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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This is the Scoping Opinion (the Opinion) provided by the Secretary
of State (SoS) in respect of the content of the Environmental
Statement (ES) for the proposed Tilbury2, Thurrock, Essex.
This report sets out the SoS’s Opinion on the basis of the information
provided in the Port of Tilbury London Limited’s report entitled
‘Proposed Port Terminal at Former Tilbury Power Station, Tilbury2,
Regulation 8(1) Scoping Report’ (March 2017) (the Scoping Report).
The Opinion can only reflect the proposals as currently described by
the Applicant.
The SoS has consulted on the Scoping Report and the responses
received have been taken into account in adopting this Opinion. The
SoS is satisfied that the topic areas identified in the Scoping Report
encompass those matters identified in Schedule 4, Part 1, Paragraph
19 of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2009 (as amended) (the EIA Regulations).
The SoS draws attention both to the general points and those made
in respect of each of the specialist topic areas in this Opinion. The
main potential issues identified are:
•

socio-economics;

•

land-side transportation;

•

marine navigation;

•

marine ecology;

•

noise and vibration during both construction and operation; and

•

the setting of Tilbury Fort.

Matters are not scoped out unless specifically addressed and justified
by the Applicant, and confirmed as being scoped out by the SoS.
The SoS notes the potential need to carry out an assessment under
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as
amended) (the Habitats Regulations).
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1

INTRODUCTION
Background

1.1

On 27 March 2017, the SoS received the Scoping Report submitted
by the Port of Tilbury London Limited (the Applicant) under
Regulation 8 of the EIA Regulations in order to request a Scoping
Opinion for the proposed Tilbury2 (the Proposed Development). This
Opinion is made in response to this request and should be read in
conjunction with the Applicant’s Scoping Report.

1.2

The Applicant has formally provided notification under Regulation
6(1)(b) of the EIA Regulations that it proposes to provide an ES in
respect of the Proposed Development. Therefore, in accordance with
Regulation 4(2)(a) of the EIA Regulations, the Proposed Development
is determined to be EIA development.

1.3

The EIA Regulations enable an Applicant, before making an
application for an order granting development consent, to ask the
SoS to state in writing its formal opinion (a Scoping Opinion) on the
information to be provided in the ES.

1.4

Before adopting a Scoping Opinion the SoS must take into account:
•

the specific characteristics of the particular development;

•

the specific characteristics of development of the type
concerned; and

•

the environmental features likely to be affected by the
development.
(EIA Regulation 8 (9))

1.5

1.6

This Opinion sets out what information the SoS considers should be
included in the ES for the Proposed Development. The Opinion has
taken account of:
•

the EIA Regulations;

•

the nature and scale of the Proposed Development;

•

the nature of the receiving environment; and

•

current best practice in the preparation of an ES.

The SoS has also taken account of the responses received from the
statutory consultees (see Appendix 3 of this Opinion). The matters
addressed by the Applicant have been carefully considered and use
has been made of professional judgement and experience in order to
adopt this Opinion. It should be noted that when it comes to consider
the ES, the SoS will take account of relevant legislation and
guidelines (as appropriate). The SoS will not be precluded from
requiring additional information, if it is considered necessary in
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connection with the ES submitted with that application, when
considering the Proposed Development for a Development Consent
Order (DCO).
1.7

This Opinion should not be construed as implying that the SoS agrees
with the information or comments provided by the Applicant in their
request for an opinion from the SoS. In particular, comments from
the SoS in this Opinion are without prejudice to any decision taken by
the SoS (on submission of the application) that any development
identified by the Applicant is necessarily to be treated as part of a
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP), Associated
Development, or development that does not require development
consent.

1.8

Regulation 8(3) of the EIA Regulations states that a request for a
Scoping Opinion must include:

1.9

•

a plan sufficient to identify the land;

•

a brief description of the nature and purpose of the
development and of its possible effects on the environment;
and

•

such other information or representations as the person
making the request may wish to provide or make.

The SoS considers that this has been provided in the Applicant’s
Scoping Report.

The Secretary of State’s Consultation
1.10

The SoS has a duty under Regulation 8(6) of the EIA Regulations to
consult widely before adopting a Scoping Opinion. A full list of the
Consultation Bodies is provided at Appendix 2. The Applicant should
note that whilst the SoS’s list can inform their consultation, it should
not be relied upon for that purpose.

1.11

The list of respondents who replied within the statutory timeframe
and whose comments have been taken into account in the
preparation of this Opinion is provided at Appendix 3, along with
copies of their comments to which the Applicant should refer in
undertaking the EIA.

1.12

The ES submitted by the Applicant should demonstrate consideration
of the points raised by the Consultation Bodies. It is recommended
that a table is provided in the ES summarising the scoping responses
from the Consultation Bodies and how they are, or are not, addressed
in the ES.

1.13

Any consultation responses received after the statutory deadline for
receipt of comments will not be taken into account within this
Opinion. Late responses will be forwarded to the Applicant and will be
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made available on our website. The Applicant should also give due
consideration to those comments in carrying out the EIA.

Structure of the Document
1.14

1.15

This Opinion is structured as follows:
•

Section 1: Introduction

•

Section 2: The Proposed Development

•

Section 3: EIA approach and topic areas

•

Section 4: Other information.

This Opinion is accompanied by the following Appendices:
•

Appendix 1:

Presentation of the ES

•

Appendix 2:

List of Consultation Bodies formally consulted

•

Appendix 3:

Respondents to consultation and copies of replies.
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2

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Introduction

2.1

The following is a summary of the information on the Proposed
Development and its site and surroundings prepared by the Applicant
and included in their Scoping Report. The information has not been
verified and it has been assumed that the information provided
reflects the existing knowledge of the Proposed Development and the
potential receptors/ resources.

The Applicant’s Information
Description of the Proposed Development
2.2

The Proposed Development is a port terminal with associated
infrastructure including rail and road facilities, as well as revisions to
the existing marine infrastructure. The main uses would be a Roll-on/
Roll-off (Ro-Ro) terminal and a Construction Materials and
Aggregates Terminal (CMAT) for stockpiling of construction materials
and some processing of materials for the production of asphalt and
concrete products.

2.3

The Proposed Development would likely include, but is not limited to,
the following works:
•

creation of hard surfaced pavements;

•

removal of the existing Anglian Water jetty;

•

improvement of and extensions to the existing jetty including RoRo and aggregate berths;

•

dredging of berth pockets around the proposed and extended
jetty and their approaches;

•

new and improved conveyors;

•

erection of welfare buildings;

•

erection of a single 10,000sq.m. warehouse;

•

a number of storage and production structures associated with
the CMAT;

•

the construction of a new link road from Ferry Road to Fort Road;

•

formation of a rail spur and sidings;

•

highway improvements at the roundabout to the north of the Port
(the ‘ASDA roundabout’); and

•

temporary and permanent diversion of public footpaths.

Page 1

Scoping Opinion for
Tilbury2
2.4

The proposed layout of the site is shown in the general arrangement
plans of the Scoping Report (Drawings 5153187-ATK-ZZ-XX-DR-ZZ1000/P4 and 5153187-ATK-ZZ-XX-DR-ZZ-1001/P4).
Description of the application site

2.5

The application site is located on the north side of the River Thames
within the Borough of Thurrock, south Essex, as shown on Drawing
5153187-ATK-ZZ-ZZ-SK-ZZ-001/P4 Location Plan of the Scoping
Report.

2.6

In describing the application site, the Scoping Report has made the
distinction between the ‘Tilbury2 Site’ and ‘the Access Corridor’.
Tilbury2 site

2.7

The Tilbury2 site is divided by an access road which runs east-west,
known as ‘Substation Road’. To the south of this road, the site
comprises land formerly accommodated by Tilbury A Power Station,
coal storage, ancillary buildings and the former Tilbury Energy and
Environment Centre (TEEC). Paragraph 5.21 of the Scoping Report
states that the site is being cleared by the previous owners, RWE,
and that the Applicant will obtain vacant possession on 30 March
2017. All buildings and operational structures associated with the
Tilbury A Power Station will have been removed with the exception
of:
•

main gate house;

•

club house building;

•

sewage pump house;

•

junction towers and conveyor; and

•

jetty workshop.

2.8

Parts of the northern area were formerly used to manufacture ‘Lytag’
blocks as a by-product of fuel ash from the power station.

2.9

Ground investigations indicate that there is asbestos, hydrocarbon
contamination, perched water and deeper groundwater at the site,
likely to be attributable to the operation of the former power station.

2.10

There is land to the north of Substation Road that is used for the
open storage of new motor vehicles. The remainder of this land is
largely brownfield with areas of plantation woodland and developing
scrub and some areas of relic grazing marsh.

2.11

Habitat types present on the site include unimproved neutral
grassland, lowland dry acid grassland (including representations of
‘lichen heath’), coastal and flood plain grazing marsh, reedbeds,
ponds, hedgerows and lowland mixed deciduous woodland.
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2.12

A number of drainage channels pass across the site and along its
boundaries.

2.13

The Tilbury2 site has a frontage of 290m to the River Thames which
includes an area of inter-tidal habitat. A deep water jetty, previously
used for the importation of coal and a jetty previously used by
Anglian Water are located within the marine area.
The access corridor and the ASDA roundabout

2.14

The proposed access corridor is a narrow length of land extending
broadly west of the Tilbury2 site over partly vegetated land located
immediately south of the existing railway and the southern margins
of Tilbury Town.

2.15

Historically, the access corridor has been used as gas works, railway
sidings and an engine shed.

2.16

At its western end, the access corridor encompasses part of the
A1089/ Ferry Road which provides access to the Riverside Rail
Terminal and the London Cruise Terminal. It also includes land
occupied by an existing rail siding and operational land used by the
Port for external storage (presently for imported new cars), and a
narrow corridor of landscaping between this and the railway itself.

2.17

At the eastern end of the access corridor, the land includes part of
Fort Road and an existing bridge where Fort Road crosses the railway
at elevation.

2.18

Between these two developed areas there is an area of grazing land
typically used for the grazing of horses.

2.19

The ASDA roundabout is located along the A1089 to the north west of
the main application site.
Description of the surrounding area

2.20

To the east, the application site is bounded in part by agricultural
land, in part by the Tilbury 400kv substation, and in part by the
remainder of the Tilbury B Power Station complex which is in the
process of being demolished.

2.21

To the west, the site is bounded by the Anglian Water Sewage Works,
beyond which lies Tilbury Fort, a scheduled ancient monument and
tourist attraction.

2.22

Beyond Tilbury Fort, lies the existing Port of Tilbury which
encompasses a land area of approximately 445ha. It comprises
waterside facilities, external storage, warehousing, industrial uses,
and ancillary offices. The Riverside Rail Terminal and the London
Cruise Terminal are located within Tilbury Port. The Fortress
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Distribution Park, an area of port related car storage and HGV haulier
parks, is located to the east of the existing Port of Tilbury.
2.23

London Distribution Park is situated to the north of the existing
Tilbury Port and provides port-centric warehousing and an area of
haulier parking; part of which is still under construction.

2.24

The town of Tilbury is located to the north of the application site and
is predominantly residential with a commercial and retail centre. The
town is separated from the application site by the Tilbury Loop of the
Fenchurch Street to Southend Railway.

2.25

On the southern side of the River Thames is the town of Gravesend,
where there is presently a plan for a theme park and entertainment
resort.

2.26

Within 3km of the Proposed Development there are the following four
designated nature conservation sites:
•

Thames Estuary & Marshes Ramsar Site (1.3 km South East);

•

Thames Estuary & Marshes Special Protection Area (SPA) (1.3 km
South East);

•

South Thames Estuary and Marshes Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI) (1.3 km South East); and

•

Mucking Flats and Marshes SSSI (1.8km East).

Alternatives
2.27

The Applicant briefly discusses alternatives to the Proposed
Development at section 5 of the Scoping Report. This explains that
the application site is the closest available land to the existing port
operational area that can be utilised to allow for increased berthing
capacity and throughput. The application site has deep water frontage
to the River Thames and is not constrained by existing residential
development or the Tilbury Fort.

2.28

The Scoping Report states that a full analysis of the alternatives to
the project and the route of the access corridor will form part of the
ES.
Proposed access

2.29

The site is currently accessed from Fort Road and has a former rail
connection point to the north which was last used in the 1960s.
However, as noted above, the Proposed Development includes an
access corridor to provide new road and rail provision from the
A1089/ Ferry Road. The A1089/ Ferry Road, routes north from the
existing Port of Tilbury, via a roundabout adjoining the ASDA
supermarket and London Distribution Park, to the A13, and thence to
the M25 and the national motorway network.
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2.30

The routing of the new accesses within the application site are shown
on the Applicant’s Scoping Report general arrangement plans and
explained below:
•

Road access would comprise a new public highway from the
existing A1089/ Ferry Road, along an alignment which closely
follows the existing railway line to the Tilbury2 site. An improved
road bridge would be constructed where Fort Road presently
crosses the railway at the eastern end of the access corridor.
Road accesses would also be created within the Tilbury2 site.

•

Rail provision would be established by a connection from the
existing Port of Tilbury sidings. The rail siding would route to the
north of the proposed new highway until the Fort Road rail bridge,
after which it would route around the northern and down the
eastern boundary of the Tilbury2 site, terminating in new sidings
near the jetty.

Construction
2.31

The Scoping Report contains limited detail on the construction
activities, methods and timescales. However, it is noted that piling
would be required for the jetty works.
Operation and maintenance

2.32

The Ro-Ro terminal would operate 363 days per year, 24 hours a day
and would accommodate two vessel movements per day. The
maximum capacity of the terminal is considered to be 500,000 units
(trailers or containers) per annum; however, the likely throughput is
360,000 units per annum.

2.33

The CMAT would operate 312 days per year, 7am - 7pm Monday to
Friday and 7am – 12pm Saturdays. The proposed capacity of the
CMAT is 1,600,000 tonnes per annum:

2.34

•

700,000 tonnes transported away from the site by rail - some 1 –
3 trains per day;

•

750,000 tonnes by road - 50% exported on 16T vehicles and 50%
on 33T vehicles; and

•

circa 150,000 tonnes of material per annum by barge.

Some maintenance dredging of the berthing pockets and the
immediately adjoining approach would be required.
Decommissioning

2.35

Decommissioning of the Proposed Development has not been
considered in the Scoping Report.
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The Secretary of State’s Comments
Description of the Proposed Development
2.36

The Applicant should ensure that the description of the Proposed
Development that is being applied for is as accurate and firm as
possible as this will form the basis of the EIA. It is understood that at
this stage in the evolution of the scheme the description of the
proposals and even the location of the site may not be confirmed. The
Applicant should be aware however, that the description of the
Proposed Development in the ES must be sufficiently certain to meet
the requirements of Paragraph 17 of Schedule 4 Part 1 of the EIA
Regulations and there should therefore be more certainty by the time
the ES is submitted with the DCO.

2.37

If a draft DCO is to be submitted, the Applicant should clearly define
what elements of the Proposed Development are integral to the NSIP
and which is ‘Associated Development’ under the Planning Act 2008
(as amended) (PA2008) or is an ancillary matter. Associated
Development is defined in the PA2008 as development which is
associated with the principal development. Guidance on Associated
Development can be found in the Department of Communities and
Local Government (DCLG) publication ‘Planning Act 2008: Guidance
on associated development applications for major infrastructure
projects’.

2.38

Any proposed works and/or infrastructure required as Associated
Development, or as an ancillary matter, (whether on or off-site)
should be assessed as part of an integrated approach to
environmental assessment.

2.39

The ES should include a clear description of all aspects of the
Proposed Development, at the construction, operation and
decommissioning stages. The ES should identify:
•

land use requirements, including the area of the offshore
elements;

•

site preparation;

•

construction processes and methods

•

transport routes;

•

operational requirements including the main characteristics of the
production process and the nature and quantity of materials used,
as well as waste arisings and their disposal;

•

maintenance activities including any potential environmental or
navigation impacts; and

•

emissions - water, air and soil pollution, noise, vibration, light,
heat, radiation.
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2.40

The project description within the Scoping Report sets out a number
of structures that would form part of the Proposed Development. The
SoS would expect the ES to establish parameters for all which accord
with what the DCO would allow for.

2.41

Paragraph 5.32 of the Scoping Report confirms that no landside
cranes are proposed and that containers would be moved by reach
stackers. The ES should provide details of the maximum height of
stacked containers.

2.42

The SoS agrees with the comments of the Marine Management
Organisation (MMO) regarding the necessary detail of the proposed
jetty/marine works.

2.43

Table 5.1 of the Scoping Report explains that material recovered from
demolition of the main gate house and clubhouse would be crushed
and reused on site. The SoS has interpreted this to be as part of the
DCO works, as opposed to being demolished in advance by RWE.
However, the SoS found this description confusing. The application
should clearly explain all of the works required and these should be
assessed within the ES.

2.44

The ES should identify where the sewage pump house would be
relocated to and the works that would be involved.

2.45

The SoS considers it would be helpful for the terminology used within
the text to correspond to that used within figures. For example, the
CMAT is referred to a number of times within the Scoping Report;
however, its extent is not shown on any figures. Similarly, the
elements of the CMAT that are listed in paragraph 5.33 of the Scoping
Report do not appear on the general arrangement plans. It would be
useful for the ES to contain figures depicting the locations of all
elements of the proposal (i.e. those detailed in paragraphs 5.25 to
5.36 of the Scoping Report). The ES should also detail the dimensions
of the elements, including elevations and any flexibility that is sought
(i.e. limits of deviation).

2.46

Both capital and maintenance dredging is proposed. The ES should
delineate the areas that would be dredged and identify the likely
quantities of material that would be dredged, along with the
frequencies of these activities. Paragraph 7.96 of the Scoping Report
states that the fate of the dredged material is yet to be determined
(either re-use within the Proposed Development or disposal at sea).
The SoS expects this to be resolved by the time an application is
made and that the resultant activities are taken into account within
the assessment (e.g. vessel movements).

2.47

Paragraph 7.39 of the Scoping Report refers to river defences within
the Order Limits. The ES should identify the locations of these
features and detail whether any works are required to them and, if
so, the potential effects of these works. Any potential impacts from
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the Proposed Development on the river defences should be
considered and assessed within the ES.
2.48

The Scoping Report makes reference to the potential need for works
at the ASDA roundabout, however, no details have been provided at
this stage. The project description within the ES should detail the
works that will take place at this location, with plans where relevant.
As these works are remote from the main site, the Applicant should
ensure that it is made clear throughout all assessment chapters how
the ASDA roundabout works have been considered.
Description of the application site and surrounding area

2.49

In addition to detailed baseline information to be provided within
topic specific chapters of the ES, the SoS would expect the ES to
include a section that summarises the site and surroundings. This
would identify the context of the Proposed Development, any relevant
designations and sensitive receptors. This section should identify land
that could be directly or indirectly affected by the Proposed
Development and any associated auxiliary facilities, landscaping
areas and potential off site mitigation or compensation schemes.

2.50

As noted above, in describing the application site, the Scoping Report
has made the distinction between the ‘Tilbury2 Site’ and ‘the Access
Corridor’. If this terminology is to be used within the ES, it would be
useful for the ES to contain a plan clearly delineating the two areas.
Although not explicitly stated within the Scoping Report, for the
purposes of this Scoping Opinion the SoS has assumed the Tilbury2
site comprises the marine area and the land extending northwards,
up to the proposed mixed use storage area adjacent to Fort Road rail
bridge on Drawing 5153187-ATK-ZZ-XX-DR-ZZ-1000/P4. For the
purposes of this Opinion, the SoS has assumed the Access Corridor
comprises the area extending west from the Fort Road rail bridge
(including the works at the ASDA roundabout).

2.51

The Order Limits delineated on the general arrangement plans of the
Scoping Report include some ‘empty’ areas i.e. areas without any
development taking place. The ES should explain the need for any
such areas, for example if they are to be used as construction
compounds.

2.52

Section 4 of the Scoping Report provides details of the existing Port
of Tilbury and makes references to the surrounding land uses. In
describing the surrounding area of the application site, it would be
easier for readers to understand the context of the Tilbury2 site if the
ES detailed the surrounding area with reference to the application site
rather than from the Port of Tilbury (i.e. to explain the
distance/direction of surroundings from the Tilbury2 site).

2.53

Paragraph 5.7 of the Scoping Report notes that additional areas may
be included within the Order Limits as a result of changes to the
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highway, public rights of way network in the vicinity of the works,
construction compounds/corridors and environmental mitigation
areas. Any such land should be clearly identified within the ES and
any impacts associated should be assessed.
2.54

It would be useful for the overall land take of the application site to
be provided within the ES.

2.55

The figures within the Scoping Report are primarily related to the
ecology chapters. The use of figures to depict the baseline
environment would be beneficial for all technical chapters of the ES.
Flexibility

2.56

The Applicant should make every attempt to narrow the range of
options and explain clearly in the ES which elements of the scheme
have yet to be finalised and provide the reasons. At the time of
application, any proposed scheme parameters should not be so wide
ranging as to represent effectively different schemes. The scheme
parameters will need to be clearly defined in the draft DCO and
therefore in the accompanying ES. It is a matter for the Applicant, in
preparing an ES, to consider whether it is possible to robustly assess
a range of impacts resulting from a large number of undecided
parameters. The description of the Proposed Development in the ES
must not be so wide that it is insufficiently certain to comply with
requirements of Paragraph 17 of Schedule 4 Part 1 of the EIA
Regulations.

2.57

Where the details of the scheme cannot be precisely defined, the EIA
should assess the likely worst case. The Applicant’s attention is drawn
to Advice Note nine ‘Using the ‘Rochdale Envelope’ which is available
on our website and to the ‘Flexibility’ section in Appendix 1 of this
Opinion which provides additional details on the recommended
approach.

2.58

It should be noted that if the Proposed Development changes
substantially during the EIA process, prior to application submission,
the Applicant may wish to consider the need to request a new
Scoping Opinion.
Permitted Development rights

2.59

The Scoping Report explains that the existing Port of Tilbury is a
statutory undertaker which benefits from permitted development
rights under the Town and Country Planning (permitted
Development) Order 2015 (the GDPO) and the Applicant, as part of
the DCO, will seek to ensure that such rights will apply equally to
Tilbury 2 when that land becomes operational port land. The Scoping
Report confirms that the exact nature of use at the port may change
over time, therefore, as well as the development which is proposed to
be authorised through the DCO, the EIA will be undertaken using a
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Rochdale Envelope of port uses and development within operational
land. The Scoping Report states that the ES will set out physical
attributes (e.g. maximum scale) and the level of activity (e.g. traffic)
that may be expected in the future.
2.60

Following on from the points above the Applicant's scoping response
states that the EIA will include sensitivity testing e.g. for differing
heights, masses, densities, uses and layouts within the constraints of
the masterplan, with controls developed to ensure that the assessed
envelope cannot be exceeded by exercise of DCO powers or
permitted development rights.

2.61

The ES must define and assess all works which will be applied for
within the draft DCO including any flexibility that is sought. The SoS
does not consider that the Applicant’s intended approach towards
permitted development rights has been clearly presented in the
Scoping Report. However, if the DCO applied for by the Applicant in
effect enables the application of permitted development rights, which
would not otherwise apply by virtue of the GDPO, these must be
assessed and reported within the ES.

2.62

The Applicant’s response to the scoping consultation confirms that the
EIA will be undertaken adopting the parameters of the masterplan.
However, the Scoping Report does not provide sufficient detail to
allow for further comment as to the ‘masterplan’ approach. The SoS
considers that this, and any flexibility sought, should be clearly
explained and appropriately assessed within the ES.
Proposed access

2.63

The SoS notes the Proposed Development includes the permanent
provision of an access corridor. The ES should detail these works,
including the dimensions of the permanent proposed road bridge and
the construction techniques necessary to construct it should be
provided within the ES.

2.64

The ES should also explain how the site would be accessed during the
construction phase and identify whether any temporary access roads
are required.
Alternatives

2.65

The EIA Regulations require that the Applicant provide ‘An outline of
the main alternatives studied by the Applicant and an indication of
the main reasons for the Applicant’s choice, taking into account the
environmental effects’ (see Appendix 1).

2.66

The SoS notes the constraints detailed within the Scoping Report
which have resulted in the choice of the application site. The ES
should set out any environmental considerations that have been
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taken into account in the development of the Proposed Development,
for example in the final design and layout.
2.67

The Scoping Report states that the option of upgrading highway
infrastructure along Fort Road is unsuitable for engineering and
environmental reasons; where these have been considered by the
Applicant, they should be detailed within the ES.
Construction

2.68

Limited information has been provided in the Scoping Report
regarding the construction phase of the Proposed Development.
Whilst is it appreciated that this information may not be available at
this stage in the evolution of the Proposed Development, this
information will be required. The SoS considers that the following
information on construction should be clearly indicated in the ES:
•

construction programme, including phasing;

•

construction hours, including confirmation of whether night time
working is required;

•

site preparation;

•

construction methods and activities associated with each phase
including the plant and equipment to be used;

•

size and location of construction compounds;

•

lighting equipment/ requirements; and

•

number, movements and parking of construction vehicles (both
HGVs and staff).

2.69

Paragraph 7.227 of the Scoping Report refers to piling for the new
Ro-Ro berth. Details of the piling, including the number and sizes of
piles, should be provided within the ES.

2.70

The SoS notes the existing rail and river links in the vicinity of the
Proposed Development and recommends that consideration is given
to the delivery of construction materials using these modes of
transport. This should be discussed within the ES.
Operation and maintenance

2.71

There are limited details within the Scoping Report on the operation
of the CMAT. The ES should explain the operational requirements of
this, including the main characteristics of the production process and
the nature and quantity of materials used, as well as waste arisings
and their disposal. The ES should include details of the processing
required for the production of asphalt and concrete products that
would take place during the operational stage; the volumes of
material that would be processed should be provided.
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2.72

Information on the operation and maintenance of the Port should be
included in the ES and should cover but not be limited to such
matters as:
•

the number of full/ part-time jobs;

•

the operational hours and if appropriate, shift patterns;

•

the number and types of vehicle, vessel and rail movements
generated during the operational stage; and

•

maintenance activities including any potential environmental or
navigation impacts.

Decommissioning
2.73

In terms of decommissioning, the SoS acknowledges that the further
into the future any assessment is made, the less reliance may be
placed on the outcome. However, the purpose of such a long term
assessment is to enable the decommissioning of the works to be
taken into account in the design and use of materials such that
structures can be taken down with the minimum of disruption. The
process and methods of decommissioning should be considered and
options presented in the ES. The SoS encourages consideration of
such matters in the ES.
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3

EIA APPROACH AND TOPIC AREAS
Introduction

3.1

This section contains the SoS’s specific comments on the approach to
the ES and topic areas as set out in the Scoping Report. General
advice on the presentation of an ES is provided at Appendix 1 of this
Opinion and should be read in conjunction with this Section.

EU Directive 2014/52/EU
3.2

The SoS draws the Applicant’s attention to European Union (EU)
Directive 2014/52/EU (amending Directive 2011/92/EU on the
assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the
environment) which was made in April 2014.

3.3

Under the terms of the 2014/52/EU Directive, Member States are
required to bring into force the laws, regulations and administrative
provisions necessary to comply with directive by 16 May 2017.

3.4

The Applicant’s Scoping Report acknowledges that the proposed
Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2017 are currently under consultation. The SoS notes
that The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2017 have now been made and will be coming into force
on 16th May 2017. The Applicant should be aware that these
Regulations include for revocation and transitional provision relevant
to the current Regulations.

3.5

On 23 June 2016, the UK held a referendum and voted to leave the
European Union (EU). There is no immediate change to infrastructure
legislation or policy. Relevant EU directives have been transposed in
to UK law and those are unchanged until amended by Parliament.

National Policy Statements (NPS)
3.6

Sector specific NPSs are produced by the relevant Government
Departments and set out national policy for NSIPs. They provide the
framework within which the Examining Authority (ExA) will make
their recommendations to the SoS and include the Government’s
objectives for the development of NSIPs.

3.7

The relevant NPS for Ports sets out assessment principles that should
be considered in the EIA. When undertaking the EIA, the Applicant
must have regard to the Ports NPS and identify how principles these
have been assessed in the ES.

3.8

The SoS must have regard to any matter that the SoS thinks is
important and relevant to the SoS’s decision. This could include the
draft NPS if the relevant NPS has not been formally designated.
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Environmental Statement Approach
3.9

The information provided in the Scoping Report sets out the proposed
approach to the preparation of the ES. Whilst early engagement on
the scope of the ES is to be welcomed, the SoS notes that the level of
information provided at this stage is not always sufficient to allow for
detailed comments from either the SoS or the consultees.

3.10

The SoS would suggest that the Applicant ensures that appropriate
consultation is undertaken with the relevant consultees in order to
agree wherever possible the timing and relevance of survey work as
well as the methodologies to be used. The SoS notes and welcomes
the intention to finalise the scope of investigations in conjunction with
ongoing stakeholder liaison and consultation with the relevant
regulatory authorities and their advisors.

3.11

Paragraph 7.3 of the Scoping Report states that “Appropriate study
areas will be considered for each environmental topic by the
specialist(s) undertaking that assessment”. This is welcomed by the
SoS; however, detail within the Scoping Report of specific study
areas is limited. The SoS recommends that the physical scope of the
study areas should be identified under all the environmental topics
and should be sufficiently robust in order to undertake the
assessment. The extent of the study areas should be on the basis of
recognised professional guidance, whenever such guidance is
available. The study areas should also be agreed with the relevant
consultees and, where this is not possible, this should be stated
clearly in the ES and a reasoned justification given. The scope should
also cover the breadth of the topic area and the temporal scope, and
these aspects should be described and justified.

3.12

The ES should not be a series of separate reports collated into one
document, but rather a comprehensive assessment drawing together
the environmental impacts of the Proposed Development. This is
particularly important when considering impacts in terms of any
permutations or parameters to the Proposed Development.

3.13

The SoS recommends that in order to assist the decision making
process, the Applicant may wish to consider the use of tables:
•

to identify and collate the residual effects (those after
mitigation) on the basis of specialist topics, inter-relationships
and cumulative impacts;

•

to demonstrate how the assessment has taken account of this
Opinion and other responses to consultation;

•

to set out the mitigation measures proposed, as well as
assisting the reader, the SoS considers that this would also
enable the Applicant to cross refer mitigation to specific
provisions proposed to be included within the draft DCO; and
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•

to cross reference where details in the Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA) (where one is provided) such as
descriptions of sites and their locations, together with any
mitigation or compensation measures, are to be found in the
ES.

EIA methodology
3.14

Paragraph 6.7 of the Scoping Report states that impact significance
will be considered on a four point scale (major, moderate, minor and
negligible). The SoS would expect the EIA Methodology chapter of the
ES to define an overarching methodology which will be used to
determine these significance levels. The ES should clearly distinguish
between what are considered to be the significant and non-significant
effects. Any deviation from the overarching methodology for technical
assessments should be clearly set out within the relevant chapters.

3.15

The Scoping Report explains that the EIA will be undertaken on the
basis that all structures associated with the old Tilbury A Power
Station will have been removed from the application site, with the
exception of those identified in Table 5.1 of the Scoping Report. The
SoS notes that site clearance was due to be completed by the end of
March 2017, however also notes that some surveys were undertaken
before this date (e.g. noise and ecology). The ES should therefore
explain whether this would have had any bearing on the baseline that
is presented.

3.16

Paragraph 6.9 of the Scoping Report explains that the remainder of
the former Tilbury B power station to the east of the application site
is likely to be demolished by RWE, but will remain standing whilst the
environmental assessment is undertaken. The SoS assumes that the
three year demolition programme referred to in paragraph 7.44 of
the Scoping Report therefore relates to Tilbury B power station;
however, this is not clearly explained. The Scoping Report therefore
proposes that two baseline scenarios will be provided within the ES:
one with and one without the existence of Tilbury B power station.
The Applicant states this will only be relevant in some cases, e.g. for
the landscape and visual and heritage assessments; for other
environmental topics, the continued existence of the power station or
its complete demolition will make no difference to the assessment of
environmental effects. The SoS notes this approach and understands
the practical difficulties it presents to the assessment process.
However, the SoS considers that it is important for the assessment to
address the certainty that can be attached to the proposed demolition
activities at Tilbury B power station. This information will enable the
SoS to understand the extent to which the assessment can rely on
the delivery of demolition activities at Tilbury B.

3.17

The SoS also notes that there is the potential for cumulative effects
should demolition of the power station take place concurrently
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alongside construction of the Proposed Development. This should be
taken into consideration within the ES.
3.18

The Scoping Reports states that the maximum capacity of the
terminal is considered to be 500,000 units (trailers or containers) per
annum; however, the likely throughput is 360,000 units per annum.
The assessments presented within the ES should be undertaken on a
worst case basis which identifies the maximum potential number of
vessel/road/traffic movements, including any barge transport
associated with the CMAT.

3.19

The SoS notes the Ro-Ro terminal would operate 24 hours per day.
The ES should take into account the impacts of 24 hour working
within all assessments.
Mitigation

3.20

The Scoping Report makes reference to both primary measures which
would form part of the iterative design process, and secondary
measures designed to address adverse effects. There is limited detail
on specific mitigation measures throughout the Scoping Report;
however, the SoS acknowledges that these will be developed as the
EIA progresses.

3.21

Mitigation measures should be agreed with the relevant consultees,
clearly set out within the ES and appropriately secured within the
DCO or via other suitable methods. The SoS expects to be able to
understand the effectiveness of mitigation measures and will need to
be satisfied that they are adequately and appropriately secured.

3.22

The Applicant should clearly describe the primary mitigation that is
embedded and how it is proposed to be secured within the design and
presented within the DCO application. There should be a clear
distinction between mitigation that is proposed in response to effects
identified in the EIA and that which is inbuilt / inherent in the design.
In the case of the latter, the SoS will expect to understand how the
embedded mitigation has been considered within the EIA.
Cumulative assessment

3.23

The SoS welcomes the proposed consideration of cumulative impacts
and notes the schemes to be considered that have been identified to
date in paragraph 7.4 of the Scoping Report. The Applicant’s intention
to develop a final list of projects with regard to Advice note 9 is
welcomed; however the Applicant’s attention is also drawn to Advice
note 17: Cumulative effects assessment which deals specifically with
cumulative effects. The Applicant’s intention to consider any
proposals on the land to the east of the application site, should they
emerge, is also welcomed.

Page 16

Scoping Opinion for
Tilbury2
3.24

The SoS advises the Applicant to agree the plans or projects to be
considered with the relevant local authorities.

3.25

The SoS recommends the ES contains details of the plans or projects
considered within the cumulative assessment, such as the anticipated
construction and operational parameters, along with a figure
identifying their locations.

3.26

Paragraph 7.6 of the Scoping Report explains that the ES will not
consider the Lower Thames Crossing (LTC) in the cumulative
assessment as there is no certainty as to the route and impact on the
highway network in the vicinity of the Port, and as Tilbury2 does not
rely on the delivery of the LTC. The Applicant states it is not
reasonable to prepare an alternative Traffic Impact Assessment. The
SoS notes the LTC preferred route announced on 12 April 2017 will
be in close proximity to the Tilbury2 port and considers that potential
cumulative effects of the two projects should be assessed. The SoS
notes that this view is shared by Thurrock Borough Council.

3.27

The SoS notes the Applicants comments regarding the need for
additional Traffic Impact Assessment. The SoS notes that the level of
assessment is possible is relevant to the information that is available.
The SoS advises the Applicant (in determining the approach to the
assessment) to consider the advice contained in the Planning
Inspectorate’s Advice note 17. The SoS also notes that consideration
of cumulative effects of the two projects should not be limited to just
transport implications without full justification.

3.28

Limited consideration has been given to the assessment of
cumulative effects within each topic chapter. The SoS would expect
the cumulative effects assessment to consider all potential
environmental impacts.

Environmental Statement Structure
3.29

3.30

Paragraph 6.3 of the Scoping Report sets out the proposed structure
of the ES and notes that it is anticipated that the ES will be produced
in three volumes:
•

Volume 1: Main Text including drawings and images;

•

Volume 2: Appendices; and

•

Volume 3: Non-technical summary.

The environmental topics on which the Applicant has sought the
opinion of the SoS are:
•

Socio-economics;

•

Health and wellbeing;

•

Landscape character and visual amenity;
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•

Terrestrial ecology;

•

Marine ecology;

•

Archaeology and cultural heritage;

•

Land-side transportation;

•

Marine navigation;

•

Hydrogeology and ground conditions;

•

Water Resources including flood risk;

•

Water Framework Directive Assessment;

•

Noise and vibration;

•

Air quality;

•

Waste and materials; and

•

Public rights of way.

3.31

The SoS welcomes the proposal to structure each environmental topic
on a consistent basis as proposed in paragraph 6.5 of the Scoping
Report. The SoS notes the proposal to assess effects of the
development and primary mitigation in subsection (vi), but would
also expect residual effects to be assessed, i.e. those post the
application of additional mitigation referred to in subsection (vii).

3.32

The SoS refers the Applicant to paragraph 5.8.4 of the Ports NPS
which states that “The applicant should assess the potential for insect
infestation and emissions of odour, dust, steam, smoke and artificial
light to have a detrimental impact on amenity, as part of the
Environmental Statement.” The SoS advises that consideration is
given to all of these potential effects within the ES.

Matters to be scoped out
3.33

The Scoping Report proposed to scope out the matters detailed
below.

3.34

Marine Ecology – Paragraph 7.98 of the Scoping Report proposes to
scope out impacts to commercially harvested shellfish due to the
25km distance from the development to the aquaculture production
areas at Southend. The SoS assumes that dredged arisings will not
be disposed of in proximity to the aquaculture production. On this
basis, the SoS agrees that given this distance, significant effects are
unlikely and therefore this topic can be scoped out of the EIA.

3.35

Hydrogeology and ground conditions - Paragraph 7.202 of the
Scoping Report proposes to scope out the following:
•

The physical impacts of the development – the site is brownfield
land and the Scoping Report explains that changes in topography,
soil compaction and soil erosion, and ground stability issues
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associated with the ground abnormals related to the former use
of the site will be addressed through the iterative design in its
response to the EIA process and that this will be discussed with
the Environment Agency. On the basis that discussions with the
Environment Agency are still ongoing on this matter, the SoS
does not agree it can be scoped out at this stage.

3.36

•

Impacts on geology as a valuable resource – the Scoping Report
states there are no recorded statutory geological sites or
regionally important geological sites on or adjacent to the site.
The SoS notes that the Globe Pit SSSI, designated for its
geological interest, is located more than 3km from the application
site and therefore agrees that impacts on statutory geological
sites can be scoped out. However, the SoS considers that the
proposal to scope out impacts on geology as a valuable resource
is inconsistent with the applicant’s proposal to assess the
potential effects of construction and operation on the Seaford
Chalk Formation and Newhaven Chalk Formation and alluvium
deposits. On this basis, the SoS does not agree to scope out
impacts on geology as a valuable resource.

•

Impacts on soils as a natural resource – due to the former use of
the site, the Applicant considers this is not relevant. The SoS
agrees this can be scoped out of the EIA.

•

Implications of soil/ material quality for re-use – this is stated to
be discussed within the ‘Use of natural resources and Waste’
section, however the SoS has not been able to find any relevant
information within the Scoping Report. As such, the SoS does not
agree this can be scoped out of the EIA.

Air Quality
•

Plant emissions during construction phase - paragraph 7.325 of
the Scoping Report states that plant would be used e.g. for
dredging, piling, excavation, creation of hard surfaces and the
road and rail link. Limits on plant emissions would be set and
contractors would be required to meet them; and plant would be
used on a short-term operational nature. The SoS agrees that it is
unlikely there would be any significant effects on air quality from
construction plant emissions during the construction phase and
that this can be scoped out. However, the ES should explain how
limits on plant emissions would be secured and recommends this
may be best addressed through preparation and implementation
of a construction environmental management plan.

•

Operational fugitive dust - the Scoping Report contains what is
termed a ‘rapid assessment’ which notes that receptors would be
‘distant’ and concludes that dust can be controlled and impacts
can be mitigated; therefore additional assessment is not required
at EIA stage. Given the current level of detail regarding the
operational management of bulk materials, and the potential for
significant effects, the SoS does not agree that this can be scoped
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out of the EIA. In particular, the SoS notes that the ‘rapid
assessment’ relies upon mitigation which at this stage does not
appear to be well developed or clearly defined.
•

Operational rail and shipping emissions – the Scoping Report
concludes that railway and shipping emissions are unlikely to be
significant as the LAQM.TG(16) screening criteria would not be
met. The Applicant states these conclusions will be reviewed
during the EIA. The SoS agrees that on the basis of this
information, no further assessment is necessary; however
welcomes that it will be kept under review. The ES should also set
out any measures taken to minimise the local effect of emissions
(see Ports NPS paragraph 4.12.4).

3.37

In order to demonstrate that topics have not simply been overlooked,
where topics are scoped out prior to submission of the DCO
application, the ES should still explain the reasoning and justify the
approach taken.

3.38

Matters are not scoped out unless specifically addressed and justified
by the Applicant, and confirmed as being scoped out by the SoS.
Whilst the SoS has not agreed to scope out certain topic or matters
within this Opinion on the basis of the information available at the
time, this does not prevent the Applicant from subsequently agreeing
with the relevant consultees to scope matters out of the ES, where
further evidence has been provided to justify this approach. This
approach should be explained fully in the ES.

Topic Areas
Socio-economics
3.39

The assessment should consider all relevant socio-economic impacts
and the Applicant’s attention is drawn to the requirements of Section
5.14 of the Ports NPS in this regard.

3.40

The Scoping Report explains that an economic impact assessment of
the existing Port was undertaken in May 2016 and the Applicant
proposes to update this (using a predominantly desk based approach)
to cover construction and operation of the Proposed Development.
The SoS considers that the socio-economic assessment for the
Proposed Development should be independent from the assessment
previously conducted for the existing Port of Tilbury. Where it is
considered that baseline data collected to support the socio-economic
assessment of the existing Port of Tilbury is transferrable to that of
the Proposed Development, this should be clearly justified.
Notwithstanding this, the cumulative socio-economic effects of the
existing Port of Tilbury and the Proposed Development should be
considered.

3.41

The Scoping Report does not set out the proposed approach to the
assessment of significance for socio-economic effects. Recognised
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guidance should be adopted, where available, and significance criteria
should be clearly set out in the submitted ES. The assessment should
consider the potential significance of the impacts of the proposal
within the local and regional context.
3.42

The assessment should include a breakdown of the likely jobs and
roles created by the Proposed Development, at both the construction
and operational stages. This should be considered in the context of
the available workforce in the area. Any proposed mitigation
measures should be identified, such as skills and training
programmes that would promote local employment. This should
include consideration of the potential to create apprenticeship
opportunities during construction and operation. The socio-economic
assessment and in particular any skills and training opportunities
should be developed in discussion with the relevant local authorities.

3.43

Paragraph 7.21 of the Scoping Report indicates that impacts on
recreational users of the river and the land around the site will be
considered in the ES and the SoS welcomes this. This should include
the Gravesend Sailing and Rowing Clubs and annual regattas, as
noted in Gravesham Borough Council’s consultation response. The
potential impacts on tourism (for example, the cruise terminal and
the Tilbury Fort scheduled monument) should also be assessed.

3.44

Any potential impacts on local businesses both inside and outside of
the Port (for example, impacts arising from road/rail/river closures)
should be described and assessed in the ES. This should include
commercial users of the river (such as the Gravesend-Tilbury Ferry
and ship repair facilities). The Applicant’s attention is drawn to the
consultation responses from the Port of London Authority and the
MMO, which state that the potential impacts on the commercial
fishing industry should be considered in the ES. Medway Council’s
response states that potential impacts on London Thamesport should
be considered.

3.45

The socio-economic assessment should be cross-referenced to other
topic chapters as relevant (for example the visual impact of the
development may affect recreational users/tourism).
Health and wellbeing

3.46

The SoS does not consider it to be appropriate to comment on the
need or otherwise for a Health and Wellbeing Assessment as this is
not a requirement under the EIA Regulations. The Applicant is
referred to comments on Health in Part 4 of this Opinion.
Landscape character and visual amenity

3.47

The SoS welcomes the Applicant’s intention to undertake the
assessment in accordance with Guidelines for Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment Third Edition (GLVIA3).
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3.48

The Scoping Report refers to the identification of a Zone of
Theoretical Visibility (ZTV). The ES should describe the model used,
provide information on the area covered and the timing of any survey
work and the methodology used to inform the ZTV.

3.49

The Scoping Report also refers to the predicted Zone of Significant
Visibility (ZSV) which is defined as where ‘development is likely to
draw the eye of the casual observer’. The SoS is unfamiliar with the
term ‘ZSV’, which is not a term used in GLVIA3, and it is unclear how
it will be established. This should be clarified within the ES and the
methodology used should be clearly described. It should be clear
within the ES how the ZSV is used to help inform the selection of
visual receptors.

3.50

The SoS welcomes that the location and sensitivity of visual receptors
will be agreed with the local authorities; this should include
viewpoints for the assessment. The ES should contain baseline
photographs from the viewpoints, which should be informed by a site
visit. Consideration should be given to receptors on both the north
and south banks of the River Thames.

3.51

The Proposed Development would take place within previously
developed or disturbed land and in the immediate context of a water
treatment works and the former Tilbury B Power Station. As such, the
Scoping Report states that “in this context the sensitivity of landscape
and visual receptors will be significantly lower in many instances”.
The SoS notes that GLVIA3 allows for the sensitivity of a receptor to
be defined according to the susceptibility of the receptor to change/
development and the value related to that receptor. The SoS reminds
the Applicant of its commitment to agree the sensitivity of receptors
with the local authorities. Any approach which allows for the
sensitivity of a receptor to be adjusted, reflecting the susceptibility to
change, should be explained and appropriately justified within the ES.

3.52

Paragraph 7.61 of the Scoping Report refers to ‘a combination of
objective and subjective judgements’. Subjective judgements should
be identified, explained and justified within the ES.

3.53

The Applicant has not proposed to produce any photomontages as
part of the assessment, but the SoS considers that these would be a
useful aid to the assessment. In this regard, the Applicant’s attention
is drawn to the comments of Historic England with regard to the need
to prepare photomontages and/or wirescape images from heritage
viewpoints. The SoS also notes Thurrock Borough Council’s comments
which suggests the inclusion of a representative viewpoint for
Coalhouse Fort.

3.54

Paragraph 5.30 of the Scoping Report makes reference to column
mounted and high mast luminaires. The SoS therefore expects the ES
to provide details of the proposed lighting and an assessment of
potential light impacts, with relevant cross reference made to the
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ecological assessments. The SoS suggests a detailed lighting strategy
is provided.
3.55

The SoS welcomes the preparation of a landscape strategy and
advises that this is discussed and agreed with the local authority.

3.56

Careful consideration should be given to the form, siting, and use of
materials and colours in terms of minimising the adverse visual
impact of these structures.
Marine ecology

3.57

It is difficult to discern the boundaries of the Thames Estuary &
Marshes Ramsar site and SPA on Figure 7.1. The SoS recommends
that large scale figures with higher resolution are used within the ES.
It would also be useful for the extent of the Thames Estuary
recommended Marine Conservation Zone (rMCZ) to be visually
depicted.

3.58

The Scoping Report considers that existing data will be sufficient to
define the baseline environment for fish, plankton and marine
mammals and no additional surveys would be required. The MMO has
agreed in its consultation response that an extensive amount of
survey data is available for fish ecology, however the SoS notes the
comments of the Port of London Authority regarding the need to
utilise local and more up to date survey material for marine
mammals. The Applicant should agree the need for surveys with the
relevant bodies including the Environment Agency, Natural England
and the MMO (and their advisors, Cefas).

3.59

Similarly, the need for additional benthic ecology surveys should be
agreed. The SoS notes the comments of the MMO regarding the need
for greater confidence in the notion that the tentacle lagoon worm is
not present and Natural England’s comments that it may be useful to
assume presence of the species if presence cannot be scoped out due
to salinity and environmental conditions.

3.60

In accordance with the Ports NPS, the SoS advises that consideration
should be given to the potential risk of the introduction of non-native
species from ships’ ballast water.

3.61

The SoS notes that underwater noise is considered within the Noise
and Vibration chapter of the Scoping Report. The ES should assess
the potential for injury and effects on behaviour of both fish and
marine mammal. Appropriate cross reference should be made
between the noise and vibration chapter and the marine ecology
chapter.

3.62

The Scoping Report proposes to assess disturbance of marine
mammals and fish resulting from night time working lights during

Page 23

Scoping Opinion for
Tilbury2
construction. Consideration should also be given to disturbance
during the operational phase.
3.63

The Scoping Report does not identify any specific guidance that will
be used to undertake the assessment, but states that significance will
be based on magnitude and receptor sensitivity. The SoS reminds the
Applicant to ensure that the methodology is clearly explained within
the ES.

3.64

The SoS welcomes the consultation undertaken to date and that
proposed with the MMO, Environment Agency and Natural England.

3.65

The Applicant’s attention is drawn to the comments of the MMO, the
Port of London Authority and Natural England with regard to the need
to assess the potential impacts on the Thames Estuary rMCZ.
Terrestrial ecology

3.66

Paragraph 7.106 of the Scoping Report identifies four statutory
designated ecological sites within a 3km study area. In addition to
these sites, Natural England’s consultation response notes that
Hangman’s Wood and Deneholes SSSI is located in proximity to the
Proposed Development; the ES should consider the effects on this
SSSI.

3.67

Paragraph 7.110 identifies three Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) located
within the site boundary, although it is unclear what study area was
used to identify LWSs. It is noted that Figure 1.3 of the Scoping
Report only depicts the location of two of the LWSs. The SoS
recommends the locations of all identified LWSs are illustrated on a
plan. Natural England does not hold information on locally designated
sites and so the relevant local authorities and the local wildlife trusts
should be consulted to confirm if these LWSs may be affected by the
Proposed Development.

3.68

The study areas for statutory the ecological assessment should be
discussed and agreed with Natural England and the relevant local
authorities and be clearly defined and justified in the ES.

3.69

Paragraphs 2.33 and 7.107 of the Scoping Report state that the
distances between the application site and the identified statutory
sites rule out significant effects from “many sources associated with
the project (e.g. dust), impossible or unlikely”. The SoS recommends
that the scope of potential impacts on SSSIs should be discussed and
agreed with Natural England as the relevant statutory nature
conservation body.

3.70

The Scoping Report has identified some species-specific guidance for
undertaking survey work. However, it is unclear what overarching
guidance would be followed when undertaking the ecological
assessment. Appropriate guidance (including species-specific
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guidance) should be selected and referenced in the ES, e.g. the
Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment developed by the
Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management
(CIEEM). The Applicant should ensure that any guidance used is up to
date and relevant for the purposes of the assessment.
3.71

Paragraph 7.112 of the Scoping Report explains that an extended
Phase 1 habitat survey of the main site and surface access corridor
was completed in 2016. It is not stated whether a Phase 1 survey of
the ASDA roundabout has been completed. The need for this should
be discussed and agreed with Natural England/ the relevant local
authorities.

3.72

It is noted from Figure 1b (Habitat Map – Surface Access Corridor) of
the Scoping Report that some areas are marked as ‘not accessible for
survey’. The reasons for this have not been explained within the
Scoping Report, although paragraph 7.137 of the Scoping Report
states that further survey work of the surface access corridor is
proposed. The Applicant is advised to ensure as full survey coverage
as possible, and to discuss with Natural England and the relevant
local authorities their approach to the assessment including survey
coverage.

3.73

The red line on Figure 1b is stated to represent the habitat ‘survey
area’. However, there is no background mapping on the figure and as
such it is not possible to ascertain which part of the development it
relates to. The Applicant should ensure all figures within the ES are
clearly legible and easy to understand. The SoS also recommends
that the DCO order limits are included on the figures for ease of
reference.

3.74

The Scoping Report explains that the ecological surveys undertaken
to date have identified a number of protected species, with further
surveys planned. Paragraph 7.138 of the Scoping Report states that
the study areas for the ecological surveys have extended outside the
order limits ‘where it has been considered appropriate to do so…’, the
reasons for which should be explained in the ES. The Applicant is
advised to discuss and agree the methodology, study areas and
timings of the further ecological surveys with the relevant local
authorities and Natural England. In this regard, the Applicant’s
attention is drawn to Natural England’s consultation response, which
advises that Phase 2 surveys (or equivalent) should be undertaken.
In addition, Natural England has adopted standing advice for
protected species which includes links to guidance on survey and
mitigation. The Applicant’s attention is drawn to the advice regarding
European Protected Species in Section 4 of this Opinion.

3.75

The Applicant’s attention is drawn to the Environment Agency’s
consultation response, which advises that surveys for invasive species
and any necessary eradication measures should be undertaken.
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3.76

The Scoping Report notes that ecological data has been obtained
from the Essex Wildlife Trust Biological Records Centre. The SoS
advises the Applicant also considers consulting the Kent Biological
Records Centre to obtain data for the area south of the River Thames.

3.77

Details of how fish populations are to be impacted and whether eel
passage through the ditch network may be affected should be
considered in the ES. This should also be considered as part of the
Water Framework Directive (WFD) assessment.

3.78

The SoS recommends that the effects of shadowing and light
pollution on light-sensitive species should be assessed in the ES. This
should be cross-referenced with the landscape and visual assessment
as appropriate.

3.79

The Applicant’s attention is drawn to the Environment Agency’s
consultation response, which explains that water vole populations
from the ditches and Pincocks Trough will require translocation to
receptor sites. This will need to be discussed and agreed with Natural
England and the Environment Agency.

3.80

In accordance with paragraph 5.1.19 of the Ports NPS, the Applicant
should demonstrate how the Proposed Development would enhance
existing habitats and, where practicable, create new habitats of value
within the site landscaping proposals. Paragraph 7.152 of the Scoping
Report explains that there is limited scope for on-site habitat
compensation. The SoS notes the Applicant’s intention to secure offsite habitat compensation prior to the submission of the DCO
application, working in consultation with the Essex Wildlife Trust. The
SoS notes that the Applicant will need to ensure that any such habitat
is appropriately and demonstrably secured to provide confidence to
the overall delivery of such measures. The SoS recommends that
Natural England, the Environment Agency and the relevant local
authorities are also consulted in this regard. The Applicant’s attention
is drawn to the Environment Agency’s scoping consultation response,
which provides recommendations in relation to habitat compensation.

3.81

The SoS notes that the ecological figures in Appendix 2 of the
Scoping Report were produced by White Young Green for RWE
nPower. The SoS would expect ES figures to be prepared specifically
for the Proposed Development.

3.82

The ES should cross refer to the other technical assessments (such as
air quality and noise) as necessary. The SoS recommends the need to
consider cumulative impacts and advises this is particularly relevant
in terms of assessing the impacts on ecology.
Archaeology and cultural heritage

3.83

It is unclear why the study area has been defined in paragraph 7.153
of the Scoping Report as 2km, but the terrestrial archaeological desk
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based assessment is stated to only consider data 1.25km from the
application site. The Applicant is advised to agree the study area with
Historic England and the local authority and implement this
consistently throughout the assessment.
3.84

The ES should depict the locations of boreholes, test pit and site
investigation used to prepare the Deposit Model. The Applicant’s
attention is also drawn to the comments of Historic England relating
to the Deposit Model and the need to fully understand archaeological
potential.

3.85

The Scoping Report states that the marine archaeological baseline will
need to be established and states this would be done through a
walkover survey of the foreshore and intertidal zones, along with a
review of data. The SoS queries how this walkover will cover the
spatial area to be disturbed during construction and advises that the
approach to establishing the baseline in the marine environment is
discussed further with Historic England. The Applicant’s attention is
drawn to the comments of Historic England with regard to the marine
archaeology.

3.86

The Scoping Report refers to a number of different guidance
documents and states the Built Heritage Statement will be prepared
in accordance with these. Whilst the SoS would expect all assessment
methodology to be clearly set out within the ES, this will be
particularly important where numerous guidelines are used, so that
readers can understand how the assessment has been undertaken.
The Applicant’s attention is drawn to the comments of Historic
England which recommends the analysis of impacts on setting is
undertaken following the staged approach set out in the Good
Practice Advice in Planning 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets.

3.87

The SoS notes the concerns raised by Historic England in relation to
the provision of tables/matrices to identified the magnitude of effect
against the sensitivity of a receptor. The Applicant is advised to agree
a methodology with Historic England which addresses their concerns.

3.88

Paragraph 7.164 of the Scoping Report states that the Proposed
Development is unlikely to have a significant effect on the below
ground internationally important palaeoenvironmental deposits. It is
unclear if the Applicant is proposing to scope this out of the EIA;
however, the SoS notes there is no justification for doing so and
therefore recommends that the potential for impacts is given further
consideration within the EIA. The Applicant’s attention is also drawn
to the comments of Historic England in this regard.

3.89

The Applicant may wish to consider the use of representative
visualisations to explain the impacts on setting of Tilbury Port.

3.90

Consideration should be given to potential for impacts on the setting
of designated heritage assets on the southern shore of the River
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Thames (see comments of Historic England and Gravesham Borough
Council in Appendix 3 of this Opinion).
3.91

The Applicant should demonstrate how, in accordance with the Ports
NPS, access to and the condition of heritage assets would be
maintained and improved, where necessary.
Land-side transportation

3.92

The Scoping Report does not explain how the baseline would be
established. This approach should be agreed with relevant consultees
and documented within the ES.

3.93

The Scoping Report states that a Transport Assessment (TA) will
support the EIA and assess the operational impacts of the
development. The scope of the TA has not been provided; however,
the SoS advises that in accordance with the Ports NPS, WebTAG
methodology is used. The SoS welcomes that the scope will be
agreed with Highways England, Thurrock Council and Essex County
Council. Discussions should include agreement of the study area,
which has not been defined within the Scoping Report.

3.94

The TA should clearly set out how traffic movements have been
predicted and what models and assumptions have been used to
inform the assessment. The number of heavy good vehicle
movements should be provided separately to the estimates of other
traffic movements. The SoS considers that a worst case scenario
should be presented and justified within the ES to take account of the
maximum number of movements that could arise from the Proposed
Development.

3.95

The assessment should be based on the proposed operating hours of
the port facility and include movements generated by port
employees.

3.96

The Scoping Report states that the environmental impact of the
traffic associated with the proposals would be assessed in accordance
with the Institute of Environmental Assessment’s publication
“Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic”
(GEART). The SoS notes that GEART is appropriate for the
assessment of effects to existing transport infrastructure from a
proposed development. Given the Proposed Development includes the
provision of new road and rail infrastructure and improvements to
existing roads, the SoS recommends that the assessment also takes
account of suitable alternative guidance for assessing the impacts of
any new road development, for example the Design Manual for Roads
and Bridges (DMRB).

3.97

In addition to the potential effects of road traffic resulting from the
operation of the proposed port, the ES should explain the implications
of the proposed alterations at the ASDA roundabout.
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3.98

The ES should identify the potential receptors considered within the
assessment. This should include not only drivers, but other road
users including cyclists and pedestrians.

3.99

Paragraph 7.180 of the Scoping Report implies that an assessment of
effects of rail movements on existing rail infrastructure would not be
undertaken. This is on the basis that “Disruption during construction
will be minimised as no new signalling or out turn from the existing
main line will be required. Movements will be toward London and will
therefore not impact on delay at any level crossing to the east of the
site.” The SoS advises the Applicant to liaise with Network Rail in this
regard, and if necessary assess any effects.

3.100 The ES should identify mitigation measures that are proposed to be
implemented during both the construction and operational phase
including demand management measures. The SoS recommends that
draft versions of a construction traffic management plan and an
operational travel plan are submitted with the DCO application.
Marine navigation
3.101 The SoS notes that a Navigational Risk Assessment (NRA) will be
produced and submitted to the Port of London Authority. It is
assumed that the NRA will therefore form the basis of the marine
navigation chapter of the ES.
3.102 The Scoping Report identifies the potential for impacts to occur
during the construction period but does not provide any further
details as to what these may be. It is therefore welcomed that these
will be discussed further with the Port of London Authority. The
proposed discussions with Trinity House are also welcomed.
3.103 To inform the assessment, information on the number and size of the
vessels likely to be utilising the Proposed Development should be
provided in the ES. The ES should assess a worst case scenario and
the assessment should also reflect the proposed operating hours of
the Proposed Development. It is understood that movements from
the Proposed Development could be either up or down stream,
depending on the commercial agreements and resulting occupants. It
is also noted that these may change over the operational lifespan of
the Proposed Development. However, it should be clear within the ES
what assumptions have been made in undertaking the assessment.
3.104 The NRA should identify the requirements for aids to navigation
during construction and operation.
3.105 Paragraph 7.191 of the Scoping Report states that the Proposed
Development would not impact on the operation of the Tilbury to
Gravesend Ferry as neither the physical infrastructure nor vessel
movements will infringe on the route of the ferry. No evidence has
been provided to justify this statement and the SoS notes the
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comments of Gravesham Borough Council that the ferry could be
affected by vessel movements and that benefits could arise from
additional demand. This should be considered further and if necessary
assessed within the ES.
Hydrogeology and ground conditions
3.106 The baseline for the ES should explain in detail the extent of the
study area and justify the reasons for this.
3.107 The approach to classifying significant effects is set out in Table 7.6
of the Scoping Report. It is unclear how this relates to Table 7.4
(value/sensitivity of receptor) and Table 7.5 (magnitude of effect);
these are typically used within EIA to provide a framework for
establishing the significance of effects. The methodology applied
within the assessment should be clarified within the ES.
3.108 The Scoping Report states that the ES will consider the effects of
construction and operation on the Seaford Chalk Formation and
Newhaven Chalk Formation and alluvium deposits; however no details
are provided as to how the assessment will be undertaken. The SoS
refers to its comments made above in this Opinion regarding scoping
out impacts on geology as a valuable resource and advises that the
assessment scope and methodology is agreed with the Environment
Agency.
3.109 The ES should detail the construction method chosen to protect
groundwater and provide details of the ‘good site working practices’
and relevant guidance referred to within the Scoping Report.
3.110 The Applicant’s attention is drawn to the comments of the
Environment Agency, in particular with regard to the value of
receptors and to the need to consider the impact of potential
mobilisation of groundwater contaminated with leachate from nearby
landfill sites.
Water resources including flood risk
3.111 The SoS notes the proposed 1km study area proposed for
establishing the baseline. The SoS recommends this study area is
agreed with the Environment Agency and the Lead Local Flood
Authority.
3.112 The SoS welcomes the provision of a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)
and the proposed consultation with the Environment Agency and the
Lead Local Flood Authority. The FRA should encompass both the
main application site and the access corridor. It should form an
appendix to the ES and should take into account the most recent
climate change projections (see https://www.gov.uk/guidance/floodrisk-assessments-climate-change-allowances).
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3.113 The FRA and the ES should assess the potential impacts on the
existing flood defences, in particular the effects resulting from
changes to the hydrodynamic and sedimentary regime. The Applicant
should ensure that in accordance with the Ports NPS, it has a
restoration plan for areas of foreshore disturbed by direct works and
pre- and post-construction coastal monitoring arrangements with
defined triggers for intervention and restoration. The assessment
should address the efficacy of any such plan. The Applicant’s
attention is drawn to the comments of the Environment Agency in
relation to flood defence assets, the FRA and the TE2100 plan.
3.114 Paragraph 7.221 of the Scoping Report refers to “new gravity outfalls
through the existing [flood] defences into the River Thames”. The ES
should identify the locations of these outfalls. Their height
comparative to the mean high water springs and their flow rates
should be provided to inform the assessment taking into account the
longer term effects from climate change.
3.115 The SoS would expect details of surface drainage for the development
to be provided. The Scoping Report proposes the use of SUDs
features; the ES should provide details of these features and identify
their locations. Appropriate cross-reference should be made to other
assessments in relation to these features e.g. the landscape and
visual assessment and ecological assessment.
3.116 The ES should identify whether water abstraction is necessary for
either the construction or operational phase, and if so provide the
abstraction rates.
3.117 The SoS notes the proposed use of the calibrated Thames Base model
(which is established by the Environment Agency and Port of London
Authority) to model hydrodynamics and sedimentation. It is unclear
from the Scoping Report whether any baseline studies are required to
determine existing hydrodynamics and sediment levels, or whether
this information is obtained solely from the model. This should be
discussed with the EA and local authorities and clarified within the ES.
Any necessary surveys should be clearly reported.
3.118 The Scoping Report notes the potential for the Proposed Development
to change erosion or accretion in the marine area; however, does not
specifically propose to assess such changes. The SoS considers this
should be quantified within the ES and the potential effects of any
changes considered. The methodology for undertaking this work
should be agreed with the Environment Agency.
3.119 The Scoping Report states that significance will be based on assessing
the impact magnitude and the sensitivity of the receptor; however,
no further details have been provided. Definitions of levels of
magnitude and sensitivity should be provided within the ES and they
should be clearly applied throughout the assessment.
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3.120 Consideration should be given to the potential for impacts on the
southern side of the River Thames (see the comments of Gravesham
Borough Council in Appendix 3 of this Opinion) and Tilbury Fort (see
comments of Historic England in Appendix 3 of this Opinion).
3.121 The ES should consider the potential for cumulative effects arising
from dredging for the Proposed Development and London Gateway
Port (see the comments of the Environment Agency).
Water Framework Directive (WFD) assessment
3.122 Except for where the WFD assessment overlaps with the Water
Resources and Flood Risk and Hydrogeology and Ground Conditions
chapters of the ES, a WFD assessment is a separate process from the
EIA. The SoS therefore does not consider it appropriate to comment
on the proposed WFD assessment approach. However, the Applicant’s
attention is drawn to the comments of the Environment Agency
regarding the WFD assessment and to section 4 of this Opinion.
Noise and vibration
3.123 The Scoping Report has not set out a proposed study area for the
assessment; this should be identified and justified within the ES. The
SoS advises that in addition to assessing impacts on receptors in the
immediate vicinity of the Proposed Development, consideration is
given to receptors on the southern side of the River Thames.
3.124 The SoS welcomes that liaison has taken place with the
Environmental Health Department of Thurrock Council to agree the
assessment methodology and monitoring locations. The intention to
undertake additional baseline noise monitoring is noted. The ES
should provide details of all monitoring undertaken and clearly
identify the locations used.
3.125 The SoS notes that demolition and clearance has been taking place
on the site and will be ongoing at Tilbury B power station to the east
of the site until circa January 2019; the ES should detail whether any
of these activities were taking place at the time of the baseline noise
surveys. Ideally, the Applicant should ensure that the baseline noise
surveys are representative of the conditions at the site without such
activities taking place. The potential impacts of concurrent activities
occurring (e.g. construction of Tilbury2 alongside the demolition of
Tilbury B power station) should be considered in the cumulative
assessment.
3.126 The SoS welcomes the proposal to establish underwater noise levels
using an underwater noise survey and to discuss the monitoring
location with the MMO.
3.127 The models used for predicting noise and vibration levels, both on
land and in the marine environment, should be identified within the
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ES. The input parameters for the models should be clearly set out
and should assess a worst case scenario that would be permitted
through the DCO for example hours of construction, types of plant,
number and size of piles, vehicle movements.
3.128 Paragraph 7.265 identifies three different guidance documents to be
used for assessing the impact of rail noise. The SoS reiterates it’s
previous comments made regarding the use of numerous guidance
documents and the need to clearly set out the assessment
methodology within the ES. Noting the guidance referred to, it will be
particularly important for the ES to set out how significance in EIA
terms will be established and for this methodology to be adhered to
throughout the assessment.
3.129 The Scoping Report states that “The noise impacts associated with
vessel movements attributable to the Proposed Development will be
determined on the basis of independently published source data
information”. No assessment methodology has been proposed and it
is unclear as to what ‘independently published source data
information’ would comprise. The SoS recommends this assessment
methodology is discussed and agreed with the relevant consultees.
The ES should set out the assumptions made in such an assessment,
for example the type/size of vessels and vessel movement
scheduling.
3.130 Noise impacts on people should be specifically assessed and
particularly any potential noise disturbance at night and other
unsocial hours such as weekends and public holidays.
3.131 Noise and vibration impacts along the foreshore potentially affecting
birds and fish should be also be assessed.
3.132 The ES should show how good design and use of appropriate
technologies will be implemented to help mitigate adverse noise
effects.
3.133 Consideration should be given to monitoring noise complaints during
construction and when the development is operational.
Air quality
3.134 Paragraph 7.365 of the Scoping Report states that additional baseline
monitoring using NO2 diffusion tubes would be undertaken if
required; however, does not explain how it will be determined
whether their use is required. The SoS recommends the use of
diffusion tubes is discussed with the relevant local authorities and
that, if required, their locations are agreed.
3.135 Figure 7.4 of the Scoping Report is of poor quality and is difficult to
read; the Applicant should ensure that figures within the ES are of
sufficient scale and quality to be fully understood.
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3.136 The Applicant is advised to agree the sensitive receptors with the
relevant local authorities.
3.137 Table 7.11 – Summary of operational dust emissions screening
exercise, reference has been made to the receptor sensitivity,
magnitude of effect and residual emissions, but no definitions have
been provided. These should be provided within the ES.
3.138 The Scoping Report explains that road traffic emissions modelling will
be undertaken, but has not explained how the results of these would
be translated to significance in EIA terms. This should be clearly
explained and applied within the ES. The ES should detail the models
used in the air quality assessment and clearly set out the inputs and
relevant assumptions that have been applied. The ES should detail
any model verification that is undertaken and should identify the year
that has been assessed. In terms of utilising traffic data as an input
to the air quality model, the Applicant should ensure that it is
consistent across the ES topics.
3.139 The Scoping Report notes that the need for a compliance risk
assessment in accordance with IAN 175/13 will be determined
through consultation with Highways England.
3.140 Paragraph 7.372 of the Scoping Report states that the need for
dispersion modelling of small point sources will be confirmed once a
more detailed design is available. The Scoping Report does not
explain how this will be determined, nor does it propose any
methodology of any such assessment. The SoS advises the Applicant
to continue to engage with the relevant local authorities (and if
applicable, the Environment Agency) in this regard and to agree the
assessment scope if required. Where an assessment is undertaken,
the implications of stack height and dispersion of the discharge needs
to be clearly explained.
3.141 Air quality and dust levels should be considered not only on site but
also off site, including along access roads, local footpaths and other
public rights of way (PROW).
3.142 In accordance with the Ports NPS, the Applicant should demonstrate
how the new port infrastructure has been designed to minimise
emissions of greenhouse gases.
3.143 Consideration should be given to appropriate mitigation measures
and to monitoring dust complaints.
Waste and materials
3.144 The SoS welcomes the proposed consideration of waste and materials
within the ES and notes that the assessment criteria is based on
Atkins’ prior experience given there is no specific industry assessment
standard.
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3.145 The ES should consider the potential for waste arisings from the
operation of the ready mix concrete batching plant and the asphalt
batching plant.
3.146 The SoS notes the temporal scope stated in paragraph 7.387 of the
Scoping Report to be 2017 – 2018 for construction and late 2018 for
operation. The Applicant should ensure they revise these dates to
correspond with potential dates of construction/operation that would
result from the DCO regime.
3.147 With reference to Table 7.12 of the Scoping Report, the Applicant
should take care to ensure that the criterion do not overlap with one
another. For example minor significance is classified as ‘between 1
and 5% of…waste arisings’ and moderate significance is classified as
‘between 5 and 10% of…waste arisings’. Any such overlap in
classifications should be avoided.
3.148 The ES will need to identify and describe the control processes and
mitigation procedures for storing and transporting waste off site. All
waste types should be quantified and classified.
3.149 The Applicant is encouraged to produce a Site Waste Management
Plan to include information on the proposed waste recovery and
disposal system for all waste generated by the development.
Public rights of way
3.150 The SoS welcomes that consideration will be given to potential
impacts on PROW and that discussions will be held with the Thurrock
Council’s PROW officer. However, the Scoping Report only proposes
to identify existing rights of way and review problems/opportunities.
The SoS is unclear why a separate chapter for PROWs has been
proposed in the Scoping Report and considers that potential impacts
on PROWs could be appropriately addressed elsewhere in the ES, e.g.
landscape and visual impact, land-side transportation, air quality.
In doing so, any PROWs to be affected by the Proposed Development
should be depicted on figures; showing both their existing routes and
their temporary/permanent diversions. The duration of any
temporary diversions should be detailed within the ES.
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4

OTHER INFORMATION

4.1

This section does not form part of the SoS’s Opinion as to the
information to be provided in the ES. However, it does respond to
other issues that the SoS has identified which may help to inform the
preparation of the application for the DCO.

Pre-application Prospectus
4.2

The Planning Inspectorate offers a service for Applicants at the Preapplication stage of the NSIP process. Details are set out in the
prospectus ‘Pre-application service for NSIPs’ 1. The prospectus
explains what the Planning Inspectorate can offer during the Preapplication phase and what is expected in return. The Planning
Inspectorate can provide advice about the merits of a scheme in
respect of national policy; can review certain draft documents; as
well as advice about procedural and other planning matters. Where
necessary a facilitation role can be provided. The service is optional
and free of charge.

4.3

The level of Pre-application support provided by the Planning
Inspectorate will be agreed between an applicant and the Planning
Inspectorate at the beginning of the Pre-application stage and will be
kept under review.

Preliminary Environmental Information (PEI)
4.4

Consultation forms a crucial aspect of environmental impact
assessment. As part of their Pre-application consultation duties,
Applicants are required to prepare a Statement of Community
Consultation (SoCC). This sets out how the local community will be
consulted about the Proposed Development. The SoCC must state
whether the Proposed Development is EIA development and if it is,
how the Applicant intends to publicise and consult on PEI. Further
information in respect of PEI may be found in Advice note seven
‘Environmental Impact Assessment: Preliminary Environmental
Information, Screening and Scoping’.

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
4.5

The SoS notes that European sites 2 could be potentially affected by
the Proposed Development. The Habitats Regulations require
1

The prospectus is available from:
http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/application-process/preapplication-service-for-applicants/
2

The term ‘European sites’ in this context includes Sites of Community Importance
(SCIs), Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and candidate SACs, Special Protection
Areas (SPAs), possible SACs, potential SPAs, Ramsar sites, proposed Ramsar sites,
and any sites identified as compensatory measures for adverse effects on any of the
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competent authorities, before granting consent for a plan or project,
to carry out an appropriate assessment (AA) in circumstances where
the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a European
site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects).
Applicants should note that the competent authority in respect of
NSIPs is the relevant SoS. It is the Applicant’s responsibility to
provide sufficient information to the competent authority to enable
them to carry out an AA or determine whether an AA is required.
4.6

The Applicant should note that the Secretary of State for Transport
will be the competent authority for the Habitats Regulations, not the
Planning Inspectorate.

4.7

The Applicant’s attention is drawn to Regulation 5(2)(g) of The
Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and
Procedure) Regulations 2009 (as amended) (the APFP Regulations)
and the need to include with the DCO application a report identifying
European sites to which the Habitats Regulations applies and Ramsar
sites, which may be affected by the Proposed Development.

4.8

The report to be submitted under Regulation 5(2)(g) of the APFP
Regulations with the application must deal with two issues: the first is
to enable a formal assessment by the competent authority of whether
there is a likely significant effect; and the second, should it be
required, is to enable the carrying out of an AA by the competent
authority.

4.9

The Applicant’s attention is also drawn to UK Government policy 3,
which states that the following sites should be given the same
protection as European sites: possible SACs (pSACs); potential SPAs
(pSPAs); and (in England) proposed Ramsar sites and sites identified,
or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on any of
the above sites. Therefore, Applicants should also consider the need
to provide information on such sites where they may be affected by
the Proposed Development.

4.10

Further information on the HRA process is contained within Planning
Inspectorate’s Advice Note ten ‘Habitat Regulations Assessment
relevant to nationally significant infrastructure projects’, available on
our website. It is recommended that Applicants follow the advice
contained within this advice note.

above. For a full description of the designations to which the Habitats Regulations
apply, and/or are applied as a matter of Government policy, see the Planning
Inspectorate’s Advice Note ten
3

In England, the NPPF Paragraph 118. In Wales, TAN5 Paragraphs 5.2.2 and 5.2.3.
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Plan To Agree Habitats Information
4.11

A Plan may be prepared to agree upfront what information in respect
of Habitats Regulations the Applicant needs to supply to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of a DCO application. This is termed an Evidence
Plan for proposals in England or in both England and Wales, but a
similar approach can be adopted for proposals only in Wales. For ease
these are all termed ‘evidence plans’ here.

4.12

An evidence plan will help to ensure compliance with the Habitats
Regulations. It will be particularly relevant to NSIPs where impacts
may be complex, large amounts of evidence may be needed or there
are a number of uncertainties. It will also help Applicants meet the
requirement to provide sufficient information (as explained in Advice
Note ten) in their application, so the ExA can recommend to the SoS
whether or not to accept the application for Examination and whether
an AA is required.

4.13

Any Applicant of a proposed NSIP can request an evidence plan. A
request for an evidence plan should be made at the start of Preapplication (eg after notifying the Planning Inspectorate on an
informal basis) by contacting Natural England (NE).

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)
4.14

The SoS notes that a number of SSSIs are located close to or within
the Proposed Development. Where there may be potential impacts on
the SSSIs, the SoS has duties under sections 28(G) and 28(I) of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (the W&C Act).
These are set out below for information.

4.15

Under s28(G), the SoS has a general duty ‘… to take reasonable
steps, consistent with the proper exercise of the authority’s functions,
to further the conservation and enhancement of the flora, fauna or
geological or physiographical features by reason of which the site is
of special scientific interest’.

4.16

Under s28(I), the SoS must notify the relevant nature conservation
body (NCB), NE in this case, before authorising the carrying out of
operations likely to damage the special interest features of a SSSI.
Under these circumstances 28 days must elapse before deciding
whether to grant consent, and the SoS must take account of any
advice received from the NCB, including advice on attaching
conditions to the consent. The NCB will be notified during the
Examination period.

4.17

If Applicants consider it likely that notification may be necessary
under s28(I), they are advised to resolve any issues with the NCB
before the DCO application is submitted to the SoS. If, following
assessment by applicants, it is considered that operations affecting
the SSSI will not lead to damage of the special interest features,
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applicants should make this clear in the ES. The application
documents submitted in accordance with Regulation 5(2)(l) could also
provide this information. Applicants should seek to agree with the
NCB the DCO requirements which will provide protection for the SSSI
before the DCO application is submitted.

European Protected Species (EPS)
4.18

Applicants should be aware that the decision maker under the
PA2008 has, as the competent authority (CA), a duty to engage with
the Habitats Directive. Where a potential risk to a European Protected
Species (EPS) is identified, and before making a decision to grant
development consent, the CA must, amongst other things, address
the derogation tests in Regulation 53 of the Habitats Regulations.
Therefore the Applicant may wish to provide information which will
assist the decision maker to meet this duty.

4.19

If an Applicant has concluded that an EPS licence is required the ExA
will need to understand whether there is any impediment to the
licence being granted. The decision to apply for a licence or not will
rest with the Applicant as the person responsible for commissioning
the proposed activity by taking into account the advice of their
consultant ecologist.

4.20

Applicants are encouraged to consult with NE and, where required, to
agree appropriate requirements to secure necessary mitigation. It
would assist the Examination if Applicants could provide, with the
application documents, confirmation from NE whether any issues
have been identified which would prevent the EPS licence being
granted.

4.21

Generally, NE are unable to grant an EPS licence in respect of any
development until all the necessary consents required have been
secured in order to proceed. For NSIPs, NE will assess a draft licence
application in order to ensure that all the relevant issues have been
addressed. Within 30 working days of receipt, NE will either issue ‘a
letter of no impediment’ stating that it is satisfied, insofar as it can
make a judgement, that the proposals presented comply with the
regulations or will issue a letter outlining why NE consider the
proposals do not meet licensing requirements and what further
information is required before a ‘letter of no impediment’ can be
issued. The Applicant is responsible for ensuring draft licence
applications are satisfactory for the purposes of informing formal Preapplication assessment by NE.

4.22

Ecological conditions on the site may change over time. It will be the
Applicant’s responsibility to ensure information is satisfactory for the
purposes of informing the assessment of no detriment to the
maintenance of favourable conservation status (FCS) of the
population of EPS affected by the proposals. Applicants are advised
that current conservation status of populations may or may not be
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favourable. Demonstration of no detriment to favourable populations
may require further survey and/or submission of revised short or long
term mitigation or compensation proposals.
4.23

In England the focus concerns the provision of up to date survey
information which is then made available to NE (along with any
resulting amendments to the draft licence application). Applicants
with projects in England (including activities undertaken landward of
the mean low water mark) can find further information in Advice Note
eleven, Annex C 4.

Other Regulatory Regimes
4.24

The SoS recommends that the Applicant should state clearly what
regulatory areas are addressed in the ES and that the Applicant
should ensure that all relevant authorisations, licences, permits and
consents that are necessary to enable operations to proceed are
described in the ES. Also it should be clear that any likely significant
effects of the Proposed Development which may be regulated by
other statutory regimes have been properly taken into account in the
ES.

4.25

It will not necessarily follow that the granting of consent under one
regime will ensure consent under another regime. For those consents
not capable of being included in an application for consent under the
PA2008, the SoS will require a level of assurance or comfort from the
relevant regulatory authorities that the proposal is acceptable and
likely to be approved, before they make a recommendation or
decision on an application. The Applicant is encouraged to make early
contact with other regulators. Information from the Applicant about
progress in obtaining other permits, licences or consents, including
any confirmation that there is no obvious reason why these will not
subsequently be granted, will be helpful in supporting an application
for development consent to the SoS.

Water Framework Directive
4.26

EU Directive 2000/60/EC (the Water Framework Directive)
establishes a framework for the protection of inland surface waters
(rivers and lakes), transitional waters (estuaries), coastal waters and
groundwater. Under the terms of the Directive, Member States are
required to establish river basin districts and corresponding river
basin management plans outlining how the environmental objectives
outlined in Article 4 of the Directive are to be met.

4

Advice Note eleven, Annex C – Natural England and the Planning Inspectorate
available from: http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2015/10/PINS-Advice-Note-11_AnnexC_20150928.pdf
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4.27

In determining an application for a DCO, the Secretary of State must
be satisfied that the applicant has had regard to relevant river basin
management plans (RBMP) and that the Proposed Development is
compliant with the terms of the Water Framework Directive and its
daughter directives.

4.28

The Scoping Report has identified WFD water bodies but has not
identified the relevant RBMP for the Proposed Development; however
the Secretary of State notes that it is located within the Anglian River
Basin District.

4.29

The Scoping Report states that construction will not be considered as
part of the WFD assessment as it is assumed that best practice
guidance will be followed to minimise potential impacts of the
construction activities. The Applicant should identify what these
measures are and demonstrate how they would be secured.

4.30

In this respect, the Applicant’s attention is drawn to Regulation
5(2)(l) of the APFP Regulations which requires an application for an
NSIP to be accompanied by, ‘where applicable, a plan with
accompanying information identifying-… …(iii) water bodies in a river
basin management plan, together with an assessment of any effects
on such sites, features, habitats or bodies likely to be caused by the
Proposed Development’.

The Environmental Permitting Regulations and
the Water Resources Act
Environmental Permitting Regulations 2010
4.31

The Environmental Permitting Regulations 2010 require operators of
certain facilities, which could harm the environment or human health,
to obtain permits from the Environment Agency (EA). Environmental
permits can combine several activities into one permit. There are
standard permits supported by ‘rules’ for straightforward situations
and bespoke permits for complex situations. For further information,
please see the Government’s advice on determining the need for an
environmental permit 5.

4.32

The EA’s environmental permits cover:
•

industry regulation;

•

waste management (waste treatment, recovery or disposal
operations);

•

discharges to surface water;

•

groundwater activities; and

5

Available from: https://www.gov.uk/environmental-permit-check-if-you-need-one
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•
4.33

radioactive substances activities.

Characteristics of environmental permits include:
•

they are granted to operators (not to land);

•

they can be revoked or varied by the EA;

•

operators are subject to tests of competence;

•

operators may apply to transfer environmental permits to another
operator (subject to a test of competence); and

•

conditions may be attached.

The Water Resources Act 1991
4.34

Under the Water Resources Act 1991 (as amended), anyone who
wishes to abstract more than 20m3/day of water from a surface
source such as a river or stream or an underground source, such as
an aquifer, will normally require an abstraction licence from the EA.
For example, an abstraction licence may be required to abstract
water for use in cooling at a power station. An impoundment licence
is usually needed to impede the flow of water, such us in the creation
of a reservoir or dam, or construction of a fish pass.

4.35

Abstraction licences and impoundment licences are commonly
referred to as ‘water resources licences’. They are required to ensure
that there is no detrimental impact on existing abstractors or the
environment. 5For further information, please see the EA’s WR176
guidance form on applying for a full, transfer or impounding licence 6:

4.36

Characteristics of water resources licences include:
•

they are granted to licence holders (not to land);

•

they can be revoked or varied;

•

they can be transferred to another licence holder; and

•

in the case of abstraction licences, they are time limited.

Role of the Applicant
4.37

It is the responsibility of Applicants to identify whether an
environmental permit and / or water resources licence is required
from the EA before an NSIP can be constructed or operated. Failure
to obtain the appropriate consent(s) is an offence.

4.38

The EA allocates a limited amount of Pre-application advice for
environmental permits and water resources licences free of charge.
6

Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/wr176-applying-forfull-transfer-or-impoundment-licence-form-guidance
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Further advice can be provided, but this will be subject to cost
recovery.
4.39

The EA encourages Applicants to engage with them early in relation
to the requirements of the application process. Where a project is
complex or novel, or requires a HRA, Applicants are encouraged to
“parallel track” their applications to the EA with their DCO
applications to the Planning Inspectorate. Further information on the
EA’s role in the infrastructure planning process is available in Annex D
of the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice note eleven (working with
public bodies in the infrastructure planning process) 7

4.40

When considering the timetable to submit their applications,
Applicants should bear in mind that the EA will not be in a position to
provide a detailed view on the Proposed Development until it issues
its draft decision for public consultation (for sites of high public
interest) or its final decision. Therefore the Applicant should ideally
submit its application sufficiently early so that the EA is at this point
in the determination by the time the DCO reaches Examination.

4.41

It is also in the interests of an applicant to ensure that any specific
requirements arising from their permit or licence are capable of being
carried out under the works permitted by the DCO. Otherwise there is
a risk that requirements could conflict with the works which have
been authorised by the DCO (e.g. a stack of greater height than that
authorised by the DCO could be required) and render the DCO
impossible to implement.

Health and Wellbeing Assessment
4.42

The SoS notes that the Applicant intends to provide a Health and
Wellbeing Assessment as part of the ES. The Applicant should have
regard to the responses received from the relevant consultees
regarding health, and in particular to the comments from the Public
Health England and Thurrock Borough Council.

4.43

The methodology for the Health and Wellbeing Assessment should be
agreed with the relevant statutory consultees and take into account
mitigation measures for acute risks.

4.44

The Applicant should have regard to Section 4.16 of the Ports NPS.

Transboundary Impacts
4.45

The SoS has noted that the Applicant has not indicated whether the
Proposed Development is likely to have significant impacts on another
European Economic Area (EEA) State.
7

Available from: http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/legislation-andadvice/advice-notes/
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4.46

Regulation 24 of the EIA Regulations, which inter alia require the SoS
to publicise a DCO application if the SoS is of the view that the
Proposed Development is likely to have significant effects on the
environment of another EEA state and where relevant to consult with
the EEA state affected. The SoS considers that where Regulation 24
applies, this is likely to have implications for the Examination of a
DCO application.

4.47

The SoS recommends that the ES should identify whether the
Proposed Development has the potential for significant transboundary
impacts and if so, what these are and which EEA States would be
affected.
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APPENDIX 1 – PRESENTATION OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT
A1.1 The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and
Procedure) Regulations 2009 (SI 2264) (as amended) (APFP
Regulations) sets out the information which must be provided for an
application for a Development Consent Order (DCO for nationally
significant infrastructure under the Planning Act 2008 (as amended)
(PA2008). Where required, this includes an Environmental Statement
(ES). Applicants may also provide any other documents considered
necessary to support the application. Information which is not
environmental information need not be replicated or included in the
ES.
A1.2 An ES is described under the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (SI 2263) (as amended) (the
EIA Regulations) as a statement:
•

that includes such of the information referred to in Part 1 of
Schedule 4 as is reasonably required to assess the
environmental effects of the development and of any
associated development and which the applicant can, having
regard in particular to current knowledge and methods of
assessment, reasonably be required to compile; but that
includes at least the information required in Part 2 of Schedule
4.
(EIA Regulations, Regulation 2)

A1.3 The purpose of an ES is to ensure that the environmental effects of a
Proposed Development are fully considered, together with the
economic or social benefits of the development, before the
development consent application under the PA2008 is determined.
The ES should be an aid to decision making.
A1.4 The Secretary of State (SoS) advises that the ES should be laid out
clearly with a minimum amount of technical terms and should provide
a clear objective and realistic description of the likely significant
impacts of the Proposed Development. The information should be
presented so as to be comprehensible to the specialist and nonspecialist alike. The SoS recommends that the ES be concise with
technical information placed in appendices.

ES Indicative Contents
A1.5 The SoS emphasises that the ES should be a ‘stand-alone’ document
in line with best practice and case law. Schedule 4, Parts 1 and 2 of
the EIA Regulations set out the information for inclusion in ES.
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A1.6 Schedule 4 Part 1 of the EIA Regulations states this information
includes:
17. Description of the development, including in particular—
•

a description of the physical characteristics of the whole
development and the land-use requirements during the
construction and operational phases;

•

a description of the main characteristics of the production
processes, for instance, nature and quantity of the materials
used;

•

an estimate, by type and quantity, of expected residues and
emissions (water, air and soil pollution, noise, vibration, light,
heat, radiation, etc) resulting from the operation of the
Proposed Development.

18. An outline of the main alternatives studied by the applicant and
an indication of the main reasons for the applicant’s choice, taking
into account the environmental effects.
19. A description of the aspects of the environment likely to be
significantly affected by the development, including, in particular,
population, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material
assets, including the architectural and archaeological heritage,
landscape and the interrelationship between the above factors.
20. A description of the likely significant effects of the development
on the environment, which should cover the direct effects and any
indirect, secondary, cumulative, short, medium and long-term,
permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects of the
development, resulting from:
•

the existence of the development;

•

the use of natural resources;

the emission of pollutants, the creation of nuisances and the
elimination of waste,
and the description by the applicant of the forecasting methods used
to assess the effects on the environment.
21. A description of the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and
where possible offset any significant adverse effects on the
environment.
22. A non-technical summary of the information provided under
paragraphs 1 to 5 of this Part.
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23. An indication of any difficulties (technical deficiencies or lack of
know-how) encountered by the applicant in compiling the required
information.
(EIA Regulations, Schedule 4 Part 1)
The content of the ES must include as a minimum those matters set out in
Schedule 4 Part 2 of the EIA Regulations. This includes the consideration of
‘the main alternatives studied by the applicant’ which the SoS recommends
could be addressed as a separate chapter in the ES. Part 2 is included below
for reference:
24. A description of the development comprising information on the
site, design and size of the development
25. A description of the measures envisaged in order to avoid, reduce
and, if possible, remedy significant adverse effects
26. The data required to identify and assess the main effects which
the development is likely to have on the environment
27. An outline of the main alternatives studies by the applicant and
an indication of the main reasons for the applicant’s choice, taking
into account the environmental effects, and
28. A non-technical summary of the information provided [under the
four Paragraphs of Schedule 4 part 2 above].
(EIA Regulations, Schedule 4 Part 2)
A1.7 Traffic and transport is not specified as a topic for assessment under
Schedule 4; although in line with good practice the SoS considers it is
an important consideration per se, as well as being the source of
further impacts in terms of air quality and noise and vibration.

Balance
A1.8 The SoS recommends that the ES should be balanced, with matters
which give rise to a greater number or more significant impacts being
given greater prominence. Where few or no impacts are identified,
the technical section may be much shorter, with greater use of
information in appendices as appropriate.
The SoS considers that the ES should not be a series of disparate
reports and stresses the importance of considering inter-relationships
between factors and cumulative impacts.

Scheme Proposals
A1.9 The scheme parameters will need to be clearly defined in the draft
DCO and therefore in the accompanying ES which should support the
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application as described. The SoS is not able to entertain material
changes to a project once an application is submitted. The SoS draws
the attention of the Applicant to the DCLG and the Planning
Inspectorate’s published advice on the preparation of a draft DCO and
accompanying application documents.

Flexibility
A1.10 The SoS acknowledges that the Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) process is iterative, and therefore the proposals may change
and evolve. For example, there may be changes to the scheme
design in response to consultation. Such changes should be
addressed in the ES. However, at the time of the application for a
DCO, any proposed scheme parameters should not be so wide
ranging as to represent effectively different schemes.
A1.11 It is a matter for the Applicant, in preparing an ES, to consider
whether it is possible to assess robustly a range of impacts resulting
from a large number of undecided parameters. The description of the
Proposed Development in the ES must not be so wide that it is
insufficiently certain to comply with requirements of Paragraph 17 of
Schedule 4 Part 1 of the EIA Regulations.
A1.12 The Rochdale Envelope principle (see R v Rochdale MBC ex parte Tew
(1999) and R v Rochdale MBC ex parte Milne (2000)) is an accepted
way of dealing with uncertainty in preparing development
applications. The Applicant’s attention is drawn to the Planning
Inspectorate’s Advice Note Nine ‘Rochdale Envelope’ which is
available on our website.
A1.13 The Applicant should make every attempt to narrow the range of
options and explain clearly in the ES which elements of the scheme
have yet to be finalised and provide the reasons. Where some
flexibility is sought and the precise details are not known, the
Applicant should assess the maximum potential adverse impacts the
Proposed Development could have to ensure that the Proposed
Development, as it may be constructed, has been properly assessed.
A1.14 The ES should be able to confirm that any changes to the
development within any proposed parameters would not result in
significant impacts not previously identified and assessed. The
maximum and other dimensions of the Proposed Development should
be clearly described in the ES, with appropriate justification. It will
also be important to consider choice of materials, colour and the form
of the structures and of any buildings. Lighting proposals should also
be described.

Scope
A1.15 The SoS recommends that the physical scope of the study areas
should be identified under all the environmental topics and should be
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sufficiently robust in order to undertake the assessment. The extent
of the study areas should be on the basis of recognised professional
guidance, whenever such guidance is available. The study areas
should also be agreed with the relevant consultees and local
authorities and, where this is not possible, this should be stated
clearly in the ES and a reasoned justification given. The scope should
also cover the breadth of the topic area and the temporal scope, and
these aspects should be described and justified.
Physical Scope
A1.16 In general the SoS recommends that the physical scope for the EIA
should be determined in the light of:
•

the nature of the proposal being considered;

•

the relevance in terms of the specialist topic;

•

the breadth of the topic;

•

the physical extent of any surveys or the study area; and

•

the potential significant impacts.

A1.17 The SoS recommends that the physical scope of the study areas
should be identified for each of the environmental topics and should
be sufficiently robust in order to undertake the assessment. This
should include at least the whole of the application site, and include
all offsite works. For certain topics, such as landscape and transport,
the study area will need to be wider. The extent of the study areas
should be on the basis of recognised professional guidance and best
practice, whenever this is available, and determined by establishing
the physical extent of the likely impacts. The study areas should also
be agreed with the relevant consultees and, where this is not
possible, this should be stated clearly in the ES and a reasoned
justification given.
Breadth of the Topic Area
A1.18 The ES should explain the range of matters to be considered under
each topic and this may respond partly to the type of project being
considered. If the range considered is drawn narrowly then a
justification for the approach should be provided.
Temporal Scope
A1.19 The assessment should consider:
•

environmental impacts during construction works;

•

environmental impacts on completion/ operation of the Proposed
Development;

•

where appropriate, environmental impacts a suitable number of
years after completion of the Proposed Development (for
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example, in order to allow for traffic growth or maturing of any
landscape proposals); and
•

environmental impacts during decommissioning.

A1.20 In terms of decommissioning, the SoS acknowledges that the further
into the future any assessment is made, the less reliance may be
placed on the outcome. However, the purpose of such a long term
assessment, as well as to enable the decommissioning of the works
to be taken into account, is to encourage early consideration as to
how structures can be taken down. The purpose of this is to seek to
minimise disruption, to re-use materials and to restore the site or put
it to a suitable new use. The SoS encourages consideration of such
matters in the ES.
A1.21 The SoS recommends that these matters should be set out clearly in
the ES and that the suitable time period for the assessment should be
agreed with the relevant statutory consultees.
A1.22 The SoS recommends that throughout the ES a standard terminology
for time periods should be defined, such that for example, ‘short
term’ always refers to the same period of time.

Baseline
A1.23 The SoS recommends that the baseline should describe the position
from which the impacts of the Proposed Development are measured.
The baseline should be chosen carefully and, whenever possible, be
consistent between topics. The identification of a single baseline is to
be welcomed in terms of the approach to the assessment, although it
is recognised that this may not always be possible.
A1.24 The SoS recommends that the baseline environment should be clearly
explained in the ES, including any dates of surveys, and care should
be taken to ensure that all the baseline data remains relevant and up
to date.
A1.25 For each of the environmental topics, the data source(s) for the
baseline should be set out together with any survey work undertaken
with the dates. The timing and scope of all surveys should be agreed
with the relevant statutory bodies and appropriate consultees,
wherever possible.
A1.26 The baseline situation and the Proposed Development should be
described within the context of the site and any other proposals in
the vicinity.

Identification of Impacts and Method Statement
Legislation and Guidelines
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A1.27 In terms of the EIA methodology, the SoS recommends that
reference should be made to best practice and any standards,
guidelines and legislation that have been used to inform the
assessment. This should include guidelines prepared by relevant
professional bodies.
A1.28 In terms of other regulatory regimes, the SoS recommends that
relevant legislation and all permit and licences required should be
listed in the ES where relevant to each topic. This information should
also be submitted with the application in accordance with the APFP
Regulations.
A1.29 In terms of assessing the impacts, the ES should approach all
relevant planning and environmental policy – local, regional and
national (and where appropriate international) – in a consistent
manner.
Assessment of Effects and Impact Significance
A1.30 The EIA Regulations require the identification of the ‘likely significant
effects of the development on the environment’ (Schedule 4 Part 1
Paragraph 20).
A1.31 As a matter of principle, the SoS applies the precautionary approach
to follow the Court’s reasoning in judging ‘significant effects’. In other
words ‘likely to affect’ will be taken as meaning that there is a
probability or risk that the Proposed Development will have an effect,
and not that a development will definitely have an effect.
A1.32 The SoS considers it is imperative for the ES to define the meaning of
‘significant’ in the context of each of the specialist topics and for
significant impacts to be clearly identified. The SoS recommends that
the criteria should be set out fully and that the ES should set out
clearly the interpretation of ‘significant’ in terms of each of the EIA
topics. Quantitative criteria should be used where available. The SoS
considers that this should also apply to the consideration of
cumulative impacts and impact inter-relationships.
A1.33 The SoS recognises that the way in which each element of the
environment may be affected by the Proposed Development can be
approached in a number of ways. However it considers that it would
be helpful, in terms of ease of understanding and in terms of clarity
of presentation, to consider the impact assessment in a similar
manner for each of the specialist topic areas. The SoS recommends
that a common format should be applied where possible.
Inter-relationships between environmental factors
A1.34 The inter-relationship between aspects of the environments likely to
be significantly affected is a requirement of the EIA Regulations (see
Schedule 4 Part 1 of the EIA Regulations). These occur where a
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number of separate impacts, e.g. noise and air quality, affect a single
receptor such as fauna.
A1.35 The SoS considers that the inter-relationships between factors must
be assessed in order to address the environmental impacts of the
proposal as a whole. This will help to ensure that the ES is not a
series of separate reports collated into one document, but rather a
comprehensive assessment drawing together the environmental
impacts of the Proposed Development. This is particularly important
when considering impacts in terms of any permutations or
parameters to the Proposed Development.
Cumulative Impacts
A1.36 The potential cumulative impacts with other major developments will
need to be identified, as required by the Directive. The significance of
such impacts should be shown to have been assessed against the
baseline position (which would include built and operational
development). In assessing cumulative impacts, other major
development should be identified through consultation with the Local
Planning Authorities and other relevant authorities on the basis of
those that are:
•

projects that are under construction;

•

permitted application(s) not yet implemented;

•

submitted application(s) not yet determined;

•

all refusals subject to appeal procedures not yet determined;

•

projects on the National Infrastructure’s programme of projects;
and

•

projects identified in the relevant development plan (and
emerging development plans - with appropriate weight being
given as they move closer to adoption) recognising that much
information on any relevant proposals will be limited.

A1.37 Details should be provided in the ES, including the types of
development, location and key aspects that may affect the EIA and
how these have been taken into account as part of the assessment
will be crucial in this regard.
A1.38 The SoS recommends that offshore wind farms should also take
account of any offshore licensed and consented activities in the area,
for the purposes of assessing cumulative effects, through consultation
with the relevant licensing/consenting bodies.
A1.39 For the purposes of identifying any cumulative effects with other
developments in the area, Applicants should also consult consenting
bodies in other EU states to assist in identifying those developments
(see commentary on Transboundary Effects below).
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Related Development
A1.40 The ES should give equal prominence to any development which is
related with the Proposed Development to ensure that all the impacts
of the proposal are assessed.
A1.41 The SoS recommends that the Applicant should distinguish between
the Proposed Development for which development consent will be
sought and any other development. This distinction should be clear in
the ES.
Alternatives
A1.42 The ES must set out an outline of the main alternatives studied by
the Applicant and provide an indication of the main reasons for the
Applicant’s choice, taking account of the environmental effect
(Schedule 4 Part 1 Paragraph 18).
A1.43 Matters should be included, such as inter alia alternative design
options and alternative mitigation measures. The justification for the
final choice and evolution of the scheme development should be
made clear. Where other sites have been considered, the reasons for
the final choice should be addressed.
A1.44 The SoS advises that the ES should give sufficient attention to the
alternative forms and locations for the off-site proposals, where
appropriate, and justify the needs and choices made in terms of the
form of the Development Proposed and the sites chosen.
Mitigation Measures
A1.45 Mitigation measures may fall into certain categories namely: avoid;
reduce; compensate or enhance (see Schedule 4 Part 1 Paragraph
21); and should be identified as such in the specialist topics.
Mitigation measures should not be developed in isolation as they may
relate to more than one topic area. For each topic, the ES should set
out any mitigation measures required to prevent, reduce and where
possible offset any significant adverse effects, and to identify any
residual effects with mitigation in place. Any proposed mitigation
should be discussed and agreed with the relevant consultees.
A1.46 The effectiveness of mitigation should be apparent. Only mitigation
measures which are a firm commitment and can be shown to be
deliverable should be taken into account as part of the assessment.
A1.47 It would be helpful if the mitigation measures proposed could be
cross referred to specific provisions and/or requirements proposed
within the draft DCO. This could be achieved by means of describing
the mitigation measures proposed either in each of the specialist
reports or collating these within a summary section on mitigation.
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A1.48 The SoS advises that it is considered best practice to outline in the
ES, the structure of the environmental management and monitoring
plan and safety procedures which will be adopted during construction
and operation and may be adopted during decommissioning.
Cross References and Interactions
A1.49 The SoS recommends that all the specialist topics in the ES should
cross reference their text to other relevant disciplines. Interactions
between the specialist topics is essential to the production of a robust
assessment, as the ES should not be a collection of separate
specialist topics, but a comprehensive assessment of the
environmental impacts of the proposal and how these impacts can be
mitigated.
A1.50 As set out in EIA Regulations Schedule 4 Part 1 Paragraph 23, the ES
should include an indication of any technical difficulties (technical
deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered by the Applicant in
compiling the required information.
Consultation
A1.51 The SoS recommends that ongoing consultation is maintained with
relevant stakeholders and that any specific areas of agreement or
disagreement regarding the content or approach to assessment
should be documented. The SoS recommends that any changes to
the scheme design in response to consultation should be addressed in
the ES.
A1.52 Consultation with the local community should be carried out in
accordance with the SoCC which will state how the Applicant intends
to consult on the Preliminary Environmental Information (PEI). This
PEI could include results of detailed surveys and recommended
mitigation actions. Where effective consultation is carried out in
accordance with Section 47 of the PA2008, this could usefully assist
the Applicant in the EIA process – for example the local community
may be able to identify possible mitigation measures to address the
impacts identified in the PEI. Attention is drawn to the duty upon
Applicants under Section 50 of the PA2008 to have regard to the
guidance on Pre-application consultation.

Transboundary Effects
A1.53 The SoS recommends that consideration should be given in the ES to
any likely significant effects on the environment of another Member
State of the European Economic Area. In particular, the SoS
recommends consideration should be given to discharges to the air
and water and to potential impacts on migratory species and to
impacts on shipping and fishing areas.
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A1.54 The Applicant’s attention is also drawn to the Planning Inspectorate’s
Advice Note twelve ‘Development with significant transboundary
impacts consultation’ which is available on our website 8.

Summary Tables
A1.55 The SoS recommends that in order to assist the decision making
process, the Applicant may wish to consider the use of tables:
Table X: to identify and collate the residual impacts after mitigation
on the basis of specialist topics, inter-relationships and cumulative
impacts.
Table XX: to demonstrate how the assessment has taken account of
this Opinion and other responses to consultation.
Table XXX: to set out the mitigation measures proposed, as well as
assisting the reader, the SoS considers that this would also enable
the Applicant to cross refer mitigation to specific provisions proposed
to be included within the draft DCO.
Table XXXX: to cross reference where details in the HRA (where one
is provided) such as descriptions of sites and their locations, together
with any mitigation or compensation measures, are to be found in the
ES.

Terminology and Glossary of Technical Terms
A1.56 The SoS recommends that a common terminology should be adopted.
This will help to ensure consistency and ease of understanding for the
decision making process. For example, ‘the site’ should be defined
and used only in terms of this definition so as to avoid confusion with,
for example, the wider site area or the surrounding site. A glossary of
technical terms should be included in the ES.

Presentation
A1.57 The ES should have all of its paragraphs numbered, as this makes
referencing easier as well as accurate. Appendices must be clearly
referenced, again with all paragraphs numbered. All figures and
drawings, photographs and photomontages should be clearly
referenced. Figures should clearly show the proposed site application
boundary.

8

Available from: http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/legislation-andadvice/advice-notes/
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Confidential Information
A1.58 In some circumstances it will be appropriate for information to be
kept confidential. In particular, this may relate to information about
the presence and locations of rare or sensitive species such as
badgers, rare birds and plants where disturbance, damage,
persecution or commercial exploitation may result from publication of
the information. Where documents are intended to remain
confidential the Applicant should provide these as separate paper and
electronic documents with their confidential nature clearly indicated in
the title, and watermarked as such on each page. The information
should not be incorporated within other documents that are intended
for publication or which the Planning Inspectorate would be required
to disclose under the Environmental Information Regulations 2014.

Bibliography
A1.59 A bibliography should be included in the ES. The author, date and
publication title should be included for all references. All publications
referred to within the technical reports should be included.

Non-Technical Summary
A1.60 The EIA Regulations require a Non-Technical Summary (EIA
Regulations Schedule 4 Part 1 Paragraph 22). This should be a
summary of the assessment in simple language. It should be
supported by appropriate figures, photographs and photomontages.
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APPENDIX 2 – LIST OF CONSULTATION
BODIES FORMALLY CONSULTED
Note: the prescribed Consultees Bodies have been consulted in
accordance with the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note three ‘EIA
Consultation and Notification’ (version 6, June 2015) 9.
SCHEDULE 1 DESCRIPTION

ORGANISATION

The Health and Safety Executive
The National Health Service
Commissioning Board
The relevant Clinical
Commissioning Group
Natural England
The Historic Buildings and
Monuments Commission for
England
The relevant fire and rescue
authority
The relevant police and crime
commissioner
The Environment Agency

Health and Safety Executive
NHS England

The Maritime and Coastguard
Agency
The Marine Management
Organisation
The Civil Aviation Authority
The Relevant Highways
Authority
The relevant strategic highways
company
Transport for London
Trinity House
Public Health England, an
executive agency of the
Department of Health
The Crown Estate
Commissioners
The Secretary of State for
Defence

Thurrock Clinical Commissioning
Group
Natural England
Historic England - East of
England
Essex County Fire and Rescue
Service
Police and Crime Commissioner
for Essex
The Environment Agency - East
Anglia
Maritime & Coastguard Agency
Marine Management
Organisation
Civil Aviation Authority
Thurrock Council
Highways England - East
Transport for London
Trinity House
Public Health England
The Crown Estate
Ministry of Defence

9

Available from: http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/legislation-andadvice/advice-notes/
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RELEVANT STATUTORY UNDERTAKERS
The relevant Clinical
Commissioning Group
The National Health Service
Commissioning Board
The relevant NHS Trust
Railways
Road Transport
Dock and Harbour authority
Lighthouse
Civil Aviation Authority
Licence Holder (Chapter 1 Of
Part 1 Of Transport Act 2000)
Universal Service Provider
Homes and Communities
Agency
The relevant Environment
Agency
The relevant water and sewage
undertaker
The relevant public gas
transporter

The relevant electricity
generator with CPO Powers
The relevant electricity
distributor with CPO Powers

Thurrock Clinical Commissioning
Group
NHS England
East of England Ambulance
Service NHS Trust
Network Rail Infrastructure Ltd
Highways England Historical
Railways Estate
Transport for London
Port of London Authority
Trinity House
Civil Aviation Authority
NATS En-Route Safeguarding
Royal Mail Group
Homes and Communities
Agency
Environment Agency - East
Anglia
Anglian Water
Essex and Suffolk Water
Energetics Gas Limited
Energy Assets Pipelines Limited
ES Pipelines Ltd
ESP Connections Ltd
ESP Networks Ltd
ESP Pipelines Ltd
Fulcrum Pipelines Limited
GTC Pipelines Limited
Independent Pipelines Limited
Indigo Pipelines Limited
Quadrant Pipelines Limited
National Grid Gas Plc
National Grid Gas Plc
National Grid Gas Distribution
Limited
Scotland Gas Networks Plc
Southern Gas Networks Plc
Wales and West Utilities Ltd
RWE Generation UK Plc (Tilbury
B Power Station)
Energetics Electricity Limited
ESP Electricity Limited
G2 Energy IDNO Limited
Harlaxton Energy Networks
Limited
Independent Power Networks
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RELEVANT STATUTORY UNDERTAKERS

The relevant electricity
transmitter with CPO Powers

Limited
Peel Electricity Networks Limited
The Electricity Network
Company Limited
UK Power Distribution Limited
Utility Assets Limited
UK Power Networks Limited
National Grid Electricity
Transmission Plc

SECTION 43 CONSULTEES (FOR THE PURPOSES OF SECTION
42(B))
Thurrock Council
Brentwood District Council
Basildon District Council
Gravesham District Council
Dartford District Council
Castle Point District Council
London Borough of Havering
London Borough of Bexley
Medway Council
Essex County Council
Kent County Council
Greater London Authority
NON-STATUTORY CONSULTEES
Royal National Lifeboat Institution
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APPENDIX 3 – RESPONDENTS TO
CONSULTATION AND COPIES OF REPLIES
List of bodies who replied by the Statutory Deadline:
Anglian Water
Brentwood Borough Council
Castle Point Borough Council
Environment Agency
Essex County Council 10
Gravesham Borough Council
Health and Safety Executive
Historic England
Marine Management Organisation
Medway Council
National Grid Electricity Transmission Plc and National Grid Gas
Plc (joint response)
National Grid Gas Distribution Limited
NATS
Natural England
Port of London Authority
Port of Tilbury London Limited
Public Health England
Royal Mail Group
Thurrock Borough Council
Transport for London
Trinity House

10

Essex County Council was given a later 28 day consultation deadline than all other
consultees because an administrative error by the Planning Inspectorate resulted in a
delay in the Council receiving the consultation letter. Therefore, whilst their response
was after the 28 day deadline for all other consultees, it is not considered to be a late
response.
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Anglian Water Services Ltd
Thorpe Wood House,
Thorpe Wood,
Peterborough
PE3 6WT

Hannah Pratt
Senior EIA & Land Rights Advisor
The Planning Inspectorate
3D Eagle
Temple Quay House
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6PN
[Sent by e-mail]

Tel 07764989051
www.anglianwater.co.uk
Our ref 00020864
Your ref TR030003-000004

13 April 2017,
Dear Hannah,
Tilbury 2: Draft Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scoping report for the
above project. Anglian Water is the sewerage undertaker for the proposed
site. Please find enclosed comments on behalf of Anglian Water.
General comments
Anglian Water would welcome further discussions with Port of Tilbury
London Ltd prior to the submission of the Draft DCO for examination. In
particular it would be helpful if we could discuss the following issues:






Wording of the Draft DCO including protective provisions for the
benefit of Anglian Water.
Requirement for wastewater services.
Impact of development on Anglian Water’s assets and the need for
mitigation.
Access
Pre-construction surveys and ground investigations.

Description of site, surroundings and propose development (page 28)
It is noted that to the west of the site is Tilbury Water Recycling Centre
formerly sewage treatment works. There are also a number of foul sewers
within the boundary of the proposed site.
Registered Office

Anglian Water Services Ltd
Lancaster House, Lancaster Way,
Ermine Business Park, Huntingdon,
Cambridgeshire. PE29 6YJ
Registered in England
No. 2366656.
an AWG Company

The Environmental Statement should include reference to Anglian Water’s
existing wastewater assets and any potential impacts from the above
development. We would expect any requests for alteration or removal of
existing assets to be conducted in accordance with the Water Industry Act
1991.
Water resources and flood risk (page 92)
Reference is made to the potential risk of flooding from all potential sources
including sewers which is welcomed. Assuming that a connection to the
public sewerage network is required it is suggested that the Environmental
Statement should also include reference to the impact of foul water flows on
the public sewerage network and Tilbury Water Recycling Centre (formerly
sewage treatment works). Similarly there is a need to consider whether
surface water will be discharged into the public sewerage network.
Should you have any queries relating to this response please let me know.
Yours sincerely

Stewart Patience
Strategic and Spatial Planning Manager

Peter Ward
Port of Tilbury London LTD
Sent to: T2consultation@potll.com

Date: 21 April 2017
Our reference: 17/00321/NSIP

Dear Peter
PLANNING ACT 2008
PROPOSED NEW PORT TERMINAL – PART OF FORMER TILBURY POWER STATION
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA) SCOPING REPORT
Thank you for your letter of 27 February 2017 providing Brentwood Borough Council an
opportunity to comment on the draft scoping report.
The issue of particular interest to us relating to the proposed development is its impact on
transportation and traffic in this borough during the construction phase, while in operation
and during the decommissioning phase. The draft scoping report identifies this issue in the
section ‘Landside Transportation’. On that basis, I raise no further comment.
I have received a letter from the Planning Inspectorate on the same matter and have
copied this reply to environmentalservices@pins.gsi.gov.uk (Fao Hannah Pratt).
Yours sincerely

Mike Ovenden
Consultant Principal Planner

Brentwood Borough Council, Town Hall, Ingrave Road, Brentwood, Essex CM15 8AY
tel 01277 312 500 fax 01277 312 743 minicom 01277 312 809 www.brentwood.gov.uk

Head of Regeneration and Neighbourhoods
Castle Point Borough Council
Council Offices, Kiln Road,
Thundersley, Benfleet,
Essex SS7 1TF
Tel: 01268 882200
Fax: 01268 882455

environmentalservices@pins.gsi.gov.uk

5th April 2017
My Ref: 17/0254/SCOPE
Your Ref: TR30003-000004
Dear Sir
Town and Country Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and the Infrastructure
Planning (Environmental Impact assessment) Regulations 2009 (as
amended)Regulations 8 and 9.
Application by Port of Tilbury London Ltd for an Order granting Development
Consent for the proposed Tilbury 2
Scoping consultation and notification of the Applicant’s contact details and
duty to make available information to the applicant if requested.
I refer to your recent letter inviting the comments of this Authority in respect of the
above proposal.
I would advise that following a review of the submitted document, the structure,
methodology and scope of the proposed Environmental Statement appears
proportionate and sound. No areas of deficiency have been identified by this
Authority.
This Council is particularly pleased to note that within the context of cumulative
impacts consideration will be given to the recently approved scheme for the
extension of Jetty 2 at the Oikos Terminal on Canvey Island, (reference:
16/0106/FUL), details of which can be found on this Council’s website.
Given the distance of the site from Castle Point and the presence of intervening land
and structures it is not considered that the environs or residents of Castle Point
would be significantly affected by the proposed development. No further comments
are therefore submitted.
I trust these comments are of assistance.
Yours faithfully

-1-

Kim Fisher

-2-

Ms Hannah Pratt
Infrastructure Planning Comission
Alison Down
Temple Quay House (2 The Square)
Temple Quay
Bristol
Avon
BS1 6PN

Our ref:
Your ref:

AE/2017/121510/01-L01
TR030003-000004

Date:

25 April 2017

Dear Ms Pratt
PLANNING ACT 2008 (AS AMENDED) AND THE INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING
(ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) REGULATIONS 2009 (AS
AMENDED) (‘THE EIA REGULATIONS’) – REGULATIONS 8 AND 9.
APPLICATION BY PORT OF TILBURY LONDON LIMITED FOR AN ORDER
GRANTING DEVELOPMENT CONSENT FOR THE PROPOSED TILBURY2.
SCOPING CONSULTATION AND NOTIFICATION OF THE APPLICANT’S
CONTACT DETAILS AND DUTY TO MAKE AVAILABLE INFORMATION TO THE
APPLICANT IF REQUESTED.
TILBURY 2 POWER STATION, FORT ROAD, TILBURY, ESSEX, RM18 7NR
Thank you for your consultation received on 28 March 2017. We have reviewed the
March 2017 EIA Scoping Opinion for Tilbury 2, as submitted, and have the following
comments to make on the environmental aspects for which we are responsible.
The EIA Scoping Report (March 2017) appears to cover most aspects that we would
like to see within the report but there are a few aspects that appear not to have been
covered. These include identifying underground services and soil contamination,
prevention of material loss from cargo and the construction materials and aggregates
terminal, leaking container isolation and handling. The impact of potential
mobilisation of groundwater contaminated with leachate from nearby landfill sites
should also be considered. Other aspects that need to be recognised include
possible odour nuisance from adjacent sewage works, BREEAM excellent standard
for buildings and possible external electricity supply for ship to reduce the need for
ship's diesel engines to be used while in Port.
Below further comments have been made by topic.
Marine Ecology
Environment Agency
Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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The EIA Scoping covers the main marine ecology issues that we are concerned
with.
Whilst there is data already for the vicinity it is understood that additional inter-tidal
surveys will be conducted due to the age of the existing survey information. The
main reason is to provide certainty about protected invertebrate species and ensure
that mitigation strategies for the site are fully described in the DCO. We understand
that the methodology will be provided to us shortly.
The development must consider likely losses of productive inter-tidal habitats from
additional shading and/or erosion as a consequence of the development. Even if
these are fairly modest, given the additional disturbance and impacts of shipping at
the site the development must still provide no net loss of inter-tidal habitats and look
to demonstrate how it could provide an overall enhancement, where possible, in line
with National Planning Policy.
Terrestrial and Freshwater Ecology
The EIA scope includes the main issues which we are concerned with on the
terrestrial ecology side, notably:
 Water Framework Directive (WFD), specifically relating to fluvial terrestrial
habitats. The ditch network on site and the main river, Pincocks Trough, may
have considerable value (especially for aquatic invertebrates and water voles)
and these issues should be considered in a WFD compliance assessment or
separate chapter in the Environmental Statement (ES). The WFD assessment
will also need to consider impacts on include fisheries such as the European
eel and issues with water quality during construction. We would encourage
the clear spanning of Pincocks Trough with any infrastructure on the new
access corridor to reduce impacts on the aquatic wildlife. Wildlife ledges
should be an integral part of any road or rail bridges installed.
 The ditches and Pincocks Trough have water vole populations. These will
need to be translocated from the site to receptor sites under licence where
habitats are to be lost.
 Details of how fish populations are to be impacted and eel passage through
the ditch network may be affected should be considered in the ES.
 Due to the high value of the invertebrate populations (both terrestrial and
aquatic) on the site we are particularly concerned about the possible impacts
on those of BAP priority habitats such as coastal and floodplain grazing marsh
and the open mosaic habitats of the Local Wildlife Sites (LoWS).
 The report mentions great crested newt eDNA surveys as being inconclusive
and that there is a likely continued absence of the species. We believe that
further surveys should be undertaken to confirm absence in light of the
inconclusive test and the results included in the ES.
 Invasive species. There is a high chance of invasive species being present on
site. Surveys and eradication measures for any species found must be
considered in the ES.
There may be Essex Red Data List plants such as Hartwort Tordylium maximum on
Environment Agency
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the site and these should be surveyed for and where possible compensation
identified. It would be good if this national rarity could be conserved as part of the
offsetting for the development due to old records from the vicinity of the access
corridor (Fort Road). More information on the plant can be found in Gardiner, T.
(2009) Hartwort Tordylium maximum discovered on Tilbury Marshes. Essex Field
Club Newsletter 60: 14. The article can be obtained from the author or the Essex
Field Club archive page.
Compensation for loss of habitats
Due to the loss of most of the terrestrial aquatic habitats, significant offsite
compensation will be required to maintain compliance with the National Planning
Policy Framework to minimise impacts on biodiversity and provide net gains in
biodiversity where possible. This must be fully investigated in the ES. To prevent
deterioration of the aquatic habitats onsite and achieve compliance with the WFD we
would like to see the design of a comprehensive offsite package for the drainage
ditches and main river affected by development. Replacement habitat should be
provided on at least a 1:1 basis, preferably providing an increase in habitat and
should represent an enhancement where possible (e.g. better profile for wildlife, not
seasonally drying out etc.). This should include the sensitive design of watercourses
to ensure they are favourable for water voles and other aquatic species such as the
scarce emerald damselfly. Where possible, water voles should be translocated to
sites in the local area and any new ditches created. Monitoring of the compensation
works will need to be continued long-term to ascertain the success of habitat
creation and translocation where it is undertaken.
The loss of the two LoWS and potential disturbance to the third will need to be
compensated offsite and the habitats created should ideally be as near as possible
to those to be lost. Time will also need to be given to ensure that species can
migrate, or be physically translocated, to newly created habitats. Close liaison with
organisations such as Buglife and the Essex Wildlife Trust in developing this
compensatory package of works will be key. The translocation of the open mosaic
substrate to another site, if identified as a suitable offsetting measure, will need to be
very carefully managed with monitoring in the long-term to determine its success.
Coastal and floodplain grazing marsh is a UK BAP priority habitat likely to be lost to
the access corridor. This will need to be offset onsite preferably, or offsite. Surveys
should identify the critical species of the habitat to be lost, in particular terrestrial
invertebrates, and suitable compensation measures identified.
Due to the low potential for retaining wildlife habitats on site, we would like to see
any SuDs designed as wildlife features. There is also the possibility of green roofs on
some of the port buildings or warehouses and we would like to see this fully
investigated and considered.
Hydrogeology and Ground Conditions
We are working with VertaseFLI who are undertaking the remediation works as part
of the Environmental Permit Surrender in Part 1 of the site. It should be noted that
remediation to satisfy the surrender of the permit may not be in line with
Environment Agency
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requirements under planning. We will review the subsequent environmental reports
in due course.
In addition:
 We are pleased to see a proposal to undertake a desk study including all
available reports, historic and current operations in and around the
development (7.197) which will determine the need for intrusive investigation.
 We agree the risk to the principal aquifer from piling on site will need to be
considered. We expect a piling risk assessment to be undertaken (7.200).
 We agree with the overall approach set out from 7.205 detailing Stage 1 and
Stage 2. If concentrations exceed the GQRA, remedial works may be
necessary and in order to determine the level of remediation required we
would also expect a detailed Quantitative Risk Assessment (DQRA) to be
undertaken. Once remediation is completed, a verification report should be
submitted demonstrating that remedial targets have been met.
 Table 7.4 – we would suggest that unproductive deposits only come under
low value. Secondary aquifers are often important in providing base flow to
water courses and should be considered as medium value even if there is no
abstraction.
Water Resources and Flood Risk / WFD Assessment
The DCO must be supported by information that demonstrates that it will not have an
unacceptable impact on groundwater and surface water quality during its
construction and operation. This includes potential mobilisation of any contaminants
that may be associated with the previous use of the site and the disposal of any
potentially contaminated surface water.
Flood Risk
We consider that the EIA Scoping report has considered most of the aspects that we
would expect to see on flood risk to assess the effects of the development on the
surrounding water environment and assess the potential implications of these effects
on the proposed scheme.
Flood Risk Assessment
The flood risk to the development will be assessed through a Flood Risk Assessment
(FRA), which will include details of the mitigation measures proposed to manage the
residual tidal flood risk and any actual fluvial flood risk. The developer should be
aware that there is a Tilbury Integrated Urban Drainage project which may help to
assess the flood risk from the fluvial main rivers, the data can be obtained from
Thurrock Council.
Defence Assets
The proposals as is are generally acceptable as they do not generally interfere with
the tidal defence. Works to remove the floodgate at the Power Station Jetty must be
done in accordance with advice provided by Thames Estuary Asset Management
2100 (TEAM2100) to ensure the works do not cause damage to the defence. If the
Anglian Water Jetty is to be removed, then the applicant will need to make provision
to also remove the floodgate here and close up the gap in the defence. Sufficient
Environment Agency
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space should be left to the rear of the defence to allow for future maintenance and
raising.
TEAM2100 are presently investigating the condition of the defences at the
development site, and will be developing a plan for future works. Detailed information
for works around the defences will need to be provided to TEAM2100 to ensure that
they do not interfere with proposed works to the tidal defences.
The proposed works include a link bridge over the existing flood defences, which the
scoping report acknowledges could restrict access and maintenance in section 7.221
which is part of the ‘initial assessment of potential impacts’ section. The scoping
report also confirms that sufficient space will be required for ongoing maintenance
and upgrades of the defences in the same section of the report (7.220). The
requirements will include the ability for us to raise the defence to 8m AOD in the
future, and the need for there to be no permanent structures within 16m of the
defences to enable us to undertake maintenance, and that if any temporary
structures such as containers are to be placed within 16m then the applicant will
need to demonstrate that the existing and proposed future defence raising could
withstand this increased surcharge load without any structural damage, either
immediate or gradual, and obtain a flood risk activity permit and be movable at short
notice. However in the subsequent section 7.230, ‘Approach and methodology’ there
is no confirmation that the development will incorporate this required space and take
into account the future raised defences, or demonstrate that any temporary
structures will meet our requirements. This detailed information should be provided
as part of the Flood Risk Assessment included as part of the EIA.
Environmental Permits for Flood Risk Activity
In order to agree that the Flood Risk Activity Environmental Permits had deemed
consent through the Development Consent Order we would require very detailed
plans, drawings and method statement of these proposed works to be submitted as
part of the DCO application. It is also possible that we would need a legal agreement
to ensure that any structures placed within 16m of the defences are movable and will
be moved on request in order to enable us to carry out maintenance and
improvement works.
The Scoping report also acknowledges that as the infrastructure corridor passes
over three main rivers, a constriction of flows could increase flood risk. The report
states in section 7.235 that ‘consultation will be undertaken with the Tilbury Mashes
reservoir engineers to ensure the proposed changes to the main rivers will not
adversely impact the drainage of the system’. We would also need to be satisfied
that the works did not increase flood risk or adversely affect the biodiversity of the
river.
The capacity of the rivers should be maintained at all times, and this would need to
be demonstrated as part of the FRA, both for the river crossings and the realignment
of the river. We look to avoid the use of culverts wherever possible due to their
restriction of flows, increased likelihood of blockage and adverse impacts on
biodiversity. Therefore clear span bridges should be used where feasible. The soffit
levels of the bridges should ideally be 600mm above the design flood levels (1% (1
Environment Agency
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in 100) annual chance with 35% climate change) and as a minimum must be at least
300mm above the upstream bank tops and should ensure that debris would be able
to pass downstream in a design flood event without causing a blockage.
Again, to agree that the Flood Risk Activity Environmental Permits had deemed
consent through the Development Consent Order we would require very detailed
plans, drawings and method statement to be submitted as part of the DCO
application.
Thames Estuary 2100 Plan
We are pleased to see acknowledgment given to the Thames Estuary 2100 Plan, in
section 7.220 and recognition that the plan may require potential future space for
construction and improvements.
The TE2100 Plan (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/thames-estuary2100-te2100) covers the Thames estuary from Teddington in west London to the
mouth of the estuary at Shoeburyness (north bank) and Sheerness (south bank). It
provides a plan for improving the tidal flood defence system for the period to 2100 so
that current standards of flood protection are maintained or improved for most of the
estuary taking account of sea level rise. The plan sets out how 1.3 million people and
£275 billion worth of property will continue to be protected from tidal flood risk.
TE2100 recommends actions that we and others will need to take in the short,
medium and long term. The plan is based on contemporary understanding of
predicted climate change, but is designed to be adaptable to changes in predictions
(including for sea level rise) throughout the century. To manage increasing water
levels across the estuary beyond 2070 we have explored, assessed and appraised
many options, and have determined two ‘front-runners’ based upon today’s
understanding of the estuary and climate change.
Chapter 9 of our TE2100 Plan currently recommends the adaptation of the existing
Thames Barrier and to raise all existing defences downstream (TE2100 Plan Option
1.4) as the optimum approach for the next 60 years. We currently anticipate that a
new arrangement for tidal defences in the Thames estuary may be required by 2070.
Given the anticipated long lead in-time and current sea level rise projections, a
decision on that new arrangement would be required in 2050. Our TE2100 Plan
suggests that one possible new arrangement would be the construction of a new
barrier further downstream (Option 3.0). Any future barrier would need to come into
operation around 2070.
We know that it would be possible to adapt the Thames barrier and the associated
defences to last through to the end of the century, but, when looking at the
economics and the need to keep a high reliability in the system, it may prove more
beneficial to construct a new Barrier downstream and four potential frontages for a
replacement barrier have been identified. Of these four frontages, two are located on
the Thurrock stretch of the Thames –Tilbury (Option 3.1 – shown in red on the plan
below) and Long Reach, Purfleet (Option 3.2). Of these two frontages, the Long
Reach, Purfleet is considered by the TE2100 plan as the preferred frontage.
Environment Agency
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Selection of sites for barriers for flood management within the identified frontages
can be made only as part of a wide appraisal of alternatives for achieving the desired
levels of protection. However the following local factors are to be considered in
identifying possible sites:
 Location where navigation is not impeded, preferably on a straight length of
navigation channel and with minimum cross currents and cross winds
 Avoiding existing urban or industrial infrastructure
 Minimising effects on the existing river
 Sheltered locations for gates, locks and navigation openings to avoid
excessive wave loadings
 Access routes to site for construction and maintenance
 Acceptable foundation conditions
 Availability
We have commissioned our TEAM2100 project team to undertake a desktop-study
to further refine the candidate barrier locations within the four frontages considered
within the TE2100 plan. Emerging draft indications from our latest project work
suggests that the western extent of the Tilbury frontage (shown in red on the plan
above) would be suitable to deliver a new barrier. This is due to several factors akin
to those listed above including that the river is marginally narrower, it won’t coincide
with the Lower Thames Crossing proposals and that geotechnical conditions are
more favorable.
Large areas of land will be required for any new barriers, and therefore we are
looking to safeguard land where opportunities present themselves along these
Environment Agency
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candidate frontages as we currently do not have confirmation that any future barrier
could definitely be delivered on the others sites. Pending the final outcomes of the
desktop study referred to above:
 It is currently anticipated that the land requirements will be similar to the
Thames Barrier, with a larger area on one side of the estuary and a smaller
area on the other.
 For any proposed barrier along the Tilbury reach, the larger area would be on
the southern bank (Gravesend area), for the principal reason being that the
main control tower and other facilities are close to high ground.
 As a means of comparison the current Thames Barrier operational footprint
similar to what may be anticipated on the northern(Tilbury) bank is 0.46ha.
The construction footprint was 9.25ha
We would therefore expect to see consideration given to how the TE2100 plan
requirements can be taken into account as part of this proposal. Given the proposed
nature of the application (low density permanent structures on the landward side of
the defence), we would welcome further discussions on how to incorporate space for
any potential future barrier within the proposals. We would welcome discussions
surrounding opportunities for short term land uses within this area, as we are unlikely
to have any construction or operational need over land along this frontage for over
40 years. We would be pleased to provide any further information to help facilitate
our aspirations under the TE2100 plan.
Water Framework Directive and Water Quality
The WFD section from 7.245 of the report are a fair representation of what we
expect to be covered. The Scoping report correctly identifies the requirement for a
Water Framework Directive (WFD) Assessment of marine activities; marine
construction elements, dredge and marine disposal should this be anticipated. We
understand currently there is no expectation that a removal dredge will require a
marine disposal, since it is planned to be disposed to land (not in a WFD waterbody).
Should thinking on that change then consideration of the risks of marine disposal
should be included.
Any dredging would require MMO and PLA licences to demonstrate the activities do
not pose unacceptable risks to compliance of WFD waterbodies with the water
framework directive objectives for the waterbodies concerned, (mainly this is
Thames Middle, though possible impacts on nearby Thames Lower should be
considered too).
Whilst the dredge planned is one of the larger dredges for this waterbody, there may
be reasons to restrict timing of the works to avoid more sensitive times for fish (due
to potentially poorer ambient water quality in the warmer months, we are reasonably
confident that following consideration of contaminant loads, likely losses to water
column during dredge, and dissolution in water of the “lost” contaminant load, the
relatively high dilutions available in the waterbody should be protective of WFD
status in the water column.
We note that 7.242 contaminant analysis will inform the ES, but would also expect
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this to form part of the WFD assessment, which we would prefer to see as a
standalone document to avoid the need to cross reference to other documents when
consulting on the adequacy of the WFD assessment later. There will be a certain
amount of duplication between elements considered within the broader ES and those
elements that specifically need to be considered as part of a WFD assessment.
We would anticipate the need for full impact assessment for water column chemistry.
Further detail on how to conduct the assessment is provided on .gov.uk
Guidance on how to conduct a WFD assessment is available at:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/water-framework-directive-assessment-estuarine-andcoastal-waters
MMO and PLA
The MMO and PLA would advise on sediment sampling requirements and both
authorities need to be satisfied of WFD compliance. We advise both through
consultation on their licence applications.
Dredging
As the dredging is moderately large it would be sensible to consider and liaise with
London Gateway Port, who might also be engaging in similarly large (or larger)
dredges of their berths, and there may be a case to consider possible “incombination” risks if the timings coincide. London Gateway Port also conducted quite
significant amounts of “characterisation dredging studies” for their capital dredge,
and if this information is available to be exchanged it may assist with the WFD
assessment process to some extent. Assuming the capital dredge for the Tilbury 2
Port is approved, we anticipate there would be an ongoing requirement for
maintenance dredges and it would be extremely helpful if some thought to coordinating the two ports’ maintenance dredges was given at an early stage to avoid
both potential conflicts in port operations and also “double whammy” effects on water
quality due to coincident timings of two large dredges.
Waste
The Scoping report seems to indicate that the relevant considerations relating to
waste have been included.
Section 2.13 states that The Port of Tilbury will need to apply for these permits
where they are required, including those required for waste activities under the
Environmental Permitting Regulations.
The WASTE AND MATERIALS section commencing at 7.376 details the measures
in place for waste requiring removal from site. Section 7.382 raises the possibility of
excavated material being classified as hazardous, which is elaborated on in 7.213,
Table 7.6.
Tilbury Power Station Environmental Permit
Part of the development falls within the boundary of the Tilbury Power Station
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environmental permit. The permit remains in force until it has been surrendered by
the operator, RWE Generation UK plc. The developer should be aware that there is
a formal process to fully or partially surrender this permit. Supporting information will
need to be provided as part of the surrender application. We recommended that the
developer and permit holder discuss this to ensure permit surrender links in with
development plans. Further information can be found at:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/change-transfer-or-cancel-your-environmental-permit
Regulatory guidance note RGN9- Surrender:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/rgn-9-surrender
Site condition report:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-permitting-h5-sitecondition-report
Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016
Paragraph 2.9 refers to The Environmental Permitting Regulations 2010. A new,
consolidated version of these regulations came into force on 1 January 2017.
Reference should be made to The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales)
Regulations 2016, rather than the 2010 regulations.
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2016/1154/made
We trust this advice is of use,
Yours sincerely

Mr Tim Butt
Planning Advisor
Direct dial 02084745415
Direct e-mail tim.butt@environment-agency.gov.uk

Environment Agency
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Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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Sent by email
Essex County Council
County Hall
Chelmsford
Essex CM1 1QH
The Planning Inspectorate
3D Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol, BS1 6PN

Date: 26/04/2017

Your Ref: TR030003-000004
Dear Hannah Pratt,
RE: PROPOSED PORT TERMINAL AT TILBURY POWER STATION EIA SCOPING
REPORT
Thank you for consulting Essex County Council in relation to the draft Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) for the redevelopment of part of Tilbury Power Station. This
letter provides comments on the information that should be included in the final report,
taking into account the letter provided by the applicant in response to earlier ECC
consultation comments.
Ecology
This Council notes the applicant’s response earlier letter relating to this Council’s
ecological comments regarding surveys for S41 species. This Council would be keen
to see clarification in the Environmental Statement produced relating to Priority
Species, particularly birds, which are likely to be present and affected by the
development.
This Council looks forward to being consulted on the shadow HRA as ECC has an
interest in the terrestrial/inshore elements of the Natura 2000 sites.
Arboriculture
No further comments from an arboricultural perspective at this stage taking account of
the applicant’s response letter.
Historic Environment
The revisions to the document provided in the applicant’s response letter are
acceptable in respect of the historic environment.

Landscape
The approach and methodology set out for the Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (LVIA) and included in the March 2017 Scoping Report appears to cover
all the necessary aspects to assess the impact of the proposed development through
the EIA process.
This Council notes that the location and sensitivity of visual receptors will be agreed
prior to assessment with the relevant local authorities. We will advise accordingly at
the appropriate time and with the relevant planning authorities. The selection of
viewpoints should also be informed by fieldwork, and by desk research on access and
recreation, including footpaths, bridleways and public access land; and on tourism
including popular vantage points and distributions of population.
The potential landscape and visual impacts arising from the NSIP development and all
associated developments on identified receptors, designated sites and adjacent
landscapes will need to be assessed and identified. Proposals for appropriate
landscape mitigation measures, needed to deal with the identified landscape and
visual impacts will need to be set out in the Landscape Strategy. This will also need to
address ways in which the mitigation and any agreed enhancement proposals will be
delivered and secured.
Urban Design
There are no comments to be made from an urban design perspective at this stage.
Transport
No further comments from a transport or rail perspective as the issues raised in the
original consultation to the applicant appear to have been addressed.
Flooding
Previous comments supplied to the applicant have been acknowledged and taken on
board and the applicant has expressed their intention to engage with the ECC floods
team as the process evolves. No further comments at this stage.
I trust these comments to be of use to you but please contact me if you require any
clarification. I have also attached the earlier ECC response for completeness.
Yours sincerely

Graham Thomas
Head of Commissioning: Strategic Planning, Housing Growth & Development

Essex County Council
County Hall
Chelmsford
Essex CM1 1QH
Mr Peter Ward,
Commercial Director
Port of Tilbury London
Leslie Ford House
Tilbury
Essex RM18 7EH

Date: 17/03/2017

Dear Mr Ward,
RE: PROPOSED NEW PORT TERMINAL- DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
ASSESMENT (EIA) SCOPING REPORT
Thank you for consulting this Council in relation to the draft Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) for the redevelopment of part of Tilbury Power Station. This letter
provides comments on the information that should be included in the final EIA report.
I have set out some of the issues that will need to be taken into account in refining the
EIA scoping report, and have included points to help the informal consultation process
currently underway.
Ecology
Potential Impacts: This Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) has the
potential to have an adverse impact on designated sites, both statutory (Thames Estuary
& Marshes SPA and Ramsar) and non-statutory (3 Local Wildlife Sites). All impacts must
be assessed and the mitigation hierarchy applied to ensure no net loss of biodiversity
and preferably provide a net gain.
The Secretary of State will need sufficient information on the construction methodology
and operational activities for this NSIP to inform a Regulation 18 Habitats Regulations
Assessment as the Relevant Authority under Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations (2010 as amended). The shadow HRA screening prepared will therefore
need to consider if this development will have a Likely Significant Effect on the Natura
2000 sites, either alone or in combination with other plans and projects.
This proposal also has the potential to impact on Priority habitats (S41 Habitats of
Principal Importance) e.g. hedgerows, reed-beds and ponds, and both protected and
Priority species (S41 Species of Principal Importance), in particular birds, given the likely
loss of open habitats. The potential impacts on all the relevant species and habitats
must be effectively assessed and mitigation and compensation provided for all impacts,
not just significant impacts. This is necessary for the Secretary of State to demonstrate
they have met their S40 biodiversity duty. Survey and assessment should meet the
requirements of both Natural England Standing Advice and the Essex Biodiversity

Validation Checklist which is available from the County Council website accessible
via https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Environment/local-environment/Wildlife-andBiodiversity/Documents/Biodiversity_Toolkit_Validation_Checklist.pdf

Baseline Information: The desktop assessment has been prepared in consultation with
both the Essex Recorders Partnership and Essex Wildlife Trust Biological Records
Centre and these records should inform the survey requirements. However not all S41
Priority Species appear have been considered, so a thorough consideration is
recommended. Records from any new or updated surveys undertaken should be shared
with the 2 record centres.
Methodology: It is recommended that appropriate survey and assessment is
undertaken to assess the impacts of this development on biodiversity. I am satisfied that
nationally agreed guidelines have been followed for both the marine and terrestrial
ecology surveys and all survey work has been undertaken in the appropriate season by
appropriately qualified ecological consultants.
Surveys should include Priority habitats and both protected and Priority species,
sufficient for the Secretary of State to discharge all associated statutory duties, including
NERC S40. The assessment of likely ecological impacts needs to include sufficient
mitigation measures to minimise the impacts as well as identify compensation or offsetting requirements for any residual impacts.
Opportunities: Although NSIPs are not required to comply with NPPF, there is an
opportunity to enhance parts of the site and the corridor, in particular by creating Priority
habitats to deliver net gain for biodiversity. The EIA should thoroughly explore all
reasonable options to enhance the development for Protected and Priority species.
Trees
Trees are a ‘material consideration’ in the development process. This means that Local
Planning Authorities (LPAs) have a duty to consider trees when determining planning
applications. LPA’s can require that a Pre-Development Arboricultural Survey is
submitted with any planning application and they may refuse to register an application
until such a survey is provided. The information contained within the tree survey should
be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced arboriculturist. Following the
delivery process and the methodology set out in the British Standard (BS5837:2012
‘Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction – Recommendations’).
The survey should be submitted at pre-application stage along with the tree constraints
plan (TCP) and topographical survey in accordance with BS5837:2012 Section 4. This
information is required not only to establish the tree stock on site but also to inform
constraints for the prosed layout and inform a further Arboricultural Impact Assessment
(AIA), Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and Tree Protection Plan (TPP), which
will be required at submission stage.
What would be helpful be provided includes Tree Survey/Tree Constraints Plans,
Arboricultural Impact Appraisal and Arboricultural Method Statement/Tree Protection

Plans. This information should be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced
arboriculturist. Following the delivery process and the methodology set out in the British
Standard (BS5837:2012 ‘Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction –
Recommendations’). The tree survey should be in accordance with BS5837:2012. This
survey information is required to establish the tree stock on site that may be impacted by
the proposal and assess the protection requirement of the trees. Where trees are
protected by a Tree Preservation Order or are situated within a Conservation Area these
should be identified and details provided, although all trees, regardless of designation,
will be considered on their own merits.
Additional information on trees on the site may be available within any Landscaping
Details, Biodiversity Survey and Report, Aftercare/Restoration Scheme or Environmental
Statement.
Historic Environment
The submitted scoping document contains a section on the Cultural Heritage and
Archaeology, which correctly identifies the sensitive, location close to a scheduled
monument, that the proposed development is located.
This Council would support the proposal to undertake an assessment comprising a desk
top survey, a built heritage statement and a deposits model. With regard both the desk
top survey and the built heritage statement the present documentation does not make
the link between Tilbury fort and Coalhouse Fort. These forts, both scheduled
monuments protected this section of the Thames as part of an integrated series of
fortifications on both sides of the Thames. This document should discuss this and take
into account the inter-visibility of the two monuments and how this could be improved or
impacted by the development. The public right of way on the shoreline is the Two Forts
Way which includes a route between the forts and includes a range of other military sites
on the edge of the Thames. Any mitigation should include preserving and improving this
route.
It is unclear from the documentation whether there is a programme of recording of the
existing power station.
The proposal contains no details regarding potential improvements or management to
improve the setting of the scheduled monument. Considering the alterations to the road
system etc. there should be consideration of how to mitigate and improve the landscape
around the Monument. Historically the fort would have sat in an area of grazing
marshland, elements of which may survive at the northern end of the development.
Under paragraph 7.159 there is an opportunity to reference the proposed statement
being discussed in consultation with both the historic environment archaeological and
built environment advisors to Thurrock Council which is provided by Place Services.
Landscape
The approach and methodology to carry out the Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (LVIA) included in the draft scoping report covers all the necessary aspects

to assess the impact of the proposed development. Nevertheless, it is recommended
that the viewpoints to be used in the assessment of visual effects for the LVIA should be
selected initially through discussions with the competent authority and other interested
parties ideally at the scoping stage, if not when the Zone of Theoretical Visibility analysis
(ZTV) has been carried out. The selection of viewpoints should also be informed by
fieldwork, and by desk research on access and recreation, including footpaths,
bridleways and public access land, tourism including popular vantage points and
distribution of population.
Urban Design
There are no comments to be made from an urban design perspective at this stage.
Transport
The suggested approach to complete an Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic and
supporting Traffic Assessment covers the main aspects needed to assess the impacts of
the proposed development, with the exception of potential impacts on the rail network
which should also be included. The assessment of the transport impact should conform
to current practice in that a compliant Transport Assessment (TA) and Travel Plan (TP)
should be produced in accordance with the National Planning Policy Guidance on Travel
Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements. We would expect that the scope of the
Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic will also be agreed with Essex Highways and
that the Transport Assessment will provide appropriate data to enable ECC to consider
the impact of the proposed development on the wider Essex transport network. We
anticipate that these would be mainly road traffic impacts, but consideration should also
be given to rail impacts, and to ensuring that appropriate mitigation is included.
Flooding
As a Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) this Council is satisfied that key issues in
relation to surface water quantity and quality will be fully addressed within any site
specific flood risk assessments submitted as part of the planning application process.
These issues have been highlighted within the draft scoping report. Furthermore we
would recommend, in line with the draft report that any drainage design is carried out in
conjunction with the LLFA by way of the planning consultation service offered by the
Flood and Water Management Team. Further information can be found out about our
design requirements and advice services at http://flood.essex.gov.uk/new-developmentadvice/.
I trust these comments to be of use to you but please contact me if you require any
clarification. I also look forward to meeting you on site on 4 April 2017.
Yours sincerely

Graham Thomas
Head of Commissioning- Strategic Planning, Housing Growth & Development

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Lane, Wendy
Environmental Services
Planning Admin; Burbidge, Kevin; Harrison, Rebecca; Baker, Geoff; Chadwick, Tony; Price, Peter; Hookway, Simon; Inwood, Chris; Glasson, Allan;
Wilders, Debbie; alistair.gale@pla.co.uk
FW: Gravesham BC comments on Proposed new Port Terminal on part of former Tilbury Power Station
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Dear Hannah Pratt,
As you are aware from the meeting with the Port of Tilbury on the 4 April, which Gravesham BC attended, the scoping report
submitted to the Secretary of State on 27 March 2017 (https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/TR030003/TR030003-000014-Scoping%20Report.pdf) was changed as a result of comments
received from statutory consultees.
Attached are the comments that Gravesham BC provided to the Port of Tilbury on 17 March 2017 and the attached letter
from the Port of Tilbury explains how the scoping report was amended as a result of our comments.
Gravesham Borough Council appreciates the changes that the Port of Tilbury made following our comments.
We have looked at the document submitted to PINS and just wish to highlight a couple of additional points:
The section of Gravesham Planning policies concludes with paragraph 3.43. Gravesham BC is not a unitary authority, unlike
Thurrock Council, and so the Port of Tilbury should also have regard to Kent County Council’s minerals and waste policies
The Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013 – 2030 was adopted in July 2016 – see http://www.kent.gov.uk/about-thecouncil/strategies-and-policies/environment-waste-and-planning-policies/planning-policies/minerals-and-waste-localplan/minerals-and-waste-local-plan
There are a number of policies which should be considered including “Policy CSM 6 Safeguarded Wharves and Rail Depots” as
there are a number of safeguarded wharves in Gravesham and this policy considers non-mineral development, applicable for
ro-ro facility, within 250m of safeguarded minerals transportation facilities
Paragraph 7.46 makes reference to the “Gravesend Conservation Area”, in later sections of the report it is recognised that
Gravesend has a number of Conservation Areas including the Gravesend RIVERSIDE Conservation Area – see
https://web.gravesham.gov.uk/media/pdf/d/1/Gravesend_Riverside_CA_Appraisal_Final.pdf
We assume that the emerging Marine Management Organisation’s South East inshore marine plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/589660/South_east_marine_plan_area_PDF__February_2017.pdf has been considered too
Section 7 of the report starts with the initial proposed list of environmental topics to be addressed in the Environmental
Statement, and the consultants responsible for each topic.
·        Socio-economics - Arup
·        Health - Arup
·        Landscape character and visual amenity - DJA
·        Terrestrial Ecology - Bioscan
·        Marine Ecology - Atkins
·        Archaeology and Cultural Heritage - CgMs
·        Land-side Transport- i-transport
·        Navigation - Atkins
·        Hydrogeology and ground conditions - Atkins
·        Water Resources and Flood risk - Atkins
·        Water Framework Directive Assessment - Atkins
·        Noise and vibration - Atkins
·        Air quality - Atkins
·        Use of natural resources and waste - Atkins

<!--[if !supportLists]-->

It is not clear from the scoping report where light pollution is being considered and we would appreciate this being clarified.
Obviously the report was produced before Government made its announcements on the Lower Thames Crossing (para 7.6).
The crossing will need to be considered for issues such as potential haul routes but we agree with the stance taken that any
future NSIP for the crossing should considers its impact on Tilbury2 and the mitigation it needs to put in place.
Regards

Wendy
P.S. Planning Admin – can you please upload this email against planning application 20170320
Wendy Lane (BSc Hons, MSc, MA, MRTPI)
Assistant Director (Planning)
Gravesham Borough Council
Tel: 01474 33 74 01
email: wendy.lane@gravesham.gov.uk
Gravesham Borough Council - Delivering for the Community

From: Lane, Wendy
Sent: 17 March 2017 17:54
To: 'T2consultation@potll.com'
Cc: Burbidge, Kevin; Hookway, Simon (simon.hookway@gravesham.gov.uk); Inwood, Chris; Planning Policy; Glasson, Allan;
Wilders, Debbie; 'alistair.gale@pla.co.uk'
Subject: Gravesham BC comments on Proposed new Port Terminal on part of former Tilbury Power Station

Dear Tilbury 2,
Please find attached our response as required for today.
We would appreciate acknowledgment of this letter.
Regards
Wendy
Wendy Lane (BSc Hons, MSc, MA, MRTPI)
Assistant Director (Planning)
Gravesham Borough Council
Tel: 01474 33 74 01
email: wendy.lane@gravesham.gov.uk
Gravesham Borough Council - Delivering for the Community

GRAVESHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL
This Email, and any attachments, may contain Protected or Restricted information
and is intended solely for the individual to whom it is addressed. It may contain
sensitive or protectively marked material and should be handled accordingly.
Nothing in this email message amounts to a contractual or other legal commitment on
the part of Gravesham Borough Council. If this Email has been misdirected, please
notify the author immediately. If you are not the intended recipient you must not
disclose, distribute, copy, print or rely on any of the information contained in it
or attached, and all copies must be deleted immediately.
Whilst we take reasonable steps to try to identify any software viruses, any
attachments to this Email may nevertheless contain viruses which our anti-virus
software has failed to identify. You should therefore carry out your own anti-virus
checks before opening any documents. Gravesham Borough Council will not accept any
liability for damage caused by computer viruses emanating from any attachment or
other document supplied with this e-mail.
All Gravesham Borough Council and PSN traffic may be subject to recording and / or
monitoring in accordance with relevant legislation.
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Mr Peter Ward
Commercial Director
Port of Tilbury
Leslie Ford House
Tilbury
Essex RM18 7EH

Planning and Regeneration Services
Ask for: Mrs W Lane
Telephone: 01474 33 74 01
Fax:
Email: wendy.lane@gravesham.gov.uk
My ref:
Your ref:
Date: 17 March 2017

Letter to be sent via mail only to:
T2consultation@potll.com
Dear Mr Ward,
Planning Act 2008
Proposed new Port Terminal – Part of former Tilbury Power Station
Draft Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Report
Thank you for consulting this authority on the draft EIA Scoping Report for the TILBURY2 project,
which is intended to occupy a 61 hectare site on the north bank of the River Thames opposite
Gravesend. Thank you also for holding the exhibition in Gravesend town centre yesterday which I
and others attended. The staff in attendance were very informative and helpful, and were able to
advise that your consultants have already been liaising with key stakeholders in this area including
the local area officer for Historic England.
The site currently forms the western part of the former Tilbury power station site and that your
company has acquired this to create a Ro-Ro terminal served by two new two new berths. A third
new berth will serve a construction materials and aggregates terminal (CMAT) occupying the
northern part of the site, linked to the river frontage by conveyor. Additional mooring dolphins will
also be provided, and the berths dredged to create a maximum depth berthing pocket of 15.3
metres.
The landside facilities for the Ro-Ro terminal will include a concrete paved area of approximately
20 hectares, lit be column mounted and high mast luminaires and a single storey warehouse
building for the transhipment of steel. No landside cranes are proposed and containers will be
moved by reach stackers. No details appear to be given of the maximum height of any stacked
containers or the luminaires. The terminal will operate 363 days per year, 24 hours per day and
have a maximum annual throughput of 500,000 units (trailers or containers) per annum, although it
is anticipated that the likely operator will only have a throughput of 360,000 units per annum.
When fully operational, the terminal would accommodate two vessel movements per day at the
berths.
The CMAT will include an aggregates distribution yard; block and pre-cast manufacturing facility;
cement facility comprising importing sheds/silos on @ 0.8ha; readymix plant; and asphalt batching
plant. No overall land area for the CMAT appears to be given at this stage although it is stated that
this will operate 312 days per year (six days per weeks) 7am – 7pm Monday to Friday and 7am –
12pm Saturdays. The proposed capacity of the CMAT will be 1,600,000 tonnes per annum,
transported off site by rail (44%) and rail (56%). No details appear to be given of ship movements
associated with the CMAT and it would appear no opportunity is being taken for the onward
movement of aggregates etc. by river.
Switchboard 01474 56 44 22
Minicom 01474 33 76 17
Website www.gravesham.gov.uk
Gravesham Borough Council, Civic Centre, Windmill Street, Gravesend, Kent DA12 1AU

The remaining land area following the creation of the Ro-Ro terminal, CMAT and peripheral
landscaping/SUDS features will be used for external storage uses, with the principal use likely to
be the import of new motor vehicles.
It is noted that the precise usage of TILBURY2 may change over time and that it is intended the
EIA will be undertaken using ‘Rochdale Envelope’ principles. It is assumed that this will also
inform any subsequent Development Consent Order (DCO) covering the site. However, whilst
Gravesham Borough Council understands why this is being suggested, it does make it difficult to
determine cumulative impacts and we note that Thurrock Council’s formal Scoping Opinion from
October 20161 included the need to assess cumulative harm to the significance of heritage assets
(Historic England, Thurrock Council (Historic Buildings and Conservation)) and cumulative and incombination effects (Natural England).
Gravesham Borough Council’s primary concerns regarding the proposal relate to impact on the
southern shore of the River Thames at this point given that TILBURY2 is located directly opposite
a key mixed-use regeneration site identified with the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014)
at Gravesend Canal Basin2. This includes significant residential development in addition to that
which has already occurred. There is also the potential to impact adversely on the Riverside
Leisure Area at this point, the eastern side of the town centre, and a range of important designated
heritage assets. The riverside east of the Canal Basin is also occupied by a range of marine
users, including Denton Slipways, the Port of London Authority at Denton Wharf, and Clubb’s
Marine Aggregates Terminal.
Further to the east beyond the Metropolitan Police Training Centre lie important areas covered by
both national and international nature conservation designations, including the South Thames
Estuary and Marshes SPA / Ramsar sites.
The distribution of key users and proposed key regeneration sites is shown on the plan below.

1

http://edocs.thurrock.gov.uk/AnitePublicDocs/00168224.pdf (under http://regs.thurrock.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=OCRQI3QG0R000)
2
The adopted Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014) may be consulted on-line at
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/local-plan/gravesham-local-plan-core-strategy

If successful, TILBURY2 will act as a satellite for the main port, providing storage facilities to import
and export bulk goods. Whilst Gravesham Borough Council is supportive in principle of increased
use of the river for both freight and passenger traffic, given the importance of the Thames to the
local economy and connections with the heritage of Gravesend in particular, it is necessary to
ensure that any proposals at Tilbury are consistent with strategic objectives on the southern shore.
We assume that any potential impact on nature conservation interests will be dealt with in
consultation with Natural England and other interested parties so no comments are provided here
on this aspect. However, Gravesham Borough Council’s would wish to see the following key areas
of concern addressed in any EIA:

3



Noise – TILBURY2 has the potential to impact adversely on existing and proposed
sensitive receptors on the southern shore during both the construction and operational
phases of the development. Proposed sensitive receptors would include residentially-led
mixed use development on sites immediately east of Gravesend Canal Basin (2.1 on plan
above). Recreational users of the Riverside Leisure Area may also be affected by noise.
This would include not only noise from the landward site itself but activity on the pontoons
and from ships manoeuvring on the river and loading/unloading. It is noted at this stage
that little information has been provided on the type/size of ship to be used, scheduling of
arrival/departure, or associated noise characteristics. It is assumed that these will be
covered in the ‘Rochdale Envelope’ approach and subsequently be controlled by any DCO.
Assessment of noise should also include that arising from intermittent sources (such as
alarms/bleepers on vehicles using the Ro-Ro terminal on a 24 hour basis) and from plant
(including generators etc. on board ship that need to run whilst a vessel is berthed). On
noise, we note that the project website advises “As with the main Port, TILBURY2 will need
to operate 24/7. Appropriate controls on noise, lighting and traffic will need to be agreed
with Thurrock Council and will form part of the application for development consent”.3



Air Quality – The Gravesend town centre A226 one-way system is covered by an Air
Quality Management area declared due to air quality objectives in relation to Nitrogen
Dioxide being exceeded. Whilst TILBURY2 is some way distant from the town centre there
is still potential for it to be affected by emissions from ship movements in the river. Both
TILBURY2 and associated ship movements in the river should therefore be assessed in
terms of potential impact on the town centre. Another concern relating to air quality is what
fuel the ships would be allowed to use whilst arriving and then when docked? The Council
would expect the Port of Tilbury to implement sufficient controls to ensure that the use of
dirty fuels is not allowed. Our air quality specialist has advised that Dover had or has
AQMAs specifically declared for the impact of shipping on residential areas. We understand
that relatively recently controls have been put in place (possibly by statue) relating to the
ships going into Dover’s port (and possibly national) restricting the fuel they can use.



Electricity supply – The Council suggest that the possibility of using land based electricity
supply for the boats when they dock is fully considered as this could greatly reduce the
noise and air quality impact of this development.



Visual impact/lighting – TILBURY2 occupies a prominent position opposite Gravesend
town centre and the Canal Basin regeneration area. No details have as yet been provided
on the height of container stacks/aggregates stockpiles etc. or the height/intensity and

http://www.tilbury2.co.uk/consultation/development/

impact of lighting on a site that will be in operation effectively 24/7. The visual impact of the
development therefore needs to be properly assessed when viewed from the southern
shore. Viewpoints should be agreed in advance of the preparation of the EIA, given these
will also be relevant to assessing impact on heritage interest as noted below.


River related uses – The Riverside Leisure Area has a long history of accommodating
river based recreational uses – including the Gravesend Sailing and Rowing Clubs and
annual regattas etc. It is considered important that these are not adversely affected by the
operation of TILBURY2 and that the commercial and recreational uses of the river at this
point are compatible. There are also commercial uses of the river on the south bank that
are important - including Denton Slipway, as one of the few remaining repair facilities on the
tidal Thames. Potential impact on these (if any) should be assessed. Any potential impact
on the physical operation of the Gravesend-Tilbury ferry also needs to be assessed (given
it could be affected by ship movements to and from TILBURY2) as well as any benefits that
might arise as a result of additional demand.



Erosion/deposition of sediments etc – The Riverside Leisure Area is one of town
centre’s most important open spaces. Maintenance of the river frontage here is important
and Gravesham Borough Council will need to know that the operation of TILBURY2 and
associated ship movements will not have an adverse impact on the foreshore area or
promenade itself given this could affect the utility of the open space and result in additional
maintenance costs to the local authority.



Heritage interest – There are a number of important designated heritage assets on the
southern shore at this point including the Gravesend Blockhouse and New Tavern Fort
scheduled monuments. Because they share an intimate relationship with other defences
(including Tilbury Fort) to the north of the river, development that affects the setting of those
assets may also adversely affect the significance of those located in Gravesham. This
therefore needs to be fully understood and assessed in the EIA.

In terms of in-combination impacts during both the construction and operational phases of the
development, it is noted that no decision has yet been made on the location of the new Lower
Thames Crossing. Should a location be chosen to the east of Gravesend, it is possible that there
may be in-combination effects that need to be considered or at least scoped-out. It is suggested
that there be early discussions on this with Highways England, given it may also have to take into
account TILBURY2 in its own work for the sake of consistency. It is noted that Highways England
did not provide comments on the Request for an EIA Scoping Opinion in respect of this proposal
prior to advice being given in October 2016.4
On noise and air quality issues it is suggested that your consultants discuss any implications direct
with colleagues in our environmental health section. Their contact details are provided below:


Deborah Wilders (air quality): deborah.wilders@gravesham.gov.uk



Allan Glasson (noise): allan.glasson@gravesham.gov.uk

Due to the scale of resource that will be required from Gravesham Borough Council to support this
project through the NSIP process, a Planning Performance Agreement needs to be agreed. For the
NSIP PPA that we have agreed with LRCH for London Paramount, they had an agreement that
4

See Thurrock Council application reference 16/01194/SCO at http://regs.thurrock.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=externalDocuments&keyVal=OCRQI3QG0R000

they wanted to use. Do you have a template that you would like us to consider or would you like us
to provide you with our template?
Once again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the EIA scoping report for your project.
If you need any further assistance or wish to discuss any matters arising, please feel free to
contact me.

Yours sincerely

Assistant Director (Planning)

Marine Licensing
Lancaster House
Hampshire Court
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE4 7YH

Hannah Pratt
Senior EIA and Land Rights Advisor
The Planning Inspectorate
3D Eagle Wing, Temple Quay House
2 The Square, Bristol, BS1 6PN.

T +44 (0)300 123 1032
F +44 (0)191 376 2681
www.gov.uk/mmo

Your reference:TR30003-000004
Our reference: DCO/2017/00001

[By email only]
25 April 2017
Dear Ms Pratt,
Formal Scoping Request under the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2009 for the proposed Port of Tilbury (T2) Development.
Thank you for your scoping request of 28 March 2017and for providing the Marine
Management Organisation (the “MMO”) with the opportunity to comment on the Port of
Tilbury Development T2 scoping request.
Please find attached the scoping opinion of the MMO. In providing these comments, the
MMO has sought the views of our technical advisors at the Centre for Environment,
Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (Cefas) and the MMO Coastal Office (South Eastern
Area).
If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me using the details
provided below.

Yours sincerely,
Laura Opel
Marine Licensing Case Officer
D
E

+44 (0)20822 57690
laura.opel@marinemanagement.org.uk

Enclosed: MMO Scoping Opinion: Port of Tilbury (T2) Development
The MMO’s role in Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects
The MMO was established by the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (the “2009 Act”) to
make a contribution to sustainable development in the marine area and to promote clean,
healthy, safe, productive and biologically diverse oceans and seas.
The responsibilities of the MMO include the licensing of construction works, deposits and
removals in English inshore and offshore waters and for Welsh and Northern Ireland
offshore waters by way of a marine licence1. Inshore waters include any area which is
submerged at mean high water spring (“MHWS”) tide. They also include the waters of every
estuary, river or channel where the tide flows at MHWS tide. Waters in areas which are
closed permanently or intermittently by a lock or other artificial means against the regular
action of the tide are included, where seawater flows into or out from the area.
In the case of Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (“NSIPs”), the 2008 Act enables
Development Consent Order’s (“DCO”) for projects which affect the marine environment to
include provisions which deem marine licences2.
As a prescribed consultee under the 2008 Act, the MMO advises developers during preapplication on those aspects of a project that may have an impact on the marine area or
those who use it. In addition to considering the impacts of any construction, deposit or
removal within the marine area, this also includes assessing any risks to human health,
other legitimate uses of the sea and any potential impacts on the marine environment from
terrestrial works.
Where a marine licence is deemed within a DCO, the MMO is the delivery body responsible
for post-consent monitoring, variation, enforcement and revocation of provisions relating to
the marine environment. As such, the MMO has a keen interest in ensuring that provisions
drafted in a deemed marine licence (“dML”) enable the MMO to fulfil these obligations.
Further information on licensable activities can be found on the MMO’s website 3. Further
information on the interaction between the Planning Inspectorate and the MMO can be
found in our joint advice note4.

1

Under Part 4 of the 2009 Act
Section 149A of the 2008 Act
3
https://www.gov.uk/planning-development/marine-licences
4
http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/Advice-note-11-v2.pdf
2
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1.

Proposal

1.1. Port of Tilbury Limited is proposing the development of a new port terminal (Tilbury 2)
on the north bank of the River Thames at Tilbury in close vicinity to its existing port. The
new port terminal is proposed to be constructed on largely previously developed land
that formed the western part of the now redundant Tilbury Power Station.
1.2.

The main usage for the proposed site will be as a Roll-on/Roll-off terminal and as a
construction materials and aggregate terminal used by associated infrastructure. The
proposed volumes of import/export of Ro-Ro units for the terminal exceed the threshold
of 250,000 units stated in the Planning Act 2008 for throughput per annum. The
Tilbury2 project, therefore, constitutes a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project
(NSIP). The main marine elements of the Tilbury 2 development include, but are not
limited to:



The construction of a jetty including piling of 8 berthing dolphins;
The construction of a linkspan to access the jetty;

Page 3 of 9




The dredging of berthing pockets to increase water depth; ongoing maintenance
dredging once the development is operational is yet to be determined.
The removal of the existing Anglian Water jetty

2.

General comments

2.1.

The MMO considers that the purpose of the Scoping Report is clearly defined, as are
the requirements for the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and Environmental
Statement (ES) process. The MMO agrees with the topics outlined in the scoping
report and in addition recommends that the following aspects are considered further
during the EIA process and included in any resulting ES.

3.

Coastal Processes

3.1.

The MMO considers that the approach and methodology presented in Section 7.221
– 7.225 to assess physical processes is appropriate.

3.2.

The description of the authorised development should include details of the methods
available and to be considered for the Jetty/Marine works (Section 5.25-5.28). This
information should include details of the proposed construction methods for the works
e.g. floating pontoon, moorings, removal of existing jetty and dredging of the river
bed. Any temporary structure required during construction should also be described
and the corresponding potential impacts should be assessed, e.g. temporary
cofferdams and installation of sheet pile walls. All the methods available and likely to
be used for the construction and for dredging should be considered. This is important
to establish the realistic worst case scenario.

4.

Benthic Ecology

4.1.

The marine aspects of the Tilbury 2 development broadly comprise a number of
elements which may have implications for the health of the local benthic ecology.
These include the construction of a jetty including piling of 8 berthing dolphins,
construction of a linkspan to access the jetty, dredging of the berthing pockets to
increase water depth adjacent to the jetty, and removal of the existing Anglian Water
jetty. Further information as to how these may affect the environment (including
hydrodynamic modelling) will subsequently be provided as part of the EIA process.

4.2.

The benthic ecology of the area likely to be affected by the project is stated as being
of typical estuarine mud assemblages. However, whether further survey work is
required upon which to base the subsequent assessment of impacts will be suitably
determined following an appraisal of the available data through a gap analyses.

4.3.

As part of the above, greater confidence in the notion that the tentacle lagoon worm is
not present within the Tilbury region will be needed.

5.

Fish and Shellfish Ecology and Fisheries
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5.1.

The outer Thames is utilised by a number of under tens fishing vessels and nonsector vessels targeting a range of commercial fish species. These include:
 Sole and Skate: From March to October, with summer being an important
time for juvenile sole.
 Bass use the Thames estuary for spawning, which is an important habitat
for juvenile bass. This is particularly important given the declining
populations. Bass spawning occurs around spring.
 Sprat and Herring: From December to April.
 There are also a discrete population (subspecies) of Thames & Blackwater
Estuary herring, as such there is a spring spawning period and a small
sentinel fishery.
 A prolific cockle fishery is utilised by 14 licence holders. This is tightly
regulated by the Kent and Essex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Authority (IFCA). This is typically a summer/Autumn fishery on cockle beds
situated in the outer Thames estuary.
 Commercial European Eel fishery along the Thames.

5.2.

The Scoping Report has not identified any fishing effort in the vicinity of the proposed
development but the lower reaches of the Thames estuary support an important
commercial fishing industry targeting, amongst others, sole, herring, sprat, thornback
ray and bass. This should be noted in the ES. In addition, given the presence of many
of these commercially exploited species in the waters adjacent to the proposed site,
the potential for any transboundary impacts should be explored.

5.3.

Further information about the potential impact capital dredging operations could have
on the spawning populations and the shellfish fishery within the Thames should be
provided.

5.4.

In terms of fish ecology, with minor additional detail required, the matters proposed to
be addressed in the ES are adequate and suitable to inform an assessment of the
potential environmental effects.

5.5.

The impacts and methods proposed to assess fish ecology are clearly set out, as are
the data sources to be used.

5.6.

A desk-based review to include existing survey datasets is proposed to provide a
baseline description for fish ecology. Given the extensive amount of survey data
available this should provide a good quality description at an appropriate spatial
scale.

5.7.

The waters adjacent to the proposed site have been identified as supporting a diverse
range of fish species including herring, gobies, sole, sprat, smelts, bass and also
salmon and eels. Intertidal and subtidal areas are identified as important habitat for
several species. Sensitive species and receptors have been adequately outlined.

5.8.

It is appropriate that the proposed Tilbury 2 development will be considered for both
the construction and operational phases of the scheme. The designated status of the
species and habitats present at Tilbury 2 under the various legislation will inform the
assessment of significance of potential impacts.
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5.9.

Further information specific to underwater noise is provided in the Noise and
Vibration chapter. Essentially, the potential impacts of piling and dredging works
(although the potential impacts have not been discussed within the report) upon
marine species will be considered in the Marine Ecology Chapter. Here the MMO
would expect the potential impacts to include injury and effects on fish behaviour.
Disturbance to fish from construction works such as piling is identified in the Scoping
Report as a potential impact. Within the ES the MMO would expect to see details of
both, the pilling methods, and consideration of underwater noise and vibration.

5.10. It is noted in paragraph 7.82 that the Tilbury area was not identified as a high intensity
spawning or nursery area for any (fish) species’. The source of this information is the
MMO Marine Information System online and the Cefas fish spawning and nursery
maps. When using these data source, the MMO suggests that care must be taken in
the interpretation of such data. It is not that the information indicates the Tilbury area
does not support high intensity spawning or nursery areas for fish species, but rather
that the underlying survey data on which the information is based (Ellis et al., 2012)
does not extend to this particular area and therefore represents a gap in coverage.
5.11. There is no mitigation outlined at this stage for fish ecology or fisheries, but the MMO
would expect these to be given consideration in the ES.
5.12. Impacts to commercially harvested shellfish have been scoped out due to the
distance from the development to the aquaculture production areas at Southend. In
terms of underwater noise, the MMO do not have any objection to this proposal.

6.

Noise and Vibration

6.1.

The scoping report states that an underwater noise survey will be undertaken to
derive the existing noise environment which will enable potential impacts from the
proposed works to be considered. The proposed monitoring location would be subject
to agreement with the MMO, however, it is anticipated that underwater noise levels
would be recorded over a period of up to two weeks (para 7.241). The MMO support
this proposal.

6.2.

Underwater noise modelling will be undertaken to estimate the likely level of noise
from different construction activities and the extent of propagation under different tidal
conditions (Section 7.243). The predicted levels will be assessed against the defined
criteria for the affected species. Further detail on the modelling or specific criteria
hasn’t been given at this stage; however, early engagement with the MMO/Cefas is
encouraged to identify what will be appropriate.

6.3.

Where significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures will be introduced and
the residual impacts presented (Paragraph: 7.248). This is appropriate although no
further details are provided at this stage. The MMO is content that better information
will be available once the noise modelling has been undertaken.
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7.

Marine Mammals

7.1.

Marine mammal species that have been identified are harbour porpoise, bottlenose
dolphin, white-beaked dolphin, common seal and grey seal.
It is appropriate that the proposed Tilbury 2 development will be consider the impacts
of both the construction and operational phases of the scheme. The designated
status of the species present at Tilbury 2 under the various legislation will inform the
assessment of significance of potential impacts on marine mammal species.

7.2.

Further information specific to underwater noise is provided in the Noise and
Vibration chapter. Please refer to comments above. Essentially, the potential impacts
of piling and dredging works (although the potential impacts have not been discussed
within the report) upon marine mammal species will be considered in the Marine
Ecology Chapter. Here the MMO would expect the potential impacts to include injury
and effects on behaviour of marine mammals.

8.

Dredging

8.1.

It is noted that dredging will take place up to a depth of 15.3m (Section 5.28).
Clarification should be provided regarding the above referenced dredge depth, does
this refer to Lowest Astronomical Tide (LAT) or Above Ordnance Datum (AoD). The
baseline should include geophysical information about the river bed sediments, in
terms of bathymetry, river bed features, sediment type and its spatial distribution
including depth. Sediment analysis for contaminants should be provided (noted in
7.179) to determine whether there is any level of contamination in the sediments. This
is important for the consideration of the dredging methods and mitigation measures,
and the disposal of the dredged material.

9.

Navigation

9.1.

The MMO defer to the Maritime Coastguard Agency (MCA), Trinity House and Port of
London Authority (PLA) on the suitability of the scope of the assessment with regards
to navigation of vessels.

10.

Nature Conservation Sites

10.1. The below highlights the MCZ’s and rMCZ’s that the proposed Port of Tilbury (T2)
development may impact on, this is however is not an exhaustive list and
consideration should be given to potential impacts to those sites located further
outside the boundary of the proposed development. Consideration should also be
given to potential future sites that are not yet formally designated including the
Medway Estuary Marine Conservation Zone and the Thames Estuary recommended
Marine Conservation Zone.
10.2. The proposed Port of Tilbury would have potential impacts upon European sites,
designated under the EU Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC), including the following
Thames Estuary & Marshes Special Protected Area and Thames Estuary & Marshes
Ramsar site.
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10.3. The MMO would expect that the potential impact of the development upon the
designated features of the sites outlined in paragraph 9.2 including in combination
with other plans or projects will be considered as part of the Habitats Regulations
Assessment process. The above does not constitute and exhaustive list and
consideration should be given to possible impacts to those sites located further
outside the boundary of the proposed development which may be designated for
migratory and more far ranging species.

11.

Cumulative Impacts

11.1. Cumulative impacts are considered in the Scoping Report and the projects currently
likely to be included in the assessment are listed in Section 7.4.
11.2. It is appropriate those other schemes in the vicinity of the proposed development
which have been granted permission, or for which an application for consent has
been submitted but not determined, will be considered in combination with the Tilbury
2 proposal in the assessment of cumulative impacts in the EIA, where relevant
information is available. Although not in the immediate vicinity, there is planned work
to be undertaken in the River Thames as part of the Thames Tideway Project and
cumulative impacts should be explored.

12.

Conclusion

12.1. The topics highlighted in this scoping opinion should be assessed during the EIA
process and the outcome of these assessments should be documented in the EIA
report in support of the deemed marine licence application and the planning
application(s). This statement, however, should not necessarily be seen as a
definitive list of all EIA (and HRA) requirements. Given the scale and program of
these planned works, other work may prove necessary.
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Decision Notice
MC/17/1164
Ms Hannah Pratt
The Planning Inspectorate
3D
Temple Quay House
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6PN

Planning Service
Physical & Cultural Regeneration
Regeneration, Culture, Environment &
Transformation
Civic Headquarters
Gun Wharf
Dock Road
Chatham
Kent ME4 4TR
Telephone: 01634 331700
Facsimile: 01634 331195
Minicom:01634 331300

Applicant's Name Ms Hannah Pratt The
Planning Inspectorate

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
Town & Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order
2015
Location: PART OF FORMER TILBURY POWER STATION, FORT ROAD, TILBURY,
ESSEX
Proposal: Scoping consultation and notification under The Infrastructure Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 regulations 8 & 9 - proposed port
terminal at part of former Tilbury Power Station known as 'Tilbury2'
I refer to your letter of consultation regarding the above and would inform you that the
Council RAISES NO OBJECTION to it.
1

Medway Council considers that the scoping report to inform the EIA must
incorporate the following:
A) The need to ensure that the transport impact assessment modelling
must include alternative scenarios of the development with the Lower
Thames Crossing (LTC) and without LTC;
B) The need to assess impact of increased results of road and rail freight
on commuting flows to and from Medway to London and vice-versa,
especially at peak commuting times, as well as impact of increase
river freight activity in the Thames estuary;
C) The socio and economy impacts of this prospective development on
Medway especially in regard to any related impacts resulting from the
proposective port expansion on London Thamesport; and
1

D) Impacts of the development on the Special Protection Areas, Ramsar
Sites and Sites of Special Scientific Interest that lie within and
adjoining Medway Council's borough boundary.
Your attention is drawn to the following informative(s):This consultation response takes account of the following plans and documents:
·

e-mail from the Planning Inspectorate, dated 28 March 2017, received by Medway
Council on 28 March 2017;

·

Letter from the Planning Inspectorate, dated 28 March 2017, received by Medway
Council on 28 March 2017; and

·

the document entitled "Regulation 8(1) Scoping Report - Tilbury2 Version 6 dated 24
March 2017.

Signed

David Harris
Head of Planning
Date of Notice 25 April, 2017

2

National Grid House
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill, Warwick
CV34 6DA

Sent electronically to:
environmentalservices@pins.gsi.gov.uk

Nick Dexter
DCO Liaison Officer
Land & Business Support
Nicholas.dexter@nationalgrid.com
Tel: +44 (0)7917 791925
www.nationalgrid.com

th

25 April 2017
Dear Sir/Madam,
Ref: TR030003 - Tilbury2 EIA Scoping Notification and Consultation
This is a joint response on behalf of National Grid Electricity Transmission Plc (NGET) and
National Grid Gas Plc (NGG). I refer to your letter dated 28th March 2017 in relation to
Tilbury2 - EIA Scoping Notification and Consultation. Having reviewed the Scoping Report, I
would like to make the following comments:
National Grid infrastructure within / in close proximity to the order boundary
Electricity Transmission
National Grid Electricity Transmission has high voltage electricity overhead transmission
lines, substations, cables and a cable tunnel within or in close proximity to the proposed
order limits (please see attached plan showing National Grid’s electricity assets). All of the
above form an essential part of the electricity transmission network in England and Wales.
Gas Transmission
National Grid Gas does not have any infrastructure within close proximity to the proposed
order limits.
Electricity Infrastructure:


National Grid’s Overhead Line is protected by a Deed of Easement/Wayleave
Agreement which provides full right of access to retain, maintain, repair and inspect
our asset



Statutory electrical safety clearances must be maintained at all times. Any proposed
buildings must not be closer than 5.3m to the lowest conductor. National Grid
recommends that no permanent structures are built directly beneath overhead lines.
These distances are set out in EN 43 – 8 Technical Specification for “overhead line
clearances Issue 3 (2004) available at:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment/DDC/devnearohl_final/appendi
xIII/appIII-part2

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2366977

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Gas plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2006000

National Grid House
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill, Warwick
CV34 6DA



If any changes in ground levels are proposed either beneath or in close proximity to
our existing overhead lines then this would serve to reduce the safety clearances for
such overhead lines. Safe clearances for existing overhead lines must be maintained
in all circumstances.



Further guidance on development near electricity transmission overhead lines is
available here: http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/1E990EE5-D068-4DD68C9A-4D0B06A1BA79/31436/Developmentnearoverheadlines1.pdf



The relevant guidance in relation to working safely near to existing overhead lines is
contained within the Health and Safety Executive’s (http://www.hse.gov.uk/)
Guidance Note GS 6 “Avoidance of Danger from Overhead Electric Lines” and all
relevant site staff should make sure that they are both aware of and understand this
guidance.



Plant, machinery, equipment, buildings or scaffolding should not encroach within 5.3
metres of any of our high voltage conductors when those conductors are under their
worse conditions of maximum “sag” and “swing” and overhead line profile (maximum
“sag” and “swing”) drawings should be obtained using the contact details above.



If a landscaping scheme is proposed as part of the proposal, we request that only
slow and low growing species of trees and shrubs are planted beneath and adjacent
to the existing overhead line to reduce the risk of growth to a height which
compromises statutory safety clearances.



Drilling or excavation works should not be undertaken if they have the potential to
disturb or adversely affect the foundations or “pillars of support” of any existing tower.
These foundations always extend beyond the base area of the existing tower and
foundation (“pillar of support”) drawings can be obtained using the contact details
above



National Grid Electricity Transmission high voltage underground cables are protected
by a Deed of Grant; Easement; Wayleave Agreement or the provisions of the New
Roads and Street Works Act. These provisions provide National Grid full right of
access to retain, maintain, repair and inspect our assets. Hence we require that no
permanent / temporary structures are to be built over our cables or within the
easement strip. Any such proposals should be discussed and agreed with National
Grid prior to any works taking place.



Ground levels above our cables must not be altered in any way. Any alterations to the
depth of our cables will subsequently alter the rating of the circuit and can
compromise the reliability, efficiency and safety of our electricity network and requires
consultation with National Grid prior to any such changes in both level and
construction being implemented.

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2366977

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Gas plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2006000

National Grid House
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill, Warwick
CV34 6DA

Further Advice
We would request that the potential impact of the proposed scheme on National Grid’s
existing assets as set out above is considered in any subsequent reports, including
the Environmental Statement, and as part of any subsequent application.
Where any diversion of apparatus may be required to facilitate a scheme, National
Grid is unable to give any certainty with the regard to diversions until such time as
adequate conceptual design studies have been undertaken by National Grid. Further
information relating to this can be obtained by contacting the email address below.
Where the promoter intends to acquire land, extinguish rights, or interfere with any of
National Grid apparatus, protective provisions will be required in a form acceptable to
it to be included within the DCO.
National Grid requests to be consulted at the earliest stages to ensure that the most
appropriate protective provisions are included within the DCO application to safeguard the
integrity of the apparatus and to remove the requirement for objection. All consultations
should be sent to the following: box.landandacquisitions@nationalgrid.com
In order to respond at the earliest opportunity National Grid will require the following:
 Shape Files for the order limits
I hope the above information is useful. If you require any further information please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Yours Faithfully

Nick Dexter.

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2366977

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Gas plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2006000
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Senior Land Officer
Land & Property Services
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21 April 2017

TILBURY 2 EIA SCOPING CONSULTATION
This is a response on behalf of National Grid Gas Distribution Limited (NGGD).
I refer to your email dated 28th March 2017 regarding the Proposed DCO. NGGD has reviewed the
scoping information and wishes to make the following comments:
In respect of existing NGGD infrastructure, NGGD will require appropriate protection for retained
apparatus including compliance with relevant standards for works proposed within close proximity of its
apparatus,
National Grid Gas Distribution Infrastructure within or in close proximity to the Proposed Order Limits
The National Grid Gas Distribution apparatus that has been identified as being in the vicinity of your
proposed works is:


Low or Medium pressure (below 2 bar) gas pipes and associated equipment. (As a result it is highly
likely that there are gas services and associated apparatus in the vicinity)

Where the Promoter intends to acquire land, extinguish rights, or interfere with any of NGG’s
apparatus, NGG will require appropriate protection and further discussion on the impact to its
apparatus and rights.
Key Considerations:


National Grid has a Deed of Grant of Easement for each pipeline, which prevents the erection of
permanent / temporary buildings, or structures, change to existing ground levels, storage of materials
etc.

Pipeline Crossings:


Where existing roads cannot be used, construction traffic should ONLY cross the pipeline at previously
agreed locations.



The pipeline shall be protected, at the crossing points, by temporary rafts constructed at ground level.
The third party shall review ground conditions, vehicle types and crossing frequencies to determine
the type and construction of the raft required.



The type of raft shall be agreed with National Grid prior to installation.



No protective measures including the installation of concrete slab protection shall be installed over or
near to the National Grid pipeline without the prior permission of National Grid.



National Grid will need to agree the material, the dimensions and method of installation of the
proposed protective measure.



The method of installation shall be confirmed through the submission of a formal written method
statement from the contractor to National Grid.



Please be aware that written permission is required before any works commence within the National
Grid easement strip.



A National Grid representative shall monitor any works within close proximity to the pipeline



A Deed of Consent is required for any crossing of the easement

New Service Crossing:


New services may cross the pipeline at perpendicular angle to the pipeline i.e. 90 degrees.



A new service should not be laid parallel within an easement



A National Grid representative shall supervise any new service crossing of a pipeline.



Any exposed pipeline should be suitably supported and removed prior to backfilling



An exposed pipeline should be protected by matting and suitable timber cladding



For pipe construction involving deep excavation (<1.5m) in the vicinity of grey iron mains, the model
consultative procedure will apply therefore an integrity assessment must be conducted to confirm if
diversion is required



A Deed of Consent is required for any new service crossing the easement.



Where a new service is to cross over the pipeline a clearance distance of 0.6 metres between the
crown of the pipeline and underside of the service should be maintained. If this cannot be achieved
the service shall cross below the pipeline with a clearance distance of 0.6 metres.

General Notes on Pipeline Safety:


You should be aware of the Health and Safety Executives guidance document HS(G) 47 "Avoiding
Danger from Underground Services", and National Grid’s Digsafe leaflet Excavating Safely - Avoiding
injury when working near gas pipes



National Grid will also need to ensure that our pipelines access is maintained during and after
construction.



The actual depth and position must be confirmed on site by trial hole investigation under the
supervision of a National Grid representative. Ground cover above our pipelines should not be
reduced or increased.



If any excavations are planned within 3 metres of National Grid High Pressure Pipeline or, within 10
metres of an AGI (Above Ground Installation), or if any embankment or dredging works are proposed
then the actual position and depth of the pipeline must be established on site in the presence of a
National Grid representative. A safe working method agreed prior to any work taking place in order to
minimise the risk of damage and ensure the final depth of cover does not affect the integrity of the
pipeline.



Excavation works may take place unsupervised no closer than 3 metres from the pipeline once the
actual depth and position has been has been confirmed on site under the supervision of a National

Grid representative. Similarly, excavation with hand held power tools is not permitted within 1.5
metres from our apparatus and the work is undertaken with NG supervision and guidance.


The above guidance is not exhaustive and your works proposals must be submitted to National Grid
Gas Distribution’s Plant Protection department in advance of commencement of works on site.

Yours Faithfully

Vicky Stirling
Land & Property Services

Guidance

To view the SSW22 Document, please use the link below:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment/DDC/GasElectricNW/safeworking.htm
To download a copy of the HSE Guidance HS(G)47, please use the following link:
http://www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/books/hsg47.htm
High Pressure Gas Pipelines Guidance:
If working in the vicinity of a high pressure gas pipeline the following document must be followed:
'Specification for Safe Working in the Vicinity of National Grid High Pressure Gas Pipelines and Associated
Installations - Requirements for Third Parties' (SSW22). This can be obtained from:
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=33968
Dial Before You Dig Pipelines Guidance:
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=33969
Excavating Safely - Avoiding injury when working near gas pipes:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/2D2EEA97-B213-459C-9A2618361C6E0B0D/25249/Digsafe_leaflet3e2finalamends061207.pdf
Essential Guidance document:
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=8589934982
General Guidance document:
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=35103
Excavating Safely in the vicinity of gas pipes guidance (Credit card):
http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/A3D37677-6641-476C-9DDAE89949052829/
44257/ExcavatingSafelyCreditCard.pdf
Copies of all the Guidance Documents can also be downloaded from the National Grid Website:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/Gas/Safety/work/downloads/
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Dear Sir/Madam,
I refer to the consultation referenced in the attached letter. NATS’s nearest infrastructure
is over 20km away from this site; as such it anticipates no impact from the proposal.
Accordingly, NATS has no comments to make on the Scoping Opinion.
Regards
S. Rossi
NATS Safeguarding Office

Sacha Rossi
ATC Systems Safeguarding Engineer
D: 01489 444 205
E: sacha.rossi@nats.co.uk
4000 Parkway, Whiteley,
Fareham, Hants PO15 7FL
www.nats.co.uk/windfarms

From: Environmental Services [mailto:environmentalservices@pins.gsi.gov.uk]
Sent: 28 March 2017 08:43
Subject: Tilbury2 EIA scoping consultation

Dear Sir/Madam
Please find attached correspondence regarding a scoping consultation for
Tilbury2 port. Please note that deadline of 25 April 2017 for comments; this
is a statutory deadline that cannot be extended.
Kind regards
Hannah
Hannah Pratt
Senior EIA and Land Rights Advisor
Major Applications and Plans
The Planning Inspectorate, 3D, Temple Quay House, Temple Quay, Bristol,
BS1 6PN
Direct Line: 0303 444 5001

Helpline: 0303 444 5000
Email: Hannah.pratt@pins.gsi.gov.uk
Web: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ (National
Infrastructure Planning)
Web: www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate (The
Planning Inspectorate)
Twitter: @PINSgov
This communication does not constitute legal advice.
Please view our Information Charter before sending information to the Planning
Inspectorate.

If you are not the intended recipient, please notify our Help Desk at Email
Information.Solutions@nats.co.uk immediately. You should not copy or use this email or
attachment(s) for any purpose nor disclose their contents to any other person.
NATS computer systems may be monitored and communications carried on them recorded, to
secure the effective operation of the system.
Please note that neither NATS nor the sender accepts any responsibility for viruses or any losses
caused as a result of viruses and it is your responsibility to scan or otherwise check this email and
any attachments.
NATS means NATS (En Route) plc (company number: 4129273), NATS (Services) Ltd (company
number 4129270), NATSNAV Ltd (company number: 4164590) or NATS Ltd (company number
3155567) or NATS Holdings Ltd (company number 4138218). All companies are registered in
England and their registered office is at 4000 Parkway, Whiteley, Fareham, Hampshire, PO15 7FL.
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This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
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Date:
25 April 2017
Our ref: 211894 Port of Tilbury DCO EIA Scoping
Your ref: TR030003-000004

FAO Hannah Pratt - The Planning Inspectorate,
3D Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol, BS1 6PN
By email only: environmentalservices@pins.gsi.gov.uk

Customer Services
Hornbeam House
Crew e Business Park
Electra Way
Crew e
Cheshire
CW1 6GJ
T 0300 060 3900

Dear Ms Pratt,
Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2009 (as amended) (‘the EIA Regulations’) – Regulations 8 and 9
Application by Port of Tilbury London Limited for an Order Granting Development Consent
for the proposed Tilbury2
Scoping consultation and notification of the Applicant’s contact details and duty to make
available information to the Applicant if requested
Thank you for seeking our advice on the scope of the Environmental Statement (ES) in your
consultation dated the 28th March 2017 which we received on the same date via email.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
Case law1 and guidance2 has stressed the need for a full set of environmental information to be
available for consideration prior to a decision being taken on whether or not to grant planning
permission. Annex A to this letter provides Natural England’s standard advice on the scope of
Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA).
Marine Ecology
Marine Licensing
Projects either entirely or partially below the mean high water mark are likely to require a marine
licence from the Marine Management Organisation, for all marine elements of the works. The
applicant should contact the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) in the first instance to
discuss the requirements of a marine licence https://www.gov.uk/topic/planningdevelopment/marine-licences. Please note that Natural England will be consulted in due course as
part of the marine licensing process. Information requirement for marine licences can be found here:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/marine-licensing-impact-assessments.
Recommended Thames Estuary Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ)
The Minister has committed to completing the network of Marine Conservation Zones, to create a
Blue Belt of protected sites around our coasts. For the third and final tranche, Defra plans to hold a
public consultation in 2017 and designate sites in 2018. In general, all regional project
1

Harrison, J in R. v. Cornwall County Council ex parte Hardy (2001)
Note on Environmental Impact Assessment Directive for Local Planning Authorities Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister (April 2004) available from
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/sustainab
ilityenvironmental/environmentalimpactassessment/noteenvironmental/
2

recommendations (from the original 127 MCZs which have not yet been designated) are being
looked at for potential to fill gaps in the network for Tranche 3. This includes the Thames Estuary
recommended MCZ. More information about this site can be found in the Defra 2013 consultation
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/82726/mcz -annex-a3121213.pdf (page 67 onwards).
This proposal must take full consideration of the potential impacts to the recommended Thames
Estuary Marine Conservation zone.
Schedule 5 Protected Species
It is considered possible that Alkmaria romijni (Tentacled Lagoon Worm) occurs at this location.
Salinity and environmental conditions may allow presence to be scoped out. If presence cannot be
scoped out, survey work is considered likely to yield a ‘false negative’ so it may be useful to assume
presence, assess the importance of habitat loss and mitigate as appropriate.
The Thames Estuary and Marshes Focus Area
This site falls within Natural England’s Thames Estuary and Marshes Focus Area. Part of the reason
for the selection of this area are the important brownfield sites and habitats and species listed as
being of principal importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity, under section 41 of the
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 and, in particular its rich invertebrate
assemblages.
Natural England notes the recognition of the Lytag site which has previously been graded of
‘national’ importance and of Tilbury Centre and Marshes which are both known to be of value to
invertebrates.
Natural England has produced standard advice for use in assessing applications in Essex, which
the document implies that the applicants have had site of and can be provided again on request.
This advice can be used to assist in determining whether the open mosaic s41 habitat and s41
invertebrate species are reasonably likely to be present on, or in the vicinity of, the development
site, and how we advise that these are considered in the planning process.
Should the proposal be amended in a way which significantly affects its impact on the natural
environment then, in accordance with Section 4 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities
Act 2006, Natural England should be consulted again.
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any
queries please do not hesitate to contact us. For any queries relating to the specific advice in this
letter only please contact Jamie Melvin on 020 80261025. For any new consultations, or to provide
further information on this consultation please send your correspondences to
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have attached a
feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments you might have about our service.
Yours sincerely,
Mr Jamie Melvin
Planning Lead Adviser - West Anglia

Annex A – Advice related to EIA Scoping Requirements
1. General Principles
Schedule 4 of the Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011,
sets out the necessary information to assess impacts on the natural environment to be included in
an ES, specifically:
 A description of the development – including physical characteristics and the full land use
requirements of the site during construction and operational phases.
 Expected residues and emissions (water, air and soil pollution, noise, vibration, light, heat,
radiation, etc.) resulting from the operation of the proposed development.
 An assessment of alternatives and clear reasoning as to why the preferred option has been
chosen.
 A description of the aspects of the environment likely to be significantly affected by the
development, including, in particular, population, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors,
material assets, including the architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape and the
interrelationship between the above factors.
 A description of the likely significant effects of the development on the environment – this
should cover direct effects but also any indirect, secondary, cumulative, short, medium and
long term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects. Effects should relate to
the existence of the development, the use of natural resources and the emissions from
pollutants. This should also include a description of the forecasting methods to predict the
likely effects on the environment.
 A description of the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and where possible offset any
significant adverse effects on the environment.
 A non-technical summary of the information.
 An indication of any difficulties (technical deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered by
the applicant in compiling the required information.
It will be important for any assessment to consider the potential cumulative effects of this proposal,
including all supporting infrastructure, with other similar proposals and a thorough assessment of
the ‘in combination’ effects of the proposed development with any existing developments and
current applications. A full consideration of the implications of the whole scheme should be included
in the ES. All supporting infrastructure should be included within the assessment.
2. Biodiversity and Geology
2.1 Ecological Aspects of an Environmental Statement
Natural England advises that the potential impact of the proposal upon features of nature
conservation interest and opportunities for habitat creation/enhancement should be included within
this assessment in accordance with appropriate guidance on such matters. Guidelines for
Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) have been developed by the Chartered Institute of Ecology
and Environmental Management (CIEEM) and are available on their website.
EcIA is the process of identifying, quantifying and evaluating the potential impacts of defined actions
on ecosystems or their components. EcIA may be carried out as part of the EIA process or to
support other forms of environmental assessment or appraisal.
The National Planning Policy Framework sets out guidance in S.118 on how to take account of
biodiversity interests in planning decisions and the framework that local authorities should provide to
assist developers.
2.2 Internationally and Nationally Designated Sites
The ES should thoroughly assess the potential for the proposal to affect designated sites.
European sites (eg designated Special Areas of Conservation and Special Protection Areas) fall
within the scope of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. In addition
paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires that potential Special Protection
Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, listed or proposed Ramsar sites, and any site
identified as being necessary to compensate for adverse impacts on classified, potential or possible

SPAs, SACs and Ramsar sites be treated in the same way as classified sites.
Under Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 an appropriate
assessment needs to be undertaken in respect of any plan or project which is (a) likely to have a
significant effect on a European site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects) and
(b) not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site.
Should a Likely Significant Effect on a European/Internationally designated site be identified or be
uncertain, the competent authority (in this case the Local Planning Authority) may need to prepare
an Appropriate Assessment, in addition to consideration of impacts through the EIA process.
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and sites of European or international importance
(Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA and Ramsar sites)
The development site is near the following designated nature conservation site:
 Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar
 South Thames Estuary and Marshes SSSI
 Mucking Flats and Marshes SSSI
 Hangman’s Wood and Deneholes SSSI
Further information on the SSSI and its special interest features can be found at www.magic.gov .
The Environmental Statement should include a full assessment of the direct and indirect effects of
the development on the features of special interest within these sites and should identify such
mitigation measures as may be required in order to avoid, minimise or reduce any adverse
significant effects.
Natura 2000 network site conservation objectives are available on our internet site.
2.3 Regionally and Locally Important Sites
The EIA will need to consider any impacts upon local wildlife and geological sites. Local Sites are
identified by the local wildlife trust, geoconservation group or a local forum established for the
purposes of identifying and selecting local sites. They are of county importance for wildlife or
geodiversity. The Environmental Statement should therefore include an assessment of the likely
impacts on the wildlife and geodiversity interests of such sites. The assessment should include
proposals for mitigation of any impacts and if appropriate, compensation measures. Contact the
local wildlife trust, geoconservation group or local sites body in this area for further information.
2.4 Protected Species - Species protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended) and by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010
The ES should assess the impact of all phases of the proposal on protected species (including, for
example, great crested newts, reptiles, birds, water voles, badgers and bats). Natural England does
not hold comprehensive information regarding the locations of species protected by law, but advises
on the procedures and legislation relevant to such species. Records of protected species should be
sought from appropriate local biological record centres, nature conservation organisations, groups
and individuals; and consideration should be given to the wider context of the site for example in
terms of habitat linkages and protected species populations in the wider area, to assist in the impact
assessment.
The conservation of species protected by law is explained in Part IV and Annex A of Government
Circular 06/2005 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Statutory Obligations and their Impact
within the Planning System. The area likely to be affected by the proposal should be thoroughly
surveyed by competent ecologists at appropriate times of year for relevant species and the survey
results, impact assessments and appropriate accompanying mitigation strategies included as part of
the ES.
In order to provide this information there may be a requirement for a survey at a particular time of
year. Surveys should always be carried out in optimal survey time periods and to current guidance

by suitably qualified and where necessary, licensed, consultants. Natural England has adopted
standing advice for protected species which includes links to guidance on survey and mitigation.
2.5 Habitats and Species of Principal Importance
The ES should thoroughly assess the impact of the proposals on habitats and/or species listed as
‘Habitats and Species of Principal Importance’ within the England Biodiversity List, published under
the requirements of S41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006.
Section 40 of the NERC Act 2006 places a general duty on all public authorities, including local
planning authorities, to conserve and enhance biodiversity. Further information on this duty is
available here https://www.gov.uk/guidance/biodiversity-duty-public-authority-duty-to-have-regardto-conserving-biodiversity.
Government Circular 06/2005 states that Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species and habitats, ‘are
capable of being a material consideration…in the making of planning decisions’. Natural England
therefore advises that survey, impact assessment and mitigation proposals for Habitats and Species
of Principal Importance should be included in the ES. Consideration should also be given to those
species and habitats included in the relevant Local BAP.
Natural England advises that a habitat survey (equivalent to Phase 2) is carried out on the site, in
order to identify any important habitats present. In addition, ornithological, botanical and invertebrate
surveys should be carried out at appropriate times in the year, to establish whether any scarce or
priority species are present. The Environmental Statement should include details of:
 Any historical data for the site affected by the proposal (eg from previous surveys);
 Additional surveys carried out as part of this proposal;
 The habitats and species present;
 The status of these habitats and species (eg whether priority species or habitat);
 The direct and indirect effects of the development upon those habitats and species;
 Full details of any mitigation or compensation that might be required.
The development should seek if possible to avoid adverse impact on sensitive areas for wildlife
within the site, and if possible provide opportunities for overall wildlife gain.
The record centre for the relevant Local Authorities should be able to provide the relevant
information on the location and type of priority habitat for the area under consideration.
2.6 Contacts for Local Records
Natural England does not hold local information on local sites, local landscape character and local
or national biodiversity priority habitats and species. We recommend that you seek further
information from the appropriate bodies (which may include the local records centre, the local
wildlife trust, local geoconservation group or other recording society and a local landscape
characterisation document).
3. Designated Landscapes and Landscape Character
3.1 Landscape and visual impacts
Natural England would wish to see details of local landscape character areas mapped at a scale
appropriate to the development site as well as any relevant management plans or strategies
pertaining to the area. The EIA should include assessments of visual effects on the surrounding
area and landscape together with any physical effects of the development, such as changes in
topography. The European Landscape Convention places a duty on Local Planning Authorities to
consider the impacts of landscape when exercising their functions.
The EIA should include a full assessment of the potential impacts of the development on local
landscape character using landscape assessment methodologies. We encourage the use of
Landscape Character Assessment (LCA), based on the good practice guidelines produced jointly by
the Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Assessment in 2013. LCA provides a sound
basis for guiding, informing and understanding the ability of any location to accommodate change

and to make positive proposals for conserving, enhancing or regenerating character, as detailed
proposals are developed.
Natural England supports the publication Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment,
produced by the Landscape Institute and the Institute of Environmental Assessment and
Management in 2013 (3rd edition). The methodology set out is almost universally used for
landscape and visual impact assessment.
In order to foster high quality development that respects, maintains, or enhances, local landscape
character and distinctiveness, Natural England encourages all new development to consider the
character and distinctiveness of the area, with the siting and design of the proposed development
reflecting local design characteristics and, wherever possible, using local materials. The
Environmental Impact Assessment process should detail the measures to be taken to ensure the
building design will be of a high standard, as well as detail of layout alternatives together with
justification of the selected option in terms of landscape impact and benefit.
The assessment should also include the cumulative effect of the development with other relevant
existing or proposed developments in the area. In this context Natural England advises that the
cumulative impact assessment should include other proposals currently at Scoping stage. Due to
the overlapping timescale of their progress through the planning system, cumulative impact of the
proposed development with those proposals currently at Scoping stage would be likely to be a
material consideration at the time of determination of the planning application.
The assessment should refer to the relevant National Character Areas which can be found on our
website. Links for Landscape Character Assessment at a local level are also available on the same
page.
Heritage Landscapes
You should consider whether there is land in the area affected by the development which qualifies
for conditional exemption from capital taxes on the grounds of outstanding scenic, scientific or
historic interest. An up-to-date list may be obtained at www.hmrc.gov.uk/heritage/lbsearch.htm.
4. Access and Recreation
Natural England encourages any proposal to incorporate measures to help encourage people to
access the countryside for quiet enjoyment. Measures such as reinstating existing footpaths
together with the creation of new footpaths and bridleways are to be encouraged. Links to other
green networks and, where appropriate, urban fringe areas should also be explored to help promote
the creation of wider green infrastructure. Relevant aspects of local authority green infrastructure
strategies should be incorporated where appropriate.
Rights of Way, Access land, Coastal access and National Trails
The EIA should consider potential impacts on access land, public open land, rights of way and
coastal access routes in the vicinity of the development. Consideration should also be given to the
potential impacts on nearby National Trail. The National Trails website www.nationaltrail.co.uk
provides information including contact details for the National Trail Officer. Appropriate mitigation
measures should be incorporated for any adverse impacts. We also recommend reference to the
relevant Right of Way Improvement Plans (ROWIP) to identify public rights of way within or adjacent
to the proposed site that should be maintained or enhanced.
5. Soil and Agricultural Land Quality
Impacts from the development should be considered in light of the Government's policy for the
protection of the best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land as set out in paragraph 112 of the
NPPF. We also recommend that soils should be considered under a more general heading of
sustainable use of land and the ecosystem services they provide as a natural resource in line with
paragraph 109 of the NPPF.

6. Air Quality
Air quality in the UK has improved over recent decades but air pollution remains a significant issue;
for example over 97% of sensitive habitat area in England is predicted to exceed the critical loads
for ecosystem protection from atmospheric nitrogen deposition (England Biodiversity Strategy, Defra
2011). A priority action in the England Biodiversity Strategy is to reduce air pollution impacts on
biodiversity. The planning system plays a key role in determining the location of developments
which may give rise to pollution, either directly or from traffic generation, and hence planning
decisions can have a significant impact on the quality of air, water and land. The assessment should
take account of the risks of air pollution and how these can be managed or reduced. Further
information on air pollution impacts and the sensitivity of different habitats/designated sites can be
found on the Air Pollution Information System (www.apis.ac.uk). Further information on air pollution
modelling and assessment can be found on the Environment Agency website.
7. Climate Change Adaptation
The England Biodiversity Strategy published by Defra establishes principles for the consideration of
biodiversity and the effects of climate change. The ES should reflect these principles and identify
how the development’s effects on the natural environment will be influenced by climate change, and
how ecological networks will be maintained. The NPPF requires that the planning system should
contribute to the enhancement of the natural environment ‘by establishing coherent ecological
networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures’ (NPPF Para 109), which should be
demonstrated through the ES.
8. Contribution to local environmental initiatives and priorities
This site falls within the Thames Estuary and Marshes Focus Area. Opportunities should be sought
to preserve relevant ecological features and deliver ecological gains through site design or, if
necessary, appropriate mitigation.
9. Cumulative and in-combination effects
A full consideration of the implications of the whole scheme should be included in the ES. All
supporting infrastructure should be included within the assessment.
The ES should include an impact assessment to identify, describe and evaluate the effects that are
likely to result from the project in combination with other projects and activities that are being, have
been or will be carried out. The following types of projects should be included in such an
assessment, (subject to available information):
a.
b.
c.
d.

existing completed projects;
approved but uncompleted projects;
ongoing activities;
plans or projects for which an application has been made and which are under consideration
by the consenting authorities; and
e. plans and projects which are reasonably foreseeable, ie projects for which an application
has not yet been submitted, but which are likely to progress before completion of the
development and for which sufficient information is available to assess the likelihood of
cumulative and in-combination effects.
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FAO: Hannah Pratt
Dear Hannah
Thank you for consulting the Port of London Authority on the Regulation 8 and 9 Scoping Report in
support of the proposed port terminal at the former Tilbury Power Station. I have now had the
opportunity to review the submitted document and provide the following observations in respect to
it’s content:
General
Paragraph 2.9 of the report advises that the proposed Tilbury 2 development is within the Thames
Estuary recommended Marine Conservation Zone. It is understood that whilst the MMO have
advised that there is no formal requirement to undertake a MCZ assessment, they have also advised
that in this instance the Applicant should undertake an assessment in case the Thames rMCZ were
to become a proposed pMCZ while the Tilbury 2 DCO application is under determination. It is
therefore requested that the MCZ assessment is provided within as an appendix to the ES and
referred to within the main body of the report.
The PLA are pleased to note that the Scoping report recognises the need to comply with both
Section 66 and 73 of the Port of London Act 1968 (as amended), which apply to the consenting of
River works and consenting of dredging respectively.
It is noted at paragraph 2.19 that the works to create Tilbury 2 will involve dredging, a River Works
License and a Dredging License for Tilbury 2, which will either form part of the DCO or the DCO will
make alternative provision and display the requirement for a River Works License and Dredging
License. The PLA has not had any discussions with the Applicant on this to date, and therefore must
reserve our position on this matter. In addition, and with reference to the detail set out under
paragraph 2.20, the PLA notes the Applicant’s intention to use the DCO to amend the Port of
Tilbury Transfer Scheme 1991 Confirmation Order to include the proposed development. Again the
PLA has not had any discussions with the Applicant on the matter to date, and therefore we reserve
our position on this matter.
Socio – Economics
The PLA considers that the impact of the scheme, both in construction and operation, on
commercial fishermen should be assessed.
Marine Ecology
It is pleasing to note that the impact on all fish species, whether conservation or commercial, will be
assessed. The impact on Eel (including Eel Larvae) populations must also be assessed.
It is accepted that compared to other areas within the UK, presence of marine mammals is low
(Para. 7.94). However, the Mucking and Blyth sands are still very important to seals in the Thames

Estuary, and therefore, although small in numbers, they could still be significant in this area.
Numbers of marine mammals are increasing and therefore consideration of local and more up to
date survey material should be used, rather than 2012 data.
There is a need to ensure that maintenance dredging of the berth pockets is assessed, which is
covered under paragraphs 7.96, 7.97 and 7.108 of the Marine Ecology and Terrestrial Ecology
sections.
There does not appear to have been any consideration as to the potential for noise (construction
and operational) on marine ecology. The PLA request that consideration be given to this, with
mitigation included where relevant and necessary.
In terms of lighting, the PLA would expect impacts on the River and fish, birds and mammals from
shadowing and light pollution to be considered.
Marine Navigation
The PLA is currently working with the Applicant’s marine consultant on the scope and scale of the
necessary Navigational Risk Assessment. There is a need to include appropriate marine scenarios
with barges for onward transhipment. The PLA are pleased that the opportunities to utilise
transhipment by barge has been noted (para. 5.46) and will form part of the assessment.
Water Resources
The PLA is content with the regime aspects that are proposed for assessment (typical of
predominantly terrestrial schemes). It is recognised within the report that the outputs of the
hydrodynamic modelling will feed the ecology, water quality and navigation sections of the
Environment Statement. The PLA support the use of a 3D model to resolve the complex flows that
exist in the reach and require sight of the modelling scope and in particular the flow condition
scenarios that will be simulated in order to assess the scheme.
Air Quality
Reference to the need to consider the impact on air quality of shipping in the operational phase of
the development has been made under paragraphs 7.357 – 7.362, although it is understood that
this is likely to be scoped out, subject to further detailed consideration at EIA stage. The PLA
considers that the impact on air quality of shipping in the operational phases should be considered
and therefore scoped into the ES. An assessment of the appropriateness, as a mitigation, or
providing shore power should also be included within the ES.
Conclusions
There are a number of assessments that need to be undertaken, as detailed above. The PLA is
willing to engage with the applicant to discuss these matters further.
I hope the above is of assistance to you.
Regards
Helena

Helena Payne
Senior Planner
Port of London Authority
London River House, Royal Pier Road
Gravesend, Kent, DA12 2BG
01474 562385
WWW.PLA.CO.UK
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Find out about the Cleaner Thames campaign:
•
Website: www.pla.co.uk/Cleaner-Thames
•
Film: https://youtu.be/9bsLmgzpHQE
•
Twitter: @LondonPortAuth #cleanerthames

Disclaimer
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any use or dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited, and asked to notify us
immediately (by return email), then delete this email and your reply. Email transmissions cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free and Port of London Authority (PLA) does not accept any liability for
any errors or omissions in the contents of this message. Any views or opinions presented are those of the
author and do not necessarily represent those of PLA.
website: www.pla.co.uk
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Dear Hannah
Re: Scoping Consultation
Application for an Order Granting Development Consent for the proposed
Port of Tilbury London Limited – Tilbury 2
Thank you for including Public Health England (PHE) in the scoping consultation phase of
the above application. Our response focuses on health protection issues relating to
chemicals and radiation. Advice offered by PHE is impartial and independent.
We understand that the promoter will wish to avoid unnecessary duplication and that many
issues including air quality, emissions to water, waste, contaminated land etc. will be
covered elsewhere in the Environmental Statement (ES). PHE however believes the
summation of relevant issues into a specific section of the report provides a focus which
ensures that public health is given adequate consideration. The section should summarise
key information, risk assessments, proposed mitigation measures, conclusions and residual
impacts, relating to human health. Compliance with the requirements of National Policy
Statements and relevant guidance and standards should also be highlighted.
In terms of the level of detail to be included in an ES, we recognise that the differing nature
of projects is such that their impacts will vary. Any assessments undertaken to inform the
ES should be proportionate to the potential impacts of the proposal, therefore we accept
that, in some circumstances particular assessments may not be relevant to an application, or
that an assessment may be adequately completed using a qualitative rather than
quantitative methodology. In cases where this decision is made the promoters should fully
explain and justify their rationale in the submitted documentation.
PHE provides advice on standards of protection for exposure to non-ionising radiation,
including the power frequency electric and magnetic fields associated with electricity power
lines and associated equipment. A summary of this advice is provided as a separate annex
to this document.

The attached appendix outlines generic areas that should be addressed by all promoters
when preparing ES for inclusion with an NSIP submission. We are happy to assist and
discuss proposals further in the light of this advice.
Yours sincerely,
Environmental Public Health Scientist
On behalf of
nsipconsultations@phe.gov.uk
Please mark any correspondence for the attention of National Infrastructure Planning
Administration.

Appendix: PHE recommendations regarding the scoping document

General approach
The EIA should give consideration to best practice guidance such as the Government’s
Good Practice Guide for EIA 1. It is important that the EIA identifies and assesses the
potential public health impacts of the activities at, and emissions from, the installation.
Assessment should consider the development, operational, and decommissioning phases.
It is not PHE’s role to undertake these assessments on behalf of promoters as this would
conflict with PHE’s role as an impartial and independent body.
Consideration of alternatives (including alternative sites, choice of process, and the phasing
of construction) is widely regarded as good practice. Ideally, EIA should start at the stage of
site and process selection, so that the environmental merits of practicable alternatives can
be properly considered. Where this is undertaken, the main alternatives considered should
be outlined in the ES 2.
The following text covers a range of issues that PHE would expect to be addressed by the
promoter. However this list is not exhaustive and the onus is on the promoter to ensure that
the relevant public health issues are identified and addressed. PHE’s advice and
recommendations carry no statutory weight and constitute non-binding guidance.
Receptors
The ES should clearly identify the development’s location and the location and distance from
the development of off-site human receptors that may be affected by emissions from, or
activities at, the development. Off-site human receptors may include people living in
residential premises; people working in commercial, and industrial premises and people
using transport infrastructure (such as roads and railways), recreational areas, and publiclyaccessible land. Consideration should also be given to environmental receptors such as the
surrounding land, watercourses, surface and groundwater, and drinking water supplies such
as wells, boreholes and water abstraction points.
Impacts arising from construction and decommissioning
Any assessment of impacts arising from emissions due to construction and
decommissioning should consider potential impacts on all receptors and describe monitoring
and mitigation during these phases. Construction and decommissioning will be associated
with vehicle movements and cumulative impacts should be accounted for.
We would expect the promoter to follow best practice guidance during all phases from
construction to decommissioning to ensure appropriate measures are in place to mitigate
any potential impact on health from emissions (point source, fugitive and traffic-related). An
effective Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (and Decommissioning
Environmental Management Plan (DEMP)) will help provide reassurance that activities are
well managed. The promoter should ensure that there are robust mechanisms in place to
respond to any complaints of traffic-related pollution, during construction, operation, and
decommissioning of the facility.
Emissions to air and water
1

Environmental Impact Assessment: A guide to good practice and procedures - A consultation paper; 2006; Department for
Communities and Local Government. Available from:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100410180038/http:/communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/sustainabili
tyenvironmental/environmentalimpactassessment/
2
DCLG guidance, 1999 http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/155958.pdf

Significant impacts are unlikely to arise from installations which employ Best Available
Techniques (BAT) and which meet regulatory requirements concerning emission limits and
design parameters. However, PHE has a number of comments regarding emissions in order
that the EIA provides a comprehensive assessment of potential impacts.
When considering a baseline (of existing environmental quality) and in the assessment and
future monitoring of impacts these:
• should include appropriate screening assessments and detailed dispersion modelling
where this is screened as necessary
• should encompass all pollutants which may be emitted by the installation in combination
with all pollutants arising from associated development and transport, ideally these
should be considered in a single holistic assessment
• should consider the construction, operational, and decommissioning phases
• should consider the typical operational emissions and emissions from start-up, shutdown, abnormal operation and accidents when assessing potential impacts and include
an assessment of worst-case impacts
• should fully account for fugitive emissions
• should include appropriate estimates of background levels
• should identify cumulative and incremental impacts (i.e. assess cumulative impacts from
multiple sources), including those arising from associated development, other existing
and proposed development in the local area, and new vehicle movements associated
with the proposed development; associated transport emissions should include
consideration of non-road impacts (i.e. rail, sea, and air)
• should include consideration of local authority, Environment Agency, Defra national
network, and any other local site-specific sources of monitoring data
• should compare predicted environmental concentrations to the applicable standard or
guideline value for the affected medium (such as UK Air Quality Standards and
Objectives and Environmental Assessment Levels)
 If no standard or guideline value exists, the predicted exposure to humans should
be estimated and compared to an appropriate health-based value (a Tolerable
Daily Intake or equivalent). Further guidance is provided in Annex 1
 This should consider all applicable routes of exposure e.g. include consideration
of aspects such as the deposition of chemicals emitted to air and their uptake via
ingestion
• should identify and consider impacts on residential areas and sensitive receptors (such
as schools, nursing homes and healthcare facilities) in the area(s) which may be affected
by emissions, this should include consideration of any new receptors arising from future
development
Whilst screening of impacts using qualitative methodologies is common practice (e.g. for
impacts arising from fugitive emissions such as dust), where it is possible to undertake a
quantitative assessment of impacts then this should be undertaken.
PHE’s view is that the EIA should appraise and describe the measures that will be used to
control both point source and fugitive emissions and demonstrate that standards, guideline
values or health-based values will not be exceeded due to emissions from the installation, as
described above. This should include consideration of any emitted pollutants for which there
are no set emission limits. When assessing the potential impact of a proposed installation on
environmental quality, predicted environmental concentrations should be compared to the
permitted concentrations in the affected media; this should include both standards for short
and long-term exposure.

Additional points specific to emissions to air
When considering a baseline (of existing air quality) and in the assessment and future
monitoring of impacts these:
• should include consideration of impacts on existing areas of poor air quality e.g. existing
or proposed local authority Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs)
• should include modelling using appropriate meteorological data (i.e. come from the
nearest suitable meteorological station and include a range of years and worst case
conditions)
• should include modelling taking into account local topography
Additional points specific to emissions to water
When considering a baseline (of existing water quality) and in the assessment and future
monitoring of impacts these:
• should include assessment of potential impacts on human health and not focus solely on
ecological impacts
• should identify and consider all routes by which emissions may lead to population
exposure (e.g. surface watercourses; recreational waters; sewers; geological routes etc.)
• should assess the potential off-site effects of emissions to groundwater (e.g. on aquifers
used for drinking water) and surface water (used for drinking water abstraction) in terms
of the potential for population exposure
• should include consideration of potential impacts on recreational users (e.g. from fishing,
canoeing etc) alongside assessment of potential exposure via drinking water
Land quality
We would expect the promoter to provide details of any hazardous contamination present on
site (including ground gas) as part of the site condition report.
Emissions to and from the ground should be considered in terms of the previous history of
the site and the potential of the site, once operational, to give rise to issues. Public health
impacts associated with ground contamination and/or the migration of material off-site
should be assessed 3 and the potential impact on nearby receptors and control and
mitigation measures should be outlined.
Relevant areas outlined in the Government’s Good Practice Guide for EIA include:
• effects associated with ground contamination that may already exist
• effects associated with the potential for polluting substances that are used (during
construction / operation) to cause new ground contamination issues on a site, for
example introducing / changing the source of contamination
• impacts associated with re-use of soils and waste soils, for example, re-use of sitesourced materials on-site or offsite, disposal of site-sourced materials offsite, importation
of materials to the site, etc.
Waste
The EIA should demonstrate compliance with the waste hierarchy (e.g. with respect to reuse, recycling or recovery and disposal).
For wastes arising from the installation the EIA should consider:
• the implications and wider environmental and public health impacts of different waste
disposal options
• disposal route(s) and transport method(s) and how potential impacts on public health will
be mitigated
For wastes delivered to the installation:

3

Following the approach outlined in the section above dealing with emissions to air and water i.e. comparing predicted
environmental concentrations to the applicable standard or guideline value for the affected medium (such as Soil Guideline
Values)

•

the EIA should consider issues associated with waste delivery and acceptance
procedures (including delivery of prohibited wastes) and should assess potential off-site
impacts and describe their mitigation

Other aspects
Within the EIA PHE would expect to see information about how the promoter would respond
to accidents with potential off-site emissions e.g. flooding or fires, spills, leaks or releases
off-site. Assessment of accidents should: identify all potential hazards in relation to
construction, operation and decommissioning; include an assessment of the risks posed;
and identify risk management measures and contingency actions that will be employed in
the event of an accident in order to mitigate off-site effects.
The EIA should include consideration of the COMAH Regulations (Control of Major Accident
Hazards) and the Major Accident Off-Site Emergency Plan (Management of Waste from
Extractive Industries) (England and Wales) Regulations 2009: both in terms of their
applicability to the installation itself, and the installation’s potential to impact on, or be
impacted by, any nearby installations themselves subject to the these Regulations.
There is evidence that, in some cases, perception of risk may have a greater impact on
health than the hazard itself. A 2009 report 4, jointly published by Liverpool John Moores
University and the HPA, examined health risk perception and environmental problems using
a number of case studies. As a point to consider, the report suggested: “Estimation of
community anxiety and stress should be included as part of every risk or impact assessment
of proposed plans that involve a potential environmental hazard. This is true even when the
physical health risks may be negligible.” PHE supports the inclusion of this information within
EIAs as good practice.
Electromagnetic fields (EMF)
This statement is intended to support planning proposals involving electrical installations
such as substations and connecting underground cables or overhead lines. PHE advice on
the health effects of power frequency electric and magnetic fields is available in the following
link:
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/electromagnetic-fields#low-frequency-electricand-magnetic-fields
There is a potential health impact associated with the electric and magnetic fields around
substations, and power lines and cables. The field strength tends to reduce with distance
from such equipment.
The following information provides a framework for considering the health impact associated
with the electric and magnetic fields produced by the proposed development, including the
direct and indirect effects of the electric and magnetic fields as indicated above.
Policy Measures for the Electricity Industry
The Department of Energy and Climate Change has published a voluntary code of practice
which sets out key principles for complying with the ICNIRP guidelines:

4

Available from:
summary-report.pdf

http://www.cph.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/health-risk-perception-and-environmental-problems--

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/37447/1256code-practice-emf-public-exp-guidelines.pdf
Companion codes of practice dealing with optimum phasing of high voltage power lines and
aspects of the guidelines that relate to indirect effects are also available:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/48309/1255code-practice-optimum-phasing-power-lines.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/224766/power
lines_vcop_microshocks.pdf
Exposure Guidelines
PHE recommends the adoption in the UK of the EMF exposure guidelines published by the
International Commission on Non-ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP). Formal advice to
this effect was published by one of PHE’s predecessor organisations (NRPB) in 2004 based
on an accompanying comprehensive review of the scientific evidence:http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140629102627/http://www.hpa.org.uk/Publicatio
ns/Radiation/NPRBArchive/DocumentsOfTheNRPB/Absd1502/
Updates to the ICNIRP guidelines for static fields have been issued in 2009 and for low
frequency fields in 2010. However, Government policy is that the ICNIRP guidelines are
implemented in line with the terms of the 1999 EU Council Recommendation on limiting
exposure of the general public (1999/519/EC):
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publichealth/Healthprotection
/DH_4089500
Static magnetic fields
For static magnetic fields, the ICNIRP guidelines published in 2009 recommend that acute
exposure of the general public should not exceed 400 mT (millitesla), for any part of the
body, although the previously recommended value of 40 mT is the value used in the Council
Recommendation. However, because of potential indirect adverse effects, ICNIRP
recognises that practical policies need to be implemented to prevent inadvertent harmful
exposure of people with implanted electronic medical devices and implants containing
ferromagnetic materials, and injuries due to flying ferromagnetic objects, and these
considerations can lead to much lower restrictions, such as 0.5 mT.
Power frequency electric and magnetic fields
At 50 Hz, the known direct effects include those of induced currents in the body on the
central nervous system (CNS) and indirect effects include the risk of painful spark discharge
on contact with metal objects exposed to the field. The ICNIRP guidelines published in 1998
give reference levels for public exposure to 50 Hz electric and magnetic fields, and these are
respectively 5 kV m−1 (kilovolts per metre) and 100 μT (microtesla). The reference level for
magnetic fields changes to 200 μT in the revised (ICNIRP 2010) guidelines because of new

basic restrictions based on induced electric fields inside the body, rather than induced
current density. If people are not exposed to field strengths above these levels, direct effects
on the CNS should be avoided and indirect effects such as the risk of painful spark
discharge will be small. The reference levels are not in themselves limits but provide
guidance for assessing compliance with the basic restrictions and reducing the risk of
indirect effects.
Long term effects
There is concern about the possible effects of long-term exposure to electromagnetic fields,
including possible carcinogenic effects at levels much lower than those given in the ICNIRP
guidelines. In the NRPB advice issued in 2004, it was concluded that the studies that
suggest health effects, including those concerning childhood leukaemia, could not be used
to derive quantitative guidance on restricting exposure. However, the results of these studies
represented uncertainty in the underlying evidence base, and taken together with people’s
concerns, provided a basis for providing an additional recommendation for Government to
consider the need for further precautionary measures, particularly with respect to the
exposure of children to power frequency magnetic fields.
The Stakeholder Advisory Group on ELF EMFs (SAGE)
SAGE was set up to explore the implications for a precautionary approach to extremely low
frequency electric and magnetic fields (ELF EMFs), and to make practical recommendations
to Government:
http://www.emfs.info/policy/sage/
SAGE issued its First Interim Assessment in 2007, making several recommendations
concerning high voltage power lines. Government supported the implantation of low cost
options such as optimal phasing to reduce exposure; however it did not support not support
the option of creating corridors around power lines on health grounds, which was considered
to be a disproportionate measure given the evidence base on the potential long term health
risks arising from exposure. The Government response to SAGE’s First Interim Assessment
is available here:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130107105354/http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publica
tionsandstatistics/Publications/PublicationsPolicyAndGuidance/DH_107124
The Government also supported calls for providing more information on power frequency
electric and magnetic fields, which is available on the PHE web pages (see first link above).
Ionising radiation
Particular considerations apply when an application involves the possibility of exposure to
ionising radiation. In such cases it is important that the basic principles of radiation protection
recommended by the International Commission on Radiological Protection 5 (ICRP) are
followed. PHE provides advice on the application of these recommendations in the UK. The
5

These recommendations are given in publications of the ICRP notably publications 90 and 103 see the website at
http://www.icrp.org/

ICRP recommendations are implemented in the Euratom Basic Safety Standards 6 (BSS)
and these form the basis for UK legislation, including the Ionising Radiation Regulations
1999, the Radioactive Substances Act 1993, and the Environmental Permitting Regulations
2016.
PHE expects promoters to carry out the necessary radiological impact assessments to
demonstrate compliance with UK legislation and the principles of radiation protection. This
should be set out clearly in a separate section or report and should not require any further
analysis by PHE. In particular, the important principles of justification, optimisation and
radiation dose limitation should be addressed. In addition compliance with the Euratom BSS
and UK legislation should be clear.
When considering the radiological impact of routine discharges of radionuclides to the
environment PHE would expect to see a full radiation dose assessment considering both
individual and collective (population) doses for the public and, where necessary, workers.
For individual doses, consideration should be given to those members of the public who are
likely to receive the highest exposures (referred to as the representative person, which is
equivalent to the previous term, critical group). Different age groups should be considered as
appropriate and should normally include adults, 1 year old and 10 year old children. In
particular situations doses to the fetus should also be calculated 7. The estimated doses to
the representative person should be compared to the appropriate radiation dose criteria
(dose constraints and dose limits), taking account of other releases of radionuclides from
nearby locations as appropriate. Collective doses should also be considered for the UK,
European and world populations where appropriate. The methods for assessing individual
and collective radiation doses should follow the guidance given in ‘Principles for the
Assessment of Prospective Public Doses arising from Authorised Discharges of Radioactive
Waste to the Environment August 2012 8.It is important that the methods used in any
radiological dose assessment are clear and that key parameter values and assumptions are
given (for example, the location of the representative persons, habit data and models used in
the assessment).
Any radiological impact assessment should also consider the possibility of short-term
planned releases and the potential for accidental releases of radionuclides to the
environment. This can be done by referring to compliance with the Ionising Radiation
Regulations and other relevant legislation and guidance.
The radiological impact of any solid waste storage and disposal should also be addressed in
the assessment to ensure that this complies with UK practice and legislation; information
should be provided on the category of waste involved (e.g. very low level waste, VLLW). It is
also important that the radiological impact associated with the decommissioning of the site is
addressed. Of relevance here is PHE advice on radiological criteria and assessments for
6

Council Directive 96/29/EURATOM laying down basic safety standards for the protection of the health of workers and the
general public against the dangers arising from ionising radiation.
7
HPA (2008) Guidance on the application of dose coefficients for the embryo, fetus and breastfed infant in dose assessments
for members of the public. Doc HPA, RCE-5, 1-78, available at
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/embryo-fetus-and-breastfed-infant-application-of-dosecoefficients
8
The Environment Agency (EA), Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA), Northern Ireland
Environment Agency, Health Protection Agency and the Food Standards Agency (FSA).
Principles for the Assessment of Prospective Public Doses arising from Authorised Discharges of Radioactive
Waste to the Environment August 2012.
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/296390/geho1202bklh-e-e.pdf

land-based solid waste disposal facilities 9. PHE advises that assessments of radiological
impact during the operational phase should be performed in the same way as for any site
authorised to discharge radioactive waste. PHE also advises that assessments of
radiological impact during the post operational phase of the facility should consider long
timescales (possibly in excess of 10,000 years) that are appropriate to the long-lived nature
of the radionuclides in the waste, some of which may have half-lives of millions of years. The
radiological assessment should consider exposure of members of hypothetical
representative groups for a number of scenarios including the expected migration of
radionuclides from the facility, and inadvertent intrusion into the facility once institutional
control has ceased. For scenarios where the probability of occurrence can be estimated,
both doses and health risks should be presented, where the health risk is the product of the
probability that the scenario occurs, the dose if the scenario occurs and the health risk
corresponding to unit dose. For inadvertent intrusion, the dose if the intrusion occurs should
be presented. It is recommended that the post-closure phase be considered as a series of
timescales, with the approach changing from more quantitative to more qualitative as times
further in the future are considered. The level of detail and sophistication in the modelling
should also reflect the level of hazard presented by the waste. The uncertainty due to the
long timescales means that the concept of collective dose has very limited use, although
estimates of collective dose from the ‘expected’ migration scenario can be used to compare
the relatively early impacts from some disposal options if required.
Annex 1
Human health risk assessment (chemical pollutants)
The points below are cross-cutting and should be considered when undertaking a human
health risk assessment:
•
•

•
•

9

The promoter should consider including Chemical Abstract Service (CAS) numbers
alongside chemical names, where referenced in the ES
Where available, the most recent United Kingdom standards for the appropriate
media (e.g. air, water, and/or soil) and health-based guideline values should be used
when quantifying the risk to human health from chemical pollutants. Where UK
standards or guideline values are not available, those recommended by the
European Union or World Health Organisation can be used
When assessing the human health risk of a chemical emitted from a facility or
operation, the background exposure to the chemical from other sources should be
taken into account
When quantitatively assessing the health risk of genotoxic and carcinogenic chemical
pollutants PHE does not favour the use of mathematical models to extrapolate from
high dose levels used in animal carcinogenicity studies to well below the observed
region of a dose-response relationship. When only animal data are available, we
recommend that the ‘Margin of Exposure’ (MOE) approach 10 is used.

HPA RCE-8, Radiological Protection Objectives for the Land-based Disposal of Solid Radioactive Wastes, February 2009
Benford D et al. 2010. Application of the margin of exposure approach to substances in food that are genotoxic and
carcinogenic. Food Chem Toxicol 48 Suppl 1: S2-24
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Tilbury2 – proposed development by the Port of Tilbury London Limited
Royal Mail Group Limited comments on information to be provided in applicant’s
Environmental Statement
Introduction
Reference the letter from PINS to Royal Mail dated 28 March 2017 requesting Royal Mail’s comments
on the information that should be provided in the Port of Tilbury London Limited’s Environmental
Statement.
Royal Mail’s consultants BNP Paribas Real Estate have reviewed the applicant’s Regulation 8 (1)
Scoping Report dated March 2017.
Royal Mail–relevant information
Royal Mail is responsible for providing efficient mail sorting and delivery nationally. As the Universal
Service Provider under the Postal Services Act 2011, Royal Mail has a statutory duty to deliver mail to
every residential and business address in the country as well as collecting mail from all Post Offices
and post boxes six days a week.
Royal Mail’s postal sorting and delivery operations rely heavily on road communications. Royal Mail’s
ability to provide efficient mail collection, sorting and delivery to the public is sensitive to changes in
the capacity of the highway network.
Royal Mail is a major road user nationally. Disruption to the highway network and traffic delays can
have direct consequences on Royal Mail’s operations, its ability to meet the Universal Service
Obligation and comply with the regulatory regime for postal services thereby presenting a significant
risk to Royal Mail’s business. Royal Mail’s nearest operational property to the Tilbury2 site is BE 3913
Grays Delivery Office as shown on the plan below.

Every day, in exercising its statutory duties Royal Mail vehicles use all of the main roads that may
potentially be affected by additional traffic arising from the construction of Tilbury 2.
Royal Mail therefore wishes to ensure the protection of its future ability to provide an efficient mail
sorting and delivery service to the public in accordance with its statutory obligations which may be
adversely affected by the construction and operation of this proposed scheme.
Comments / observations on the applicant’s Scoping Report
The “Land-side Transportation” section of the applicant’s Regulation 8 (1) Scoping Report flags that:
“impacts are likely to occur along the main access route (Fort Road) and the A1089 and incorporate
key junctions including the ASDA roundabout and existing accesses to the Port. Impacts could
potentially extend along the A1089 to the wider strategic network, including the A13 and M25. The
potential impacts will include road safety and driver delay.”
To address these identified impacts the Scoping Report indicates that environmental impact
assessment of traffic will be supported by a Transport Assessment (“TA”) detailing a full technical
assessment of the operational impacts of the development on the adjoining and wider transport
network and also that the scope of the TA will be agreed with the highway authorities; Highways
England, Thurrock Council and Essex County Council.
Significantly, the Scoping Report does not include any detailed content on construction traffic
mitigation measures to be implemented during the construction of the new port facility and in
particular the new access road link to Ferry Road, connecting to the A1089. Also, although the Scoping
Report includes general recognition that cumulative impacts will be addressed in the Environmental
Statement (“ES”), it does not specifically refer to cumulative transportation impacts.
Royal Mail’s comments on information that should be provided in the Port of Tilbury London
Limited’s Environmental Statement
Royal Mail has the following comments / requests:
1.

Royal Mail requests that the ES includes information on the needs of major road users (such as
Royal Mail) and acknowledges the requirement to ensure that major road users are not
disrupted though full consultation at the appropriate time in the DCO and development
process.

2.

The ES should include detailed information on the construction traffic mitigation measures
that are proposed to be implemented, including a draft Construction Traffic Management Plan
(CTMP).

3.

Royal Mail considers that full attention is given to the potential for cumulative traffic impact
during the construction and operation phases. The Scoping Report should address the
potential cumulative traffic effects arising from the construction of Tilbury2 alongside other
proposed major developments in the area.

4.

Royal Mail requests that it is fully pre-consulted by the Port of Tilbury London Limited on any
proposed road closures / diversions/ alternative access arrangements, hours of working and
the content of the CTMP. The ES should acknowledge the need for this consultation with Royal
Mail and other relevant local businesses / occupiers.

Royal Mail is able to supply the applicant with information on its road usage / trips if required.
Should PINS or the Port of Tilbury London Limited have any queries in relation to the above then in the
first instance please contact Jennifer Douglas (jennifer.douglas@royalmail.com) of Royal Mail’s Legal
Services Team or Daniel Parry-Jones (daniel.parry-jones@bnpparibas.com) of BNP Paribas Real
Estate.

Civic Offices, New Road, Grays
Essex RM17 6SL
Planning & Growth
Email: mgallagher@thurrock.gov.uk | www.thurrock.gov.uk

Hannah Pratt
Senior EIA and Land Rights Advisor
Planning Inspectorate
3D Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN
BY E-MAIL

Your Ref: TR030003-000004

Date: 25th April 2017

Dear Hannah,
RE: Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (as amended) – Regulations 8 and 9
Application by Port of Tilbury London Limited for an Order Granting Development
Consent for the proposed Tilbury2 Scoping consultation

I refer to your letter dated 28th March 2017 regarding the above matter and to your request
that the local planning authority (LPA):



inform the SoS of the information we consider should be provided in the ES; or
confirm that we do not have any comments.

I also refer to the ‘Regulation 8(1) Scoping Report’ (March 2017) submitted by the Port of
Tilbury.
By way of background, the Port submitted a request for an EIA Scoping Opinion for the
Tilbury2 proposals to the LPA in August 2016 (LPA reference 16/01194/SCO). At that time
the Port were intending to submit an application for planning permission to the LPA and the
LPA issued a scoping opinion pursuant to Regulation 13 of the Town and Country Planning

(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 (as amended) on 5th October 2016.
For your information I attach a copy of this Scoping Opinion. At that time, and as required by
the EIA Regulations, the LPA consulted with the consultation bodies and received responses
from:














Environment Agency;
Essex & Suffolk Water;
Highways England;
Historic England;
National Grid;
Natural England;
Network Rail;
Thurrock Council: Environmental Health;
Thurrock Council: Landscape & Ecology;
Thurrock Council: Public Rights of Way;
Thurrock Council: Emergency Planning;
Thurrock Council: Historic Buildings & Conservation; and
Thurrock Council: Flood Risk.

At the time when the LPA issued its Scoping Opinion a number of consultation responses
were awaited. For completeness, I attach all responses from consultation bodies received in
respect of 16/01194/SCO.
For further information the Port provided the LPA with a copy of its draft EIA Scoping Report
in February this year and a number of internal Thurrock Council consultees were asked to
provide any informal comments on the draft. I attach the responses received by the LPA
from:



Thurrock Council: Environmental Health; and
Thurrock Council: Highways.

Finally, in response to both your letter dated 28th March 2017 and the accompanying EIA
Scoping Report the LPA consulted internally within Thurrock Council and I attach responses
received from:






Thurrock Council: Environmental Health;
Thurrock Council: Highways;
Thurrock Council: Regeneration;
Thurrock Council: Public Health; and
Thurrock Council: Landscape.

Scope of the Proposed Environmental Statement
I have noted that the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2017 will come into force on 16th May 2017 and I assume that the proposals will
be assessed against the updated Regulations. The general purpose of the Scoping Report is
to determine, from all the project’s likely effects, those that are predominantly significant with
respect to impacts on the environment. The contents of the Scoping Report are generally

endorsed by the LPA, subject to the comments contained in this letter and of those
comments made by the various consultees.
The ES must include the information reasonably required to assess the environmental effects
of the development and to which the applicant can, having regard in particular to current
knowledge and methods of assessment, reasonably be required to compile. The proposed
structure and content of the ES is set out at chapter 6.0 of the Scoping Report and I consider
that this generally accords with the provisions of the Regulations.
Chapter 7.0 of the Scoping Report provide a list of those environmental topic areas which are
“scoped-in” to the ES as follows:














Socio-economics;
Health;
Landscape character and visual amenity;
Terrestrial ecology;
Marine ecology;
Archaeology and cultural heritage;
Landside transport;
Navigation;
Hydrogeology and ground conditions;
Water resources and flood risk;
Noise and vibration
Air quality; and
Use of natural resources and waste.

I am satisfied that this list of topics will enable a thorough assessment of the likely significant
environmental impacts of the proposals. I note that paragraphs 7.4 - 7.6 of the Scoping
Report refer to cumulative impacts and the inter-relationships with reasonably foreseeable
projects in the vicinity of the site. Since the Scoping Report was submitted, the Transport
Secretary announced on 12th April 2017 the preferred route for a new Lower Thames
Crossing (LTC). This preferred route passes a short distance to the east of the site and a
view will need to be taken as to whether the LTC is a reasonably foreseeable project which
should be included within the assessment of cumulative impacts.
I would also draw you attention to the detailed comments from the Coucil’s Public Health
officer in respect of the definition of ‘human health’ and the potential need for a full health
impact assessment.
Summary
I trust that the above comments and enclosures are of assistance. The above information is
given without prejudice to the LPA’s future comments or position in relation to a formal
submission pursuant to the 2008 Act.

Yours sincerely,

Principal Planning Officer (Major Applications)

Our Ref: J:\ENV\PLAN\DEVCTRL\Development Management\DMSPDF\NSIP\Tilbury2\EIA Scoping\EIA Scoping Response to PINS
25.04.2017.doc

Civic Offices, New Road, Grays
Essex RM17 6SL
Planning & Transportation
Email: mgallagher@thurrock.gov.uk | www.thurrock.gov.uk

Liz Fitzgerald
Vincent and Gorbing
Sterling Court
Norton Road
Stevenage
SG1 2JY
BY E-MAIL

Our Ref: 16/01194/SCO

Date: 5th October 2016

Dear Liz,
RE: Request for Scoping Opinion pursuant to Regulation 13 of the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 (as amended)
Location:

Tilbury 2 Site (land at the former Tilbury Power Station site, Fort Road, Tilbury

Proposal:

Request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion in
respect of (a): Proposed redevelopment of land for use as a port in association
with the existing Port of Tilbury, comprising a Roll on / Roll off (Ro-Ro) terminal,
aggregates terminal including new and improved conveyors, external storage,
improvements to existing land access, creation of hard surfaced pavements,
erection of welfare buildings, improvement of an extensions to existing jetty
including creation of new Ro-Ro berth and (b) construction of new and improved
surface access to the land at the former Tilbury Power Station in association with
the change of use and redevelopment of the land for port uses comprising new
link road from Ferry Road (A1089) to Fort Road, (including associated changes
to local highway and rights of way network) and formation of a rail spur and
sidings.

I refer to your letter dated 25th August 2016 submitting a request for an Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion for the developments described above. In accordance
with Regulation 13(2) your request included a document titled “Land at Tilbury 2 Tilbury,

Essex Planning application for new port as an extension to Port of Tilbury - Scoping Report
on behalf of Port of Tilbury London Limited August 2016 (ref. MF/5120).
At paragraphs 1.11 and 1.12 the Scoping Opinion notes that:
“In the case of the proposals by the Port of Tilbury, an application for a Screening Opinion
has not been made. A decision has been made to undertake EIA as in our experience the
scale of these proposals will require it. Given the scale of the development proposed and the
likely environmental effects, it is considered that the scheme is a ‘Schedule 2’ project. The
development falls within Schedule 2, Category 10[g] of the EIA Regulations which is
described as “harbours and port installations including fishing harbours” of greater than 1ha
which, due to its scale, nature and location, has the potential to significantly alter or impact
upon the environment. As such, it is considered unnecessary to formally apply for a
Screening Opinion under the Regulations … An EIA of the proposals will therefore be carried
out to determine the likely significance of these environmental effects and to propose
mitigation measures through which potential adverse impacts may be reduced or removed.”
Paragraph 1.1 of the Scoping Report refers to the submission of two inter-related outline
planning applications, the available detail of each application being set out at paragraph 2.15.
You have identified that the development falls within Schedule 2, Column 1, 10(g) of the 2011
Regulations, although elements of the proposals might more comfortably sit within Schedule
2, Column 1 10(d) and (f) of the Regulations.
Although not detailed within the Scoping Report, as the two planning applications are ”inter
related” I would suggest that the applications are submitted simultaneously and alongside an
overarching Environmental Statement.
Scope of the Environmental Statement
The purpose of the Scoping Report is to determine, from all the project’s likely effects, those
that are predominantly significant with respect to impacts on the environment. The contents
of the Scoping Report are generally endorsed, subject to the comments contained in this
letter and of those comments made by the various consultees.
Schedule 4 Part II to the EIA Regulations specifies the information that an Environmental
Statement (ES) must provide. The ES must include the information referred to in Part II of
Schedule 4 and should include such of the information as is reasonably required to assess
the environmental effects of the development and to which the applicant can, having regard
in particular to current knowledge and methods of assessment, reasonably be required to
compile. Paraphrasing Parts I and II of Schedule 4 together in the context of the proposed
development, the ES for the proposed development should contain;




a description of the development including in particular – (a) the physical characteristics
of the whole development and land use requirements, (b) a description of the main
characteristics of the operations; (c) an estimate, by type and quantity, of expected
residues and emissions;
an outline of the main alternatives studied by the applicant and an indication of the main
reasons for the choice, taking into account environmental effects;



a description of the aspects of the environment likely to be significantly affected by the
development;
a description of the likely significant effects of the development on the environment,
covering direct effects and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, short, medium and longterm, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects of the development,
resulting from the existence of the development, the use of natural resources and the
emission of pollutants, the creation of likely nuisances and the elimination of waste and
the description by the applicant of the forecasting methods used to assess the effects
on the environment;
a description of the ‘mitigation’ measures, i.e. those envisaged to prevent, reduce and
where possible offset any significant adverse effects on the environment;
a non-technical summary of the information provided; and
an indication of any difficulties (technical deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered
by the applicant in compiling the required information.







The proposed structure of the ES is set out at paragraphs 3.5-3.9 of the Scoping Report and I
consider that this generally accords with the provisions of Schedule 4 of the Regulations.
Chapter 4.0 of the Scoping Report provide a list of those environmental topic areas which are
“scoped-in” to the ES as follows:











Socio-economic impacts;
Landscape and visual impacts;
Ecology;
Cultural heritage and archaeology;
Transportation;
Hydrogeology and ground conditions;
Water resources including flood risk;
Noise and vibration
Air quality; and
Use of natural resources and waste.

Paragraph 3.6 of the Scoping Report refers to inter-relationships with other developments,
although a list of relevant development has not been provided for comment.
Consultation
As required by 13(4) of the EIA Regulations the local planning authority has consulted with
the following bodies:









Gravesham Borough Council;
Essex County Council (Archaeology);
Anglian Water;
C2C;
Environment Agency;
Essex Fire & Rescue Services;
Essex & Suffolk Water;
Highways England;















Historic England;
Marine Management Organisation;
Natural England;
National Grid;
Network Rail;
Port of London Authority;
Thurrock Council – Emergency Planning;
Thurrock Council – Environmental Health;
Thurrock Council – Flood Risk Manager;
Thurrock Council – Highways;
Thurrock Council – Landscape & Ecology;
Thurrock Council – Heritage; and
Thurrock Council – Public Rights of Way.

I attach the replies received to date (from the Environment Agency, Essex & Suffolk Water,
Highways England, Historic England, National Grid, Natural England, Network Rail, Thurrock
Council Environmental Health / Landscape & Ecology / Public Rights of Way / Emergency
Planning / Historic Buildings & Conservation / Flood Risk). Any outstanding consultation
responses will be forwarded as and when received.
Environment Agency:
I understand that the Agency have already provided you with a copy of their response direct.

Ecology – your attention is drawn to the detailed comments provided by the Agency
regarding the need to consider marine ecology, in addition to terrestrial ecology. I
would also concur with the Agency’s comments regarding the need for a comprehensive
suite of surveys for both habitats and species.

Water Framework Directive – you will note the request for compliance with the Water
Framework Directive to be included as a discrete chapter within the EIA.

Water Resources including Flood Risk – your attention is drawn to the Agency’s
detailed comments regarding residual risk, breach modelling and TE2100.
Highways England:
The final paragraph of this response notes that the assessment of impacts within the
Transport Assessment should accord with DMRB methodology, rather than Guideline for the
Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic.
Historic England:
Your attention is drawn to the comments on pages 3 and 4 of the consultation response, in
particular –

chapter appendices / cross-referencing

consideration of impacts on both designated and non-designated heritage assets

impact of noise, traffic and lighting on heritage assets

the methodology employed to assess impact on heritage assets

the assessment of cumulative harm to the significance of heritage assets

comments regarding palaeoenvironmental remains.
Natural England:
Annex A of the consultation response provides detailed comments under the headings of:










general principles;
biodiversity and geology;
landscape character;
access and recreation;
sols and agricultural land quality;
air quality;
climate change adaptation; and
cumulative and in-combination effects.

As Natural England will be a statutory consultee for any forthcoming planning application(s),
the applicant’s consultants should review the detailed comment within Annex A.
Thurrock Council (Environmental Health):
With regard to air quality, the EHO refers to paragraphs 4.94 and 4.95 of the Scoping Report
and suggests that the assessment should use the latest available guidance (LAQM.TG(16)).
Paragraph 4.84 of the report refers to the noise impact assessment and BS7445:1991 and
BS4142:1997. Please note that these standards have been superseded. Similarly,
BS5228:1999, referred to in paragraph 4.85 has been superseded.
Thurrock Council (Landscape & Ecology):
Please note the suggestion that a full data search for biological records is carried out with the
Essex Field Club.
Thurrock Council (Public Rights of Way):
This response highlights the need to consider the impacts on existing public rights of way
which pass through the site, namely public footpath no. 146.
Thurrock Council (Historic Buildings & Conservation):
Similar to the comments received from Historic England, the potential impact of the
development on Tilbury Fort should be fully assessed, including historic long-distance views
and views from the opposite side of the River Thames as necessary. As assessment of
cumulative impact is required.
Thurrock Council (Flood Risk):
As advised by the Council’s Flood Risk Manager, the ES will need to include consultation
with the LLFA, should review the integrated urban drainage modelling for Tilbury and should
reference the role of Tilbury Marshes flood storage area.
Summary
This is Thurrock Council’s formal Scoping Opinion under Regulation 13 of the above
Regulations. The Scoping Opinion is based on the information available to Thurrock Council
at this time, and if a planning application and ES are submitted, the Council reserves the right
to request further information under Regulation 22, should it prove necessary to do so.

The above information is given without prejudice to the consideration and determination of a
planning or associated application.
Yours sincerely,

Principal Planning Officer (Major Applications)

Our Ref: J:\ENV\PLAN\DEVCTRL\Development Management\DMSPDF\2016\16.01194.SCO\Decision Notice.doc

Ms Liz Fitzgerald
Sterling Court Norton Road
STEVENAGE
Hertfordshire
SG1 2JY

Our ref:
Your ref:

AE/2016/120833/01-L01
16/001194/SCO

Date:

21 September 2016

Dear Ms Fitzgerald
REQUEST FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA) SCOPING
OPINION IN RESPECT OF (A): PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT OF LAND FOR
USE AS A PORT IN ASSOCIATION WITH THE EXISTING PORT OF TILBURY,
COMPRISING A ROLL ON / ROLL OFF (RO-RO) TERMINAL, AGGREGATES
TERMINAL INCLUDING NEW AND IMPROVED CONVEYORS, EXTERNAL
STORAGE, IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING LAND ACCESS, CREATION OF
HARD SURFACED PAVEMENTS, ERECTION OF WELFARE BUILDINGS,
IMPROVEMENT OF AN EXTENSIONS TO EXISTING JETTY INCLUDING
CREATION OF NEW RO-RO BERTH AND (B) CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AND
IMPROVED SURFACE ACCESS TO THE LAND AT THE FORMER TILBURY
POWER STATION IN ASSOCIATION WITH THE CHANGE OF USE AND
REDEVELOPMENT OF THE LAND FOR PORT USES COMPRISING
NEW LINK ROAD FROM FERRY ROAD (A1089) TO FORT ROAD, (INCLUDING
ASSOCIATED CHANGES TO LOCAL HIGHWAY AND RIGHTS OF WAY
NETWORK) AND FORMATION OF A RAIL SPUR AND SIDINGS.
TILBURY 2 POWER STATION, FORT ROAD, TILBURY, ESSEX, RM18 7NR
Thank you for your EIA Scoping Opinion consultation received on 1 September
2016. We have reviewed the submitted scoping report and have comments to make
to ensure that the Environmental Statement (ES) will appropriately address the
environmental issues we consider are of most importance for this proposal.
Our technical comments detailing the information we consider should be provided in
the Environmental Statement are provided below. We refer to the Scoping Report
dated August 2016 by Vincent and Gorbing.
Ecology
The scoping report for the EIA covers some of the ecological with the application but
is incomplete and fails to scope in:
Environment Agency
Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency

Cont/d..














The development and use of the new Port facilities.
Survey information for the impacts on harbour and grey seal populations that
use the Thames Estuary.
Inter-tidal mudflats adjacent, immediately impacted by the development.
Potentially impacted by increased boats, dredging and expansion of the jetty
should be identified and demonstrate how any impacts can be mitigated for.
Impacts on other nearby parts of the Thames including nationally and internationally designated sites.
Protected species that could be impacted include the lagoon sea slug,
Tenellia adspersa, and tentacled lagoon worm, Alkmaria romijni
Current uses of the existing jetty and other parts of the site as high tide roosts
for birds that may also use the nearby Special Protection Area (SPA).
Water Framework Directive concerns, specifically relating to tidal and
terrestrial habitats. The ditch network on site may have considerable value
(especially for invertebrates and water voles) and these issues should be
considered in a WFD compliance assessment or separate chapter in the
Environmental Statement (ES). The WFD assessment will also need to
consider impacts on sub-tidal habitats and include fisheries such as the
European eel.
Invasive species. There is a high chance of invasive species being present on
site and surveys and eradication measures for any species found must be
included within the ES.
Details of how fish populations are to be impacted and eel passage through
the ditch network may be affected should be considered in the ES.

Due to the likely high value of the invertebrate populations (both terrestrial and
aquatic) on the site, a full suite of surveys should be undertaken. We are particularly
concerned about possible impacts on those of BAP priority habitats such as coastal
and floodplain grazing marsh and the open mosaic habitats of the Local Wildlife
Sites (LoWS). The loss of the Lytag LoWS would be extremely concerning.
The report mentions great crested newt eDNA surveys as being inconclusive and
that there is a likely continued absence of the species. We believe that further
surveys should be undertaken to confirm absence in light of the inconclusive test.
Section 4.6.1. Due to the likely high invertebrate value of parts of the site, the Essex
Field Club must be consulted to obtain the full current dataset for the site. There may
be Essex Red Data List plants such as Hartwort Tordylium maximum on the site and
these should be surveyed for.
Marine Conservation and Water Quality
The scoping opinion for an EIA makes no mention of Water Framework Directive
and a full water framework directive assessments will be required to support all
activities requiring a marine licence; this will primarily but, not necessarily exclusively
apply to dredging and construction activities within the relevant Thames WFD
waterbodies, including the building of pontoons.
Assessment for compliance with the WFD requires consideration of multiple receptor
Environment Agency
Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency

Cont/d..

types covering saltmarsh impacts, hydromorphological changes, wave action or
sediment deposition, chemical water quality impacts and effects on protected
elements of WFD such as Specially Protected Areas within 2km, designated bathing
and shellfish waters (unlikely to be an issue here), and even potentially any effects
on Marine Conservation Zones designated or about to be designated.
We will need to see these assessments and comment upon the predicted
compliance to other regulators as part statutory consultations for marine licenses
(Port Authority and Marine Management Organisation).
We would very much prefer to see WFD compliance presented as a separate
chapter within the EIA, where all the relevant detail is assembled in one place. The
WFD chapter should be a standalone document which may serve to support the
relevant marine license applications without referring to external materials.
Whilst current guidance for undertaking a WFD assessment is limited to the activities
of dredging and disposal, published on the DEFRA website as Clearing the Waters,
we expect that new revised and updated guidance will be published on www.gov.uk
in the very near future and will encompass a greater variety of activities undertaken
in water bodies (both surface waters and groundwater’s are covered by WFD). This
guidance is likely to be in force before the EIA is completed and therefore this will be
useful in order to provide an assessment that is likely to be acceptable to us and
avoid the need for protracted correspondence in relation to WFD matters when we
comment on the EIA or process marine licence consultation from another regulator.
It is not clear whether Tilbury 2 will have its own powers as an independent port
authority (London Gateway Port Harbour Empowerment Order), or will be
subservient to either the London Port of Tilbury or the Port of London Authority (as
regards marine licenses) but we expect the Marine Management Authority will
require licenses in any case. Ports may have certain powers to undertake their own
maintenance dredge programs, but these must remain WFD compliant and the port
would generally produce a maintenance dredge protocol document to outline the
activities they undertake and how they will remain compliant with WFD. That of the
Port of London Authority being a prime example of a complex and thorough strategic
baseline dredge WFD assessment.
We would also take the opportunity to mention that we are aware that the the ro-ro
pontoon will, at some future date, require a maintained depth beneath it for safe
operation, and some thought should be given to whether this is intended to be
achieved by traditional dredge methods, or more novel techniques like water jets
beneath the pontoon such as those employed by CRO ports limited, which because
water is abstracted, may have also to comply with the Eel Regulations.
We note that discharges of surface water to the Thames, which may contain
contamination are alluded to and this matter will be handled by our national
permitting team who issues consents. Waterbody baseline information is available
on the .gov.uk website and we can advise anyone preparing WFD assessments
should there be difficulty in accessing these data.
Environment Agency
Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency

Cont/d..

Groundwater and Contamination
With respect to Groundwater and Contaminated Land we are pleased to see the
inclusion of the chapters Hydrogeology and Ground Conditions and Water
Resources and Flood Risk.
The site is located on superficial deposits of alluvium consisting of silty peaty sandy
clay. The alluvium is designated as Secondary (undifferentiated) Aquifer which
overlies the Seaford and Newhaven Chalk Formation, designated as Principal
Aquifer. The site is not located within a Source Protection Zone and is located in an
area considered to be of medium environmental sensitivity.
Hydrogeology and Ground Conditions
As detailed in the report we agree that any potential contamination issues associated
with the site as a result of its previous use or that of the surrounding land, sufficient
information must be provided with the planning application in the form of a
Preliminary Risk Assessment (PRA) (including a desk study, conceptual model and
initial assessment of risk) to provide assurance that the risk to the water environment
is fully understood and can be addressed through appropriate measures. We agree
the PRA will determine whether there is a need for intrusive investigation at the site.
A piling risk assessment will be required detailing the proposed methods and
outlining measures to ensure the protection of the underlying principal aquifer.
Water Resources and Flood Risk Assessment
The planning application must be supported by information that demonstrates that it
will not have an unacceptable impact on groundwater and surface water quality
during its construction and operation. This includes potential mobilisation of any
contaminants that may be associated with the previous use of the site and the
disposal of any potentially contaminated surface water.
Flood Risk
The required FRA will need to assess the actual and residual tidal flood risk to the
site over the development lifetime – taking into consideration the impacts of climate
change on sea levels (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climatechange-allowances). This assessment should be based upon the existing Thurrock
Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, in particular the Level 2 report which
considers the residual tidal flood risk due to breach of the tidal defences. Chapter 6
in the Level 2 SFAR report gives guidance on site-specific FRAs based upon the
breach modelling outputs. The document and supporting appendices are available
via: https://www.thurrock.gov.uk/planning-policy-evidence-and-supportingdocuments/evidence-and-supporting-documents .
This assessment of residual risk is essential to demonstrating that this proposal is
safe for its design life and does not increase tidal flood risk offsite. It is important to
ensure that the development proposal will not impede flood waters coming from
elsewhere and that it maintains flood storage. The tidal breach is a residual risk but
the strategic layout of the site, based upon breach characteristics and the provision
of suitable refuge, is essential in ensuring a reduction in impact if a breach happened
today. The key characteristics to consider for the specific breach are depth,
inundation time and hazard transition characteristics across the entire development
Environment Agency
Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD.
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site.
The nearest breach in the SFRA modelling is “C007” located on the frontage just to
the west of the proposed site, in front of the retained RWE Tilbury Power Station site.
Based upon the breach characteristics at C007 the FRA would need to consider an
additional breach at a suitable location along the site’s river frontage and follow the
previously referenced breach modelling methodology. These outputs would need to
be combined with the outputs from breaches C005,6 and 7 to give a composite map
of all breach characteristics as they all influence the proposed site and off-site. Any
required mitigation measures to ensure no detriment in off-site flood risk could then
be identified, in line with NPPF principles.
This assessment would be based upon tidal levels within the Thames Estuary, with
climate change allowances included to 2116. The consultant will need to submit a
data request to ENSenquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk requesting the Thames
2008 levels relevant to their site. They would then need to take the level for 2109
and add the relevant sea level rise amount p/yr for the 7 years from 2109 to 2116
and use this as the input tide level for a 1:200yr cc, and do the same exercise for the
1:1000yr cc. This will allow an understanding of the design tide (200yr) and safe
refuge for the extreme (1000). These future levels should also be applied to the
surface water management scheme that will be required by Thurrock Council as the
Lead Local Flood Authority. Access to the model can be made via AECOM, who
completed the modelling for Thurrock Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
(SFRA).
The FRA will also need to consider the Thames Estuary 2100 (TE2100) policy for
Purfleet, Grays & Tilbury which is “to take further action to keep up with climate and
land use change so that flood risk does not increase”. Defence raising will be needed
over the course of the next 100 years as part of the Plan’s aspirations, details of
future required crest levels and timings can also be requested via the email address
above. The FRA will need to demonstrate how the development can be kept ‘safe’
over its lifetime, so this may include permitting space for future defence raising
and/or concept plans for how the defences could be raised. The FRA should
demonstrate how the tidal flood defences protecting their site could be raised to the
required TE2100 levels in the future. We will not request that they raise them now.
However, we will encourage developers if they wish to raise the defences now and
assuming the LPA are happy to accept any aesthetic/wider impacts of raising and
would require submit plans and cross-sections of the proposed defence raising.
Any financial investment in flood defences within Thurrock Council’s area throughout
the TE2100 Plan will be subject to Defra’s Flood and coastal resilience partnership
funding policy statement. Under these terms financial contributions will be required
from partners (including Thurrock Council, Environment Agency, landowners and
other key stakeholders) to attract the maximum amount of Flood Defence Grant in
Aid funding based upon all benefits from the investment and numbers of households
moved to a lower flood risk category.
A Flood Response Plan (FRP) will be required for the proposed development. The
FRP should account for all sources of flooding experienced at the site with the
Environment Agency
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correct actions specified for the given inundation time. It should be drawn up in close
liaison with Thurrock Council’s Emergency Planner, the Emergency Services and us
to ensure it includes appropriate actions related to potential site circumstance and
that it is compliant with the wider emergency plans for the District.
Flood Defence Consents
Flood Defence Consents now fall under the new Environmental Permitting (England
and Wales) Regulations 2010 system (EPR). The applicant may need an
environmental permit for flood risk activities if they want to do work in, under, over or
within 8m from Pincocks Trough and from any flood defence structure or culvert of
Pincocks Trough, designated a ‘main river’. An environmental permit may also be
required for flood risk activities within 16m from any flood defence structure
associated with the tidal River Thames.
The EPR is a risk-based framework that enables us to focus regulatory effort
towards activities with highest flood or environmental risk. Lower risk activities will be
excluded or exempt and only higher risk activities will require a permit. Your
proposed works may fall under an either one or more of the below:
 ‘Exemption,
 ‘Exclusion’,
 ‘Standard Risks Permit’
 ‘Bespoke permit.
New forms and further information can be found at:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-environmental-permits . You’re
breaking the law if you carry out these activities without a permit if you should have
one.
Please contact our National Customer Contact Centre to assess which category your
proposed works fall under. They will then be able to tell you the classification of your
application, the fee associated with your application, and how to proceed forward.
They can be contacted by email: floodriskactivity@environment-agency.gov.uk
Flood Defences
Any development will have to be 16metres away from the landward toe to allow for
any future construction/raising to the seawall. This also applies to any piping or
development that could go over the seawall. Access should still be provided to allow
us to carry out maintenance. If access is not provided then the port will be expected
to carry out their own maintenance.
Tilbury Power Station
The application area forms part of Tilbury Power Station which holds an
environmental permit (EP3433LZ). The permit holder (RWE) should partially
surrender their permit relating to land and activities in the application area. We are
in ongoing discussions with the operator about this process. We understand that the
permit holder is also planning to undertake some soil remediation works in the
application area, prior to transfer of ownership to Port of Tilbury.
We trust this advice is of use.
Environment Agency
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Yours sincerely

Mr Tim Butt
Planning Advisor
Direct dial 02084745415
Direct e-mail tim.butt@environment-agency.gov.uk

Environment Agency
Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 9JD.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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Subject:

Planning Consultation Response - 16/01194/SCO

Our Ref: PC/16/143
Your Ref: 16/01194/SCO
F.A.O. Matthew Gallagher – Case Officer

Proposed Development:
Request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion in respect of (a): Proposed
redevelopment of land for use as a port in association with the existing Port of Tilbury, comprising a Roll on /
Roll off (Ro-Ro) terminal, aggregates terminal including new and improved conveyors, external storage,
improvements to existing land access,
creation of hard surfaced pavements, erection of welfare buildings, improvement of an extensions to existing
jetty including creation of new Ro-Ro berth and (b) construction of new and improved surface access to the
land at the former Tilbury Power Station in association with the change of use and redevelopment of the land
for port uses comprising
new link road from Ferry Road (A1089) to Fort Road, (including associated changes to local highway and
rights of way network) and formation of a rail spur and sidings.

Address:
Tilbury 2 Power Station Fort Road Tilbury Essex RM18 7NR

I acknowledge receipt of your emailed letter dated 1st September 2016 regarding the above.
Our records show that our existing apparatus does not appear to be affected by the proposed development.
We have no objection to this development subject to compliance with our requirements, consent is given to the
development on the condition that a water connection is made onto our Company network for the new dwelling for
revenue purposes.
The following applies to this development:
Essex & Suffolk Water are the enforcement agents for The Water Supply (Water Fittings) Regulations 1999 within
our area of supply, on behalf of the Department for the Environment, Food & Rural Affairs. We understand that a
planning application has been made for the above premises which we are to be notified under Regulations 5 of the
Water Supply (Water Fittings) Regulations 1999. Please see the copy of Water Regulations Information Sheet No. IS
– 0014 attached for more detailed information.
Should you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Yours faithfully
Katie Pearce
Planning Consultations
Sandon Valley House, Canons Barns Road,,
1

East Hanningfield, Essex, CM3 8BD

Website: www.eswater.co.uk

This email and its attachments are intended for the addressee only and may be confidential or privileged. If
this email has come to you in error, you should take no action based on it. Please return it to the sender
immediately and then delete it.
Unless expressly stated, opinions in this message are those of the individual sender and not of Northumbrian
Water Limited.
You should be aware that this email, and any reply to it, may need to be made public under right to know
legislation, or in connection with litigation. Emails may also be monitored in accordance with our legal
responsibilities.
While Northumbrian Water Limited has scanned this email and its attachments for security threats,
including computer viruses, we have no liability for any damage which you may sustain as a result of any
such viruses. You are advised to carry out your own virus checks before opening any attachment.
Northumbrian Water Limited, registered in England and Wales number 2366703.
Registered office: Northumbria House, Abbey Road, Pity Me, Durham DH1 5FJ.
www.nwl.co.uk
_____________________________________________________________________
This message has been checked for all known viruses by the MessageLabs Virus Control Centre. For further
information visit
http://www.messagelabs.com/stats.asp
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Essex & Suffolk Water – Water Regulations Information Sheet No IS - 0014

WATER REGULATIONS
INFORMATION SHEET
NOTIFICATION
IMPORTANT NOTICE TO DESIGNERS & INSTALLERS
The Water Supply (Water Fittings) Regulations 1999 apply to all new works on water service
installations in England and Wales. A requirement of these Regulations is that certain types of work
are Notified to the Water Undertaker at least 10 days prior to commencement.
These works are: 1)
2)
3)
4)

The erection of a building or other structure, not being a pond or swimming pool.
The extension or alteration of a water system on any premises other than a house.
A material change of use of any premises.
The installation of –
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)

5)

a bath having a capacity, as measured to the centre line of overflow, of more than 230
litres;
a bidet with an ascending spray or flexible hose;
a single shower unit of a type specified by the Regulator (none currently specified);
a pump or booster drawing more than 12 litres per minute, connected directly or
indirectly to a supply pipe;
a unit which incorporates reverse osmosis;
a water treatment unit which produces a waste water discharge or which requires the
use of water for regeneration or cleaning;
a reduced pressure zone valve assembly or other mechanical device for protection
against a fluid which is in fluid category 4 or 5;
a garden watering system unless designed to be operated by hand; or
any water system laid outside a building and either less then 750mm or more than
1350mm below ground level.

The construction of a pond or swimming pool with a capacity greater than 10,000 litres which
is designed to be replenished by automatic means and is to be filled with water supplied by an
undertaker.
This Notice shall contain details of the premises, the proposed changes and the installer. It
shall also include drawings of the proposed installation. The Notification should be sent to:
Essex & Suffolk Water,
Water Regulations Dept, Sandon Valley House,
East Hanningfield, Chelmsford, Essex. CM3 8BD

Failure to comply with the Regulations is an offence, which may result in a fine of up to Level 3 on the
standard scale, upon summary conviction. If you have any further queries, please contact our Water
Regulations Team on 01268 664890.
The information contained within this document is for information only and is correct at the time of issue.
All installations must conform to the requirements of the Water Supply (Water Fittings) Regulations 1999.
Essex & Suffolk Water can accept no liability for any loss or injury resulting from the use of this
information.
Issue 4 - 16/04/10

Theedom, Stephie
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Gregory, Andree <Andree.Gregory@highwaysengland.co.uk>
21 September 2016 12:35
Development.Management
Planning SE; 'HE Spatial Planning'
#1151 Planning Application 16/01194/SCO Tilbury 2 Power Station Fort Road Tilbury Essex RM18 7NR

Categories:

Orange Category

For the attention of: Matthew Gallagher
Site: Tilbury 2 Power Station, Fort Road, Tilbury, Essex RM18 7NR
Consultation: Request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion in respect of (a): Proposed redevelopment of land for
use as a port in association with the existing Port of Tilbury, comprising a Roll on/Roll off (Ro-Ro) terminal, aggregates terminal including new
and improved conveyors, external storage, improvements to existing land access, creation of hard surfaced pavements, erection of welfare
buildings, improvements of an extensions to existing jetty including creation of new Ro-Ro berth and (b) construction of new and improved
surface access to the land at the former Tilbury Power Station in association with the change of use and redevelopment of the land for port uses
comprising new link road from Ferry Road (A1089) to Fort Road, (including associated changes to local highway and rights of way network) and
formation of a rail spur and sidings.
Reference No: 16/01194/SCO
Highways England Ref: 4584
Dear Matthew Gallagher
Thank you for your email dated 1 September 2016 regarding the above consultation.
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic highway company under the provisions of the
Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the strategic road network (SRN). The SRN is a
critical national asset and as such Highways England works to ensure that it operates and is managed in the public interest, both in respect of
current activities and needs as well as in providing effective stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity.
1

Highways England will be concerned with proposals that have the potential to impact on the safe and efficient operation of the Strategic Road
Network (SRN), in this case the M25.
Having examined the above document, we have the following comments. I am confirming that the Transport Assessment would need to be
agreed in advance with Highways England and that the transport impacts should be assessed in accordance with Volume 11 of the Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges, rather than “Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic”.
If you have any queries regarding this response, please contact us.

Sent on behalf of Heather Archer (Spatial Planning Manager) at Highways England
Andree Gregory
Highways England | Bridge House | 1 Walnut Tree Close | Guildford | Surrey | GU1 4LZ
Web: http://www.highways.gov.uk
This email may contain information which is confidential and is intended only for use of the recipient/s named above. If you are not an intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any copying, distribution, disclosure, reliance upon or other use of the contents of this email is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender and destroy it.
Highways England Company Limited | General enquiries: 0300 123 5000 |National Traffic Operations Centre, 3 Ridgeway, Quinton
Business Park, Birmingham B32 1AF | https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/highways-england | info@highwaysengland.co.uk
Registered in England and Wales no 9346363 | Registered Office: Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford, Surrey GU1 4LZ
Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.
_____________________________________________________________________
This message has been checked for all known viruses by the MessageLabs Virus Control Centre. For further information visit
http://www.messagelabs.com/stats.asp
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Plant Protection
National Grid
Block 1; Floor 1
Brick Kiln Street
Hinckley
LE10 0NA
E-mail: plantprotection@nationalgrid.com
Telephone: +44 (0)800 688588

Matthew Gallagher
Thurrock Council
Highways Section - Thurrock Council
Civic Offices
Grays
Thurrock
Essex
RM17 6SL

National Grid Electricity Emergency Number:
0800 40 40 90*
National Gas Emergency Number:
0800 111 999*
* Available 24 hours, 7 days/week.
Calls may be recorded and monitored.

www.nationalgrid.com

Date: 06/09/2016
Our Ref: NL_TE_Z5_3NWP_005989
Your Ref: 16/01194/SCO (JH)
RE: Formal Planning Application, RM18 7NR, Tilbury 2 Power Station Fort Road Tilbury Essex
Thank you for your enquiry which was received on 01/09/2016.
Please note this response and any attached map(s) are valid for 28 days.
An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Grid Electricity Transmission plc's and National
Grid Gas plc's apparatus. Please note it does not cover the items listed in the section "Your Responsibilities
and Obligations", including gas service pipes and related apparatus.
For details of National Grid's network areas please see the National Grid website
(http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/Gas/Safety/work/) or the enclosed documentation.
Are My Works Affected?
National Grid has identified that it has apparatus in the vicinity of your enquiry which may be
affected by the activities specified.
Can you please inform National Grid, as soon as possible, the decision your authority is likely to
make regarding this application.
If the application is refused for any other reason than the presence of National Grid apparatus, we will not take
any further action.
Please let us know whether National Grid can provide you with technical or other information that may be of
assistance to you in the determination of the application.
As your proposed activity is in close proximity to National Grid's Transmission assets we have
referred your enquiry/consultation to our Asset Protection team for further detailed
assessment. We request that you do not commence work or take further action with regards to
your proposal until you hear from us. We will endeavour to contact you within 21 days from the
date of this response. Please contact us at assetprotection@nationalgrid.com if you have not had a
response within this time frame.

National Grid is a trading name for:

National Grid is a trading name for:

National Grid Electricity Transmission plc

National Grid Gas plc

Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH

Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH

Registered in England and Wales, No 2366977

Registered in England and Wales, No 2006000

Due to the presence of National Grid apparatus in proximity to the specified area, the contractor should contact
National Grid before any works are carried out to ensure our apparatus is not affected by any of the proposed
works.
Your Responsibilities and Obligations
The "Assessment" Section below outlines the detailed requirements that must be followed when planning or
undertaking your scheduled activities at this location.
It is your responsibility to ensure that the information you have submitted is accurate and that all relevant
documents including links are provided to all persons (either direct labour or contractors) working for you near
National Grid's apparatus, e.g. as contained within the Construction (Design and Management) Regulations.
This assessment solely relates to National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) and National Grid Gas plc
(NGG) apparatus. This assessment does NOT include:
●

●
●
●

National Grid's legal interest (easements or wayleaves) in the land which restricts activity in proximity
to National Grid's assets in private land. You must obtain details of any such restrictions from the
landowner in the first instance and if in doubt contact National Grid.
Gas service pipes and related apparatus
Recently installed apparatus
Apparatus owned by other organisations, e.g. other gas distribution operators, local electricity
companies, other utilities, etc.

It is YOUR responsibility to take into account whether the items listed above may be present and if they could
be affected by your proposed activities. Further "Essential Guidance" in respect of these items can be found
on the National Grid Website (http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=8589934982).
This communication does not constitute any formal agreement or consent for any proposed development work;
either generally or with regard to National Grid's easements or wayleaves nor any planning or building
regulations applications.
NGG and NGET or their agents, servants or contractors do not accept any liability for any losses arising under
or in connection with this information. This limit on liability applies to all and any claims in contract, tort (including
negligence), misrepresentation (excluding fraudulent misrepresentation), breach of statutory duty or
otherwise. This limit on liability does not exclude or restrict liability where prohibited by the law nor does it
supersede the express terms of any related agreements.
If you require further assistance please contact the National Grid Plant Protection team via e-mail (click here) or
via the contact details at the top of this response.
Yours faithfully
National Grid Plant Protection Team
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ASSESSMENT
Affected Apparatus
The National Grid apparatus that has been identified as being in the vicinity of your proposed works is:
●
●
●

Electricity Transmission underground cables and associated equipment
Electricity Transmission overhead lines
Above ground electricity sites and installations

As your proposal is in proximity to National Grid's apparatus, we have referred your enquiry / consultation to
the following department(s) for further assessment:
●

Land and Development Asset Protection Team (High Pressure Gas Transmission and Electricity
Transmission Apparatus)

We request that you take no further action with regards to your proposal until you hear from the
above. We will contact you within 28 working days from the date of this response. Please contact
us if you have not had a response within this timeframe.

Requirements
BEFORE carrying out any work you must:
●

●

●

●

●

Refer to the attached cable profile drawings (if any) which provide details about the
location of National Grid’s high voltage underground cables.
Carefully read these requirements including the attached guidance documents and maps showing the
location of National Grid apparatus.
Contact the landowner and ensure any proposed works in private land do not infringe National Grid's
legal rights (i.e. easements or wayleaves). If the works are in the road or footpath the relevant local
authority should be contacted.
Ensure that all persons, including direct labour and contractors, working for you on or near National
Grid's apparatus follow the requirements of the HSE Guidance Notes HSG47 - 'Avoiding Danger from
Underground Services' and GS6 – 'Avoidance of danger from overhead electric power lines'. This
guidance can be downloaded free of charge at http://www.hse.gov.uk
In line with the above guidance, verify and establish the actual position of mains, pipes, cables,
services and other apparatus on site before any activities are undertaken.
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GUIDANCE
Electricity Underground Cables Guidance:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/1174F509-0F16-4B68-8CF663FE27919E0A/51895/ElectricityUndergroundCableguidance.pdf
Electricity Overhead Lines Guidance:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/D9FEFEEC-0B9B-4E72-A1D0A5FB1DB5D7B3/51894/ElectricityOHLGuidance.pdf
Development Near Overhead Lines:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/4DD2D3FF-B973-4F3C-A8C3CDB640526660/45082/Developmentnearoverheadlines.pdf

Standard Guidance
Essential Guidance document:
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=8589934982
General Guidance document:
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=35103
Excavating Safely in the vicinity of gas pipes guidance (Credit card):
http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/A3D37677-6641-476C-9DDAE89949052829/44257/ExcavatingSafelyCreditCard.pdf
Excavating Safely in the vicinity of electricity cables guidance (Credit card):
http://www.nationalgrid.com/NR/rdonlyres/35DDEC6D-D754-4BA5-AF3CD607D05A25C2/44858/ExcavatingSafelyCreditCardelectricitycables.pdf
Copies of all the Guidance Documents can also be downloaded from the National Grid Website:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/Gas/Safety/work/downloads/
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ENQUIRY SUMMARY
Received Date
01/09/2016
Your Reference
16/01194/SCO (JH)
Location
Centre Point: 565711, 176290
X Extent: 854
Y Extent: 1015
Postcode: RM18 7NR
Location Description: RM18 7NR, Tilbury 2 Power Station Fort Road Tilbury Essex
Map Options
Paper Size: A3
Orientation: PORTRAIT
Requested Scale: 10000
Actual Scale: 1:10000 (ELECTRIC), 1:10000 (GAS)
Real World Extents: 2890m x 3670m (ELECTRIC), 2890m x 3670m (GAS)
Recipients
pprsteam@nationalgrid.com
Enquirer Details
Organisation Name: Thurrock Council
Contact Name: Matthew Gallagher
Email Address: dm@thurrock.gov.uk
Telephone: 01375 366 544
Address: Highways Section - Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, Grays, Thurrock, Essex, RM17 6SL
Description of Works
p/a Request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion in respect of (a): Proposed
redevelopment of land for use as a port in association with the existing Port of Tilbury, comprising a Roll on /
Roll off (Ro-Ro) terminal, aggregates terminal including new and improved conveyors, external storage,
improvements to existing land access, creation of hard surfaced pavements, erection of welfare buildings,
improvement of an extensions to existing jetty including creation of new Ro-Ro berth and (b) construction of
new and improved surface access to the land at the former Tilbury Power Station in association with the
change of use and redevelopment of the land for port uses comprising new link road from Ferry Road (A1089)
to Fort Road, (including associated changes to local highway and rights of way network) and formation of a
rail spur and sidings. (DB)
Enquiry Type
Formal Planning Application
Development Types
Development Type: Development for use by General Public
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National Grid House
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill, Warwick
CV34 6DA

Matthew Gallagher
Thurrock Council
Highways Section
Thurrock Council
Civic Offices
Grays
Thurrock, Essex
RM17 6SL

Wayne Smith
Asset Protection Assistant
Business & Operation Support
Gas Transmission Asset Management
National Grid
Warwick
Direct Tel: 01926 656102
Email: Wayne.Smith@nationalgrid.com
Planning Work?
Contact us on 0800 688 588*
Mon-Fri 8am-4pm
(*Calls may be recorded and monitored)
E-mail: Plantprotection@nationalgrid.com
Electricity Emergency Number:
0800 40 40 90*
National Gas Emergency Number:
0800 111 999*
*Available 24 hours, 7 days/week.
Calls may be recorded and monitored.

www.nationalgrid.com
Date : 9/23/2016
Our Reference: NL_TE_Z5_3NWP_005989
Your Reference: 16/01194/SCO (JH)

Dear Mr Gallagher,

Ref: RM18 7NR, Tilbury 2 Power Station Fort Road Tilbury Essex
National Grid has no objections to the above proposal which is in close proximity to a High Voltage
Transmission Overhead Line.
I have enclosed a location map to show the location of National Grid’s Overhead Lines within the vicinity of
your proposal and associated information below.

Yours sincerely
Wayne Smith
Asset Protection Assistant
EAGLES (Electricity And Gas Location Enquiry System)
Is now available to use simply click on the link to register www.beforeyoudig.nationalgrid.com, submit details of your proposed works and
receive instant guidance and if appropriate maps showing the location of National Grid gas and electric apparatus.

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2366977

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY



National Grid’s Overhead Line/s is protected by a Deed of Easement/Wayleave Agreement which provides
full right of access to retain, maintain, repair and inspect our asset.



National Grid requires 3D drawings to be provided at the earliest opportunity (DWG, DGN or DXF)



Statutory electrical safety clearances must be maintained at all times. National Grid recommends that no
permanent structures are built directly beneath our overhead lines. These distances are set out in EN 43 –
8 Technical Specification for “overhead line clearances Issue 3 (2004) To view EN 43 – 8 Technical
Specification for “overhead line clearances Issue 3 (2004).

http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment/DDC/devnearohl_final/appendixIII/appIII-part2


The statutory minimum safety clearance is 7.6 metres to ground and 8.1 metres to a normal road surface.
Further detailed information can be obtained from the Energy Networks Association’s
(www.energynetworks.org.uk) Technical Specification E-43-8 for “Overhead Line Clearances”, Issue 3
(2004)



Any changes in ground levels which are proposed either beneath or in close proximity to our existing
overhead lines would serve to reduce safety clearances. Safety clearances to existing overhead lines must
be maintained in all circumstances.



To view the Development Near Overhead Lines Document.

http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=23713


To view the National Grid Policy's for our Sense of Place Document.

http://www2.nationalgrid.com/UK/Services/Land-and-Development/A-sense-of-place/


The relevant guidance in relation to working safely near to existing overhead lines is contained within the
Health and Safety Executive’s (www.hse.gov.uk) Guidance Note GS 6 “Avoidance of Danger from
Overhead Electric Lines.”



Plant, machinery, equipment, buildings or scaffolding should not encroach within 5.3 metres of any of our
high voltage conductors at the point where the conductors are under their maximum ‘sag’ or ‘swing’
conditions. Overhea d Line profile drawings should be obtained using the above contact details.



If a landscaping scheme is proposed as part of the proposal, we request that only slow and low growing
species of trees and shrubs are planted beneath and adjacent to the existing overhead line to reduce the
risk of growth to a height which compromises statutory safety clearances.



Drilling or excavation works should not be undertaken if they have the potential to disturb or adversely
affect the foundations or “pillars of support” of our towers. These foundations extend beyond the base are
of the tower. Pillar of Support drawings should be obtained using the contact details above.



Due to the scale, bulk and cost of the transmission equipment required to operate at 275kV or 400kV we
only support proposals for the relocation of existing high voltage overhead lines where such proposals
directly facilitate a major development or infrastructure project of national importance which has been
identified as such by government.



To promote the successful development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines, and the creation of
well-designed places, National Grid has produced ‘A Sense of Place’ guidelines, which look at how to
create high quality development near overhead lines and offer practical solutions which can assist in
avoiding the unnecessary sterilisation of land in the vicinity of high voltage overhead lines.



Further information regarding our undergrounding policy and development near transmission overhead
lines is available on our website at: http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment

Date:
26 September 2016
Our ref: 194979 Tilbury Port EIA Scoping (Thurrock)
Your ref: 16/01194/SCO

Matthew Gallagher – Planning Development Officer,
Civic Offices, New Road, Grays
Essex, RM17 6SL
By email only: dm@thurrock.gov.uk

Customer Services
Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
CW1 6GJ
T 0300 060 3900

Dear Mr Gallagher,
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping consultation (Regulation 15 (3) (i) of the EIA
Regulations 2011): Request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion in
respect of (a): Proposed redevelopment of land for use as a port in association with the existing Port
of Tilbury, comprising a Roll on / Roll off (Ro-Ro) terminal, aggregates terminal including new and
improved conveyors, external storage, improvements to existing land access, creation of hard
surfaced pavements, erection of welfare buildings, improvement of an extensions to existing jetty
including creation of new Ro-Ro berth and (b) construction of new and improved surface access to
the land at the former Tilbury Power Station in association with the change of use and
redevelopment of the land for port uses comprising new link road from Ferry Road (A1089) to Fort
Road, (including associated changes to local highway and rights of way network) and formation of a
rail spur and sidings.
Location: Tilbury 2 Power Station, Fort Road, Tilbury, Essex RM18 7NR
Thank you for seeking our advice on the scope of the Environmental Statement (ES) in your
consultation dated the 1st September 2106 which we received on the same date via email.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
Case law1 and guidance2 has stressed the need for a full set of environmental information to be
available for consideration prior to a decision being taken on whether or not to grant planning
permission. Annex A to this letter provides Natural England’s advice on the scope of the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for this development.
Should the proposal be amended in a way which significantly affects its impact on the natural
environment then, in accordance with Section 4 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities
Act 2006, Natural England should be consulted again.
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any
queries please do not hesitate to contact us. For any queries relating to the specific advice in this
letter only please contact Jamie Melvin on 020 802 61025. For any new consultations, or to provide
further information on this consultation please send your correspondences to
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
1

Harrison, J in R. v. Cornwall County Council ex parte Hardy (2001)
Note on Environmental Impact Assessment Directive for Local Planning Authorities Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister (April 2004) available from
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/sustainab
ilityenvironmental/environmentalimpactassessment/noteenvironmental/
2

Yours sincerely,

Mr Jamie Robert Melvin
Lead Adviser – West Anglia
Annex A – Advice related to EIA Scoping Requirements
1. General Principles
Schedule 4 of the Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011,
sets out the necessary information to assess impacts on the natural environment to be included in
an ES, specifically:











A description of the development – including physical characteristics and the full land use
requirements of the site during construction and operational phases.
Expected residues and emissions (water, air and soil pollution, noise, vibration, light, heat,
radiation, etc.) resulting from the operation of the proposed development.
An assessment of alternatives and clear reasoning as to why the preferred option has been
chosen.
A description of the aspects of the environment likely to be significantly affected by the
development, including, in particular, population, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors,
material assets, including the architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape and the
interrelationship between the above factors.
A description of the likely significant effects of the development on the environment – this
should cover direct effects but also any indirect, secondary, cumulative, short, medium and
long term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects. Effects should relate to
the existence of the development, the use of natural resources and the emissions from
pollutants. This should also include a description of the forecasting methods to predict the
likely effects on the environment.
A description of the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and where possible offset any
significant adverse effects on the environment.
A non-technical summary of the information.
An indication of any difficulties (technical deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered by
the applicant in compiling the required information.

It will be important for any assessment to consider the potential cumulative effects of this proposal,
including all supporting infrastructure, with other similar proposals and a thorough assessment of
the ‘in combination’ effects of the proposed development with any existing developments and
current applications. A full consideration of the implications of the whole scheme should be included
in the ES. All supporting infrastructure should be included within the assessment.
2. Biodiversity and Geology
2.1 Ecological Aspects of an Environmental Statement
Natural England advises that the potential impact of the proposal upon features of nature
conservation interest and opportunities for habitat creation/enhancement should be included within
this assessment in accordance with appropriate guidance on such matters. Guidelines for
Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) have been developed by the Chartered Institute of Ecology
and Environmental Management (CIEEM) and are available on their website.
EcIA is the process of identifying, quantifying and evaluating the potential impacts of defined actions
on ecosystems or their components. EcIA may be carried out as part of the EIA process or to
support other forms of environmental assessment or appraisal.
The National Planning Policy Framework sets out guidance in S.118 on how to take account of
biodiversity interests in planning decisions and the framework that local authorities should provide to
assist developers.

2.2 Internationally and Nationally Designated Sites
The ES should thoroughly assess the potential for the proposal to affect designated sites.
European sites (eg designated Special Areas of Conservation and Special Protection Areas) fall
within the scope of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. In addition
paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires that potential Special Protection
Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, listed or proposed Ramsar sites, and any site
identified as being necessary to compensate for adverse impacts on classified, potential or possible
SPAs, SACs and Ramsar sites be treated in the same way as classified sites.
Under Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 an appropriate
assessment needs to be undertaken in respect of any plan or project which is (a) likely to have a
significant effect on a European site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects) and
(b) not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site.
Should a Likely Significant Effect on a European/Internationally designated site be identified or be
uncertain, the competent authority (in this case the Local Planning Authority) may need to prepare
an Appropriate Assessment, in addition to consideration of impacts through the EIA process.
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and sites of European or international importance
(Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Ramsar sites)
The development site has the potential to affect the following designated nature conservation sites:





Thames Estuary and Marshes Special Protection Area and Ramsar
South Thames Estuary and Marshes SSSI
Hangman's Wood & Deneholes SSSI
Mucking Flats and Marshes SSSI

Further information on the SSSIs and their special interest features can be found at www.magic.gov.
The Environmental Statement should include a full assessment of the direct and indirect effects of
the development on the features of special interest within these sites and should identify such
mitigation measures as may be required in order to avoid, minimise or reduce any adverse
significant effects.
Natura 2000 network site conservation objectives are available on our internet site here.
In this case the proposal is not directly connected with, or necessary to, the management of a
European site. In our view it is likely that it will have a significant effect on internationally designated
sites and therefore will require assessment under the Habitats Regulations. We recommend that
there should be a separate section of the Environmental Statement to address impacts upon
European and Ramsar sites entitled ‘Information for Habitats Regulations Assessment’.
2.3 Regionally and Locally Important Sites
The EIA will need to consider any impacts upon local wildlife and geological sites. Local Sites are
identified by the local wildlife trust, geoconservation group or a local forum established for the
purposes of identifying and selecting local sites. They are of county importance for wildlife or
geodiversity. The Environmental Statement should therefore include an assessment of the likely
impacts on the wildlife and geodiversity interests of such sites. The assessment should include
proposals for mitigation of any impacts and if appropriate, compensation measures. Contact the
local wildlife trust, geoconservation group or local sites body in this area for further information.
2.4 Protected Species - Species protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended) and by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010
The ES should assess the impact of all phases of the proposal on protected species (including, for
example, great crested newts, reptiles, birds, water voles, badgers and bats). Natural England does
not hold comprehensive information regarding the locations of species protected by law, but advises
on the procedures and legislation relevant to such species. Records of protected species should be

sought from appropriate local biological record centres, nature conservation organisations, groups
and individuals; and consideration should be given to the wider context of the site for example in
terms of habitat linkages and protected species populations in the wider area, to assist in the impact
assessment.
The conservation of species protected by law is explained in Part IV and Annex A of Government
Circular 06/2005 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Statutory Obligations and their Impact
within the Planning System. The area likely to be affected by the proposal should be thoroughly
surveyed by competent ecologists at appropriate times of year for relevant species and the survey
results, impact assessments and appropriate accompanying mitigation strategies included as part of
the ES.
In order to provide this information there may be a requirement for a survey at a particular time of
year. Surveys should always be carried out in optimal survey time periods and to current guidance
by suitably qualified and where necessary, licensed, consultants. Natural England has adopted
standing advice for protected species which includes links to guidance on survey and mitigation.
2.5 Habitats and Species of Principal Importance
The ES should thoroughly assess the impact of the proposals on habitats and/or species listed as
‘Habitats and Species of Principal Importance’ within the England Biodiversity List, published under
the requirements of S41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006.
Section 40 of the NERC Act 2006 places a general duty on all public authorities, including local
planning authorities, to conserve and enhance biodiversity. Further information on this duty is
available here https://www.gov.uk/guidance/biodiversity-duty-public-authority-duty-to-have-regardto-conserving-biodiversity.
Government Circular 06/2005 states that Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species and habitats, ‘are
capable of being a material consideration…in the making of planning decisions’. Natural England
therefore advises that survey, impact assessment and mitigation proposals for Habitats and Species
of Principal Importance should be included in the ES. Consideration should also be given to those
species and habitats included in the relevant Local BAP.
Natural England advises that a habitat survey (equivalent to Phase 2) is carried out on the site, in
order to identify any important habitats present. In addition, ornithological, botanical and invertebrate
surveys should be carried out at appropriate times in the year, to establish whether any scarce or
priority species are present. The Environmental Statement should include details of:







Any historical data for the site affected by the proposal (eg from previous surveys);
Additional surveys carried out as part of this proposal;
The habitats and species present;
The status of these habitats and species (eg whether priority species or habitat);
The direct and indirect effects of the development upon those habitats and species;
Full details of any mitigation or compensation that might be required.

The development should seek if possible to avoid adverse impact on sensitive areas for wildlife
within the site, and if possible provide opportunities for overall wildlife gain.
The record centre for the relevant Local Authorities should be able to provide the relevant
information on the location and type of priority habitat for the area under consideration.
2.6 Contacts for Local Records
Natural England does not hold local information on local sites, local landscape character and local
or national biodiversity priority habitats and species. We recommend that you seek further
information from the appropriate bodies (which may include the local records centre, the local
wildlife trust, local geoconservation group or other recording society and a local landscape
characterisation document).

3. Designated Landscapes and Landscape Character
3.1 Landscape and visual impacts
Natural England would wish to see details of local landscape character areas mapped at a scale
appropriate to the development site as well as any relevant management plans or strategies
pertaining to the area. The EIA should include assessments of visual effects on the surrounding
area and landscape together with any physical effects of the development, such as changes in
topography. The European Landscape Convention places a duty on Local Planning Authorities to
consider the impacts of landscape when exercising their functions.
The EIA should include a full assessment of the potential impacts of the development on local
landscape character using landscape assessment methodologies. We encourage the use of
Landscape Character Assessment (LCA), based on the good practice guidelines produced jointly by
the Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Assessment in 2013. LCA provides a sound
basis for guiding, informing and understanding the ability of any location to accommodate change
and to make positive proposals for conserving, enhancing or regenerating character, as detailed
proposals are developed.
Natural England supports the publication Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment,
produced by the Landscape Institute and the Institute of Environmental Assessment and
Management in 2013 (3rd edition). The methodology set out is almost universally used for
landscape and visual impact assessment.
In order to foster high quality development that respects, maintains, or enhances, local landscape
character and distinctiveness, Natural England encourages all new development to consider the
character and distinctiveness of the area, with the siting and design of the proposed development
reflecting local design characteristics and, wherever possible, using local materials. The
Environmental Impact Assessment process should detail the measures to be taken to ensure the
building design will be of a high standard, as well as detail of layout alternatives together with
justification of the selected option in terms of landscape impact and benefit.
The assessment should also include the cumulative effect of the development with other relevant
existing or proposed developments in the area. In this context Natural England advises that the
cumulative impact assessment should include other proposals currently at Scoping stage. Due to
the overlapping timescale of their progress through the planning system, cumulative impact of the
proposed development with those proposals currently at Scoping stage would be likely to be a
material consideration at the time of determination of the planning application.
The assessment should refer to the relevant National Character Areas which can be found on our
website. Links for Landscape Character Assessment at a local level are also available on the same
page.
Heritage Landscapes
You should consider whether there is land in the area affected by the development which qualifies
for conditional exemption from capital taxes on the grounds of outstanding scenic, scientific or
historic interest. An up-to-date list may be obtained at www.hmrc.gov.uk/heritage/lbsearch.htm and
further information can be found on Natural England’s landscape pages here.
4. Access and Recreation
Natural England encourages any proposal to incorporate measures to help encourage people to
access the countryside for quiet enjoyment. Measures such as reinstating existing footpaths
together with the creation of new footpaths and bridleways are to be encouraged. Links to other
green networks and, where appropriate, urban fringe areas should also be explored to help promote
the creation of wider green infrastructure. Relevant aspects of local authority green infrastructure
strategies should be incorporated where appropriate.
Rights of Way, Access land, Coastal access and National Trails
The EIA should consider potential impacts on access land, public open land, rights of way and

coastal access routes in the vicinity of the development. Consideration should also be given to the
potential impacts on any nearby National Trails. The National Trails website www.nationaltrail.co.uk
provides information including contact details for the National Trail Officer. Appropriate mitigation
measures should be incorporated for any adverse impacts. We also recommend reference to the
relevant Right of Way Improvement Plans (ROWIP) to identify public rights of way within or adjacent
to the proposed site that should be maintained or enhanced.
5. Soil and Agricultural Land Quality
Impacts from the development should be considered in light of the Government's policy for the
protection of the best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land as set out in paragraph 112 of the
NPPF. We also recommend that soils should be considered under a more general heading of
sustainable use of land and the ecosystem services they provide as a natural resource in line with
paragraph 109 of the NPPF.
http://neintranettechnical/content/technical/docs/docs_12/Non-Minerals_EIA_Scoping__Land_Quality_and_Soil_Resource_Protection_v1.2.docx
6. Air Quality
Air quality in the UK has improved over recent decades but air pollution remains a significant issue;
for example over 97% of sensitive habitat area in England is predicted to exceed the critical loads
for ecosystem protection from atmospheric nitrogen deposition (England Biodiversity Strategy, Defra
2011). A priority action in the England Biodiversity Strategy is to reduce air pollution impacts on
biodiversity. The planning system plays a key role in determining the location of developments
which may give rise to pollution, either directly or from traffic generation, and hence planning
decisions can have a significant impact on the quality of air, water and land. The assessment should
take account of the risks of air pollution and how these can be managed or reduced. Further
information on air pollution impacts and the sensitivity of different habitats/designated sites can be
found on the Air Pollution Information System (www.apis.ac.uk). Further information on air pollution
modelling and assessment can be found on the Environment Agency website.
7. Climate Change Adaptation
The England Biodiversity Strategy published by Defra establishes principles for the consideration of
biodiversity and the effects of climate change. The ES should reflect these principles and identify
how the development’s effects on the natural environment will be influenced by climate change, and
how ecological networks will be maintained. The NPPF requires that the planning system should
contribute to the enhancement of the natural environment ‘by establishing coherent ecological
networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures’ (NPPF Para 109), which should be
demonstrated through the ES.
8. Cumulative and in-combination effects
A full consideration of the implications of the whole scheme should be included in the ES. All
supporting infrastructure should be included within the assessment.
The ES should include an impact assessment to identify, describe and evaluate the effects that are
likely to result from the project in combination with other projects and activities that are being, have
been or will be carried out. The following types of projects should be included in such an
assessment, (subject to available information):
a.
b.
c.
d.

existing completed projects;
approved but uncompleted projects;
ongoing activities;
plans or projects for which an application has been made and which are under consideration
by the consenting authorities; and
e. plans and projects which are reasonably foreseeable, ie projects for which an application
has not yet been submitted, but which are likely to progress before completion of the

development and for which sufficient information is available to assess the likelihood of
cumulative and in-combination effects.

Subject:

Reference 16/01194/SCO / Planning Application Consultation / Response deadline
22.09.2016 / Thurrock Council / (anglia)

Network Rail Consultation ‐
Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting Network Rail with regards to the Reference 16/01194/SCO.
At this current time Network Rail have no current issues. We would ask that the developer continues to submit
future applications with regards to the current proposal.
Network Rail owns, operates, maintains and develops the main rail network. This includes the railway tracks,
stations, signalling systems, bridges, tunnels, level crossings and viaducts. The protection of existing and proposed
assets is an important consideration.
Network Rail is a publicly funded organisation with a regulated remit it would not be reasonable to require Network
Rail to fund rail improvements necessitated by commercial development. It may well be appropriate to require
developer contributions to fund such improvements.
The likely impact and level of improvements required will be specific to each station and each development. In
order to fully assess the potential impacts, and the level of developer contribution required, it is essential that
where a Transport Assessment is submitted in support of a planning application that this quantifies in detail the
likely impact on the rail network.
If you require any further assistance, please feel free to get in contact with Asset Protection Anglia
.The department will provide all necessary Engineering support subject
to a Basic Asset Protection Agreement.

Thank you.

Kind Regards,

Wasil Khan
Town Planning Technician, Property
1

Network Rail
5th Floor
1 Eversholt Street
London NW1 2DN

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: dm@thurrock.gov.uk [mailto:dm@thurrock.gov.uk]
Sent: 01 September 2016 12:12
To: Town Planning SE
Subject: Reference 16/01194/SCO / Planning Application Consultation / Response deadline 22.09.2016 / Thurrock
Council / (anglia)
Planning consultation please see attached application 16/01194/SCO, ‐ Matthew Gallagher ‐ UNCLASSIFIED
The information in this e‐mail and any attachment(s) are intended to be confidential and may be legally privileged.
Access to and use of its content by anyone else other than the addressee(s) may be unlawful and will not be
recognised by Thurrock Council for business purposes. If you have received this message by mistake, please notify
the sender immediately, delete it and do not copy it to anyone else. Thurrock Council cannot accept any
responsibility for the accuracy or completeness of this message as it has been transmitted over a public network.
Any opinions expressed in this document are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the opinions of
Thurrock Council.
Any attachment(s) to this message has been checked for viruses, but please rely on your own virus checker and
procedures.
Senders and recipients of e‐mail should be aware that under the UK Data Protection and Freedom of Information
legislation these contents may have to be disclosed in response to a request.
All e‐mail sent to or from this address will be processed by Thurrock Council's corporate e‐mail system and may be
subject to scrutiny by someone other than the addressee.
____________________________________________________________________
This message has been checked for all known viruses by the MessageLabs Virus Control Centre. For further
information visit http://www.messagelabs.com/stats.asp
***********************************************************************************************
*****************************************************************
The content of this email (and any attachment) is confidential. It may also be legally privileged or otherwise
protected from disclosure.
This email should not be used by anyone who is not an original intended recipient, nor may it be copied or disclosed
to anyone who is not an original intended recipient.
If you have received this email by mistake please notify us by emailing the sender, and then delete the email and
any copies from your system.
Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sender's own and not made on behalf of
Network Rail.
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited registered in England and Wales No. 2904587, registered office Network Rail,
2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN
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***********************************************************************************************
*****************************************************************
_____________________________________________________________________
This message has been checked for all known viruses by the MessageLabs Virus Control Centre. For further
information visit
http://www.messagelabs.com/stats.asp
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INTERDEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM
From: Head of Public Protection
TEL: 01375 652096

To: Head of Strategy, Environment and
Development Services
FAO
Matthew Gallagher

MY REF: CDP 16/19321/PLACON
DATE: 09/09/2016

YOUR REF 16/01194/SCO

SUBJECT Request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion in
respect of (a): Proposed redevelopment of land for use as a port in association with the
existing Port of Tilbury, comprising a Roll on / Roll off (Ro-Ro) terminal, aggregates terminal
including new and improved conveyors, external storage, improvements to existing land
access, creation of hard surfaced pavements, erection of welfare buildings, improvement of
extensions to existing jetty including creation of new Ro-Ro berth and (b) construction of
new and improved surface access to the land at the former Tilbury Power Station in
association with the change of use and redevelopment of the land for port uses comprising
new link road from Ferry Road (A1089) to Fort Road, (including associated changes to local
highway and rights of way network) and formation of a rail spur and sidings.
Location: Tilbury 2 Power Station Fort Road Tilbury Essex RM18 7NR
We will only respond to those sections relevant to Environmental Protection, principally air quality,
ground conditions and noise and vibration.
AIR QUALITY
We are happy with the proposed methodology for air quality, aside from section 4.94 & 4.95 as it
proposed considering emissions sources based on LAQM.TG(09) guidance this is now out of date
guidance and therefore the assessment should use the latest available guidance LAQM.TG(16).
The use of DMRB as a quantitative assessment is acceptable, considering that any traffic related
pollution generated from the site will proceed from the site from the new proposed roundabout
junction on Fort Road and then routed along to St Andrews Road, then to A1089 Dock Road. This
route is far enough away from any potential receptors, a DMRB screening assessment is therefore
appropriate

NOISE AND VIBRATION
Section 4.84 advises that Liaison with Thurrock Council will take place to establish the exact
requirements for noise assessment, in terms of the assessment parameters and the desired noise
climate upon completion of the development. I am satisfied with this statement, and we will be
pleased to discuss our requirements with their consultants.
This section makes reference to an assessment in terms of BS 7445: 1991 and BS4142:1997.
These methods of assessment has been superceded by new British Standards BS 7445:2003 and
BS 4142:2014 respectively, and these are the standards that should be adopted for the
assessment.
Section 4.85 refers to the use of BS5228: 1999 for assessing the impact of noise and vibration from
construction. This BS has been superceded by BS5228:2014 and this is the standard that should be
applied.
Other than these comments we are satisfied with the proposals in this section.

HYDROGEOLOGY AND GROUND CONDITIONS
We are happy with the proposed methodology in this section.

Thurrock Borough Council
Environmental Health Officer
Environmental Protection Team

PlumbAssociates
Communities  Environment


Magnolia Lodge, Franklin Road,
North Fambridge, Essex, CM3 6NF
Tel: 01621 744710
Email: info@plumb-associates.co.uk
Web: www.plumb-associates.co.uk

Your ref: 16/01194/SCO
Matthew Gallagher
Planning Department
Civic Offices
New Road
Grays
Essex RM17 6SL
4th October 2016
Dear Matthew
Location:
Tilbury 2 Power Station Fort Road Tilbury Essex RM18 7NR
Proposal:
Request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion in respect of
(a): Proposed redevelopment of land for use as a port in association with the existing Port of
Tilbury, comprising a Roll on / Roll off (Ro-Ro) terminal, aggregates terminal including new and
improved conveyors, external storage, improvements to existing land access, creation of hard
surfaced pavements, erection of welfare buildings, improvement of an extensions to existing jetty
including creation of new Ro-Ro berth and (b) construction of new and improved surface access to
the land at the former Tilbury Power Station in association with the change of use and
redevelopment of the land for port uses comprising new link road from Ferry Road (A1089) to Fort
Road, (including associated changes to local highway and rights of way network) and formation of a
rail spur and sidings
Plumb Associates is contracted to provide landscape, arboriculture and ecology advice with regard
to planning matters to Thurrock Council; the comments set out below are provided as part of this
arrangement.
The methodology for the LVIA follows the best practice guidelines. It recognises the importance of
Tilbury Fort and other heritage sites as well as other residential viewpoints. I would be happy to
liaise with the landscape architects to agree viewpoint receptors.
The ecology assessment is able to draw on significant amounts of previous survey results and
therefore there is a good understanding of the key habitats and species that are present. The
report states that are additional surveys are being carried out and these will be used to establish
the current condition. It is noted that the current surveys include ones for invertebrates. The value
of the previously developed land is also understood.

The report refers to a biological records search is being sought from the Essex Wildlife Trust centre.
I would recommend that a full data search is also carried out with the Essex Field Club.
Overall I am happy with the proposed methodology for both elements.
Yours sincerely,

Steve Plumb
Director

Registered company limited by guarantee No: 06558777 - Directors: Steve Plumb, Julia Plumb

Theedom, Stephie
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Passfield, Kasey-Rae on behalf of Development.Management
03 October 2016 10:31
Development.Management
FW: Consultation Response - Planning Application Consultation. 16/01194/SCO
ufm61.pdf

Categories:

Orange Category

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Watts, Paula
Sent: 30 September 2016 09:57
To: Development.Management
Subject: Consultation Response ‐ Planning Application Consultation. 16/01194/SCO

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Scoping consultation received on 1 September 2016.
Having reviewed the submitted report I wish to ensure that consideration be given to the potential impacts and accessibility of the Public Rights of Way network to meet
both the present and future opportunities for users. It is most important that costal access routes to the riverfront be continued and improved in the vicinity of the
development for the enjoyment of users by providing access to both open spaces and the river front.
Measures such as reinstating existing footpaths together with the creation of new footpaths, bridleways and cycle routes are to be encouraged.
Links to other green networks and, where appropriate, urban fringe areas should also be explored to help promote the creation of wider green Rights of Way
infrastructure.
I also advise that it is a desire of the Council to create a cycle route / bridleway link between Tilbury Fort and Coalhouse Fort and is will form part of the Councils Right of
Way Improvement Plans (ROWIP) at present being reviewed for publication in 2017.
With regards

1

Paula Watts l Projects Leader Highway Information Team I Environment & Place thurrock.gov.uk l t +44 (0) 1375 652350 Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road, Grays,
Essex RM17 6SL
Thurrock: A place of opportunity, enterprise and excellence, where individuals, communities and businesses flourish
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Civic Offices, New Road, Grays
Essex RM17 6SL

Public Protection

Matthew Gallagher
Planning Officer
Planning and Development Control
Civic Offices
New Road
Grays
RM17 6SL
16th September 2016
Dear Matthew,
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)
Application Number: 16/01194/SCO.Tilbury 2 Power Station, Fort Road, Tilbury
Essex. RM18 7NR.
Proposal: Request for an Environmental Impact assessment(EIA) Scoping
Opinion in respect of(a):Proposed redevelopment of land for use as a port in
association with the existing Port of Tilbury, comprising a Roll on/Roll off (RoRo) terminal, aggregates terminal including new and improved conveyors,
external storage, improvements to existing land access, creation of hard
surfaced pavements,erection of welfare buildings, improvement of an
extensions to existing jetty including creation of new Ro-Ro berth and (b)
construction of new and improved surface access to the land at the former
Tilbury Power Station in association with the change of use and redevelopment
of the land for port uses comprising new link road from Ferry Road(A1089) to
Fort Road,(including associated changes to local highway and right of way
network) and formation of a rail spur and sidlings
Thank you for consulting Thurrock Council Civil Protection on the above proposal.
As this development lies within flood zone 3 areas, an overarching flood risk
management strategy will need to be prepared to inform the occupant of the site of
emergency planning procedures. This will include an overview of food risks in the
area of the development, the impact of a defence breach and recommended actions
for the occupants.
In addition, Site Specific Flood Evacuation Plan will be required at the designed
stage for each proposed building within the “Tilbury Port 2”.
We hope you find these comments helpful.
If you have any further question, please email civilprotection@thurrock.gov.uk

Yours faithfully
Adewale Adesina
Emergency Planning Officer
civilprotection@thurrock.gov.uk

Planning Services
Civic Offices
New Road
Grays
Thurrock
Essex RM17 6SL

Place Services │Essex County Council
Historic Buildings and Conservation
County Hall
Chelmsford
CM1 1QH
ECC Ref.: 16/01194/SCO
Date: 19/09/16

HISTORIC BUILDINGS AND CONSERVATION ADVICE

Dear Sir / Madam
RE: 16/01194/SCO
TILBURY 2 POWER STATION, FORT ROAD, TILBURY, ESSEX, RM18 7NR

Request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion in respect of:
(a): Proposed redevelopment of land for use as a port in association with the existing
Port of Tilbury, comprising a Roll on / Roll off (Ro-Ro) terminal, aggregates terminal
including new and improved conveyors, external storage, improvements to existing land
access, creation of hard surfaced pavements, erection of welfare buildings, improvement of
an extensions to existing jetty including creation of new Ro-Ro berth and;
(b) construction of new and improved surface access to the land at the former Tilbury
Power Station in association with the change of use and redevelopment of the land for port
uses comprising new link road from Ferry Road (A1089) to Fort Road, (including associated
changes to local highway and rights of way network) and formation of a rail spur and sidings.

The site of the proposed works is in close proximity, and forms the immediate setting of,
Tilbury Fort, a Scheduled Monument of high National Importance (HE Ref: 1021092). In
addition there are numerous designated heritage assets within the immediate vicinity and
further afield (including on the opposing shoreline). Therefore, the site is considered highly
sensitive with the proposed likely to impact upon multiple heritage assets of national
importance. Any application should consider the effect of a scheme upon the immediate
setting of Tilbury Fort as well as taking into account historic long-distance views. Seeing
History in the View (Historic England 2011) and Historic Environment Good Practice Advice
in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (Historic England 2015) should be
consulted.
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The applicant should be acutely aware that the cumulative effect of development around
Tilbury Fort may be considered to cause considerable harm to the designated asset.
Therefore, it is advisable to propose a holistic scheme which is able to enhance the wider
setting of the fort.
Historic England and the Conservation Department responsible for the North Kent shoreline
should be consulted on any proposed development given the sensitivity of the locality.

Yours sincerely,

Nicolas Page BA (Hons) MA
Historic Buildings Consultant
Essex County Council

Note: This letter is advisory and should only be considered as the opinion formed by specialist staff in
relation to this particular matter
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Thurrock Lead Local Flood Authority Response
To:

Matthew Gallagher

From:

Lee Stevens

Date:

7 September 2016

App Ref:

16/01194/SCO

Location:

Tilbury 2 Power Station Fort Road Tilbury Essex RM18 7NR

Proposal:

Request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
Scoping Opinion in respect of (a): Proposed redevelopment of
land for use as a port in association with the existing Port of
Tilbury

Recommendation:

Scoping opinion comments

Policy Context:

CSTP27 Management and Reduction of Flood Risk
PMD15 Flood Risk Assessment

Summary:

The EIA Water Resource and Flood Risk section needs updating to include
necessary consultation with Thurrock Council Lead Local Flood Authority and
we advise reviewing the outputs of recent completed integrated urban
drainage modelling for the town, to assess potential food risk impacts on and
off site. Particular reference should be made to the function of the West
Tilbury Marshes and their role in water storage in times of tide locking.

INTERDEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM
From: Head of Public Protection
TEL: 01375 652096
MY REF: 17/03975/PLACON
DATE: 16/03/2017

To: Head of Strategy, Environment and
Development Services
FAO: Matthew Gallagher
YOUR REF:

SUBJECT: Tilbury 2 Draft Scoping Report Informal Comments Requested
‘Proposed Port Terminal at Former Tilbury Power Station, Scoping Report – Draft, Port of Tilbury
London, February 2017’
Our comments are limited to those matters relevant to the Environmental Protection Team.

Air quality
I have reviewed the scoping assessment for air quality for the proposed Port Terminal at the Former
Tilbury Power Station. I can agree with most of the proposals of the methodology surmised in this
report, but I would like to add some further recommendations. I agree with the need for a detailed
assessment for air quality and the use of the ADMS dispersion model, for modelling emissions from
road traffic.
I would also recommend that the Railway is included in the modelling as well as the Roads. The
report stated it did not consider that the increase in rail movements from the development would be
significant enough to require modelling; however it did not consider any uplift in diesel electric rail
freight movements associated with the new DP World Port in Coryton. Also considering that this
railway line will run parallel with the construction of a new road link between the A1089 Ferry Road
and Fort Road which will be associated with this development, and that these will run parallel to
nearby residential dwellings, it will be important to consider the cumulative impacts of this in the
modelling.
I would propose that they model at nearby receptor locations along: - Sandhurst Road, London
Road, Bown Close, Brunel Close. The nearby receptor locations within (AQMA 24) i.e. Dock Road
should also be considered. Any other receptors found in the original scoping assessment to be at
potential risk, i.e. the receptors at Baker Street in close proximity to the A1089 Dock Approach Road
should be included. In addition they should also use Thurrock Council’s monitoring locations within
Tilbury as to verify the model outputs.
As for any increase in shipping emissions it is unlikely these will be significant as the proposed Jetty
will be far enough away as to not have an adverse impact on air quality and thus will not need to be
considered in the detailed assessment.
Dean Page
Air Quality Officer
Thurrock Council

Contaminated land
I have read the Hydrogeology and Ground Conditions section of the above report and have no
adverse comments to make.

Noise
I have read the Noise and Vibration section of the scoping report. The approach and methodology
proposed are both satisfactory, and are in line with what would be expected for a development of
this size and nature. I therefore have no adverse comments to make.
Construction
Reference is made to mitigation measures for the control of dust during construction. I would
expect to see reference to a construction environmental management plan (CEMP) to be included in
any full application. The CEMP should deal with all aspects of the construction phase including
noise, dust, traffic routing, waste minimisation etcetera.
Other matters
The report refers to the need for environmental permits for the proposed mineral processes. From
the description the permitting will fall to the Local authority or port health authority depending
whether they are within the confines of the port area or not.

Thurrock Borough Council
Environmental Health Officer
Environmental Protection Team

INTERDEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM
From: Head of Public Protection
TEL: 01375 652096
MY REF: 17/03975/PLACON
DATE: 06/04/2017

To: Head of Strategy, Environment and
Development Services
FAO: Matthew Gallagher
YOUR REF:(NSIP) EIA Scoping

SUBJECT: Tilbury 2 Draft Scoping Report Informal Comments Requested
‘Proposed Port Terminal at Former Tilbury Power Station, Scoping Report Dated March 2017
Our comments are limited to those matters relevant to the Environmental Protection Team.

Air quality
I have reviewed the final scoping assessment I am satisfied with the proposed methodology and
details included in the Air quality assessment of the report.

Contaminated land
I have read the Hydrogeology and Ground Conditions section of the above report and have no
adverse comments to make.
Noise
I have read the Noise and Vibration section of the scoping report. The approach and methodology
proposed are both satisfactory, and are in line with what would be expected for a development of
this size and nature. I therefore have no adverse comments to make.
Construction
Reference is made to mitigation measures for the control of dust during construction. I would
expect to see reference to a construction environmental management plan (CEMP) to be included in
any full application. The CEMP should deal with all aspects of the construction phase including
noise, dust, traffic routing, waste minimisation etcetera.
Other matters
The report refers to the need for environmental permits for the proposed mineral processes. From
the description the permitting will fall to the Local authority or port health authority depending
whether they are within the confines of the port area or not.

Thurrock Borough Council
Environmental Health Officer
Environmental Protection Team

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Brown, Matthew
Gallagher, Matthew
Nicholson, Leigh; Qing, Monica
FW: Port of Tilbury expansion (Tilbury2) Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) EIA Scoping
10 April 2017 16:40:11
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Hi Matthew, please see some responses below from Stephen Taylor and myself regarding the Tilbury 2 consultation.
Please let me know if you need any more detail at this stage.
Leigh / Monica – I can see from Matthew (G)’s out of office message that he is now away until 18th April. Would it be
worthwhile me forwarding his email and the link etc. to all members of the Tilbury Programme Board so that they also
have the chance to input if they should wish to?
Comments on consultation report on Tilbury 2:
·
·

·

·

·

·

·

Report is thorough and well-researched
It is encouraging that the proposal is that whilst Footpath FP146 which runs between the project site and the
river will be closed/diverted during the construction phase, it will be reinstated when the site becomes
operational. This is an important route in terms of access to local heritage and wildlife as it forms part of the
Thames Estuary path, the Two Forts way, and National Cycle Network NCN13 (it is referred to within the report
at 5.49 and 7.156)
Noted that the report’s analysis on the local labour market, social deprivation, skills levels etc. are consistent
with, and echo the analysis undertaken as part of the Community Led Local Development (CLLD) strategy.
Tilbury 2 will play an important role in creating further jobs growth, and further steps will need to be taken to
ensure local people are able to access these. This could be CLLD if it materialises, but either way the developer
should be encouraged now to form strong links with local community, training providers, our skills and economic
growth teams, etc. Effectively this is the stakeholder group we formed for CLLD, and the Economic
Development and Skills Partnership (EDSP).
Environmental impacts are well covered. Noting the importance of protecting good quality green assets the
developer should be encouraged to mitigate the development through financial contribution to Coalhouse Fort
Park, the EWT-run Mucking flats, the area adjacent to Tilbury Fort etc. which are important to broader
regeneration, plus the broader health and wellbeing impacts
Noting the importance of local cultural and heritage assets, the developer could be encouraged to mitigate the
development by contributing to the costs of the preservation, restoration and renaissance of the Riverside
complex including cruise and ferry terminals; both capital investment and revenue to support further community
outreach activities there
The Masterplanning which Monica Qing is leading on is not referred to in this report, however the potential land
swap between the LA and the PoT, relocation of railway station, etc. is significant in terms of the broader
regeneration of Tilbury and again should be included within Tilbury 2 scoping as it provides a significant
opportunity to address historic issues and deficits in Tilbury
There is no obvious mention of LTC. If LTC goes ahead, a spur road from it should be developed as the default
route for HGV movements to/from Tilbury 2, rather than the current A1089 and proposed link road adjacent to
railway line. Even if tunnellised, there will be significant growth in HGV movements very close to residential
areas of Tilbury, therefore this should be avoided if LTC and a link to it becomes a possibility.

Thanks, Matthew
Matthew Brown l Regeneration Programme Manager I Environment and Place
thurrock.gov.uk l t +44 (0) 1375 652585 ext. 63588
Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road, Grays, Essex RM17 6SL
Thurrock: A place of opportunity, enterprise and excellence, where individuals, communities and businesses flourish

From: Gallagher, Matthew
Sent: 05 April 2017 16:45
To: Rignall, Tim; Taylor, Stephen; Plumb, Steve; Howes, Julian; Ford, Matthew; Pomphrett, Colin; 'nicolas.page@essex.gov.uk';
'suds@essex.gov.uk'; Payne, Maria; Watts, Paula
Cc: Nicholson, Leigh; Millard, Andrew; Qing, Monica
Subject: Port of Tilbury expansion (Tilbury2) Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) EIA Scoping

All
some of you will be aware that the Port of Tilbury is intending to submit an application to the Planning Inspectorate(PINS) for port
expansion on part of the former Tilbury power station site. As the proposals qualify as an NSIP, the matter will be dealt with by
PINS with the Council having consultee status as the host authority.

The Port has just submitted a request for an Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Opinion to PINS and PINS are now inviting
comments from the Council, as well as other consultees in the process (Highways England / Natural England / Environment Agency
etc). The Port’s Scoping Report can be found at:
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/tilbury2/?ipcsection=docs
(at 22mb the report is too large to e-mail). You’ll note that the Scoping report sets out the intended approach for assessing a range
of environmental topics including:
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

socio-economics
health
landscape & visual
ecology
transport
ground conditions
flood risk
air quality
noise.

So that I can co-ordinate a reply to PINS could you let me have any comments on the baseline / methodology / assessment /
potential mitigation for the relevant topic area. Unfortunately I’m working to a tight deadline so could you let me have any
comments by 21 st April.
Any queries let me know.

Matthew Gallagher l Principal Planner (Major Applications) I Environment and Place

Find information and advice on planning and permissions on our website
Sign up for My Account to use our services online
Register for our news and service updates and receive regular emails with the latest information
Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road, Grays, Essex RM17 6SL
Thurrock: A place of opportunity, enterprise and excellence, where individuals, communities and businesses flourish

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Howes, Julian
Gallagher, Matthew
Ford, Matthew
Potential Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) - Tilbury 2
02 March 2017 14:01:47
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Matthew,
Matthew has been asked me to comment on the Tilbury 2 Scoping report. The document has a few paragraphs within the Landside Transportation chapter referring to the fact that a Transport Assessment would accompany the environmental impact
assessment of traffic. Obviously we would like to see the Transport Assessment but it would also be useful to see a Scoping Report
for the Transport Assessment to assess whether the appropriate extent of the highway network is to be included within the study.
Regards
Julian Howes
Julian Howes CMILT MIHT l Senior Engineer for Traffic & Development Management I Environment & Place
thurrock.gov.uk l t +44 (0) 1375 652214 | JHowes@thurrock.gov.uk
Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road, Grays, Essex RM17 6SL
                                                                                                      
Thurrock: A place of opportunity, enterprise and excellence, where individuals, communities and businesses flourish

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Howes, Julian
Gallagher, Matthew
RE: Port of Tilbury expansion (Tilbury2) Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) EIA Scoping
06 April 2017 13:14:05
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Matthew,
The Scoping Report indicates that a TA will be undertaken and the scope of the TA will be agreed with Highways England, Thurrock
Council and Essex County Council. Matthew and I have been sent a in advance of a meeting in a couple of weeks time.

Regards

Julian Howes
Julian Howes CMILT MIHT l Senior Engineer for Traffic & Development Management I Environment & Place
thurrock.gov.uk l t +44 (0) 1375 652214 | JHowes@thurrock.gov.uk
Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road, Grays, Essex RM17 6SL
                                                                                                      
Thurrock: A place of opportunity, enterprise and excellence, where individuals, communities and businesses flourish

From: Gallagher, Matthew
Sent: 05 April 2017 16:45
To: Rignall, Tim; Taylor, Stephen; Plumb, Steve; Howes, Julian; Ford, Matthew; Pomphrett, Colin; 'nicolas.page@essex.gov.uk';
'suds@essex.gov.uk'; Payne, Maria; Watts, Paula
Cc: Nicholson, Leigh; Millard, Andrew; Qing, Monica
Subject: Port of Tilbury expansion (Tilbury2) Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) EIA Scoping

All
some of you will be aware that the Port of Tilbury is intending to submit an application to the Planning Inspectorate(PINS) for port
expansion on part of the former Tilbury power station site. As the proposals qualify as an NSIP, the matter will be dealt with by
PINS with the Council having consultee status as the host authority.
The Port has just submitted a request for an Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Opinion to PINS and PINS are now inviting
comments from the Council, as well as other consultees in the process (Highways England / Natural England / Environment Agency
etc). The Port’s Scoping Report can be found at:
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/tilbury2/?ipcsection=docs
(at 22mb the report is too large to e-mail). You’ll note that the Scoping report sets out the intended approach for assessing a
range of environmental topics including:
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

socio-economics
health
landscape & visual
ecology
transport
ground conditions
flood risk
air quality
noise.

So that I can co-ordinate a reply to PINS could you let me have any comments on the baseline / methodology / assessment /
potential mitigation for the relevant topic area. Unfortunately I’m working to a tight deadline so could you let me have any
comments by 21 st April.

Any queries let me know.

Matthew Gallagher l Principal Planner (Major Applications) I Environment and Place

Find information and advice on planning and permissions on our website
Sign up for My Account to use our services online
Register for our news and service updates and receive regular emails with the latest information
Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road, Grays, Essex RM17 6SL
Thurrock: A place of opportunity, enterprise and excellence, where individuals, communities and businesses flourish

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Importance:

Horrocks, Helen
Gallagher, Matthew
RE: Port of Tilbury expansion (Tilbury2) Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) EIA Scoping
25 April 2017 12:48:50
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Hi Matthew,
FYI - I have been contacted by a consultant from Arup on this to meet with them so I will follow this up.
For your feedback could you include the following please:
1. They need a definition of human health:

It is felt to be a useful starting point, to provide a definition of what is meant by the term ‘human health’ to
support and enable full consideration of the potential health impacts that may arise from this proposed
development , so that the appropriate and adequate mitigation processes can be developed and implemented to
reduce such impacts on health.
The World Health Organisation (WHO) defines health as “Health is a state of complete physical, mental and social
well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmary.” This definition encapsulates the ‘holistic’ and
‘whole’ person in which health and wellbeing. Health and wellbeing can be affected by a variety of complex and
interrelated factors including the built environment and communities that people live in. The definition also
focusses on keeping people well. In order to support people to remain well requires acknowledgement of the
role that wider determinants of health can play. This includes consideration of issues such as landscape, traffic,
congestion and air quality and how these issues can impact on health.
2. They need a full health impact assessment and this should be requested. While I am pleased to see the HUDU guidance,
and I would recommend that they review the following document (to be downloaded from the link provided) as this is
what the health impact assessment will be assessed against to ensure it fully covers all aspects of health we need it to:
http://www.apho.org.uk/resource/item.aspx?RID=72419
3. Key things to be considered (not exhaustive list but needs paying special attention to):
· Riverside access, walkway and cycleway between the fort and coalhouse, in addition to connecting the town to the
riverfront – imperative for health, wellbeing and leisure locally.
· Key poor health outcomes and baseline conditions in Tilbury (see below)
· Active and sustainable travel
· Impact of traffic, congestion and HGVs
· Industry cumulative impacts on air quality
4. Feedback from Maria to be included:
“my main comment would be that it does not appear to pick up on the issues we have with quality of and access to primary
care, burden of long term conditions, and high use of A&E and avoidable emergency hospital admissions. I think these
should be listed as baseline conditions, as whilst the scoping report may not directly look to mitigate them, they are factors
which are/will impact on this…”
Thanks for including this Matthew.
With kind regards,
Helen
From: Gallagher, Matthew
Sent: 24 April 2017 09:19
To: Horrocks, Helen
Subject: RE: Port of Tilbury expansion (Tilbury2) Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) EIA Scoping

Helen
Yes this relates to the forthcoming planning submission from Port of Tilbury for port expansion (Tilbury2). I have to respond to the
Planning Inspectorate by close of play on Tuesday (25th ) so comments on the EIA Scoping Report asap please. As below, it’s the
baseline / methodology etc. of the various environmental topic for assessment I’m interested in – plus whether there’s any issues
which should be scoped-into the assessment.

Thanks
Matthew

Matthew Gallagher l Principal Planner (Major Applications) I Environment and Place

Find information and advice on planning and permissions on our website
Sign up for My Account to use our services online
Register for our news and service updates and receive regular emails with the latest information
Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road, Grays, Essex RM17 6SL
Thurrock: A place of opportunity, enterprise and excellence, where individuals, communities and businesses flourish

  

     

From: Horrocks, Helen
Sent: 23 April 2017 21:10
To: Gallagher, Matthew
Subject: FW: Port of Tilbury expansion (Tilbury2) Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) EIA Scoping

Hi Matthew,
Is this what you mentioned to me last week? Unfortunately I have not have any time to review the detail in the link but would like
to respond, however I am out of office tomorrow – can I respond on Tuesday?
Note – Maria’s comments below and I have significant concerns with the development being a barrier to the thames, and the
thames riverfront footpath and connectivity between Tilbury Fort and coalhouse fort, as well as the impact of further HGV and car
movements and industry adding to the poor air quality locally.
They need to do a full Health Impact Assessment please and I would be happy to send through what this would be assessed
against?
Thanks,
Helen

Helen Horrocks l Strategic Lead for Public Health I Public Health Team
hhorrocks@thurrock.gov.uk l t +44 (0) 1375 652510 l Ext: 64887
Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road, Grays, Essex RM17 6SL
Thurrock: A place of opportunity, enterprise and excellence, where individuals, communities and businesses flourish

From: Payne, Maria
Sent: 10 April 2017 11:09
To: Horrocks, Helen

Subject: FW: Port of Tilbury expansion (Tilbury2) Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) EIA Scoping

Hi Helen,
Did you receive this?
I had a very brief look – my main comment would be that it does not appear to pick up on the issues we have with quality of and
access to primary care, burden of long term conditions, and high use of A&E and avoidable emergency hospital admissions. I think
these should be listed as baseline conditions, as whilst the scoping report may not directly look to mitigate them, they are factors
which are/will impact on this…
Thanks,
Maria
Maria Payne l Senior Public Health Programme Manager – Health Intelligence I Public Health Team
thurrock.gov.uk l t +44 (0)1375 652626 l Internal Ext: 64898 l Mobile: 07827 254393
Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road, Grays, Essex RM17 6SL
For sensitive or patient-identifiable data, please use mariapayne@nhs.net
Thurrock: A place of opportunity, enterprise and excellence, where individuals, communities and businesses flourish

From: Gallagher, Matthew
Sent: 05 April 2017 16:45
To: Rignall, Tim; Taylor, Stephen; Plumb, Steve; Howes, Julian; Ford, Matthew; Pomphrett, Colin; 'nicolas.page@essex.gov.uk';
'suds@essex.gov.uk'; Payne, Maria; Watts, Paula
Cc: Nicholson, Leigh; Millard, Andrew; Qing, Monica
Subject: Port of Tilbury expansion (Tilbury2) Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) EIA Scoping

All
some of you will be aware that the Port of Tilbury is intending to submit an application to the Planning Inspectorate(PINS) for port
expansion on part of the former Tilbury power station site. As the proposals qualify as an NSIP, the matter will be dealt with by
PINS with the Council having consultee status as the host authority.
The Port has just submitted a request for an Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Opinion to PINS and PINS are now inviting
comments from the Council, as well as other consultees in the process (Highways England / Natural England / Environment Agency
etc). The Port’s Scoping Report can be found at:
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/south-east/tilbury2/?ipcsection=docs
(at 22mb the report is too large to e-mail). You’ll note that the Scoping report sets out the intended approach for assessing a
range of environmental topics including:
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

socio-economics
health
landscape & visual
ecology
transport
ground conditions
flood risk
air quality
noise.

So that I can co-ordinate a reply to PINS could you let me have any comments on the baseline / methodology / assessment /
potential mitigation for the relevant topic area. Unfortunately I’m working to a tight deadline so could you let me have any
comments by 21 st April.
Any queries let me know.
  
Matthew Gallagher l Principal Planner (Major Applications) I Environment and Place

Find information and advice on planning and permissions on our website
Sign up for My Account to use our services online
Register for our news and service updates and receive regular emails with the latest information
Thurrock Council, Civic Offices, New Road, Grays, Essex RM17 6SL
Thurrock: A place of opportunity, enterprise and excellence, where individuals, communities and businesses flourish

  

     

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

steve@plumb-associates.com
Jim Meadowcroft
Gallagher, Matthew; martin.friend@vincent-gorbing.co.uk; Peter.Ward@potll.com; John Speakman
Re: Tilbury 2: Proposed New Port Terminal- Proposed Representative Viewpoints
25 April 2017 12:54:20
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Dear Jim
I have had an opportunity to check the viewpoints within Thurrock and consider that
they are appropriate and include the main receptors. I was concerned that there was
not a viewpoint from West Tilbury village on the high ground but accept that there are
restricted views from public locations in that area. I didn’t get a chance to look further
along the public footpath leading east from VP 9 where there might be clearer views
over the site – if you haven’t it might be worth doing as there could well be objections
from village residents and therefore it would be good to address this if possible.
I note that you will be liaising with CgMS on potential effects on heritage assets. This is
really important. As part of this I think that it will be important to include a
representative viewpoint for Coalhouse Fort.
I have no comments to make on the viewpoints in Kent as I do not know the locations
sufficiently well.
regards
Steve
From: Jim Meadowcroft
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2017 2:36 PM
To: steve@plumb-associates.com
Cc: MGallagher@thurrock.gov.uk ; Martin Friend (martin.friend@vincent-gorbing.co.uk) ; Peter Ward
(Peter.Ward@potll.com) ; John Speakman
Subject: Tilbury 2: Proposed New Port Terminal- Proposed Representative Viewpoints

Dear Steve
Further to your advice in respect of the draft scoping report (email dated 17 th March 2017 to
Tilbury2 Consultation), I attach the following for consideration:
1. Summary of LVIA related advice provided to date by consultees.
2. An initial draft ZTV and field-based ZSV study.
3. Plan showing field survey viewpoints and proposed selected representative receptor
locations.
4. Copy of the field survey record.
The ZTV is based on the tallest structures currently being considered (50.0m high silo’s). Based
on my field survey observations I anticipate these, combined with the remainder of proposed
development, are likely to be significantly visible to varying extents within an area of
approximately 48 square km as indicated. This also on the basis that the consented demolition

of the remaining structures at Tilbury Power Station has taken place.
In conjunction with the appointed heritage consultant (CgMS), I will be contributing to an
assessment of potential effects on the setting of numerous heritage assets in the locality. This is
reflected in the relatively high number of viewpoints in Gravesend as well as at other heritage
features in the area.   
I would be grateful for your comment/advice in respect of the selected viewpoints in due
course.
Regards and thanks
Jim

JIM MEADOWCROFT
Director DipLA CMLI
t : 01793 612173
m :07831 252551
e : jimmeadowcroft@davidjarvis.biz

David Jarvis Associates Limited 1 Tennyson Street Swindon SN1 5DT
Registered in England No. 2356284   VAT Registration No 391 9311 39
The information in this message may be confidential or privileged and is for the use of the named recipient only. If you
are not the intended recipient you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. If you receive this message in error
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Transport for London
Group Planning
Windsor House
42 – 50 Victoria Street
London SW1H OTL
Phone 020 7222 5600
Fax 020 7126 4275
www.TfL.gov.uk

Sent by e-mail only
19 April 2017
Dear Ms Pratt
Planning Act 2008, Proposed new Port Terminal ES Scoping Opinion – TfL’s
initial comments
Please note that these comments represent an officer level view from Transport for
London and are made entirely on a "without prejudice" basis. They should not be
taken to represent an indication of any subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to
this project. These comments also do not necessarily represent the views of the
Greater London Authority, which should be consulted separately.
I write following receipt of the letter dated 28 March.
The site is outside of the Greater London area, although the proposals may
potentially have some impact on the A13 for distribution within London (as noted in
paragraph 7.179) and for reference there are significant proposals for new housing
and jobs and transport infrastructure across East London.
I note from section 1.18 that Thurrock Council, Highways England and Network Rail
have been consulted, who should remain the main contacts for impacts on the
highway and rail networks. The section on Land-side transportation includes at
7.182 that a Transport Assessment would be prepared, and it is welcomed that the
scope of the TA would be agreed with the highway authorities.
Otherwise TfL has no comments to make on this Scoping Opinion.
I trust this provides you with an understanding of TfL’s current position on this
proposal. Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any queries.

VAT number 756 2770 08

Yours sincerely

Tim Neale
Principal Planner
Email: timothyneale@tfl.gov.uk
Direct line: 020 3054 7036

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Navigation
Environmental Services
Thomas Arculus; Trevor Harris
RE: Tilbury2 EIA scoping consultation
13 April 2017 10:03:41
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Good morning Hannah,
Many thanks for your e-mail.
With reference to the Scoping Report, Trinity House believe that as part of the navigation risk
assessment, within the Environmental Statement, information should be provided concerning
requirements for aids to navigation, as a risk mitigation measure, during all phases of these works
(demolition, construction & final permanent marking). This topic should be fully discussed and
agreed with the Port of London Authority and Trinity House in due course.
Note: Nick Dodson has now retired from Trinity House and we would appreciate his e-mail address
being removed from your records. For clarity, we would prefer all future correspondence from PINS
to be directed to navigation.directorate@thls.org for my attention, cc’d to
thomas.arculus@thls.org.
Kindest regards,
Steve Vanstone
Navigation Services Officer
From: Environmental Services [mailto:environmentalservices@pins.gsi.gov.uk]
Sent: 28 March 2017 08:42
To: Navigation; Thomas Arculus; Nick Dodson
Subject: Tilbury2 EIA scoping consultation
Dear Sir/Madam
Please find attached correspondence regarding a scoping consultation for
Tilbury2 port. Please note that deadline of 25 April 2017 for comments; this
is a statutory deadline that cannot be extended.
Kind regards
Hannah
Hannah Pratt
Senior EIA and Land Rights Advisor
Major Applications and Plans
The Planning Inspectorate, 3D, Temple Quay House, Temple Quay, Bristol,
BS1 6PN
Direct Line: 0303 444 5001
Helpline: 0303 444 5000
Email: Hannah.pratt@pins.gsi.gov.uk
Web: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ (National
Infrastructure Planning)
Web: www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate (The
Planning Inspectorate)

Twitter: @PINSgov
This communication does not constitute legal advice.
Please view our Information Charter before sending information to the Planning
Inspectorate.
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