites of Local Importance (SLI).  
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 Traffic modelling has been undertaken to replicate current traffic demand and 
conditions at junction 28, and to predict how these might change in the future. 
The traffic modelling shows that without intervention, there will be further 
deterioration in traffic conditions at junction 28 :  

• Delays will be at least three times greater than currently experienced 
• Average speeds will be reduced by 25% 

 As stated above, the roundabout caters for traffic accessing Brentwood via the 
A1023 (Brook Street). While the roundabout is signalised, the  Brook Street 
approach to the roundabout is the only one not currently controlled by traffic 
lights. Brook Street is not part of the Applicant’s SRN and it is owned and 
maintained by Essex Highways.  

 Current accident records show that 27 injury accidents were reported (on the 
roundabout and the adjoining slip roads over the five year period to December 
2017). This figure does not include damage only collisions, which are often 
unreported. The 27 accidents have resulted in 36 casualties of which 33 were 
slight injuries (90%) and 3 serious. The level of killed and serious injury (KSIs) 
incidents is low with less than one KSI each year. As well as harm and injury, a 
key concern of the occurrence of these incidents on junction 28, together with 
the unreported damage only events, relates to the traffic disruption these cause 
across the wider highway. 

 The objectives of the Scheme are to reduce congestion and delays, as well as 
improve journey time reliability through the junction during peak and off-peak 
periods. The Scheme would address safety issues, reducing the high occurrence 
of accidents. One of the objectives of the Scheme is to ‘cater for future traffic 
demands to enable development and economic growth’.  Further details on how 
the Scheme has been developed to take account of development and economic 
growth can be found in the Transport assessment report (application document 
TR010029/APP/7.4). 

2.4 Scheme history  
 In December 2014 the Department for Transport (DfT) published its Road 

Investment Strategy5 (RIS) for 2015 to 2020, announcing £15 billion to invest in 
England’s SRN between 2015 – 2020.  

 RIS set out the list of schemes to be delivered by the Applicant over the period 
covered by the RIS (2015 – 2020). The Applicant responded to the RIS with the 
Highways England Delivery Plan (2015) and a number of schemes were 
identified to be constructed within the plan period, including the improvement of 
junction 28. On 11 March 2020 the DfT published its second Road Investment 
Strategy6 which continued to list the Scheme as a committed project. 

 An evidence review was undertaken in 2015 and four key problems were 
identified to exist at junction 28: 

• Problem one – congestion and delay on the junction 28 roundabout 
disrupts journeys on the SRN and local roads.  

• Problem two – actual and perceived safety concerns associated with 
driver movements on the junction 28 roundabout.  

 
5 Road Investment Strategy: 2015 to 2020, Department for Transport, December 2014 
6 Road Investment Strategy: 2020 to 2025, Department for Transport, March 2020 
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• Problem three – resilience to incidents or accidents is poor, resulting in 
significant disruption and unreliable journey times.  

• Problem four – air quality is an issue at the junction.  

2.5 Scheme objectives 
 In 2015, the objectives for the Scheme were then developed with local 

authorities and in order to address the problems that had been identified at 
junction 28. The Scheme objectives are: 

• To increase capacity and reduce congestion and delays by providing 
an improved link from M25 to A12. 

• To reduce the incident rate and resulting disruption by increasing the 
capacity of the roundabout. 

• To improve safety on the roundabout by reducing traffic levels and 
redesigning the existing layout. 

• To cater for future traffic demands to enable development and 
economic growth. 

• To minimise the impact on local air quality and noise by smoothing 
traffic flow. 

• To protect access for non-motorised users (pedestrians and cyclists) 
and improve conditions wherever possible. 

2.6 Development of the Scheme options 
 A staged approach was employed in developing options for the Scheme, and 

ultimately identifying a single preferred option.  
 Having identified that there was a transport issue at junction 28, the Applicant 

had to identify how best to address this problem. To achieve this a number of 
strategic options were initially identified, providing high-level consideration to a 
range of alternative strategies that might address the identified problems. These 
comprised:  

• Do minimum 
• Alternative modes of transport including – bus  
• Alternative modes of transport including – rail 
• Demand management 
• Highway improvements  
• Reclassification of the wider strategic road network 

 Based on an assessment of these strategic options, the highway improvements-
based strategy was confirmed to be most strongly aligned with addressing the 
local problems identified, meeting the Scheme objectives, and achieving delivery 
within the RIS programme. The key factors for discounting the other strategies 
are summarised below: 

• The do-minimum only addresses safety concerns and will do little to 
improve the operational capacity of the junction. Safety issues would 
be expected to deteriorate in the future with this option 

• The bus and rail based strategies would be focussed on attracting 
radial London bound passenger trips, whereas the majority of trips 
travelling through the junction 28 gyratory are orbital in nature 
travelling between A12 Essex bound and the M25 to the north and 
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south. Hence, it would be difficult to encourage a significant mode shift 
through public transport for these journeys travelling through junction 
28. 

• The demand management strategy on its own would only slightly 
reduce traffic flows travelling through junction 28. Hence, this strategy 
would not have a significant impact on reducing congestion in the 
future on junction 28. 

• The reclassification of the strategic network was discounted as it was 
deemed that it could not be delivered within the timescales to and give 
immediate affect to addressing the short and medium term problems.  

 Subsequently based on the preferred highways focused strategy and scope, a 
long-list of highway options were developed to give effect to the Scheme 
objectives. In total nine alternative highway based options were identified: 

• Option 1 - a hamburger through-about (a type of road junction that 
connects several roads, but with one road passing above or below the 
junction) 

• Option 2 - a northern loop 
• Option 4 - a compact northern loop 
• Option 3 - a satellite roundabout 
• Option 5B - single lane loop road, and widening of existing M25 bridge 

over junction 28 
• Option 5C - single lane loop road, and widening of short section of 

M25 
• Option 5D and 5E - northern loops 
• Option 5F - two-lane loop road, widening of short section of M25, and 

reconfiguration of A12 
• Option 6 - a southern link 
• Option 7 - a do-maximum (for example a double cloverleaf) 

 These options were assessed based on the expected impacts of achieving the 
Scheme objectives, indicative cost ranges, and key issues and risks relating to 
Scheme delivery. Based on this assessment the hamburger through-about and 
satellite roundabout options were discounted as they were assessed a low rating 
in terms of achieving the scheme objectives. The double cloverleaf option was 
also discounted as it offered low value for money.  

 The northern loop, compact northern loop, single cloverleaf (three variants) and 
the southern link were taken forward and assessed in more detail in terms of 
environmental impacts, traffic performance, economic assessments, and value 
for money against the Scheme objectives. Consideration was also given to 
identified constraints, risks, affordability and deliverability. Following detailed 
assessment, three options were short-listed for further development and options 
consultation. The three short-listed options comprised Options 5B, 5C and 5F.  

 Further information on the option selection process can be found in Chapter 3 
(assessment of alternatives) in the ES (application document 
TR010029/APP/6.1).  

 Each of the three short-listed options (Options 5B, 5C and 5F) set out to divert 
traffic away from the roundabout via a cloverleaf type link road between the M25 
northbound and the A12 eastbound. These options are summarised below.  
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 Option 5B: Single lane loop road, widening the existing M25 bridge over junction 
28 (Figure 2.6.1). 

• Create new single lane loop road, with hard shoulder, for traffic 
travelling from the M25 northbound to the A12 eastbound. 

• Provide an overbridge with the realigned A12 eastbound exit slip road 
to allow the proposed loop road to pass under to join the A12 
carriageway.  

• Works on A12 eastbound to maintain existing access to Maylands Golf 
Club.  

• Reconfigure the A12 road markings to allow the new loop road to join 
the A12 and accommodate two-lanes through the junction.  

• Widen M25 carriageway overbridge to accommodate a new exit road.  
 

Figure 2.6.1: Option 5B, single lane loop road, with widening of the M25 
bridge  
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 Option 5C: Single lane loop road (Figure 2.6.2). 

• Provide a bridge over the M25 northbound entry slip road to facilitate 
new loop road. Create new single lane loop road with hard shoulder, 
for traffic travelling from the M25 to the A12. 

• Provide an overbridge with the realigned A12 eastbound exit slip road 
to allow the proposed loop road to pass under to join the A12 
eastbound carriageway. 

• Works on A12 eastbound to maintain existing access to Maylands Golf 
Club. 

• Reconfigure the A12 road markings, including the eastbound entry slip 
road, to allow the new loop road to join the A12 and accommodate 
two-lanes through the junction.  

• Use existing hard shoulder on the M25 northbound carriageway to 
provide proposed exit road. 

Figure 2.6.2: Option 5C, single lane loop road 
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 Option 5F: Two-lane loop road (Figure 2.6.3). 

• Create new two-lane loop road with hard shoulder, for traffic travelling 
from the M25 to the A12.  

• Works on A12 eastbound to maintain existing access to Maylands Golf 
Club. 

• Provide an overbridge with the realigned A12 eastbound exit slip road 
to allow the proposed loop road to pass under to join the A12 
eastbound carriageway.  

• Reconfigure A12 to accommodate two-lanes joining the A12 
eastbound from the proposed loop road. 

• Widen the M25 northbound carriageway to provide proposed exit road. 
Provide a bridge over the M25 northbound entry slip road to facilitate 
the new loop road which passes under it.  
 

Figure 2.6.3: Option 5F, two-lane loop road  
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3 Options consultation 2016 
 Having shortlisted three options, the Applicant conducted an options consultation 

for approximately eight weeks (54 days) between 14 November 2016 and 7 
January 2017. This was to inform and seek the views of various interested parties 
and stakeholders, as well as to gauge public opinion on the three shortlisted 
options. This options consultation was not a statutory consultation under the PA 
2008.  

3.2 Who was consulted 
 A scoping exercise was undertaken by the Applicant to identify consultees that may 

have an interest in the Scheme. A list of stakeholders was developed, contact 
details ascertained and used to create the Scheme stakeholder database. 
Stakeholders were grouped by their status, for example ‘local authority’ or 
‘landowner’. The database was then used to refine which engagement tools and 
approach should be used for each stakeholder group.  

 A summary of the stakeholder groups is identified below:  

• Elected representatives whose constituents live or work in the vicinity of 
the Scheme – including two MPs in the area and all elected councillors 
from the local authorities listed below. 

• Local authorities – the LB Havering, Brentwood BC, Essex CC and 
Transport for London (TfL).  

• Environmental bodies – the Environment Agency (EA), English Heritage, 
Natural England and the Forestry Commission (FC).  

• Landowners and occupiers – two landowners (Glebelands Estates 
Limited and Grove Farm), were identified using initial land registry 
information available at that time, and Maylands Golf Club. 

• Emergency services – fire, police and ambulance.  
• Local and national interest groups and organisations – cycling and 

walking groups, transport operators including freight and recovery 
services.  

• People who live in the vicinity of the Scheme – a consultation target area 
was identified, extending approximately one-mile around junction 28. 
This contained 28,000 residential addresses.  

 For a full list of the identified stakeholders please see Annex B1.  

3.3 Consultation materials  
 The Applicant prepared consultation materials to enable stakeholders to have a 

clear understanding of the problems faced at the junction, each of the options being 
consulted on and how feedback could be provided. The materials provided were as 
follows:  

• A Consultation questionnaire (Annex B2) – setting out the specific 
questions to gain feedback, including; which option was preferred, 
comments on the options, as well as views on how each option 
addressed the key issues and objectives relating to congestion, safety, 
network resilience to accidents and incidents, and air and noise quality. 
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• A Consultation brochure (Annex B3) – with concise information about 
the Scheme, including its background, a summary of the three options 
and their impacts and benefits. Key environmental considerations in 
respect of the options were presented in the consultation brochure. 

• A Scheme dedicated webpage – www.highways.gov.uk/m25j28 (please 
note this website domain no longer exists and has been replaced with 
www.highwaysengland.co.uk/m25j28 
https://highwaysengland.co.uk/projects/m25-junction-28-improvements/) 
that also contained copies of all the consultation material and details of 
public consultation exhibitions.  

• A Technical Appraisal Report7 – detailing the identification, 
assessments and sifting of the Scheme options to determine which 
should be taken forward to the options consultation.  

• A 3D visualisation of the three short-listed options was also added to 
the webpage and made available at all public consultation exhibitions.  

3.4 Consultation channels  
 Six public consultation exhibitions were held during the consultation period at 

which there were exhibition boards (Annex B4) presenting information about the 
proposed options for the Scheme, as well as all other consultation materials listed 
above. In total 322 people attended these events. Details of the exhibitions are 
listed in Table 3.5.1.  

 Ahead of the start date for the consultation, all stakeholders were sent letters which 
included information on; the consultation dates, details of public consultation 
exhibitions, where the brochure and questionnaires could be collected from, the 
Scheme webpage and how to feedback. Copies of these letters are provided at 
Annex B5. 

3.5 Publicising the consultation  
 Adverts were placed in both the Romford Recorder and the Brentwood Gazette in 

the week that the consultation was launched (Annex B6).  
 A press release was issued to the local media  and they were invited  to attend a 

briefing session on 17 November 2016.  
 In addition, a separate briefing session was organised on the same day (prior to the 

media briefing) for key stakeholders including local authorities, environmental 
bodies and landowners.  

 Brochure and questionnaire collections points were set up to help raise awareness 
and interest in the consultation and encourage people to provide their views. 
Copies of the consultation brochures and questionnaires were made available for 
collection at the following three locations throughout the consultation period, and 
posters (Annex B7) were also displayed at these locations to publicise the 
consultation: 

• Central Romford library, RM1 3AR 
• Brentwood library, CM14 4BP 
• Shenfield library, CM15 8NJ. 

 
7 Available on Scheme webpage https://highwaysengland.co.uk/projects/m25-junction-28-improvements/ under ‘Consultation 2018-19’ 
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• 39 responses to the customer contact centre 
 The responses included four long written responses from Essex CC, LB Havering, 

Brentwood BC and MP Will Quince (constituency Colchester).  
 The majority of respondents:  

• agreed there was a need to improve M25 junction 28 (92%) 
• confirmed that they currently experience unpredictable journey times 

(79%) 
• confirmed that they travel by car through the junction (96%) 

 The respondents’ highest levels of concern related to congestion (96%), road 
safety (82%) and limited capacity (80%). 

 While most respondents indicated they travelled during off-peak hours (77%) and 
weekends (70%), over a third travelled through at peak times on a weekday (41% 
at pm peak and 36% at am peak). 

 Of the three options, Option 5F had the greatest support, including from the local 
authorities. The reported preference for each option from respondents was as 
follows: 

• Option 5F (49%) 
• No preference stated (18%)  
• Option 5B (17%) 
• Option 5C (12%)  
• Question not answered (4%)  

 Respondents were also given the opportunity to make open comments about the 
three options presented. The following paragraphs provide an overall summary of 
the responses provided for each option.  

 Option 5B drew some positive comments because of its lower cost compared to 
the other options and reduced footprint. However, some criticised it for being a 
short-term solution, the impact it would have on Grove Farm and the widening of 
the existing M25 overbridge.  

 Option 5C received some positive comments, primarily relating to its value for 
money, while most of the negative comments perceived it to be a short-term 
solution and that it wouldn’t be able to keep up with future growth.  

 Option 5F was given the most positive, and least negative comments. Most of the 
positive comments focused on this option’s ability to improve capacity and offer a 
better long-term solution. Negative comments relating to Option 5F were concerned 
with the fact that it cuts through some woodland, and that given its size motorists 
might still use the roundabout.  
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4 Engagement between options consultation and 
statutory consultation 

 Following the options consultation (14 November 2016 to 6 January 2017), and 
leading up to statutory consultation (3 December 2018 to 28 January 2019), the 
Applicant continued to engage with key stakeholders. A variety of methods of 
communication were used as outlined in the following chapter. The principal 
purpose of this engagement was to provide updates on the progress of the design 
for the Scheme, to identify issues and discuss methods for resolving them.  

4.2 Local authorities  
 On 11 and 12 April 2017, a value management workshop was held by the Applicant 

with internal and external stakeholders including LB Havering, Brentwood BC, 
Essex CC and TfL. This was a collaborative workshop to obtain views and assess 
the extent to which the three Scheme options would give effect to achieving the 
Scheme objectives, and to agree actions to improve the value of the Scheme. The 
feedback raised at these workshops informed the PRA. 

 In November 2017 a joint DCO knowledge event was held. The Applicant hosted a 
joint event with representatives from the M25 junction 10, A2 Bean and Ebbsfleet 
junction and the M25 junction 28 improvement project teams; local authority 
representatives of each project; and the London local authorities involved in the 
Tideway Tunnel DCO. The purpose of this was to raise awareness of the role of 
local authorities in the DCO process, as well as the issues likely to arise that they 
need to consider. For example, such issues included internal liaison, delegation 
powers and resourcing. Invitations were sent to all the host authorities for each of 
the above three schemes. For this Scheme, the event was attended by 
representatives from LB Havering, Essex CC and Brentwood BC.  

 Throughout the period from the options consultation until statutory consultation, 
there was also ongoing communication with the host authorities (LB Havering, 
Essex CC, GLA/TfL and Brentwood BC). This included a series of meetings to 
cover both general and specific issues. For example, on 13 June 2017 a meeting 
was held with Essex CC to discuss specific issues on realignment of the A12 
(which subsequently led to a change to the Scheme as outlined in Table 4.3.1) and 
traffic signals on Brook Street and in January 2018 all authorities were given an 
update on the Scheme design, an outline of the response to their scoping issues 
and the planned statutory consultation. Letters were also sent to the host 
authorities on formal matters, for example, in December 2017 informing them of the 
postponement of the statutory consultation. Emails were sent in respect of 
discussions around technical issues, such as the verification of viewpoints, 
requesting information on the former landfill site within the Scheme boundary and 
requesting feedback on the SoCC. 

4.3 Persons with Interest in Land (PiLs)  
 The Applicant continued to meet (on a one-to-one basis) and engage with 

landowners directly affected by the Scheme, including Glebelands Estates Limited 
and Grove Farm residents.  
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 This included a meeting with Grove Farm held on 28 September 2017 to discuss 
maintaining their access and an on-site walk over to review the extent of the 
highway, where the highway alignment had been marked out by surveyors prior to 
meeting. A further meeting was held on 13 December 2017 following a request 
from Grove Farm for improved access. No further changes were made as like-for-
like access arrangements could be provided. 

 During meetings held in 2017, Glebelands Estates Limited outlined the content and 
progress of their planning application for a burial ground within the Scheme’s red 
line boundary. 

 On 29 November 2018 separate meetings were held with Grove Farm and 
Glebelands Estates Limited to outline the Scheme that was to be presented at 
statutory consultation and encourage them to respond to that consultation.  

4.4 Utility companies  
 The Applicant also engaged with a number of utilities companies as follows:  

• National Grid – there were ongoing meetings and discussions relating to 
the interactions between the Scheme and existing overhead electric 
lines. These meetings were critical to understanding National Grid’s 
requirements, for instance as regards acceptable clearances between 
the overhead electric line and the Scheme, and how any issues could be 
mitigated.  

• Cadent – ongoing meetings discussed the interactions as between an 
existing high pressure gas pipeline and the Scheme. The Applicant 
sought agreement on any diversion or protection measures needed for 
the high pressure gas pipeline.  

• British Pipeline Agency (BPA) – there were ongoing meetings with BPA 
to manage the interaction between the Scheme and BPA’s apparatus. 
Initial meetings and site visits were very helpful in establishing the exact 
location of the pipeline and understanding the general design 
requirements and process to mitigate the impacts of the Scheme. 

4.5 Statutory environmental bodies 
 Engagement with the EA was undertaken and covered a range of topics. A series 

of meetings took place, for example, on 30 October 2017 there was a meeting to 
discuss the proposed crossing of the Scheme over the Ingrebourne River and 
Weald Brook and the impact on their associated floodplains and habitats which led 
to the Scheme changes as outlined in Table 4.3.1. On 20 November 2017 there 
was a meeting to discuss the historic landfill and approach to ground investigations.  

 Natural England was approached with a meeting request to discuss the proposed 
Scheme, timescale and environmental assessment undertaken to date in 
December 2017. No response was forthcoming. 
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Figure 4.7.1: Scheme context plan (showing the red line boundary) 
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Figure 4.7.2: Scheme plan  
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5 Consultation with statutory consultees (section 
42) 

5.1 Introduction 
 The Applicant undertook statutory consultation on the proposed Scheme over an 

eight week period between 3 December 2018 and 28 January 2019 (56 days). 
This chapter sets out the activities that the Applicant undertook to comply with 
the requirements of the PA 2008 and associated legislation and guidance.  

 The consultation not only sought peoples’ views, preferences and ideas on the 
Scheme design, but also sought feedback on the PEIR, which had been 
compiled for the Scheme.  

 A 28 day extension to the statutory consultation, under section 42, was applied 
(this ended on 28 February 2019) for two specific groups of consultees: 

• Previously unidentified Persons with Interest in Land (PiLs) who 
responded to the Land Interest Questionnaire (LIQs) after the 
consultation had started. 

• Two section 42(1)(b) consultees (Epping Forest District Council and 
Hertfordshire County Council) to whom the consultation materials were 
re-issued by post following their original statutory consultation 
notification by email being returned as ‘undeliverable’.  

5.2 Section 46 (notifying the Inspectorate) 
 On 29 November 2018 the Applicant wrote to the Inspectorate and gave formal 

notification under section 46 of the PA 2008 of its intention to submit a DCO 
application for the Scheme. The letter also advised the Inspectorate that 
statutory consultation, under section 42 of the PA 2008, would commence on 3 
December 2018 and run through to 28 January 2019. The letter was 
accompanied by a USB stick containing the consultation materials. A copy of that 
letter is provided in Annex C1. 

5.3 Who was consulted  
 Section 42 consultees as prescribed by the PA 2008 include the following: 

• Consultees as prescribed by Regulation 3 of, and Schedule 1 to, the 
APFP Regulations 

• Local authorities (within section 43 of the PA 2008) and GLA 
• PILs (as defined by the section 44 of the PA 2008). 

 The following sections give details of how each of these consultees were 
involved in the statutory consultation. 

5.4 Prescribed consultees  
 Consulting with prescribed consultees is a requirement under section 42(1)(a) of 

the PA 2008. A list of prescribed consultees is provided in Schedule 1 of the 
APFP Regulations. This was cross referenced with the list of prescribed 
consultees provided by the Inspectorate in response to regulation 11(b) of the 
EIA Regulations to ensure that the full range of consultees were captured.  







M25 junction 28 improvement scheme  
TR010029  
5.1 Consultation report  

 

 

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029 
Application document reference: TR010029/5.1 Page 55 of 209 
 

Figure 5.6.1: Geographical location of the local authority consultees with the Scheme 
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5.7 Consultation materials  
 The section 42 consultation was carried out in parallel with activities designed to 

meet the Applicant’s ‘Duty to consult local community’ (section 47) and ‘Duty to 
publicise’ (section 48). The consultation materials were made available on the 
Scheme webpage www.highwaysengland.co.uk/m25j28 (please note this 
website domain no longer exists and has been replaced with 
www.highwaysengland.co.uk/m25j28 
https://highwaysengland.co.uk/projects/m25-junction-28-improvements/)and at 
all public exhibitions (see Chapter 6) and in display locations (see Paragraph 
6.3.2). 

 The full suite of consultation materials consisted of: 

• Consultation brochure (including Scheme/route map showing the full 
extent of the Scheme on a red line boundary plan) (Annex C4)  

• Consultation response form (Annex C5) 
• Scheme/route map on a red line boundary (Figure 4.6.1)  
• Scheme plan (Figure 4.6.2)  
• PEIR and non-technical summary 
• Section 47 notices (Annex C6)  
• Section 48 notices (Annex C7) 
• Public Consultation Report (summarising findings from previous 

consultation) (Annex B8) 
• DCO leaflet (Annex C8) 
• Scheme Assessment Report (SAR)8 
• Technical Appraisal Report (TAR) 9 
• SoCC (please see Chapter 6 of this report)  

5.8 Consultation channels  
 On 30 November 2018 letters were sent to all section 42 consultees to notify 

them of the statutory consultation.  
 Notification letters were sent in hard copy by post (first class) or as an electronic 

attachment by email, depending on the contact details in the Applicant’s 
stakeholder database and the section 44 consultee list. Table 5.8.1: Section 42 
letters types and consultation materials issued below outlines the materials 
accompanying each of the letters sent to section 42 consultees.  

 Consultees were advised in their letters that all of the consultation materials were 
available on the Scheme webpage www.highwaysengland.co.uk/m25j28 and at 
all public exhibitions (see Chapter 7) and in display locations (see Table 7.3.2).  

 An additional 11 section 42 letters were sent on 6 December 2018 due to 
updated information from recently returned LIQs. No extension date to the 
consultation was provided as consultation had only started at the beginning of 
that week and it was considered they had sufficient time to respond i.e. more 

 
8 Available on Scheme webpage www.highwaysengland.co.uk under ‘Consultation 2018-19’ 
9 Available on Scheme webpage www.highwaysengland.co.uk under ‘Consultation 2018-19’ 
 









M25 junction 28 improvement scheme  
TR010029  
5.1 Consultation report  

 

 

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029 
Application document reference: TR010029/5.1 Page 60 of 209 
 

 In total, 20 responses were received from section 42 consultees, including: 

• Thirteen from prescribed (section 42(1)(a)) consultees. 
• Six from local authorities (section 42(1)(b) &(c)) consultees. 
• One response from a PiL (section 42(1)(d)) consultees.  

 The matters raised in these responses can be categorised into the following topic 
headings: 

• Scheme principles and operations  
• Environmental impacts (water & drainage, biodiversity, cultural 

heritage, people & communities, geology & soils, materials & waste, 
air quality, noise and vibration and cumulative impacts) 

• Green belt 
• Construction impacts 
• Non-motorised users 

 The multi-disciplinary project team considered each comment raised and  
whether changes were being requested and if so, whether they could, and 
should, be made to the Scheme. Where changes were proposed to the design, 
these were in some instances subject to further discussions with the relevant 
consultee as outlined in Chapter 8 of this report. A supplementary consultation 
on the main proposed changes to the Scheme, following statutory consultation 
was undertaken in November to December 2019 which is reported in Chapter 9 
of this report. 

5.12 Tabulated summary of responses from section 42 
consultees 

 Table 5.12.1 below summarises the consultee response, explains how the 
Applicant has had regard to the response received (as required by section 49 of 
the PA Act 2008) and identifies any actions arising to be taken forward. Where 
the consultation response was a statement for consideration by the Applicant, 
the table below explains the Applicant’s consideration of that statement and 
records ‘Not applicable’ in the final column.  





























































M25 junction 28 improvement scheme  
TR010029  
5.1 Consultation report  

 

 

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029 
Application document reference: TR010029/5.1 Page 90 of 209 
 

6 Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC) 

6.1 Introduction  
 In accordance with section 47(1) of the PA 2008, before commencing statutory 

community consultation, the Applicant prepared a draft SoCC setting out how it 
intended to consult with people living in the vicinity of the Scheme. 

 In accordance with section 47(2) the Applicant consulted each local authority that 
fell within section 43(1) of the PA 2008 on the development of the SoCC. The 
following local authorities were consulted; LB Havering, Brentwood BC, Essex 
CC and the GLA.  

6.2 Development of SoCC 
 The four local authorities were contacted in August 2017 and offered meetings to 

discuss what was to be included within the SoCC. Meetings were held with the 
following three local authorities between August and September 2017; LB 
Havering, Brentwood BC and Essex CC. From these discussions a draft SoCC 
was prepared.  

 A draft SoCC was initially issued to the four local authorities on 12 October 2017 
(Annex D1) and they were given a period of 28 days to provide comments in line 
with section 47(3) of the PA 2008. However, in December 2017 the Applicant 
decided to postpone the statutory consultation due to changes to the Scheme’s 
programme, to enable coordination and alignment with another adjacent 
Highways England scheme. As a result, all local authorities were written to and 
informed of the postponement, and no comments were received.  

 The Scheme was remobilised in July 2018 and the draft SoCC (from October 
2017) was used as a basis for early informal discussions with the local 
authorities. 

 LB Havering, Brentwood BC and Essex CC all took part in informal discussions 
from August to September 2018 to review and progress the draft SoCC (from 
October 2017). The Applicant received no response from GLA. 

 From the informal discussions with Essex CC it was suggested that two 
additional postcode areas (CM4 and CM5) were added to the consultation target 
area. However, the consultation target area was originally drawn to include those 
living and working within an approximate one-mile radius around the Scheme 
(see Paragraph 6.3). By adding just these two postcodes the mail out would 
have increased by approximately 9,800 more letters which was considered 
disproportionate. It was agreed with Essex CC, that instead of increasing the 
mail out, extra advertising for the consultation in local newspapers would be 
carried out in addition to the section 47 and section 48 notices (see Paragraph 
6.3.1 for full details of the advertising).  

 During these informal discussions, the Applicant informed the local authorities 
that a mobile consultation vehicle would also be available, and they could make 
suggestions of locations within their area, where this could be visited.  

 It was agreed that when the SoCC was formally issued the following wording 
would be included “There will also be some mobile consultation exhibitions in our 















M25 junction 28 improvement scheme  
TR010029  
5.1 Consultation report main report 
 

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029 
Application document reference: TR010029/5.1 Page 97 of 209 
 

7 Consultation with local communities (section 47) 
 The Applicant undertook a statutory consultation with local communities in 

accordance with the SoCC (see Paragraphs 6.3.3 to 6.3.7 and Table 6.3.1) for 
an eight week period between 3 December 2018 and 28 January 2019 (56 
days).  

7.2 Who was consulted  
 The community was defined as those living or working within a one-mile radius of 

the Scheme location, as this would reflect those most likely to be affected by the 
Scheme. Some small extensions to ensure villages and distinct groups of houses 
were included as a whole, rather than the consultation target area running 
through the middle of a community. Figure 7.2.1 shows the physical extent of 
the consultation target area for the consultation, as discussed and agreed with 
the local authorities as part of the SoCC.  

 The Applicant also included the following additional stakeholders:  

• Local MPs 
• Local elected ward councillors at Essex CC, LB Havering, and 

Brentwood BC  
• Local and national interest groups  
• Local community and business groups  
• Respondents from the options consultation 

 A full list of stakeholders is included in Annex E1, C2. 

7.3 Consultation materials  
 The Applicant prepared the following materials:  

• Consultation brochure 
• Consultation response form  
• Scheme/route map showing the full extent of the red line boundary 

area  
• PEIR and non-technical summary  
• Statutory notices in local and national press (section 47 and section 

48) 
• Public Consultation Report summarising the findings from the previous 

consultation  
• DCO leaflet, explaining the planning process in more detail 
• TAR – this summarises the technical aspects of the existing highway 

problem and identifies options to address these. The TAR confirms 
options considered for further development and consultation as 
reported in the SAR 

• SAR – this brings together all the assessments to identify preferred 
option 

• SoCC 
• 3D visualisation of the Scheme  
• Roller banners to display key summary information (extracted from the 

consultation brochure). A copy of these are available in Annex E2  
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 The roller banners and visualisation of traffic conditions were only available at 
the consultation exhibition events. 

 The photographic image of the current layout of the junction 28, was used on 
Twitter and provided to local authority communication teams for their own 
communication channels.  

 During the consultation period, Brentwood, Shenfield and Romford libraries 
requested additional brochures and response forms, as they had run out. 
Restocks were provided.  

 The brochure included the following information: 

• Consultation dates  
• That the Scheme is an NSIP under the PA 2008  
• A PEIR has been prepared  
• How to respond to the consultation  
• Description of the consultation material available to view, and where 

and how 
• Consultation exhibitions event dates (open to the public)  
• Why the Scheme is needed  
• Scheme objectives  
• Copy of the context plan and Scheme plan (on a red line boundary)  
• Outline of proposed Scheme  
• Benefits and effects of proposed Scheme  
• Next steps (after the consultation) 
• Contact details  

 The consultation response form had a total of 17 questions, including a mix of 
structured questions and open-ended questions, with free flow text boxes. This 
provided respondents with the opportunity to expand on their answers if they 
wanted to and provide information about something the Applicant had not 
specifically asked.  

 The response form was divided into the following seven sections: 

• Personal information – name, address, contact information and 
name of organisation (if applicable) was requested. This information 
was obtained to provide a demographic understanding of the 
respondents that had been reached, as well as specific contact 
information for future use.  

• Section A – was designed to find out about respondents’ current 
travel conditions and contained mainly structured questions, with one 
open ended question to allow them to include any information that was 
not specifically requested. Respondents were asked structured 
questions about what routes they used through the junction, times 
they usually travelled, how they travelled through, what they used the 
junction for, their current travel conditions, and how close they lived 
and worked (if applicable) to the Scheme. Respondents could give 
multiple answers to each question.  

• Section B – included specific questions about the Scheme to gain an 
understanding of whether respondents were in agreement/support of 
it. There were three structured questions that asked respondents 
specifically: 



M25 junction 28 improvement scheme  
TR010029  
5.1 Consultation report main report 
 

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029 
Application document reference: TR010029/5.1 Page 104 of 209 
 

o Do you think there is a need to improve M25 junction 28? 
o Does our Scheme address the current travel conditions (identified in 

section A)? Respondents could tick multiple answers to this question 
and rate them from ‘Very well’ to ‘Not applicable’ 

o What are your views about the proposed improvements? Respondents 
were provided with a multiple option they could tick and rate them from 
‘Negative view’ to ‘Positive view’.  

• A free flow text box was provided at the end of each of these three 
questions.  

• Section C – respondents were provided with a list of 11 potential 
environmental impacts and were asked if they agreed with the 
proposed approach to the way the Applicant was addressing them, as 
set out in the PEIR and non-technical summary (page numbers were 
provided for specific information in both documents to assist 
respondents with their answers). For each item in the list respondents 
were asked to tick a ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ box, as well as being provided with a 
free-flow text box for each item.  

• Section D – contained two questions with ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ tick boxes so 
respondents could tell the Applicant if there was anything else they 
wanted it to consider around either construction, and if the Scheme 
needed to be modified or changed. For each of these two questions a 
free flow text box was provided.  

• Section E – was included to evaluate the consultation material 
provided and the consultation exhibitions events held, to help the 
Applicant understand and shape future consultation work. There were 
four questions, including: 

o A list of materials where respondents could tick multiple responses on 
what they had used during the consultation. 

o A ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ box to establish if they found these materials useful, 
as well as a free flow text box.  

o A ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ box to understand if they attended a consultation 
exhibition event. 

o A checklist where respondents could tick multiple responses on how 
they found out about the consultation.  

• Section F – was an optional section included to find out more about 
the demographics on respondents. This included two structured 
questions about respondents age and whether they consider 
themselves as a person with a disability.  

 The response form also included a FREEPOST address, so that respondents did 
not need to purchase a stamp to return it. 

 An online version of the consultation response form was made available via the 
Scheme webpage (see Section 6.6 for more details). The online response form 
was only available while the consultation was live; this was to avoid confusion 
among potential respondents about whether their comments would be 
considered if submitted after the consultation period.  
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7.11 Consultation response analysis  
 Hard copy response forms were collected during consultation exhibitions and 

through the post. Once received they were date stamped and manually uploaded 
to the response form online in order to inform the overall analysis.  

 The online response form was hosted on the Applicant’s Citizen Space portal 
that is used for all consultations.  

 All responses received during the consultation period were read and filtered into 
an ‘action log’ excel spreadsheet. This spreadsheet-based log formed the 
method for reviewing all responses by the discipline teams.  

 Two workshops took place on 1 March and 15 March 2019. Representatives 
from the following disciplines attended: environment, design, traffic modelling, 
safety, project management, planning and communications. The workshops 
facilitated discussions on the responses in a systematic and discipline-based 
format and agreement was reached with follow-up actions.  

 Outcomes from the workshops were logged within the spreadsheet, including the 
Applicants’ response to the consultation responses. Where design changes were 
made, these have been recorded against the relevant sections and lines of the 
spreadsheet.  

7.12 Responses from section 47 and section 48 consultees  
 This section provides an overview of the section 47 consultation response 

results, key issues raised by consultees, and where applicable how the Scheme 
has been influenced and amended. As statutory community consultation under 
section 47 was undertaken in conjunction with the section 48 notices period, 
responses to both were received within the same deadline. Accordingly, details 
of the relevant responses received from members of the public in response to 
the publication of the section 48 notice are also addressed in this section.  

 The response form for both PiLs and the community consultees was the same. 
Therefore, this chapter includes a summary of the feedback and analysis of the 
response forms from both of these consultee groups.  

 In total 246 response forms were completed (both in hard copy and online) in 
response to the consultation (216 during the initial consultation period and a 
further 30 during the 28 day extension period). Three of these responses were 
from individuals identified in the section 42 consultee list, who also provided a 
long response in the name of their organisation, so the response form has been 
treated as an individual response as part of this analysis.  

 Responses from the section 47 consultation are set out in this section to reflect 
the sequence of the questionnaire. 

 As some questions in the response form had multiple answers, and others were 
free flow responses, the overall response rates shown in the following sections 
can sometimes add up to more than 100%.  

 Section A of the response form asked respondents about their travel habits 
around the M25 junction 28. This section was split into five questions. 

 Question A1 asked respondents which routes they took through the M25 junction 
28 and how often. Figure 7.12.1 presents the results.  
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 Respondents were then encouraged to expand on their answer to Question B2. 
Figure 7.12.10 presents the results.  
Figure 7.12.10: Graph showing additional views on whether the scheme 
addresses current addresses current travel conditions. 
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 Section D of the response form asked respondents about other matters the 
Applicant may need to consider. This section had two questions. 

 Question D1 asked respondents if there was something specific the Applicant 
needed to consider as it developed plans for construction. A total of 153 
responses were received to this question. (As a free flow text box was provided, 
respondents could list more than one thing so response rates can total more 
than 100%): 

• 36% of respondents were concerned about disruption or impact of 
roadworks.  

• 30% of respondents believe the Scheme will negatively impact local 
residents and communities (including property value).  

• 14% expressed concern about increased noise levels.  
• 13% commented on the need for design improvements to Woodstock 

Avenue. 
• 13% believed there would be a negative environmental impact 

including air quality, woodland and wildlife.  
• 9% of respondents thought the Scheme was inadequate and did not 

address the issues.  
• 9% commented on a need for improvements for pedestrians, cyclists 

and equestrians.  
• 8% believed it did not address issues to and from the A12 and M25. 
• 7% felt the Scheme was inadequate (in general). 
• 6% thought A1023 issues need to be addressed. 
• 5% believed safety issues needed to be addressed.  
• 4% wanted better provision of communication.  
• 4% felt the focus should be on reducing traffic models.  
• 3% felt better consultation was required.  
• 3% saw the importance of landscaping (to mitigate effects of the 

Scheme).  
• 3% were in favour of Scheme (or some aspects of it).  
• 3% had concerns about the cost of the Scheme.  
• 3% thought the signals and traffic lights needed improving.  
• 3% thought the lane markings and signage needed improving.  
• 3% felt the Scheme was in adequate (did not address Brook Street 

issues). 
• 3% needed more information on Scheme.  
• 1% made no comment.  
• 1% were against A12 expansion.  

 
 Question D2 asked respondents if they had any other comments about the 

proposed Scheme or its potential effects. A total of 89 responses were received 
to this question. As a free flow text box was provided, respondents could list 
more than one thing so response rates can total more than 100%. 

• 28% of respondents believe the Scheme will negatively impact local 
residents and communities (including property value).  

• 26% of respondents were concerned about the disruption or impact of 
the roadworks. 
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• 22% believed there would be a negative impact on the environment 
including air quality, woodland and wildlife.  

• 20% expressed a concern about the increased noise levels.  
• 16% were in favour of Scheme (improved traffic flow).  
• 16% felt the A12 to and from M25 issues should be addressed.  
• 15% felt the Scheme was inadequate and does not address all the 

issues.  
• 13% commented on the need for design improvements to Woodstock 

Avenue. 
• 7% thought the lane markings and signage should be improved.  
• 7% felt the Scheme was inadequate and does not address Brook 

Street.  
• 6% commented on the need for improvements for pedestrians and 

cyclists. 
• 6% said safety issues needed to be addresses with cameras or input 

from transport police. 
• 4% felt further consultation was needed.  
• 4% needed more information. 
• 3% expressed concerns about other road projects, for example Lower 

Thames Crossing.  
• 3% believed signals and traffic lights needed improving. 
• 2% were opposed to the Scheme.  
• 2% felt the Scheme was inadequate (does not address all issues).  
• 2% had concerns about the cost of the Scheme.  
• 1% had concerns about increased noise levels.  

 
 Section E of the response form asked respondents about the consultation 

materials and other feedback. This was so the Applicant could consider the 
feedback to inform the presentation of future consultations. This section had four 
questions.  

 Question E1 asked respondents what consultation materials they used 
(respondents were able to choose more than one answer). Figure 7.12.15 
presents the results.  
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Figure 7.12.15: Graph showing responses to question E1 

 
 Question E2 asked respondents if they found the consultation materials useful. 

Respondents answered: 
• Yes – 91% 
• No – 9%  

 Respondents were also provided with the opportunity to expand on their answer 
and explain why they perceived the consultation materials to be useful or not 
useful. A total of 62 respondents explained their answer.  

 Figure 7.12.16 presents the results. As a free flow text box was provided, 
respondents could list more than one thing so response rates can total more 
than 100%. 

 Question E3 asked respondents if they attended a consultation exhibition. 
Respondents answered: 
• Yes – 44% 
• No – 55%  

 Question E4 asked respondents how they found out about the consultation 
(respondents were able to choose more than one answer). Figure 7.12.17 
presents the results.  
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7.15 Open format responses from section 47 consultees  
 In addition to the 246 consultation response forms received, 15 responses from 

section 47 consultees were received in the form of emails or letters. See Table 
7.15.1 for a summary of these responses. 

7.16 Summary of changes 
 Following the section 47 consultation, the Applicant considered the consultation 

feedback received and the topics raised within that feedback. Regard was to the 
responses as the Scheme progressed, including through continued engagement 
and discussions with key stakeholders as explained in Chapter 8 of this report.  
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8 Ongoing Engagement and design changes to the 
Scheme between statutory consultation and 
supplementary consultation 

8.1 Introduction 
 Following statutory consultation (February 2019) and up to the start of 

supplementary consultation (November 2019), the Applicant continued to 
engage with a number of key stakeholders (local authorities, utility companies, 
landowners and statutory environmental bodies). This engagement was non-
statutory and is encouraged by paragraph 69 of the PA 2008: Guidance on pre-
application process (former DCLG). In particular, it enabled the Applicant to 
continue dialogue with environment bodies, PiLs and others in order to discuss 
various issues in more detail. This section provides a summary of the 
engagement and changes made to the Scheme as a result of that engagement. 

8.2 Local authorities  
 The Applicant has been keen to continue engagement with the host authorities 

and seek to resolve the issues that they raised at statutory consultation and gain 
their input into the development of the Scheme. Accordingly, monthly meetings 
have been held with each local authority individually and quarterly ‘forums’ with 
representatives from each host authority invited (Brentwood BC, LB Havering, 
Essex CC and GLA/TfL) to discuss common/strategic issues.  

 On 20 March 2019 following their responses to the statutory consultation 
expressing concern about access issues, a meeting was held with 
representatives from TfL and LB Havering and residents from Woodstock 
Avenue. 

 On 12 July 2019 a ‘forum’ meeting was held when representatives from 
Brentwood BC, LB Havering and Essex CC and were given an update on the 
Scheme design and programme update. 

 On 2 October 2019 all host authorities were offered a member briefing on the 
supplementary consultation. On 31 October 2019 Brentwood members were 
given a briefing on the Scheme, previous consultations and their outcome and 
the supplementary consultation. LB Havering members were due to receive a 
similar briefing, but that had to be postponed due to restrictions relating to the 
general election. 

 On 1 November 2019 a ‘forum’ meeting was held when representatives from 
Brentwood BC, LB Havering, Essex CC and TfL attended. The attendees were 
given a detailed briefing on the supplementary consultation (see chapter 9 of 
this report), which included the distribution of consultation brochures and 
questionnaires.  

 Monthly meetings were held with relevant officers from: 

• Brentwood BC on 15 April 2019, 29 May 2019, 26 June 2019, 20 
August 2019, 23 September 2019, 31 October 2019, 26 November 
2019 
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• LB Havering on 15 April 2019, 29 May 2019, 26 June 2019, 20 August 
2019, 23 September 2019, 31 October 2019, 26 November 2019 

• Essex CC on 15 April 2019, 29 May 2019, 26 June 2019, 20 August 
2019, 23 September 2019, 31 October 2019, 26 November 2019 

 These meetings involved discussions on detailed matters, including feedback on 
the statutory consultation, an update on progress made with issues raised in 
their statutory consultation responses, the outcome of traffic modelling of the 
Scheme, design development such as the diversion of the underground gas 
pipeline and mitigation proposals, environmental impacts such as air quality and 
landscape and approach to supplementary consultation.  

 Emails were exchanged with the authorities to seek detailed information such as 
a list of developments for consideration in the cumulative effects chapter of the 
ES (March 2019) and their views on the scope of the Transport Assessment 
(August 2019).  

8.3 PiLs 
 Following statutory consultation, it was agreed with Maylands Golf course that 

they would engage a golf course architect to assess the potential impact of the 
Scheme on the golf course and consider possible options for mitigating any 
impact.  Consequently, the Applicant received an impact assessment from 
Maylands Golf Course on 26 April 2019. The Applicant then held a meeting with 
representatives from Maylands Golf Course on 9 May 2019 to discuss the report 
and the options outlined therein. Further discussions took place to ensure that all 
the possible options were being explored. An addendum to the original impact 
assessment was received on 17 July 2019 and a further meeting took place on 
18 July 2019 to discuss that addendum and give the representatives of the golf 
course an update on the design (including the potential Cadent gas main 
diversion and environmental mitigation proposals). Meetings also took place with 
Glebelands Estates Limited and Grove Farm in August 2019 to provide an 
update on the Scheme. 

 On 17 September 2019 a site meeting was held with representatives of the 
developer of the proposed burial ground development planned for the Oak Farm 
site to provide an update on the Scheme and the proposed gas pipeline 
diversion. The discussion included identifying the site constraints, gaining better 
understanding as regards the timing of their development and briefing them 
regarding the Applicant’s proposed supplementary consultation. There was also 
correspondence regarding survey work and In November 2019 a letter was sent 
to the owners of the Oak Farm development site requesting access to undertake 
intrusive survey, this was followed by consent from them to allow access.   

 On 3 October 2019 a meeting was held with the residents of the Caravan Park at 
Putwell Bridge to provide an update on the Scheme, particularly the gas pipeline 
diversion and supplementary consultation. 

8.4 Utility companies 
 Regular meetings were held with Cadent Gas throughout 2019 to consider the 

options for the gas pipeline diversion, including the identification of possible 
environmental and land use constraints. The extent of survey work to progress 
the possible diversion was considered, and the land requirements were 
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9 Supplementary consultation  
 The Applicant undertook a supplementary consultation from 4 November to 2 

December 2019 (29 days) to focus on proposed changes to the Scheme design 
following statutory consultation listed in Table 8.6.2 and also to report on newly 
identified environmental impacts. The aims of the consultation were to: 

• consult landowners who had been identified since statutory 
consultation as a result of ongoing due diligence 

• to provide prescribed consultees with the opportunity to comment on 
the changes to the Scheme. 

• consult with any stakeholder that had an interest in the Scheme.  
• enable consultees’ feedback to be taken into consideration in the 

Scheme development.  
 Whilst this consultation was not of itself a statutory consultation, new section 42 

consultees had been identified at this stage and so the opportunity was taken to 
invite them to comment on the matters that were raised at statutory consultation, 
in addition to those being raised as part of the (non-statutory) supplementary 
consultation. 

9.2 Scheme proposals for supplementary consultation 
 As set out in Paragraph 8.6, following statutory consultation the Applicant also 

developed the Scheme design and undertook further engagement with third 
parties. The Applicant also undertook further environmental assessments, 
including an aboricultural survey. From this, the Applicant developed plans to 
take into account key infrastructure in the area and identified further measures to 
mitigate the effects of the Scheme.  

 The aboricultural survey identified the presence of 15 veteran trees within the red 
line boundary, with three of these trees directly impacted by the Scheme. 

 Design changes were possible to avoid the removal of one veteran tree, but 
further design and construction alterations to avoid all veteran trees was not 
feasible, mainly due to highways design and road safety requirements. 
Therefore, the Applicant consulted on the proposal that the Scheme would 
involve: 

• the removal of two veteran trees 
• protective measures to eight of the identified veteran trees during 

construction works (these are in the Outline CEMP). 
 The remaining five veteran trees within the Scheme red line boundary were not 

considered to be directly impacted.  
 The removal of the two veteran trees was a newly identified ecologically 

significant effect resulting from additional baseline information rather than a 
change in design so information on the veteran trees was included in the 
supplementary consultation material and formed part of the consultation.  

 Further details of the changes to the Scheme and newly identified impacts are 
described in the supplementary consultation brochure and response form (see 
Annex F1).  
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• 20 were received electronically 
• one used the paper consultation form 
• Five were from PiLs (Section 42(1)(d) and 44 consultees)  
• 16 were from other consultees. 

 Nine questions were asked about the proposed scheme changes through open-
ended text responses. These were reviewed and coded into themes in order to 
assess the types of views expressed. The findings presented in the report have 
been analysed based on the number of participants who answered each 
question. Accordingly, the bases presented in the report vary. 

 As there were 21 responses, the findings could not be considered to be 
statistically robust. All data is therefore reported as frequencies and not 
percentages. Table 9.7.1 summarises the main topics raised, and a full tabulated 
summary of responses can be found in Annex F. 

9.8 Tabulated summary of responses from section 42(1)(a) 
(prescribed consultees) and 42(1)(b) (local authorities). 

 Table 9.8.1 summarises consultee responses and identifies issues raised, how 
the Applicant has had regard to the response and how any action arising was 
taken forward.  

 Where the consultation response was a statement for consideration by the 
Applicant, the table below notes the Applicant’s consideration of that statement 
and records ‘Not applicable’ in the final column. A full copy of the responses from 
all section 42 consultees is available in Annex F. 
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9.12 PiLs 
 On 29 January 2020 a site meeting was held with the developers of the Gardens 

of Peace (burial ground) development proposed at Oak Farm to give them an 
update on the preferred gas main diversion and seek information regarding how 
the public will access and use their development site in the future. 

9.13 Utility companies 
 On 20 December 2019 a meeting was held with Cadent Gas to discuss the 

proposed alignment of the gas pipeline diversion. Face to face meetings have 
been held on 12 December 2019 and 24 January 2020 to discuss the preferred 
route, easement and construction programming. Draft DCO documents, 
including the DCO, Land plans and Works plans have been shared with utility 
companies. 

9.14 Statutory environmental bodies  
 On 17 December 2019 a meeting was held with the EA to discuss the HAWRAT.  
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10 Targeted consultation  
 The Applicant undertook a targeted consultation from 31 January to 27 February 

2020 to seek views on proposed changes to the red line boundary for the 
Scheme since the supplementary consultation described in Chapter 9 took 
place. 

 Whilst an extension of red line boundary was proposed, this was localised and 
no new Category 1 or 2 persons were identified. Therefore, this consultation was 
conducted as a non-statutory targeted consultation under the PA 2008. In 
determining how to conduct the consultation, the Applicant had regard to the 
former DCLG ‘Guidance on the pre-application process’ (March 2015), and in 
particular paragraphs 75 and 76:  

• If the application only changes to a small degree, or if the change only 
affects part of the development, then it is not necessary for an 
applicant to undertake a full re-consultation. Where a proposed 
application is amended in light of consultation responses then, unless 
those amendments materially change the application or materially 
changes its impacts, the amendments themselves should not trigger a 
need for further consultation. Instead, the applicant should ensure that 
all affected statutory consultees and local communities are informed of 
the changes (paragraph 75). 

• In circumstances where a particular issue has arisen during the pre-
application consultation, or where it is localised in nature, it may be 
appropriate to hold a non-statutory targeted consultation (paragraph 
76). 

 This consultation related directly to measures being proposed by the Applicant to 
mitigate the likely impact of the Scheme on Maylands Golf Course.  

 The purpose of the consultation was to seek the views of LB Havering, 
Luddington Golf Limited, who run Maylands Golf Club, and those with an interest 
in the land proposed to be incorporated into the DCO boundary.  

 As explained in Chapter 9, the preferred alignment for the diversion of the 
existing underground high pressure gas pipeline was identified in late 2019. The 
proposed route alignment for the diversion would run directly beneath the tee on 
the second hole of Maylands Golf Course. Whilst construction techniques have 
been proposed that would involve minimal disruption to the playable course 
during construction of the diversion, future maintenance of the pipeline, once 
installed, could lead to the temporary closure of the second hole with resulting 
effects on the playability of the Course.  

 With a view to avoiding future disruption to the Course arising from the presence 
of the diverted gas pipeline, the Applicant has sought to include additional land 
within the DCO boundary in order to facilitate the relocation and reconfiguration 
of the second hole. This proposal would remove any potential future conflict as 
between the operation of the Course and the maintenance of the diverted gas 
pipeline. As such, the Applicant proposed an extension of the red line boundary 
to enable reconfiguration of the second hole to be delivered.  
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Thursday 27 February 2020. As such, the Applicant allowed 28 days for the 
consultees to respond.  

 With regards to the indicative design for the proposed relocation and 
reconfiguration of the second hole that the Applicant presented to Maylands Golf 
Club, the Applicant has: 

• liaised with Cadent Gas to minimise the impact of the diverted gas 
pipeline on the Golf Course  

• engaged an independent golf course architect to advise on the 
potential reconfiguration of the second hole, with a focus on achieving 
a playable Course and with consideration of safety, walking distance 
and maintaining the character of the Golf Course  

• given consideration to environmental and ecological features local to 
the Golf Course that are also being addressed as part of the Scheme 

• sought to minimise the impacts of any land take of relevant 
landowners. 

 The Applicant has been mindful of the potential impact on the golf course and 
has engaged with representatives from Luddington Golf Limited during the 
development of the Scheme (see section 8.3.1 of this report). The assessment 
report (and addendum) produced on behalf of the Luddington Golf Limited were 
also taken into account. 

10.4 Summary of feedback received and how the Applicant has 
had regard to those responses 

 Two responses were received from the three parties consulted. The matters 
raised in these responses, and details of how the Applicant has had regard to 
those responses, are summarised in Table 10.4.1. 

 These responses included a letter, and an enclosure entitled Wellers Design 
technical note and assessment from Luddington Golf Limited and an email from 
LB Havering. (See Appendix G2).
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10.5 The Applicant’s consideration to the Scheme as a result of 
targeted consultation  

 As part of the targeted consultation, the Applicant presented an indicative design 
for the proposed relocation and reconfiguration of the second hole of the course. 
Whilst the Club has raised concerns regarding the proposed layout of the second 
hole, the Applicant remains of the view that redesign of the hole is capable of 
being achieved within the area of land identified within the DCO application, and 
indeed that the design should be constrained to this area, having regard to both 
environmental constraints, the presence of the diverted gas pipeline and the 
need to minimise land take. The Applicant therefore has not incorporated any 
further changes to the red line boundary in this location within the DCO 
application.  

 As regards the detailed design for the relocation and reconfiguration of second 
hole, the Applicant remains of the view that its proposed design, as presented to 
the Club as part of this consultation, is appropriate. However, the Applicant 
proposes to work closely with the Club to further refine the design to ensure the 
optimal solution is delivered having regard to all relevant considerations, 
including the concerns the Club has raised. For this reason, the DCO application 
has not sought to define the configuration of the replacement second hole but 
instead has identified the area within which this would be delivered. The 
Applicant anticipates that, following further liaison with the Club this will either be 
presented during the examination of the application or be the subject of a 
requirement within the draft DCO (application document TR010029/APP/3.1). 






































