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15.1.2

15.1.3

15.1.4

15.1.5

15.1.6

Analysis of responses

Introduction

Section 49 of the Planning Act 2008 sets out a promoter’s duty to ‘take account
of responses to consultation and publicity’ before an application for a
Development Consent Order is submitted. More information on how this duty
should be discharged is included in the EIA Regulations, the Planning
Inspectorate’s advice notes and in the former DCLG’s (currently the MHCLG)
guidance on the pre-application process. The Supplementary Consultation

(29 January to 2 April 2020), the Design Refinement Consultation (14 July to 12
August 2020), the Community Impacts Consultation (14 July to 18 September
2021) and the Local Refinement Consultation (12 May to 20 June 2022) were
carried out on a non-statutory basis, but the Applicant has had regard to the
responses received in accordance with section 49 in the same way it would for
a statutory consultation.

This chapter of this report explains the way in which the Applicant has complied
with its statutory requirements in respect of responses to the Local Refinement
Consultation that is described in Chapter 9 of the report. It begins with an
explanation of the way in which Local Refinement Consultation responses were
received, categorised, analysed and considered by the Applicant.

The chapter then sets out the answers provided in response to the closed
guestions on the Local Refinement Consultation response form, including
guestions concerning levels of support for different elements of the proposals
as well as questions about the background and circumstances of respondents.

The chapter then provides a series of tables in which comments from all
consultees are grouped together based on the themes and issues they
describe. These tables indicate which consultee strands (e.g. Section 42 or
Section 47) the respondents making each point belong to. They also provide an
explanation of how the Applicant has considered and responded to each issue.
The final column indicates whether or not the consultation response led to a
change to the Project.

The remainder of Chapter 15 provides a summary of the changes made to the
Project proposals in response to feedback to the Local Refinement
Consultation. It then provides an explanation of the way in which the Applicant
has dealt with responses submitted after the stated deadline for the Local
Refinement Consultation.

Method of analysis

It was possible to respond to the Local Refinement Consultation using any of
three dedicated response channels. These channels consisted of:

a. A Royal Mail Freepost address
b. An email address

c. Anonline response form, accessed through the Project consultation website
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15.1.7 Each of these channels was free to use and each channel was managed by
Traverse, which is the specialist response analysis agency that was
commissioned by the Applicant for the Local Refinement Consultation.

15.1.8 Every response received by Traverse through these channels was scanned
(if submitted in hardcopy), assigned a unique identification reference and
transcribed onto an analysis database.

15.1.9 It was possible to provide feedback to the consultation either by answering a set
of questions that were listed on the hardcopy and online response form, or by
providing a ‘free text’ response by email or letter. A copy of the consultation
response form is included in Appendix T, and Table 15.1 lists each of the
guestions on the Project proposals that it contained.

Table 15.1 List of questions on the consultation response form

Question Question Closed question options

reference

Qla Do you support or oppose the proposed Strongly support / Support /
changes to the section of the route: the A2/M2 Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
corridor? oppose / Don’t know

Q1b Do you support or oppose the proposed Strongly support / Support /
changes to the section of the route: south of Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
Gravesend (A2/Cyclopark)? oppose / Don’t know

Qlc Do you support or oppose the proposed Strongly support / Support /
changes to the section of the route: south of the | Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
River Thames/southern tunnel entrance? oppose / Don’t know

Q1d Please let us know the reasons for your N/A

response and any other comments you have on
the proposed changes south of the river. If
you’re providing feedback on specific changes
or sections of the route, please refer to these in
your response to this question.

Qle Do you support or oppose the proposed Strongly support / Support /
changes to the section of the route: the Tilbury Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
area? oppose / Don’t know

Qif Do you support or oppose the proposed Strongly support / Support /
changes to the section of the route: A13/A1089 | Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
junction? oppose / Don’t know

Qlg Do you support or oppose the proposed Strongly support / Support /
changes to the section of the route: Mardyke Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
Valley/North Road? oppose / Don’t know

Q1h Do you support or oppose the proposed Strongly support / Support /
changes to the section of the route: M25 Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
junction 29? oppose / Don’t know
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Question Question Closed question options
reference
Q1li Please let us know the reasons for your N/A

response and any other comments you have on
the proposed changes north of the river. If
you’re providing feedback on specific changes
or sections of the route, please refer to these in
your response to this question.

Q2a Do you support or oppose the proposed Strongly support / Support /
changes to our plans for walking, cycling and Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
horse-riding routes? oppose / Don’t know

Q2a Please let us know the reasons for your N/A
response and any other comments you have on
the proposed changes to our plans for walking,
cycling and horse-riding routes. If you're
providing feedback on specific changes, please
refer to these in your response to this question.

Q3a Do you support or oppose our initial proposals Strongly support / Support /
for compensation area: M2 corridor and Blue Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
Bell Hill? oppose / Don’t know

Q3a Please let us know the reasons for your N/A
response and any other comments you have on
our initial proposals for compensation area: M2
corridor and Blue Bell Hill.

Q3b Do you support or oppose our initial proposals Strongly support / Support /
for compensation area: Gravesham and Shorne | Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
Woods? oppose / Don’t know

Q3b Please let us know the reasons for your N/A
response and any other comments you have on
our initial proposals for compensation area:

Gravesham and Shorne Woods.

Q3c Do you support or oppose our initial proposals Strongly support / Support /
for compensation area: Southfields, Thurrock? Neutral / Oppose / Strongly

oppose / Don’t know

Q3c Please let us know the reasons for your N/A
response and any other comments you have on
our initial proposals for compensation area:

Southfields, Thurrock.

Q3d Do you support or oppose our initial proposals Strongly support / Support /
for compensation area: Hole Farm, Brentwood? | Neutral / Oppose / Strongly

oppose / Don’t know

Qa3d Please let us know the reasons for your N/A
response and any other comments you have on
our initial proposals for compensation area: Hole
Farm, Brentwood.

Q3e Do you support or oppose our proposed Strongly support / Support /
methodology for addressing the potential Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
impacts of nitrogen? oppose / Don’t know
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Question Question Closed question options
reference
Q3e Please let us know the reasons for your N/A

response and any other comments you have on
our proposed methodology for addressing the
potential impacts of nitrogen.

Q4a Do you support or oppose the changes to the Strongly support / Support /
proposed area of land that would be needed to | Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
build the Lower Thames Crossing? oppose / Don’t know

Q4a Please let us know the reasons for your N/A
response and any other comments you have on
the proposed changes to land that would be
needed to build the Lower Thames Crossing.

This includes feedback on the impact the project
would have on any land that you may own or
have a legal interest in or right to use.

Q4b Do you support or oppose the changes Strongly support / Support /
proposed regarding special category land? Neutral / Oppose / Strongly

oppose / Don’t know

Q4b Please let us know the reasons for your N/A
response and any other comments you have on
the changes proposed regarding special
category land. If you're providing feedback on
specific sites, please refer to these in your
response.

Q4c Do you support or oppose the changes Strongly support / Support /
proposed regarding private recreational Neutral / Oppose / Strongly
facilities? oppose / Don’t know

Q4c Please let us know the reasons for your N/A
response and any other comments you have on
the changes proposed and information provided
regarding private recreational facilities. If you're
providing feedback on specific sites, please
refer to these in your response.

Q5 We would welcome any other comments you N/A
would like to make about the Lower Thames
Crossing.

Q6a Was the information presented clearly? Very good / Good / Average /
Poor / Very Poor / Not
applicable

Q6b Was the website easy to navigate? Very good / Good / Average /
Poor / Very Poor / Not
applicable

Q6¢c Were the information videos useful for Very good / Good / Average /
understanding our latest proposals? Poor / Very Poor / Not

applicable
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Question Question Closed question options
reference
Qe6d Did the telephone surgery answer your Very good / Good / Average /

guestions about our latest proposals? Poor / Very Poor / Not
applicable
Q6e Were the physical events of good quality? Very good / Good / Average /
Poor / Very Poor / Not
applicable
Qef Were the physical events suitably located? Very good / Good / Average /
Poor / Very Poor / Not
applicable
Q6g Was the consultation promoted well and to the Very good / Good / Average /
right people? Poor / Very Poor / Not
applicable
Q6h Please let us know the reasons for your N/A
responses and any other comments you have
on the delivery of this consultation.

15.1.10 Advice Note 14 (Planning Inspectorate, 2021) recommends that consultation
reports should clearly explain how responses have been categorised. In order
to assist with this process, Traverse considered an initial sample of responses
and used these to produce a detailed list of ‘codes’, each of which described an
issue raised by respondents to the consultation. These codes were grouped
into topics to aid the analysis process, and the list of codes was updated
iteratively to reflect new issues emerging from the responses they received.
Table 15.2 provides an illustration of the approach to developing codes.

Table 15.2 Extract from Traverse’s

analysis code framework

Question | Sentiment | Topic Specific Final code Summary of issue

area point raised

Need case | Support Transport | Quicker NE — Support — | The need case is

(NE) journey Tran — quicker supported because the
journey Project would lead to

quicker journeys

Need case | Oppose Transport | Congestion | NE — Oppose — | The need case is

(NE) (worsen) Tran — opposed because the
congestion Project would make
(worsen) congestion worse

15.1.11 Codes were applied to each statement in the consultation responses and
samples were checked throughout that process to ensure that a consistent
approach had been applied. This process of analysis has informed the structure
of the tables contained in Section 15.4 of this report, in which each table covers
a separate topic area and contains a row for each specific point relevant to that
topic. The tables in Section 15.415.4 also explain which consultee categories
made comments to which each code was assigned and whether the Applicant
has changed its plans for the Project as a result.
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Consideration of issues

15.1.12 Each code in the Traverse coding framework was assigned to an appropriate
member of the Applicant’s project team, so that its contents could be reviewed.
This enabled decisions to be made as to whether or not the issue each code
represented should lead to a change in the Project proposals.

15.1.13 The Project team members involved in this task were instructed to approach
each potential Project change with an open mind and to consider its potential
advantages and disadvantages in comparison to those of the existing Project
proposals. All decisions made in this way — whether to accept or to reject a
potential change — were subject to internal review and approval. A summary of
the Applicant’s response and the decision taken for each code in the codeframe
is provided in the column titled “The Applicant’s response’ of each table in
Section 15.4.

Classifying respondents

15.1.14 Advice Note 14 recommends that consultation reports should include a list of all
persons and bodies that were consulted, and when they were consulted. It also
recommends that this list should be arranged according to the strand of Section
42 consultee that applies to each person or body. As described in Chapter 4 of
the Consultation Report, this information is set out in Appendix H.

15.1.15 In line with this advice, and whilst noting that the Local Refinement Consultation
was undertaken on a non-statutory basis, each respondent was categorised
within one of the following consultation strands and this terminology is used
below and elsewhere in this report for ease of reference.

a. section 42(1)(a), s42(1)(aa) and s42(1)(c) — prescribed consultees, the
Marine Management Organisation and the Greater London Authority

b. section 42(1)(b) — local authorities whose boundaries the scheme falls
within, as well as neighbouring authorities

c. section 42(1)(d) — those persons with an interest in land affected by the
Project or who may be entitled to make a relevant claim. (This group included
persons with an interest in land that had previously been consulted on a
statutory basis, as well as new persons with an interest in land that were
consulted on a statutory basis for the Local Refinement Consultation; more
information about which is set out at Chapter 5 and Appendix J of the report.)

d. section 47 — local community

15.1.16 The categorisation of responses was completed by Traverse and quality
assured by the Applicant. Traverse were provided with a copy of the database
used to organise delivery of letters to all section 42 consultees at Local
Refinement Consultation.

15.1.17 The names of all individuals and organisations submitting responses to the
consultation were checked against this database and any matches were
appropriately logged by Traverse.
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15.1.18 In addition to this database, Traverse examined closely the answers provided in
response to questions on the section of the response form where consultees
were invited to explain how they had heard about the consultation and whether
they held an interest in land which would potentially be affected by the Project.
This information was also used by Traverse to categorise consultees, and any
guestionable cases were referred to the Applicant for a decision on how they
should be categorised.

15.1.19 If a response could not be positively identified as a section 42 response it was
included with the section 47 consultees.

15.1.20 In Section 15.4 of this report, section 47 consultees and respondents to non-
statutory publicity (those who heard about the consultation through non-
statutory notices conforming with the content and format of a s48 notice) are
grouped together under the heading “s47 & s48”. Some organisations may fall
into more than one consultee strand, for example a local authority may fall
within both s42(1)(b) and s42(1)(d), as a person with an interest in land. Where
this is the case, a consultee is only listed once, under their primary consultee
strand (for example s42(1)(b) for a local authority that is also within s42(1)(d)).

15.1.21 Although responses have been categorised according to the different consultee
strands, they have all been analysed and considered in the same way.

Statistical summary of responses

15.1.22 There were 2299 responses to the Local Refinement Consultation. Plate 15.1
provides a breakdown of the types of responses received.

Plate 15.1 Breakdown of response type

Breakdown of response type

oNeo
m m = & e

516 1,177 259 65 275 7

Response form: Campaign Campaign Response form; ~ Emailfetter Response form:
online with variations hardcopy email

15.1.23 For ease of reporting, all responses were assigned a consultee category. The
categories were:

a. Prescribed statutory bodies under section 42(1)(a) of the Planning Act 2008
b. Marine Management Organisation under section 42(1)(aa)

c. Local authorities under section 42(1)(b) and the Greater London Authority
under section 42(1)(c)

d. Persons with an interest in land (PILs) under section 42(1)(d)
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e. Members of the public and other non-statutory organisations under
section 47

15.1.24 Table 15.3 indicates the number of responses received for each category.

Table 15.3 Breakdown of consultee category

Consultee type Count
S42(1)(a) — prescribed statutory organisations 25
S42(1)(aa) — the Marine Management Organisation 0
S42(1)(b) — local authorities 12
S42(1)(c) — the Greater London Authority 0
S42(1)(d) — PILs 134
S47 and S48 — Public 2128
Total 2299

15.1.25 Table 15.4 includes the names of the section 42 prescribed consultees and
local authorities (as defined in Section 42(1)(a)-(b) of the Planning Act 2008)
who submitted a response to the consultation. In some instances, more than
one response was received from the same prescribed consultee and although
each submission was analysed and considered, they are named once in this
list. The section 42(1)(aa) and s42(1)(c) consultee strands are not included in
Table 15.4, since there was no response received from either the Marine
Management Organisation or the Greater London Authority.

Table 15.4 Section 42(1)(a)-(c) consultees who responded to the consultation

Organisation Consultee strand
Canal and River Trust s42(1)(a)
Cobham Parish Council s42(1)(a)
Environment Agency s42(1)(a)
Forestry Commission s42(1)(a)
Forestry England s42(1)(a)
Health and Safety Executive s42(1)(a)
Higham Parish Council s42(1)(a)
Historic England s42(1)(a)
HS1 Ltd s42(1)(a)
Kent Downs AONB Unit s42(1)(a)
Metropolitan Police Service s42(1)(a)
National Grid Electricity Transmission PLC s42(1)(a)
National Grid Gas PLC s42(1)(a)
NATS Ltd s42(1)(a)
Natural England s42(1)(a)
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Organisation Consultee strand
Network Rail s42(1)(a)
Tilbury London Limited s42(1)(a)
Port of London Authority s42(1)(a)
Royal Mail s42(1)(a)
Shorne Parish Council s42(1)(a)
Southern Water s42(1)(a)
Transport for London s42(1)(a)
UK Health Security Agency s42(1)(a)
UK Power Networks s42(1)(a)
Brentwood Borough Council s42(1)(b)
Dartford Borough Council s42(1)(b)
Dover District Council s42(1)(b)
Essex County Council s42(1)(b)
Essex County Council — Place Services s42(1)(b)
Kent County Council s42(1)(b)
London Borough of Havering s42(1)(b)
Maidstone Borough Council s42(1)(b)
Medway Council s42(1)(b)
Thurrock County Council s42(1)(b)
Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council s42(1)(b)

15.1.26 The names of the organisations categorised as section 47 consultees that
responded to the Local Refinement Consultation are included in Appendix | of
the Consultation Report.

15.1.27 The Woodland Trust organised an email campaign that enabled respondents to
submit a statement prepared by the Trust about the Project as well as
comments provided by the individual respondent. Plate 15.2 provides a copy of
the statement prepared by the Woodland Trust.

15.1.28 In total, the consultation received 1,436 responses through this channel.
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Plate 15.2 Woodland Trust campaign response
Dear National Highways,

I abject 1o the proposals pul forward for the Lower Thames Crossing scheme in their present fonm, as part of this consultation and previous
consultations.

I consider the direet loss of ancient woods and veteran trees. as well as the deterioration of these habitats from indirect impacts. such as
increased disturhance and pollution, to be nnacceptable. | am also concemed for the Woodland Trust’s own Ashenbank Wood, which appears
to be impacted by the proposals.

Many of these ancient woods are designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (3551). They are priceless on account of their umiqueness
and importance o special plants, like bluebell and wood anemone, and wildlife in the form of hazel dermouse, brown long-cared bat and
deadwood-loving beetles.

This scheme has the potential to result in massive environmental damage through direct and indirect impacts o natural habitats, including
through fragmentation and mitrogen pollution. It would also be responsible for cimitfing a huge amount of carbon that s expected 1o be
amongst the highest volumes of any new road currently planmed in England, However, this consultation has once again failed to deliver the
information needed for the community to understand the true impact of the scheme on the environment.

During s nature and climate ensis, i 15 simply nol acceptable for new road schemes 1o be resulling in significant carbon cimissions and loss of
irreplaceable habitat,

National Highway s must come clean about the true impacts of this scheme on the natural environment and climate, The inadequacy of
information and lack of transparency from both this and previous consultations is deeply concerning.

15.2 Geographical distribution of responses

15.2.1 The consultation response form asked consultees to provide their postcode to
enable a better understanding of where interest in the proposals was strongest
as well as the way in which attitudes towards the Project changed from place to
place. It was possible to respond to the consultation without providing a
postcode. Approximately 2,000 respondents provided a valid UK postcode.

15.2.2 Plate 15.3 shows the distribution of responses at a national level and Plate 15.4
shows the distribution of responses in the south east region of the UK.
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Plate 15.3 Geographical distribution of responses: nationwide
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Plate 15.4 Geographical distribution of responses: regional (in the vicinity of the
proposed location for the Project)
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15.3 Data from respondents

15.3.1 The consultation response form included a number of identification questions
which were included to understand the background and personal circumstances
of consultees. It also included closed questions aimed at understanding
people’s levels of agreement (or disagreement) with different aspects of
the proposals.

Identification questions

15.3.2 The response form included a series of identification questions, with the first
five questions covering the names and addresses of respondents and so are
not summarised in this report. Question 6 in the Identification section stated, ‘If
you use the transport network in the area that may be affected by the Lower
Thames Crossing, please tell us how you travel by ticking one or more of the
following boxes’ and provided a series of options. Some respondents chose not
to provide a response. Plate 15.5 shows the results of that question.

Plate 15.5 How respondents use the transport network in the area that may be
affected by the Lower Thames Crossing

|dentification question 6:

“If you use the transport network in the area that may be affected by the Lower Thames Crossing,
please tell us how you do so by ticking one or more of the following boxes.”

@ N B =W an M ...

413 232 162 155 129 23 23 15 3

Car Pedestrian Train Cycle Bus Goods Vehicle  Motorcycle Horse-rider Other

15.3.3 Respondents selecting the ‘Other’ option were invited to explain the way in
which they use the surrounding transport network.

15.3.4 Question 7 in the identification section of the response form stated, Please let
us know how you heard about this consultation by ticking one or more of the
following boxes*and provided a series of options. Plate 15.6 shows the results
of that question.
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Plate 15.6 How respondents heard about the consultation

Saw social media coverage _ 140
Received a leaflet from National Highways _ 101
Received an email from National Highways _ 98
Word of mouth _ 92
Received a letter from National Highways _ 86
Saw coverage in local media _ 40

Received information from a local authority - 32
Saw advertisements in local media - 24

From our drop-in community events - 22

Saw a Public Notice in local or national
newspapers - 2]

Saw information on the project website - 17

Saw information at a deposit location or . 9
information point

Other [ 4

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

15.3.5 Respondents choosing the ‘Other’ option were invited to state the way in which
they heard about the consultation. Respondents indicated that they had heard
about the consultation from a local community group or elected representative,
and social media.

15.3.6 The response form included an ‘equality and diversity’ section, which began
with a tick box option for respondents to confirm that they gave their consent for
the Applicant to process the ‘special category data’ provided in response to the
subsequent questions. In total, 391 respondents ticked this consent box and
provided answers to some or all of the equality and diversity questions.

15.3.7 The answers provided to a question asking for respondents’ gender identity is
provided in Plate 15.7.
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Plate 15.7 Gender identity of respondents

Prefer not to say - 16

Other | 1

Transgender 0

0 50 100 150 200 250
15.3.8 Respondents were asked to state whether they considered themselves to be ‘a
person with a disability’ by selecting an answer from a list. The results of that
guestion are provided in Plate 15.8.

Plate 15.8 Disability status of respondents

Yes . 32
Prefer not to say . 28

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

15.3.9 The next question in the equality and diversity section of the response form
asked respondents to indicate their ethnic background by choosing from a list of
options. The results are presented in Plate 15.9.
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Plate 15.9 Ethnic background of respondents

white - [ 320

Prefer not to say - 33
Black, African, Caribbean or black British [l 14
Asian or Asian British I 7
Mixed or multiple ethnic groups I 6
Other ethnic group | 3
Gypsy orlrish Traveller 0

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

15.3.10 The final question in the equality and diversity section of the response form
asked respondents to indicate their age range by selecting an option from a list.
The results are presented in Plate 15.10.

Plate 15.10 Age range of respondents

65+ I 106
55-64 I 100
45-54 I s
35-44 |—— 50
25-34 | 3s
16-24 |1 7

Under16 0

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Levels of agreement

15.3.11 There were seven closed questions on the consultation response form dealing
with different aspects of the delivery of the consultation, for example the
location of event venues. It was possible to answer these questions by selecting
the appropriate option from ‘Very good’, ‘Good’, ‘Average’, ‘Poor’, ‘Very poor’, or
‘Not applicable’. There was an accompanying open question in which it was
possible to provide comments on any of the seven aspects of the consultation
or any other topic related to the consultation. Issues raised in response to that
guestion are addressed in Section 15.4.

15.3.12 The following plates provide a breakdown of the answers to the closed
guestions. For each closed question there are three sets of answers: one based
on all members of the public and non-prescribed organisations who answered
the question; another for all section 42(1)(d) PIL respondents; and another for
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all s42(1)(a)-(c) prescribed consultees and local authorities. Each plate title
provides a figure corresponding to the number of respondents that had provided
an answer to the relevant question, for example “(n=478)".

15.3.13 Qla asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of
the route: the A2/M2 corridor?’

15.3.14 In total 546 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.11 Answers from members of the public and other non-prescribed
organisations to Qla (n=478)
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150 127

100

43 >
) . . .
: ] N ]

Strongly Support Neutral Oppose Strongly Don't know
support oppose

Plate 15.12 Answers from people with interest in land (PIL) to Qla (n=62)

40
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- L N
0 [
Strongly Support Neutral Oppose Strongly Don't know
support oppose
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Plate 15.13 Answers from prescribed consultees and local authorities to Qla (n=6)
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support oppose

15.3.15 Q1b asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of
the route: south of Gravesend (A2/Cyclopark)?’

15.3.16 In total 546 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.14 Answers from members of the public and other non-prescribed
organisations to Qlc (n=478)
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support oppose
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Plate 15.15 Answers from people with interest in land to Q1b (PIL) (n=62)
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Plate 15.16 Answers from prescribed consultees to Q1b (n=6)
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15.3.17 Qlc asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of
the route: south of the River Thames/southern tunnel entrance?’

15.3.18 In total 545 respondents answered this question.
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Plate 15.17 Answers from members of the public and other non-prescribed
organisations to Q1c (n=477)
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Plate 15.18 Answers from people with interest in land (PIL) to Q1c (n=62)
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Plate 15.19 Answers from prescribed consultees to Q1c (n=6)
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15.3.19 Qle asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of
the route: the Tilbury area?’

15.3.20 In total 542 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.20 Answers from members of the public and other non-prescribed
organisations to Qle (n=472)
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Plate 15.21 Answers from people with interest in land (PIL) to Qle (n=64)
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Plate 15.22 Answers from prescribed consultees to Qle (n=6)
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15.3.21 Q1f asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of
the route: A13/A1089 junction?’

15.3.22 In total 546 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.23 Answers from members of the public and other non-prescribed
organisations to Q1f (n=473)
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Plate 15.24 Answers from people with interest in land (PIL) to Q1f (n=67)
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Plate 15.25 Answers from prescribed consultees and local authorities to Q1f (n=6)
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15.3.23 Q19 asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of
the route: Mardyke Valley/North Road?’

15.3.24 In total 539 respondents answered this question.
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Plate 15.26 Answers from members of the public and other non-prescribed
organisations to Q1g (n=469)
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Plate 15.27 Answers from people with interest in land (PIL) to Q1g (n=64)
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Plate 15.28 Responses to Q1g from prescribed consultees and local authorities
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15.3.25 Q1h asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of
the route: M25 junction 297’

15.3.26 In total 544 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.29 Responses to Q1h from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=474)
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Plate 15.30 Responses to Q1h from PILs (n=64)
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Plate 15.31 Responses to Q1h from prescribed consultees and local authorities
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15.3.27 Q2a asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to our plans for
walking, cycling and horse-riding routes?’

15.3.28 In total 547 respondents answered this question.
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Plate 15.32 Responses to Q2a from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=477)
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Plate 15.34 Responses to Q2a from prescribed consultees and local authorities
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15.3.29 Q3a asks: ‘Do you support or oppose our initial proposals for compensation
area: M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill?’

15.3.30 In total 545 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.35 Responses to Q3a from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=474)
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Plate 15.36 Responses to Q3a from PILs (n=64)
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15.3.31 Q3b asks: ‘Do you support or oppose our initial proposals for compensation
area: Gravesham and Shorne Woods?’

15.3.32 In total 539 respondents answered this question.
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Plate 15.38 Responses to Q3b from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=470)
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Plate 15.40 Responses to Q3b from prescribed consultees and local authorities
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15.3.33 Q3c asks: ‘Do you support or oppose our initial proposals for compensation
area: Southfields, Thurrock?’

15.3.34 In total 535 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.41 Responses to Q3c from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=465)
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Plate 15.42 Responses to Q3c from PILs (n=64)
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15.3.35 Q3d asks: ‘Do you support or oppose our initial proposals for compensation
area: Hole Farm, Brentwood?’

15.3.36 In total 533 respondents answered this question.

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032

Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1 4784 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022
DATE: October 2022 National Highways Limited — all rights reserved



Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report Volume 5
(6 of 6)

Plate 15.44 Responses to Q3d from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=464)
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Plate 15.46 Responses to Q3d from prescribed consultees and local authorities
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15.3.37 Q3e asks: ‘Do you support or oppose our proposed methodology for addressing
the potential impacts of nitrogen?’

15.3.38 In total 545 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.47 Responses to Q3e from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=475)
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Plate 15.48 Responses to Q3e from PILs (n=64)
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Plate 15.49 Responses to Q3e from prescribed consultees and local authorities
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15.3.39 Q4a asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the changes to the proposed area of land
that would be needed to build the Lower Thames Crossing?’

15.3.40 In total 548 respondents answered this question.
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Plate 15.50 Responses to Q4a from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=476)
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15.3.41 Q4b asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the changes proposed regarding special
category land?’

15.3.42 In total 538 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.53 Responses to Q4b from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=468)
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Plate 15.55 Responses to Q4b from prescribed consultees and local authorities
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15.3.43 Q4c asks: ‘Do you support or oppose the changes proposed regarding private
recreational facilities?’

15.3.44 In total 535 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.56 Responses to Q4c from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=465)
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Plate 15.57 Responses to Q4c from PILs (n=65)
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15.3.45 Question 6 sought answers to a series of questions on the delivery of the
consultation process.

15.3.46 Q6a asks: ‘Was the information presented clearly?’
15.3.47 In total 535 respondents answered this question.

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032

Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1 4791 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022
DATE: October 2022 National Highways Limited — all rights reserved



Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report

(6 of 6) Volume 5

Plate 15.59 Responses to Q6a from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=463)
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Plate 15.61 Responses to Q6a from prescribed consultees and local authorities
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15.3.48 Q6b asks: ‘Was the website easy to navigate?’
15.3.49 In total 531 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.62 Responses to Q6b from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=460)
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15.3.50 Q6c asks: ‘Were the information videos useful for understanding our latest
proposals?’

15.3.51 In total 528 respondents answered this question.
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Plate 15.65 Responses to Q6¢c from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=459)
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Plate 15.67 Responses to Q6¢ from prescribed consultees and local authorities
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15.3.52 Q6d asks: ‘Did the telephone surgery answer your questions about our latest
proposals?’

15.3.53 In total 528 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.68 Responses to Q6d from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=459)
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Plate 15.69 Responses to Q6d from PILs (n=64)
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15.3.54 Q6e asks: ‘Were the physical events of good quality?’
15.3.55 In total 521 respondents answered this question.
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Plate 15.71 Responses to Q6e from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=453)
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Plate 15.73 Responses to Q6e from prescribed consultees and local authorities
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15.3.56 Q6f asks: ‘Were the physical events suitably located?’
15.3.57 In total 529 respondents answered this question.

Plate 15.74 Responses to Q6f from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=460)
250
200
150
100
51
- 46 47 ”
H H HE =

Very good Good Average Poor Very poor Not applicable

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032

Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1 4799 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022
DATE: October 2022 National Highways Limited — all rights reserved



Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report Volume 5
(6 of 6)

Plate 15.75 Responses to Q6f from PILs (n=64)
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Plate 15.76 Responses to Q6f from prescribed consultees and local authorities (n=5)
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15.3.58 Q6g asks: ‘Was the consultation promoted well and to the right people?
15.3.59 In total 522 respondents answered this question.
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Plate 15.77 Responses to Q6g from members of the public and non-prescribed
organisations (n=454)
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The Applicant’s responses to issues raised during the
Local Refinement Consultation

The response form published during the Local Refinement Consultation
provided a set of questions that invited feedback from consultees on the
proposals presented during consultation. The response form included 23 closed
guestions and 13 open questions, with closed questions offering respondents a
choice of fixed answers and open questions inviting respondents to provide
feedback in any words they chose. The response form can be found in
Appendix T of this report. More information about the closed questions and the
answers provided to them can be found in Section 15.3 of this report.

There are 13 tables in this chapter that present the issues raised during
consultation, with each relating to the theme addressed by an open question in
the response form. Table 15.5 below shows the open question number to which
each table in this chapter relates, along with the theme of the open question
and the code assigned to the issues raised.

It was possible to respond to the consultation without reference to the questions
in the response form. For example, some respondents chose to submit a letter
or email instead. Comments in responses submitted in this way were grouped
into themes in the same way as responses that were submitted to questions in
the response form. For example, if comments in an email raised concerns about
the proposed compensation areas in Gravesham and Shorne Woods, then one
or more codes from the GSW theme (see Table 15.5 below) would be applied
to them. For more information about the way responses were analysed and
grouped into themes, see Section 15.1 of this report.

Every response received during the Local Refinement Consultation was read
and analysed to identify the issues raised. Although this consultation was
non-statutory, the analysis of the responses was carried out using the same
methodology as for Statutory Consultation (see Chapter 4 of this report).
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Table 15.5 The 13 tables setting out the responses to issues raised during the
Local Refinement Consultation

Table Open_ Theme Code
qguestion
Table 15.6 | Q1d Changes south of the River Thames CSR
Table 15.7 Q1i Changes north of the River Thames CNR
Table 15.8 | Q2a Changes to walking, cycling and horse riding WCH
Table 15.8 | Q3a Proposed compensation areas in the M2 corridor and M2C
Blue Bell Hill
Table 15.9 | Q3b Proposed compensation areas in Gravesham and GSW
Shorne Woods
Table 15.10 | Q3c Proposed compensation areas in Southfields, Thurrock SOT
Table 15.11 | Q3d Proposed compensation area at Hole Farm, Brentwood HOF
Table 15.12 | Q3e Nitrogen deposition methodology NDP
Table 15.13 | Q4a Changes to the Order Limits OLM
Table 15.14 | Q4b Changes to special category land SCL
Table 15.15 | Q4c Changes to private recreational facilities REC
Table 15.16 | Q5 General comments GNC
Table 15.17 | Q6 Comments on the Local Refinement Consultation LRC
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Issues raised in response to open Question 1d

15.4.5 Table 15.6 below presents the Applicant’s responses to the issues raised, in
particular the feedback and issues raised in response to open question Q1d in
the consultation response form, which was as follows:

15.4.6 Q1d: Please let us know the reasons for your response and any other
comments you have on the proposed changes south of the river. If you're
providing feedback on specific changes or sections of the route, please refer to
these in your response to this question.

15.4.7 For reference, the open Question 1d above referred to closed questions 1la—1c
which were as follows:

15.4.8 Qla: Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of the
route: the M2/A2 corridor?

15.4.9 Q1b: Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of the
route: south of Gravesend (A2/Cyclopark)?

15.4.10 Qlc: Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of the
route: south of the River Thames/southern tunnel entrance?

15.4.11 For more information about Qla—1c and how consultees responded to them
and the other closed questions in the consultation response form, see
Section 15.3 of this report.

15.4.12 The issues raised that relate to changes south of the River Thames are
summarised in Table 15.2 below. Where issues were raised in response to Q1d
that relate to another topic, those issues can be found in one of the other tables
in this chapter.

15.4.13 The Applicant has fully considered all of the responses received, Table 15.6
explains how the Applicant has had regard to those issues raised and the
Applicant’s response is presented in the penultimate column of the table.

The final column of the table identifies where the Applicant has made a change
to the Project in line with the issues raised during this consultation.

15.4.14 In some instances, where similar issues have been raised and identified in the
first column of the table, the Applicant has responded to with a combined
response.

Information presented in Table 15.6

15.4.15 The information presented in Table 15.6 is the following:
a. ‘Code’ is a unique code assigned to each issue for reference purposes.
b. ‘Summary of issue(s) raised’ is a summary of the issues raised by

respondents, either directly in response to Q1d or to another question in the
response form but covering similar topics.

c. ‘s42(1)(a) & s42(1)(aa) states which prescribed consultees (if any) that raised
that issue. Prescribed consultees are explained in Section 4.3 of this report.
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d. ‘s42(1)(b) & s42(1)(c) states which of the local authorities (if any) raised
that issue and/or whether the Greater London Authority raised it also. The
local authorities included in this list are set out in Section 4.3 of this report.

e. ‘s42(1)(d) states how many respondents with a land interest raised that issue.
f. ‘s47 & s48’ states how many members of the public raised that issue.

g. ‘The Applicant’s response’ presents the Applicant’s response to the issue(s)
raised and explains how the Applicant has had regard to the issue(s).

h. ‘Project change’ states whether the issue(s) raised resulted in a change to
the Project.

i. ‘Yes’indicates that changes to the Project proposals have been made
since the Local Refinement Consultation in line with the issue(s) raised.
Some changes have been made as a result of environmental or other
assessments, as well as through consideration of consultation responses.

ii. ‘No’ indicates that the suggestions or requests did not result in a
change to the Project proposals.

Summary of issues raised relating to the proposals south of the
River Thames and the Applicant’s responses

15.4.16 Table 15.6 below summarises the issues raised relating to the proposals for
south of the River Thames and the Applicant’s responses to those issues
raised.
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Table 15.6 Summary of issues raised relating to the proposals south of the River Thames and the Applicant’s responses

Code |Summary of issue(s) s42(1)(@) & |[s42(1)(b) & |s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change
CSR1 | Comments expressing - Gravesham 2 11 | The revisions to the Project south of the No
concern that the latest Borough River Thames presented during the Local
proposals for the Project Council Refinement Consultation in May 2022 are
south of the River Thames expected to have positive impacts on the
would result in disruption to local community and are not expected to
local communities. negatively impact people’s health or
Consultees say the latest wellbeing.
refinements to the Project For example, the latest walking, cycling and
would result in additional horse riding proposals south of the River
traffic on local roads, the Thames would remove the previously
destruction of local proposed equestrian access through Michael
woodlands, and cause Gardens to avoid horse riders passing close
vehicles to park on Thong to a children’s playground, while walking and
Lane. cycling access would be allowed. Elsewhere,
. new sections of bridleway south of the River
CSR2 ggfggﬂfﬁ?ﬁgigﬁ i i 0 12| Thames would improve horse riding access in No
X the area. These changes are in line with
proposals for the Project . . .
) feedback received during previous
south of the River Thames :
: consultations.
would have negative o
impacts on local people’s The utility works on Roman Road have
health and wellbeing, been revised to avoid the need to close the
compared with the previous existing National Cycle Route (NCR)177 at
proposals. this location for a prolonged period. The
Specific concerms include extension of the proposed open space
niltjro en deposition at the provision at Chalk Park would provide a
9 b larger publicly accessible recreational area
South Portal and that S .
: once the Project is complete, offering
disabled people would have o . .
o . additional community benefits.
difficulty accessing the new
public recreational land at
Chalk Park.
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The new land added to the Order Limits to
compensate for the predicted impacts of
nitrogen deposition is being acquired for its
biodiversity benefits, but some of this land
may be made accessible to local people for
recreation, if this is considered appropriate.
The revised assessment for nitrogen
deposition found there would be some
predicted impacts on habitats within
designated sites, but it would not negatively
impact human health.

None of the latest proposals for the Project
south of the River presented during the Local
Refinement Consultation are expected to add
traffic to local roads, nor to see woodlands
being removed, compared with the proposals
presented previously.

For the operational phase, the Applicant
initially proposed a new car park on the
east side of Thong Lane near the green
bridge over the Project during the Design
Refinement Consultation in July 2020. This
proposal was added to the Project after
discussions with Gravesham Borough
Council in order to address a shortfall of
parking in this area for users of Shorne
Woods Country Park.
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Following discussions with stakeholders,
the Applicant relocated the car park to the
west side of Thong Lane, near to the
A2/M2, with a signalised crossing for
walkers, cyclists and horse riders providing
access to Shorne Woods Country Park.
This revised proposal was presented during
the Community Impacts Consultation in July
2021.

During the construction phase, parking
would be provided in the A2 compound.
Furthermore, the Applicant and the
appointed Contractor would encourage the
workforce to use shuttle buses and active
travel where practicable, as outlined in the
Framework Construction Travel Plan
(Application Document 7.13), reducing the
likelihood of workers requiring parking in
the compound or elsewhere.

There were no changes to these proposals
during the Local Refinement Consultation,
and the Applicant does not consider any
recent changes to the Project would affect
the parking situation on Thong Lane during
the Project’s construction or operation.

The Applicant has carried out a Health and
Equalities Impact Assessment (HEqIA)
(Application Document 7.10), which
considers the Project’s impacts during
construction and operation on the health
and wellbeing of local communities. The
HEQIA also considers the impacts on those
protected by equalities legislation, such as
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children, the elderly, disabled people, and
those with pre-existing health conditions.

There is currently no dedicated parking,
disabled or otherwise, proposed for the new
area of public recreational land at Chalk
Park, with the land being accessed via a
new and upgraded Public Rights of Way,
suitable for walking, cycling and horse
riding. Some of these paths may not be
suitable for some people with limited
mobility due to their vertical alignment.

CSR3

Comments expressing
concern about the latest
proposals for the Project
south of the River Thames.
Consultees say the
changes would not make
the Project acceptable or
welcome to local people.

12

At the Local Refinement Consultation in
May 2022, the Applicant consulted on a
number of localised changes south of the
River Thames. The changes would

increase the amount of open space by
adding land to the east of Chalk Park, refine
plans for environmental compensation, and
update proposals for walking, cycling and
horse riding provision. The proposals were
developed following feedback received at
the Community Impacts Consultation in July
2021, ongoing engagement with
landowners and stakeholders, design work
and a greater understanding of technical
constraints.

Overall, the transport benefits of the Project
clearly and significantly outweigh the
negative impacts on the road network, with
the Project fulfilling the Scheme Objective
to relieve the congested Dartford Crossing
and approach roads, improving their
performance by providing additional free-

No
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flowing north-south capacity across the
River Thames. For more information about
the Scheme Objectives, see the Need for
the Project (Application Document 7.1).
CSR4 | Comments expressing - - 4 5 Since the Preferred Route Announcement | No
concern that the latest in 2017, owner-occupiers of residential
proposals for the Project properties within the Order Limits have
south of the River Thames been able to ask the Applicant to purchase
would negatively impact their properties by serving a Blight Notice
properties in the area. under the Town and Country Planning Act
Consultees say the Project 1990 (as amended). The Applicant has
would lower house prices, received a number of Blight Notices and is
making it hard for people to processing these. More information about
move. Particular concerns the blight process can be found in the
are that the compulsory document Your Property and Blight
purchase price offered by (National Highways, 2022).
the Applicant is too low. Persons with an interest in land who would
be affected by the land acquisition powers
contained within the application for
development consent, would be entitled to
make a claim for compensation.
Each claim for compensation would be
considered on its own merits, in line with the
Compensation Code. Further information
about the compensation offered to those
affected by the Project can be found in the
Compulsory Purchase and Compensation:
guide 2 — Compensation to Business Owners
and Occupiers and guide 4 — Compensation
to Residential Owners and Occupiers
(Department for Levelling Up, Housing and
Communities, 2021a, 2021c) These include
information about compensation for when the
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 ) ]
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value of a property has been affected by the
Project.
The Applicant has also written to residents
near the Project regarding compensation
that may be available to them due to the
effects on their property from the Project
once it has opened and has been in
operation for a year.
Further information about the compensation
of this type can be found in the following
National Highways document How to Claim
for the Effects on Your Property of New or
Altered Roads (Part 1 Compensation).
CSR5 | Comments expressing - - 2 8 During the Local Refinement Consultation | No
concern that the latest in May 2022, the Applicant consulted on a
proposals for the Project change to one private recreational facility
south of the River Thames south of the River Thames, the Southern
would result in the loss of Valley Golf Club.
private recre_ational facil_ities After further engagement with the
compared with the previous landowner and additional design
proposals. Some development, the Applicant proposes to
consultees comment that permanently acquire the remaining 8ha of
the latest proposals would Southern Valley Golf Club, providing a
have a negative impact on larger area of public recreational space east
the Southern Valley Golf of Chalk Park, near the South Portal.
Club and the Cyclopark. As a result of ongoing engagement with UK
CSR6 | Comments expressing - - 0 12 | Power Networks, following the Community | No
concern that the latest Impacts Consultation in July 2021, the
proposals for the Project Applicant made changes to the proposal to
south of the River Thames lay an underground power cable along
lack provision for walkers Roman Road, north of the A2. The utility
and cyclists. There is works would not impact the Cyclopark
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particular concern about the facility, only affecting the nearby access
changes to Cyclopark. routes. The latest proposals would avoid
the need for a prolonged closure of the
National Cycle Route (NCR)177 near
Pepper Hill as previously proposed.
For more information about the Project’s
impacts on private recreational facilities,
see Appendix G of the Planning Statement
(Application Document 7.2).
The latest proposals involve other changes
to walking, cycling and horse riding routes,
including a new crossing over the A226
Gravesend Road. These changes are minor
but would complement existing proposals
for enhancing the walking, cycling and
horse riding network near the Project south
of the River Thames.
For more information about the proposals,
see the Project Design Report (Application
Document 7.4).
CSR7 | Comments expressing - - 1 18 | The revisions to the Project south of the No
concern about the latest River Thames presented during the Local
proposals and how they Refinement Consultation in May 2022, are
would impact the Project’s not expected to have significant impacts on
construction south of the how the Project is constructed compared
River Thames. Consultees with previous proposals.
say the revisions would - For example, new land was added to the
result in construction taking Order Limits during the Local Refinement
too long and causing more Consultation to compensate for the
noise, air pollution and predicted impacts of nitrogen deposition.
congestion than the While this land encompasses some large
previous proposals. areas, the construction impacts are
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expected to be low because creating new
habitats is not a construction-intensive
activity.

Similarly, the addition of new land to Chalk
Park and the revised location of the
compensatory planting near Shorne Ifield
Road would not have significant
construction impacts. The minor changes to
walking, cycling and horse riding routes
would have no significant construction
impacts compared with the previous
proposals.

Utility works near Roman Road would see
fewer construction impacts than previously
proposed, with the National Cycle Route
(NCR)177 remaining open during
construction at this location. In addition,
300m of vegetation along the roadside that
screens it from nearby houses would now
be retained, with only a 20m section having
to be removed.

The Applicant’s Code of Construction
Practice (CoCP) (Application Document
6.3, Environmental Statement (ES)
Appendix 2.2) sets out a framework for how
the mitigation and management of
environmental effects would be delivered
and maintained, including measures to
reduce the impacts on local people during
construction.
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CSR8 | Comments expressing - Gravesham 1 8 There were no changes to design of the No
concern that the latest Borough road network south of the River Thames
proposals for the Project Council presented during the Local Refinement
south of the River Thames Consultation in May 2022.
would not improve _ There were some changes to walking,
connectivity compared with cycling and horse riding routes, including a
previous proposals. new crossing over the A226 Gravesend
Road. These changes are minor but would
complement existing proposals for
enhancing the walking, cycling and horse
riding network near the Project south of the
River Thames.
Overall, the Applicant’s proposals for 60km
of new and upgraded routes provide a
significant improvement in quantity and
guality over the current facilities for walking,
cycling and horse riding near the Project,
improving connectivity.
For more information about the proposals,
see the Project Design Report (Application
Document 7.4).
CSR9 | Comments expressing - Gravesham 2 4 At the Local Refinement Consultation in No
concern about the design of Borough May 2022, the Applicant consulted on a
the latest proposals for the Council number of localised changes south of the
Project south of the River River Thames. The changes would not
Thames. Consultees say affect the planned highway design and
there has been a reduction would maintain the proposed number of
in the number of lanes on lanes in the A2/M2 corridor, which would be
the A2/M2 corridor. greater than the current number of lanes.
For more information about the Project
design in the A2/M2 corridor, see the
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Project Design Report (Application
Document 7.4).
CSR10 | Comments expressing Cobham - 1 8 The Project proposals submitted for our No
concern that the latest Parish application for development consent,
proposals for the Project Council including the M2/A2/A122 Lower Thames
south of the River Thames Crossing junction, have been designed in
would make the route more accordance with the Design Manual for
dangerous. Consultees Roads and Bridges (DMRB) (Highways
express concern that the England, 2019) standards published in July
proposed M2/A2/A122 2019, with the designs being reviewed
Lower Thames Crossing against all standards published since that
junction would be date, up to March 2022. The detailed
dangerous. design for the Project would be carried out
by our appointed Contractors in accordance
with the DMRB standards published at the
time of detailed design.
These design standards are updated by the
Applicant regularly based on knowledge
gained from constructing and operating
major road schemes and would ensure the
Project operates safely. Safety has been
prioritised during the design of the Project.
For example, the Project would include
features, such as the parallel connector
roads on the A2/M2 and the relocated off-
slip linking the M25 northbound traffic to
junction 29, which would reduce the
likelihood of unsafe lane changes
(weaving).
The Project would also feature the latest
available safety systems, including variable
mandatory speed limits, red-X lane
signalling to support incident management,
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emergency areas, stopped vehicle
detection systems, CCTV, and emergency
areas for road users to access in case of an
incident. Incident-management plans and
protocols would play a key part in
minimising the impact of incidents.
Speed limits within the tunnel and along the
route would be enforced using the latest
available technology. On the open road
sections of the Project, enforcement is
expected to be via speed detection
cameras and police patrols.
For more information about the Project
design, see the Project Design Report
(Application Document 7.4).
CSR11 | Comments expressing - - 1 15 | The Applicant consulted on revisions to the | No
concern that the latest Project during the Local Refinement
proposals for the Project Consultation in May 2022. These included
south of the River Thames changes to Public Rights of Way, revised
would require too much utility works, new landscaping and a
land. Consultees say there package of compensatory land to offset the
are areas where the predicted impacts of nitrogen deposition.
amount of land required has Many of these changes consulted on,
increased compared with particularly the changes to utility works,
the previous proposals. involved removing land from the Order
Areas mentioned include Limits. The measure most substantially
the land required as adding land to the Order Limits was the
compensation for nitrogen proposals for the nitrogen deposition
deposition, which would compensatory land, which added 279ha of
impact agricultural land. land to the Order Limits (159ha south of the
River Thames), contributing to an overall
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increase in the Order Limits from 22.20km?
to 24.35km?.

The majority of the 215ha increase in land is
accounted for by the new areas of
compensatory planting to offset the impacts
of nitrogen deposition. This land would take
the form of new habitats, including woodland
planting, in areas that are currently
agricultural land and landfill. As such, the
Applicant’s acquisition of this land would
provide biodiversity benefits for the area.

Following the Local Refinement
Consultation, the Applicant removed 33ha
of nitrogen compensation land from the
Order Limits.

The Applicant has carried out Agricultural
Land Classification surveys, the results of
which are described in Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 10: Geology and
Soils (Application Document 6.1). These
surveys assess the Project’s impact on the
‘best and most versatile land’ (Grades 1, 2
and 3a) and explain how impacts on
farmland would be minimised.

The Applicant has also assessed the impact
of the Project on the viability of farm
businesses (see ES Chapter 13: Population
and Human Health (Application Document
6.1)), including aspects such as the
proportion of land taken (temporarily or
permanently), changes to access routes, and
disruption to drainage and water supplies.
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For more information about the
compensatory land proposals, see ES
Chapter 8: Terrestrial Biodiversity
(Application Document 6.1).

CSR12 | Comments expressing - - 5 22 | During the Local Refinement Consultation in | No
concern that the latest May 2022, the Applicant presented a revised
proposals for the Project assessment of the impact of changes to
south of the River Thames nitrogen deposition on nearby designated
would increase levels of air sites resulting from changes to traffic flow
pollution compared with the when the Project is open. To offset the
previous proposals. predicted impacts of nitrogen deposition from
Some consultees say the the precautionary assessment, the Applicant
new area of Chalk Park proposed a package of new compensatory
would be unpleasant for habitats, which would be established. These
people to visit because of would maintain and enhance the area’s
the levels of air pollution. biodiversity to compensate for the potential

degradation of existing habitats as a result of

nitrogen deposition. The revised air quality

assessment presented during consultation

did not predict any changes in impacts on

human health.

In line with previous assessments, the

Applicant’s assessment of the air quality

impacts on human health for the area

around Chalk Park shows that there would

be a minimal increase in pollutants as a

result of Project-related changes in traffic

flows. There would be some reduction in air

quality where the Project is immediately

adjacent to the proposed site for Chalk

Park, but the levels in these areas would

still comply with national air quality

standards. These assessed impacts would
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not require additional air quality monitoring
or other mitigation measures once the
Project is operational.

None of the other proposals for south of the
River Thames presented during the Local
Refinement Consultation are predicted to
have an impact on air quality during
construction or operation.

For more information about the Applicant’s
assessments of air quality impacts during
construction and operation, see
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 5:
Air Quality (Application Document 6.1). The
assessment considers impacts on
designated habitats as well as human health
and sets out the appropriate mitigation in
each case.

CSR13

Comments expressing
concern that the latest
proposals for the Project
south of the River Thames
would have adverse
impacts on carbon
emissions and climate
change.

The revised proposals for south of the River
Thames presented during the Local
Refinement Consultation in May 2022 are not
expected to have any significant impact on
the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions.

As part of the Development Consent Order
application, the Applicant has explained
how the relevant legislative and policy
requirements in relation to climate change
impacts are met. An Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) has been carried out,
which is documented in the Environmental
Statement (ES) (Application Documents
6.1, 6.2 and 6.3). ES Chapter 15, Climate
(Application Document 6.1), assesses the
Project’s impact on climate change,

No

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032
Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1
DATE: October 2022

4819

Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022
National Highways Limited — all rights reserved




Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report

(6 of 6)

Volume 5

Code

Summary of issue(s)
raised

s42(1)(a) &
s42(1)(aa)

s42(1)(b) &
s42(1)(c)

s42
(1)(d)

S47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

including greenhouse gas emissions during
construction and operation, and sets out the
proposed mitigation measures, including
those measures that are secured through
the outline Carbon and Energy
Management Plan (Application Document
7.19). The assessment concludes that the
increase in greenhouse gas emissions
resulting from the Project would not have a
material impact on the ability of
Government to meet its carbon reduction
targets, in accordance with the policy test
set out in the National Policy Statement for
National Networks.

During construction, greenhouse gas
emissions would be minimised through the
design of the Project, such as incorporating
low-emission materials, using those
materials efficiently, reducing the distance
they would be transported, using zero-
carbon energy sources, and reducing and
beneficially reusing waste. By incorporating
these measures into the Project’s
proposals, the Applicant has already
reduced emissions during construction by
over a third compared with a scenario
where those measures were not employed.
This represents a leading position in the
industry today and would result in
construction emissions equivalent to 1.76
million tonnes of carbon dioxide.

However, the Applicant is committed to
going further and to using the time available
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before construction begins to explore ways
of achieving greater reductions in
emissions. The outline Carbon and Energy
Management Plan therefore provides a
framework within which the Applicant and
contractors would, working closely with
industry partners, seek to identify and
develop innovative ways of reducing the
Project’s construction emissions below
today’s industry-leading position. The
outline Carbon and Energy Management
Plan also sets out the low-carbon solutions
that would be deployed by the Applicant to
manage and maintain the Project once it is
operational.

The Applicant has considered the additional
carbon emissions from road users that
could result from operation of the Project
over a 60-year period and presented this
information in ES Chapter 15. The
Government has published its plans to
deliver the required Net Zero trajectory for
transport in the Decarbonising Transport
Plan (Department for Transport, 2021). The
Applicant has assessed that if the
trajectories set out in the plan are achieved,
it would lead to a reduction in the additional
road-user emissions attributable to the
Project of at least 76%, across the 60-year
appraisal period, compared with the more
conservative Department for the
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs’
Emissions Factors Toolkit.
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CSR14

Comments expressing
concern that the latest
proposals for the Project
south of the River Thames
would increase the potential
for flood risk in the local
area.

0

The Applicant consulted on changes south
of the River Thames during the Local
Refinement Consultation in May 2022.
None of the changes are expected to have
an impact on flood risk either locally or for
the wider Project.

One of the selection criteria for the nitrogen
deposition compensatory land was to ensure
that no land parcels were in existing flood
risk areas. This would reduce the risk of any
proposed habitats being damaged by future
flooding, while also reducing the risk of
changes to the land increasing flood risk.

In accordance with national policy, the
Project would not increase flood risk during
construction or operation.

The impacts on flood risk and water
management during construction and
operation are assessed in Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 14: Road Drainage
and the Water Environment (Application
Document 6.1). The ES presents
information about proposed measures to
mitigate any adverse effects of the Project’s
construction on flood risk and water
management.

No
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CSR15 | General comments - - 1 6 The predicted environmental impacts of the | No
expressing concern that the changes proposed during the Local
latest proposals for the Refinement Consultation in May 2022,
Project south of the River compared with the previous proposals,
Thames and the Project in were set out in Chapter 4 of the Guide to
general would have a Consultation (see Appendix T of this
negative impact on the report). Most of the changes would have
environment compared with mainly positive impacts on the environment,
the previous proposals. such as reduced impacts on areas of
archaeological importance, or biodiversity
benefits as a result of creating new habitats
and linking existing ones.
More information about the environmental
impacts of the Project, including areas
south of the River Thames, can be found in
the Environmental Statement (Application
Documents 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3).
CSR16 | Comments expressing Higham Gravesham 1 22 | The Applicant consulted on revisions to the | No
concern that the latest Parish Borough Project during the Local Refinement
proposals for the Project Council Council Consultation in May 2022. South of the
south of the River Thames River Thames, these included changes to
would result in loss and Public Rights of Way, revised utility works,
damage to existing land updated planting around Shorne Ifield
and green spaces. Road, and a package of compensatory land
Consultees say agricultural to offset the predicted impacts of nitrogen
land would be lost. Some deposition.
consultees mention the loss Most of the changes consulted on were
of food security as a result broadly neutral with regards to amount of
of changing agricultural land required, with the only measure
land to new habitats. substantially adding land to the Order Limits
being the proposals for the nitrogen
deposition compensatory land, which added
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279ha of land to the Order Limits, with 159ha
of this south of the River Thames.

Following the Local Refinement
Consultation, the Applicant removed
approximately 36ha of land south of the
river from the nitrogen deposition areas,
and the Order Limits, resulting in an
increase of 123ha south of the River
Thames. This overall reduction reduces the
impact on some of the landowners’ while
continuing to offset the environmental
impacts of nitrogen deposition.

The sites for the compensatory land were
selected in order that the Applicant would
be able to maximise the increase in
biodiversity by creating new habitats, such
as woodlands. The current usage of each
site is agricultural, meaning the sites
currently have a low biodiversity value and
provide little amenity for the public. The
Applicant’s acquisition of this land would
provide biodiversity benefits for the area
and the Applicant would aim to provide
public access to the compensatory land
where this is practicable and would not
interfere with the land’s primary purpose.

The Applicant has carried out Agricultural
Land Classification surveys, the results of
which are described in the Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 10: Geology and
Soils (Application Document 6.1). These
surveys assess the Project’s impact on the
‘best and most versatile land’ (Grades 1, 2
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and 3a) and explain how impacts on
farmland would be minimised.

The Applicant has also assessed the impact
of the Project on the viability of farm
businesses (see ES Chapter 13: Population
and Human Health (Application Document
6.1), including aspects such as the
proportion of land taken temporarily or
permanently, changes to access routes, and
disruption to drainage and water supplies.

The Project would result in the loss of areas
of best and most versatile (BMV)
agricultural land, resulting in a negative
impact that cannot be mitigated. The
Applicant notes that BMV land is
determined solely by soil and land
characteristics, but high-grade land is not
necessarily being farmed to its full potential,
although its loss precludes its future
potential.

The Applicant considers the Project is
justified by its objective to relieve the
congested Dartford Crossing and approach
roads, improve resilience of River Thames
crossings and the major road network, and
improve safety. The Project has the potential
to strengthen and improve the efficiency of
road links between food producers (in the UK
and further afield) and consumers.
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CSR17 | Comments expressing Shorne Gravesham 2 22 | None of the proposals for south of the River | No

concern that the latest Parish Borough Thames presented during the Local

proposals for the Project Council Council Refinement Consultation in May 2022 are

south of the River Thames predicted to have a significant negative

would result in more noise impact on noise. The proposal to use a

and vibration. Consultees higher-performing surfacing for some of the

express concern about the Project’s new and upgraded trunk roads

removal of the noise barrier and slip roads would reduce noise during

at Park Pale and the the Project’s operation. The higher-

potential for noise impacts performing surfacing would be used in the

on nearby properties. most noise-sensitive locations and would

provide up to a 7.5dB(A) noise reduction
compared with standard tarmac.

The Applicant also proposed the use of
another type of low-noise surfacing suitable
for all the Project’s new and upgraded local
roads (where traffic speeds are less than
75km/h). This would provide up to a
2.5dB(A) reduction in traffic noise on those
local roads compared with standard tarmac.
This was informed by assessment work
based on the latest traffic forecasts.

During the landowner engagement in May
2022, the Applicant withdrew the proposal
for a noise barrier near Park Pale bridge.
This was due to its visual impact and was in
response to feedback from Kent Downs
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB) Unit. Additionally, the A2/M2
upgrade proposed at Statutory Consultation
would now use lower-noise surfacing
compared to the previous proposals.

The Applicant has assessed the impact of
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removing this noise barrier and found that
there would be no significant noise impacts
as a result of the change.

For more information about the proposed
low-noise road surfacing, including a map
showing where it would be installed, see
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 12:
Noise and Vibration (Application Document
6.1) and ES Figure 12.7 (Application
Document 6.2). These include information
about other noise mitigation measures such
as earthworks and noise barriers.

CSR18

Comments expressing
concern that the latest
proposals for the Project
south of the River Thames
would have adverse visual
impacts on the landscape
compared with previous
proposals.

Shorne
Parish
Council,
Natural
England

Gravesham
Borough
Councill

The Applicant consulted on changes to the
Project during the Local Refinement
Consultation in May 2022, including
changes south of the River Thames. Some
of the proposals would have impacts on the
landscape compared with the previous
proposals for this area.

The new areas of compensatory habitats
would change the way the landscape
looked by creating new areas of woodland,
where there is currently agricultural land.

An area of proposed tree planting near
Shorne Ifield Road was moved during the
Local Refinement Consultation. Moving this
area of proposed compensatory tree
planting would deliver the same amount of
woodland planting as previously proposed
during Statutory Consultation, but it would
be located in two areas north and south of
Shorne Ifield Road.

No
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The Applicant has considered landscape
and visual impacts across the Project,
including during construction and operation.
These assessments are detailed in
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 7:
Landscape and Visual (Application
Document 6.1) which also includes the
proposed mitigation measures. For more
information about the design of the
southern route, see the Project Design
Report (Application Document 7.4) and the
Design Principles (Application Document
7.5). The Applicant consulted on the draft
Design Principles during the Community
Impacts Consultation in July 2021.
CSR19 | Comments expressing - - 2 29 | During the Local Refinement Consultation | No
concern that the latest in May 2022, the Applicant consulted on a
proposals for the Project set of refinements to the Project south of
south of the River Thames the River Thames. Each refinement
would have an adverse included an assessment of its
impact on wildlife and environmental impact. Most of the changes
habitats. Consultees were assessed as having no significant
highlight the loss and impacts on biodiversity compared with the
damage to sensitive previous proposals.
habitats. Concerns are One of the refinements that would impact
raised about nitrogen wildlife and habitats is the package of
deposition, with consultees compensation land for the impacts of
saying the impacts are not nitrogen deposition, which was presented
Clear. for the first time.
The newly proposed 159ha of habitats
south of the River Thames were chosen to
maximise their positive impacts, linking
existing habitats, as well as creating new
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ones. The Applicant’s robust assessments
predict the latest proposals would provide a
biodiversity benefit, even accounting for the
impacts of nitrogen deposition, which has
been assessed for the worst-case scenario.

In response to feedback received during the
Local Refinement Consultation, 32ha of
land in the Blue Bell Hill compensation area
has been removed from the Order Limits,
while a smaller piece of land, near to
Burnham, totalling 9ha has been added.
Another 12.7ha of land has also been
removed from the Order Limits near Shorne
Woods. The total amount of compensatory
land has been reduced from 279ha to
246ha, which the Applicant is satisfied
would provide sufficient compensatory
habitats to offset the predicted impacts of
nitrogen deposition as a result of changes
to traffic flows once the new road is open.

As well as Environmental Statement (ES)
Chapter 5: Air Quality, and Chapter 8:
Terrestrial Biodiversity (Application
Document 6.1), more information about the
assessments of the impacts of nitrogen
deposition can be found in the Project Air
Quality Action Plan (Application Document
6.3, ES Appendix 5.6).

During the Local Refinement Consultation,
in line with feedback received from
landowners during the Community Impacts
Consultation, the Applicant proposed
moving the 12.5ha of compensatory
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woodland planting to the south of Shorne
Ifield Road. This proposed new woodland
habitat would have no net change in
biodiversity compared with its previously
proposed location, but it would mean the
new woodland would avoid an area newly
assessed as having increased
archaeological value.
CSR20 | Comments expressing - - 0 4 The Applicant’s latest proposals for the No
concern that the latest Project south of the River Thames do not
proposals for the Project propose removing parts of any Sites of
south of the River Thames Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). The
would have adverse Applicant has assessed that changes in
environmental impacts vehicle emissions as a result of the Project
through the removal of opening are predicted to deteriorate some
parts of some Sites of designated sites.
Special Scientific Interest To offset the impacts of nitrogen deposition,
(SSSI), including Shorne the proposals would create new habitats,
and Ashenbank Woods some of which would reconnect existing
SSSl and Great Crabbles woodland across the Shorne Woods area
Wood SSSI. that has been subject to severance and
isolation in the past.
The proposals to the north of the A2/M2
include three parcels of agricultural land
totalling approximately 29ha next to
Shorne and Ashenbank Woods SSSI,
Great Crabbles Wood SSSI and
ancient woodlands.
Another site is located south of the A2/M2
and is close to Ashenbank Woods, totalling
approximately 9ha. This area has been
identified due to its proximity to an impacted
site and it is also next to proposed
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 ) ]
Application Document Ref: TRO10032/APP/5.1 4830 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022

DATE: October 2022

National Highways Limited — all rights reserved




Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report

(6 of 6)

Volume 5

Code

Summary of issue(s)
raised

s42(1)(a) &
s42(1)(aa)

s42(1)(b) &
s42(1)(c)

s42
(1)(d)

S47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

woodland planting that would be
compensation for the loss of ancient
woodland. Its selection and planting would
establish a mosaic of woodland in other
habitats that enhances existing habitats and
integrates with the landscape.

Overall, the proposals for a compensatory
package of new habitats are expected to
have a net positive impact on biodiversity
south of the River Thames. For more
information, see Environmental Statement
(ES) Chapter 5: Air Quality, and Chapter 8:
Terrestrial Biodiversity (Application
Document 6.1), while more information
about the assessments of the impacts of
nitrogen deposition can be found in the
Project Air Quality Action Plan (Application
Document 6.3, ES Appendix 5.6).

CSR21

Comments expressing
concern that the latest
proposals for the Project
south of the River Thames
would negatively affect
heritage assets.

The Applicant consulted on changes to the
Project during the Local Refinement
Consultation in May 2022, including
changes south of the River Thames.

None of the proposals are predicted to have
significant negative impacts on cultural
heritage assets compared with the previous
proposals in this area.

For example, one of the selection criteria
for the new areas of compensatory habitats
was that they would not be located in areas
that potentially had archaeological value.

An area of proposed tree planting near
Shorne Ifield Road was moved during the
Local Refinement Consultation. Moving this

No
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area of proposed compensatory tree
planting would avoid a significant impact on
the buried archaeology associated with a
Medieval settlement that has been
discovered north of Shorne Ifield Road,
while delivering the same level of woodland
planting compensation as previously
proposed during Statutory Consultation.

The Applicant has considered cultural
heritage across the Application Site,
including designated and non-designated
assets, and their settings. These
assessments are detailed in Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 6: Cultural Heritage
(Application Document 6.1) which also
includes the proposed mitigation measures.

CSR22

Comments expressing
concern that the latest
proposals for the Project
south of the River Thames
would not offer sufficient
mitigation compared with
previous proposals.

Tonbridge
and Malling
Borough
Council,
Gravesham
Borough
Council

At the Local Refinement Consultation in
May 2022, the Applicant consulted on a
number of localised changes south of the
River Thames. The changes would
increase the amount of open space by
adding land to the east of Chalk Park, refine
plans for environmental compensation, and
update proposals for walking, cycling and
horse riding provision.

In line with advice from Natural England,
the Applicant refined the way it assesses
the impacts of nitrogen, so it includes
ammonia being emitted from vehicle
exhausts, as well as nitrogen oxides (NOX).
As a result of the Applicant’s revised
assessments of the impacts on habitats,
279ha of additional compensation land was

No
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added to the Project during the Local
Refinement Consultation. The Applicant
consulted on two compensation areas
south of the River Thames. Along the M2
corridor and at Blue Bell Hill approximately
104ha would form one large area for habitat
creation. In Gravesham and Shorne Woods
approximately 55ha of compensatory land
would be added.

Following the Local Refinement
Consultation, the Applicant completed
assessments and refined its compensation
proposals, including in the A2/M2 corridor
and Blue Bell Hill compensation area, and
the Shorne Wood and Gravesham
compensation area, with 246ha of land now
proposed. This package of land would be
sufficient to offset the impacts of nitrogen
deposition across the Project.

For more information, see Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 5: Air Quality, and
Chapter 8: Terrestrial Biodiversity
(Application Document 6.1), while more
information about the assessments of the
impacts of nitrogen deposition can be found
in the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, ES

Appendix 5.6).

CSR23 | Comments expressing
concern that the latest
proposals for the Project
south of the River Thames
would result in Chalk Park

On completion, Chalk Park would be an
attractive, landscaped area, providing
new recreational space for the local
community and additional habitats to
improve biodiversity.

No
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being used as a site for
dumping soil.

Some consultees say the
existing land is rich with
wildlife and this would be
removed.

The location for Chalk Park was chosen as
it would enable easy access and enhanced
amenity and recreation for the residents of
Gravesend and Chalk, with the location
being walking or cycling distance from the
edge of Gravesend. It would also link to the
green spaces of Shorne Woods Country
Park and beyond. Because the location is
close to the South Portal excavations, it
would also result in reduced movement of
excavated materials being used to create
earthworks providing landscaping and
enhanced views.

The existing area of land that Chalk Park
would occupy is either private agricultural
land with public access via footpaths, or
part of the current site of Southern Valley
Golf Club. It is not public open space land,
nor is it of high biodiversity value.

The proposals would provide increased
access to the public and improved habitats
for flora and fauna. Chalk Park would be
landscaped to reflect the wider area with
rich grassland and woodland planting that
sits around the South Portal, providing
additional biodiversity and enhancing the
visual experience for users and

local people.

For more information about Chalk Park, see
the Project Desigh Report (Application
Document 7.4). The outline Landscape and
Ecology Management Plan (Application
Document 6.7) submitted as part of the
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application for development consent
provides information about how the
Applicant would manage existing habitats
and create new ones.
CSR24 | Comments expressing Cobham Tonbridge 2 56 | At the Local Refinement Consultation in No
concern that the latest Parish and Malling May 2022, the Applicant consulted on a
proposals for the Project Council, Borough number of localised changes south of the
south of the River Thames | Higham Council, River Thames. The changes would
would increase traffic and Parish Kent County increase the amount of open space by
congestion once it is Council, Council, adding land to the east of Chalk Park, refine
operational. Shorne Medway plans for environmental compensation, and
Parish Council, update proposals for walking, cycling and
Council Gravesham horse riding provision. The latest proposals
Borough would have no significant effect on traffic
Council and congestion compared with the previous
iteration of the Project consulted on.
CSR25 | Suggestions for design Shorne Gravesham 0 7 Once the Project is complete, the National | No
alterations to the Project Parish Borough Cycle Route (NCR)177 would be realigned
south of the River Thames. | Council Council south of the A2/M2 along a new local road,
Suggestions include removing the need for overbridges and
designing an attractive underpasses through the proposed
‘statement’ bridge for the M2/A2/A122 Lower Thames Crossing
National Cycle Route junction. The route would cross the A2/M2
(NCR)177, providing a safe west of the proposed junction on the
route for NCR177 through existing footbridge west of Gravesend
the proposed M2/A2/A122 East junction.
Lower Thames Crossing Following the Community Impacts
junction, and widening the Consultation in July 2021, the Applicant
already proposed green presented proposals for a wider green bridge
bridges. at Thong Lane over the A2/M2, increasing
the width over what was previously proposed
by 10m. This change was made in response
to feedback from key stakeholders and would
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improve habitats and connectivity for wildlife
and provide additional screening of the
Project.

The green bridge at Thong Lane over the
Project was widened to 84m at the
Supplementary Consultation in January
2020. The width of the green bridge at
Brewers Road is constrained by the desire
to create a habitat corridor that integrates
with the existing green bridge over the High
Speed 1 (HS1) railway. The green bridge
carrying Thong Lane over the A2/M2 was
widened 10m after the Community Impacts
Consultation in July 2021. This would
improve habitats and connectivity for
wildlife, increase landscape planting, and
provide additional screening of the
proposed M2/A2/A122 Lower Thames
Crossing junction. The Applicant notified
the appropriate land interests of this change
during the landowner engagement activity
in May 2022.

For more information about the proposals to
improve facilities for walking, cycling and
horse riding, including green bridges, see
the Project Design Report (Application
Document 7.4). For more information about
how the Applicant would design structures
for the Project, see the Design Principles
(Application Document 7.5) and the
Structures Plans (Application

Document 2.13).
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CSR26

Comment suggesting that
the Project should do more
south of the River Thames
to ensure economic
benefits for the local
community.

Gravesham
Borough
Councill

0

The Project has been designed to meet the
Scheme Objectives as agreed between the
Applicant and the Department for Transport.
The Scheme Objectives include the
requirement to support sustainable local
development and regional economic growth
in the medium to long term. The Project
includes junctions with the main links on the
relevant section of the strategic road network
and with key local roads. Links include the
A2/M2, A13/A1089 and M25. These
connections ensure the Scheme Objective to
relieve congestion at the Dartford Crossing
would be satisfied, as well as helping to
support sustainable local development and
regional economic growth.

Road users in Kent who travel along parts of
the A2, A13, M25, and M20 and who use the
Dartford Crossing and its approach roads are
forecast to experience journey time benefits
and reduced congestion as a result of the
Project. The improved connectivity would
boost the productivity of local businesses by
making it easier for them to interact with
customers and suppliers, and to retain and
attract workers. These business benefits
would boost employment and economic
growth, with significant long-term benefits
from the Project for businesses. For further
information on the economic benefits of the
Project, including access to jobs, see the
Need for the Project (Application Document
7.1) and the Economic Appraisal Package,

No
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(Application Document 7.7, Combined
Modelling and Appraisal Report, Appendix
D).

As part of the efforts to generate benefits
for local communities, the Applicant intends
to provide opportunities for local people that
might enable them to work on the
construction or operation of the route and
would also seek to help local businesses
form part of the supply chain that would
build and operate the route. The Applicant
is working with stakeholders to develop
these plans and put them into action.

The Benefits and Outcomes Document
(Application Document 7.20) provides a
framework to communicate what is being
delivered within the Project’s Development
Consent Order (DCO) and some of the
wider activities undertaken by the Applicant
(both already and planned for the future) in
the local area of the Project to support the
local people and environment.

Steps being taken to deliver economic
benefits for the local community include
new skills and training for local residents
during the construction phase, work
placements and careers advice for local
students, a pre-employment support
programme for long-term unemployed, and
support for local business leaders to bid for
this and the future pipeline of investment in
the region.
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CSR27 | Suggestions for additional Kent Downs | Kent County 1 6 At the Local Refinement Consultation in No
mitigation measures to be | AONB Unit | Council May 2022, the Applicant consulted on a
considered as part of the number of localised changes south of the
latest proposals for the River Thames. These included an increase
Project south of the River to the amount of open space by adding land
Thames. These include to the east of Chalk Park, an update to the
creating more parks and planting around Shorne Ifield Road, and a
nature reserves, increasing package of compensatory land to offset the
woodland planting, and a predicted impacts of nitrogen deposition.
suggestion that the Project The Project includes two proposed areas of
should achieve a publicly accessible open space land at
biodiversity net gain. Chalk Park and Tilbury Fields, along with
CSR28 | Suggestions for how the - - 0 6 | extensive compensatory woodland planting | g
land acquired by the to offset the impacts on ancient woodland,
Applicant south of the River veteran trees, and the predicted effects of
Thames could be used by nitrogen deposition. The Applicant is
the Applicant, beyond what investigating the feasibility of allowing the
is currently proposed. public to have access to land forming part
Suggestions include making of the compensatory habitats and this may
more land accessible to the be provided in cases where access would
public and creating new not interfere with the land’s primary
habitats, including biodiversity purpose.
woodland. Although the construction of the Project
would have significant adverse effects on
some designated sites and irreplaceable
habitats, the Applicant has sought to
provide biodiversity gains wherever
practicable. The Applicant is not proposing
additional woodland planting or habitats
beyond those included in the application for
development consent.
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 . .
Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1 4839 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022

DATE: October 2022

National Highways Limited — all rights reserved




Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report

(6 of 6) Volume 5
Code |Summary of issue(s) s42(1)(@) & |[s42(1)(b) & |s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change
An assessment of baseline biodiversity
value and that achieved by the Project’s
design post development is presented
within the Sustainability Statement
(Application Document 7.11).
The Applicant’s robust assessments predict
the latest proposals would provide a
biodiversity benefit, even accounting for the
impacts of nitrogen deposition, which has
been assessed for the worst-case scenario.
For more information about the Project’s
biodiversity balance, see Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 8: Terrestrial
Biodiversity, and Chapter 9: Marine
Biodiversity (Application Document 6.1).
CSR29 | Comments expressing Kent Downs | Gravesham 0 13 | These comments have been noted. No
support for the latest AONB Unit, | Borough
proposals for the Project Natural Council
south of the River Thames | England
as they would have a
positive impact on the
environment. These include
support for changes around
green spaces and that it
would be more beneficial
for the wildlife than previous
proposals.
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CSR30 | General comments HS1 Ltd, Kent County 1 38 No
expressing support for the | Cobham Council,
latest proposals for the Parish Gravesham
Project south of the River Council Borough
Thames, including those Council,
saying they are a significant Medway
improvement on those Council
presented previously, with
the widening of Thong Lane
green bridge being
welcomed.
CSR31 | Comments expressing HS1 Limited, | - 0 14 No
support for the latest Higham
proposals for the Project Parish
south of the River Thames | Council
as they would improve the
traffic and congestion
currently experienced.
Comments include to ‘get
on with it’ as the proposed
improvements are long
overdue.
CSR32 | Comments supporting the - Kent County 0 4 No
latest proposals for walking, Council,
cycling and horse riding Gravesham
south of the River Thames. Borough
Council
CSR33 | Comments expressing - Gravesham 2 11 No
conditional support for the Borough
latest proposals for the Council
Project south of the River
Thames. Comments include
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Code

Summary of issue(s)
raised

s42(1)(a) &
s42(1)(aa)

s42(1)(b) &
s42(1)(c)

s42
(1)(d)

S47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

that while opposed to the
Project overall, the changes
are an improvement on the
previous consultation, with
specific mention of the
widening of the green
bridge over Thong Lane
and the revisions and
updates to Chalk Park.
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15.4.17

15.4.18

15.4.19

15.4.20

15.4.21

15.4.22

15.4.23

15.4.24

15.4.25

15.4.26

15.4.27

15.4.28

Issues raised in response to open Question 1i

Table 15.7 below presents the Applicant’s responses to the issues raised, in
particular the feedback and issues raised in response to open question Q1i in
the consultation response form, which was as follows:

Q1li: Please let us know the reasons for your response and any other comments
you have on the proposed changes north of the river. If you’re providing
feedback on specific changes or sections of the route, please refer to these in
your response to this question.

For reference, open Question 1i above referred to closed questions 1e—1h
which were as follows:

Qle: Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of the
route: the Tilbury area?

Q1f: Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of the
route: A13/A1089 junction?

Q1g: Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of the
route: Mardyke Valley/North Road?

Q1h: Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to the section of the
route: M25 junction 29?

For more information about Qle—1h and how consultees responded to them
and the other closed questions in the consultation response form, see
Section 15.3 of this report.

The issues raised that relate to changes north of the River Thames are
summarised in Table 15.7 below. Where issues were raised in response to QL1i
that relate to another topic, those issues can be found in one of the other tables
in this chapter.

The Applicant has fully considered all of the responses received, Table 15.7
explains how the Applicant has had regard to those issues raised and the
Applicant’s response is presented in the penultimate column of the table. The
final column of the table identifies where the Applicant has made a change to
the Project in line with the issues raised during this consultation.

In some instances, where similar issues have been raised and identified in the
first column of the table, the Applicant has responded to with a combined
response.

Information presented in Table 15.7

The information presented in Table 15.7 is the following:

a. ‘Code’ is a unique code assigned to each issue for reference purposes.
b. ‘Summary of issue(s) raised’ is a summary of the issues raised by

respondents, either directly in response to Q1i or to another question in the
response form but covering similar topics.

c. ‘s42(1)(a) & s42(1)(aa) states which prescribed consultees (if any) that raised
that issue. Prescribed consultees are explained in Section 4.3 of this report.
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d. ‘s42(1)(b) & s42(1)(c) states which of the local authorities (if any) raised
that issue and/or whether the Greater London Authority raised it also. The
local authorities included in this list are set out in Section 4.3 of this report.

e. ‘s42(1)(d) states how many respondents with a land interest raised that issue.
f. ‘s47 & s48’ states how many members of the public raised that issue.

g. ‘The Applicant’s response’ presents the Applicant’s response to the issue(s)
raised and explains how the Applicant has had regard to the issue(s).

h. ‘Project change’ states whether the issue(s) raised resulted in a change to
the Project.

i. ‘Yes’indicates that changes to the Project proposals have been made
since the Local Refinement Consultation in line with the issue(s) raised.
Some changes have been made as a result of environmental or other
assessments, as well as through consideration of consultation
responses.

ii. ‘N0’ indicates that the suggestions or requests did not result in a
change to the Project proposals.

Summary of issues raised relating to the proposals north of the
River Thames and the Applicant’s responses

15.4.29 Table 15.7 below summarises the issues raised relating to the proposals north
of the River Thames and the Applicant's responses to those issues raised.
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Table 15.7 Summary of issues raised relating to the proposals north of the River Thames and the Applicant's responses

DATE: October 2022

National Highways Limited — all rights reserved

Code Summary of issue(s) s42(1)(a) & |s42(1)(b) & |s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) |s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change
CNR1 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 9 40 In developing proposals for the construction | No
concern that the latest Councll and operational phase, the Applicant has
proposals for the Project considered the impacts on communities and
north of the River Thames local people at all times, in line with the
would result in disruption Project’'s Scheme Objectives agreed with the
to local communities Department for Transport. For more
compared with the information about the Scheme Objectives,
previous proposals. see the Need for the Project (Application
Consultees say the latest Document 7.1). The assessment of
refinements to the Project, community impacts includes consideration
such as the changes at the as to how local people’s health would be
proposed A13/A1089/ affected.
Al122 Lower Thames Overall, the revisions to the Project north of
Crossing junction, would the River Thames presented during the Local
result in additional traffic Refinement Consultation in May 2022, are
on local roads. There were expected to have some positive impacts on
also concerns that Tilbury local people and some negative, compared
Fields would become a with the previous proposals.
‘dump’ for unwanted .
materials from The proposa_l to a_dd a new link from the
construction. Some Orsett Cock junction to the A1089 was
consultees say raising the provided in response to feedback from the
road would increase the local authority, which included concerns
noise and visual impacts about increased traffic on some local roads if
for local people. this connection were not retained. Its
inclusion would retain the link for motorists to
CNR2 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 9 35 | access the A1089, while reducing traffic on No
concern that the latest Councll the A1013 and the A128 Brentwood Road
proposals for the Project once the Project is operational. There are
north of the River Thames also predicted to be reductions in traffic on
the A13 west of the Project and the M25
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Code Summary of issue(s) sd42(1)(a) & |s42(1)(b) & |s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) |s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change
would have negative south of junction 29 compared with the
impacts on local people's previous proposals. Once the Project is
health and wellbeing, operational, there are also predicted to be
compared with the increases in traffic, compared with the
previous proposals. previous proposals, on Rectory
Specific concerns include Road/_Conyvays Road between the Orsett
nitrogen deposition at the Cock junction and the A1089, on Marshfoot
North Portal and that Road, on the A1089 southbound, and on the
disabled people would Project between the M25 and the A13.
have difficulty accessing As a result of the provision of the A1089 link,
the new public recreational there would also be localised changes in air
land at Tilbury Fields. quality and noise compared with the previous
proposals, with adverse changes in noise
and air quality where there would be higher
traffic flows. More information about the
impacts of the proposed A13/A1089/A122
Lower Thames Crossing junction can be
found in the Environmental Statement (ES)
Chapter 5: Air Quality, and Chapter 12:
Noise and Vibration (Application Document
6.1).
Tilbury Fields would be a landscaped
recreational area providing significant
community benefits. While its landforms
would be sculpted from recycled excavated
material, this would not be apparent once the
area is operational. Tilbury Fields would be
covered in grasses, shrubs and trees, and
would include Public Rights of Way (PRoWS)
linking to the existing network. More
information about the proposals can be
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 . .
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found in the Project Design Report
(Application Document 7.4).

There is currently no dedicated parking,
disabled or otherwise, proposed for the new
area of public recreational land at Tilbury
Fields, with the land being accessed via new
and upgraded PRoWs. Paths would be
designed to be accessible, including shallow
gradients, so would be suitable for those with
restricted mobility.

The section of road near North Ockendon
that would be raised would not have a
negative impact on local communities
because the road would be only raised a
marginal amount (1.5m) within a false
cutting, so the increase would not be visible
to local people. The additional landscaping in
the area would help screen the Project from
nearby properties. This, and the additional
landscaping at the proposed
A13/A1089/A122 Lower Thames Crossing
junction, would mean more excavated
material would be used onsite, significantly
reducing the number of Heavy Goods
Vehicle (HGV) journeys needed to remove
the material by road. This would reduce the
construction impacts on local people.

Hole Farm, Brentwood, has been acquired
by the Applicant and will become a
community woodland, the largest in the East
of England. Some of the woodland would be
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designated as compensation land for the
effects of nitrogen deposition.

The rest of the additional land added to the
Order Limits north of the River Thames to
compensate for the predicted impacts of
nitrogen deposition is being acquired for its
biodiversity benefits, but some of this land
may be made accessible to local people for
recreation, if appropriate. The revised
assessment for nitrogen deposition found
there would be some predicted impacts on
habitats within designated sites, but it would
not negatively impact human health.

The impacts on local communities, including
health, have been assessed and are
documented in ES Chapter 13: Population
and Human Health (Application Document
6.1). As well as the assessments
documented in ES Chapter 13, the Applicant
has carried out a Health and Equalities
Impact Assessment (HEQIA) (Application
Document 7.10), which considers the
Project’s impacts during construction and
operation on the health and wellbeing of
local communities. The HEQIA also
considers the impacts on those protected by
equalities legislation, such as children, the
elderly, disabled people, and those with pre-
existing health conditions.

The Applicant has designed the Project to
provide additional benefits to local people
once it is open, such as including new areas
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of landscaped recreational land at Tilbury
Fields, as well as an upgraded network of
PRoWs. Extensive landscaping also reduces
the amount of excavated material that would
need to be removed using HGVs during
construction. The Project includes design
features such cuttings, false cuttings, tree-
planting and low-noise surfacing to limit the
noise and visual impacts of the Project once
it is operational.

The Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix
2.2) and the Register of Environmental
Actions and Commitments (REAC), which
forms part of the CoCP, set out the good
practice and location-specific measures that
would be used to reduce the impact of the
Project’s construction and operation on local
people. These include measures to reduce
noise, dust and light impacts on local
communities.

Across the Lower Thames area during the
construction phase, local people would
benefit from work and training opportunities
provided by the Project during construction,
which are likely to have positive impacts on
mental health. However, while construction
impacts have been mitigated as far as
reasonably practicable, there would be
temporary negative impacts on communities
from construction activities. These could
result in mental health impacts on local
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people — for example, due to anxiety around
perceived changes in air quality or as a
result of changes to noise levels. Longer
journey times due to traffic management and
road closures, reduced access to green
spaces and closures of walking, cycling and
horse riding routes could also impact
people’s health and wellbeing. Some local
businesses, including farms, would have
land temporarily possessed and there would
be permanent impacts from land being
acquired, including the demolition of 26
residential properties and one commercial
property north of the River Thames.

Once the Project is operational, there would
be beneficial impacts on journey times for
local people crossing the River Thames and
using other routes. There would be negative
impacts on some other journey times,
although the positive traffic impacts of the
Project would significantly outweigh the
negatives. There would also be significant
positive impacts on jobs and training
opportunities; walking, cycling and horse
riding routes; as well as access to new areas
of recreational land at Tilbury Fields. There
would be both positive and negative impacts
on noise and vibration due to changes in
traffic flows at different locations, which could
have positive and negative mental health
outcomes (such as anxiety as a result of
increases in noise levels).
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The Applicant is satisfied that the impacts
have been reduced to acceptable levels
given the requirements and objectives of the
Project and therefore no further mitigation is
proposed.

For more information about the Project’s
construction and operational impacts on local
people, health, wellbeing and equalities, see
ES Chapter 13 and the HEQIA. Information
about the impacts on local communities,
including health impacts, is also presented in
the Community Impact Report (Application
Document 7.16).

CNR3 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 17 62 During the Local Refinement Consultation in | No
concern that the latest Council May 2022, the Applicant presented a revised
proposals for the Project assessment of the impact of nitrogen
north of the River Thames deposition on nearby designated sites
would have a negative resulting from changes to traffic flow when
impact on air pollution. the Project is open. To offset the predicted

) impacts of nitrogen deposition from the

CNR4 | Comments expressing - Thurro_ck 7 8 precautionary assessment, the Applicant No
concern that the latest Council proposed a package of new compensatory
proposals for the Project habitats, which would be established. These
north of the River Thames would maintain and enhance the area’s
would increase air pollution biodiversity to compensate for the potential
during the construction degradation of existing habitats as a result of
phase, compared with nitrogen deposition. The revised air quality
previous proposals. assessment presented during consultation
One consultee expressed did not predict any changes in impacts on
concern that the proposed human health.
solar farm near North
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Ockendon would be Other proposed refinements to the proposals
affected by dust pollution. were also predicted to have an impact on air

guality. The revised access arrangements
between Tilbury Viaduct and the North Portal
would reduce noise and air quality impacts
during construction by aligning the new
access road on the western side of the
Project with the proposed construction haul
road, reducing the overall amount of
construction works needed in this area.

The newly proposed link between the Orsett
Cock junction and the A1089 are predicted to
result in localised changes (including
increases and decreases) in traffic flows
along various affected roads compared with
the previous proposals. The air quality
impacts of these changes in traffic flows are
predicted to be in line with previous
predictions for air quality impacts as
presented during the Community Impacts
Consultation in July 2021.

None of the other proposals for north of the
River Thames presented during the Local
Refinement Consultation are predicted to
have a significant impact on air quality during
construction or operation compared with
previous proposals.

For more information about the Applicant’s
assessments of air quality impacts during
construction and operation, see
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 5: Air
Quality (Application Document 6.1). The
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assessment considers impacts on
designated habitats as well as human health
and sets out the appropriate mitigation in
each case.
The performance of solar panels is affected
by the accumulation of dust on their surface,
which is why commercial solar operations
have regular cleaning cycles to keep their
panels operating near peak performance.
With good practice dust mitigation measures
in place during the Project’s construction, it is
not expected that the Project would have a
significant impact on the proposed solar
farm’s operation. Dust monitoring is also
proposed on Project construction worksites
in consultation with the relevant local
planning authorities, to ensure those
mitigation measures are working effectively.
CNR5 | Comments expressing - Brentwood 17 10 | Since the Preferred Route Announcement in | No
concern that the latest Borough 2017, owner-occupiers of residential
proposals for the Project Councll properties within the Order Limits have been
north of the River Thames able to ask the Applicant to purchase their
would affect the value of properties by serving a Blight Notice under
local properties, including the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
many that are not in the amended). The Applicant has received a
Order Limits. number of Blight Notices and is processing
Concerns include loss of these. More informatio_n about the blight
value due to noise and air process can be found in the Your Property
pollution, reduced visual and Blight (National Highways, 2022).
amenity, increased flood Persons with an interest in land who would
risk, and loss of access to be affected by the land acquisition powers
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homes during the contained within the application for
construction phase. development consent, would be entitled to

make a claim for compensation.

Each claim for compensation would be
considered on its own merits, in line with the
Compensation Code. Further information
about the compensation offered to those
affected by the Project can be found in the
Compulsory Purchase and Compensation:
guide 2 — Compensation to Business Owners
and Occupiers and guide 4 — Compensation
to Residential Owners and Occupiers
(Department for Levelling Up, Housing and
Communities, 2021a, 2021c). These include
information about compensation for when the
value of a property has been affected by the
Project, such as from noise and air pollution,
reduced visual amenity or increased flood
risk.

The Applicant has also written to residents
near the Project regarding compensation that
may be available to them due to the effects
on their property from the Project once it has
opened and has been in operation for a year.

Further information about the compensation
of this type can be found in the following
National Highways document: How to Claim
for the Effects on Your Property of New or
Altered Roads (Part 1 Compensation).

The Applicant would expect to maintain
accesses to businesses and residential
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properties throughout construction. If there
were any impacts, the Applicant would
engage with affected parties and, where
practicable, give them advance notice about
any temporary impacts on their access.
However, in the case of an emergency (such
as a burst pipe) the Applicant would work to
neutralise any harmful impacts immediately
for the benefit of all parties, even if this
meant temporarily closing an access.

There would be impacts on some residential
roads, however, during construction. More
information on road closures and diversions
is provided in the outline Traffic Management
Plan for Construction (cTMPfC) (Application
Document 7.14). A draft version of this was
consulted on during the Community Impacts
Consultation in July 2021. A summary of
feedback on the draft oTMPfC can be found
in elsewhere in Section 14.4 of this chapter,
as well as information about how the
Applicant had regard to that feedback.

The final, agreed length of the road closures
would be set out in the Traffic Management
Plan for Construction (TMP), in accordance
with Schedule 2 Requirement 10 of the draft
Development Consent Order (Application
Document 3.1). The TMP would need to be
approved by the Secretary of State following
consultation with the bodies identified in the
oTMPfC before the start of the relevant
phase of the authorised development.
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In all instances, the land impacted or
required for the Project has been minimised,
including the number of homes that would be
demolished, while ensuring there is sufficient
land to build and operate the road.
The Applicant’s engagement with people
with an interest in land is described in
Chapters 4 and 5 of this consultation report.
These chapters explain how responses
received during Statutory Consultation in
October 2018, from those with an interest in
land were considered by the Applicant, as
well as setting out the responses to the
issues raised. There is a list of persons with
an interest in land in Appendix J of this
report.
CNR6 | Comments expressing - - 14 13 In developing proposals for the construction | No
concern that the latest of the Project, the Applicant has considered
proposals for the Project the impacts on communities and local people
north of the River Thames at all times, in line with the Project’'s Scheme
would have adverse Objectives agreed with the Department for
impacts on the local Transport. For more information about the
community during the Scheme Objectives, see the Need for the
construction phase, in Project (Application Document 7.1).
particular construction The revisions to the Project north of the
traffic and the impact of River Thames presented during the Local
compounds on the Refinement Consultation in May 2022 are
environment and local expected to have some positive impacts on
people. the local community during construction. For
CNR7 | Comments expressing Pinsent - 8 6 |example, the landscaping and road-level No
concern about the latest | Masons LLP changes are designed to allow more
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proposals for the Project on behalf of excavated material to be reused onsite,
and how they would impact | Port of which would reduce the number of Heavy
construction north of the Tilbury Goods Vehicle journeys on nearby roads,
River Thames. London benefiting local people.
Some consultees say the | Limited, The removal of the Dock Road water utility
proposed works would Forestry works would reduce construction impacts on
impact public vehicle England people in that area, while other changes,
access to Thames Chase such as the removal of several areas of land
Forest Centre, while other from the Order Limits north of the river, with
consultees express these no longer being required during
concern about access to construction or operation, would reduce the
Thames Chase while utility construction impacts locally.
works are being carried Moving the M25 compound south of Moat
out. Lake would be broadly neutral in terms of
impacts on local people, while providing
biodiversity benefits by moving the
compound away from a Site of Nature
Conservation Interest. Information about how
the impacts of construction compounds
would be mitigated can be found in the
Applicant’'s Code of Construction Practice
(CoCP) (Application Document 6.3,
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix 2.2)
which sets out a framework for how the
mitigation and management of environmental
effects would be delivered and maintained,
including measures to reduce the impacts on
local communities. The ES (Application
Documents 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3) includes an
assessment of the Project’s impact on local
communities during construction in ES
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Chapter 13: Population and Human Health
(Application Document 6.1).

As well as the assessments documented in
ES Chapter 13, the Applicant has carried out
a Health and Equalities Impact Assessment
(HEQIA) (Application Document 7.10), which
considers the Project’s impacts during
construction and operation on the health and
wellbeing of local communities. The HEqQIA
also considers the impacts on those
protected by equalities legislation, such as
children, the elderly, disabled people, and
those with pre-existing health conditions.

The Applicant has designed the Project to
provide additional benefits to local people
once it is open, such as including new areas
of landscaped recreational land at Tilbury
Fields, as well as an upgraded network of
Public Rights of Way. Extensive landscaping
also reduces the amount of excavated
material that would need to be removed
using Heavy Goods Vehicles during
construction. The Project includes design
features such cuttings, false cuttings, tree-
planting and low-noise surfacing to limit the
noise and visual impacts of the Project once
it is operational.

Across the Project during the construction
phase, local people would benefit from work
and training opportunities provided by the
Project during construction, which are likely
to have positive impacts on mental health.
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However, while construction impacts have
been mitigated as far as reasonably
practicable, there would be temporary
negative impacts on communities from
construction activities. These could result in
mental health impacts on local people — for
example, due to anxiety around perceived
changes in air quality or as a result of
changes to noise levels. Longer journey
times due to traffic management and road
closures, reduced access to green spaces
and closures of walking, cycling and horse
riding routes could also impact people’s
health and wellbeing. Some local
businesses, including farms, would have
land temporarily possessed and there would
be permanent impacts from land being
acquired, including the demolition of 26
residential properties and one commercial
property north of the River Thames.

For more information about the Project’s
construction and operational impacts on local
people, health, wellbeing and equalities, see
ES Chapter 13 and the HEQIA.

Information about the impacts on local
communities, including health impacts, is
also presented in the Community Impact
Report (Application Document 7.16).

Other proposed changes such as the new
A1089 link road and the new access
arrangement south of the Tilbury Viaduct
would have some impacts on construction
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activities, but these would occur in areas
where major construction works are already
proposed, so would not have a significant
increase in impact on local communities in
terms of noise, air quality or construction
traffic.

The Applicant has revised the utilities
proposals at the Thames Chase Forest
Centre to reduce the amount of land required
by using more of the existing utilities
infrastructure. The proposals mean cables
would no longer need to be installed under
the M25, using the proposed new walking,
cycling and horse riding bridge instead.

The Applicant has engaged with Forestry
England to develop the proposals and
minimise adverse effects from the proposed
utility works, including reducing the amount
of land required. The Thames Chase Forest
Centre would remain open throughout the
construction phase.

With regards to concerns about the
Applicant’s access to Thames Chase Forest
Centre during the construction phase, the
Applicant and Forestry England have
discussed the situation and are promoting
access for construction traffic through the
worksite adjacent to the M25, not through the
public vehicle access to Thames Chase
Forest Centre via Pike Lane.
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Access for users of the Thames Chase
Forest Centre to Public Rights of Way and
sections of the woodlands, are likely to be
limited during some works, such as during
the overhead line works, which are
scheduled to take place over several weeks.
This access for walkers, cyclists and horse
riders would be considered during the
detailed design stage when further
construction plans are received from UK
Power Networks’ appointed Contractor.

CNR8 | Comments expressing - - 5 4 The Applicant consulted on changes to the No
concern that the latest Project north of the River Thames during the
construction proposals for Local Refinement Consultation in May 2022.
the Project north of the The assessments of impacts presented in
River Thames would have the Guide to Consultation set out the impacts
a negative impact on on the environment and local people. None
heritage assets. of the proposed changes are expected to
Concerns include Baker have a significant negative impact on built
Street Windmill and the heritage or archaeology north of the river.

Old Rectory at Fen Lane. The landscaping changes to the proposed
Consultees were also A13/A1089/A122 Lower Thames Crossing
concerned about the junction would be carried out within the
impacts of changing the existing footprint of the junction, so would not
road level near St Mary change the setting of existing heritage
Magdalene Church and the assets, such as Baker Street Windmill and
North Ockendon the Old Rectory, compared with the previous
Conservation Area. proposals.

CNR9 | Comments expressing i} Essex 8 8 The changes to the Project’s road level west |
concern that the latest County _Of North and SQUt.h Ocken_do_n would be
proposals for the Council implemented within the existing earthworks,
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operational Project north of Place so would not be noticeable from North or
the River Thames would Services, South Ockendon. By raising the road in this
be detrimental to heritage Thurrock location, and near the M25, the amount of
assets. Consultees Council excavated material being removed by road
mention the revised would be considerably reduced, with positive
earthworks would impact impacts on local communities during the
North Ockendon and West construction phase.

Tilbury Conservation
Areas, including St Mary
Magdalene Church.

The landscaping proposals near the M25
and North Ockendon would reduce the
Project’s visual impacts by placing clean
excavated material from construction
activities in this area, which would provide
noise, landscape and visual improvements
for some nearby residents compared with the
previous proposals.

Following the feedback received during the
Community Impacts Consultation in July
2021, the Applicant proposed new Public
Rights of Way and permissive path links to
the heritage sites of Coalhouse Fort and
Bowaters Battery, and to East Tilbury. These
new connections would provide recreational
and heritage benefits for the area.

The Applicant has considered cultural
heritage across the Order Limits, including
designated and non-designated assets, and
their settings. These assessments are
detailed in Environmental Statement (ES)
Chapter 6: Cultural Heritage (Application
Document 6.1), which also includes the
proposed mitigation measures.
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CNR10 | Comments expressing - - 4 2 The Project’s impacts on light pollution No
concern that the latest during construction are assessed in
proposals for the Project Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 7:
north of the River Thames Landscape and Visual (Application
would increase light Document 6.1). The chapter sets out the
pollution, both as a result mitigation measures to minimise the
of direct construction landscape and visual effects of the Project,
activities and because of and also summarises all national, regional
the proximity of the and local legislation directly or indirectly
construction compound to related to landscape and visual amenity.
local residencies, and its During construction, night-time lighting would
potential impact to health be designed, positioned and directed to
and wellbeing. prevent or minimise light disturbance to
nearby residents. Hoarding would be erected
to the boundary where visual screening is
required, for example, when the construction
area would be visible from or immediately
adjacent to visual receptors such as
residential properties, Public Rights of Way
and recreational areas. Hoarding would
typically be 2.4m high but could be higher.
These measures are set out in the Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP) and the
Register of Environmental Actions and
Commitments (REAC) (Application
Document 6.3, ES Appendix 2.2).
CNR11 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 2 4 At the Local Refinement Consultation in May | No
concern that the latest Councll 2022, the Applicant proposed raising the
proposals for the Project height of the road alignment at two locations
north of the River Thames north of the River Thames, while maintaining
would increase light the required headroom clearance beneath
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pollution in areas existing structures. The locations were the
previously unaffected due sections of the route under the North Road
to raising the level of the crossing (near The Wilderness), and at the
road near South and North proposed M25/A122 Lower Thames
Ockendon. Consultees Crossing junction (near North Ockendon).
mention North Road and The section of the Project near North Road is
the Mardyke Valley in not planned to have lighting once the Project
particular. is operational.
Some consultees asked By raising the road in these locations, the
what consideration has amount of excavated material being removed
been given to the visual by road would be considerably reduced, but
impacts of vehicle the change in road level would be marginal.
headlights on unlit sections As such, there would be no significant
of the route. change in visual impacts for nearby

communities during the Project’s operation.

The Project’s impacts on light pollution
during operation are assessed in
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 7:
Landscape and Visual (Application
Document 6.1). The ES chapter sets out the
mitigation measures to minimise the
landscape and visual effects of the Project,
and also summarises all national, regional
and local legislation directly or indirectly
related to landscape and visual amenity. The
assessment includes consideration of the
impact of vehicle lights at night, as set out in
the Landscape and Visual Assessment
Methodology (Application Document 6.3, ES
Appendix 7.2).
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CNR12 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 8 11 | The addition of the A1089 link to the Project | No
concern that the latest Councll would not have any significant impact on
proposals for the Project construction noise and vibration, given the
north of the River Thames extent of the road, structures and utility
would increase hoise works that already form part of the Project in
pollution during the the proposed A13/A1089/A122 Lower
construction phase. Thames Crossing junction area. The same
Consultees express would be the case for the new access
concern about the arrangements, which would require some
additional works needed to additional construction activities, but in an
build the proposed A1089 area that would already have construction
link road. The new access activities, such as utility diversions and
arrangements south of construction of the tunnel and its approach,
Tilbury Viaduct are also as well as the new road, viaduct and Tilbury
mentioned as a concern. Fields.
CNR13 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 14 36 | During the Local Refinement Consultation in | nq,
concern that the latest Council May 2022, the Applicant presented
proposals for the Project mforma’qon about the impact _of th_e proposed
north of the River Thames A1089 link road once the Project is
would cause additional operational. It is predicted that the noise
noise pollution as a result impac@s with the _Iink road would b_e simi!ar to
of the newly proposed those in t.he previous prqposals vylthout it.
A1089 link road and due to The_ Applicant used traffic modelling ar_1d
raising the road near North enwronmental assessments to form this
Ockendon. Some conclusion.
consultees say traffic data The final assessment of noise and vibration
and environmental impacts of the Project during construction
assessments are needed and operation, along with information about
to understand the new the proposed mitigation measures, can be
noise impacts. found in Environmental Statement (ES)
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Chapter 12: Noise and Vibration (Application
Document 6.1).
The proposed change in road level near
North and South Ockendon would only
change the road level within a cutting.
Raising the road in this location would
reduce the amount of excavated material
being removed by road, which would reduce
construction traffic noise on some roads.
The marginal nature of the change in road
level within the cutting would mean there
would be no significant change in noise or
vibration impacts once the Project is
operational.
CNR14 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 2 4 On completion, Tilbury Fields would be an No
concern that the latest Councll attractive, landscaped area, providing new
proposals for the Project recreational space for the local community
north of the River Thames and additional habitats to improve
would result in Tilbury biodiversity.
F|eld§ being used as a ‘soil Following feedback received during the
dump’, rather than as a Community Impacts Consultation in July
recreational open space. 2021, and the announcement of the Thames
Some consultees say the Freeport at Tilbury, the location of Tilbury
site Is not appropriate. Fields was changed to accommodate the
proposed Thames Freeport.
The revised proposals for Tilbury Fields
include more recreational Public Rights of
Way than previously proposed, with links to
existing Public Rights of Way. The current
site also increases the amount of mosaic
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s42(1)(c)

s42
(1)(d)

sS47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

habitat proposed and improves connectivity
to existing habitats.

For more information, see the Design
Principles (Application Document 7.5), which
provides more information about the
proposals to reuse excavated material at
Tilbury Fields as well as Project-wide
landscaping proposals.

CNR15

Comments expressing
concern that the latest
proposals for the Project
north of the River Thames
would cause an increase in
traffic and congestion
during the construction
phase.

Forestry
England,
Pinsent
Masons LLP
on behalf of
Port of
Tilbury
London
Limited

Thurrock
Council

12

The proposals published by the Applicant
during the Local Refinement Consultation in
May 2022 would have some positive impacts
on nearby roads during construction
compared with the previous proposals. For
example, there would be a reduction in the
number of Heavy Goods Vehicle journeys
required north of the River Thames during
construction due to the proposed changes to
landscaping in several locations and the
amended road level near North Ockendon.
These changes would reduce the amount of
excavated material that would have to be
removed by road.

The removal of the proposed Dock Road
water connection from the proposals
addresses concerns raised by local people
during the Community Impacts Consultation
in July 2021. It means that the pipeline
connection would no longer take place on
Dock Road, a residential road. It also means
the associated traffic management measures
would be needed for only two months

No
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instead of nine, while other traffic
management measures in the area have
been reduced in scale and duration.
The Applicant has revised the utilities
proposals at the Thames Chase Forest
Centre to reduce the amount of land required
by using more of the existing utilities
infrastructure. The proposals mean cables
would no longer need to be installed under
the M25, using the proposed new walking,
cycling and horse riding bridge instead.
The Applicant has engaged with Forestry
England to develop the proposals and
minimise adverse effects, including reducing
the amount of land required. The Thames
Chase Forest Centre would remain open
throughout the construction phase.
CNR16 | Comments expressing - - 4 2 The Applicant proposed several changes No
concern that the latest near North Ockendon during the Local
proposals for the Refinement Consultation in May 2022. The
construction of the Project proposed location of the M25 compound,
north of the River Thames which would facilitate widening works on the
would have an adverse M25, as well as other construction activities
impact on local wildlife, in the area, was moved to the south of Moat
protected and endangered Lake Fishing Lake. This was in response to
species and habitats. feedback from the London Borough of
Consultees mention the Havering asking to move the compound
moving of a construction away from a Site of Importance for Nature
compound near North Conservation (SINC). Moving the compound
Ockendon, saying the away from the SINC would reduce the
Applicant should help meet
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its biodiversity objectives potential for construction activities to have a
by managing and negative impact on the SINC.

enhancing existing

land in that Other changes proposed at consultation
grassland in that area.

include revised landscaping along the
Project and changes to the level of the
carriageway within a cutting. This would
allow more excavated material from the
Project to be reused onsite, reducing the
number of Heavy Goods Vehicles needed to
transport material on nearby roads. This
reduction in construction traffic would have a
positive impact on the roads, the
environment and local communities.

In areas where grassland would be created,
such as new landscaped areas that form part
of the Project, the species mix would be
focused on locally prevalent species that
would benefit local invertebrate populations.
This would support the Project becoming a
wildlife corridor linking the areas around the
Thames Estuary to the A13, Mardyke and
M25 corridors.

For more information about the Project’s
planting and biodiversity strategy, see
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 8:
Terrestrial Biodiversity (Application
Document 6.1). For more information about
the Project’s proposals to reuse excavated
materials, see the outline Materials Handling
Plan (Application Document 6.3, ES
Appendix 2.2, Annex B).
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CNR17 | Comments expressing Forestry Thurrock 13 19 During the Local Refinement Consultation in | No
concern that the latest England, Council May 2022, the Applicant consulted on a set
proposals for the Project Natural of refinements to the Project north of the
north of the River Thames | England River Thames. Each refinement included an
would have negative assessment of its environmental impact.
impacts on wildlife and Most of the changes were assessed as
habitats once the Project is having no significant impacts on biodiversity
operational, with particular compared with the previous proposals.
concerns about the One of the refinements that would impact
impacts of nitrogen wildlife and habitats is the package of
deposition on designated compensation land for the impacts of
sites. nitrogen deposition, which was presented for
the first time. Since the Community Impacts
Consultation in July 2021, the Applicant
carried out, in light of new guidance and in
agreement with Natural England, a revised,
precautionary assessment of the impacts of
nitrogen deposition once the Project is
operational.
This assessment predicted that changes in
traffic flow as a result of the Project opening
would cause deterioration in some
designated habitats near the affected road
area. The proposals presented during the
Local Refinement Consultation included the
outcomes of these assessments and
information about a compensation package
of land to offset the predicted impacts. The
new land included in the Order Limits would
be acquired by the Applicant and
transformed from low-value biodiversity
areas, which are currently either farmland or
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landfill, into high-value mosaic habitats,
which are mostly woodland, and would
support a rich variety of plants and species.

The 120ha of nitrogen compensatory
planting north of the River Thames were
chosen because of its proximity to
designated sites that would be affected by
nitrogen deposition, and their links to existing
habitats.

The Applicant expects the latest proposals to
provide a biodiversity benefit, even
accounting for the impacts of nitrogen
deposition, which has necessarily been
assessed for the worst-case scenario.

In response to feedback received during the
Local Refinement Consultation, the Applicant
has refined the compensatory land
proposals, but this does not affect the
proposed land north of the River Thames.
Some land south of the River Thames has
been removed from the Order Limits, while
other smaller pieces of land have been
added. The total amount of compensatory
land north and south of the River Thames
has been reduced from 279ha to 246ha,
which the Applicant is satisfied would provide
sufficient compensatory habitats to offset the
predicted impacts of nitrogen deposition as a
result of changes to traffic flows once the
new road is open.

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022
Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1 - -
DpA’?I'E: October 2022 4871 National Highways Limited — all rights reserved



Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report

(6 of 6) Volume 5

Code Summary of issue(s) sd42(1)(a) & |s42(1)(b) & |s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) |s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change

As well as Environmental Statement (ES)
Chapter 5: Air Quality, and Chapter 8:
Terrestrial Biodiversity (Application
Document 6.1), more information about the
assessments of the impacts of nitrogen
deposition can be found in the Project Air
Quality Action Plan (Application Document
6.3, ES Appendix 5.6).

An additional proposal put forward during the
Local Refinement Consultation is that the
Applicant is proposing to change the route of
a gas pipeline diversion to avoid a scheduled
monument and veteran tree west of Orsett.
This would have a positive impact on
biodiversity compared with the previous
proposal at this location.

CNR18 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 2 4 The latest proposals presented during the No
concern about the direct Councll Local Refinement Consultation in May 2022
and indirect financial cost would have only a marginal impact on the
of the latest proposals for cost of the Project, while in many cases

the Project north of the provide improved mitigation to reduce

River Thames. impacts.

In some instances, the proposals would
reduce costs. For example, the updated
landscaping design at various locations
around the proposed A13/A1089/A122
Lower Thames Crossing junction and near
the proposed M25/A122 Lower Thames
Crossing junction would mean that less
excavated material would need to be
disposed offsite by road, reducing the

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032

Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1 4872 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022
DATE: October 2022 National Highways Limited — all rights reserved



Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report

(6 of 6) Volume 5
Code Summary of issue(s) sd42(1)(a) & |s42(1)(b) & |s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) |s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change
environmental impacts and costs of the
Project.
CNR19 | Comments expressing Pinsent Brentwood 12 18 | The proposals for the A13/A1089/A122 No
concern regarding the Masons LLP | Borough Lower Thames Crossing junction have been
latest proposals for the on behalf of | Council, designed in accordance with the Design
Project north of the River Port of Thurrock Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)
Thames. Some consultees | Tilbury Council (Highways England, 2019) standards
say the latest proposals London published in July 2019, with the designs
would reduce connectivity | Limited being reviewed against all standards
north of the River Thames. published since that date, up to March 2022.
Some consultees say the The detailed design for the Project would be
proposed A13/A1089/A122 carried out by our appointed Contractors in
Lower Thames Crossing accordance with the DMRB standards
junction would be published at the time of detailed design.
confusing for motorists, During the Local Refinement Consultation in
while others say the May 2022, the Applicant consulted on a link
Project should provide a from the A13 via the Orsett Cock junction to
better connection to the the A1089 southbound. This would improve
Port of Tilbury. access to the Tilbury area (including the Port
CNR20 | General comments - Thurrock 16 36 | Of Tilbury) from the A13, A128 and the No
expressing concern about Council Project nor_thbounql anc_J southbound, while
the latest proposals for the also reducing traffic using some Iocgl roads
Project north of the River in Thurrock compared with the previous
Thames, in particular the proposals. The change was made in
design of the proposed response to feedback from key stakeholders.
A13/A1089/A122 Lower Before the Project is operational, signage
Thames Crossing junction would be installed along the new road and
compared with the within the tunnel to ensure the route
previous proposals. performs safely and provides motorists with
timely notifications of road layouts and
destinations. All signage used would comply
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with the Department for Transport's Traffic
Signs Manual (DfT, 2022), which provides for
clear and well recognised designs consistent
across the UK and familiar to motorists.

In 2017, the Applicant considered an option
to provide a direct link road between the
then-proposed Tilbury junction and the Port
of Tilbury. However, this link was discounted
because traffic modelling highlighted a
number of drawbacks to the potential design
at Tilbury and the A13, including
unnecessary delays to freight journeys and
significant impacts on local roads. For more
information about the Tilbury Link Road, see
the Project Design Report (Application
Document 7.4).

Following the Local Refinement
Consultation, the Applicant amended the
proposed operational access arrangements
for the Project in the Tilbury area. These
changes include the provision of a bridge
over the Project for operational and
emergency access. These design changes
would not preclude construction of a junction
at Tilbury connecting the Project to the wider
road network, should this be pursued later.
Details about the construction and
operational access arrangements can be
found in Environmental Statement (ES)
Chapter 2: Project Description (Application
Document 6.1).
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CNR21 | Comments expressing - Essex 10 4 Since the Community Impacts Consultation | Yes

concern about the latest County in July 2021, the Applicant has continued to

proposals for utility Councll work with utility companies and affected

diversions north of the parties to develop the proposals for utility

River Thames, with works. This has resulted in some

consultees saying these refinements to the Order Limits and the

could have negative proposed land use to deliver these works.

impacts on local These changes seek to ensure the road and

communities compared the utility networks can be constructed and

with the previous operated in a way that considers local

proposals. Consultees communities and the environment.

express concern about the As set out during the Local Refinement

latest proposals and the Consultation in May 2022, the Applicant is

amount of land needed for proposing to change the route of a gas

utility diversions. pipeline diversion to avoid a scheduled

Some consultees express monument and veteran tree west of Orsett,

concern about the and to reflect updated construction

diversion of the high- knowledge since the original proposals. This

pressure gas pipeline results in minor changes to the Order Limits

closer to residents in along the length of the diversion route, which

Orsett. Other consultees would reduce the area needed for works

say that diverted overhead overall by approximately 2ha. This change

power lines would be responds to feedback from Cadent Gas and

affected by the activities of addresses concerns raised by the public

the East Tilbury and about impacts to veteran trees. The

Linford Gun Club. proposals for the pipeline’s construction and

operation have considered the proximity and
safety of local residents, are in accordance
with all relevant design guidance and
legislation and are subject to consultation
with the Health and Safety Executive.
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With regards to the impacts on the East
Tilbury and Linford Gun Club, part of the
Club’s site is needed to install a new
overhead electricity power line. This would
involve vegetation clearance in the north-
east of the site, and restrictions during
construction. Permanent rights would be
required in this area for the operation and
maintenance of the power line. The Applicant
is engaging with the occupants to support
their continued operation during the
construction and operation of the Project.

With regards to limits on land use near
Muckingford Road and South Ockendon,
permanent rights of access would be
required in some areas for the operation and
maintenance of the network by utility
companies.

North of Muckingford Road, following the
Community Impacts Consultation in July
2021, and ongoing engagement with UK
Power Networks, the Applicant is now
proposing a new way of delivering the
diversion of electricity lines in this location.
This is because more detailed investigations
have shown that what was previously
proposed would be incompatible with the
existing infrastructure in this location.

The residents of Linford would see a new

type of pylon replacing an existing one and
would continue to see approximately 300m
of existing overhead power lines that were
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previously proposed to be laid underground.
There would not be a significant change in
visual effects, compared with the existing
setting.

Following the Local Refinement
Consultation, the Applicant updated
proposals for the overhead power lines
above Linford. As a result, there are now no
residential properties in Linford within the
Order Limits where existing overhead power
lines would require restringing and no
residential properties would be affected by
the proposed works to existing overhead
power lines where these are being retained
in their current location. This would reduce
the construction impacts on local people
compared with the previous proposals.

At M25 junction 29, following discussions
with the utility company (Cadent Gas), a
solution has been identified to avoid diverting
a high-pressure gas pipeline to the south-
east of the junction. The updated proposal
addresses concerns raised by the landowner
about potential impacts on future
development. It also removed the proposed
substation on North Road. This change
would require the relocation of the Warley
Street compound to the east of its previously
proposed location due to its proximity to the
retained pipeline.

At South Ockendon, the Applicant had
previously proposed a diversion of the gas

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022
Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1 - -
DpA’?I'E: October 2022 4877 National Highways Limited — all rights reserved



Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report

(6 of 6)

Volume 5

Code

Summary of issue(s)
raised

s42(1)(a) &
s42(1)(aa)

s42(1)(b) &
s42(1)(c)

s42
(1)(d)

sS47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
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pipeline that supplied Barking Power Station.
This proposal, following engagement with the
pipeline owner, has been revised to the
capping off and removing of sections of the
pipeline that the Project interfaces with. This
has resulted in a reduced land requirement
in the area, as presented at the Local
Refinement Consultation, and would remove
any associated restrictions on the land use
for that asset.

CNR22

Comments expressing
concern regarding the
location of the latest
proposals for the Project
north of the River Thames,
such as at Tilbury Fields,
with consultees saying
alternative locations should
be considered.

Thurrock
Council

As part of the Project’s design and
development process, the Applicant
considered different locations for Tilbury
Fields, consulting on a revised location
during the Local Refinement Consultation in
May 2022. The previous proposals were for
a 45ha site on the northern banks of the
River Thames, west of the North Portal. This
land was considered suitable due to its
proximity to the Project and the fact that the
site of the former Tilbury Power Station is
going through a phase of restoration and
improvement and would have been suitable
for reuse as publicly accessible land.
However, in line with feedback received
during the Community Impacts Consultation,
the Applicant moved the location of Tilbury
Fields in order to accommodate proposals
for a new Thames Freeport on part of the
previously proposed site.

The revised location and design of Tilbury
Fields include redesigning the environmental

No
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mitigation and open space provision, new
Public Rights of Way, as well as changes to
construction access in the area. The current
site is considered the optimal location for the
new publicly accessible area. More
information about Tilbury Fields is included in
the Project Design Report (Application
Document 7.4).

CNR23 | Comments expressing Pinsent Gravesham 0 0 Where appropriate, traffic modelling and Yes
concern that the traffic Masons LLP | Borough environmental assessments of the impacts of
modelling and on behalf of | Council, the latest proposals were published during
environmental Port of Essex the Local Refinement Consultation in May
assessments used in the Tilbury County 2022. The consultation materials included 12
development of the latest | London Council pages of information and maps explaining
proposals for the Project Limited the predicted traffic changes, and six pages
north of the River Thames of information about the air quality and noise
are inadequate, with impacts in areas affected by changes in
particular reference to the traffic flows at the junction. The assessments
newly proposed link road were carried out based on robust traffic
connecting the Orsett Cock modelling and a comparison of
junction and the A1089. environmental impacts with the link road in
Consultees request further place cpmpared wit_h the previous version of
assessments on the the Project without it.
operational traffic impacts The air quality and noise impacts of the new
at the Orsett Cock junction link road from the Orsett Cock junction to the
and at the proposed A1089 have been fully assessed and are
A13/A1089/A122 Lower presented in the Environmental Statement
Thames Crossing junction. (ES), in particular ES Chapter 5: Air Quality

and Chapter 12: Noise and Vibration
(Application Document 6.1), which form part
of this application for development consent.
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CNR24 | Comments expressing Pinsent Thurrock 4 32 | Traffic modelling and environmental impact | No
concern about the Masons LLP | Council information relating to this change was
proposed A1089 link road, | on behalf of published during the Local Refinement
in particular that this new | Port of Consultation Guide in May 2022. Traffic
connection would make Tilbury modelling predicts that the Orsett Cock
the existing Orsett Cock London junction would continue to operate
junction congested. Some | Limited acceptably with the addition of the proposed
consultees say the addition A1089 link. The Applicant is proposing to
of traffic lights at Orsett install additional traffic lights at the Orsett
Cock junction would cause Cock junction, with modelling predicting this
additional congestion. would improve the flow of traffic.
For more information about traffic modelling,
see the Traffic Forecasts Non-Technical
Summary (Application Document 7.8).
CNR25 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 8 27 | The Project proposals submitted for our No
concern that the latest Council application for development consent,
proposals for the including the A13/A1089/A122 Lower
A13/A1089/A122 Lower Thames Crossing junction, have been
Thames Crossing junction designed in accordance with the Design
north of the River Thames Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)
would make the roads (National Highways, 2019) standards
more dangerous. published in July 2019, with the designs
Consultees say the being reviewed against all standards
complexity of the junction published since that date, up to March 2022.
would cause incidents, The detailed design for the Project would be
which would in turn cause carried out by the appointed Contractors in
an increase in traffic and accordance with the DMRB standards
congestion on local roads published at the time of detailed design.
in Thurrock. Safety has been prioritised during the design
of the Project. For example, the Project
would include features, such as the parallel
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connector roads on the A2/M2 and the

relocated off-slip linking the M25 northbound
traffic to junction 29, which would reduce the
likelihood of unsafe lane changes (weaving).

The Project would also feature the latest
available safety systems, including variable
mandatory speed limits, red-X lane signalling
to support incident management, emergency
areas, stopped vehicle detection systems,
CCTV, and emergency areas for road users
to access in case of an incident. Incident-
management plans and protocols would play
a key part in minimising the impact of
incidents.

Speed limits within the tunnel and along the
route would be enforced using the latest
available technology. On the open road
sections of the Project, enforcement is
expected to be via speed detection cameras
and police patrols.

Design standards are updated by the
Applicant regularly based on knowledge
gained from constructing and operating
major road schemes and would ensure the
Project operates safely. For more information
about the Project design, see the Project
Design Report (Application Document 7.4).

CNR26 | Comments expressing Pinsent Essex 17 7 The latest proposals presented for the No
concern that the latest Masons LLP | County Project north of the River Thames during the
proposals for the Project on behalf of | Council, Local Refinement Consultation in May 2022,
north of the River Thames | Port of are expected to have a positive impact on
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would lead to negative Tilbury Thurrock the local economy, in line with the predicted
economic impacts in the London Council impact of the wider Project.
area. Consultees say Limited The Thames Freeport is expected to deliver
congestion would increase up to 25,000 new jobs and this proposed
on local roads, impacting new development would be better connected
local businesses. to the rest of the UK if the Project is
Some consultees say there implemented. To support the wider
would be a reduction in regeneration of the Thames Estuary area,
productive farmland as a the Applicant amended proposals for Tilbury
result of the latest Fields, moving the location of the proposed
proposals for open space to accommodate the Thames
compensatory land. Freeport proposals.
The Project’s latest proposals would reduce
the impacts on roads north of the River
Thames by reducing the number of Heavy
Goods Vehicle journeys required during the
construction phase. They would also,
compared with the previous proposals,
reduce the impacts on some local roads
during the operational phase through the
implementation of the new link road from
Orsett Cock junction to the A1089.
The Applicant has carried out Agricultural
Land Classification surveys, the results of
which are described in Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 10: Geology and
Soils (Application Document 6.1). These
surveys assess the Project’s impact on the
‘best and most versatile land’ (Grades 1, 2
and 3a) and explain how impacts on
farmland would be minimised.
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The Applicant has also assessed the impact
of the Project on the viability of farm
businesses (see ES Chapter 13: Population
and Human Health (Application Document
6.1)), including aspects such as the
proportion of land taken (temporarily or
permanently), changes to access routes, and
disruption to drainage and water supplies.
CNR27 | Comments expressing - - 1 6 The revised proposals presented during the | No
concern that the latest Local Refinement Consultation in May 2022
proposals north of the are expected to have some impact on the
River Thames would have Project’s greenhouse gas emissions.
a negative impact on Changes to earthworks consulted on during
climate change and the Local Refinement Consultation, including
emissions due to the heights of embankments, would have
encouraging further use of carbon emission benefits by reducing the
motorised transport, which volume of excavated materials that would
could compromise need to be transported offsite during
Governmental construction, which would reduce the
commitments to carbon number of Heavy Goods Vehicle journeys
reduction. Some needed north of the River Thames.

consultees express
concern that there is a lack
of mitigation included in
the proposals.

As part of the Development Consent Order
application, the Applicant has explained how
the relevant legislative and policy
requirements in relation to climate change

Some consultees say the impacts are met. An Environmental Impact
change to the road cutting Assessment (EIA) has been carried out,
depth is an attempt to which is documented in the Environmental
reduce carbon emissions Statement (ES) (Application Documents 6.1,
and ask why there is no 6.2 and 6.3). ES Chapter 15: Climate

(Application Document 6.1), assesses the
Project’s impact on climate change, including
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updated carbon emissions greenhouse gas emissions during
data. construction and operation, and sets out the

proposed mitigation measures, including
those measures that are secured through the
outline Carbon and Energy Management
Plan (Application Document 7.19). The
assessment concludes that the increase in
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the
Project would not have a material impact on
the ability of Government to meet its carbon
reduction targets, in accordance with the
policy test set out in the National Policy
Statement for National Networks.

During construction, greenhouse gas
emissions would be minimised through the
design of the Project, such as incorporating
low-emission materials, using those
materials efficiently, reducing the distance
they would be transported, using zero-
carbon energy sources, and reducing and
beneficially reusing waste. By incorporating
these measures into the Project’s proposals,
the Applicant has already reduced emissions
during construction by over a third compared
with a scenario where those measures were
not employed. This represents a leading
position in the industry today and would
result in construction emissions equivalent to
1.76 million tonnes of carbon dioxide.

However, the Applicant is committed to going
further and to using the time available before
construction begins to explore ways of
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achieving greater reductions in emissions.
The outline Carbon and Energy Management
Plan therefore provides a framework within
which the Applicant and Contractors would,
working closely with industry partners, seek
to identify and develop innovative ways of
reducing the Project’s construction emissions
below today’s industry-leading position. The
outline Carbon and Energy Management
Plan also sets out the low-carbon solutions
that would be deployed by the Applicant to
manage and maintain the Project once it is
operational.

The Applicant has considered the additional
carbon emissions from road users that could
result from operation of the Project over a
60-year period and presented this
information in ES Chapter 15. The
Government has published its plans to
deliver the required net zero trajectory for
transport in the Decarbonising Transport
Plan (Department for Transport, 2021). The
Applicant has assessed that if the
trajectories set out in the plan are achieved,
it would lead to a reduction in the additional
road-user emissions attributable to the
Project of at least 76%, across the 60-year
appraisal period, compared with the more
conservative figure that results from the use
of national projections included in the current
version of the Department for Environment,
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Food and Rural Affairs’ Emissions Factors
Toolkit.
CNR28 | Comments expressing Pinsent - 8 13 | The proposals consulted on during the Local | No
concern that the latest Masons LLP Refinement Consultation in May 2022,
proposals for the Project on behalf of included changes to the flood protection near
north of the River Thames | Port of the North Portal, with earth bunds replaced
would increase the risk of | Tilbury by concrete retaining walls along the
flooding. Consultees London approach to the tunnel. These would improve
mention the changes to Limited flood protection for the North Portal and
flood mitigation measures could be built earlier in the construction
and the new proposals for programme, bringing better flood protection
Tilbury Fields, which they during the construction phase.
say would present a flood The new access arrangements between the
risk to the surrounding Tilbury Viaduct and the North Portal have
area during the Project’s allowed two attenuation ponds (for managing
construction and operation. storm water) to be moved into the footprint of
the Project, rather than being situated to the
west. This design would, as previously,
effectively manage water flow in the area
when required.
The impacts on flood risk and water
management during construction and
operation are assessed in Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 14: Road Drainage
and the Water Environment (Application
Document 6.1). The ES presents information
about proposed measures to mitigate any
adverse effects of the Project’s construction
on flood risk and water management.
In addition, an assessment of the risk of
flooding within the proposed Order Limits
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and other areas affected by the Project being
constructed and operated, is contained
within the Flood Risk Assessment
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix
14.6). This document also summarises all
national, regional and local legislation
directly or indirectly related to flood risk.
The Applicant’s proposals for road drainage
and the water environment, including the
new proposals for Tilbury Fields, have been
assessed for flood risk and there are no
likely significant effects predicted during the
Project’s construction phase or once it is
operational.
CNR29 | General comments Pinsent Thurrock 4 15 | The predicted environmental impacts of the | No
expressing concern that Masons LLP | Council changes proposed during the Local
the latest proposals for the | on behalf of Refinement Consultation were set out in the
Project north of the River | Port of Guide to Consultation (see Appendix T of
Thames would have Tilbury this report). Some changes would have
adverse impacts on the London positive impacts on the environment, such as
local environment Limited reduced impacts on areas of archaeological
compared with the importance, while other changes would have
previous proposals. negative impacts, such as increases in noise
Some consultees were in some areas due to revised traffic
concerned about increased forecasts.
traffic in the Rectory Road As a result of the introduction of the new
Conservation Area citing A1089 link road, there is expected to be a
potential air pollution as a reduction in traffic flows, compared with the
problem. previous proposals, on Brentwood Road, the
A1013 Stanford Road, and west of the
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proposed A13/A1089/A122 Lower Thames
Crossing junction on the M25 and A13.

In addition, once the Project is operational,
there are predicted to be increases in traffic,
compared with the previous proposals, on
Rectory Road/Conways Road between the
Orsett Cock junction and the A1089, on
Marshfoot Road, on the A1089 southbound,
and on the Project between the M25 and the
Al13.

There are no significant noise or air quality
effects predicted along Rectory Road,
Conways Road and High Road as a result of
changes in traffic flows resulting from the
latest proposals compared with the previous
proposals.

To assess the environmental impacts of the
operation of the Project, an Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) has been carried
out, which is documented in the
Environmental Statement (ES) (Application
Documents 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3). The ES
includes an assessment of the Project’s
impacts on different aspects of the
environment and presents the proposed
mitigation measures.

CNR30 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 14 24 | The Applicant consulted on revisions to the | No
concern that the latest Council, Project during the Local Refinement
proposals for the Project Essex Consultation in May 2022. North of the River
north of the River Thames County Thames, these included changes to Public
would lead to a loss of Council Rights of Way, revised utility works, new
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green space and Place landscaping, updated designs for Tilbury

agricultural land. Services Fields, and a package of compensatory land

Some consultees also to offs_e_t the predicted impacts of nitrogen

express concern that the deposition.

changes would lead to Many of these changes consulted on,

land sterilisation and doubt particularly the changes to utility works,

the changes would be involved removing land from the Order

positive for local Limits. The measure most substantially

communities. adding land to the Order Limits north of the

Others mentioned that the River Thames was the proposal for the

proposed public nitrogen deposition compensatory land,

which added 120ha of land to the Order

recreational area at Tilbur
y Limits north of the River Thames.

Fields is smaller than in

previous proposals and The sites for the compensatory land were
that it lacks car parking, selected in order that the Applicant would be
including parking facilities able to maximise the increase in biodiversity
for disabled people. by creating new habitats, such as

woodlands. The current usage of each site is
agricultural or landfill, meaning the sites
currently have a low biodiversity value and
provide little amenity for the public. The
Applicant’s acquisition of this land would
provide biodiversity benefits for the area and
the Applicant would aim to provide public
access to the compensatory land where this
is practicable and would not interfere with the
land’s primary purpose. Overall, the changes
to the Project presented during the Local
Refinement Consultation would not result in
significant loss of public amenity or
biodiversity, although some agricultural land
would be lost.
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The Applicant has carried out Agricultural
Land Classification surveys, the results of
which are described in Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 10: Geology and
Soils-(Application Document 6.1). These
surveys assess the Project’s impact on the
‘best and most versatile land’ (Grades 1, 2
and 3a) and explain how impacts on
farmland would be minimised.

The Applicant has also assessed the impact
of the Project on the viability of farm
businesses (see ES Chapter 13: Population
and Human Health (Application Document
6.1)), including aspects such as the
proportion of land taken (temporarily or
permanently), changes to access routes, and
disruption to drainage and water supplies.

At the Community Impact Consultation in
July 2021, the Applicant also consulted on
proposals for a new publicly accessible area
of open land around the North Portal, called
Tilbury Fields. Following the feedback
received during the Community Impacts
Consultation and the announcement of the
Thames Freeport at Tilbury, the design of
Tilbury Fields was changed to maximise the
use of the land next to the Thames in this
location to accommodate the Freeport.

The revised proposals for Tilbury Fields
include more recreational Public Rights of
Way than previously proposed, with links to
existing routes. It also increases the amount
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of mosaic habitat proposed and improves
connectivity to existing habitats. Overall, the
area of Tilbury Fields would remain at about
45ha.

With regards to parking, including for
disabled motorists, there is no public vehicle
access proposed for Tilbury Fields, with the
only vehicle access in this area being the
maintenance access to the North Portal and
for emergency vehicles.

The proposed landscaping at Tilbury Fields
would include accessible footpaths to the top
of the landform, which would connect with
the existing footpath network.

CNR31 | Comments expressing Forestry Thurrock 11 14 | The Applicant consulted on changes to the No
concern that the latest England Council, Project north of the River Thames during the
proposals for the Project Gravesham Local Refinement Consultation in May 2022.
north of the River Thames Borough The assessments of impacts presented in
would impact the Council, the Guide to Consultation set out the impacts
landscape and visual Essex on the environment and local people. Some
amenity of the area County of the proposed changes would have an
compared with previous Council impact on the landscape and visual impacts
proposals. Place of the Project north of the river.

Consultees express Services The landscaping changes to the proposed
concern that the changes A13/A1089/A122 Lower Thames Crossing
to landscaping at the junction would be carried out within the
proposed A13/A1089/A122 existing footprint of the junction, but would
Lower Thames Crossing replace some previously proposed planting,
junction and near the compared with the previous proposals.
proposed M25/A122 Lower The placing of clean excavated material from
Thames Crossing junction construction activities in these areas would
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would have a negative provide noise, landscape and visual benefits
visual impact on the area. near the junction for some nearby residents.
Consultees also express This is particularly apparent at Area F (see
concern that raising of the Appendix T of this report for the Local
proposed road near North Refinement Consultation materials). In this
Road would have visual location, the landscaping would provide
impacts on North partial screening of the junction, which would
Ockendon. make the Project less visible to residents of
The Whitecroft care home.
The new proposals for
Tilbury Fields were also The changes to the road level near North
mentioned, with concerns and South Ockendon would be implemented
that dumping excavated within the existing earthworks, so would not
material there would have be noticeable from North or South
a negative visual impact. Ockendon. The landscaping proposals near

the M25 and North Ockendon would provide
additional benefits, placing clean excavated
material from construction activities
alongside the new road, which would provide
landscape and visual benefits for some
nearby residents compared with the previous
proposals.

The revised proposals for Tilbury Fields
presented at Local Refinement Consultation
in May 2022 include seven landforms that
would act as a visual separation from the
more industrial East Tilbury and the
development expected at the Thames
Freeport.

The Tilbury Fields landscape proposals
would remain sympathetic to the historic
environment as with the previous design.
However, the newly proposed earthworks
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extend further north than previously,
providing an opportunity to screen the views
west from Coalhouse Fort to the emerging
development of Thames Freeport, which is
more industrial in nature.
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 7:
Landscape and Visual (Application
Document 6.1) includes an assessment of
the visual impact of the Project and its
junctions, while also setting out the proposed
mitigation measures.
CNR32 | Comments expressing - - 5 1 Following engagement with stakeholders, No
concern about the amount changes to the utilities design, and feedback
of land required for the from the Community Impacts Consultation in
latest proposals north of July 2021, the Applicant refined the Order
the River Thames. Limits in certain areas, presenting this
Comments include revised land information during the Local
concerns about additional Refinement Consultation in May 2022.
land required for new Land added to the Order Limits included four
infrastructure, such as the habitat compensation areas in Brentwood,
proposed new A1089 link Thurrock, Shorne Woods (in Gravesham)
road and the access roads and along the M2 corridor/Blue Bell Hill (in
and drainage ponds near the boroughs of Tonbridge and Malling, and
Tilbury Viaduct. Maidstone) to compensate for the potential
effects from nitrogen caused by the forecast
changes in traffic as a result of the Project.
The land within the revised Order Limits
increased from 22.2km? to 24.35km 2,
The majority of the 215ha increase in land is
accounted for in the new areas of
compensatory planting to offset the impacts
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of nitrogen deposition. This land would take
the form of new habitats, including woodland
planting.

The proposed A1089 link road would only
require a small additional amount of land
compared with the design of the junction
without it.

The drainage ponds near Tilbury Viaduct
have now been incorporated into the
footprint of the design in order to reduce the
amount of land required, compared with their
previous location west of the Project.

For more information about the design of the
Project, see the Project Design Report
(Application Document 7.4).

As a result of feedback received during the
Local Refinement Consultation, and the
conclusion of air quality assessments, the
Applicant reduced the land required for
nitrogen compensation to 246ha.

CNR33 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 0 2 Once the Project is operational, maintenance | No
concern about who would Council, on the Project and other routes on the
manage land or assets London strategic road network (SRN) such as
associated with the latest Borough of motorways and trunk roads, is the
proposals for the Project Havering responsibility of the Applicant, while

north of the River Thames. maintenance on local roads would be the
Of particular concern are responsibility of the local authority.

the A13 Orsett Cock The Applicant has considered carefully how
junction and the A127 the route would be maintained once in
walking, cycling and horse operation. Materials with low maintenance
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riding bridge. Consultees characteristics would be specified, and off-
express concern that carriageway access included wherever
maintenance costs would practicable to allow workers to maintain the
be a requirement of local road and its assets safely while minimising
authorities. lane or road closures.

The maintenance of the A127 walking,
cycling and horse riding bridge, would be
covered through routine safety inspections
on the network. Observations and defects
would be recorded by traffic officers and
network inspectors, which would then be
dealt with by maintenance crews.

The Applicant is working with stakeholders to
identify long-term custodians for any new
public open space or woodland planting
created by the Project as well as
maintenance and management requirements
and associated funding going forward. The
process for managing these new spaces, is
explained in the outline Landscape and
Ecology Management Plan (0LEMP)
(Application Document 6.7).

CNR34 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 9 22 | The Applicant published a number of No
concern that the latest Councll mitigation proposals for north of the River
proposals north of the Thames during the Local Refinement
River Thames would Consultation in May 2022. The redesign of
provide insufficient Tilbury Fields is an important mitigation
mitigation against the measure that would ensure Thames Freeport
impacts of the Project could be brought forward alongside the
compared with previous Project. The compensatory land package
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proposals. would offset the predicted impacts of
nitrogen deposition.
CNR35 | Comments opposing the _ ) 0 5 Thg refined o_Iesigns for landscaping at No
latest proposals for the various locations around the proposed _
Project north of the River A13/A1089/A122 Lower Thames Crossing
Thames, with consultees and M25/A122 Lower Thames Crossing
saying the changes would junctions would i_nvolve thg reuse of clean
make the impact of the excavated materla_l, reducmg the nL_meer of
Project worse than those Heavy quds Ve_hlcle journeys during _
previously proposed. pons‘;ructlon, which wo_uld have a_reductlon
Consultees express in noise and other environmental impacts.
concern over the new The proposals for 60km of new and
A1089 link road, the upgraded walking, cycling and horse riding
changes to landscaping in routes across the Project provide a
the Mardyke Valley and significant improvement in quantity and
near North Road, and the guality over the current facilities near the
new location for Tilbury Project. North of the River Thames, the
Fields. Applicant presented plans during the Local
CNR36 Sl_Jgge_stions for further - Thurro_ck 8 11 giftlgaetwse ?(t) ﬁr?;? fﬁg ?]t;?ir:z;gelrgglseegegg new No
mitigations beyond the Council Coalhouse Fort, Coalhouse Fort Battery and
latest proposed changes Bowaters Battery to East Tilbury. These new
north of the River Thames. connections would create a variety of
Consultees say it is alternative routes that walkers, cyclists and
ne(;:essarr]y to further th horse riders in the local area could use.
Iratero?eczcet tNﬁelnmﬁ?gtS ofthe The Applicant also prese_nted proposals to
operational. One consultee create 279ha of new habitats to offset the
mentioned the need to predicted impacts of nitrogen deposition on
provide more Public Rights designated habitats. The proposed amount
of Way. of compensatory land was revised to 246ha
after the Local Refinement Consultation in
response to further assessments and
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 ] ]
Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1 4896 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022

DATE: October 2022

National Highways Limited — all rights reserved




Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report

(6 of 6) Volume 5
Code Summary of issue(s) sd42(1)(a) & |s42(1)(b) & |s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) |s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change
feedback from landowners. This overall
reduction reduced the impact on some of the
landowners’ while continuing to offset the
environmental impacts of nitrogen
deposition. Overall, the measures proposed
during Local Refinement Consultation
included substantial mitigation and
compensation measures, designed to reduce
the Project’s impacts on the environment and
local communities.
For more information about the proposals
presented during that consultation, see
Appendix T of this report.
CNR37 | Comments expressing Transport Thurrock 19 91 | Overall, the latest proposals published by the | No
concern that the latest for London, | Council, Applicant during the Local Refinement
changes north of the River | Pinsent London Consultation in May 2022 are predicted to
Thames would increase Masons LLP | Borough of reduce the amount of traffic once the Project
congestion once the on behalf of | Havering is operational.
Project is operational. Port of The proposed Orsett Cock to A1089 link
Consultees say the latest | Tilbury road would improve access to the Tilbury
proposals would increase | London area from the A13 and the Project
traffic, which would create | Limited northbound and southbound, while also
congestion on local roads, reducing traffic using local roads in Thurrock.
in particular Brentwood The change was made in response to
Road, Rectory Road and feedback from key stakeholders.
Conways Road due to _ _ _
congestion at the Orsett Howeve;r, the new link road is predicted to
Cock junction. see an increase in traffic flows, compared
with the previous proposals, on Rectory
Some consultees say there Road/Conways Road, Marshfoot Road, the
has not been sufficient A1089 southbound, and southbound traffic
traffic modelling to account
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for impacts from the on the Project between the M25 and the
Thames Freeport, Al3.
Brentwood Enterprise Information about which developments have

Park, and proposed
residential developments

been included in the traffic forecasts can be
found in the Transport Forecasting Package

in the area. (Application Document 7.7, Combined
Some consultees Modelling and Appraisal Report, Appendix
commented on the new C).

operational access near
Tilbury Viaduct, saying it is
too close to the North

The Thames Freeport and Brentwood
Enterprise Park were not included in the
Applicant’s traffic modelling because they did
Portal. not have sufficient maturity at the cut-off date
for the traffic modelling, which was
September 2021. Neither site had a
submitted planning application at that time.
However, the Applicant has been engaging
with the developers of both sites to agree
provisions for access and to ensure both
proposed developments can be brought
forward alongside the Project.

More information about engagement with
Thames Freeport and Brentwood Enterprise
Park and other major developments near the
Project can be found in the Interrelationships
with other Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects and Major
Development Schemes (Application
Document 7.17), included as part of this
application for development consent.

The newly proposed access arrangements
situated between the North Portal and
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Tilbury Viaduct have been located so that
they could potentially accommodate further
development in the future.

The Applicant is proposing to monitor traffic
levels on the strategic and local road
networks during the Project’s operational
phase. More information about this can be
found in the Wider Network Impacts
Management and Monitoring Plan
(WNIMMP) (Application Document 7.12).
The WNIMMP is secured in Schedule 2 of
the draft Development Consent Order
(Application Document 3.1).

CNR38 | Suggestions that the - Thurrock 5 11 | The Project’s connection to the A13 is No
Applicant should consider Councll essential for providing the connections that
alternatives to including would support sustainable local development
the Orsett Cock junction to and regional economic growth in the medium
A1089 link road, including to long term.
adding the Tilbury Link The Orsett Cock to A1089 link road was

Road to the Project. added in response to feedback from

Thurrock Council, maintaining an existing
link while also reducing traffic on local roads
in Thurrock.

The newly proposed operational access
arrangements in the Tilbury area would not
preclude construction of a junction at Tilbury
connecting the Project to the wider road
network, should this be pursued later.

More information about route options can be
found in the Planning Statement (Application
Document 7.2) and more about the junction
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design can be found in the Project Design
Report (Application Document 7.4).
CNR39 | Suggestions regarding the | Pinsent - 8 2 In response to feedback from the London No
construction phase and the | Masons LLP Borough of Havering, during the Local
latest proposals for the on behalf of Refinement Consultation in May 2022, the
Project north of the River Port of Applicant proposed moving the M25
Thames. Suggestions Tilbury compound to the south of Moat Lake Fishing
include the relocation of London Lake in order to reduce the impact on a Site
the M25 compound further | Limited of Importance for Nature Conservation.
west from its newly More information on construction compounds
proposed location, and that can be found in the Environmental Statement
the new Orsett Cock (ES) Chapter 2: Project Description
junction to A1089 link road (Application Document 6.1) with the
should include noise proposed mitigation set out in the Code of
barriers. Construction Practice (Application Document
6.3, ES Appendix, 2.2).
Noise barriers are not proposed along the
new Orsett Cock junction to A1089 link road.
However, there would be embedded
earthworks such as earth bunds and
cuttings, and low-noise road surfacing along
this new link to help reduce traffic noise.
Further information is included in the Project
Design Report (Application Document 7.4).
CNR40 | Suggestions related to the | Pinsent Thurrock 10 1 The links that have been provided to the No
design of the latest Masons LLP | Council Project have been decided upon after
proposals for the Project on behalf of assessment of the economic and
north of the River Thames. | Port of environmental benefits, the impacts on traffic
These include a Tilbury
suggestion that the
Applicant provide improved
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local access to the Project | London flow, cost, and feedback from the public and
and to employment Limited stakeholders
locations such as the The Applicant is satisfied that the proposed
Thames Freeport. links to the local and strategic road networks
offer the optimal balance between these
factors in order to promote sustainable local
development and regional growth.
More information about junction design can
be found in the Project Design Report
(Application Document 7.4).
CNR41 | Suggestion that any land - - 2 0 The relevant local planning authorities are No
used and acquired by the responsible for planning for future
Applicant for the Project developments, details of which are included
should not prejudice in their local plans. To understand future
developments in aspirations for growth, the Applicant has
neighbouring land. For assessed the development plans within
example, landowners ask those local plans that are relevant and that
that access arrangements are sufficiently advanced. For more
for future developments be information about how the Applicant has
secured. assessed developments in the wider area,
see Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter
16: Cumulative Effects Assessment
(Application Document 6.1). Assessments of
the relevant local plans can be found in the
Planning Statement (Application Document
7.2).
CNR42 | Suggestions about the - Brentwood 5 6 Strategic development of national transport | No
latest proposals for the Borough infrastructure, such as public transport, is the
Project north of the River Council, responsibility of the Department for
Thames, including that the Transport (DfT), local authorities and in
funds for the Project be put some areas, the Mayor of London. The
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to alternative use, such as Thurrock Applicant is responsible for managing the
improvements to active Council strategic road network (SRN) in England.

travel and public transport. The Scheme Objectives for the Project were
agreed between the Applicant and the DfT
and are set out in the Need for the Project
(Application Document 7.1). The Scheme
Objectives include the requirement to relieve
the congested Dartford Crossing.

Investment in local cycling and walking
facilities is normally the responsibility of the
relevant local authorities. However, within
the National Policy Statement for National
Networks, there is an expectation that
negative impacts on walking, cycling and
horse riding should be mitigated by major
road projects. In line with this, the Applicant
has developed proposals for maintaining,
improving and upgrading the active travel
network near the Project, through over 60km
of new and upgraded walking, cycling and
horse riding routes.

More information about the proposals for
walking, cycling and horse riding can be
found in the Project Design Report
(Application Document 7.4). More
information about the Scheme Objectives
can be found in the Need for the Project
(Application Document 7.1).

CNR43 | Suggestions related to - - 5 0 A number of amendments to proposed utility | No
utility diversions that form diversions North of the River Thames were
part of the proposals north
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of the River Thames. published during the Local Refinement in
Suggestions for a revised May 2022.
alignment for the gas The proposal to revise the alignment of the
pipeline to south of Baker gas pipeline near Baker Street would avoid a
Street and that it would be scheduled monument west of Orsett. The
possible to mitigate the new alignment of the pipeline would also
visual impact of any avoid disturbing a veteran tree. There are no
proposed substations. plans to revise the alignment to south of
Baker Street because this would require
additional land to be acquired, including
potentially the demolition of properties.
The Applicant would make efforts to reduce
the visual impact of any proposed
substations, using careful location, trees,
vegetation and landscaping to minimise the
impacts.
The new gas pipeline proposals are set out
in Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 2:
Project Description (Application Document
6.1), as are any proposals to site new
substations as part of the Project.
CNR44 | Suggestions that the Pinsent Thurrock 6 2 In 2017, the Applicant considered an option | No
Project include, or make Masons LLP | Council to provide a direct link road between the
provisions for, the on behalf of then-proposed Tilbury junction and the Port
construction of a junction Port of of Tilbury. However, this link was discounted
at Tilbury, with consultees | Tilbury because traffic modelling highlighted a
saying this would redirect | London number of drawbacks to the potential design
Heavy Goods Vehicles Limited at Tilbury and the A13, including
away from local traffic, unnecessary delays to freight journeys and
would provide easier significant impacts on local roads. For more
access on to the A13 and information about the Tilbury Link Road, see
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A1089, and create the Project Design Report (Application
stronger links to the Document 7.4).
Thames Freeport, which Following the Community Impacts
would facilitate economic Consultation in July 2021, the Applicant
growth. proposed changes to the operational access
arrangements in the Tilbury area. These
changes include the provision of a bridge
over the Project for operational and
emergency access and were designed, in
consultation with key stakeholders, with
possible future development in mind, helping
to avoid a potentially disruptive rework at a
later date. Information about the operational
access arrangements that were consulted on
during the Local Refinement Consultation in
May 2022 can be found in Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 2: Project
Description (Application Document 6.1) and
in Appendix T of this report.
CNR45 | Comments expressing Pinsent Essex 7 6 These comments have been noted. No
support for the latest Masons LLP | County
proposals for the design of | on behalf of | Council,
the Project north of the Port of Thurrock
River Thames. Consultees | Tilbury Council
say the proposed A1089 London
link road would reduce Limited
traffic on the local road
network. Consultees also
say the new link road
would improve connectivity
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between the Project and
the Port of Tilbury.
CNR46 | Comments expressing Natural - 4 4 No
support for the latest England
proposals for the Project
north of the River Thames,
with consultees saying
they would have a more
positive impact on the
environment compared
with the previous
proposals.
CNR47 | General comments Pinsent Essex 3 22 No
supporting the latest Masons LLP | County
proposals for the Project on behalf of | Council
north of the River Thames, | Port of
including those saying they | Tilbury
are an improvement on London
those presented previously | Limited
and that previous feedback
had been listened to and
problems addressed.
CNR48 | Comments expressing Pinsent Essex 1 11 No
support for the latest Masons LLP | County
proposals for the Project on behalf of | Council,
north of the River Thames, | Port of Thurrock
with consultees saying the | Tilbury Councll
Project would improve London
traffic flow and congestion, | Limited
particularly along the
A1013 and A1089 through
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the Orsett Cock junction.
These include comments
that any changes that
improve traffic flows should
be introduced as soon as
possible.

CNR49 | Comments expressing Natural London 0 2 No
support for the latest England Borough of
proposals for walking, Havering
cycling and horse riding
provision north of the River
Thames. Consultees say
these would better connect
green spaces and reduce
severance. Consultees
mention the new bridges
across the A127 and new
footpaths around
Coalhouse Fort.

CNR50 | Comments expressing Natural Thurrock 5 8 No
conditional support for the | England Council
latest proposals for the
Project north of the River
Thames. These include
comments that, while
opposed to the Project
overall, consultees believe
the changes are an
improvement on the
previous consultation
particularly around

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032

Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1 4906 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022
DATE: October 2022 National Highways Limited — all rights reserved



Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report
Volume 5

(6 of 6)

Code Summary of issue(s) sd42(1)(a) & |s42(1)(b) & |s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) |s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change
junctions and mitigations
for new housing.
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15.4.30

15.4.31

15.4.32

15.4.33

15.4.34

15.4.35

15.4.36

15.4.37

15.4.38

Issues raised in response to open Question 2a

Table 15.8 below presents the Applicant’s responses to the issues raised, in
particular the feedback and issues raised in response to open question Q2a in
the consultation response form, which was as follows:

Q2a: Please let us know the reasons for your response and any other
comments you have on the proposed changes to our plans for walking, cycling
and horse-riding routes. If you’re providing feedback on specific changes,
please refer to these in your response to this question.

For reference, the open part of Question 2a above referred to the closed part of
the same question which was as follows:

Q2a: Do you support or oppose the proposed changes to our plans for walking,
cycling and horse-riding routes?

For more information about how consultees responded to closed questions in
the consultation response form, see Section 15.3 of this report.

The issues raised that relate to changes to walking, cycling and horse-riding are
summarised in Table 15.8. Where issues were raised in response to Q2a that
relate to another topic, those issues can be found in one of the other tables in
this chapter.

The Applicant has fully considered all of the responses received, Table 15.8
explains how the Applicant has had regard to those issues raised and the
Applicant’s response is presented in the penultimate column of the table.

The final column of the table identifies where the Applicant has made a change
to the Project in line with the issues raised during this consultation.

In some instances, where similar issues have been raised and identified in
the first column of the table, the Applicant has responded to with a
combined response.

Information presented in Table 15.8
The information presented in Table 15.8 is the following:
a. ‘Code’ is a unique code assigned to each issue for reference purposes.

b. ‘Summary of issue(s) raised’ is a summary of the issues raised by
respondents, either directly in response to Q2a or to another question in the
response form but covering similar topics.

c. ‘s42(1)(a) & s42(1)(aa) states which prescribed consultees (if any) that
raised that issue. Prescribed consultees are explained in Section 4.3 of
this report.

d. ‘s42(1)(b) & s42(1)(c) states which of the local authorities (if any) raised
that issue and/or whether the Greater London Authority raised it also.
The local authorities included in this list are set out in Section 4.3 of
this report.
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e. ‘s42(1)(d) states how many respondents with a land interest raised
that issue.

f. ‘s47 & s48’ states how many members of the public raised that issue.

g. ‘The Applicant’s response’ presents the Applicant’s response to the issue(s)
raised and explains how the Applicant has had regard to the issue(s).

h. ‘Project change’ states whether the issue(s) raised resulted in a change to
the Project.

I. ‘Yes’indicates that changes to the Project proposals have been made
since the Local Refinement Consultation in line with the issue(s) raised.
Some changes have been made as a result of environmental or
other assessments, as well as through consideration of
consultation responses.

ii. ‘N0’ indicates that the suggestions or requests did not result in a
change to the Project proposals.

Summary of issues raised relating to the proposed changes to
walking, cycling and horse riding routes and the Applicant’s
responses

15.4.39 Table 15.8 below summarises the issues raised relating to the proposed
changes to walking, cycling and horse riding routes and the Applicant's
responses to those issues raised.
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Table 15.8 Summary of issues raised relating to proposed changes to walking, cycling and horse riding routes and the
Applicant's responses

Code Summary of issue(s) s42(1)(a) & |s42(1)(b) & |s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change
WCH1 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 4 16 | The latest proposals for walking, cycling and horse | No
concern that the latest Council riding routes would improve the network north and
proposals for walking, south of the River Thames, compared with
cycling and horse riding previous proposals. Upgrades such as the newly
would have negative proposed walking, cycling and horse riding bridge
impacts on active travel. over the A127 west of M25 junction 29 would
Some consultees say that improv_e safety and make active travel more
routes in the area would be appealing.
closed or diverted during The Applicant consulted on the impacts on walking,
construction and that the cycling and horse riding routes during construction
network of Public Rights of as part of the Community Impacts Consultation in
Way in the area would not July 2021. The construction phase would have
be usable until the Project significant impacts on Public Rights of Way
is operational. (PRoWs) and the proposed network of new and
) upgraded routes north and south of the River
WCH2 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 2 ® | Thames would not be optimal until the construction | NO
concern that the latest Council phase is complete.
proposals for walkers, . o
cyclists and horse riders The A_ppllcant would, howeyer, maintain the_
during the construction usability of the_network during the construction
phase would limit local phase by building some new or upgraded routes
residents’ ability to use early in Fh_e construction programme to me_tintai_n
paths and routes. conne_ct!vny and by prgwdlrjg temporary diversions
for existing PRoWs. Diversion routes for PRoWs
would be determined through discussions with the
local highway authority closer to the start of the
construction phase because other factors may
need to be taken into account such as other works
in the nearby area.
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Code

Summary of issue(s)
raised

s42(1)(a) &
s42(1)(aa)

s42(1)(b) &
s42(1)(c)

s42
(1)(d)

sS47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

Information about which PRoWs and roads would
be affected during construction can also be found
in the Streets Subject to Temporary Restrictions of
Use Plans (Application Document 2.8) and
Schedule 3 of the draft Development Consent
Order (DCO) (Application Document 3.1). More
information about the proposals for walking, cycling
and horse riding can be found in the Project Design
Report (Application Document 7.4). More
information about the construction impacts of
PRoWs can be found in the outline Traffic
Management Plan for Construction (Application
Document 7.14).

WCH3

Comments expressing
concern that the Project
would take away land that
is used to keep and graze
horses, making the area
less suitable for horse
riders. Consultees ask why
the Applicant would build
more bridleways if there is
nowhere nearby to keep or
care for horses.

The Applicant is proposing to implement a network
of new and upgraded bridleways to make horse
riding, along with walking and cycling, more
appealing once the Project is operational.

The changes include seven new green bridges with
walking, cycling and horse riding facilities, as well
as three new equestrian standard bridges across
the M25 and A127. More information about the
proposed network of bridleways and other Public
Rights of Way can be found in the Project Design
Report (Application Document 7.4).

The Project would have some impacts on existing
equestrian facilities, such as the Foxhounds Riding
School. The Applicant consulted on impacts to the
school during the Local Refinement Consultation in
May 2022, saying that it may experience temporary
impacts during construction, but the Applicant
would work with the school to support their
continued operation during the construction phase.

No
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More information about the Project’s impacts on
private recreational facilities can be found in the
Planning Statement (Application Document 7.2,
Appendix D).
WCH4 | Comments expressing Forestry London 9 9 The Applicant consulted on revised proposals for No
concern that the latest England Borough of walking, cycling and horse riding during the Local
proposals for walking, Havering, Refinement Consultation in May 2022, including a
cycling and horse riding do Thurrock proposed bridge over the A127 west of M25
not include detailed Councll junction 29 and other routes. The exact design of
information about route routes, bridges and surfacing would be considered
surfacing and widths, during the detailed design stage, with the most
which consultees say is appropriate option being used for each route.
important in determining Surfacing and widths would be chosen according to
the quality of the routes. the predicted usage, surrounding context, and with
Some consultees ask accessibi_lity requirements ta_ken into accoun_t as
whether bridges and mgch_ asis reaspnably practicable. Thg Design
routes would be accessible Prlnc_:lples (Appllcatlon Document 7.5) list the
for wheelchairs, detailed c_jeS|gn stan_dards th_at would be adhe_red
pushchairs and to, ensuring all waIIgng, cycling gnd horse riding
non-standard cycles. provision is accessible and provides improved
connectivity for all users.
WCHS | Comments expressing Higham Thurrock 0 9 | The Project Design Report (Application Document | NO
concern about the Parish Council 7.4) includes indicative information about surfacing
surfacing materials to be | Council for new and upgraded routes, although the final
used as part of the latest details of these features would be determined by
proposals for walking, the appointed Contractor within the parameters of
cycling and horse riding. the Development Consent Order and in
Consultees say there is not accordance with the appropriate design standards.
enough information about _ ,
what surfacing materials Where walkers, _cycllsts and horse riders share
would be used. routes, the Applicant would ensure they are able to
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WCH6 | Suggestions that the ) London 1 2 do so saf_ely by providing appropriate width and No
surfacing used for Public Borough of segregation where practicable.

Rights of Way is suitable Havering More information about the proposed network of
for all users designated for walking, cycling and horse riding routes can be
each route. Some found in the Project Design Report and in the
consultees say all routes Design Principles (Application Document 7.5),
should be wheelchair which includes information about the relevant
accessible. Some design standards.

consultees also suggest

that horse riders are

separated from walkers

and cyclists on shared use

paths to avoid conflict and

damage to surfacing.

WCH7 | Comments expressing Forestry London 3 14 | The Applicant’s strategy for maintaining, upgrading | No
concern about the latest England, Borough of and improving the walking, cycling and horse riding
proposals for walking, Shorne Havering, networks near the Project has been to examine the
cycling and horse riding, Parish Thurrock existing network and how this could be improved,
saying the designs are not | Council Council, considering which areas around the Project it
good enough. Essex would be most advantageous to link or provide
Some consultees say the County access to, and how working with the existing
routes around the Tilbury Council network could best facilitate this.

Viaduct are poorly All new routes would be designed to the latest
designed, while others say standards, for example, where the Applicant is
some proposed bridleways proposing new cycle routes that follow the
are too close to hazardous alignment of an existing road, the cycle track would
sites such as a solar farm be separated from motor traffic. Where walkers,
and a landfill site. cyclists and horse riders share routes, the
Some consultees say the Applicant would ensure they are able to do so
location of new routes safely by providing appropriate width and
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would not be useful to local segregation where practicable. The proposals were
people. formulated after engagement with stakeholder

- groups including local authorities, Sustrans,

WCH8 | Comments expressing Forestry Thurro_ck 8 44 Cycling UK, the Ramblers Association and the No
concern that the Iates'g England Councll British Horse Society.
proposals do not provide
adequate provision for The propos_als for _60I_<m of new and upgre_lded _
walking, cycling and horse routes prpwde a significant improvement in quantity
riding. Some consultees and.quallty over thg current facilities for walking,
say the proposals are a cycling and horse riding near the Project.
way for the Applicant to The proposed routes near the Tilbury Viaduct were
'tick a box' regarding active revised for the Local Refinement Consultation and
travel, but that not enough now link the proposed Tilbury Fields public
consideration has gone recreational area to East Tilbury and to Coalhouse
into ensuring useful Fort Coalhouse Fort Battery and Bowaters Battery.
connectivity. These routes form a useful and well-designed

section of the wider network of Public Rights of
Way.

All routes on the proposed network would be safe
for all users, including those that pass near landfill
sites or solar farms.

For more information about the proposed walking,
cycling and horse riding routes, see the Project
Design Report (Application Document 7.4).

The Design Principles (Application Document 7.5)
explain which standards would be applied to

new and upgraded walking, cycling and horse
riding routes.

WCH9 | Comments expressing - - 8 23 | The proposed provision for walking, cycling and No
concern that the latest horse riding has been informed by assessments of
proposals for walking, existing and predicted levels of demand near the
cycling and horse riding Project. To inform assessments and developments
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are unnecessary as there of route and facility proposals, the Applicant has
are already sufficient carried out counts of walkers, cyclists and horse
Public Rights of Way in the riders at key locations near the Project. For more
area and that existing information about these counts, see the walking,
routes should be left as cycling and horse riding surveys in the Transport
they are. Some consultees Assessment (Application Document 7.9).
say that new routes are not The Applicant also carried out a cross-boundary
necessary as they would strategic review of existing walking, cycling and
not be used due to low horse riding provision and potential need.
demand. This review has been shared with the relevant local
authorities so they can use it to support local
funding plans.
The proposals have also been informed by careful
consideration of the feedback received during
consultations, as well as numerous site visits and
meetings with stakeholders including landowners,
local authorities and user groups. The Applicant
has reviewed the sometimes competing demands
of users and landowners, and has ensured the
proposed facilities meet appropriate technical,
economic, safety and need tests. The Project
Design Report (Application Document 7.4) includes
more information about this review process.
WCH10 | Comments expressing Shorne Brentwood 13 41 | The Applicant has assessed the air quality impacts | No
concern about the latest Parish Borough of the Project, including on Public Rights of Way
proposals for walking, Council, Council, (PRoWSs), during construction and operation. The
cycling and horse riding. Forestry Thurrock assessment predicts that there would be areas
Consultees say the England Council, where air quality is likely to improve and areas
proximity of the routes to London where air quality is likely to worsen as a result of
the Project would mean Borough of the Project. Overall, the Project is not expected to
that air and noise pollution Havering result in significant adverse impacts on air quality in
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would directly impact the relation to human health when considering national
Public Rights of Way and European air quality target levels, and the
making them less pleasant Design Manual for Roads and Bridges LA 105
to use when the Project is standards (Highways England, 2019).
operational. As such, it is expected that all of the walking,
Some consultees comment cycling and horse riding routes proposed during the
on the use of e-scooters Local Refinement Consultation would be pleasant
and electric bicycles, and safe to use with regards to air quality and there
saying these would would be no significant impacts on human health
present a danger to other for users.
people using the routes. Electric cycles that meet the requirements to be
There is also concern classed as EAPCs (electrically assisted pedal
about the potential for cycles) can use any route on which normal pedal
antisocial behaviour, such cycles are permitted. They are speed-limited and
as the use of motorbikes are not considered a danger to other users.
and quad bikes being ‘
driven on rural routes. E-scooters currently are classed as powered
transporters’ and are treated as motor vehicles,
WCH11 | Comments expressing - - 5 7 although most do not meet minimum requirements | No
concern about the revised for legal road use, such as rear lights.
proposals for walking, The Government is trialling their use with a view to
cycling and horse riding on future legislation permitting e-scooters on roads,
the grounds that air but under current legislation they would be banned
pollution from the Project from the walking, cycling and horse riding network.
would make the routes Routes that pass through rural areas are likely to
unpleasant or unsafe to have barriers at access points, which make
use. non-standard cycles harder to accommodate.
The need for these barriers has been identified
after engagement with local authorities and
landowners, who have expressed concerns about
antisocial behaviour taking place along PRoWs,
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sometimes involving quad bikes and off-road
motorcycles.
More information about the proposals can be found
in the Project Design Report (Application
Document 7.4).
WCH12 | Comments expressing - - 2 5 The Applicant is committed to delivering the No
doubt that the latest proposals for walking, cycling and horse riding.
proposals for walking, These proposals are secured in the draft
cycling and horse riding Development Consent Order (Application
would be implemented by Document 3.1) and the Design Principles
the Applicant. Consultees (Application Document 7.5), meaning delivery of
say the proposals would the walking, cycling and horse riding proposals
be forgotten about and that would be a legally binding commitment for the
a lack of detail in the Applicant.
proposals is evidence that
the Applicant does not
intend to keep to its
commitments.
WCH13 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 4 8 The Applicant consulted on the predicted air quality | No
concern that the latest Council impacts on Public Rights of Way (PRoWs) and the
proposals for walkers, impacts on local people’s health during the
cyclists and horse riders Community Impacts Consultation in July 2021.
would negatively impact on For more information, see Appendix S of this
the health and wellbeing of report.
local people. Consultees Since then, the Applicant has carried out an
comment that air pollution Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to assess
from the Project would the likely air quality and health impacts once the
affect the health of anyone Project is operational. These assessments are
that makes use of the documented in the Environmental Statement (ES)
proposed routes, including Chapter 5: Air Quality, and Chapter 13: Population
pollution from vehicles, and Human Health (Application Document 6.1).
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dumped spoil and
particulate matter.

The assessments in Chapter 13 include
consideration of the impacts of the Project on
PRoWs.

As well as the assessments documented in ES
Chapter 13, the Applicant has carried out a Health
and Equalities Impact Assessment (HEQIA)
(Application Document 7.10), which considers the
Project’s impacts during construction and operation
on the health and wellbeing of local communities.
The HEQIA also considers the impacts on those
protected by equalities legislation, such as children,
the elderly, disabled people, and those with pre-
existing health conditions.

Once the Project is operational, it is predicted that
there would be no significant air quality impacts on
the health of people using PRoWs as a result of
changes in traffic flows and no mitigation is
required.

WCH14

Comments expressing
concern that noise from
the Project would make the
paths proposed as part of
the walking, cycling and
horse riding proposals
unpleasant to use.

The Applicant consulted on the predicted noise and
vibration impacts on Public Rights of Way (PRoWSs)
during the Community Impacts Consultation in

July 2021. For more information, see Appendix S of
this report.

Since then, the Applicant has carried out an
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to assess
the likely noise impacts once the Project is
operational. The assessment is documented in
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 12: Noise
and Vibration, and Chapter 13: Population and
Human Health (Application Document 6.1).

The assessment in Chapter 13 includes

No
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consideration of the impacts on PRoW, while also
setting out the proposed mitigation measures.

ES Figure 12.7 (Application Document 6.2)
presents information about where the proposed
operational noise mitigation measures would be
implemented, including low-noise surfacing,
earthworks and noise barriers.

Once the Project is operational, it is predicted there
would be noise reductions near the Dartford
Crossing and its approaches as a result of
reductions in traffic flows. Due to increases in traffic
flows, there would also be significant noise
increases near some roads that are some distance
away from the Project, including the A228 and
A229/Rochester Road corridors between the M2
and M20. In addition, there would be significant
noise increases in some areas near the Project,
including Riverview Park, East and West Tilbury,
Chadwell St Mary, Orsett, and some other isolated
properties. There are no significant vibration
impacts predicted during operation.

In addition, there would be significant noise
impacts where the Project is close to sensitive
receptors, including at Riverview Park, East and
West Tilbury, Chadwell St Mary, Orsett and
isolated locations along the Project route.

WCH15

Comments expressing
concern that the latest
proposals for walking,
cycling and horse riding
would have a negative

Forestry
England,
Transport for
London

12

During the Local Refinement Consultation in

May 2022, the Applicant consulted on a set of
refinements to the Project’s walking, cycling and
horse riding proposals. Each refinement included
an assessment of its impacts. Most of the changes

No
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impact on local wildlife and were assessed as having no significant impacts on
habitats. Consultees say biodiversity compared with the previous proposals.
that the latest proposals for The proposal for a new walking, cycling and horse
walking, cycling and horse riding bridge west of junction 29 of the M25 would
riding routes would require the removal of an area of Franks Wood and
damage existing habitats. Cranham Brickfields Site of Nature Conservation
Some consultees say that Interest, south of the A127. Some trees covered by
more green bridges should Tree Preservation Orders would need to be
have been added to removed to accommodate the new footbridge.
the Project. Replacement planting would be provided for any
trees or vegetation lost as part of construction of
the footbridge, with this secured in the draft
Development Consent Order (Application
Document 3.1) through the Environmental
Masterplan (Application Document 6.2,
Environmental Statement (ES), Figure 2.4) and
outline Landscape and Ecology Management Plan
(Application Document 6.6).
The Project contains seven new green bridges,
such as those carrying Thong Lane over the
Project and the A2/M2. For more information about
the proposed green bridges see the Project Design
Report (Application Document 7.4). The Applicant
is satisfied that green bridges have been proposed
in the optimal locations to provide habitat
connectivity, as well as improved walking, cycling
and horse riding provision.
WCH16 | Suggestions that the Forestry Thurrock 3 14 | The Project includes proposals to promote active No
proposals for walking, England, Council, travel through over 60km of new and upgraded
cycling and horse riding Transport for | Kent walking, cycling and horse riding routes.
should be expanded, London, County
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saying new routes should | Shorne Council, The Applicant is proposing to build seven new
connect with Shorne Parish London green bridges to provide crossings for people and
Woods Country Park and | Council Borough of wildlife and two new footbridges over the A127 and
other green spaces, as Havering one over the M25 to restore links severed by
well as the proposed new historic road building.
woodlands in the nitrogen A network of bridleways would provide an
deposition compensation uninterrupted route between woodlands such as
areas. Thames Chase Forest Centre, Hole Farm
One consultees suggested community woodland and the Mardyke in Essex,
that the wide verge and Ranscombe Farm Reserve, Ashenbank Wood
alongside the A226 from and Shorne Woods Country Park in Kent.
Gravesend to Higham The newly proposed public recreational areas at
could be used to provide a Chalk Park and Tilbury Fields would be accessible
walking, cycling and horse to the public for walking, cycling and horse riding,
riding route separated from with new Public Rights of Way linking to existing
motor traffic. There was routes where appropriate. For more information,
also a suggestion for a see the Project Design Report (Application
safe crossing point over Document 7.4).
the A226 for horse riders. It has not yet been decided whether the proposed
WCH17 | Suggestions that walking, | - - 0 3 areas of land intended for compensation for the Yes
cycling and horse riding impacts of nitrogen deposition would be open to
proposals should maximise the public. This would be decided on a per-case
access to open land and basis and would be conditional on any public
green spaces. access not interfering with the land’s primary
One consultee suggested purpose to provide new habitats and enhance the
the Brewers Road green region’s biodiversity.
bridge over the A2/M2 be Further to discussions with the British Horse
widened and another said Society and its request for an equestrian route
the impact of the parallel to the A226 Gravesend Road, the Applicant
temporary diversion of proposed during the local Refinement Consultation
National Cycle Route in May 2022 to redesignate the northern section of
(NCR)177 should consider
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s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

the impacts on woodland
and habitats.

footpath NG8 so it could be used by walkers,
cyclists and horse riders. This addresses feedback
from the British Horse Society that the previous
proposal, which used the footpath and verge along
the A226 Gravesend Road, was unsuitable due to
the narrow verge. The route would include a
signalised crossing over Gravesend Road, suitable
for walkers, cyclists and horse riders.

The width of the green bridge at Brewers Road is
constrained by the desire to create a habitat
corridor that integrates with the existing green
bridge over the High Speed 1 (HS1) railway.

In response to feedback received during the Local
Refinement Consultation, the Applicant has revised
proposals for a proposed alternative route for
National Cycle Route (NCR)177. This route south
of the A2/M2 was previously proposed to be built
for use during construction and then to become a
permanent feature. However, in response to
feedback received with regards to the proposed
route’s negative impacts on woodland and
biodiversity due to increased usage, now only a
temporary cycle route is proposed through Jeskyns
and Ashenbank Wood. This route would have
permissive rights for cycling, in addition to horse
riding, until the permanent National Cycle Network
(NCN) Route 177 has been constructed. As a
result of the change, there would be no permanent
impacts on woodland or habitat in these areas.

WCH18

Suggestions that more
measures should be

Thurrock
Council,

16

The Applicant has considered various options
during the development of the Project to provide

No
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included in the Project to Essex improved river crossings for walkers and cyclists.
promote active travel such County The options investigated include using the tunnel,
as more dedicated cycling Council upgrading the existing ferry, relocating the ferry,
infrastructure adjacent to building a separate bridge or cable car, and
the Project or active travel providing a shuttle service through the tunnel. All of
options within the crossing, these options have been rejected for reasons
such as a bicycle shuttle including lack of technical feasibility, operational
service crossing the River issues, lack of commercial viability, cost,
Thames through environmental impacts and poor safety.
the tunnel. Latent demand for walking and cycling across the
River Thames at the Project crossing point is low
and therefore unlikely to unlock enough trips to
make the required infrastructure for a shuttle
service economically viable. In addition, journey
times and distances for a shuttle would be
excessive because the most suitable collection and
drop-off points would be at the proposed
M2/A2/A122 Lower Thames Crossing junction and
as far north as the proposed A13/A1089/A122
Lower Thames Crossing junction. For more
information about the proposed walking, cycling
and horse riding routes, see the Project Design
Report (Application Document 7.4).
WCH19 | Suggestions for how the Forestry London 4 1 The Applicant is proposing to provide two bridges | No
design of the latest England Borough of for walking, cycling and horse riding over the A127,
walking, cycling and horse Havering, one east and one west of junction 29 of the M25.
riding proposals could be Kent These new bridges would help maintain the
improved. Suggestions County existing east-west walking-cycling route along the
include ensuring routes are Council, A127, while also improving connectivity north-south
well-served with crossings Thurrock across this major highway.
in areas such as the A127, Councll
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and that signage is of a Working with local authorities, the Applicant would
high quality. upgrade and improve the existing signage, as well
as providing new signage where new routes for
walking, cycling and horse riding are implemented.
The Applicant would develop a signage strategy in
collaboration with the relevant local authority, to be
implemented by the appointed Contractor, which
would account for local signage standards, as well
as national standards.
WCH20 | Suggestions that the latest | - - 0 10 | The Scheme Objectives for the Project were No
proposals for walking, agreed between the Applicant and the Department
cycling and horse riding for Transport and are set out in the Need for the
should be implemented Project (Application Document 7.1). These
regardless of whether the objectives include the requirement to relieve the
Project goes ahead or not. congested Dartford Crossing and its approach
Some consultees say the roads. The Project proposals have been assessed
improvements should be as the optimal response to the objectives set. The
made instead of proposals for walking, cycling and horse riding
constructing roads or that routes form an integral part of the Project and
funds spent designing and would only be implemented as part of the wider
promoting the Project Project.
would have covered the
cost of improving these
routes.
WCH21 | Suggestions for improving | Forestry - 1 1 The design of crossings would be finalised at the No
the safety of walking, England detailed design stage, taking into account the
cycling and horse riding relevant standards and guidance, with the aim of
routes. Consultees request providing safety and comfort for all users.
that junctions and Local Transport Note (LTN)1/20 provides guidance
crossings are well for route design and best practice and is not a
designed, particularly standard. Nevertheless, LTN1/20 has informed the
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where walking, cycling and preliminary design of all the walking, cycling and
horse riding routes meet horse riding routes and would continue to do so at
roads and motor traffic. the detailed design stage. For more information
One consultees says that about the proposed routes, see the Project Design
the Local Transport Note Report (Application Document 7.4). The Design
(LTN)1/20 standard should Principles (Application Document 7.5) sets out
be applied to cycle which design standards would be adhered to at the
infrastructure design. detailed design stage.
WCH22 | Comments expressing Transport for | Medway 2 13 | These comments have been noted. No
support for the latest London, Council,
proposals for walkers, Forestry Thurrock
cyclists and horse riders as | England Council,
the design is appropriate. Tonbridge
Consultees comment that and Malling
the extra routes would Borough
allow more options and Council,
increased connectivity for London
walkers, cyclists, and Borough of
horse riders to get around Havering,
and to access green Essex
spaces. In particular, County
consultees highlight the Councll
proposed bridge over the
A127 west of the M25
junction 29 as a positive
change. Support is also
given for designation
changes to parts of the
route both in reverting
back to footpaths
and upgrading the
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designation of parts of the
routes to bridleways.

WCH23

Comments expressing
support for the latest
proposals for walking,
cycling and horse riding on
the grounds that they
would be good for the
environment. Consultees
say the proposals would
reduce the visual impacts
of the Project and lessen
the impact on wildlife and
habitats. There is support
for the proposal to widen
the Thong Lane
overbridge across the A2
by 10m and consultees
welcome the new bridge
over the A127, west of
M25 junction 29.

Thurrock
Council

11

WCH24

Comments expressing
support for the latest
proposals for walking,
cycling and horse riding,
saying they are an
improvement on the
previous proposals. Some
consultees express
support for the increased
routes. Some consultees

Cobham
Parish
Council

Thurrock
Council,
Brentwood
Borough
Council,
Kent
County
Council,
Essex
County

57

No

No

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032
Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/5.1
DATE: October 2022

4926

Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © - 2022
National Highways Limited — all rights reserved




Lower Thames Crossing — 5.1 Consultation Report

(6 of 6) Volume 5
Code Summary of issue(s) s42(1)(a) & |s42(1)(b) & |s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change
say Chalk Park Council,
would provide significant London
benefits. Borough of
Havering,
Medway
Councll
WCH25 | Comments expressing - Kent 3 5 No
support for the latest County
walking, cycling and horse Council,
riding proposals on the Thurrock
grounds that they improve Council
public health and
wellbeing. Consultees say
the routes would
encourage healthy
lifestyles by increasing
active travel. There was
praise for segregating
walkers, cyclists, and
horse riders from
motorised traffic.
WCH26 | Comments expressing Port of Kent 3 12 No
support for the revised London County
walking, cycling and horse | Authority Council
riding proposals, including
comments that consultees
only support the changes
as an improvement while
opposing the Project
overall.
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15.4.40

15.4.41

15.4.42

15.4.43

15.4.44

15.4.45

15.4.46

15.4.47

15.4.48

Issues raised in response to open Question 3a

Table 15.9 below presents the Applicant’s responses to the issues raised, in
particular the feedback and issues raised in response to open question Q3a in
the consultation response form, which was as follows:

Q3a: Please let us know the reasons for your response and any other
comments you have on our initial proposals for compensation area: M2 corridor
and Blue Bell Hill.

For reference, the open part of Question 3a above referred to the closed part of
the same question which was as follows:

Q3a: Do you support or oppose our initial proposals for compensation area: M2
corridor and Blue Bell Hill?

For more information about how consultees responded to closed questions in
the consultation response form, see Section 15.3 of this report.

The issues raised that relate to the proposed compensation area in the M2
corridor and Blue Bell Hill are summarised in Table 15.9 below. Where issues
were raised in response to Q3a that relate to another topic, those issues can be
found in one of the other tables in this chapter.

The Applicant has fully considered all of the responses received, Table 15.9
explains how the Applicant has had regard to those issues raised and the
Applicant’s response is presented in the penultimate column of the table. The
final column of the table identifies where the Applicant has made a change to
the Project in line with the issues raised during this consultation.

In some instances, where similar issues have been raised and identified in the
first column of the table, the Applicant has responded to with a combined
response.

Information presented in Table 15.9
The information presented in Table 15.9 is the following:
a. ‘Code’ is a unique code assigned to each issue for reference purposes.

b. ‘Summary of issue(s) raised’ is a summary of the issues raised by
respondents, either directly in response to Q3a or to another question in the
response form but covering similar topics.

c. ‘s42(1)(a) & s42(1)(aa) states which prescribed consultees (if any) that
raised that issue. Prescribed consultees are explained in Section 4.3 of this
report.

d. ‘s42(1)(b) & s42(1)(c) states which of the local authorities (if any) raised
that issue and/or whether the Greater London Authority raised it also. The
local authorities included in this list are set out in Section 4.3 of this report.

e. ‘s42(1)(d) states how many respondents with a land interest raised that
issue.
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f. ‘s47 & s48’ states how many members of the public raised that issue.

g. ‘The Applicant’s response’ presents the Applicant’s response to the issue(s)
raised and explains how the Applicant has had regard to the issue(s).

h. ‘Project change’ states whether the issue(s) raised resulted in a change to
the Project.

i. ‘Yes’ indicates that changes to the Project proposals have been made
since the Local Refinement Consultation in line with the issue(s) raised.
Some changes have been made as a result of environmental or other
assessments, as well as through consideration of consultation
responses.

ii. ‘N0’ indicates that the suggestions or requests did not result in a
change to the Project proposals.

Summary of issues raised relating to the proposed
compensation areas in the M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill and
the Applicant’s responses

15.4.49 Table 15.9 below summarises the issues raised relating to the proposed
compensation areas in the M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill and the Applicant's
responses to those issues raised.
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Table 15.9 Summary of issues raised relating to the proposed compensation areas in the M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill and the

Applicant's responses

Code Summary of issue(s) raised | s42(1)(a) & | s42(1)(b) & | s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
s42(1)(aa) | s42(1)(c) (1)(d) | s48 change

M2C1 Comments expressing - - 2 7 The proposals presented during the Local No

concern that the proposed Refinement Consultation in May 2022 are

M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill designed to compensate for the predicted

compensation area is not impacts of nitrogen deposition on sensitive

focused on compensating the habitats when the Project is operational.

adverse effects on human They are based on the latest assessments,

health as a result of the which include the impacts of ammonia from

Project, in particular the vehicle emissions on sensitive habitats.

impacts of nitrogen dioxide. Nitrogen deposition is predicted to have no

Consultees say that too much impact on human health. In addition, there

effort is being made to would be no direct impacts from nitrogen

compensate the impacts on deposition on animals; rather there would be

wildlife rather than people. indirect impacts on habitats, which

_ the proposed package of compensatory land

M2C2 Comments expressing - - 4 11 would address. No

concern that the inclusion of ) ]

the proposed M2 corridor and _The |n_1pact_s of th_e Project on human health,

Blue Bell Hill compensation including air quallt_y, are assessed separately

area indicates air pollution as part of the Envwonmen_tal Impact _

would increase in the area, Assgssment (EIA), which is documer_wteo! in the

with negative impacts on Environmental Statement (ES) (Application

human health. Documents 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3). ES Chapter 5:

_ Air Quality, and Chapter 13: Population and

Consultees are particularly Human Health (Application Document 6.1)

concerned about PMs (fine present the result of the assessments,

particulate matter) pollution. including any appropriate mitigation.

Some consultees are . . , ,

concerned that the air quality The Applicant s air quality assessments in ES

assessment does not account Chapter 5 take into account wind direction and
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for the impact of the the impact of PM_s (fine particulate matter) on
prevailing wind direction. human health.
M2C3 | Comments expressing - - 5 24 | The Applicant has developed the Project No
concern about the proposed following the mitigation hierarchy of ‘avoid,
M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill reduce, restore and compensate’. The
nitrogen deposition Applicg_nt p_resente_d the option_s for reducing
compensation area, saying it and m_|t_|gat|ng.the impacts of nitrogen
is wrong to allow existing dep03|t|or_1 during the_Local Refinement
habitats to deteriorate as a Consultation and setting out, where relevant,
result of the Project’s traffic the reasons why these potential measures
flows. were not practicable.
Some consultees ask what At the consultation the Applicant suggested it
mitigation there would be for v_vo_uld review whether the inclusion of_spee_d
animals and people affected limit enforcement on the M2 betW(_een junctions
by nitrogen deposition. 3 and 4 would be feasible. Following the Local
Refinement Consultation, the Applicant has
concluded that it would progress with speed
enforcement measures. More information can
be found in the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix 5.6).
M2C4 Comments expressing - Tonbridge 0 5 The C Variant was a proposal to build a bored | No
general concerns for the and Malling tunnel east of Gravesend, with an additional
proposed M2 corridor and Borough widening of the A229 between the M2 and
Blue Bell Hill compensation Council, M20. This was identified by the Department for
area. Some consultees say Maidstone Transport as a route option in 2009, with
this compensation is only Borough further investigations in 2013 indicating that the
required because Option C Councll potential benefits of this option would be
Variant was not explored negated by its cost and environmental impacts.
adequately. There are also The C Variant was again appraised by the
concerns that cross-boundary Applicant as part of the wider assessment of
cooperation would be potential route options in advance of the 2016
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s42
(1)(d)

s47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

required given the location of
the compensatory land within
the local authority areas of
Maidstone Borough Council,
Tonbridge and Malling
Borough Council, and Kent
County Council.

Non-Statutory Consultation. It was concluded
that this option would not help to transfer traffic
from the existing Dartford Crossing to the new
route, had substantial impacts on the Kent
Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty,
and would not meet the Scheme Objectives.

For those reasons it was not included in the
shortlist of options that were further refined and
presented during the 2016 Non-Statutory
Consultation. For more information, see
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 3:
Assessment of Reasonable Alternatives
(Application Document 6.1).

The compensation areas are required because
of the updated assessments that now include
ammonia in the methodology to establish the
impacts of nitrogen deposition.

The Applicant would be responsible for
coordinating the design, implementation, and
management of the compensation areas.
The Applicant is engaging with the relevant
local authorities on the compensatory land
package and would continue to do so during
the construction phase and when the new
habitats are established.

For more information about the assessments
of nitrogen deposition, see ES Chapter 5:

Air Quality, Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix 5.6)
and Chapter 8: Terrestrial Biodiversity
(Application Document 6.1).
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For more information about the options phase
of the Project, see the Planning Statement
(Application Document 7.2).
M2C5 Comments expressing - Medway 0 3 The Applicant has taken a landscape scale No
concern that the proposed Councll approach to nitrogen deposition compensation,
M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill to enable enhanced biodiversity and
compensation area would not connectivity predominantly through the planting
make a significant difference of new woodland.
to habitats. One consultee Nitrogen deposition compensation sites were
said it is unreasonable that selected using a robust site selection
there are no proposed methodology agreed with Natural England.
compensation areas in The search area consisted of all land parcels
Medway. within 2km of the cluster of affected sites in
M2C6 Comments expressing ) ) 0 17 | the area and so all parcels near to the No
concern about the location of proposed sites have been considered.
the proposed M2 corridor and The methodology included an assessment of
Blue Bell Hill nitrogen the ecological suitability of land parcels using
deposition compensation aproximity analysis. This considered proximity
area. and, therefore, connectivity to other important
Consultees express concern existing ec_ological features, planting provid_ed
that compensatory planting is by the Project as part of the Iandscape d_gS|gn
not being provided near to apd the area af_f_ected by potentlally_5|gn|f|cant
the areas most affected, nitrogen deposition changes. The size of the
which are those are in land parcel was also considered, with larger
Gravesham, Tonbridge and Iaqd parcels being categorised_ as more
Malling, and Medway;, suitable than smaller ones, which was the.
whereas the compensation case for the Blue Bell Hill compensation sites.
land is in Maidstone. No suitable sites were identified in the
Medway local authority area, and local
authority boundaries were not considered an
appropriate criterion to use in site selection for
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The Applicant’s response

Project
change

ecological function. However, the proposed
sites would build resilience of the affected sites
in neighbouring local authorities because they
would be part of a better-connected wider
ecological network.

More information about the site selection and
assessment process can be found in the
Project Air Quality Action Plan

(Application Document 6.3, Environmental
Statement (ES) Appendix 5.6).

M2C7

Comments expressing doubts
that the proposed M2 corridor
and Blue Bell Hill
compensation area would be
implemented. Some
consultees express concern
that these areas would be
used for future development.

The Development Consent Order
ensures specific use of the land within the
Order Limits for the Project, including
compensatory planting.

Compensatory planting to offset the predicted
impacts of nitrogen deposition on designated
habitats is identified within the Environmental
Masterplan (Application Document 6.2,
Environmental Statement (ES) Figure 2.4)
and the framework for the management of
the areas is presented in the outline
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan
(oLEMP) (Application Document 6.7).

The Environmental Masterplan is secured
through Requirement 5 of the draft
Development Consent Order (draft DCO)
(Application Document 3.1).

Any future development outside the land
required to construct, operate and maintain the
Project would be decided by the relevant local
planning authority or other relevant approval

No
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body. For more information about local
authority aspirations for future development,
refer to their relevant local plans.

M2C8

General comments
expressing concern that the
latest proposals for the M2
corridor and Blue Bell Hill
compensation area would
have an adverse
environmental impact due to
nitrogen deposition.

The proposals presented during the

Local Refinement Consultation in May 2022
to create new habitats across approximately
279ha of land, including land in the M2
corridor and Blue Bell Hill area, would offset
the impacts of nitrogen deposition resulting
from changes in traffic flow once the Project
is operational. These proposals would have
a positive impact on habitats in the area,

by creating new habitats and linking
existing ones.

In response to feedback received during the
Local Refinement Consultation, the Applicant
has refined the compensatory land proposals.
The total amount of compensatory land has
been reduced from 279ha to 246ha, which the
Applicant is satisfied would provide sufficient
compensatory habitats to offset the predicted
impacts of nitrogen deposition.

More information about the proposals for
providing compensatory land for nitrogen
deposition once the Project is open can be
found in the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, Environmental
Statement (ES) Appendix 5.6).

No

M2C9

Comments expressing
concerns that the latest
proposals for the M2 corridor

Tonbridge
and Malling

14

All compensatory land locations were
chosen due to their size and proximity to
several affected designated habitats, as well as

No
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and Blue Bell Hill Borough other designated sites that are not impacted by
compensation area would Council the operation of the Project.
disrupt wildlife and their The land chosen comprises agricultural land of
habitats. Consultees state low biodiversity value, so the creation of these
that replacing older, new habitats would not require the removal of
established habitats would established habitats of significant value.
take a long time, possibly . .
decades, to replace in-kind In converting arable land to new habitats, the
and that this would hamper Appllpant woulql seek to k_eep and, where
any biodiversity gains from practlcable,.to improve existing neutral
the mitigation. Consultees grassland, fleld margins, trees, hedger(_st and
also question the need for ditches. Thls woulo_l be as well as creating new
trees and hedges to be cut lowland mlxe_d deciduous woodland and
down for the Project, stating meadow habitats.
that this is unnecessary. Where practicable, tree planting would take
place early in the construction programme to
allow immature trees to grow and to improve
biodiversity. However, in other areas it would
be necessary to wait until works, such as utility
diversions and other construction had been
carried out. Tree planting takes time to
establish, which is why the assessment
considers the design after 15 years, as well as
at opening year in 2030. More mature trees
may be used in locations where this would
significantly reduce impacts.
Details of the types of the proposed habitats
and planting, and the framework for
implementing and managing the compensation
areas, including at the M2 corridor/Blue Bell Hill
can be found in the outline Landscape Ecology
Management Plan (Application Document 6.7).
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For more information about the Applicant’s
planting proposals, see Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 8: Terrestrial
Biodiversity (Application Document 6.1), which
includes information about the proposed
compensatory habitats.
M2C10 | Comments expressing - - 2 21 | The Order Limits for the Project increased Yes
concern that the proposed during the Local Refinement Consultation in
A2/M2 corridor and Blue Bell May 2022, following revisions to the Project,
Hill nitrogen deposition including the addition of 279ha of nitrogen
compensation area would deposition compensation areas.
require too much land. Since consultation, the Applicant has
Some consultees express considered feedback from landowners and
concern at the potential loss carried out additional assessments, revising
of food production capacity the amount of land required to 246ha. The
during the cost-of-living crisis. Applicant has assessed this as sufficient to
_ _ compensate for the nitrogen deposition
M2C11 | Comments expressing - Tonbridge 0 8 impacts. Yes
concern that the proposed and Malling _ , _
M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill Borough Further details about the site sglectlon and
compensation area would Council amendments to _the compensation .Iand can be
require too much land. Some found_ in Fhe Project Air Quality Actlon Plan
consultees express concern (Application Document 63 Environmental
that the uptake of electric Statement (ES) Appendix 5.6).
vehicles would make the land The land chosen comprises agricultural land of
take unnecessary. low biodiversity value, so the creation of these
new habitats would not require the removal of
established habitats of significant value.
The Applicant has carried out Agricultural Land
Classification surveys, the results of which are
described in ES Chapter 10: Geology and Soils
(Application Document 6.1). These surveys
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s42(1)(a) &
s42(1)(aa)

s42(1)(b) &
s42(1)(c)

s42
(1)(d)

s47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

assess the Project’s impact on the ‘best and
most versatile land’ (Grades 1, 2 and 3a) and
explain how impacts on farmland would be
minimised.

The Applicant has also assessed the impact of
the Project on the viability of farm businesses
(see ES Chapter 13: Population and Human
Health (Application Document 6.1)), including
aspects such as the proportion of land taken
(temporarily or permanently), changes to
access routes, and disruption to drainage and
water supplies.

The choice of land parcels reflects
consideration of various factors, including
recognition of the role of agricultural land, as
well as the need to compensate for the impacts
of nitrogen deposition.

Assessment of the predicted impacts of
nitrogen deposition on designated habitats is
conservative in its assumptions about the
transition to electric vehicles (EVs) because the
assessments are precautionary. Increased use
of EVs may reduce the impact of nitrogen
deposition over time, but the Applicant’s
assessments are designed to anticipate a
worst-case scenario and provide appropriate
compensation for this situation. More
information about the assessments can be
found the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix 5.6).
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(1)(d)

s47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

M2C12

Comments opposing the M2
corridor and Blue Bell Hill
compensation area, with
some consultees saying the
Applicant should reduce
traffic levels and others
saying the measures would
be ineffective.

3

25

As part of the nitrogen deposition assessment
process, the Applicant considered several
mitigation measures, including speed, speed
reductions between M25 junctions 27 and 26
and vertical barriers 9m high between roads
and potentially affected habitats. Speed
reduction measures and vertical barriers 9m
high were deemed to be insufficient to mitigate
the predicted effects or inappropriate.
Information about the mitigation and
assessments was presented during the Local
Refinement Consultation in May 2022.

Following further analysis, the Applicant has
concluded that speed enforcement on the M2
between junctions 3 and 4 would be technically
feasible, would have negligible traffic impacts,
and would reduce nitrogen deposition for some
designated sites along this section of the M2. A
commitment to provide this mitigation measure
is in the Register of Environmental Actions and
Commitments (REAC), which forms part of the
Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
(Application Document 6.3, Environmental
Statement (ES) Appendix 2.2). The measures
in the CoCP and REAC are secured in the draft
Development Consent Order (Application
Document 3.1).

The Applicant considers the final proposed
nitrogen compensation of 246ha, alongside any
proposed mitigation, to be a sufficient and
proportionate response to the risk of
degradation of habitats due to nitrogen

No
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s42(1)(a) &
s42(1)(aa)

s42(1)(b) &
s42(1)(c)

s42
(1)(d)

s47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

deposition as a result of changes in traffic flows
arising from the Project.

Natural England, the Government’s advisor on
nature conservation, is supportive of the
proposed measures and their effectiveness.

M2C13

Comments suggesting how
the proposed M2 corridor and
Blue Bell Hill compensation
area should be implemented,
with suggestions including
the planting of semi-mature
trees, sympathetic
landscaping, and maximising
biodiversity.

Forestry
Commis-
sion,

Kent Downs
AONB Unit

Medway
Council

The compensatory habitats would be designed
to maximise biodiversity, in the main replacing
existing agricultural land, which is typically low
biodiversity habitat.

The Applicant considered landscape character
and pattern when selecting appropriate
compensation areas. The compensation areas
would be designed to enhance and link with
nearby habitats in a sympathetic way,
wherever practicable. More information about
the species mix and management framework
can be found in the outline Landscape and
Ecology Management Plan (0LEMP)
(Application Document 6.7), which is secured
via Schedule 2 requirement 5 of the draft
Development Consent Order (Application
Document 3.1).

The development of the final design for the
nitrogen deposition compensation sites would
rely on input from stakeholders. The intention is
to use the advisory group set out in the oLEMP
to ensure that the sites are developed to
complement the existing environment,

including the landscape. The group would also
input into decisions on planting, access and
maintenance.

No
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s42(1)(c)
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(1)(d)

s47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

In converting arable land to new habitats, the
Applicant would seek to keep and, where
practicable, to improve existing neutral
grassland, field margins, trees, hedgerows and
ditches. This would be as well as creating new
lowland mixed deciduous woodland and
meadow habitats.

The proportion of newly created habitats would
be approximately 70% lowland mixed
deciduous woodland and 30% lowland
meadow, with the objective of creating a
mosaic of wildlife-rich habitats.

Where practicable, tree planting would take
place early in the construction programme to
allow immature trees to grow and to improve
biodiversity. However, in other areas it would
be necessary to wait until works, such as utility
diversions and other construction had been
carried out. Tree planting takes time to
establish, which is why the assessment
considers the design after 15 years, as well as
at opening year in 2030. More mature trees
may be used in locations where this would
significantly reduce impacts. For more
information about the Applicant’s planting
proposals, see Environmental Statement (ES)
Chapter 8: Terrestrial Biodiversity (Application
Document 6.1).

More information about the types of proposed
habitats and planting, and the framework for
implementing the landscape can be found in
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the outline Landscape Ecology Management
Plan (Application Document 6.7).
M2C14 | Comments suggesting - - 1 1 The Applicant followed a robust habitat site No
alternative locations for the selection methodology when identifying
proposed M2 corridor and suitable sites for compensatory land to offset
Blue Bell Hill compensation the predicted impacts of nitrogen deposition on
area. Suggestions include designated habitats.
using different areas of To identify potential areas for compensation
agricultural land nearby and the Applicant engaged with Natural England
moving the land south-west and the relevant local planning authorities. Part
to an area that is already of the site selection process, which was agreed
proposed as a flood with Natural England, was the removal of sites
compensation area and that contained known environmental
attenuation pond. constraints such as being prone to flooding or
forms part of the Project’s existing flood
mitigation proposals.
At the Local Refinement Consultation in May
2022, the Applicant proposed to acquire four
privately owned parcels of agricultural land for
nitrogen deposition compensation areas in the
M2 corridor/Blue Bell Hill area.
As a result of ongoing assessments and after
considering alternative suggestions for land
parcels received as feedback during the Local
Refinement consultation in May 2022, the
Applicant removed 32ha from the Order Limits
and proposed to create an additional
compensation area of 9ha of land to the east of
Burham. Following this change, and other
refinements, the total area of compensatory
land across the Project would be 246ha, which
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has been assessed as sufficient to offset the
predicted environmental impacts on designated
habitats.
More information about the site selection
process and the land parcels can be found in
the Project Air Quality Action Plan (Application
Document 6.3, Environmental Statement (ES)
Appendix 5.6).
M2C15 | Comments making design Forestry - 0 2 The Applicant consulted on proposals for No
suggestions for the proposed | Commis- compensatory land during the Local
M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill | sion Refinement Consultation in May 2022 and has
compensation area, including subsequently revised some of the land parcels.
additional paths to green The consultation materials described the
spaces, maintenance of the proposed locations of the land parcels, the
woodland, access tracks for types of habitat that would be created, and
forestry equipment, and their purpose.
widening of Bell Lane in Detailed design, such as the width and location
Botley for ease of access to of access routes and whether they would
residents and businesses. include Public Rights of Way, would be carried
out by the appointed Contractor within the
parameters set by the Development Consent
Order. The Applicant would also seek input
from stakeholders. As set out in the outline
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan
(oLEMP) (Application Document 6.7), an
advisory group would ensure the sites are
developed to complement the existing
environment, including the landscape. The
group would also input into decisions on
planting, access and maintenance.
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M2C16 | Comments suggesting that - Tonbridge 0 3 Following the Local Refinement Consultation in | Yes
additional assessments are and Malling May 2022, the Applicant completed
carried out for the proposed Borough assessments and refined the compensation
M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill Council proposals. This includes in the M2 corridor and
nitrogen deposition Blue Bell Hill.
compensation area. The final outcome of these assessments, and
One consultee suggests the the compensation package, can be found in the
Applicant should publish Environmental Statement (ES) in particular ES
information setting out what Chapter 5: Air Quality, and Chapter 8:
contribution each Terrestrial Biodiversity (Application Document
compensation site would 6.1) and in the Project Air Quality Action Plan
make towards offsetting the (Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix 5.6).
negative impacts of nitrogen The ES includes information setting out what
deposition. contribution each compensation site would
Another consultee suggests make towards offsetting the predicted impacts
assessing whether the land of nitrogen deposition on designated habitats.
should be protected by deer New woodland would be protected by fencing
fencing. until it is established. This is outlined in more
detail in the outline Landscape and Ecology
Management Plan (Application Document 6.7).
Any permanent structures or fencing, including
deer fencing, would be outlined in the detailed
design phase. None would be installed that
would impact the primary function of the
compensation area.
M2C17 | Comments suggesting Kent Downs | - 1 2 The provision of Public Rights of Way in the No
additional measures for AONB Unit proposed M2 corridor and Blue Bell Hill
walking, cycling and horse compensation area may be provided in the
riding near the proposed M2 future, if deemed appropriate and should this
corridor and Blue Bell Hill
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s42(1)(c)

s42
(1)(d)

s47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

compensation area.
Suggestions include
providing improved footpaths
and bridleways to allow
access to the proposed
compensatory land.

access not interfere with the primary aim of the
compensation area.

M2C18

Comments supporting the
proposed M2 corridor and
Blue Bell Hill compensation
area as it would be beneficial
to the environment by
absorbing emissions
generated from the M2.

Cobham
Parish
Council

M2C19

Comments expressing
general support for the
proposed Gravesham and
Shorne Woods compensation
area, as well as the overall
environmental/landscape/
habitat improvements that the
Project will bring without
providing further detail.

Natural
England

Maidstone
Borough
Council,
Tonbridge
and Malling
Borough
Council

25

M2C20

Comments supporting the
proposed M2 corridor and
Blue Bell Hill compensation
area as it would create a new
green space. Consultees
express support for the
additional nature connectivity,

Kent Downs
AONB Unit,
Forestry
Commis-
sion

These comments have been noted.

No

No

No
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particularly between Malling,
Westfield and Frith Wood.

M2C21

Comments expressing
conditional support for the
proposed M2 corridor, new
green space development,
and Blue Bell Hill
compensation area.
Consultees state that if the
Project must go ahead, then
the compensation area is
appropriate, but that they
oppose the Project in
general.

Tonbridge
and Malling
Borough
Council

No
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15.4.50

15.4.51

15.4.52

15.4.53

15.4.54

15.4.55

15.4.56

15.4.57

15.4.58

Issues raised in response to open Question 3b

Table 15.10 below presents the Applicant’s responses to the issues raised, in
particular the feedback and issues raised in response to open question Q3b in
the consultation response form, which was as follows:

Q3Db: Please let us know the reasons for your response and any other
comments you have on our initial proposals for compensation area: Gravesham
and Shorne Woods.

For reference, the open part of Question 3b above referred to the closed part of
the same question which was as follows:

Q3b: Do you support or oppose our initial proposals for compensation area:
Gravesham and Shorne Woods?

For more information about how consultees responded to closed questions in
the consultation response form, see Section 15.3 of this report.

The issues raised that relate to the proposed compensation area in Gravesham
and Shorne Woods are summarised in Table 15.10 below. Where issues were
raised in response to Q3b that relate to another topic, those issues can be
found in one of the other tables in this chapter.

The Applicant has fully considered all of the responses received, Table 15.10
explains how the Applicant has had regard to those issues raised and the
Applicant’s response is presented in the penultimate column of the table. The
final column of the table identifies where the Applicant has made a change to
the Project in line with the issues raised during this consultation.

In some instances, where similar issues have been raised and identified in the
first column of the table, the Applicant has responded to with a combined
response.

Information presented in Table 15.10
The information presented in Table 15.10 is the following:
a. ‘Code’ is a unique code assigned to each issue for reference purposes.

b. ‘Summary of issue(s) raised’ is a summary of the issues raised by
respondents, either directly in response to Q3b or to another question in the
response form but covering similar topics.

c. ‘s42(1)(a) & s42(1)(aa) states which prescribed consultees (if any) that
raised that issue. Prescribed consultees are explained in Section 4.3 of this
report.

d. ‘s42(1)(b) & s42(1)(c) states which of the local authorities (if any) raised
that issue and/or whether the Greater London Authority raised it also. The
local authorities included in this list are set out in Section 4.3 of this report.

e. ‘s42(1)(d) states how many respondents with a land interest raised that
issue.
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f. ‘s47 & s48’ states how many members of the public raised that issue.

g. ‘The Applicant’s response’ presents the Applicant’s response to the issue(s)
raised and explains how the Applicant has had regard to the issue(s).

h. ‘Project change’ states whether the issue(s) raised resulted in a change to
the Project.

i. ‘Yes’ indicates that changes to the Project proposals have been made
since the Local Refinement Consultation in line with the issue(s) raised.
Some changes have been made as a result of environmental or other
assessments, as well as through consideration of consultation
responses.

ii. ‘No’ indicates that the suggestions or requests did not result in a
change to the Project proposals.

Summary of issues raised relating to the proposed
compensation areas in Gravesham and Shorne Woods and the
Applicant’s responses

15.4.59 Table 15.10 below summarises the issues raised relating to the proposed
compensation areas in Gravesham and Shorne Woods and the Applicant's
responses to those issues raised.
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Table 15.10 Summary of issues raised relating to the proposed compensation areas in Gravesham and Shorne Woods and
the Applicant's responses

Code Summary of issue(s) s42(1)(a) & s42(1)(b) & | s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project
raised s42(1)(aa) s42(1)(c) (1)(d) |s48 change
GSw1 Comments expressing - - 2 3 During the Local Refinement No
general concern that the Consultation in May 2022, the Applicant
latest proposals for the consulted on proposals for compensation
Gravesham and Shorne land to offset the predicted impacts of
Woods compensation area nitrogen deposition when the Project is
would have adverse operational.
impacts on local The new land is being acquired for its
communities. Consultees biodiversity benefits, but some of this
say they would lose views land may be made accessible to local
of the Saxon church from people for recreation if appropriate. The
the nearby footpath near potential environmental impacts of the
Woodlands Lane as a proposed nitrogen deposition
result of tree planting. One compensation sites have been
consultee said tree considered within the Environmental
planting would not be Statement (ES) (Application Documents
appropriate next to a 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3). ES Chapter 13:
school due to child Population and Human Health
safeguarding risks. (Application Document 6.1) assesses the
impact of the Project on local people and
communities. ES Chapter 7: Landscape
and Visual (Application Document 6.1)
assesses visual impacts on the
surrounding landscape. Detailed design
of the compensation areas would be
agreed by the advisory group set out in
the outline Landscape and Ecology
Management Plan (oLEMP) (Application
Document 6.7). The oLEMP is secured
via Schedule 2 Requirement 5 of the draft
Development Consent Order (Application
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Document 3.1). The oLEMP includes a
commitment that the nitrogen deposition
compensation sites would avoid
significant effects on other receptors and
take opportunities to enhance public
access and landscape.
With regards to views of the Saxon
church from the footpath near Woodlands
Lane, any woodland planting would be
appropriate to the surrounding landscape
character and context. Where
appropriate, woodland planting has been
proposed in locations shown in the
Applicant’'s Environmental Masterplan
(Application Document 6.2, ES Figure
2.4) which is secured in the Applicant’s
draft Development Consent Order
(Application Document 3.1).
The Applicant does not consider that tree
planting near a school would present
significant safeguarding risks.
GSW2 Comments expressing - - 1 5 The land being acquired south of the No
concern that the latest River Thames is agricultural land, with
proposals for the few existing health benefits for local
Gravesham and Shorne people or significant community benefits.
Woods compensation area No existing recreational areas of land
would have negative would be removed to accommodate the
impacts on local people's compensation areas.
health and wellbeing. Where designated sites (some of which
These ponsultees say are also used for recreation) are
recreational areas are impacted by nitrogen deposition, these
important to their health habitats would not be removed, nor
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and wellbeing, and the would they die out or be made unusable
proposals risk losing these, for recreational purposes, rather the
specifically Ashenbank quality of their habitats would deteriorate
Woods and Shorne (although this deterioration would be
Woods. offset by the proposed package of
compensatory land). This would be the
case with Shorne and Ashenbank
Woods, for example, which is one of the
designated areas that the assessment
predicts would be affected.
For more information about the impacts
on designated sites, see Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 5: Air Quality,
and Chapter 8: Terrestrial Biodiversity
(Application Document 6.1), and the
Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3,
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix
5.6).
GSW3 Comments expressing - - 1 2 Having carried out the revised No
concern that the latest assessment of the impacts of nitrogen
proposals for the deposition, which is in line with the latest
Gravesham and Shorne scientific opinion and discussions with
Woods compensation area Natural England, the Applicant consulted
would impact private on compensatory land proposals during
property. the Local Refinement Consultation in
One consultee says that May 2022.
some of the land taken for The land parcels south of the River
the Project would allow the Thames that the compensatory land
public to see into their would be situated on is currently
property and reduce their agricultural land, with none of the land
privacy. parcels directly impacting residential
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properties. Public access to
compensation land would only be
considered if appropriate.
For more information about the land that
would be acquired for the Project, see the
Land Plans (Application Document 2.2).
For information about why each plot of
land is required, see the Statement of
Reasons (Application Document 4.1).
GSw4 Comments expressing - Gravesham 0 2 The Applicant followed a robust Yes
concern that the Borough methodology when identifying suitable
Gravesham and Shorne Council sites for compensatory land to offset the
Woods nitrogen deposition predicted impacts of nitrogen deposition
compensation area is in on designated habitats.
the wrong location. The To identify potential areas for
two fields north-east of compensation the Applicant engaged
Shorne Woods Country with Natural England and the relevant
Park and an area south of local planning authorities. Part of the site
the High Speed 1 (HS1) selection process, which was agreed with
railway at Church Road Natural England, was the omission of
are both highlighted as sites that featured known environmental
unsuitable. constraints or heritage designations.
Following feedback received during the
Local Refinement Consultation in May
2022 the Applicant removed 13ha of the
proposed 55ha compensation area
proposed for Gravesham and Shorne
Woods. This included removing the most
north-easterly proposed compensation
area, but the other field north-east of
Shorne Woods Country Park and the site
south of High Speed 1 (HS1) railway both
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remain part of the compensation land
package because they still fulfil the site
selection requirements.

More information about the sites chosen
for nitrogen deposition compensatory
land can be found in the Project Air
Quiality Action Plan (Application
Document 6.3, Environmental Statement
(ES) Appendix 5.6). Appendix 5.6). This
appendix includes information about sites
rejected by the Applicant.

GSW5

Comments expressing
concern that the
Gravesham and Shorne
Woods compensation area
would not be implemented.
Some consultees say the
land will be sold to
developers and built on.

The Development Consent Order
ensures specific use of the land within
the Order Limits for the Project, including
compensatory planting.

Compensatory planting to offset the
predicted impacts of nitrogen deposition
on designated habitats is identified and
secured within the Environmental
Masterplan (Application Document 6.2,
Environmental Statement (ES) Figure
2.4), and the framework for the
management of the areas is presented in
the outline Landscape and Ecology
Management Plan (oLEMP) (Application
Document 6.7). The Environmental
Masterplan is secured through
Requirement 5 of the draft Development
Consent Order (DCO) (Application
Document 3.1).

Any future development outside the land
required to construct, operate and

No
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maintain the Project would be decided by
the relevant local planning authority or
other relevant approval body. For more
information about local authority
aspirations for future development, refer
to their relevant local plans.

GSW6 Comments expressing -
concern that the latest
proposals for the
Gravesham and Shorne
Woods compensation area
would increase existing air
pollution by removing
existing woodlands and

habitats.

13

The compensatory planting proposals at
Gravesham and Shorne Woods
presented during the Local Refinement
Consultation in May 2022 would offset
the impacts of nitrogen deposition. The
new planting proposals would not require
the removal of any existing woodland.
Where designated sites are impacted by
nitrogen deposition, these habitats would
not be removed and nor would they die
out, rather the quality of their habitats
would deteriorate (although this
deterioration would be offset by the
proposed package of compensatory
land).

The assessment of nitrogen deposition
does not predict any impacts on human
health during construction or operation of
the Project.

More information about the air quality
assessments can be found in

Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 5:

Air Quality (Application Document 6.1)
and the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3,
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Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix
5.6).

GSW7

General comments
expressing concern that
the latest proposals for the
Gravesham and Shorne
Woods compensation area
would have an adverse
environmental impact.

The proposals presented during the Local
Refinement Consultation in May 2022
were to create new habitats across
approximately 279ha of land, including
land in the Gravesham and Shorne
Woods area. These new habitats would
offset the predicted impacts of nitrogen
deposition resulting from changes in
traffic flow once the Project is
operational. These proposals would have
a positive impact on biodiversity in the
area, by creating new habitats beneficial
to wildlife and linking existing ones.

In response to feedback received during
the Local Refinement Consultation, the
Applicant has refined the compensatory
land proposals to 246ha, which the
Applicant is satisfied would provide
sufficient compensatory habitats to offset
the predicted impacts of nitrogen
deposition.

More information about the proposals can
be found in Environmental Statement
(ES) Chapter 5: Air Quality, Chapter 8:
Terrestrial Biodiversity (Application
Document 6.1) and the Project Air Quality
Action Plan (Application Document 6.3,
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix
5.6).
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GSw8 Comments expressing - Gravesham 1 6 None of the proposed compensatory land | No
concern that the latest Borough parcels would affect ancient woodland,
proposals for the Council as the proposed land is currently used for
Gravesham and Shorne agricultural purposes.
Woods compensation area The Applicant has carried out Agricultural
would result in a loss of Land Classification surveys, the results of
existing ancient woodland which are described in Environmental
and agricultural land. Statement (ES) Chapter 10: Geology and
Consultees comment that Soils (Application Document 6.1). These
the land take of the latest surveys assess the Project’s impact on
proposals would be greater the ‘best and most versatile land’ (Grades
than previous proposals 1, 2 and 3a) and explain how impacts on
and question if the farmland would be minimised.
Applicant has considered _
the impact of this on the The Applicant ha_s also asses_sec_i _the
viability of the remaining impact of_ the Project on the viability of
farmland. Some farm bu§|nesses (see ES Chapter 13:
consultees also comment Popu!atlo_n and Human Health .
that the compensation (Application Document 6.1))_, including
area would not be as aspects such as the proportion of land
visually attractive as the taken (temporarily or permanentl_y), _
present existing green chang_es to access routes, a_nd disruption
spaces and would impact to drainage and water supplies.
on views of the land. The Applicant considered landscape
character and pattern when selecting
appropriate compensation areas. The
compensation areas would be designed
to enhance and link with nearby habitats
in a sympathetic way, wherever
practicable. More information about the
species mix and management framework
can be found in the outline Landscape
and Ecology Management Plan (oLEMP)
(Application Document 6.7), which is
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secured via Schedule 2 requirement 5 of
the draft Development Consent Order
(Application Document 3.1).
The development of the final design for
the nitrogen deposition compensation
sites would rely on input from
stakeholders. The intention is to use the
advisory group set out in the oLEMP to
ensure that the sites are developed to
complement the existing environment,
including the landscape. The group would
also input into decisions on planting,
access and maintenance.
GSW9 Comments expressing - Gravesham 2 1,459 | The Applicant has taken a landscape No
concerns that the latest Borough scale approach to nitrogen deposition
proposals for the Council compensation, to enable enhanced
Gravesham and Shorne biodiversity and connectivity
Woods compensation area predominantly through the planting of
would disrupt wildlife and new woodland on sites that are currently
their habitats. Consultees low-value biodiversity agricultural land.
say the replacement In converting arable land to new habitats,
habitats would take too the Applicant would seek to keep and,
long to establish for there where practicable, to improve existing
to be sufficient benefit, neutral grassland, field margins, trees,
putting owls, bats and hedgerows and ditches. This would be as
kestrels at risk. well as creating new lowland mixed
deciduous woodland and meadow
habitats.
The proportion of newly created habitats
would be approximately 70% lowland
mixed deciduous woodland and 30%
lowland meadow, with the objective of
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 . ]
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creating a mosaic of wildlife-rich habitats.
The proposal for the compensation sites
is to create a mosaic of wildlife-rich
habitat dominated by woodland.

Each site may have a different ratio of
habitats that is appropriate to that site.
The Project’s tree planting would typically
make use of immature trees, because
transplanting larger and more established
trees tends to be less successful. In
some cases, in line with requests from
Natural England, sites would be
encouraged to achieve habitat creation
through natural regeneration.

The assessment recognises that such
planting takes time to establish, which is
why the assessment considers the
design after 15 years. The mix of species
would be chosen to provide the least
disruption to the existing biodiversity. For
more information about habitat creation
proposals, see the outline Landscape
and Ecology Management Plan (oLEMP)
(Application Document 6.7).

GSW10

Comments expressing
concern that the latest
proposals for the
Gravesham and Shorne
Woods compensation
area would encroach
upon heritage assets in
the area, including

Kent County
Council,
Gravesham
Borough
Council

The selection criteria for the nitrogen
deposition compensation areas were
presented during the Local Refinement
Consultation in May 2022. This set out
the Applicant’s requirement that any
proposed compensatory land parcels
should, where practicable, exclude sites
that have heritage designations, such as

No
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potential archaeological
sites.

being within 200m of scheduled
monuments or Grade | or II* listed
buildings.

An area of proposed tree planting near
Shorne Ifield Road was moved during the
Local Refinement Consultation. Moving
this area of proposed compensatory tree
planting would avoid a significant impact
on the buried archaeology associated
with a Medieval settlement that has been
discovered north of Shorne Ifield Road,
while delivering the same level of
woodland planting compensation as
previously proposed during Statutory
Consultation in 2018. Although near
Shorne Woods, this was not one of the
land parcels intended to provide
compensation for the impacts of nitrogen
deposition.

The Applicant has considered and
assessed potential impacts on cultural
heritage across the Application Site,
including designated and non-designated
assets, and their settings. These
assessments are presented in
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 6:
Cultural Heritage (Application Document
6.1) which also includes the proposed
mitigation measures.

GSw11

Comments expressing
concern about the
Gravesham and Shorne

20

The Applicant is satisfied that the 246ha
of compensatory land proposed in the
application for development consent and
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Woods nitrogen deposition
compensation area, saying
it is wrong to allow existing
habitats to deteriorate as a
result of the Project
opening.

Some consultees question
the scientific evidence
supporting nitrogen
deposition and the
compensation package.

revised down from 279ha after
consideration of the feedback received
during the Local Refinement Consultation
in May 2022, would be sufficient to offset
the impacts of nitrogen deposition on
sensitive habitats. Natural England, the
Government’s advisor on nature
conservation, is supportive of the
proposed compensatory land measures,
their predicted effectiveness, and the
scientific evidence supporting the
Applicant’s precautionary assessments,
which set out the need to include this
additional land in the Order Limits.

The decision to make use of
compensatory habitats to offset the
impacts on existing designated sites is
justified given the requirements of the
Project and is line with the advice in the
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges
LA 105 Air quality (National Highways,
2019).

The results of the air quality modelling
are presented in Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 5: Air Quality
(Application Document 6.1) and the
Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix
5.6). ES Chapter 8: Terrestrial
Biodiversity (Application Document 6.1)
provides the assessment of the nitrogen
deposition changes and the
determination of significance on the
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ecological sites within the affected road
network.

The Applicant engaged with stakeholders
including Natural England, the Forestry
Commission and local planning
authorities to formulate the assessment
methodology and continues to do so.

GSwi12

Comments expressing
concern that the
Gravesham and Shorne
Woods nitrogen deposition
compensation area
requires too much land.

Shorne
Parish
Council

Gravesham
Borough
Council,
Kent County
Council

30

At the Local Refinement Consultation in
May 2022, the Applicant proposed to
acquire four parcels of privately owned
land totalling approximately 55ha in the
Gravesham and Shorne Woods area to
provide nitrogen deposition
compensation areas. The sites were
chosen due to their location in relation to
affected habitats, including Shorne and
Ashenbank Woods Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Great
Crabbles Wood SSSI, as well as their
suitability for connecting existing habitats.

Following the Local Refinement
Consultation, the Applicant refined its
proposals for nitrogen deposition
compensation land. As a result, the
Applicant reduced the total land required
from 279ha to 246ha. This reduction is, in
part, due to the removal of approximately
13ha from the Gravesham and Shorne
Wood compensation area, which was
55ha.

The Applicant is satisfied the 246ha of
land would provide sufficient

Yes
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compensatory habitats to offset the
predicted impacts of nitrogen deposition.
More information can be found in
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 5:
Air Quality, Chapter 8: Terrestrial
Biodiversity (Application Document 6.1)
and the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3,
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix
5.6).
GSW13 | Comments expressing - - 1 7 Assessment of the predicted impacts of No
concern that the land nitrogen deposition on designated
included in the latest habitats is conservative in its
proposals for the assumptions about the transition to
Gravesham and Shorne electric vehicles (EVs) because the
Woods compensation area assessments are precautionary.
are not needed because Increased use of EVs may reduce the
increased use of electric impact of nitrogen deposition over time,
vehicles would mean the but the Applicant’'s assessments are
effects from nitrogen designed to anticipate a worst-case
deposition diminishes. scenario and provide appropriate
Some consultees say there compensation for this situation. More
are alternative ways to information about the assessments can
mitigate the impacts. be found in the Project Air Quality Action
Plan (Application Document 6.3,
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix
5.6).
The Applicant has developed the Project
following the mitigation hierarchy of
‘avoid, reduce, restore and compensate’.
The Applicant presented the options for
reducing and mitigating the impacts of
nitrogen deposition during the Local
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 . ]
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Refinement Consultation. It advised that
one measure — speed enforcement
between junctions 3 and 4 of the M2 was
being assessed for suitability.

Following further analysis, the Applicant
has concluded that speed enforcement
on the M2 between junctions 3 and 4
would be technically feasible, would have
negligible traffic impacts, and would
reduce nitrogen deposition for some
designated sites along this section of the
M2. This mitigation will be delivered
alongside the proposed 246ha of nitrogen
compensation areas. This mitigation
measure is included in the Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments
(REAC), which forms part of the Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP)
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix
2.2). More information can also be found
in the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix
5.6).

GSW14

Comments expressing
opposition to the latest
proposals for the
Gravesham and Shorne
Woods compensation
area, saying that if
compensation is needed,
the Project should not be
built.

11

The Scheme Objectives for the Project
were agreed between the Applicant and
the Department for Transport and are set
out in the Need for the Project
(Application Document 7.1). These
objectives include the requirement to
relieve the congested Dartford Crossing
and its approach roads.
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The Project proposals, including the

nitrogen deposition land compensation
proposals, have been assessed as the
optimal response to the objectives set.

The high level of traffic wanting to use the
Dartford Crossing exceeds the design
capacity of the road. This results in
frequent traffic congestion and poor
journey time reliability, making the
Dartford Crossing one of the least reliable
sections of the strategic road network
(SRN).

The Project would provide an alternative
to the Dartford Crossing and would help
transform the economies of Kent,
Thurrock, Essex and Havering, helping to
deliver sustainable local development
and regional growth.

For more information about the economic
benefits of the Project, see the Combined
Modelling and Appraisal Report
(Application Document 7.7, Appendix D,
Economic Appraisal Report).

GSW15 | Comments suggesting how
the proposed Gravesham
and Shorne Woods
compensation area should
be implemented.
Suggestions include
minimising the removal of
existing trees and creating

wildlife corridors between

Forestry
Commission

Gravesham
Borough
Councill,
Kent County
Councill

The land chosen for the compensatory
parcels comprises agricultural land of low
biodiversity value, so the creation of
these new habitats would not require the
removal of established habitats of
significant value.

In converting arable land to new habitats,
the Applicant would seek to keep and,
where practicable, to improve existing

No
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sites to reduce habitat neutral grassland, field margins, trees,
severance. hedgerows and ditches. This would be as

well as creating new lowland mixed
detailed suggestions for deciduous woodland and meadow

what plant species should habitats.

be included. The Applicant has taken a landscape
scale approach to nitrogen deposition
compensation, to enable enhanced
biodiversity and connectivity
predominantly through the planting of
new woodland. One of the criteria for
selecting the land parcels has been to
improve connectivity between new and
existing biodiversity sites, such as
Shorne Woods.

The development and ongoing
management of the Project’s
compensatory sites would be conducted
in line with the principles of the advisory
group as set out in the outline Landscape
and Ecology Management Plan (0LEMP)
(Application Document 6.7) which would
include statutory and non-statutory
stakeholders. The intention of the
advisory group is to shape the design
and management of the sites through
stakeholder input.

There are additional

This would include any of the Project
sites within the Cobham/Shorne area. It
is anticipated that the advisory group will
look collectively at sites within similar
areas to ensure that high level landscape
scale principles are applied in an

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032
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appropriate manner that maximises the
benefits. The proposed approach to this
was included within the draft oLEMP
published during the Community Impacts
Consultation in July 2021.

The detail of what sites are provided to
mitigate or compensate for different
areas is provided in Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 5: Air Quality,
Chapter 8: Terrestrial Biodiversity
(Application Document 6.1) and the
Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3,
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix
5.6).

GSW16 | Comments suggesting -
alternative locations for the
proposed Gravesham and
Shorne Woods
compensation area.

Kent County
Council,
Gravesham
Borough
Council

The Applicant followed a robust habitat
site selection methodology, which was
agreed with Natural England, when
identifying suitable sites for
compensatory land to offset the predicted
impacts of nitrogen deposition on
designated habitats.

To identify potential areas for
compensation the Applicant engaged
with Natural England and the relevant
local planning authorities. Part of the site
selection process was the removal of
sites that contained known environmental
constraints or heritage designations.
Further details of the site selection
process can be found in the Project Air
Quality Action Plan (Application
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Document 6.3, Environmental Statement
(ES) Appendix 5.6).
Following feedback received during the
Local Refinement Consultation in May
2022, the Applicant removed
approximately 13ha of the proposed 55ha
compensation area proposed for
Gravesham and Shorne Woods.
More information about the sites chosen
for nitrogen deposition compensatory
land can be found in ES Appendix 5.6.
This appendix also sets out the
alternative sites considered by the
Applicant.
GSW17 | Comments suggesting that | - Kent County 0 0 The Applicant followed a robust habitat No
additional assessments Council, site selection methodology when
are required for the Gravesham identifying suitable sites for
proposed Gravesham and Borough compensatory land to offset the predicted
Shorne Woods Council impacts of nitrogen deposition on
compensation area. Some designated habitats and this methodology
consultees say there is a was agreed with Natural England.
need for archaeological To identify potential areas for
assessments to ensure the compensation the Applicant engaged
compensation areas do not with Natural England and the relevant
impact heritage assets. local planning authorities. Part of the site
There was also a selection process was the removal of
suggestion to carry out a sites that contained known environmental
landscape assessment to constraints or heritage designations,
ensure the land sits including the potential for archaeological
sympathetically in the remains. This set out the Applicant’s
existing landscape. requirement that any proposed
compensatory land parcels should, where
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practicable, exclude sites that have
heritage designations, such as being
within 200m of scheduled monuments or
Grade | or II* listed buildings.
The Applicant also considered landscape
character and pattern when selecting
appropriate compensation areas. The
compensation areas would be designed
to enhance and link with nearby habitats
in a sympathetic way, wherever
practicable. More information about the
assessments carried out can be found in
the Environmental Statement (ES)
Chapter 6: Cultural Heritage and Chapter
7: Landscape and Visual (Application
Document 6.1). More information about
the site selection criteria can be found in
the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix
5.6).
GSW18 | Comments suggesting - Gravesham 0 2 New public access to the proposed land No
additional measures for Borough parcels that make up the Gravesham and
walking, cycling and horse Council Shorne Woods compensation area would
riding in the proposed be provided if appropriate. This would be
Gravesham and Shorne decided at the detailed design stage after
Woods compensation discussions with the appropriate
area. landowners and local authorities.
GSW19 | Comments supporting the | Kent Downs | Gravesham 0 7 These comments have been noted. No
proposed Gravesham and | AONB Unit, | Borough
Shorne Woods Forestry Councill,
compensation areas, Commission | Medway
saying these would be Council
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(1)(d)

sS47 &
s48
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Project
change

beneficial to the
environment.

Consultees say creating
more green spaces is a
good thing and that it is
necessary to compensate
for habitats that would be
lost.

GSW20

Comments expressing
support for the proposed
Gravesham and Shorne
Woods compensation
areas. Consultees say it is
necessary, provides
benefits to local
communities, goes further
than expected, and that
anything that compensates
for emissions and nitrogen
impact is a good thing.

Consultees express
support for the relocation
away from the
archaeological sites and
access through to
Woodlands Lane to enable
maintenance works to the
site.

Forestry

Commission,

Cobham
Parish
Councill

Gravesham
Borough
Council

17

No
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GSW21 | Comments expressing - Kent County 1 5 No
conditional support for the Council
proposed Gravesham and
Shorne Woods

compensation area. Some
consultees say the
changes are an
improvement to a flawed
Project.
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15.4.60

15.4.61

15.4.62

15.4.63

15.4.64

15.4.65

15.4.66

15.4.67

15.4.68

Issues raised in response to open Question 3c

Table 15.11 below presents the Applicant’s responses to the issues raised, in
particular the feedback and issues raised in response to open question Q3c in
the consultation response form, which was as follows:

Q3c: Please let us know the reasons for your response and any other
comments you have on our initial proposals for compensation area: Southfields,
Thurrock.

For reference, the open part of Question 3c above referred to the closed part of
the same question which was as follows:

Q3c: Do you support or oppose our initial proposals for compensation area:
Southfields, Thurrock?

For more information about how consultees responded to closed questions in
the consultation response form, see Section 15.3 of this report.

The issues raised that relate to the proposed compensation area in Southfields,
Thurrock are summarised in Table 15.11 below. Where issues were raised in
response to Q3c that relate to another topic, those issues can be found in one
of the other tables in this chapter.

The Applicant has fully considered all of the responses received, Table 15.11
explains how the Applicant has had regard to those issues raised and the
Applicant’s response is presented in the penultimate column of the table. The
final column of the table identifies where the Applicant has made a change to
the Project in line with the issues raised during this consultation.

In some instances, where similar issues have been raised and identified in the
first column of the table, the Applicant has responded to with a combined
response.

Information presented in Table 15.11
The information presented in Table 15.11 is the following:
a. ‘Code’ is a unique code assigned to each issue for reference purposes.

b. ‘Summary of issue(s) raised’ is a summary of the issues raised by
respondents, either directly in response to Q3c or to another question in the
response form but covering similar topics.

c. ‘s42(1)(a) & s42(1)(aa) states which prescribed consultees (if any) that
raised that issue. Prescribed consultees are explained in Section 4.3 of this
report.

d. ‘s42(1)(b) & s42(1)(c) states which of the local authorities (if any) raised
that issue and/or whether the Greater London Authority raised it also. The
local authorities included in this list are set out in Section 4.3 of this report.

e. ‘s42(1)(d) states how many respondents with a land interest raised that
issue.
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f. ‘s47 & s48’ states how many members of the public raised that issue.

g. ‘The Applicant’s response’ presents the Applicant’s response to the issue(s)
raised and explains how the Applicant has had regard to the issue(s).

h. ‘Project change’ states whether the issue(s) raised resulted in a change to
the Project.

i. ‘Yes’ indicates that changes to the Project proposals have been made
since the Local Refinement Consultation in line with the issue(s) raised.
Some changes have been made as a result of environmental or other
assessments, as well as through consideration of consultation
responses.

ii. ‘N0’ indicates that the suggestions or requests did not result in a
change to the Project proposals.

Summary of issues relating to the proposed compensation
areas in Southfields, Thurrock, and the Applicant’s responses
15.4.69 Table 15.11 below summarises the issues relating to the proposed

compensation areas in Southfields, Thurrock and presents the Applicant's
responses to those issues raised.
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Table 15.11 Summary of issues relating to the proposed compensation areas in Southfields, Thurrock and the
Applicant's responses
Code Summary of issue(s) s42(1)(a) & | s42(1)(b) & | s42 s47 & | The Applicant’s response Project

raised s42(1)(aa) s42(1)(c) (1)(d) | s48 change
SOT1 Comments expressing - - 2 4 Nitrogen deposition compensation sites were No
concern that the proposals selected by the Applicant using a robust site-
for the Southfields, selection methodology agreed with Natural
Thurrock, nitrogen England. The search area consisted of all land
deposition compensation parcels within 2km of the cluster of affected
area is in the wrong sites in the area and so all parcels near to the
location. proposed sites have been considered. The
There are concerns that the methodology included an assessment of the
site is an old landfill and ecological suitability of land parcels. The land
whether the site is viable to parcels were then reviewed by a multi-
create habitats and whether disciplinary group of specialists, to assess the
there is a risk of potential opportunities and constraints for each
contamination. site to refine the site selection. Factors
. considered include cultural heritage,
Consultees also raise ) landscape, utilities, land referencing and
concemns that the area is planning (which included any planning
not near the area that designations).
would be affected by e _
nitrogen deposition. One The two sites in Southfields, Thurrock, were
consultee says the area is selected because they are close to designated
also under consideration for sites and existing woodland that are predicted
development as part of the to be_affected py nitrogen depos_itio_n. The
local plan. Buckingham Hill former landfill site is one of the
proposed sites in Southfields, with this
suggested by the local authority. The other site,
Horford Road, is private agricultural land.
More information about the site-selection
process can be found in the Project Air Quality
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s42
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s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

Action Plan (Application Document 6.3,
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix 5.6).

As part of the Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) for the Project, the Applicant
has carried out studies in areas that could be at
risk of contamination. The outcome of these
studies is presented in ES Chapter 6: Geology
and Soils (Application Document 6.1).

Both compensation sites would be developed
into a mosaic of habitats, predominantly
wooded but with substantial sections of
grassland. The assessment of the Buckingham
Hill former landfill site found the site has a low-
risk rating for contamination. The detailed
design for the Buckingham Hill site would take
into consideration any constraints from the
site’s former use as a landfill. Prior to any soil
disturbance of residual contamination
appropriate risk assessments would be carried
out. In addition, the appointed Contractor
carrying out the works would provide method
statements for acceptance by the Applicant
and the Environment Agency, if required.

For more information about how the appointed
Contractors would mitigate against the risks of
contamination, see the Code of Construction
Practice (CoCP) (Application Document 6.3,
ES Appendix 2.2), and the Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments,
which forms part of the CoCP. In addition,
Requirement 6 of the Applicant’s draft
Development Consent Order (draft DCO)
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(Application Document 3.1) includes
commitments to report and remediate
contamination identified during the Project’s
construction and operation.
The DCO ensures specific use of the land
within the Order Limits for the Project, including
compensatory planting, so the land would not
be used for any alternative development.
SOT2 Comments expressing - - 1 6 The Development Consent Order (DCO) No
concern over whether the ensures specific use of the land within the
proposals for the Order Limits for the Project, including
Southfields, Thurrock, compensatory planting, so the land would not
nitrogen deposition be used for housing.
compensation area would Compensatory planting to offset the predicted
be implemented. impacts of nitrogen deposition on designated
Consultees say the land habitats is identified and secured within the
could be developed for Environmental Masterplan (Application
housing in the future. Document 6.2, Environmental Statement (ES)
Figure 2.4) and the framework for the
management of the areas is presented in the
outline Landscape and Ecology Management
Plan (oLEMP) (Application Document 6.7). The
Environmental Masterplan is secured through
Requirement 5 of the draft DCO (Application
Document 3.1).
SOT3 Comments expressing - - 0 4 The assessment of the impacts of nitrogen No
concern that the proposals deposition and the need for compensatory
for the Southfields, planting applies only to habitats. Nitrogen
Thurrock, compensation deposition would have no impacts on human
area show that air pollution health. The Applicant’s air quality assessments
are presented in Environmental Statement (ES)
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would increase in the area Chapter 5: Air Quality (Application Document
affecting human health. 6.1).

The assessment of air quality impacts set out in
ES Chapter 5 shows there would be no
significant impacts on human health during the
construction or operation of the Project.

SOT4 General comments - - 0 3 The proposals presented during the Local No
expressing concern that the Refinement Consultation in May 2022 to create
proposals for the new habitats across approximately 279ha of
Southfields, Thurrock, land, including land in the Southfields area,
compensation area would would offset the adverse impacts of nitrogen
have an adverse deposition resulting from changes in traffic flow
environmental impact and once the Project is operational. These
that it would be impossible proposals would have a positive impact on
to compensate for the habitats in the area, by creating new habitats
damage resulting from the and linking existing ones.

Project. In response to feedback received during the

SOTS Comments expressing ) } 4 37 Local Refinement Consultation, the Applicant No
concern that the amount of has refined the compensatory land proposals.
land required for the The total amount of compensatory land _has
proposed Southfields, been redu.ced fror_n 279hato 24E_‘>ha, Wh_lc_h the
Thurrock compensation Applicant is satlsfle_d would provide sufflqlent
area is insufficient. compensatory habitats to offset the predicted

_ impacts of nitrogen deposition.

Comments expressing _

concern about the Natural England, the Government’s advisor on

Southfields, Thurrock, nature conservation, is supportive of the

nitrogen deposition proposed measures and their effectiveness.

compensation area, saying More information about the proposals for

it is wrong to allow existing providing compensatory land for nitrogen

habitats to deteriorate as a deposition once the Project is open can be

found in the Environmental Statement (ES)
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result of the Project Chapter 5: Air Quality, Chapter 8: Terrestrial
opening. Biodiversity (Application Document 6.1) and the
Project Air Quality Action Plan (Application
Document 6.3, Environmental Statement (ES)
Appendix 5.6).
SOT6 Comments expressing - Thurrock 0 13 At the Local Refinement Consultation in May No
concern that the proposals Council 2022, the Applicant proposed to acquire two
for the Southfields, parcels of land totalling approximately 45ha in
Thurrock, compensation Southfields, Thurrock, for compensatory
area would disrupt nearby planting to offset the predicted impacts of
wildlife and habitats, nitrogen deposition on designated habitats.
including an existing Site of The eastern site, Buckingham Hill, is owned by
Special Scientific Interest. the local authority, which suggested its use,
Additional concerns are whereas the land to the west, Hoford Road, is
that the newly created private farmland. Both the sites were chosen
habitat would be inferior to due to their proximity to designated sites and
other mature habitats. existing woodland that are predicted to be
Concerns are also impacted by nitrogen deposition.
expressed that new areas Creating new wildlife-rich habitats in this
of compensatory habitats location would increase connectivity between
could be adversely affected existing habitats, which is expected to benefit
by the nitrogen deposition biodiversity in the area.
that they are meant to _ _
offset. The privately own_epl site, Hoforql Road, was
chosen because it is a farmed field next to an
impacted habitat, while the eastern site,
Buckingham Hill is a brownfield site that was
formerly used for landfill. The latter site was
identified because it would reduce the need to
use farmland. Both the sites were chosen
because they are currently of low biodiversity
value and would provide connectivity to existing
Plan_ning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 ] ]
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habitats, including an existing Site of Special
Scientific Interest.

Some of the proposed compensatory habitats
may be impacted by nitrogen deposition
themselves, with the quality of some of that
new habitat not reaching the same level as if it
were outside the affected area. This was
considered by the Applicant during the site
selection process, but for a small number of
locations the advantages of the sites
outweighed the disadvantage of being
impacted to some degree by nitrogen
deposition. For example, these new habitats
would provide increased biodiversity and would
help improve connectivity within the wider
network of habitats. Natural England has
agreed that the package of compensatory land
is appropriate.

The package was revised from 279ha during
the Local Refinement Consultation in May
2022, down to 246ha after further assessments
and consideration of feedback received during
consultation. Overall, the proposed package of
compensatory habitats has been assessed as
sufficient to offset the impacts of the nitrogen
deposition predicted as a result of the Project
opening.

More information about the assessments of the
impacts of nitrogen once the Project is open,
including the compensation package, can be
found in the Environmental Statement (ES)
Chapter 5: Air Quality, and Chapter 8:
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Terrestrial Biodiversity (Application Document
6.1), and in the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix 5.6).
SOT7 Comments expressing - - 5 12 At the Local Refinement Consultation in May No
concern that the proposals 2021, the Applicant proposed to acquire two
for the Southfields, parcels of land to create nitrogen deposition
Thurrock, compensation compensation in Southfields, Thurrock. These
area would require too totalled 45ha of land. The eastern area of land
much land. (Buckingham Hill ) was formerly used for landfill
Some consultees say the and is owned by Thurrock Council. It was
Green Belt should be identified during the site selection process
protected, so the Applicant because it is close to designated s_ites and
should not implement new woodland that are predicted to be impacted by
habitats on Green Belt nitrogen deposition; it would reduce the need to
land. use further areas of farmland; reduce the
impact on other landowners and productive
land; and it is in a good position for connecting
habitats. The privately owned site, Hoford
Road, was chosen because it is a farmed field
next to an impacted habitat.
Following the Local Refinement Consultation,
there have been no changes to the
compensation sites in Southfields, Thurrock.
Having considered all feedback received during
consultation, the Applicant is satisfied that the
sites represent the optimum locations in this
area.
More information about the site-selection
process and the methodology for assessing
nitrogen deposition be found in the Project Air
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Quality Action Plan (Application Document 6.3,
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix 5.6).

The National Policy Statement for National
Networks (Department for Transport, 2014) and
the Draft Overarching National Policy
Statement for Energy EN-1 (Department for
Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy,
2021) recognise that new roads, utility
diversions or associated development in Green
Belt may constitute inappropriate development.
Where that is the case, there is a presumption
against such development except in very
special circumstances.

The Applicant has developed the Project to
ensure it satisfies the assessment criteria
described in that policy statement and other
criteria contained in the National Planning
Policy Framework (Ministry of Housing,
Communities and Local Government, 2021)
and the associated planning practice guidance
to support the framework (Department for
Levelling Up, Housing and Communities; and
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government (2021)). This assessment, which
explains the very special circumstances, is set
out in the Planning Statement (Application
Document 7.2),

SOT8

Comments expressing
concern that the land
included in the proposals
for the Southfields,

The Applicant has developed the Project
following the mitigation hierarchy of ‘avoid,
reduce, restore and compensate’. The
Applicant presented the options for reducing

No
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Thurrock, compensation
area is not needed.

Some consultees say the
land is agricultural land,
which should be used for
farming, and while others
say the rise in electric
vehicles would eliminate
the need for the
compensatory land.

and mitigating the impacts of nitrogen
deposition during the Local Refinement
Consultation in May 2022, setting out the
reasons why these potential measures, which
included 9m-high fences and speed reductions,
were not practicable. It also presented an
intention to explore whether speed limit
enforcement between junctions 3 and 4 of the
M2 would be feasible. More information can be
found in the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, Environmental
Statement (ES) Appendix 5.6).

At the Local Refinement Consultation, the
Applicant also presented proposals to acquire
land to compensate for the predicted impacts of
nitrogen deposition on designated sites. As
part of this, the Applicant proposed to acquire
two parcels of land to create nitrogen
deposition compensation in Southfields,
Thurrock. These totalled 45ha of land. The
eastern area of land (Buckingham Hill ) was
formerly used for landfill and is owned by
Thurrock Council. It was identified during the
site selection process because it is close to
designated sites and woodland that are
predicted to be impacted by nitrogen
deposition; it would reduce the need to use
further areas of farmland; reduce the impact on
other landowners and productive land; and it is
in a good position for connecting habitats. The
privately owned site, Hoford Road, was chosen
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because it is a farmed field next to an impacted
habitat.

The agricultural land chosen for the
compensatory habitats comprises agricultural
land of low biodiversity value. The Applicant
has carried out Agricultural Land Classification
surveys, the results of which are described in
ES Chapter 10: Geology and Soils (Application
Document 6.1). These surveys assess the
Project’s impact on the ‘best and most versatile
land’ (Grades 1, 2 and 3a) and explain how
impacts on farmland would be minimised.

Following further analysis, the Applicant has
concluded that speed enforcement on the M2
between junctions 3 and 4 would be technically
feasible, would have negligible traffic impacts,
and would reduce nitrogen deposition for some
designated sites along this section of the M2. A
commitment to provide this mitigation measure
is in the Register of Environmental Actions and
Commitments (REAC), which forms part of the
Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix 2.2).
There have been no changes to the
compensation sites in Southfields, Thurrock.
Having considered all feedback received during
consultation, the Applicant is satisfied that the
sites represent the optimum locations in this
area.

The Applicant has also assessed the impact of
the Project on the viability of farm businesses
(see ES Chapter 13: Population and Human
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Health (Application Document 6.1)), including
aspects such as the proportion of land taken
(temporarily or permanently), changes to
access routes, and disruption to drainage and
water supplies.
Assessment of the predicted impacts of
nitrogen deposition on designated habitats is
conservative in its assumptions about the
transition to electric vehicles (EVs) because the
assessments are precautionary. Increased use
of EVs may reduce the impact of nitrogen
deposition over time, but the Applicant’s
assessments are designed to anticipate a
worst-case scenario and provide appropriate
compensation for this situation. More
information about the assessments can be
found in the Project Air Quality Action Plan
(Application Document 6.3, ES Appendix 5.6).
SOT9 A comment expressing - - 1 0 The proposals for compensatory land to offset | No
concern that the proposals the impacts of nitrogen deposition would have
for the Southfields, no impact on private recreational facilities,
Thurrock, compensation including Orsett Golf Club.
area would lead to loss of Orsett golf course would, however, be affected
facilities. by the Project, with a small, vegetated area
The consultee highlights being permanently acquired to build earthworks
the loss of the Orsett golf at Brentwood Road. This comprises less than
course and is concerned as 1% of the site and would not affect the course’s
it is both a well-used ability to operate. In addition, the
recreation facility and Championship tee of the 9th hole would need
represents a large part of to be temporarily repositioned during works to
divert a high-pressure gas main. People could
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Thurrock’s potential growth continue to use the course throughout the
area being lost. works. At the conclusion of works, the
temporary land would be relinquished and
returned to its former condition by the
Applicant. More information about this can be
found in the Planning Statement (Application
Document 7.2, Appendix G).
SOT10 | Comments expressing - - 0 7 The Scheme Objectives for the Project were No
opposition to the proposals agreed between the Applicant and the
for the Southfields, Department for Transport and are set out in the
Thurrock, compensation Need for the Project (Application Document
area. 7.1). These objectives include the requirement
Consultees say the need to relieve the congested Dartford Crossing and
for compensation shows its approach roads.
how damaging the Project The Project proposals, including the nitrogen
is and that it should be deposition land compensation proposals, have
cancelled. been assessed as the optimal response to the
objectives set.
The high level of traffic wanting to use the
Dartford Crossing exceeds the design capacity
of the road. This results in frequent traffic
congestion and poor journey time reliability,
making the Dartford Crossing one of the least
reliable sections of the strategic road network
(SRN).
The Project would provide an alternative to the
Dartford Crossing and would help transform the
economies of Kent, Thurrock, Essex and
Havering, helping to deliver sustainable local
development and regional growth.
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For more information about the economic
benefits of the Project, see the Economic
Appraisal Package (Application Document 7.7,
Combined Modelling and Appraisal Report,
Appendix D).
SOT11 | Comments suggesting how | - Thurrock 1 4 The proposed compensatory land package is No
the proposed Southfields, Council designed to offset the impacts of nitrogen
Thurrock, compensation deposition, not greenhouse gases. The
area should be Applicant has assessed the carbon impacts of
implemented. the Project in Environmental Statement (ES)
Suggestions include Chapter_ 15: Climate (Application Documer_wt
making the area large 6.1), whlch sets out how _the_z carbon_ footprint of
enough to absorb all the the Project would be minimised during
Project’s greenhouse gas construction and operation.
emissions and ensuring the The Applicant is obliged to work with local
compensation areas accord highway authorities and others to align national
with local plans. and local plans and investments, balance
national and local needs, and support better
end-to-end journeys for road users (paragraph
5.19 of Highways England: Licence
(Department for Transport, 2015)). The
Applicant will continue to deliver against this
obligation in its collaborative work with local
authorities.
SOT12 | Comments expressing - Thurrock 1 5 These comments have been noted. No
conditional support for the Councll
proposed Southfields,
Thurrock, compensation
area. Consultees highlight
that while supportive of the
compensation areas, they
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Code

Summary of issue(s)
raised

s42(1)(a) &
s42(1)(aa)

s42(1)(b) &
s42(1)(c)

s42
(1)(d)

sS47 &
s48

The Applicant’s response

Project
change

wish to see suitable
habitats included.

SOT13

Comments expressing
general support for the
proposed Southfields,
Thurrock, compensation
area. Consultees comment
that the compensation area
will alleviate problems and
is more than was originally
expected.

12

SOT14

Comments expressing
support for the proposed
Southfields, Thurrock,
compensation area as it is
necessary to support
habitats, and it will benefit
the local ecology. Support
is also given for an open
mosaic habitat on
Buckingham Hill landfill.

Thurrock
Council

No

No
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15.4.70

15.4.71

15.4.72

15.4.73

15.4.74

15.4.75

15.4.76

15.4.77

15.4.78

Issues raised in response to open Question 3d

Table 15.12 below presents the Applicant’s responses to the issues raised, in
particular the feedback and issues raised in response to open question Q3d in
the consultation response form, which was as follows:

Q3d: Please let us know the reasons for your response and any other
comments you have on our initial proposals for compensation area: Hole Farm,
Brentwood.

For reference, the open part of Question 3d above referred to the closed part of
the same question which was as follows:

Q3d: Do you support or oppose our initial proposals for compensation area:
Hole Farm, Brentwood?

For more information about how consultees responded to closed questions in
the consultation response form, see Section 15.3 of this report.

The issues raised that relate to changes south of the River Thames are
summarised in Table 15.12 below. W