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1.0

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND
1.1

Port of Tilbury London Limited (PoTLL) is proposing a new port terminal on
the north bank of the River Thames at Tilbury, a short distance to the east of
its existing Port. The proposed port terminal will be constructed on largely
previously developed land that formed the western part of the now
redundant Tilbury Power Station.

1.2

The project is known as “Tilbury2.” The proposed main uses on the site will
be a Roll-on/Roll-off ("RoRo") terminal and a Construction Materials and
Aggregates terminal ("the CMAT"), and associated infrastructure including
rail and road facilities and revisions to the existing marine infrastructure. An
'infrastructure corridor' is proposed that will accommodate road and rail links
to the existing rail and road network. The CMAT will include stockpiling of
construction materials and some processing of aggregates for the
production of asphalt and concrete products.

1.3

The proposals will require works including, but not limited to:
•

creation of hard surfaced pavements;

•

improvement of and extensions to the existing jetty including
creation of a new RoRo berth;

•

associated 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 10,200sq.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
and the new Port facilities;

•

formation of a rail spur and sidings.

1.4

The proposed volumes of import/export of RoRo 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).

1.5

It is important to recognise that the application essentially seeks a DCO to
approve an operational port. Whilst the application seeks consent for the
masterplan elements listed above, ports clearly evolve over time as
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changing trends in technology and commodities mean that facilities change
and the Port will need such flexibility in the future. The Port has permitted
development rights at present within its current operational area, limited by
the fact that nothing could in any event be permitted under PD rights that
has a likely significant effect on the environment. These rights would be
extended to Tilbury2
1.6

Hence, the application seeks to establish a ‘Rochdale Envelope’ of
development based upon the description within the draft DCO. Some
elements of the proposal – particularly the infrastructure corridor and the
marine infrastructure, have been the subject of engineering design and can
therefore be assessed in detail. The land within the main site will be
occupied by tenants of PoTLL. Their exact requirements will be established
through further iterations of design within the Rochdale Envelope
established by the draft DCO and the ES (Document Reference 6.1). The
envelope established for the purposes of this environmental assessment
process is considered a reasonably likely ‘worst-case’ scenario. This worstcase approach is specifically considered in each of the topic chapters.
Whilst future use of the site may change it would necessarily be based on
the “Not Environmentally Worse Than’ (NEWT) approach within the
Rochdale Envelope defined by the application given that any development
outside of this would require a separate planning application, as it would fall
beyond the scope of permitted development powers. .
PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

1.7

The purpose of this document is to describe the design process that has led
to the proposals that are included within the DCO application for Tilbury2
and explain the options that have been considered during that design
process. It then summarises the proposals that are the subject of the DCO
application, as the outcome of that design process.

1.8

With a significant infrastructure project such as Tilbury2, there are
numerous, wide-ranging and inter-related factors that influence the design.
These can broadly be divided into the following categories:-

1.9

(i)

Operational requirements and efficiency

(ii)

Planning policy considerations

(iii)

Environmental considerations

(iv)

Technical engineering standards/design criteria taking account of
issues such as safety in operation;

(v)

Land and other physical constraints

(vi)

Views expressed by third parties including statutory consultees and
members of the public

This document does not purport to cover all of the above in detail but rather
to describe how key parameters of the proposals have been considered
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given the differing and sometimes conflicting requirements of these
influencing factors.
1.10

This document is one of a suite of documents that are part of the DCO
application. It should be read in conjunction with :Outline Business Case (“OBC”) (Document Reference 7.1): which sets out
why the spending proposed by PoTLL on Tilbury2 is justifiable, not only from
a PoTLL perspective but from a regional economic and UK-plc wide
perspective;
Environmental Statement (“ES”) (Document Reference 6.1): which describes
the current and future environmental baseline, against which the
environmental impact of the Tilbury2 proposals are assessed.
Environmental Impact Assessment is an iterative process and the
environmental studies that are described in the ES have led to changes to
the proposals as a result of mitigation being required to reduce or avoid
environmental impacts. The ES also enumerates how statutory bodies have
been consulted in formulating the proposals and whether and how changes
have resulted following issues raised by these bodies;
Planning Policy Compliance Statement (Document Reference 6.2.1.A):
assesses the compliance of the Tilbury2 proposals against the requirements
of national and local planning policy.
Consultation Report (Document Reference 5.1): which describes the
consultation process with the local community, the comments made during
this process, and the response of PoTLL to them.
STRUCTURE OF THIS DOCUMENT

1.11

This document is structured as follows :Section 2 describes the planning policy context that has influenced the
design;
Section 3 describes the site and the surroundings;
Section 4 sets out how the brief for the Tilbury2 development emerged and
was refined;
Section 5 explores the design development of key scheme parameters; and
Section 6 summarises the proposals.

1.12

Appended to this statement is a report entitled “Surface Access Options
Assessment.” This provides some further technical detail on the options
assessment process in relation to the road and rail infrastructure proposals.
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2.0

POLICY CONTEXT

2.1

A comprehensive assessment of the Tilbury2 proposals against the
requirements of planning policy is contained within the Planning Policy
Compliance Statement (Document Reference 6.2.1.A). This section of the
Masterplanning Statement highlights elements of planning policy that are of
relevance to the masterplanning process.
NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT FOR PORTS

2.2

The Planning Act 2008 required new policy to inform decisions on NSIPs in
England and Wales. Policy for new port infrastructure is set out in the
National Policy Statement for Ports (Department for Transport, 2012)
("NPS").

2.3

The NPS seeks to encourage sustainable port development, with
judgements as to the location of such development being made by the port
industry on the basis of commercial factors.

2.4

The NPS sets out a number of criteria that should guide new port
development in order to help meet the requirements of government policies
on sustainable development. These include inter alia that new port
infrastructure should :-,

2.5

•

Be well designed, functionally and environmentally.

•

Be adapted to the impacts of climate change.

•

Minimise use of greenfield land.

•

Provide high standards of protection for the natural environment.

•

Ensure that access to and condition of heritage assets are maintained
and improved where necessary. .”1

Section 4.10 of the NPS discusses criteria for ‘good design’ for port
infrastructure. The guidance suggests that ‘good design’ should produce
sustainable infrastructure sensitive to place, efficient in the use of natural
resources and energy used in their construction and operation, matched by
an appearance that demonstrates good aesthetic as far as possible.
However, it also recognises that the nature of much port infrastructure
development will often limit the extent to which it can contribute to the
enhancement of the quality of the area.2 That said, it also indicates good
design can be the means by which adverse impacts of development can be
mitigated.3 This has been an important element of the approach to the
masterplanning of Tilbury2.

1

Para. 3.3.3
Para. 4.10.1
3 Para. 4.10.2
2
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2.6

The NPS highlights that the decision-maker needs to be satisfied that the
proposals have:“taken into account both functionality (including fitness for purpose and
sustainability) and aesthetics (including its contribution to the quality of the
area in which it would be located) as far as possible. Whilst the applicant
may have no or very limited choice in the physical appearance of some port
infrastructure, there may be opportunities for the applicant to demonstrate
good design relative to existing landscape character, landform and
vegetation.” 4

2.7

The NPS highlights that applicants should be able to demonstrate how the
design process was conducted and how the proposed design evolved. This
is one of the purposes of this document. In accordance with the NPS it
highlights where different designs were considered, and the reasons why the
favoured choice has been selected.5 The NPS does recognise that the
decision-maker should take into account the ultimate purpose of the
infrastructure and bear in mind the operational, safety and security
requirements which the design has to satisfy.6 For Tilbury2, these
considerations are important, alongside aesthetics and environmental
considerations.

2.8

Finally, the NPS suggests that “At an early stage, applicants and the
decision-maker should consider seeking professional and independent
advice on what constitutes 'good design' of a proposal.” 7 PoTLL have
engaged with a number of stakeholders that have a role in design issues in
discharging their statutory function, particularly Thurrock and Gravesham
Councils and Historic England. The design of the marine infrastructure has
also been developed in close consultation with the PLA.
THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Thurrock Planning Policies

2.9

The development plan applicable to the site comprises:•

Thurrock Core Strategy and Policies for Management of Development
(“Core Strategy”), 2011

2.10

Also relevant are the policies of Gravesham Borough Council, the municipal
area of which lies immediately south of the River Thames opposite the
Tilbury2 site.

2.11

Maximising the efficient use of the Tilbury2 site for economic benefit is
consistent with the identification of the town of Tilbury as a Key Strategic
Economic Hub in Strategic Objective SO3 and policy CSSP2 - Sustainable
Economic Growth. Core sectors in the growth hub are identified as the Port;

4

Para. 4.10.3
Para. 4.10.4
6 Para. 4.10.4
7 Para. 4.10.5
5
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logistics and transport; and construction, with growth sectors being Business
services; environmental technologies; recycling; and energy.
2.12

A number of Core Strategy policies have relevance to the masterplanning
process at Tilbury2. Policy CSTP28 promotes the use of the riverside for
uses that support the economic and commercial function of the river, whilst
seeking new or enhanced sustainable, safe and equitable access to and
along the river foreshore; to maintain or enhance views, particularly of key
features including heritage and landscapes, and improve recreational
interaction with the river and its setting.

2.13

Policy CSTP22 – Thurrock Design – highlights that the Council will promote
high quality design in Thurrock and will progress opportunities to improve
the quality of the environment throughout the Borough and particularly in the
Regeneration Areas and Key Strategic Employment Hubs (including
Tilbury). It requires development proposals to demonstrate high quality
design founded on a thorough understanding of, and positive response to,
the local context and promotes a robust design process to achieve the best
balance of physical, social, economic and environmental outcomes. It
highlights that developers should demonstrate that their proposals are
designed to respect the distinct positive characteristics of areas within
Thurrock, whether urban or rural, and create a sense of place within their
schemes. A high standard of inclusive design is expected so that
development is accessible to all users, and it must be safe and secure in its
design and contribute to community safety.

2.14

Policy CSTP22 also encourages distinctive new designs of high architectural
quality in appropriate locations and promotes high quality design including
sustainable, renewable resources of energy and low-emissions technology,
and enhanced green infrastructure. Finally, and importantly for the Tilbury2
proposals, the policy indicates that the Council will require that
developments address the particular sensitivities and capacity of the places
within which they occur, including how adverse impacts are mitigated.

2.15

Further detailed policy guidance on design issues is given in Policy PMD2.
This highlights that the Council requires all design proposals to respond to
the sensitivity of the site and its surroundings, to optimize the potential of the
site to accommodate development, to fully investigate the magnitude of
change that would result from the proposals, and mitigate against negative
impacts. It identifies different criteria that need to be satisfied. Relevant
criteria to the Tilbury2 proposals include “Character” – the need to contribute
positively to the area in which development is proposed; “public realm” – that
developments should include improvements to the public realm; “landscape”
- the need to provide and enhance landscape features; and “Layout” – the
need to ensure that layout of all development optimises the assets of the
site,

2.16

The Core Strategy also identifies the land between Tilbury and the riverside
to be enhanced and opportunities for appropriate re-use and refurbishment
of Listed Buildings and that the green linkage between the urban area and
the river be pursued. It highlights that “The landscape setting of Tilbury Fort
and approaches to it will be enhanced. There will be further development of
cultural facilities and industry based upon the riverside development and
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cultural heritage of the riverside.” 8 and that “public access and informal
recreation along the riverside will be improved. There will be improvements
to transport links.” 9
2.17

There are a wide range of policies concerning sustainable development and
environmental protection and enhancement that are relevant to the Tilbury2
proposals. Of particular relevance to the Tilbury2 masterplanning process
are those relating to the ‘Green Grid’ in Thurrock (CSSP5), Heritage Assets
(CSTP24), Biodiversity (CSTP19), and minimising pollution and impacts on
amenity (PMD1), Tall Buildings (PMD3) and the Historic Environment
(PMD4).
Gravesham Planning policies

2.18

The Tilbury2 site lies close to the southern boundary of Thurrock adjoining
the municipal area of Gravesham. The policies and proposals contained in
the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (“GLPCS”) and Policies Map
(adopted 30 September 2014) are also of relevance to the Tilbury2
proposals. From a design perspective, it was highlighted by Gravesham
Council early in the consultation process that the GLPCS identifies a number
of ‘opportunity areas’ including Gravesend Riverside East and North East
Gravesend Opportunity Area which lies on the southern shore of the river
Thames opposite the Tilbury2 site. The redevelopment of this area wil
include new residential development. There are also a number of objectives
for this opportunity area which include protecting and enhancing river related
leisure and commercial activities and heritage assets.

2.19

The design process has sought to take account of changes in land use
context within the above Opportunity Area and the environmental impact
assessment has assessed the proposals in the light of potential changes to
the location of sensitive receptors.

2.20

Other design related policies in the GLPCS are relevant, namely Policy
CS19: Development and Design Principles which seeks to ensure that new
development will be visually attractive, fit for purpose and locally distinctive.
Policy CS20: Heritage and Historic Environment sets out the high priority
given towards the preservation, protection and enhancement of its heritage
and historic environment, including at Gravesend Town Centre.
DESIGN POLICY APPRAISAL

2.21

Key themes of national and local design policy have been considered in the
design process that has led to the proposals that are described in this
document.

2.22

The proposals have been carefully designed taking account of their function
(to ensure they are fit for purpose) and the context within which is the site is
situated. As the NPS accepts, whilst there might be limited choice in the

8

Thurrock Core Strategy and Policies for Management of Development (as amended), para.
3.36
9 Para. 3.37
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physical appearance of port infrastructure, in preparing the proposals PoTLL
have addressed design guidance by:-

Making the optimal use of the main Tilbury2 site, which is largely
previously-developed land, thereby minimising the loss of
greenfield land whilst meeting the demand for additional port
capacity;

-

Ensuring the layout of the site takes account of the semi-industrial
context and the history of the power station and the surrounding
uses including the AWA Waste Water Recycling Centre and the
RWE land to the east which is likely to be redeveloped for a gas
fired power station;

-

Embedding within the proposals a comprehensive landscape
strategy to ensure that the proposals are as sensitive as possible
to the character and context of the site and ensuring that the
landscape proposals recognise the marshland character of the
site’s context;

-

Integrating an assessment of the heritage context to the site into
the design process – in particular the setting of Tilbury Fort, but
also heritage assets on the south side of the river, and considering
these assets in key design decisions including the layout of the
site, the alignment of the proposed infrastructure corridor and the
strategic landscape proposals;

-

Ensuring the proposals are resilient to climate change by future
proofing infrastructure in relation to future river levels, in close
discussion with the EA;

-

Considering how the surface access proposals can benefit the
public realm and be inclusive by providing for the needs of
pedestrians and cyclists;

-

Reviewing the impact of the proposals on access to the riverside
and seeking to enhance this by means of an area-wide strategy
that integrates proposals for pedestrians and cyclists within the
infrastructure corridor, linked to existing and improved movement
networks, alongside a waymarking scheme that will improve
legibility.

-

Ensuring all other environmental issues are taken into account
within the design (where appropriate through embedded
mitigation), including biodiversity, noise, air quality and other forms
of pollution to ensure sustainable development. More details on
these aspects are included within the ES.
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THURROCK
DESIGN
DOCUMENT (SPD)

GUIDE

SUPPLEMENTARY

PLANNING

2.23

Although not part of the development plan, Thurrock Council’s Design Guide
SPD is relevant to the masterplanning of Tilbury2. It was adopted following
consultation in March 2017. The main aim of the Design Guide is “to
improve the overall design quality standards of development in Thurrock,
enhancing perceptions of place and reinforcing a strong sense of civic
pride.”10 The contrast between the countryside of the borough and the
industrial areas along the Thames is highlighted. Indeed, the SPD
comments that the River Thames features prominently in the historical
development and present-day character of Thurrock and “remains a major
asset in terms of its industrial and transportation roles, with attendant
employment and economic benefits, and also because of its amenity
value.”11 Access to the river is constrained due to these industrial uses
although “there is a desire locally to see access to the river for residents
improved.”12 The SPD gives guidance on the design process, including the
understanding of context, working with site features, connecting sites to
surrounding areas and building in sustainability.

2.24

A number of ‘Place Typologies’ within the Borough are identified. Typology
Three is relevant to Tilbury2 and is described as including “large-format
retail and industrial facilities which are an important characteristic of
Thurrock, particularly associated with the port activities at Tilbury, London
Gateway and Purfleet.” 13 The SPD highlights that :“One of the most striking and defining characteristics of Thurrock is the
historic relationship between the borough and the River Thames. This has
resulted in a legacy of significant commerce and industrial land uses,
infrastructure and associated structures, many of which are monolithic in
scale and therefore highly visible.”14

2.25

It adds that the Ports at Tilbury, London Gateway and Purfleet are a “focus
for commerce, employment and activity, with cranes, silos and vessels
providing imposing features within the landscape. Associated warehouses,
refineries and industrial complexes, and administrative blocks are also part
of the overall pattern of development associated with the typology.” 15

2.26

The SPD gives advice on design in this context. The Council expects
proposals to demonstrate “how issues of grouping and massing have been
considered as part of the design process within the context of the wider
landscape”16 and, at riverside and port facilities it suggests that :“use of colour, repetition in the design and appearance of large scale plant
and machinery, and grouping of open air storage can mitigate the massive

10

Thurrock Design Guide Supplementary Document, March 2017, para. 1.5.
Para. 1.12
12 Para. 1.12
13 Para. 4.2
14 Para. 4.15
15 Para. 4.16
16 Para. 4.18
11
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scale of such facilities. Thurrock Council will expect proposals to carefully
consider how facilities can be simplified ensuring that only the minimum
development is proposed in order to ensure operational requirements are
met.” 17
2.27

The SPD encourages use of hard and soft landscaping but that this must
take account of the prevailing character of the area particularly in locations
close to Thames marshland. It also advises that proposals must consider
how plant equipment, areas for machinery and lighting are integrated into
the design from the outset to form a ‘composition’ of elements.

2.28

The Tilbury2 proposals accord with the guidance of the SPD. They are
located within an appropriate Place Typology and the development will be
consistent with and reflect the history and sense of place that has resulted
from the close link of area to the working river. Indeed, re-establishing this
connection by utilising the Tilbury2 site as a Port terminal is entirely
appropriate given the wider context of the site. As highlighted above,
detailed consideration has been given to the immediate context of the site,
given the proximity of relic marshland and heritage assets; routing the
infrastructure corridor away from Tilbury Fort, and embedding appropriate
strategic landscaping that seeks to address the setting of the Fort as well as
respecting the marshland character.

2.29

The scale of development has been assessed on a ‘worse case’ scenario
and will be controlled by the limitations of the DCO to ensure that the scale
of the proposals does not exceed what is now proposed. Particular design
issues arise with the large structures on the site. As described below, the
proposals include a 100m high silo close to the riverside. This will create a
replacement landmark when the neighbouring power station chimneys are
removed, but its detailed design will require care. The DCO proposes that
Thurrock Council approve the surface treatment of the silo to allow a further
assessment and discussion as to an appropriate aesthetic.
TILBURY DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

2.30

17

On 17 October 2017, Thurrock Council published a document entitled
“Tilbury Development Framework.’ The document has not been the subject
of consultation with PoTLL or the wider community. The document itself
highlights that “the Masterplan itself is not intended to constitute part of the
statutory Development Plan for Thurrock, and will not be formally adopted as
a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) .” As such, it is not a document
that is likely to be considered 'important and relevant' to the Secretary of
State's decision under section 104(2)(d) of the PA2008.

Para. 4.18
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3.0

DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

INTRODUCTION
3.1

This section describes the context and current appearance of the site of the
proposed RoRo and CMAT terminals ('the Tilbury2 site') and the associated
infrastructure corridor that will accommodate new road and rail links to the
terminals.
THE ORDER LIMITS

3.2

The red line boundary for the DCO (known as the 'Order Limits') has been
established to include all works proposed by the Order including those
comprising the NSIP itself and Associated Development, as defined by the
Planning Act 2008 and the accompanying April 2013 DCLG Guidance . A
plan of the proposed Order Limits is provided in at Document Reference 2.1.
The land bound by the proposed Order limits comprises four areas, namely
• the main site of the new port facility on the former Tilbury Power Station
land ("the Tilbury2 site");
• sections of the tidal Thames required for the construction of expanded
berthing capacity and associated dredging;
• an infrastructure corridor to the main site between Ferry Road and Fort
Road ("the infrastructure corridor"); and
• Land around the roundabout to the north of the Port ("the ASDA
roundabout”) where highway improvements may be required.
TILBURY2 SITE CONTEXT AND ADJOINING USES

3.3

The Tilbury2 site comprises approximately 61 hectares (152 acres) of the
western part of RWE’s former landholding at the former Tilbury Power
Station. RWE are retaining the ‘B’ Station land to the east of the site for
potential future power generation. PoTLL are the freehold owners of the
Tilbury2 site.
Administrative area

3.4

The site lies in the administrative area of Thurrock Council, a unitary
authority in south Essex. The boundary of Thurrock is located in the centre
of the River Thames, to the south of which is the neighbouring authority of
Gravesham Borough Council, a lower tier authority within the county of Kent.
Sub-regional context

3.5

The Tilbury2 site is some 9km to the east of the Dartford Crossing on the
M25 and the outer areas of the London conurbation. As noted above, the
Tilbury2 site is, at its closest, some 820m from the eastern boundary of the
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existing Port operational area. The town of Tilbury lies to the north west of
the site.
Adjoining uses
3.6

The northern boundary of the Tilbury2 site is defined by a railway line which
comprises the Tilbury loop of the London-Southend line. The southern
boundary is defined by the River Thames. The PoTLL ownership includes a
deep water jetty, previously used for the importation of coal and wood
products to feed the power station. The site has a frontage of 290m to the
river.

3.7

To the east, the site is bounded in part by agricultural land, in part by the
Tilbury 400kv electricity substation operated by National Grid, and in part by
the remainder of the power station complex which is in the process of being
demolished.

3.8

Immediately to the west, the Tilbury2 site is bounded by the Anglian Water
(“AW”) Tilbury Water Recycling Centre (formerly known as Tilbury Sewage
Treatment Works). The southern part of this site is used for sewage
treatment, whereas the northern part is operated by Stobarts Biomass
Products Limited for waste wood storage and as a fuel processing plant to
manufacture and supply the nearby Tilbury Green Power (TGP) Power
Station located within the Main Port. The facility is presently the subject of a
retrospective planning application with Thurrock Council for determination.18“

3.9

To the west of the Sewage Works is “Bill Meroy Creek,” a small tidal
tributary of the Thames. Beyond that is land at and adjoining Tilbury Fort, a
Scheduled Monument and tourist attraction. The main fortifications are
surrounded by a series of moats. At its closest, the Tilbury2 site is
approximately 450m from the outer moat.

3.10

The River Thames directly south of the draft Order Limits comprises the
navigation channel of the main river which serves a variety of shipping and
leisure traffic, much of which is associated with the Port of Tilbury itself. The
river is approximately 1.03km wide in this location.

3.11

To the south of the river is the town of Gravesend which has an immediate
frontage and access to the river.
TILBURY2 SITE DESCRIPTION

3.12

A plan showing the key features of the Tilbury2 site is attached as Figure 4.2
in the Environmental Statement Figures (Document Reference 6.3). The
Tilbury2 site itself is divided by an access road which runs east-west, known
as ‘Substation Road’ (as it provides access through the site from Fort Road
to the substation referred to above).

18

Waste wood processing plant (Class B2/B8) & fire retained area bounded by concrete push
walls, erection of buildings to form associated storage, reception/ administration, security, and
staff welfare area; formation of impermeable surface to form a lorry parking/waiting area;
weighbridge and staff parking area together with associated highways and drainage works”
(LPA reference 17/00977/FUL)
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3.13

To the north of Substation Road within the Tilbury2 site is land in part used
for the open storage of new motor vehicles by Hyundai. PoTLL was granted
temporary planning permission for 5 years for this use in September 2016 by
Thurrock Council (LPA reference 16/00848/FUL). The remainder of the land
north of Sub-Station Road is largely brownfield land with areas of plantation
woodland and developing scrub although there are some areas of relic
grazing marsh.
Parts of the northern area were formerly used to
manufacture ‘Lytag’ blocks as a by-product of fuel ash from the power
station. To the north-east of this area is land formerly used for agriculture,
but more recently appropriated by RWE for advance habitat creation to
provide compensatory habitat for water voles, reptiles and other species in
anticipation of the loss of the Tilbury Energy and Environment Centre
(TEEC) site and adjoining areas to a power station development that was
subsequently shelved. In the north-west corner of the site, close to the main
site access, is an operational electricity sub-station (Tilbury Town Substation) which is leased to UK Power Networks (UKPN). No works will be
undertaken in this area as part of the proposals and the facility will remain
operational throughout construction and operation of Tilbury2. This area is
excluded from the Tilbury2 Order Limits.

3.14

To the south of Substation Road, the site comprises land that formerly
accommodated the Tilbury ‘A’ power station and areas previously used for
coal storage and ancillary buildings and land including the former TEEC
which was an educational facility run by RWE and which showcased
examples of brownfield habitats and reedbed. Apart from a number of small
structures (see below) all buildings and operational structures have now
been demolished. An area of 4.96ha is the subject of a further temporary
planning permission for the storage of new motor vehicles for five years,
granted by Thurrock Council in June 2017 (LPA reference 17/00560/FUL).

3.15

The Tilbury2 site is accessed directly using Substation Road from Fort Road
immediately south of a road bridge where Fort Road crosses the railway
line. The access to the site forms a simple priority junction with Fort Road.
The access road links to Substation Road within the site and a network of
other internal roads.

3.16

Vegetation on the site comprises areas of skeletal grassland on hardstandings or artificial substrates, established grassland in part derived from
relic grazing marsh, areas of scrub and plantation woodland and smaller
areas of swamp and wetland habitat. Details of the vegetation on the site
are discussed further in Chapter 10 below. A number of drainage channels
pass across the site and along its boundaries. There is little variation in the
topography of the site, which is between 1.5 and 3.5m AOD.

3.17

That part of the tidal Thames within the Order Limits includes an area of
inter-tidal habitat along the site frontage itself and an extent of the river. The
riverbed slopes from the frontage of the site to a depth of circa 10m at the
southern boundary.

3.18

An existing fixed jetty of 440m in length is located to the south of the site
and linked to the land by a fixed road bridge and a covered conveyor that
was previously used for bringing coal and latterly wood chip from vessels to
the power station. Most of the structures on the jetty have been removed
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with the exception of a workshop building and ancillary structures related to
the conveyor.
THE INFRASTRUCTURE CORRIDOR DESCRIPTION
3.19

The infrastructure corridor comprises a number of different land use types
immediately adjoining the existing railway corridor. A drawing showing the
key features within the infrastructure corridor is provided in Figure 4.3 in e
Environmental Statement Figures (Document Reference 6.3).

3.20

At its eastern end, the land includes Fort Road itself. Immediately to the
west of Fort Road is an area of scrub, beyond which is a small
industrial/depot site containing a number of small single storey storage
buildings and an area of external vehicle and plant storage.

3.21

At its western end, the corridor includes part of Ferry Road and its environs,
land occupied by an existing rail siding and operational land used by the
Port for external storage (presently for imported new motor vehicles) known
as the ‘Fortland’ site, and a narrow corridor of landscaping between this and
the railway itself.

3.22

Between these two developed areas at either end of the corridor is an area
of land typically used for fly grazing of horses (albeit not on a legal basis).
The eastern end is open and unfenced whereas the remainder is largely
fenced, preventing access to the land for any form of recreation. Where
grazing of horses does occur on common land, this is outwith the common
holders’ rights.
THE “ASDA ROUNDABOUT”

3.23

The Order limits include land at and around the roundabout immediately to
the north of the Port adjoining the ASDA supermarket. This is a five-arm
roundabout that links the A1089(T) to the Port via St Andrews Road. It also
provides access to London Distribution Park to the east and the town of
Tilbury to the south. To the west, the roundabout provides access to
Thurrock Parkway (an industrial area that also accommodates the ASDA
supermarket) and the ASDA supermarket itself. Some modification to the
geometry of this roundabout may be needed in order to mitigate the impact
of additional traffic generated by Tilbury2 on the highway network.
PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY

3.24

Public rights of way (PRoWs) within and close to the Order Limits are shown
in Figure 4.4 in the Environmental Statement Figures (Document Reference
6.3). FP146 routes east – west within the Order Limits along the river front,
to the south of the flood defence and to the north of the existing jetty, access
to which crosses over it. FP144 routes south from the built up area of
Tilbury, from The Beeches (close to its junction with Hume Avenue), along
the rear of properties on Brunel Close, before crossing the existing railway at
an unmanned (pedestrian only) level crossing. It then routes west – east
within the proposed infrastructure corridor before routing south alongside the
Port’s operation toward Fort Road and the riverside.

MASTERPLANNING STATEMENT

Page 16

3.25

Other pedestrian facilities are limited on Fort Road as it crosses the railway
line. Ferry Road benefits from both pedestrian and segregated cycle
facilities which route from a bridge over the A1089 known as the ‘Hairpin
Bridge’ to the Cruise Terminal and Ferry.
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4.0

DEFINING THE BRIEF FOR THE TILBURY2 MASTERPLAN

INTRODUCTION
4.1

This section explains how the brief for Tilbury2 was established and
developed given operational aspirations and the characteristics of the site.

4.2

By way of background, the Outline Business Case (“OBC” : Document
Reference 7.1) sets out the business case for the development of Tilbury2.
It explains how the proposals secure the maintenance and enhancement of
the Port of Tilbury in an efficient and economical manner.

4.3

The OBC sets out how Tilbury2 meets the objectives of Government as set
out in the Ports NPS and how the proposals are supported by and in
accordance with local, regional and national economic policies. It explains
the business need for expansion and sets out an economic case for the
proposals, and the benefits in terms of investment and employment. This
analysis is reflected in the Environmental Statement as part of the overall
assessment of socio-economic impacts of the proposals.

4.4

The Planning Policy Compliance Statement (Document Reference 6.2.1.A)
explains that the proposals are consistent with the Government's objectives
for transport in the National Policy Statement for Ports (NPS) by promotion
of economic growth by helping ensure an efficient and competitive transport
sector, a multi-modal and hence cleaner/greener and safe transport system.
It reflects the need for port infrastructure set out at para 3.5 of the Ports
NPS.

4.5

The OBC further enumerates the current Port throughput and how its future
success requires more land to accommodate projected growth. PoTLL’s
purchase of the Tilbury2 site was based on that business aspiration. The
site will not only meet the Port’s business objectives of increasing
investment and employment but will meet customer and tenant demand for
more space which was identified in recent surveys of latent demand within
the Port.

4.6

Accepting the case for expansion of the Port of Tilbury in principle, the brief
for the masterplanning of the Tilbury2 has been defined by :-

4.7

-

Operational requirements in relation to proposed uses and necessary
infrastructure to support them;

-

Site opportunities and constraints

Other factors referred to in para. 1.6 above dealt with elsewhere in the
application documentation include embedded environmental mitigation –
referred to here but more fully dealt with in the ES (Document Reference
6.1); planning policy – dealt with in the Planning Policy Compliance
Statement (Document 6.2.1.A); and stakeholder comments, dealt with in the
Consultation Report (Document Reference 5.1).
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OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS
Identification of uses for Tilbury2
4.8

In purchasing the Tilbury2 site, PoTLL established a ‘menu’ of operational
port-related land uses that would be suitable for the site. These were
identified by reference to known tenant expansion demands (particularly for
RoRo) and industry trends and forecasts, as well as experience within the
existing Port over recent years where the changing characteristics of both
throughput and port operations has fundamentally generated new land
demands.

4.9

Accordingly, the design team was tasked with accommodating the following
uses.
Roll-On/Roll-Off terminal

4.10

The Port already accommodates a successful and expanding RoRo
operation, operating container and trailer ferries operating to and from
mainland Europe.
At present vessels generally need to enter the
impounded dock.

4.11

Early consideration of the Tilbury2 site – particularly given the frontage of
the site to the tidal Thames – identified the feasibility of constructing a deepwater RoRo berth. The operational benefits of such a facility – with the
ability to reduce vessel sailing times (by avoiding the delay of passing
through the lock) and increasing the size of RoRo vessels that could be
accommodated and the land available to service them,- made it an obvious
use for the Tilbury2 site. The target throughput assumptions were 360,000
units per annum, with potential to increase to 500,000 units p.a to meet
tenant demand.
Construction Materials and Aggregates Terminal (CMAT)

4.12

PoTLL has witnessed a significant increased demand for construction
materials handling facilities within the main Port. Such handling facilities are
critical to the both river borne and rail supply of construction materials.
Efficient handling of building materials is essential for both large construction
projects and general building in London and the South-East region now and
to meet the forecast construction demand in the future, particularly with the
increases in marine dredged aggregates and depletion of land-won
resources. For example, 50% of all ready-mix concrete in London in
2015/16 contained marine aggregate19 and this ideally needs to be brought
ashore within the Thames estuary. The Minerals Products Association has
recent raised concerns that in a number of areas, notably London and along
the South coast, the wharves where the materials are landed are under
increasing pressure from housing and commercial development.20 Such
aggregate wharves tend to include a mix of stockpiling and processing for

19

Crown Estate Marine Aggregate Capability & Portfolio 2016
MPA Calls on New London Mayor to Safeguard Aggregate Wharves and Depots : Press
release from the Minerals Products Association 9 May 2016
http://www.mineralproducts.org/16-release16.htm
20
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efficient operation and minimisation of double handling of materials.
Providing a typical aggregate wharf operation not only has benefits for the
construction sector but the mix of uses can improve the environmental
sustainability of operations by reducing road transport (i.e. preventing
material having to go to a plant and then a construction site).
4.13

Discussions with the Port’s current and potential future tenants therefore
confirmed that the Tilbury2 site was ideally positioned to meet this
increasing demand. The site already benefits from an existing deep-water
bulks jetty (previously used for coal and wood products related to the
previous power station use). Sufficient land would need to be provided to
allow for stockpiling of materials and associated production facilities which
are a common feature of aggregate wharves.

4.14

A specification for an appropriate combination of uses was established
through discussions with potential tenants and research into other facilities
elsewhere. Key components that were identified were processing facilities
to make asphalt and concrete blocks from raw materials bought to Tilbury2
by ship. As part of this facility, a concrete silo was required to efficiently
handle powdered cement product.
Other areas of storage

4.15

One of the key aspects of masterplanning a new port facility is flexibility, as
demands change over time. The brief for the masterplan for Tilbury2 was
also to ensure that any land not used for the two principal uses on the site
could be utilised for general bulk storage purposes. Storage in these areas
could be general bulk cargo or imported motor vehicles. The latter is a
significant feature of the Port’s current operation and is particularly space
hungry. For example, as highlighted above, prior to making this DCO, the
Port has secured temporary planning permission for car storage uses on
part of the existing site.
Transportation and access requirements

4.16

In order to accommodate the above range of uses – as well as allowing
flexibility in port-related uses in the future – it was clear that the Tilbury2 site
needed to be a multi-modal facility. The existing Port operates with
immediate access to the trunk road and hence motorway network, rail
terminals and transhipment facilities, including by barge.

4.17

Given the mix of uses identified, Tilbury2 needs to offer the same multimodal opportunities. This is a key masterplanning principle. The viability of
Tilbury2 as an extension to the Port of Tilbury therefore requires :-

High quality and safe access suitable for HGVs with minimal impact on
the local highway network, allowing ease of movement to the A1089,
A13 and M25

-

A dedicated railhead suitable for bulk materials related to the CMAT but
also allowing the RoRo facility to be rail-enabled;
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4.18

Jetty facilities that could be used by barges for onward transportation,
particularly to the London construction market.

In particular, the use of the site for bulk aggregates would not be viable
without access to a railhead
Marine infrastructure requirements

4.19

Having established the likely uses for the Tilbury2 site, the masterplanning
brief also defined the likely berthing requirements to meet the needs of
future occupiers.

4.20

PoTLL already operate two RoRo sailings per day from within the main
impounded dock. However, the additional sailing time required to bring
vessels through the lock reduces the time available in any 24 hour period to
load and unload vessels at the quay (typically 4 hours). Coupled with the
limited quayside space within the existing Port, this places a limitation on the
size of vessels that can be used. The benefit of the RoRo terminal within
the river at Tilbury2 is that the length of time on berth can be increased –
and hence the throughput can also be increased. PoTLL foresee an
increase in the size of vessels from the current 2,400 lane metres per vessel
to 2,900 lane metres. Coupled with the increased space for loading and
unloading, this allows for the demand for an increase in throughput to be
met.

4.21

Discussions by PoTLL with operators confirmed significant latent demand for
this capacity of ferry crossings to be provided. Each vessel will operate on a
6 hour turnaround time and the capability to discharge two vessels at once.
Moreover, two berths will allow multiple routes where the arrival and
departure times of vessels at Tilbury2 overlap and to meet the capacity gap
that exists.

4.22

In order to achieve a constant freeboard between vessels and the jetty, a
floating pontoon would be required, with a linkspan bridge to the land of a
suitable length to allow for acceptable gradients at all states of the tide. A
pontoon that was fixed at a constant level whatever the tide would limit
embarkation/ disembarkation of containers and trailers to short windows
when the gradients of ramps from vessels to the pontoon were acceptable –
undermining operational efficiency and capacity of the berths.
SITE CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

4.23

From the above site analysis, together with other known physical limitations
on development, certain key issues were identified that have had an impact
on the design development process.

4.24

The key issues considered were as follows.
Retention of the jetty

4.25

As highlighted above, the site includes a deep-water jetty in the River
Thames that was previously used to bring ashore bulk goods (coal and
latterly wood chip).
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4.26

It was concluded early in the design process that the retention of the jetty
would be a fixed parameter. This was because the jetty structure includes
water intakes that were previously used by RWE for the coal fired power
station. The acquisition of the site by PoTLL was conditional on the
retention of these water intakes and as such, PoTLL is contractually required
to retain them.
Following RWE’s announcement that they will be
redeveloping the Tilbury B Power Station for a CCGT power station it is
clear that these water intakes will be required.

4.27

Moreover, as part of the PoTLL proposals for the site included the ability to
disembark bulk goods, it was both environmentally and commercially
sensible to retain this structure. Removing it in order to replace it with a new
structure would have not only been an option with much greater construction
cost but would have caused a significant extension to the construction
programme (hence increasing the temporal scope of construction related
environmental impacts) as well as requiring greater intervention in the
marine environment as a result of the demolition of the existing jetty and its
replacement.
Retention of existing access location and security issues

4.28

The Tilbury2 site has a single point of access to Fort Road. This is the only
location at which access to the external highway network can be achieved.
The remainder of the land between the Tilbury2 site and Fort Road is
operational land associated with the AW Water Recycling Centre and is not
owned by PoTLL and so access could not be provided through that site.
Accordingly, the access to the proposals must be from this location.
Retention of access for RWE and Anglian Water

4.29

The access to the highway network for the Tilbury2 site is shared with the
remainder of the RWE landholding as well as the adjoining electricity
installations. RWE and National Grid have rights of access across the
Tilbury2 site to the land immediately to the east. These rights must be
retained in the Tilbury2 proposals as part of the commercial imperatives for
the proposals.

4.30

As described above, ‘Sub-Station Road’ (that routes east/west across the
site) provides the existing access for RWE. Whilst a different route for this
access across the Tilbury2 site might in theory be possible, the current
alignment also includes significant buried services that need to be retained. .
Hence, the Sub-Station Road corridor is a fixed development parameter in
the masterplan.

4.31

Anglian Water have rights of access from the northern part of their site via
the Tilbury2 site to Fort Road. Again, this access must be maintained.
Retention of on-site National Grid installation

4.32

A further National Grid installation is located in the north west corner of the
Tilbury2 site. It is the subject of a long lease inherited by PoTLL as part of
their acquisition of Tilbury2 and is not therefore available for redevelopment.
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EA flood defences
4.33

The Tilbury2 site is protected from tidal incursion by flood defences which
are located along the southern boundary of the land. These defences must
be retained and not compromised.
Key planning and environmental considerations

4.34

As part of the early masterplanning process, an audit of planning and
environmental considerations was undertaken in order to identify constraints
to development. The inter-relationship between these constraints and the
design of the scheme has been a matter of constant review through the
preparation of the masterplan as the environmental assessment process has
taken place. These constraints included the following matters. Details of
how mitigation for these issues has been embedded in the design (and
thereby impacted upon the eventual masterplan) are set out in the ES.
Cultural Heritage

4.35

As highlighted above in describing the site, Tilbury Fort, a Scheduled
Monument, is located to the west of the Tilbury2 site. The edge of the
Scheduled Monument designation is some 180m from the edge of the main
terrestrial Tilbury2 site albeit with the waste water recycling works between
the two. The importance of the Scheduled Monument was understood at the
outset of the masterplanning process given that PoTLL already operates in
close proximity to it immediately to the west.

4.36

In undertaking initial consultation, the potential for impacts on heritage
assets to the south of the river within Gravesend was also raised, given that
the site is visible in views from Gravesend Conservation Area and the area
contains a number of listed buildings.
Residential properties

4.37

The site does not immediately adjoin residential properties but there are
properties in close proximity to the site with the nearest dwellings being
approximately 60m from the north-west corner of the Tilbury2 site, albeit
separated from the site by the railway and Fort Road. In addition, as initial
consideration of access arrangements emerged, the proximity of dwellings
along the north side of the rail corridor was also taken into account in
defining acceptable access alignments and environmental mitigation. Key
considerations in this regard have been noise, air quality and visual impacts.
Landscape impacts

4.38

The Tilbury2 site forms part of the generally flat landscape of the greater
Thames estuary, which includes much of the marshland landscape in the
locality. Whilst the Tilbury2 site is set within an already semi-industrial
context, it was recognised that future development on the site would
potentially be visible over a wide area. Consideration was given to what
vegetation, if any, might be retained, particularly around the perimeter of the
site and where new planting might be appropriate.
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Ecology
4.39

Given the designation of parts of the site as LoWS, together with knowledge
from previous surveys of the land by RWE, the potential ecological
implications of development were recognised from an early stage. The
ability to integrate ecological mitigation into the masterplan was considered,
as can be indicatively seen on the General Arrangement Plans (Document
Reference 2.2) and a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan
(Document Reference 6.2.10.P), alongside a strategy for off-site
compensation if avoidance or on-site mitigation could not be achieved.
Green Belt

4.40

Part of the north east area of the Tilbury2 site is located within the Green
Belt in the Thurrock Development Plan. As a guiding principle, the
masterplanning process sought to avoid this area unless incursion was
unavoidable and a case of very special circumstances for inappropriate
development could be made.
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5.0

DESIGN PARAMETERS AND OPTIONS

INTRODUCTION
5.1

Once operational requirements and site opportunities and constraints had
been identified, the design team undertook a process of preparing a
masterplan for the Tilbury2 site and testing this masterplan against a range
of operational, technical and environmental criteria. This chapter sets out
some of the key parameters of the masterplan and the options considered in
respect of these various elements.

5.2

The critical elements that have been considered in detail in resolving the
masterplan as now proposed are as follows :(i)

Site layout principles

(ii)

Site areas and heights

(iii)

Rail alignment within the site

(iv)

Overall site utilisation

(v)

Marine Works layout;

(vi)

Road access and alignment including junction detail.

(vii)

Rail Corridor alignment

(viii) The ‘Maritime Terminal’.
5.3

These issues are considered further as follows.
SITE LAYOUT PRINCIPLES

5.4

With any port activity access to the quay side is crucial. The sensitivity of
different types of uses to the distance between goods being removed from
vessels and their first point of rest varies, with some operations requiring
close proximity and others less so, depending on the unitisation cargos and
the technology used for their transfer from ship to shore and vice verca.

5.5

Having established the two principal uses for the Tilbury2 site, initial master
planning optioneering exercises split the site east west, (i.e. with the RoRo
and CMAT facilities oriented north to south) thereby allowing both to benefit
from a river frontage to minimise vessel turnaround time for both operations
and hence maximise the capacity for both.

5.6

However, through the development of the RoRo capacity/vessel turnaround
calculations to meet at least 360,000 movements per year (immediately
known tenant demand), the subdivision of the site in this manner would not
be operationally feasible as it would delay the amount of time it would take
to discharge and load a RoRo vessel if some elements had to be unloaded
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right to the northern areas of the site. Indeed, the RoRo operation is highly
sensitive to movement distances/times of trailers and containers.
5.7

Consequently, it has been concluded that masterplan must, as a principle,
place the RoRo operation to the south of the site, utilising as much of the
space closest the vessel berths as possible. By contrast, aggregates are
simply and efficiently transported by conveyor with minimal land utilisation.
Thus, the CMAT severance from the river is not critical provided a suitable
conveyor route could be established, provided a silo for powdered product
(which cannot be moved by conveyor) could be provided.
PARAMETERS OF KEY USES
RoRo area parameters
Area

5.8

The layout and throughput of the RoRo terminal has been modelled in detail
in order to define the area of land required and the optimal layout to ensure
operational efficiency. Vessels visiting the terminal will be on a fixed 6 hour
turnaround time and the space required to service the throughput envisaged
has been considered based on the known character of the operation – i.e. a
mix of unaccompanied trailers and containers being removed from RoRo
vessels by port tugs.

5.9

The modelling parameters embrace vessel sizes and the ‘dwell times’ of
trailers/containers (i.e. the amount of time that the trailer/container remains
on the terminal), inflated by a ‘peaking factor’ that accounts for variations in
cargo flows and temporary on-site accumulations. From experience within
the Port and modelling of the proposed facility, PoTLL are presently working
on a model of circa 100 – 120,000 units on 4ha. of land...

5.10

PoTLL’s operational requirements (governed by tenant demand) are for
275,000 – 300,000 units p.a. at opening, growing to 360,000 by 2023 and,
eventually to a maximum of 500,000 units p.a. Thus the area of land
required for the RoRo terminal is circa 20ha.

5.11

Given the model described above, the area to the south of Substation Road
was defined as the RoRo terminal and considered to be the minimum
required to meet these throughput aspirations.

5.12

To meet the space demands for the RoRo terminal, the aggregate terminal
(and associated synergistic processing facilities) and the relocated rail
enabled Maritime facility, the master plan utilises the available space
contained within the new rail link.
Height

5.13

21

For the purposes of the Environmental Impact Assessment process,
containers have been assessed at the maximum height that they could be,
which is based on ISO standards21 which indicates that a ‘high cube’

ISO 6346 - Shipping Container Identification Standard

MASTERPLANNING STATEMENT

Page 26

container is 2.896m in heightIt is further assumed that they will be stacked a
maximum of six high (approximately 18m). The ability to stack up to six high
in some areas of the site is necessary to achieve the capacity target for the
site, and is, in any event, the highest that can be reasonably be achieved
with mobile container handling equipment. Only empty containers –
invariably being held for outgoing vessels - will be stacked at this height
whereas full containers coming off vessels are stacked no more than two
high. If it were not possible to stack empty containers six high, this would in
turn require a greater area of the site, reduce the efficiency of the terminal
and impinge on throughput targets. .
CMAT parameters
Area
5.14

The area of land required to accommodate the CMAT has been defined by
using industry reference material from other installations and discussions
with potential tenants given the likely materials being brought in to the
terminal, the size of vessels, and the range of processing facilities that are
likely to be required. .
Height of buildings and stockpiles

5.15

The CMAT structures have been defined as a worse-case scenario given
knowledge of other aggregate wharves where processing takes place. The
height of buildings that enclose the proposed processing facilities has been
assumed to be up to a maximum of 30m high for the purposes of
environmental assessment. This maximum has been established by
reference to other installations. Only a similar basis, the maximum height of
stockpiles has been established as 15m.
Location and height of cement silo

5.16

A silo for powdered products is loaded via self-discharging vessels is
proposed within the masterplan adjoining the bulks berth. The limiting factor
of the silo location relates to vessel pumping constraints such that the
distance between the ship and the silo must be kept to an absolute minimum
(circa 100 metres away). The 100m height has been defined by the industry
as the optimum height for storage resilience and vessel visits. The silo
height is governed by shipment size and predicted vessel sizes in the future.
Cement and other powdered products are being imported in larger vessels
due to longer import distances reflecting the global market. This therefore
requires larger storage capacity at the quay-side and the proposed silo has
been designed to accommodate that known and future capacity, following
discussions with potential tenants.

5.17

The masterplanning process has considered lower but a larger number of
silos in order to consider whether this might be beneficial in environmental or
operational terms. However, the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
has concluded that the additional bulk that would be created by having a
greater number of silos would off-set the benefits of a lower height.
Moreover, from an operational perspective, a larger number of silos would
consume a greater area of the site. For the reasons set out above, space
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on the Tilbury2 site must be carefully arranged to meet operational
objectives.
Rail alignment within the site
5.18

A key masterplanning decision has been the alignment of the rail sidings
within the site. This is discussed further in the Surface Access Options
Report appended to this statement. However, the railhead was linked back
to the mainline (this is discussed further below), it was clear that the sidings
would be required to enter the Tilbury2 site along its northern boundary
since the direction of rail movements, as with the Port’s current railheads,
would be to the west.

5.19

Operational considerations have dictated that within the site, the favoured
location for the sidings is along the eastern side of the site. This has the
benefit of reducing severance of operations within the site by keeping the rail
alignment to the outer perimeter of the land. It removes the need for any
internal at grade level crossings (aside from that required to allow access by
RWE to land to the east along Sub-Station Road). It thereby maximises
operational efficiencies. It also avoids the need for trains themselves to
potentially perform additional stop/start movements within the site, which
itself has environmental benefits in relation to fuel use and emissions. By
contrast, running the sidings through the middle of the site would bisect
operational areas, causing significant operational inefficiencies, particular
when wagons are stationary on these sidings, impinging on the movement of
bulks, trailers or containers and other vehicles around the site. The option of
routing the rail sidings along the western side was also briefly considered
but was ruled out as the necessary radii to bring the sidings into the site
would be unachievable. The route would also bisect the RoRo vehicular
access route (which necessarily needs to route close to the western
boundary due to the constraints on the position of the linkspan bridge) from
the main areas of trailer and container storage. Rail movements close to the
western boundary would also have the potential to cause adverse impacts to
the setting of Tilbury Fort.

5.20

The location of the rail sidings along the eastern side of the site also allows
the creation of a corridor which can also be used for conveyors to transfer
bulk materials from the jetty to the CMAT.

5.21

Having established that a routing along the northern and eastern boundaries
of the site was the most operationally efficient, detailed engineering has
considered the appropriate rail radii to link these two corridors. Given that
the land to the north east of the new rail link is green belt, the design
process has sought to minimise the incursion into this area whilst creating
an operationally acceptable alignment given rail standards and bearing in
mind size of wagons and locomotives that are likely to be used. In addition,
it is important to ensure that the alignment does not lead to ‘flange squeal’
(i.e. the sound of the ridges of metal train wheel turning on the track).

5.22

The alignment of the rail corridor therefore effectively defines the outer limits
of the potential development area within the Tilbury2 site.
Overall site utilisation
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5.23

Given the above operational land requirements and the definition of the
potential developable area of the site, the masterplanning process has
interrogated whether avoiding any resulting on-site environmental effects is
possible. In particular, the process has resulted in the development of parts
of the land that are designated as Local Wildlife Sites (LoWS) and therefore
have accepted ecological value. As required by planning policy guidance,
the objective should be to avoid loss of such value prior to considering
mitigation or compensation.

5.24

The option of retaining the Lytag LoWS has therefore been considered but
ruled out. In effect, it would sterilise c. 16ha. (40 acres) of the site (the area
of the proposed extended Lytag LoWS) – representing some 33% of the
total site area and would leave little space to the north of the Sub-Station
Road’ (which crosses the site east west and subdivides the two principal
uses).

5.25

Consequently, an aggregates terminal would not be viable on the remainder
of the land north of Substation Road if the LoWS was retained. This is
because, having met the space demands of the RoRo terminal, there would
be insufficient space to accommodate the CMAT within only some small
areas around the LoWS available for aggregate storage. Satisfying the
known demand for a large aggregate import and processing facility to
support regional construction projects would be lost to Tilbury. There are no
other sites within the Port that could accommodate this facility given that the
Port is at capacity and the CMAT needs to be in reasonably close proximity
to the quay-side with direct conveyor links

5.26

Similarly, the TEEC LoWS (3.3 ha [8 acres] as proposed to be extended by
current policy proposals), is situated in the middle of the Tilbury2 site and
could not reasonably be retained whilst meeting the throughput
requirements of PoTLL and their tenants for the RoRo terminal as discussed
above.

5.27

The masterplan does allow for retention/creation of some drainage channels
and retention and enhancement of vegetation along the western and
northern boundaries of the site together with retention and enhancement of
the land outside of the rail sidings to the north east for ecological mitigation.
MARINE WORKS

5.28

The design parameters of the proposed jetty layout are numerous but the
key factors are as follows

5.29

The existing jetty, that formerly serviced the RWE Power Station must
remain in place. The jetty has, constructed within it, water intakes that
previously served the Tilbury B Power station and which, as a requirement
of the purchase of the land by PoTLL from RWE, must be retained. They will
be needed for RWE’s proposed CCGT Power Station on the site of the
Tilbury B Power Station

5.30

The RoRo terminal requires the ability to handle vessels with stern or
quarter ramps, via which trailers and containers are removed by port tugs.
This requires a consistent and acceptable freeboard and gradient between
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the vessels and the immediate point at which the trailers and containers are
removed from the vessel, whatever the state of the tide. Given changes in
water level, this necessitates a floating pontoon, linked to the landside by a
linkspan bridge which is of sufficient length to ensure acceptable gradients
between the pontoon and the land whatever the state of the tide.
5.31

The proposed berthing arrangement needs to ensure sufficient separation to
allow safe manoeuvring of vessels. A Navigation Risk Assessment (which
involves the use of a simulator and is overseen by PLA) has been
undertaken as part of the design process and has ensured the optimisation
of berthing locations and hence the location of the new mooring dolphins at
both the upstream and downstream ends of the existing jetty.

5.32

These factors have led to the current jetty design. The RoRo berth must be
upstream of the existing jetty (given the need to retain the existing jetty) as
this is the only location on the river frontage of the Tilbury2 site where it is
possible to create a link between the land and a floating pontoon. The RoRo
berth has then been designed accordingly taking into account known vessel
sizes and the Navigation Risk Assessment. The upriver RoRo berth has
also been designed to also accommodate car carrier ships with a starboard
quarter ramp. This is intended to provide additional resiliency and capacity
to the existing Tilbury Riverside car handling facility should it be needed in
the future. Allowing the design to accommodate car carriers will increase
flexibility in the use of Tilbury2 in the future, consistent with the application of
the Port’s permitted development rights.

5.33

Seeking to minimise the upstream extension of the berth in order to limit the
impact on the setting of Fort is aligned with the PoTLL’s own engineering
aspirations given the factors identified above by ensuring that the extent
(and thereby cost and potential environmental impacts) of the new structures
proposed is minimised whilst addressing capacity and navigational safety
considerations

5.34

The existing jetty infrastructure and configuration will however be utilised for
CMAT material handling. Material handling was its original design/use for
(coal/biomass) unloading and transfer to land. Given the size of vessels and
the separation defined by the NRA, the downstream extension, once again,
is the minimum operational length that can be achieved.
ROAD ACCESS AND ALIGNMENT

5.35

The Surface Access Option Assessment Report that is appended to this
statement considers in detail the options considered in respect of both the
alignment of the highway access to Tilbury2 and the junctions connecting it
to the current highway network.

5.36

Use of the existing Fort Road between A1089 and Tilbury2 was considered
inappropriate for the likely level of traffic movements that will result given its
width and horizontal alignment. Indeed, if this corridor were to be used, the
alignment of this highway would need to be radically reviewed in order to be
acceptable.
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5.37

In addition, the current alignment of Fort Road passes close to Tilbury Fort
itself. Increases in traffic movements (particularly of HGVs) along this road
would introduce a higher level of activity and result in an adverse impact on
the setting of this important heritage asset. Similarly, any physical upgrading
of this corridor would itself be detrimental to the setting of the heritage asset.

5.38

For these reasons, a direct route between Ferry Road and Fort Road is
preferred. It is accepted that this will route closer to residential properties
located within Tilbury on the north side of the existing rail corridor. However,
detailed assessment has been undertaken of the effects on visual amenity,
noise and air quality that could be experienced by such residents and
mitigation proposed in order to ensure that harm is minimised.

5.39

The Surface Access Options Assessment also sets out the various
permutations of junctions at either end of the infrastructure corridor that have
been considered, together with the detailed alignment in relation to levels,
ownership, vegetation and highways design parameters.

5.40

Consideration was given to maintaining the riverside railhead and designing
the highway link to the east of St. Andrews Road/Ferry Road to cross this
rail siding. However, this would only have been feasible with the use of a
level crossing or a significant bridge structure that would elevate the link
road across the siding. Early discussions with Thurrock Council as local
highways authority indicated that they would not accept the introduction of a
level crossing on what would be a new adopted road. Bridging of the
riverside railhead siding is not considered by PoTLL to be an economic
solution and could have adverse environment effects due to visual impacts
and noise from a significant elevated structure and vehicle movements on it.

5.41

The Surface Access Option Assessment Report explains the development of
the new highway link. The option proposed requires the existing Fort Road
to be elevated to enable the new link road to pass underneath. Although
this leads to increased visual intrusion of Fort Road, it reduces the visual
impact of proposed HGV traffic on the new highway link compared to other
options. It also separates local traffic using Fort Road from HGV traffic
accessing the proposed Tilbury2.

5.42

A previously considered option had involved two staggered priority junctions.
However, in order to accommodate these new junctions, the proposed
highway link would have needed to have been elevated and this was
considered to be visually intrusive owing to the high HGV content. The
option would have also merged local traffic with the HGV traffic accessing
Tilbury2, which would have led to potential safety concerns raised regarding
the Stopping Sight Distance over the existing Fort Road overbridge;
particularly when considered in conjunction with potential queuing at the
priority junction with the highway link.

5.43

The elevated Fort Road option has therefore been taken forward as it offers
the following:
-

Reduced risks associated with reduced visibility of the crest curve at the
existing Fort Road overbridge
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-

Separation of HGV's and local traffic.

-

Separation of Non-Motorised User's and HGV traffic.

-

Reduced visual intrusion by lowering the busier HGV link in favour of
elevating the quieter local road.

-

Continuity of the higher trafficked Infrastructure Corridor.

RAIL CORRIDOR ALIGNMENT
5.44

The Surface Access Option Assessment Report sets out the process that
has led to the rail corridor as now proposed.

5.45

In respect of the proposed railhead at the Tilbury2 site, two principal options
were considered in the design process. The first was to create a new
turnout from the existing rail line immediately to the north of the Tilbury2 site.
This would have the benefit of reducing the amount of new off-line siding
and thereby could reduce the overall width of the infrastructure corridor with
consequential environmental benefits in relation to impact on open land.
Interaction with the rail network is managed by Network Rail. A direct
connection to the mainline was investigated by PoTLL but Network Rail
indicated that they would object to such a connection. As such, a connection
from the Port's existing riverside railhead connection was the only other
option available.

5.46

This has the benefit of utilising the existing rail turnout and signalling on the
main line with limited interventions. This option is supported by Network Rail.
For the reasons set out above this has the benefit of avoiding the need for
the new highway to cross the proposed rail link, albeit the current rail
enabled ‘Maritime’ facility at the riverside railhead must be relocated to
Tilbury2.

5.47

Whilst the proposed rail corridor will be wider than if the turn-out from the
mainline was immediately to the north of the Tilbury2 site, the proposed rail
corridor will be further from the nearest residential properties than the
existing rail line, thus reducing the likely noise effects.
PROVISION FOR THE ‘MARITIME TERMINAL’ AT TILBURY2

5.48

PoTLL had originally envisaged retaining the Riverside railhead (and the key
tenant, Maritime) in its current location. However, in developing the
proposals for connecting Tilbury2 to the existing highway and railway
network (rather than upgrading Fort Road) as discussed above, this proved
to be impossible to achieved.

5.49

Consequently, an alternate Maritime rail connected facility is therefore
needed, as there is no room on the existing port to accommodate this
tenant. The masterplan therefore provides for a new facility for Maritime on
a ‘like-for-like’ basis as far as possible, ensuring that the economic
contribution of this major tenant is maintained. The building has been
designed to a specification to accord with the tenants’ operational
requirements both in terms of floor area and heights associated with racking.
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5.50

By sharing the RoRo rail facility with Maritime it is possible to site the facility
within Tilbury 2, away from the RoRo linkspan (thus not affecting RoRo
turnaround times).

5.51

Allowing for a shared train loading operation with the RoRo and the Maritime
warehouse also avoids the need for more land take and reduces the starting
and stopping of trains (and their associated noise impacts), as they will only
need to stop in one location.
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6.0

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSALS

6.1

This section provides an overview of the masterplan that was the outcome of
the process described above. They are described in further detail in the
Environmental Statement (Document Reference 6.1) and the DCO
(Document Reference 3.1)

6.2

As previously outlined the redevelopment of the Tilbury2 site itself as a new
port terminal will comprise a number of key components with the two
principal proposed port uses being a Roll-on/Roll-off (RoRo) terminal,
located south of Substation Road, and a Construction Materials and
Aggregates Terminal to the north of Substation Road.

6.3

The proposals are based on a series of parameters in each work area
defined in the DCO. Although some elements of the proposals are
reasonably fixed and have been the subject of a level of engineering design
(for example the marine works and infrastructure corridor) the exact nature
of development within the main Tilbury2 site is based on physical and
operational assumptions. Each topic in the Environmental Statement
(Document Reference 6.1) explains the assumptions made for that topic as
to the reasonably likely ‘worse case’ scenario.
JETTY/MARINE WORKS

6.4

To facilitate its use for both the RoRo terminal and the aggregates facility,
the existing jetty will require modification at both its upstream and
downstream arms.

6.5

To create a two berth RoRo terminal the upstream works will comprise:-

6.6

•

An approach bridge comprising a roadway and adjoining footway;

•

A linkspan bridge connecting the bridge to the floating pontoon;

•

A floating pontoon

•

Erection of buildings and structures on the floating pontoon;

•

Footway Link bridge, linking the floating pontoon to the existing
jetty;

•

mooring dolphins arranged east west as an extension to the
existing jetty connected by a footway link bridge

•

Removal of the existing Anglian Water Authority (AWA) jetty. This
has been agreed in principle with AWA who no longer use the jetty.

Downstream works in association with the Construction Materials and
Aggregates terminal will comprise •

Installation of an extension to the existing conveyor system;
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•

Erection of new feed hopper and supporting machinery;

•

Installation of mooring dolphins to the front of and downstream of
the existing jetty;

BERTH POCKETS AND APPROACH DREDGING
6.7

Dredge pockets will be created and maintained for the life of the terminal
around the improved terminal jetty.
In relation to the downstream
(aggregate) jetty, the depth of pocket will cater for the largest likely vessels
to visit the site in the future (100,000 tonnes).

6.8

The immediately adjoining approaches to the berth pockets will also need
dredging and are included within the draft DCO limits.
RORO TERMINAL – LANDSIDE FACILITIES

6.9

Following clearance of the site, the land south of Substation Road will be
developed to accommodate associated storage areas and access to the
RoRo jetty over an area of approximately [20ha.] check. These works will
comprise :•

Formation of pavement for the storage of shipping containers and
the laying out of internal roads;

•

Surface water drainage features;

•

Installation of column mounted and high mast luminaires;

•

Potential ancillary single storey welfare buildings;

•

Operation and security gate systems;

•

Formation of access corridor to the linkspan bridge;

•

Peripheral structural landscaping including SUDs features

6.10

This area will also accommodate a single storey warehouse. This will
replace the existing “Maritime” terminal warehouse at the existing Port and
will be used for multi-modal transhipment of steel.

6.11

No landside cranes are proposed, with containers being moved by reach
stackers. In the RoRo terminal area, containers may be stacked.
CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS
LANDSIDE FACILITIES

6.12

AND

AGGREGATES

TERMINAL

–

The Construction Materials and Aggregates Terminal (“CMAT”) will comprise
a number of permanent uses and structures as follows :-

Aggregates Distribution Yard
Block & Precast Manufacturing Facility.
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6.13

Cement Facility comprising Importing Sheds / Silos on approximately
0.8ha (2 acres)
Readymix concrete batching plant.
Asphalt batching plant

The facility will include extension to the existing conveyor system from the
jetty to the CMAT.
OTHER USES AND STRUCTURES

6.14

Remaining land within the site may be used for external storage uses, with
the principal use likely to be the storage of new imported motor vehicles.
RAIL SPUR

6.15

A rail spur will enter the Tilbury2 site in the north west corner, routing around
the northern and down the eastern boundary of the site, terminating in new
sidings.
SURFACE ACCESS STRATEGY

6.16

In order to fully utilise the new port terminal, a surface access strategy has
been devised comprising new and improved road and rail links.

6.17

It is proposed to construct a new public highway to link the A1089/Ferry
Road from a location to the south of Tilbury Railway station, along an
alignment which closely follows the existing railway line, through the
northern part of the existing Fortland site.

6.18

Rail provision will be established by a connection from the existing port
sidings prior to the spur to the riverside railhead with the existing railhead
being closed. The rail siding will route alongside the existing main line
railway to the north of the proposed new highway.

6.19

An extended road bridge will be constructed close to the entrance to the
Main Site where Fort Road presently crosses the railway. A new manned
gatehouse will be constructed within the Tilbury2 site to the east of the
junction of the access road with Fort Road
PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY

6.20

The scheme proposes the temporary and permanent stopping up of public
rights of way. Footpath FP144 crosses the proposed infrastructure corridor
to the south of the built-up area of Tilbury. It routes from Hume Avenue/The
Beeches down the rear of properties on Brunel Avenue and crosses the
existing railway via an unmanned pedestrian crossing. It is proposed to
permanently close this section of this footpath. A public footpath (Byway 98
or FP 146) routes along the foreshore of the Thames at the southern
boundary of the Tilbury2 site. This footpath forms part of the Thames path
and may need to be temporarily diverted or temporarily stopped up during
the construction process. The route will be retained and available once
Tilbury2 is operational. As part of a package of proposals to address the
effect of the proposals on the local public rights of way network this route will
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be enhanced in respect of surfacing and the crossing of flood defences by
Bill Melroy creek.
6.21

As mitigation for the impacts on PRoWs, PoTLL propose enhancement to
other crossing points from the town over the railway (the two points being
the ‘Hairpin Bridge to the west and Fort Road Bridge to the east) and an
area wide strategy for improving footpath and cycle links between the town
and the river. The strategy includes a ‘way marking’ scheme to improve
route finding and appreciation of the area. These proposals are contained in
the Active Travel Study appended to the Heads of Terms of the Section 106
Agreement with Thurrock Council (Document Reference 5.3),.

6.22

The proposals include diversions of public rights of way and minor
modifications to the local highway network. A public footpath (By-way 98 or
FP 146) routes along the foreshore of the Thames at the southern boundary
of the site. This footpath forms part of the Thames path and may need to be
temporarily diverted or temporarily closed during the construction process.

6.23

Footpath FP144 crosses the proposed access corridor to the south of the
built up area of Tilbury and will need to locally diverted.
FLEXIBILITY AND LIMITS OF DEVIATION

6.24

The port terminal development as described above and as assessed in the
ES (Document Reference 6.1) adopts a series of parameters related to
location and heights of buildings and operations within approximate areas.
These parameters are based around the masterplan.
This parameters
based approach is to provide the flexibility that will be needed in recognition
of the fact that the primary aim is to authorise a new operational port
terminal. Each topic chapter explains the parameters of this flexibility (for
example air quality considers stockpiles being located across the whole of
the CMAT area. The DCO accordingly only allows for variation to
accommodate detailed design but for changes to the operation of the Port in
the long term.

6.25

As a key sensitivity the DCO codifies the key range of heights of structures
in different areas of the site, and this defines the Rochdale Envelope for
assessment purposes. In each of the topic chapters in the Environmental
Statement (Document Reference 6.1), the worst-case scenario given the
parameters established is set out for the purposes of assessing the effect of
variation within the Rochdale envelope for that topic.

6.26

Therefore, where appropriate, the ES includes sensitivity testing for differing
heights, masses, uses and layouts within the constraints of the masterplan
to demonstrate how flexible uses will be able to be introduced onto the
Tilbury2 site within the parameters of the masterplan and within the terms of
the environmental impact assessment undertaken.
PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS

6.27

The Port is a statutory undertaker and benefits from Permitted Development
rights under Part 8 Class B of the Town and Country Planning (Permitted
Development) Order 2015. This allows development on operational land by
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the port and its lessees in respect of dock, pier, harbour, water transport,
required:
“(a) for the purposes of shipping, or
(b) in connection with the embarking, disembarking, loading, discharging or
transport of passengers, livestock or goods at a dock, pier or harbour, or
with the movement of traffic by canal or inland navigation or by any railway
forming part of the undertaking.”
6.28

As part of the DCO, PoTLL seek to ensure that such rights will apply equally
to Tilbury2 when that land becomes operational port land. As such, the
exact nature of uses on the site may change over time, as indicated above.
Indeed, it is through the usage of PD rights that the flexibility referred to
above will most likely be undertaken.

6.29

However, nothing could in any event be permitted under PD rights as
applied to Tilbury2 that has a likely significant effect on the environment
beyond that of the 'envelope' of the assessed effects of the development
permitted in, and subject to the constraints of the DCO. Proposals for
development beyond that envelope of effects would fail to meet the test of
article 3(10) of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) Order 2015, which states that development which is EIA
development cannot be permitted development unless, at the very least, a
screening opinion from the local planning authority or Secretary of State has
been received confirming that the development is not EIA development, that
is to say that it is not likely to have significant effects on the environment.
Accordingly, there would be no PD rights for proposals for development with
a likely significant effect beyond that of the envelope assessed.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND
1.1

Port of Tilbury London Limited (PoTLL) is proposing a new port terminal on
the north bank of the River Thames at Tilbury, a short distance to the east of
its existing Port. The proposed port terminal will be constructed on largely
previously developed land that formed the western part of the now
redundant Tilbury Power Station.

1.2

The project is known as “Tilbury2”. The proposed main uses on the site will
be a Roll-on/Roll-off ("RoRo") terminal and a Construction Materials and
Aggregates terminal ("the CMAT"), and associated infrastructure including
rail and road facilities and revisions to the existing marine infrastructure. An
'infrastructure corridor' is proposed that will accommodate road and rail links
to the existing rail and road network. The CMAT will include stockpiling of
construction materials and some processing of aggregates for the
production of asphalt and concrete products.

1.3

The proposals will require works including, but not limited to:

1.4

•

creation of hard surfaced pavements;

•

improvement of and extensions to the existing jetty including
creation of a new RoRo berth;

•

associated 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 10,200sq.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
and the new Port facilities;

•

formation of a rail spur and sidings.

The proposed volumes of import/export of RoRo 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).
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PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT
1.5

The purpose of this document is to describe the design process that has led
to the proposals for the alignment of the surface access (infrastructure
corridor) proposals that are included within the Development Consent Order
(DCO) application for Tilbury2 and explain the options that have been
considered during that design process.

1.6

With a significant infrastructure project such as Tilbury2, there are
numerous, wide-ranging and inter-related factors that influence the design.
These can broadly be divided into the following categories :-

1.7

(i)

Operational requirements and efficiency

(ii)

Planning policy considerations

(iii)

Environmental considerations

(iv)

Technical engineering standards/design criteria taking account of
issues such as safety in operation;

(v)

Land and other physical constraints

(vi)

Views expressed by third parties including statutory consultees and
members of the public

This document does not purport to cover all of the above in detail but rather
to describe how key parameters of the proposals have been considered
given the differing and sometimes conflicting requirements of these
influencing factors.
STRUCTURE OF THIS DOCUMENT

1.8

This document is structured as follows :Section 2 describes why utilising the existing Fort Road was not considered
viable and that a new road was required;
Section 3 describes how consideration was given to the preferred rail
connections;
Section 4 describes how the alignment for the new infrastructure was
optimised based on environmental considerations;
Section 5 summarises the design development for the interaction at St
Andrews Road; and
Section 6 summarises the design development for the interaction at Fort
Road.
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2.0

EXISTING FORT ROAD

INTRODUCTION
2.1

This section sets out the appraisal process which has been undertaken in
determining safe and suitable access to the Tilbury2 proposals.

2.2

It considers the ability of the existing road network (with appropriate
improvement) to provide a safe and suitable access to Tilbury2. This
section concludes that the existing road network between the existing cruise
terminal access in Tilbury and the existing Tilbury2 site access could not
provide safe and suitable access to the Tilbury2 site, without improvement.
It also concludes that it is not possible to improve the road on its existing
alignment.

2.3

This section reports on an initial appraisal of access options that was
undertaken for the proposals. This occurred early on in scheme
development, and prior to confirmation that the development would be
subject to the NSIP process. Accordingly, the starting point in terms of policy
context was the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and in
particular, the importance of providing safe and suitable access to the site.

2.4

Nonetheless it should be noted that the NPS for Ports is consistent with the
NPPF identifying the requirement to take into account government
objectives for transport. For example, at paragraph 4.1.1 the NPS for Ports
sets out the key considerations which include the need to “strengthen the
safety and security of transport”. Therefore, the appraisal is consistent with
both NPPF and NPS for Ports.

2.5

In addition to the policy context, appropriate reference is made to the
relevant design guidance that was considered in determining the most
appropriate and hence most safe and suitable form of access.
EXISTING ROAD NETWORK

2.6

The Tilbury2 site is accessed via a simple priority T junction onto Fort Road.
Fort Road is a single carriageway road of a rural character in the vicinity of
the site access. The carriageway varies in width being generally 5m metres
wide, it has limited footway provision and there is no street lighting. It is
subject to the national speed limit of 60 mph.

2.7

To the north, Fort Road continues via an overbridge across the railway line
providing subsequent connections to the eastern side of Tilbury (via
Brennan Road) and further north to Chadwell St Mary and subsequently to
the A1089.

2.8

Within the urban area of Tilbury (accessed via Brennan Road), but not on
Fort Road, there is a 7.5 tonne weight limit restriction (except for access)
which applies throughout Tilbury. To the north Fort Road connects with Gun
Hill providing a route via Chadwell St Mary and subsequently to the A1089.
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Gun Hill is subject to a 7.5 tonne weight limit restriction prohibiting HGV
access.
2.9

To the south of the site access Fort Road remains of a rural character up to
an existing cattle grid (see Figure 1 for location) which is located broadly
where existing commercial development commences on both sides of the
road. At this point the road becomes subject to a 30mph speed limit, has
footways on both sides of the carriageway, street lighting and provides direct
access to existing commercial operations. The road continues west then
south before turning north at the Cruise Terminal access. At this point the
road becomes known as Ferry Road and is part of Thurrock Council’s
primary road network. At short distance north it provides access to the
existing Port of Tilbury (Gate 2) as well as the existing Maritime Terminal.

Site Access

Port of Tilbury
Gate 2

Cattle Grid

Cruise Terminal Access

Figure 1 - Existing Road Network to Tilbury2 site access

2.10

The road continues north then west becoming St Andrews Road and
providing access to the existing Port of Tilbury (Gate 1). The road then
becomes the A1089 part of Highways England’s road network and is a dual
two-lane carriageway north until it joins the A13.
Tilbury2 Development Proposals

2.11

At the time that the access options were being developed full details of the
proposals were still evolving. Therefore, the final estimate of associated
traffic generation had not been completed. However, it was known that the
proposals would be an extension of existing port activities. Existing traffic
data from the Port of Tilbury was used to determine a broad estimate of the
likely traffic generated by Tilbury2.

2.12

As such, for assessing the likely access options, the following daily traffic
generation estimates were used:
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2.13

•

Total Traffic

•

HGV’s

-

3,000 movements
1,500 movements

It’s worth noting that these estimates are of similar magnitude to the final
estimates which now form part of the overall assessments, with total daily
movements of 3,040 vehicles of which 2,143 would be HGV’s. This increase
in estimated HGV traffic further justifies the need for highway improvements,
in order to provide a safe and suitable access to Tilbury2.
Access Requirements

2.14

The first stage of the appraisal process was to determine the requirements
of the access arrangements for the Tilbury2 site. Essentially this was simply
setting out what would constitute suitable access for the proposal having
regard to the estimated traffic movements outlined above.

2.15

The proposals are effectively an extension of the existing Port. Therefore, it
was considered that the access arrangements for the existing Port provided
a reasonable guide to what is required. The existing access arrangements
to the Port can be summarised as follows:
•

Two access Gates;

•

Direct access to the Strategic Road Network (Gate 1);

•

Secondary access to the primary road network (Gate 2);

2.16

The nature of the Port’s operation is reflected in its access arrangements.
The direct connection to the Strategic Road Network (SRN) (A1089)
demonstrates the strategic nature of its activity.
Port-related traffic,
particularly freight, has strategic destinations (and origins) and suitable
access to the SRN is therefore a key requirement. The importance of this is
reflected in the National Policy Statement, as is explained further in the
Planning Policy Compliance Statement (document reference 6.1.1A).
Accordingly, providing suitable access between Tilbury2 and the SRN was
the key determinant when assessing access requirements.

2.17

The most direct route between the existing SRN (Gate 1) and Tilbury2 is via
the Ferry Road/Fort Road south from the Tilbury2 site access. An
alternative would be north along Fort Road either through Tilbury or
Chadwell St Mary. Given the existing Traffic Regulation Orders (TRO’s)
which prohibit HGV’s via these routes, it was considered that the northern
route was unsuitable for HGV routing. Thurrock Council as highway
authority had clearly assessed these routes and considered their use by
HGVs as unsuitable. Hence, only the route south of Tilbury2 was
considered further.

2.18

The route to the south was divided into the following sections for the
purposes of assessing its suitability as part of the Tilbury2 access
arrangements:
•

Fort Road (south of Tilbury 2 site access to cattle grid);
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2.19

•

Fort Road (between cattle grid and cruise terminal access);

•

Ferry Road (cruise terminal access to Gate 2); and

•

Ferry Road/St Andrews Road (north of Gate 2).

The appraisal considered the suitability of the route against the following
criteria:
•

Road Category – classification;

•

Geometrics – road widths, alignment etc; and

•

Safety.

2.20

Road category was chosen as a criteria as it reflects the status of a road in
the network hierarchy as determined by the relevant highway authority. It
therefore reflects the local highway authority’s assessment of the function of
the road and hence its suitability for volumes and types of traffic.

2.21

The width of a road and its horizontal alignment are key geometric criteria in
the suitability of a road to accommodate traffic in a safe and efficient
manner. Both these key geometrics reflect the function and suitability of a
road for varying volumes and types of traffic. Narrower roads with tighter
radius bends are intended to be slow speed catering for local traffic
movements. Wider roads with large radius alignments cater for larger
volumes with greater HGV proportion facilitating strategic longer distance
traffic.

2.22

Safety is a key criteria in all transport assessments and appraisal of
transport infrastructure. Safety is important to consider at every stage from
initial concept to post completion as recognised by Road Safety Audit
procedures which are an inherent part road design. Safety is also
considered as part of the environmental assessment process.

2.23

Each of the above is considered in the following paragraphs. Cells are
shaded green for a positive contribution; red for a negative contribution; and
amber for neutral.
Road Category

2.24

The following table summarises the existing categories of roads and their
classification to determine their suitability as the access route.

Fort Road
(south of Tilbury 2 site access to
cattle grid)
Fort Road
(cattle grid to cruise terminal
access)
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Ferry Road
(cruise
terminal access to Gate 2)
Ferry Road/St Andrews Road
(north of Gate 2).

National
Classification
unclassified
unclassified

Thurrock Road
Network Hierarchy
Level 1 - Urban
Distributor
Level 1 - Urban
Distributor

2.25

Ferry Road/St Andrews Road already serves as an access to the Port (Gate
2)and from Gate 1 is designated as a Level 1 – Urban Distributor in
Thurrock’s Road Network Hierarchy.
Level 1 is the highest category of
Thurrock’s road network with the priority for free and safe movement of all
vehicles between urban centres. Accordingly, this category of road is
considered suitable to accommodate substantial volumes of HGVs.

2.26

Beyond the cruise terminal access Fort Road remains a Level 1 – Urban
Distributor as far as the existing cattle grid. Beyond the cattle grid it is a
Level 2 – Rural Road, which is a lower category intended to provide
connections between rural centres. This category of road is not intended to
accommodate substantial volumes of HGV’s and was therefore considered
not suitable to serve Tilbury2.
Geometric Appraisal

2.27

A geometric appraisal of the road network assessed the ability to
accommodate two way HGV movements in a safe and free flowing manner.
The assessment comprised a review of the carriageway width and the
horizontal alignment in the context of the guidance set out in the Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB).

2.28

Specifically, with reference to the TD27/05 Cross Sections and Headrooms
(para 4.2.1) the appropriate road width to determine suitability for two way
HGV movements is 7.3m. With reference to TD 9/93 Highway Link Design
(Table 3) the appropriate horizontal alignment for two way HGV movements
has a minimum radius of 255m assuming a design speed of 40mph.

2.29

The following table summarises the geometric assessment of each section
of Fort Road and Ferry Road in accordance with these DMRB criteria:

Fort Road
(south of Tilbury 2 site access to
cattle grid)
Fort Road
(cattle grid to cruise terminal
access)
Ferry Road
(cruise
terminal access to Gate 2)
Ferry Road/St Andrews Road
(north of Gate 2).
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350m
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2.30

As can be seen from the above table the road (to the cruise terminal access)
is suitable in terms of both width and alignment. Beyond the cruise terminal
the road width remains suitable, although the horizontal alignment is below
that considered suitable. Fort Road from the cattle grid to the Tilbury2 site
access is not suitable in terms of road width or horizontal alignment.
Road Safety Appraisal

2.31

An appraisal of the ability of existing roads to safely accommodate the traffic
associated with the proposals was undertaken based on a review of a
number of key characteristics of the road which affect road safety.
Furthermore, the accident record (known as PIA (‘Personal Injury
Accidents’)) of the links was noted.

2.32

The appraisal considers each criteria on a simple positive or negative
contribution to road safety based on professional judgement and experience
of contributory factors to accidents.

2.33

The appraisal is summarised in the table below:
PIAs
Fort Road
(south of Tilbury 2 site
access)
Fort Road
(cattle grid to cruise
terminal access)
Ferry Road
(cruise terminal access to
Gate 2)
Ferry Road/St Andrews
Road (north of Gate 2).

2.34

Footway

1

Speed
limit
60

0

30

Yes

Four

Yes

0

30

Yes

None

Yes

0

30

Yes

One

Yes

None

Direct
Street
Accesses Lighting
Two
No

Based on the above appraisal Fort Road (south of Tilbury2) has negative
scores for all of the five criteria and has experienced a personal injury
accident in the last five year period. The remaining links scored positively in
four or five of the criteria. On this basis in road safety terms the
characteristics of Fort Road (south of Tilbury2) are not considered suitable
as an access route for Tilbury2.
DESIGN APPRAISAL SUMMARY

2.35

To determine the suitability of each link the above appraisal has been
summarised in the table below for Road Category, Geometrics and Road
Safety.
Classification

Geometry

Safety

Fort Road
(south of Tilbury 2 site access to
cattle grid)
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Fort Road
(cattle grid to cruise terminal
access)
Ferry Road
(cruise
terminal access to Gate 2)
Ferry Road/St Andrews Road
(north of Gate 2).
2.36

As can be seen based on the above summary appraisal Fort Road between
the cattle grid and the Tilbury2 site access is not suitable against any criteria
and therefore requires improvement. Similarly, Fort Road between the cattle
grid and the cruise terminal access is suitable in terms of classification,
safety and width, but fails on horizontal alignment. It would therefore require
improvement to be suitable to serve the proposals

2.37

Improvements would therefore have to cover Fort Road from the cruise
terminal to the site access. The improvement would have to include
changes to the horizontal alignment of the road to make it suitable for the
proposed Tilbury2 development. The existing horizontal alignment is
substandard and therefore to achieve a suitable alignment Fort Road would
have to be re-aligned substantially from its existing alignment. An illustration
of the likely extent of one option for realignment is shown below.

Site Access

Port of Tilbury
Gate 2

Cattle Grid

Cruise Terminal Access

Figure 2 – Illustration of Fort Road Realignment

2.38

Accordingly an improvement along the existing alignment is not achievable.
A new alignment would therefore be required to provide access to the
Tilbury2 site.
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3.0

CONNECTION TO NETWORK RAIL

INTRODUCTION
3.1

In order to accommodate a RoRo terminal and a CMAT it was clear that the
Tilbury2 site needed to be a multi-modal facility. The existing Port operates
with immediate access to the trunk road and hence motorway network, rail
terminals and transhipment facilities, including by barge.

3.2

Given the mix of uses identified, Tilbury2 needs to offer the same multimodal opportunities. This is a key masterplanning principle. The viability of
Tilbury2 as an extension to the Port of Tilbury therefore requires a dedicated
railhead suitable for bulk materials related to the CMAT but also allowing the
RoRo facility to be rail-enabled.

3.3

The use of the site for bulk aggregates would not be viable without access to
a railhead.
RAIL CORRIDOR ALIGNMENT

3.4

The existing rail connection to the Port of Tilbury is located between Tilbury
Town and East Tilbury Station on the electrified London Tilbury and
Southend Line (ELR:TLL). The existing main line connection is known as
Tilbury Railport JN and is located at 22 miles 6 chains. The Junction
consists of a main to main facing crossover between the Down Tilbury and
Up
Tilbury
Lines,
a
single
trailing
lead
on
the
Up
Tilbury Line and a set of traps. This connection leads to the existing Tilbury
Riverside Sidings which are under the ownership of PoTLL. A schematic of
the existing track layout is shown below.

Figure 3 - Existing Track Layout at Port of Tilbury London

3.5

The area of land for Tilbury2 and its associated rail terminal are at the site of
Tilbury ‘A’ Power Station and the adjacent Lytag site which previously
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shared a rail connection from Tilbury Loop on the main London to Southend
Line. Exchange sidings were also located alongside the London to Southend
Line. Although no longer operational, the remains of these are still shown on
the digital OS survey data.
3.6

The Tilbury2 terminal is expected to receive up to three trains per day each
way in aggregates (six movements in total), one train per day (two
movements) for the RoRo terminal and a further rail movement in and out of
the Tilbury2 site would be needed in association with the ‘Maritime’ steel
product interchange. The proposals are therefore assumed to generate a
maximum of five trains per day (ten movements in total) entering and leaving
the site.

3.7

The UK Freight Industry is moving towards a network of freight routes which
are capable of supporting container trains of 750m. Therefore consideration
was given to making provision for 750m long trains.
OPTIONS

3.8

3.9

Five options were considered for the rail connections at Tilbury2 and are
discussed in Section 3.10 onwards. These five options were:
•

Previous Option utilised for the Tilbury Power Station (Sugar by Rail
and Tilbury Power Station Rail Connection)

•

Option PT1, a modified hybrid version of the previous Sugar by Rail
and Tilbury Power Station Rail Connection Option.

•

Option PT2, utilising an existing turnout connection from the
Riverside Sidings (within the existing Port).

•

Option PT3, a new connection to the Network Rail controlled
section of track leading up to the boundary gate at Riverside
Sidings.

•

Option PT4, a variation of Options PT2 and PT3 which suggested a
modified track alignment that minimised the amount of potential
development land used by the new track alignment and maximised
the length of the Reception, Departure and Loading sidings.

It should be noted that for all options the proposed freight movements
associated with Tilbury2 will need to pass close to existing residential
properties, either via the existing Network Rail mainline or via a dedicated
private siding. The indicative alignment of each of these options is shown
below.
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Previous Option and
Option PT1 alignment
Options PT2, PT3
and PT4 alignment

Fortland Site

Riverside Sidings

Tilbury Fort

Figure 4 – Network Rail Connection Options

Previous power station options
3.10

Several options have previously been considered for new rail connections to
serve the area of land now proposed for a new port terminal with a rail head.
Although they serve the current proposed development site, these previous
rail connection proposals were related to different development and
business use proposals. The previous options can be summarised as
follows;
•

Sugar by Rail Tilbury to Silvertown Option 1 – United Molasses and
National Power 1996

•

Sugar by Rail Tilbury to Silvertown Option 2 – United Molasses and
National Power 1996

•

Sugar by Rail Tilbury to Silvertown Option 3 – United Molasses and
National Power 1996

•

Tilbury Power Station Rail Connection (2008)

3.11

The Sugar by Rail options were developed in 1996 as part of a proposal to
offload molasses at the Tilbury jetty before shipping by rail into the
Silvertown sugar refinery in London docks. In 2007, studies were made into
the possible reinstatement of the railway connection as part of a new project
to develop a proposed coal plant. Had this scheme been completed the
railway line would have been used to receive limestone and export gypsum
from the flue gas desulphurisation plant.

3.12

The general principles of all three Sugar by Rail options and the later 2008
Tilbury Power Station Rail Connection option are for a new connection to the
Network Rail London to Southend Line to the north of the Tilbury2 site. All
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options provide a west facing connection, allowing trains to arrive from and
depart to the London direction. Therefore in terms of the mainline connection
all of the above connection options can effectively be considered as a single
option, termed below as ‘Previous Option’.
3.13

The sidings possibilities of the Previous Connection were considered in
relation to the requirements of Tilbury2 and the Tilbury Power Station Rail
Connection variant is still considered to be valid in its own right. However
this option as previously presented only allows connection to a sidings
layout running along the western boundary of the Tilbury2 site. This would
lead to operational restrictions.
OPTION PT1

3.14

The Previous Option only allowed for a sidings alignment along the eastern
boundary due to the power station requirements at the time of the previous
studies Therefore an alternative option was developed that allowed for
sidings along both the eastern and/or western boundaries.

3.15

The advantage of adopting and then updating the Previous Option - Tilbury
Power Station Rail Connection (2008) for the main line connection is that
this scheme was developed to a robust level of detail including relevant
negotiations with Network Rail.

3.16

Option PT1 was therefore developed to allow trains to make a direct entry
into the new Tilbury2 sidings from the main line. Providing the Tilbury2
siding layout in this way would allow for through sidings leading to an
appropriate headshunt/loco release; and then once the train has been
hauled into the appropriate siding, locos to then be able to detach and run
round within the Tilbury2 site, in preparation for departure.

3.17

This would be possible because of the route the locos would take under this
option - from the new trap points at the connection, the track would sweep
round through a minimum 201m track radius, with a short reverse curve of
201m radius then connecting into a straight new sidings alignment to match
the alignment of the existing derelict sidings along the eastern boundary of
the Tilbury2 site. A minimum 201m track radii would then be able to be
proposed as this is a desirable minimum track radius which still allows the
use of standard serviceable concrete sleepers and would avoid any
requirement for gauge widening round the curve, which would increase the
cost of the track materials.

3.18

As a sub option to the proposed eastern boundary sidings layout that would
be possible under this option, the track alignment could also have allowed
for an optional/additional route to further sidings laid along the western
boundary. This track alignment would be able to sweep through a long
reverse curve arrangement, again with 201m minimum track radii, leading
into a straight sidings alignment along the western boundary. This sub
option however would however impact on the operation of the CMAT area.

3.19

However, it was considered that there were a number of negative aspects of
this option, as set out below.
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• As the existing sidings are believed to have been out of operation for a
while and the track is believed to be in poor condition, pursuing this
option would have required the relaying of tracks to a new layout design,
suitable for the Tilbury2 operations.
• The position of the new mainline connection and association turnout
would limit the options in terms of position and length of the sidings
required for the CMAT operations.
• Owing to the position of the connection with the mainline, and the
required track radius, this option would encroach further into the Green
Belt to the east than the other options.
• Providing a direct connection at Tilbury2 would require Tilbury2 freight
movements to join the existing mainline to the east of Tilbury and head
west and pass the residential properties, towards London, potentially
causing noise and vibration impacts.
• Providing sidings on the western perimeter would bisect the land north of
sub-station road and have a negative impact on the operation of the site.
Further explanation on why additional sidings on the western perimeter
were discounted is included in Section 3.26.
3.20

Through discussions with Network Rail it was agreed that although
connection to the mainline was technically feasibly, this option would come
with a significant price tag and timeframe attached. The installation of a new
connection would also cause disruption to the existing network. Moreover,
Network Rail felt that this would also add more moving parts and complexity
to the existing route that features growing freight and passenger demand.
Network Rail indicated that they would object to the connection.
OPTION PT2

3.21

Option PT2 investigated the feasibility of making a new connection off the
existing Port controlled sidings east of Ferry Road and west of Dock Road
('Riverside Sidings').

3.22

The main advantage with this option is the avoidance of the costly,
disruptive and time consuming requirement to make a new connection to the
existing Network Rail infrastructure. As the proposed new connection is
within the Port of Tilbury’s controlled infrastructure, signalling alterations
would be minimal or possibly avoided.

3.23

Inside the Port of Tilbury/Network Rail boundary gate, the existing Riverside
sidings fan out from the existing King Points, which is a tandem turnout.
Only two of the three routes leading from the tandem are currently utilised,
the left hand route terminating at the back of the crossing. Therefore, in
order to avoid remodelling the current siding layout this option proposes
bringing the left hand route back into operation to form the connection to the
new Port terminal.

3.24

From the existing tandem, the new sidings connection would then run
through the existing hardstanding area currently used for storing cars. The
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alignment then reverses through a length of 500m radius to follow the
southern boundary of the existing Network Rail line.
3.25

The alignment then turns through a 250m radius into the new Tilbury 2
sidings alignment along the eastern boundary of the new site. This
alignment turns through a minimum radius of 150m, with a short length of
500m radius reverse curve, connecting into the straight sidings alignment.

3.26

Operational considerations have dictated that within the site, the favoured
location for the sidings is along the eastern side of the site. This has the
benefit of reducing severance of operations within the site by keeping the rail
alignment to the outer perimeter of the land. It removes the need for any
internal at grade level crossings (aside from that required to allow access by
RWE to land to the east along Sub-Station Road). It thereby maximises
operational efficiencies. It also avoids the need for trains themselves to
potentially perform additional stop/start movements within the site, which
itself has environmental benefits in relation to fuel use and emissions. By
contrast, running the sidings through the middle of the site would bisect
operational areas, causing significant operational inefficiencies, particular
when wagons are stationary on these sidings, impinging on the movement of
bulks, trailers or containers and other vehicles around the site.

3.27

The option of routing the rail sidings along the western side was also briefly
considered but was ruled out as the necessary radii to bring the sidings into
the site would be unachievable. The route would also bisect the RoRo
vehicular access route (which necessarily needs to route close to the
western boundary due to the constraints on the position of the linkspan
bridge) from the main areas of trailer and container storage. Rail
movements close to the western boundary would also have the potential to
cause adverse impacts to the setting of Tilbury Fort.

3.28

The location of the rail sidings along the eastern side of the site also allows
the creation of a corridor which can also be used for conveyors to transfer
bulk materials from the jetty to the CMAT.

3.29

Having established that a routing along the northern and eastern boundaries
of the site was the most operationally efficient, detailed engineering has
considered the appropriate rail radii to link these two corridors. Given that
the land to the north east of the new rail link is green belt, the design
process has sought to minimise the incursion into this area whilst creating
an operationally acceptable alignment given rail standards and bearing in
mind size of wagons and locomotives that are likely to be used. In addition,
it is important to ensure that the alignment does not lead to ‘flange squeal’
(i.e. the sound of the ridges of metal train wheel turning on the track).
OPTION PT3

3.30

Option PT3 is a variation of Option PT2 aiming to minimise the impact to the
existing Port infrastructure by moving the new connection closer to the
Network Rail boundary fence.

3.31

Option PT3 required a flatter track radius which would allow the use of
standard concrete sleepers and continuous welded rail, whereas Option PT2
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would need gauge widened jointed track, increasing the installation and
future track maintenance costs.
3.32

However, in moving the alignment in this way it would be necessary to move
the new sidings connection into the section of Riverside Sidings controlled
by Network Rail. This would require signalling and track alterations on
Network Rail Infrastructure.

3.33

The siding alignment within the main site would remain as Option PT2.
OPTION PT4

3.34

Option PT4 was developed as a variant on Options PT2 and PT3.

3.35

Option PT4 moves the track alignment at the connection to the main line
north whilst keeping it within the section of Riverside Sidings controlled by
the Port. This option also tightens the curve radii to 150m so that the
proposed new alignment follows the existing railway corridor closer than
Option PT2 or PT3 resulting in less land being isolated by the new track
alignment.

3.36

Additional rail joint maintenance will be required as the tracks will have to be
laid as jointed rail rather than the continuous welded rail (CWR) as the radii
is less than 250m.

3.37

The siding alignment within the main site would remain as Option PT2.
SUMMARY

3.38

The option to create a new turnout from the existing rail line immediately to
the north of the Tilbury2 site (Previous Option and Option PT1) would have
the benefit of reducing the amount of new off-line siding and thereby could
reduce the overall width of the infrastructure corridor. However, this would
still cause an impact to open green belt land, drive more freight traffic onto
the main line nearest to Tilbury residents, and have a negative impact on the
potential operational performance of the Port.

3.39

Furthermore, interaction with the rail network is managed by Network Rail.
Network Rail indicated that they would object to a proposal involving a direct
connection to the main line. As such, a connection from the Port's existing
Riverside railhead connection (Options PT2, PT3 and PT4) was the only
other option available.

3.40

Utilising Riverside connection instead of a direct connection at Tilbury2
means that Tilbury2 freight movements will be on a new length of track
south of the existing Network Rail track along this length, further away from
the residential properties.

3.41

Utilising the Port’s existing Riverside connection has the benefit of
employing the existing rail turnout and signalling on the main line with limited
interventions. It should be noted that providing a connection at Riverside
railhead would have minimal impact on the operation of the existing
Riverside Sidings connection. This option is supported by Network Rail.
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Whilst the proposed rail corridor will be longer than if the turn-out from the
mainline was immediately to the north of the Tilbury2 site, the proposed rail
corridor will be further from the nearest residential properties than the
existing rail line, thus reducing the likely noise effects from the freight
movements associated with Tilbury2.
3.42

Operational considerations have dictated that within the site, the favoured
location for the sidings is along the eastern side of the site. This has the
benefit of reducing severance of operations within the site and removes the
need for any internal at grade level crossings (aside from that required to
allow access by RWE to land to the east along Sub-Station Road).

3.43

Given that the land to the north east of the new rail link is green belt, the
design process has sought to minimise the incursion into this area whilst
creating an operationally acceptable alignment.

3.44

In the context of these considerations, Option PT4 was therefore taken
forward for development.

SURFACE ACCESS OPTION ASSESSMENT REPORT

Page 18

4.0

PROPOSED SURFACE ACCESS LOCATION

INTRODUCTION
4.1

As discussed in Section 2.0 the existing Fort Road is not suitable for the
proposed Tilbury2 traffic and improvement along the existing alignment is
not achievable. A new alignment is therefore required.

4.2

Similarly, the preferred option for the rail provision is to connect to PoTLL
existing Riverside sidings.
PROPOSED ALIGNMENT

4.3

The philosophy for the introduction of any new highway or rail infrastructure
should be to provide the most direct route.

4.4

The existing road alignment, the existing Network Rail alignment and the
position of the access to the Tilbury2 site leads to the conclusion that a
direct route south of the existing Network rail track being favourable for both
the rail and the highway.

4.5

This has the additional benefit of maximising the distance between the new
infrastructure corridor and Tilbury Fort.

4.6

The proposed increase in vehicular traffic along the infrastructure corridor
would be partially offset by a lower level of traffic along the existing stretch of
Fort Road to the south. This, subject to agreement with Thurrock Council,
would become a low-traffic ‘Green Route’, of benefit to local landscape
character as well as the setting and amenity value of Tilbury Fort.

4.7

This therefore explains the location of the infrastructure corridor. Sections 5
and 6 explain how its alignment was determined at either end at its junctions
with St Andrews Road and Fort Road.
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5.0

ST ANDREWS ROAD JUNCTION

INTRODUCTION
5.1

As part of the proposed new infrastructure layout a new highway access is
proposed alongside the new rail connection. This new highway will link the
existing Ferry Road to Tilbury2 and will therefore need to cross the existing
Riverside Sidings as shown in Figure 5 below.

5.2

Four highway options were therefore considered for this new road/rail
crossing as part of the design development process including:

5.3

•

Option 1, a new road bridge over Riverside Sidings;

•

Option 2, a new level crossing with minimal remodelling of
Riverside Sidings;

•

Option 3, disconnect Riverside sidings (south of the proposed
Tilbury2 connection) to avoid the requirement for a road over rail
crossing; and

•

Option 4, new level crossing with Riverside sidings remodelled.

In order to facilitate the four highways options, varying degrees of
remodelling works will be required to the existing and/or proposed railway
alignments.
Proposed rail
access

St Andrews
Road

Proposed
highway access

Interaction with
Riverside Sidings
Riverside Sidings

Remodelled
Riverside Sidings
(Option 4)
Figure 5 – St Andrews Road and Riverside Sidings
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OPTION 1
5.4

Option 1 proposed a new road bridge over the Riverside Sidings. Due to the
narrow existing highway corridor it was considered likely that the
approaches to the bridge itself would need to carefully considered and may
not permit a traditional embankment arrangement, which would increase the
overall length and cost of the structure proposed.

5.5

Similarly, due to the size of the new structure within the existing highway
boundary that would be required, the continuation of the existing route
south would not have not been possible without encroaching on land within
the existing Port, with significant impact on the Enterprise Distribution Centre
(EDC).

5.6

Bridging over the existing sidings was therefore not considered an economic
solution and also could have led to adverse environmental effects due to
visual impact and noise from the significant elevated structure that would be
created and associated vehicle movements on it.
OPTION 2

5.7

Option 2 considered an at grade highway/rail crossing by the provision of a
new level crossing, with the requirements to remodel the existing sidings
being minimised. The new road crossing the sidings would therefore be a
public highway.

5.8

General guidance on level crossings appropriate to feasibility and outline
design is provided Railway Safety Publication No. 7 ‘Level Crossings: A
guide for managers, designers and Operators,’ Published by the ORR
(Office of Rail Regulation) December 2011.

5.9

The type of level crossings which exist within the current port area fall under
the classification of Automatic Open Crossing Locally Monitored (AOCL) and
it was considered that this would therefore have been the appropriate type of
level crossing under this option.

5.10

The guidance provided in Railway Safety Publication No. 7 states the
following factors should be considered when determining the suitability of
this type of level crossing:
•

The speed of the trains over the crossings will be determined by the
traffic moment but should not exceed 56 mph at any time.

•

There should not be more than two running lines.

•

The limits on the road and rail traffic are defined from which the
maximum train speed permitted over the crossing can be derived. It
should be noted that the sidings linespeed will be less than 25mph
in any case, which is the lowest speed that can be derived.

•

The carriageway on the approaches to the crossing should be
sufficiently wide to enable vehicles to pass.
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•

The road layout, profile and traffic conditions should be such that
road vehicles are not likely to ground or regularly to block back
obstructing the railway.

5.11

It was considered that none of the above considerations would be an issue
for the proposed new level crossing location, as the highway can be
designed to suit these requirements and the connection into the current
sidings linespeed is limited to 15mph.

5.12

However, despite this, it was considered that there would likely be strong
opposition against providing a new level crossing, from both the highway
authority and Office of Rail and Road (ORR). Section 3.10 in the Railway
Safety Publication No.7 states the following;
•

‘Except in exceptional circumstances, ORR does not support the
creation of any new level crossings, of any type. A new public
highway level crossing in England and Wales may require a
Transport and Works Act Order11 or other appropriate statutory
authorisation to create 'the right to cross the railway on the level'. In
Scotland an order under the Transport and Works (Scotland) Act
2007 may be required. ORR is consulted on such proposals and
may object during any relevant consultation exercise. Normally, any
new road required to cross a railway should do so by a bridge or
underpass’.

5.13

This advice from Railway Safety Publication No. 7 effectively ruled out a
level crossing as being an acceptable option, particularly on a new section of
public highway.

5.14

Although the number of rail movements was not anticipated to be significant,
provision of a rail level crossing would lead to queuing traffic. This would
impact on the surrounding road network including the existing Port entrance,
causing potential noise and air quality issues.
OPTION 3

5.15

Option 3 considered disconnecting the existing Riverside Sidings and
recovering the track material in order to allow the proposed new highway
alignment to be unconstrained by the requirement for a new road/rail
crossing. The existing rail connection from the main line to Riverside Sidings
would be realigned to follow along the northern side of the new highway
alignment, leading into Tilbury2. Two variations on this option were
developed.

5.16

Option 3a was designed to minimise the impact on the existing car storage
area (the "Fortland" site) immediately to the east of the existing Riverside
Sidings. The alignment would follow, as closely as possible, the bottom of
the existing bund on which the boundary fence is located. This ensures
minimum impact on existing Port land and maximises the length of the
existing bund which can be retained to mitigate noise and visual intrusion to
adjacent properties/landowners. However, this track alignment would
encroach within a small section of Network Rail owned land just to the
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eastern side of the existing Port railway gates and would require some
degree of realignment of the boundary fence.
5.17

Option 3b contains the alignment wholly within the existing Port’s land
boundary, so avoids ownership negotiations required for Option 3a.
Although it compromised the ability to minimise the impact on the existing
Port land that was gained with Option 3a, the resulting impact was
considered to still be minimal and the track alignment would easily
accommodate the proposed new highway alignment.
OPTION 4

5.18

Similar to Option 2, this option relies on a new highway level crossing over a
remodelled Riverside Sidings. However the extents of track remodelling
would be much more significant, to allow for an increased length of track
between the mainline rail and the level crossing. This would ensure that
queuing trains did not impact on either the mainline or the level crossing.

5.19

As this option requires a new highway level crossing, the same concerns,
risks and probable objections apply as for Option 2.
SUMMARY

5.20

Consideration was given to maintaining the riverside railhead and designing
the highway link to the east of St. Andrews Road/Ferry Road to cross this
rail siding. However, this would only have been feasible with the use of a
level crossing or a significant bridge structure that would elevate the link
road across the siding.

5.21

Option 2 and 4 both incorporated a new level crossing. This is likely to be
resisted by the highway authority and the ORR so were not considered
viable options.

5.22

Option 1 considered maintaining the existing Riverside Sidings. However,
bridging of the Riverside siding is not considered to be an economic solution
and could have had adverse environmental effects due to visual impact and
noise from a significant elevated structure and vehicle movements on it.

5.23

Both Option 3a and 3b result in the loss of the Riverside Sidings but avoid
the adverse environmental, economic and regulatory considerations of the
other options. Whilst Option 3a provided the best track alignment and
minimal impact on Port land, it would have required the acquisition of a small
area of Network Rail owned land.

5.24

Option 3b was therefore considered the best compromise of all the options
available.
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6.0

FORT ROAD JUNCTION

INTRODUCTION
6.1

Highway access needs to be developed between the existing Port of Tilbury
Site and Tilbury2. For the majority of the options considered the
Infrastructure Corridor followed the same alignment with the exception of the
connection to the existing Fort Road. Fort Road currently crosses an existing
railway line via an overbridge. The existing road alignment is shown below.

Existing Fort Road
Railway Overbridge

Fort Road

Existing Tilbury2
access

Figure 6 – Existing road alignment at Fort Road

6.2

The two options discussed in the section below focus on this connection
between the Infrastructure Corridor and Fort Road.
OPTION A

6.3

Option A considered a Priority Junction arrangement to connect Fort Road
directly to the Infrastructure Corridor. This would have incorporated a
dedicated right turn lane along the Infrastructure Corridor, as set out below.
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Figure 7 – Fort Road Junction Option A

6.4

This would have had the advantage of allowing vehicles to queue offline
when making manoeuvres into the secondary road.

6.5

Constraints of Option A were identified in relation to the existing vertical
geometry associated with Fort Road overbridge, limiting the extent of
alterations to the highway that would be possible without the need for
potential alterations to the bridge (which it was noted is located over an
active railway).

6.6

Two gradients were considered from the Fort Road overbridge down to the
proposed junction with the Infrastructure Corridor. One at a 2% gradient and
the alternate at a 3.5% gradient with additional vertical curvature.

6.7

Safety requirements from DMRB TD9/93 stipulate that relaxations in visibility
are not permitted on the immediate approach to junctions. This restriction
means that an increased Finished Road Level (FRL) would need to be
applied, with the Infrastructure Corridor elevated up to 5.5m above adjacent
ground level to ensure sufficient visibility towards the junction. This would
have led to a high structure in view of Tilbury properties, causing a visual
impact and potential noise and air quality impacts from its high trafficking;
and to a significant increase in earthworks and associated structural
stabilisation.

6.8

Owing to this elevation of the Infrastructure Corridor, consideration was also
needed to be given to ensuing a safe Stopping Sight Distance through
ensuring that the crest curvature did not impinge on the visibility of the
junction.
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6.9

Visibility concerns were also exacerbated by the fact that the physical
position of the Infrastructure Corridor would be constrained prior to the Fort
Road overbridge. As such, for Option A the proximity of a give way line at
the junction of the infrastructure increases the risk of collision with queuing
vehicles as a result of this limited visibility.

6.10

Option A also provided no separation of local and HGV port traffic. This
combination of local traffic and HGV’s is less desirable on the basis that
local traffic may use the corridor as a rat run.

6.11

Finally, Option A also creates multiple crossing points for non-motorised
user routes which increases the safety implications of directing pedestrians
along a busy route trafficked by heavy vehicles.
OPTION B

6.12

Option B, which forms part of the proposals, utilises an overbridge to span
the proposed rail link and the Infrastructure Corridor. Evolving from the
safety concerns around Option A, Option B focused on the ability to
separate the HGV traffic from local traffic and non-motorised users.

Figure 8 – Fort Road Junction Option B

6.13

The implementation of an overbridge to span the rail and infrastructure
corridor alignments offers the ability to alleviate risks associated with substandard stopping sight distance over the existing Fort Road overbridge.
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6.14

The proposed continuous spanning structure also introduces opportunities to
divert utilities underneath Fort Road, avoiding the need for additional
infrastructure.

6.15

The location of Tilbury Fort and the accessibility provided by Fort Road
lends itself to non motorised user (NMU) traffic. Option B provides full
segregation of the main stream of port traffic using the infrastructure
corridor, by directing NMU’s over the Fort Road overbridge. The separation
of both forms of traffic enhances NMU safety who would otherwise be
expected to cross a busy corridor frequented by HGV’s

6.16

The existing horizontal alignment of the existing Fort Road will be adopted.
This allows many features around the existing highway to be maintained i.e.
drainage ditches and watercourses, vegetation and screening.

6.17

To minimise the footprint of the vertical alignment, a maximum 6% gradient
has been adopted on the southern side of the proposed bridge structure, to
ensure the alignment ties back into the existing Fort Road at the earliest
convenience.

6.18

Visibility is still restricted with Option B owing to the existing railway
overbridge however this is mitigated in Option B by the removal of the
priority junction (proposed in Option A) 120m beyond the crest of the bridge.
As a consequence concerns over queuing vehicles south of the existing
bridge are reduced on the basis that traffic would be free flowing.

6.19

To provide a connection between the Infrastructure corridor and Fort Road,
a short link road has also been incorporated within the proposals. This
allows vehicles travelling to Tilbury from the northwest to utilise the
proposed infrastructure corridor rather than Fort Road, reducing traffic flows
on that road, which is beneficial to the setting of Tilbury Fort as set out
above in section 2 above.

6.20

The DCO also provides for the creation of a mini roundabout at the junction
of the link road with Fort Road to constrain the speed of the vehicles using
Fort Road as part of this option.

6.21

The proposed highway arrangement is compatible with the introduction of a
mini-roundabout and will therefore not require any change to the alignment
to accommodate.
SUMMARY

6.22

Option A considered two staggered priority junctions. However, in order to
accommodate these new junctions, the proposed highway link would have
needed to have been elevated and this was considered to be visually
intrusive owing to the high HGV content. The option would have also
merged local traffic with the HGV traffic accessing Tilbury2, which would
have led to potential safety concerns raised regarding the Stopping Sight
Distance over the existing Fort Road overbridge; particularly when
considered in conjunction with potential queuing at the priority junction with
the highway link.
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6.23

The elevated Fort Road option (Option B) has therefore been taken forward
as it offers the following:
•

Reduced risks associated with reduced visibility of the crest curve
at the existing Fort Road overbridge

•

Separation of HGV's and local traffic.

•

Separation of Non-Motorised User's and HGV traffic.

•

Reduced visual intrusion by lowering the busier HGV link in favour
of elevating the quieter local road.

•

Continuity of the higher trafficked Infrastructure Corridor.
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7.0

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSALS

7.1

In order to fully utilise the new port terminal, a surface access strategy has
been devised comprising new and improved road and rail links.

7.2

It is proposed to construct a new public highway to link the Ferry Road from
a location to the south of Tilbury Railway station, along an alignment which
closely follows the existing railway line, through the northern part of the
existing Fortland site.

7.3

The existing Riverside Sidings will be disconnected to prevent the need for a
new road/rail crossing.

7.4

Rail provision will be established by a connection from the existing port
sidings prior to the spur to the riverside railhead with the existing railhead
being closed. The rail siding will route alongside the existing main line
railway to the north of the proposed new highway.

7.5

A new road bridge will be constructed close to the entrance to the Main Site
where Fort Road presently crosses the railway. This allows for separation of
HGV’s from local traffic and non-motorised users. It also reduces the risk
associated with reduced visibility of the crest curve at the existing Fort Road
overbridge and helps visual intrusion by lowering the busier HGV link in
favour of elevating the quieter local road.

7.6

A new manned gatehouse will be constructed within the Tilbury2 site to the
east of the junction of the access road with Fort Road.
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