
 

 
  
 
 
Great Minster House 
33 Horseferry Road   
London, SW1P 4DR  

Telephone: 
e-mail: 
Web: 
 

 
transportinfrastructure@dft.gov.uk  
www.gov.uk/dft 

To:     The Applicant, Natural 
England, Kent County Council, the 
London Borough of Havering, 
Thurrock Council, the Crown Estate, 
the Duchy of Lancaster, the operators 
of Whitecroft Care Home, Network 
Rail, Port of Tilbury London Ltd., Port 
of London Authority, HS1 Ltd., Essex 
Wildlife Trust and other interested 
parties.                                           

                                        19 April 2024                                             

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Planning Act 2008 and the Infrastructure Planning (Examination Procedure) Rules 
2010  
 
Application by National Highways (“the Applicant”) Seeking Development Consent 
for the Proposed Lower Thames Crossing Scheme (“the Proposed Development”) 
 
Consultation Seeking Comments from The Applicant, Natural England and other 
interested parties. 
 
Amendment of section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000 

1. In response to the Secretary of State’s consultation letter of 28 March 2024, the 
Applicant provided a response on the implications of the amendment of section 85 
of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act (CroW) 2000, in relation to Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The Applicant’s response has been published 
on the Planning Inspectorate’s website. 
 

2. The Secretary of State invites Natural England and other interested parties to 
provide any comments that they might wish to add on this response. 

Water Framework Directive (WFD) 

3. The Secretary of State notes the responses provided by the Applicant and the 
Environment Agency on this issue. The Secretary of State invites comments from 
Kent County Council, the London Borough of Havering and Thurrock Council 
on these replies.

http://www.gov.uk/dft
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006284-DfT%20Consultation%20Letter%2001%20LTC.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006309-11.2%20Applicant's%20response%20to%20Secretary%20of%20State%20letter%2028%20March%202024.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006309-11.2%20Applicant's%20response%20to%20Secretary%20of%20State%20letter%2028%20March%202024.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006289-Environment%20Agency%20SoS%20Written%20Questions%20Lower%20Thames%20Crossing%20SoS%20Consulation%201.pdf


 

 
Crown Land Consents 

4. The Secretary of State notes the Applicant’s response regarding Crown Land 
Consents. The Secretary of State invites comments from the Crown Estate and 
Duchy of Lancaster on whether they disagree with the Applicant on the matters 
relating to them and if this is the case, what steps are being taken to resolve the 
disagreement. 
 

5. The Secretary of State notes the responses provided by the Applicant and the 
Estates team within the Department for Transport regarding the compulsory 
acquisition and temporary possession of land in the interests of HS1 Ltd. The 
Secretary of State notes that an agreement between the two parties is under 
negotiation.  
 

6. In the event that it is not possible for the parties to reach an agreement by the 
conclusion of the decision stage, the Secretary of State invites comments from the 
Applicant on the impact of removing the relevant plots of land from the DCO.  
 

7. The Secretary of State requests a final update on the issue of Crown Land 
Consents by the 9 May 2024. 
 

Whitecroft Care Home 

8. The Secretary of State notes the continuing discussions between the Applicant and 
the operators of Whitecroft Care Home. Both parties have stated that a voluntary 
acquisition agreement is unlikely to be reached by the close of the decision period. 
 

9. The Secretary of State requests a final update on the discussions between the 
Applicant and the operators of Whitecroft Care Home by the 9 May 2024 and 
requests that they set out the proposed approach if an agreement cannot be 
reached. 

Protective Provisions 

10. The Secretary of State notes that the Applicant has yet to agree protective 
provisions with several parties, including: Network Rail, Port of Tilbury London 
Limited, Port of London Authority and HS1 Ltd. 
 

11. The Secretary of State requests an update on the status of all these protective 
provisions from the Applicant and, in respect of their protective provisions, from 
Network Rail, Port of Tilbury London Ltd., Port of London Authority and HS1 
Ltd. by 9 May 2024. 

 
Tarmac Building Products Ltd. 

12. The Secretary of State notes the post-examination correspondence (Annex A) and 
consultation response provided by Tarmac Building Products Ltd, which details 
ongoing discussions between Tarmac Building Products Ltd. and the Applicant. 
 

13. The Secretary of State invites the Applicant to respond to the matters raised in 
these letters in relation to the Permanent Rights for existing utility apparatus, and 
Temporary Rights for site access to utility apparatus. 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006309-11.2%20Applicant's%20response%20to%20Secretary%20of%20State%20letter%2028%20March%202024.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006309-11.2%20Applicant's%20response%20to%20Secretary%20of%20State%20letter%2028%20March%202024.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006288-DfT%20response%20to%20consultation%20letter%20Lower%20Thames%20Crossing%20SoS%20Consulation%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006309-11.2%20Applicant's%20response%20to%20Secretary%20of%20State%20letter%2028%20March%202024.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006296-Response%20on%20behalf%20of%20Whitecroft%20Care%20Home%20Lower%20Thames%20Crossing%20SoS%20Consulation%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006309-11.2%20Applicant's%20response%20to%20Secretary%20of%20State%20letter%2028%20March%202024.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006286-Network%20Rail%20Response%20Lower%20Thames%20Crossing%20SoS%20Consulation%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006293-Port%20of%20Tilbury%20London%20Limited%20Response%20to%20SoS%20Lower%20Thames%20Crossing%20SoS%20Consulation%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006293-Port%20of%20Tilbury%20London%20Limited%20Response%20to%20SoS%20Lower%20Thames%20Crossing%20SoS%20Consulation%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006295-Response%20on%20behalf%20of%20the%20Port%20of%20London%20Authority%20Lower%20Thames%20Crossing%20SoS%20Consulation%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006290-HS1%20Response%20to%20SoS%20Letter%20Lower%20Thames%20Crossing%20SoS%20Consulation%201.pdf


 

 
Essex Wildlife Trust Offsite Mitigation 
 

14. The Secretary of State notes the continuing discussions between the Applicant and 
the Essex Wildlife Trust. Both parties have stated that an agreement is likely to be 
reached soon and that an MOU is outstanding regarding work on the barn owl nest 
box project. 

 
15. The Secretary of State requests a final update on the discussions regarding the 

legal agreement and the MOU between the Applicant and Essex Wildlife Trust by 
the 9 May 2024, and requests that they set out the proposed approach if an 
agreement cannot be reached. 

 
Deadline for Response 

 
The deadline for a response is 2 May 2024, unless otherwise specified above. 

 
Submissions sent by post may be subject to delay therefore your response on the 
information requested above should be submitted to the Case Team, if possible, by email to 
LowerThamesCrossing@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  
 
If you will have difficulty in submitting a response by the consultation deadline, or difficulty 
in submitting a response by email, please inform the Case Team. 

 
Responses will be published as soon as possible after the deadline on the Lower Thames 
Crossing project page of the National Infrastructure Planning website at: https://national-
infrastructure-consenting.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/TR010032  

 
This letter is without prejudice to the Secretary of State’s decision on the Lower Thames 
Crossing Application, and nothing in this letter is to be taken to imply what that decision 
might be. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Transport Infrastructure Planning Unit 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006309-11.2%20Applicant's%20response%20to%20Secretary%20of%20State%20letter%2028%20March%202024.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010032/TR010032-006287-Essex%20Wildlife%20Trust%20Response%20Lower%20Thames%20Crossing%20SoS%20Consulation%201.pdf
mailto:LowerThamesCrossing@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
https://national-infrastructure-consenting.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/TR010032
https://national-infrastructure-consenting.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/TR010032


National Infrastructure Planning
Temple Quay House 
2 The Square 
Bristol BS1 6PN 

Date: 14th March 2024
Our ref: 140703.00010

Your ref: TR010032
E-mail: @gateleyhamer.com

Dear Sirs, 

THE A122 (LOWER THAMES CROSSING) DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDER

POST EXAMINATION WRITTEN SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF 

TARMAC BUILDING PRODUCTS LTD (‘TARMAC’) IN RESPECT OF TARMAC LINFORD BLOCKS PLANT

1. Introduction 

1.1. As proposed in Tarmac’s Deadline 8 written submissions (copy appended to this letter), we 

write to provide the ExA with an update on the progress of negotiations with the Applicant.  

1.2. The ExA may recall that there are four issues in relation to the Tarmac’s Site, these are: 

1.2.1. The Permanent Rights included in the DCO to enable the Applicant to undertake 

works to existing utility apparatus. 

1.2.2. Temporary Rights of Access included in the DCO to enable works to the utility 

apparatus. 

1.2.3. The impact of both temporary and permanent acquisitions of land on planning 

conditions for the landfill area. 

1.2.4. The impact of both temporary and permanent acquisitions of land on an Environment 

Agency (EA) permit for the use and remediation of the landfill site and the future 

surrender of the EA permit. 

1.3. In the following sections of this letter, we take each of the above issues and provide the ExA 

with an update of the position.  

2. Permanent Rights to undertake works to existing utility apparatus 

2.1. Tarmac’s issues with the proposed CA powers for new permanent rights are set out in their 

Deadline 8 submissions. However, in summary, the Applicant is seeking these powers to 

resolve the following issues: 
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ISSUE ONE

2.1.1. The Applicant is not itself a party to the existing agreements and so is not able to 

undertake the proposed works to the utility infrastructure. To resolve this problem, 

Tarmac has offered the Applicant a temporary licence agreement but in reply the 

Applicant has since advised that there is a contractual commitment between the 

Applicant and the utility operators that sets out the utility operator’s requirements 

for new modern permanent rights and so the offer of a temporary licence will not 

satisfy this commitment. 

ISSUE TWO

2.1.2. The existing legal agreements are also not considered to be drafted wide enough to 

allow the scheme works to be undertaken because they do not include the words 

“replace” and “alter”. Tarmac’s legal advisors do not agree with this but nevertheless 

have offered to vary the agreements to incorporate these words. 

2.2. The Applicant has shown no appetite to progress with any of the voluntary agreements / 

variations offered to address the two issues outlined above and so no progress has been 

made. For the record, Tarmac remains willing to enter into such agreements / variations to 

allow the scheme to proceed. 

Post-Examination Update 

2.3. There is one matter that has changed post-examination, which is that Tarmac is now willing 

to consider agreeing a new voluntary easement with NGET. Tarmac advised the Applicant of 

this decision on 8th January 2024, and have made numerous subsequent requests for a draft 

easement plan to move this matter forward. Unfortunately, negotiations regarding the 

easement are painfully slow with the Applicant seemingly happy to kick this into the long 

grass.  

2.4. It therefore appears that the ExA is going to need to make a decision on the proposed CA 

powers for permanent rights taking into account both whether confirming powers that the 

utility operators have asked for without any engagement with Tarmac represents appropriate 

justification and also whether the threshold test of last resort has been attained when 

alternative voluntary solutions have been offered, remain available but which have not been 

engaged with. 

3. Temporary Rights of Access to enable works to the utility apparatus 

3.1. Tarmac’s issues with the proposed CA powers for new temporary access rights are set out in 

their Deadline 8 submissions. However, to remind, the proposed rights present a ‘spaghetti’ 

of access corridors through a busy operational site both under overhead gantries and in some 

parts the wrong way down a one-way estate road which poses significant operational and 

health and safety concerns to any users of the access routes and / or surrounding operational 

land. 
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Post-Examination Update 

3.2. Despite advising the ExA in Deadline 8 and 10 submissions that negotiations around agreeing 

less disruptive temporary access arrangements were progressing, the Applicant now appears 

to have also kicked this into the long grass. 

3.3. A request was made for the Applicant to circulate their final HOTs, including relevant plan for 

approval on 8th January 2024 and has been chased on two occasions since (18th January and 

20th February). Nothing has been issued and it is understood that the Applicant may now also 

be trying to introduce further temporary occupation rights into the agreement despite 

Tarmac clearly stating this is not agreeable.  

3.4. This voluntary access agreement matter and Tarmac’s proposed alternative solution around 

the perimeter of the site has been under negotiation for a long time with Tarmac first 

proposed their less disruptive alternative route on 1st March 2022. Given the length of time 

it is taking the Applicant to progress this matter and now seemingly the Applicant’s stated 

intention to include other provisions into the agreement despite Tarmac’s clear opposition 

there is now little confidence in the Applicant’s ability to conclude the voluntary access 

agreement.  

3.5. The ExA must therefore be prepared to again decide whether the last resort threshold test 

has been met before confirming the proposed CA powers when Tarmac are willing to agree 

an alternative solution and have been for over 2 years. 

4. Impact of both temporary and permanent acquisitions on land subject to an 

Environment Agency (EA) permit and subject to Local Authority restoration 

conditions 

4.1. A satisfactory position was reached during the Examination regarding mitigating the adverse 

impacts of the temporary and permanent acquisitions of land concerning the landfill and EA 

permit area. 

4.2. Regarding the Applicant not making any endeavours to acquire the permanent acquisition 

land by private treaty agreement, the Applicant has still not made an offer. Instead of treating 

this as an isolation point and offering a monetary consideration, the Applicant has sought to 

make the consideration conditional on reaching agreement over the NGET easement, but this 

is out of Tarmac’s hands – it is with the Applicant who is delaying. So in short, no offer has 

ever been made. 

4.3. The ExA may therefore also need to be prepared to decide whether the Applicant’s 

conditional approach to acquiring Tarmac’s land has exhausted all reasonable steps to 

acquire by agreement and again whether the threshold test of last resort has been attained. 

5. Conclusion 

5.1. Tarmac remains willing to negotiate voluntary agreements with the Applicant that will allow 

the scheme to proceed but a similar level of meaningful engagement from the Applicant is 

required to conclude such agreements. 

5.2. If the ExA wish to discuss any of the content of this letter with Tarmac or their representative, 

we would be happy to hear from the ExA. 
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Yours faithfully, 

 
For and on behalf of Gateley Hamer Limited 

Cc:  
Jason Moore @lowerthamescrossing.co.uk



 

 

National Infrastructure Planning 
Temple Quay House 
2 The Square 
Bristol BS1 6PN 
 

 
 

Date: 5th December 2023 
Our ref: 140703.00010 

Your ref: TR010032 
E-mail: @gateleyhamer.com 
 

Dear Sirs, 
 

THE A122 (LOWER THAMES CROSSING) DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDER 
DEADLINE 8 WRITTEN SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF TARMAC BUILDING PRODUCTS LTD (‘TARMAC’) 

IN RESPECT OF TARMAC LINFORD BLOCKS PLANT 
 

1. Instruction 

1.1. Since Tarmac’s Deadline 7 submission we write to provide the ExA with an update on the 

progress of negotiations with the Applicant. 

1.2. The ExA may recall that there are four issues in relation to the Tarmac’s Site, these are: 

1.2.1. The Permanent Rights included in the DCO to enable the Applicant to undertake 

works to existing utility apparatus. 

1.2.2. Temporary Rights of Access included in the DCO to enable works to the utility 

apparatus. 

1.2.3. The impact of both temporary and permanent acquisitions of land on planning 

conditions for the landfill area. 

1.2.4. The impact of both temporary and permanent acquisitions of land on an Environment 

Agency (EA) permit for the use and remediation of the landfill site and the future 

surrender of the EA permit. 

1.3. Progress has been made on addressing some of the issues, but not all, and therefore we wish 

to highlight to the ExA the remaining areas of dispute and areas where discussions are 

ongoing discussions. Whilst Tarmac remains willing to negotiate so as to avoid the need for 

CA and TP powers, it now appears unlikely that the Applicant will be able to provide a 

satisfactory resolution. Accordingly, the ExA is likely going to need to determine whether to 

confirm powers. 

2. Permanent Rights 

2.1. Based on comments in the Applicant’s post-CAH3 submissions, and comments set out in 

recent email correspondence, there are perceived to be two issues that warrant the 
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proposed Permanent Rights in order to undertake works (OH4 and OH5) to existing pylons 

PAB18, PAB19 and ZJ016: 

ISSUE ONE 

2.2. If the works are to be undertaken by the Applicant, there are no existing legal agreements 

that would enable the Applicant to work on the existing utilities infrastructure and therefore 

the Applicant needs these powers to deliver the scheme. See paragraph 3.13.3 of the 

Applicant’s post-CAH3 submissions.  

2.3. Tarmac recognises this issue and has offered the Applicant a temporary licence agreement 

(HoTs were issued 13th November) to undertake the required works to Pylons PAB18, PAB19 

and ZJ016. The Applicant has stated they would be willing to enter into such an agreement, 

but this does not resolve the requirement for the CA and TP powers as the Applicant has 

agreed contractual commitments with UKPN and NGET which set out the utility operator’s 

requirement for new modern permanent rights. 

2.4. Tarmac have never been party to the agreement of these contractual commitments and 

would suggest that the imposition of CA and TP powers at the request of a third party is not 

appropriate justification for granting the Applicant powers, particularly where the parties for 

whom powers are being sought (as the Applicant has agreed that a license would be sufficient 

for them) has not sought to engage with Tarmac to see if CP and TP powers can be avoided 

either via the existing agreements or a temporary licence. 

2.5. Tarmac do not consider that the threshold test of last resort has been achieved and there is 

no justification for the use of the powers. The Applicant is merely acting as a puppet for UKPN 

and NGET to achieve powers that are not required for the delivery of the Scheme. 

ISSUE TWO 

2.6. If the works are to be undertaken by UKPN and / or NGET (as is expected) the existing legal 

agreements are not considered to be drafted wide enough as they do not incorporate the 

words “replace” and “alter” – see paragraph 3.13.4 of the Applicant’s post-CAH3 submissions. 

2.7. Tarmac’s legal advisors do not share this view but nevertheless Tarmac has offered (HoTs 

were issued 13th November)  to vary the existing agreements with the inclusion of rights to 

replace or alter.  

2.8. Unfortunately, the Applicant has advised that this is not acceptable as it would present a risk 

to the delivery of the project. This is despite it being clear in the Applicant’s post-CAH3 

submissions that the omission of these words was the reason why they felt the existing 

agreements were unsuitable.   

3. Temporary Rights of Access 

3.1. The ExA may recall that the parties have been trying to agree less disruptive temporary access 

arrangements, but which will still allow the Applicant to proceed with the scheme, and this is 

intended to be legal documented following agreement of HoTs. 

3.2. Tarmac and the Applicant have continued to engage on this matter and the Applicant 

responded to the travelling draft terms on 29th November 2023. The response is now being 

considered by Tarmac. Whilst matters appear to be moving in the right direction, there are 

material outstanding issues to resolve before the parties seek governance approval. 
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3.3. The outstanding issues are: 

PERMANENT RIGHTS FOR TEMPORARY ACCESS 

3.4. Tarmac would like the Applicant to confirm that subject to DCO confirmation, the promotor 

will not exercise powers over the area edged in orange below (effectively plot 27-72). 

 

3.5. The Applicant has provided an in-principle agreement to this but their agreement is 

conditional. Tarmac has asked for further clarity around the conditionality and is awaiting a 

response. This is therefore unresolved and outstanding. 

APPLICANT COMMITMENT NOT TO EXERCISE POWERS 

3.6. The Applicant is insisting on a clause that will allow the promotor (and by extension UKPN 

and NGET) the ability to exercise all rights set out in the DCO, subject to confirmation. Tarmac 

have previously raised this concern – see paragraph 2.8 of Tarmac’s Deadline 7 written 

submissions.  

3.7. The Applicant has advised that the purpose of including this clause is so that the promotor 

can retain the ability to “fall back on and exercise their statutory powers” as nothing must 

fetter the deliverability of the scheme.  

3.8. This reservation brings into question any weight any agreement may have and whether it will 

sufficiently safeguard Tarmac from the Applicant exercising CA / TP powers in the future. 

4. Impact of temporary and permanent land acquisitions of governed by land planning 

conditions and an Environment Agency (EA) permit 

4.1. Tarmac has continued to liaise constructively with the Environment Agency (EA) and 

Applicant over the wording of DCO Article 68 (interface with waste operation permits) 

seeking to adequately address the consenting and permitting issues for Tarmac’s Linford 

landfill arising as a result of Applicant’s scheme. 

4.2. Tarmac is grateful to the EA and the Applicant for sharing with Tarmac previous drafts of 

Article 68. If the anticipated amended Article 68 that Tarmac understands is now agreed 
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between the EA and the Applicant is submitted and included in the DCO, Tarmac considers 

that version of Article 68 is clearly preferable from Tarmac’s perspective as a permit holder.  

4.3. Tarmac will need to check the version that is submitted to the Examining Authority at 

Deadline 8. 

5. Conclusion 

5.1. Subject to the anticipated amended Article 68 being submitted and included in the DCO, 

Tarmac is content with the drafting and the protection afforded and this is a positive step 

forward. 

5.2. However, Tarmac is far less content with the direction of travel concerning the proposed 

permanent rights. The Applicant has stated that it is prepared to engage with voluntary terms 

that would allow the works to proceed, and the scheme to be delivered without recourse to 

powers, but we are advised that this does not negate the requirement for the CA and TP 

powers because we understand the Applicant has separately agreed contractual 

commitments with UKPN and NGET to effectively replace the existing documented rights 

with new modern permanent rights on the utility operators standard templates. 

5.3. Tarmac is also displeased with the outcome of offering to vary the existing agreements with 

the inclusion of words which were said to be missing that would hinder the ability to 

undertake the works to the utility infrastructure and effectively ‘moved the goal posts’ when 

Tarmac has offered to accommodate perceived shortcomings with the existing legal 

agreements. 

5.4. Negotiations regarding the permanent rights to allow the Applicant (and UKPN and NGET) 

appear to have run their course. The ExA is therefore likely going to need to make a decision 

on this matter taking into account whether confirming powers that the utility operators have 

asked for without any engagement with Tarmac represents appropriate justification 

particularly in regard to the need for the scheme and if the threshold test of last resort has 

been attained. 

5.5. Finally, progress continues to be made in respect of an agreement for the temporary access 

rights, but an early steer from the ExA with regards to whether it considers it appropriate for 

the Applicant to necessitate the inclusion of provisions in a legal agreement that will 

effectively allow the promotor to ignore what it agrees to in favour of exercise statutory 

powers, is a fair and reasonable.  

5.6. Tarmac will endeavour to update the ExA on the progress of voluntary negotiations with 

regards to the temporary access rights. 

Yours faithfully, 
 

 
 
For and on behalf of  
Gateley Hamer Limited 
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