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FAO Mr Robert Ranger  
3/18 Eagle WingTemple Quay House 
2 The Square 
Bristol, 
BS1 6PN 

Our ref: 
Your 
Ref: 
Date: 
 

ECC/PoTL2/S5542App 
PTR030003 
15 November 2017 

 
Sent by email: tilbury2@pins.gsi.gov.uk 

 
 
 
Dear Mr Ranger, 
 
RE: Planning Act 2008 (as amended), Section 55 
Application by Port of Tilbury London Limited for an Order Granting Development 
Consent for the Port of Tilbury Expansion (‘Tilbury2’)  
Adequacy of Consultation Request 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond on behalf of Essex County Council (ECC) as a 
neighbouring authority and statutory consultee to this request to comment on the Adequacy 
of Consultation Report in relation to the proposed new port development, known as 
Tilbury2, at the former Tilbury Power Station. 
 
ECC is a neighbouring and strategic authority within the definition of the Duty to Co-operate 
S110 of the Localism Act 2012 and Section 30 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2008. The Tilbury 2 proposal is a strategic cross-boundary matter and ECC wish to 
engage with this process, with the following relevant roles: 
 
 a key partner and service provider within Essex promoting economic development, 

regeneration, infrastructure delivery and new development for the benefit of Essex and 
the region; 

 The highways and transportation authority for Essex, with responsibility for the delivery 
of the Essex Local Transport Plan;  

 Minerals and Waste Planning Authority, Local Lead Flood Authority and Public Health 
advisor for the county of Essex; and 

 The Local Education Authority for Essex and as a key partner in the promotion of 
employability and skills. 
 

ECC has a long history of close working with Thurrock Council, a neighbouring unitary 
authority within Greater Essex and as  partner authorities in South Essex, within London 
Thames Gateway; South East Local Enterprise Partnership (SELEP) and the Opportunity 
South Essex Partnership (OSE).  It will be necessary for the Port of Tilbury Limited (PoTL) 
to have regard to the wider regional priorities, as set out by ECC, SELEP and OSE. 
 
The proposed development is of significance to ECC, given the importance and potential 
impact on the Essex economy, environment and transport network (both road and rail) and 
in particular Essex’s connectivity with London. 
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It is noted that the scope of this consultation concerns the applicant’s Consultation Report 
only, in respect of their engagement with ECC to shape and inform the application and not  
the merits of the applciation. 
 
I can advise that ECC has been actively engaged with the Port of Tilbury Limited (PoTL) 
since our initial consultation on the draft Scoping Report in February 2017 through to the 
submitted draft DCO Application.  ECC has provided a total of five consultation responses 
to date, which are enclosed for your records and listed below: 
 
ECC Responses to Tilbury2 Project: 

 17 March 2017 re Draft Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Report to 
PoTL 

 26 April 2017 EIA Scoping Report to PINs 

 22 May 2017 Draft Statement of Community Consultation to PoTL 

 28 July 2017 S42 Application –Preliminary Environmental Information Report to PoTL 

 19 October Pre-Application engagement (22/9/2017-16/10/2017) to PoTL 
 
The nature and scope of these consultations responses have concnerned: 

 Highways and Transporttion 

 Minerals and Waste Planning  

 Lead Local Flood Authority – Flood and Water Management 

 Economic Growth and Rgeneration 

 Environment 

 Archaeology and Historic Environment 

 Landscape and Arboriculture; and  

 Ecology 
 
ECC has raised a range of issues and comments in the development of this proposal and 
the supporting evidence within the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) 
including further requests for information and clarification on the individual and cumulative 
effects and the proposed mitigation.  ECC is continuing to engage with PoTL and their 
consultants as they progress the PEIR and application. 
 
Please find attached Annex 1, a schedule of ECC’s detailed comments on the Consultation 
Report and Appendices, which clarifies ECC’s position regarding specific themes related to 
this project and the ongoing engagement. 
 
That said, there are a number of issues we wish to bring to your attention, concerning a 
number of misunderstandings of our position, given the nature of the statements and 
information presented within the Consultation Report when compared to ECC’s position and 
request for additional information and clarification as set out in our letters of 22 May 2017, 
28 July 2017 and 19 October 2017.   

 
 
Highways and Transportation  
ECC Highways and Transportation dispute the statements and the approach taken 
within Table 10.6 (and Appendix 3) which appears to be the cause of a 
misunderstanding and subsequent limited engagement between the PoTL and ECC.  
The statements in column 4 of Table 20.6 (pages 196 & 198) do not fully reflect the 
records of the meeting held on 24 May (see attached) and are contrary to ECC’s stated 
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position in our consultation responses dated the 22 May 2017 and 28 July 2017 which 
remain outstanding. 
 
To clarify our position, ECC is still awaiting receipt of the additional information 
requested regarding the Tilbury2 development and the supporting Transport 
Assessment.  This information has been requested to enable ECC to assess any 
potential implications on the strategic road network within Essex (A13, A127, A130, A12 
& M11) and connectivity between Essex and London and to assess the potential inter-
relationship between the construction and operation of Tilbury2 and the Lower Thames 
Crossing projects.  ECC’s position has not changed or been superseded by the 
statements of the meetings held on 24 May 2017, which appear to have been 
misinterpreted.  Please refer to Annex 1 for a detailed explanation of the outstanding 
issues. 
 
 
Minerals and Waste Planning  
ECC Minerals and Waste Planning dispute the statement and the approach taken in 
respect of “Waste” as set out in Table 21.4 of Consultation Report (page 203).  The 
statements in column 4 do not reflect ECC’s record of the telecon on 30 August 2017 
(see detail in Annex 1). 
 
To clarify ECC’s position is as set out in our letter of 28 July 2017 and there is an 
absence of waste management capacity within Essex as evidenced in the Adopted 
Essex and Southend on Sea Waste Local Plan, and in line with national planning policy 
for Waste and the Adopted Thurrock Local Plan.  The proposal should first seek to 
understand the existing and future capacity (including facilities) within Thurrock as the 
host waste planning authority. 
 
 
Ecology 
ECC has liaised with the consultants as indicated within the Consultation Report, 
however ECC are awaiting a revised copy of the Terrestrial Ecology chapter within the 
PEIR. 

 
 
It is further noted that given the time constraints, the applicant’s may not have incorporated 
ECC’s latest comments in our letter of 19 October 2017 within the Consultation Report / 
Submission. 
 
ECC reserves our position as a statutory consultee, subject to the receipt of the requisite 
information and clarification previously requested in on the 22 May 2017, 28 July 2017 and 
19 October 2017 respectively, as outlined above and in Annex 1.    
 
ECC anticipates that these outstanding matters have the potential to be resolved through 
the receipt of the information and ongoing engagement with PoTL through the pre-
examination process including the preparation of respective Statements of Common 
Ground. 
 
If a decision is made to accept the application for examination. ECC shall register as an 
interested party in due course 
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If you require further information or clarrification on any points raised in this response please 
contact Lesley Stenhouse and her details are set out below. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Graham Thomas 
Head of Planning  
Economies, Localities and Public Health 

 
Enquiries Lesley Stenhouse 
Principal Spatial Planner 
Spatial Planning 
Telephone:  03330 136826 
Email: 
 lesley.stenhouse@essex.gov.uk 

Encs 
Annex 1 – ECC Schedule of detailed comments on Consultation Report 
 
ECC Consultation Responses regarding Tilbury 2: 
19 October 2017 – Pre-Application Engagement 22/9-16/10 
28 July 2017 – S42 Application - PEIR 
22 May 2017 – Draft Statement of Community Consultation 
24 April 2017 – EIA Scoping Report 
13 March 2017 – Draft EIA Scoping Opinion 
 
Note of Meeting: 
24 May 2017 - Notes of Meeting between i-Transport LLP and ECC 
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PROPOSED PORT TERMINAL AT FORMER TILBURY POWER STATION: TILBURY2  

 
All comments relate to the Consultation Report (unless otherwise stated) and are presented within the order of the Report  
 

Page / ref Topic Comment 

Para 5.3.3 
(Page 37) 

Draft 
Statement of 
Community 
Consultation 

Summary of ECC Responses to the Draft SoCC (Page 37 – para 5.3.3) 
 
The table is noted to contain a highlevel summary of ECC’s comments to the Draft SoCC.  ECC would have anticipated 
a more specific reference to ECC’s wider comments within our consultation response dated 22 May 2017 -  as follows: 
 

Page 2 Section 1 paragraphs 2 & 3 (including subpoints) – regarding the need to engage Neighbouring Highways 
authorities (including TfL and Highways England), a set out in ECC’s letter dated 22 May,  
 
Page 2: Section 2 paragraphs 1&2– regarding the likely need for the DCO boundary to be changed to 
accommodate landscape and ecological mitigation – arising from the EIA. Process. 
 
Page 3&4 – Other Matters relevant to Tilbury 2 - Acknowledge of the other matters to be considered / explored in 
the development of the Tilbury2 proposls. 

 

Para 6.13 
Page 75 

Pre-application 
Consultation 
Checklist  
2 October 2017 
– Circulation List 

ECC note the content of the schedule and wish to draw your attention to our letter dated 19th October 2017, in response 
to the series of pre-application consultations received on draft sections of the master plan and environmental statement. 

 
Transport and Highways – ECC received a draft copy of the masterplanning statement only.  ECC note with concern 
that as an adjoining Highways Authority we did not receive a draft copy of the ES Chapter 13 (Land-side Transport) 
given our consultation responses on 22 May and 28 July 2017.  ECC has maintained a request to receive the Transport 
Assessment information including modelling datato enable ECC to assess the implications of the proposal on the wider 
transport network (A12, A127, A130, A13 and M11).  ECC as a neighbouring Highway Authority continues to request 
this information in order to ascertain the scope of any impact on the strategic highway network within Essex arising from 
the projected traffic flows. 
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Highways and Transportation 

Page / ref Topic Comment 

Page 197 - 
198  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 20 
Table 20.6 
 
 
 
 
 

Transport 
Assessment 
 
 
 
 
 
Lower Thames 
Crossing 
 
 
ECC Transport 
meeting 24th 
May 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Transport 
Assessment 
 
 
 
 
 

ECC Highways and Transportation have met POTL and their consultants twice on the 24 May 2017 and 14 June 2017. 
However there appears to be misunderstandings in respect of ECC’s position given the statements withinin Table 20.6 
(pages 196-198) regarding ECC’s request for information in respect of the Lower Thames Crossing and the Transport 
Assessment to enable ECC to assess the potential implications on the strategic road network within Essex and our 
connectivity to London.  This misunderstanding is further re-emphasised within summary note of the outcomes of the 
Transport meeting held on the 24th May 2017 (see Appendix 3), regarding Transport Assessment, the Lower Thames 
Crossing and the Construction Traffic Management Plan, contrary to the full meeting note (attached).  Furthermore the 
meeting does not supersede ECC’s stated position within our consultation responses on the 22 May, 28 July and 19 
October 2017.   
 
 
Lower Thames Crossing – ECC disputes the Discussion Point summary, within Appendix 3, schedule of Meetings with 
ECC (page 19), that on the 24th May 2017 “it was agreed that no testing of the Lower Thames Crossing was required.” 
 
This summary does not fully reflect the discussion and notes of the meeting (see attached – item 6.1), which noted an 
interim comment only, reflecting the information available at that time ie a watching brief, given the initial information 
presented at the meeting and that more information was to be forthcoming regarding both the port development 
proposals and the Lower Thames Crossing.  ECC’s comments remain outstanding, namely that the Lower Thames 
Crossing remains a material consideration and that more work would be required within the Tilbury 2 submission 
regarding the interaction of the two projects and that this should be progressed in a co-ordinated and consistent 
manner, in liaison with Thurrock Council as Highways Authority, the adjoining Highways Authorities (inc ECC) Highways 
England and Transport for London.  
 
 
ECC reserve the right to comment further upon receipt of this information and shall continue to engage with the POTL 
as the development progresses. 
 
Transport Assessment – ECC has and maintained the request for additional information on the wider Transport 
Assessment and modelling data, to enable ECC to ascertain the likely impact on the Essex Strategic Road Network, 
(A12, A127, A13, A130 and M11) including resilience and our residents’ connectivity to London.  This information was 
requested within our responses dated 22 May 2017 and 28 July and remains outstanding. 
 
ECC therefore disputes the statements within the Consultation Report - Table 20.6 (Traffic and Rail thematic 
Responses) – Transport Assessment (page 198), column 4, (set out below) and that “It was agreed at the meeting with 
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Section 20 
Table 20.6 
Page 196 & 
197 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Construction 
 
 

ECC on 24 May 2017, that detailed assessments of road networks in Essex was not required as the expected number 
of development trips would be a proportionately low level in the context of existing traffic volumes.   It was also agreed 
that no sensitivity testing of the LTC was required due to the limited information and unknown likelihood of delivery (at 
the time of the meeting only a preferred route had been announced). 
 
Highways England was given the chance to review the Transport Assessment prior to the Submission of the DCO 
application.” 
 
The summary above incorrectly reflects the note of the meeting on 24th May (see attached – item 5.7), in which ECC 
“agreed that any detailed assessments of junctions in Essex were not required due to the expected number of 
development trips.  However ML and BG (ECC) would check that the number of expected trips are covered by the future 
year assessments of the proposed improvement scheme at the A127/A130 Fairglen Interchange improvement scheme.” 
 
To clarify, ECC confirmed that detailed assessments of specfic  junctions were not required, as indicated in item 5.7, 
This comment was restricted to the “junctions” only and did not negate the need for ECC to receive the Transport 
Assessment and modelling data on the wider strategic road network, which is required to enable ECC to assess the 
subsequent implications.   ECC’s understanding is reaffirmed when reviewing items 5.4 – 5.7 in their entirety, given that 
the discussion was based upon an “in principle” discussion of the initial information presented at the meeting.  
Furthermore the meeting note of 14 June 2017, continues to include reference to baseline conditions and modelling 
data. 
 
The request for this information remains outstanding and ECC reserves the right to comment further upon receipt of this 
information and shall continue to engage with the POTL as the development progresses. 
 
Construction Traffic Management Plan – Table 20.6, page 196 & 197.  Please be advised that ECC has not received 
the CTMP as stated within column 4 (page 197) of the Table 20.6. ECC seeks confirmation and details of the recipient, 
and/or a further copy of the CTMP for comment.  

 
 
Minerals and Waste Planning  

Page / ref Topic Comment 

Section 21 
Table 21.4 

Waste 
 
 
 
 

Essex County Council Minerals and Waste Planning Team have engaged in the pre application stage engagement 
relating the proposed Tilbury 2 development.  
 
A detailed response focusing on the erroneous evidence and conclusions relating to waste management were supplied 
to the applicant in relation to the Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) at the end of July 2017.  
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Materials 

 
Subsequently, a telephone conference with the applicants’ consultants (Atkins) took place on Wednesday 30 August 
2017. This discussion explored the points raised in the formal response, enabling the applicant to clarify the comments 
made and evidence available to inform the required update prior to submission to PINS.  
 
During this conversation – there was no discussion that Essex and the adopted Essex and Southend on Sea Waste 
Local Plan should be used as a proxy in the absence of Thurrock data.  To clarify ECC advised that there is no spare 
capacity within Essex to accept this waste, as evidenced within the adopted Essex and Southend Waste Local Plan, 
which identified a shortfall in CDEW capacity.  Instead ECC advised Atkins that it was necessary to understand capacity 
and waste arisings in Thurrock.  The Adopted Essex and Southend on Sea Waste Local Plan is predicated on net self-
sufficiency (limited waste imports/exports anticipated) furthermore the development should be based and framed in 
accordance with the Adopted Thurrock Local Plan (date), as Thurrock is the host Waste Planning Authority and it is 
noted that their plan is also predicated on net self-sufficiency.  Therefore it cannot be assumed that exports from this 
proposal and Thurrock as host planning authority is acceptable.  
 
A set of updated application documents were circulated to the County Council in October, shortly in advance of the 
submission to PINS.  None of these documents included updated waste/mineral matters and therefore it has not been 
possible for the County Council to understand whether the correct evidence has now been used to inform the proposed 
development.  
 
 
Please note ECC also raised issues within our responses 22 may 2017 and 28 July 2017, with regard to the “materials” 
content of the PEIR (chapter 21 Waste and Materials) however these do not appear to be reflected within this section of 
the Consultation Report..  ECC’s comments, noted that Thurrock Council was the host Minerals Planning Authority and 
that PEIR should be referencing the adopted Thurrock Local Plan for minerals policy and not Essex Minerals Local Plan 
which covers the adjoining administrative area of Essex.  

 
 
Lead Local Flood authority 

Page / ref Topic Comment 

16.0 Flooding and 
Water 
Resources 

The account relating to the consultation process is reasonably accurate. There have been further specialist meetings 
with various parties in relation to flood risk, from which there are ongoing discussions with respect to the technical detail 
that will need to be incorporated into the final ES. In particular these are as outlined in the latest ECC response to 
PoTL2, dated 19th October 2017. 
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Landscape  

Page / ref Topic Comment 

19.0 
Table 19.6 
 
11.0 

Landscape and 
Visual Impact 
 
 
Ecology 
 

The references to ECC within Section 19.0 (Visual Impacted) are noted, alongside some of the references to vegetation 
and landscape mitigation contained within Section 11.0 (Ecology) 
 
That said, it has not been possible to locate any references to ECC responses concerning the wider landscape impacts 
and impacts relating to landscape character, within our consultation responses as follows:  
 

 28 July 2017  Annex 1 “Landscape”  (page 10); and  

 19th October 2017 Annex 1 re “Landscape and Visual Assessment PEIR version 6 dated 29 September 
 
ECC remains concerned that although we have not had specific dialogue with the applicant/agents, there is still a need 
for the applicants to respond and indicate how the comments have or will be addressed, or indeed if they feel they do 
not need to be addressed to set out why. 
 
It may be that these matters have been addressed with Thurrock, however ECC would have anticipated this being 
referenced within the Consultation Report. 
 
ECC reserves the right to raise this matter again, subject to the outcome and content of the next iteration of the PEIR, if 
we consider that the landscape mitigation and wider issues have not been adequately dealt with. 
 

 
 
Ecology  

Page / ref Topic Comment 

11.0 Ecology  ECC has been working with consultants to address the matters raised in our letter dated 28 July 2017 and can confirm 
the nature of the Telecon held on 3 October 2017. 
 
In respect of the outcomes, according to ECC’s records we understand that additional information and survey work is to 
be undertaken and that the latest draft of the ES chapter 10 Terrestrial Ecology, had been amended to reflect our 
previous comments. 
 
ECC anticipates that the ES chapter 10 will be updated based upon the discussions, additional information and survey 
data and our previous comments.  That said, ECC reserves the right to raise this matter again, subject to the outcome 
and content of the next iteration of the PEIR, if we consider we anticipate  that the ecology matters have not been 
satisfactorily addressed 
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Historic Environment 

Page / ref Topic Comment 

Section 
22.0  

Archaeology 
and Built 
Heritage 

The account relating to the consultation process with the archaeological component of the proposed scheme is 
appropriate and the information provided within the reports is accurate.  A number of joint meetings with Historic 
England have taken place in Cambridge where the details available for the scheme were discussed.  
 
There are problems with the proposals, especially relating to their impact on the setting of the two scheduled forts of 
Tilbury and Coalhouse Fort both from the landward and in the case of Tilbury from both the Landward side, from the 
Thames and views to and from Kent.  Also not enough detail was available at the time of the meetings to understand 
the full impact of the proposals. However, this has been identified in the report by the consultants and it is anticipated 
that this will be taken into consideration by the applicants.  
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Mr Martin Friend  
Vincent Gorbing Ltd 
Stirling Court, Norton Road 
Stevenage,  
Herts             SG1 2JY 
 
Sent by email: tmartin.friend@vincent-gorbing.co.uk 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Friend, 
 
RE: Planning Act 2008, Section 47 
Proposed New Port Terminal, Part of the Former Tilbury Power Station 
Pre-Application engagement 22/9/2017 – 16/10/2017 
 
Thank you for the ongoing informal engagement with Essex County Council (ECC) officers 
on the preparation and development of the Preliminary Environmental Impact Report 
(PIER) in relation to the proposed new port development, known as Tilbury2, at the former 
Tilbury Power Station. 
 
According to my records ECC services have received a number of emails with 
attachements or webtransfer / other documents links, sent either to ECC Spatial Planning 
or direct to respective service areas (22nd September 2017, and 2nd, 3rd, 6th and 12th 
October 2017).  As explained in my email of 12th October we have had a number of issues 
and concerns due to the size and quantum of documentation and information received in 
isolation for comment in a short period of time. 
 
That said, to assist in finalising the documentation for submission, please find attached a 
schedule of ECC’s aditional informal officer comments and observations (Annex 1), 
concerning: 
 

 Highways and Transportation – re Draft Masterplanning Statement 

 Lead Local Flood Authority – re Draft Drainage Strategy 

 Archaeology  re Draft Environmental Statement Chapter 12 

 Landscape re the Draft Landscape Strategy and Draft ES Chapter 9. 
 
It is noted that we have not received revised details in respect of Minerals and Waste and 
Ecology (terrestrial), as such we can not provide additional comments on these topics at 
this stage and would refer you to the respective telecon meetings.  
 
Please note that these comments are in addition to ECC’s previous comments of 28th July 
2017 which continuue to apply, and are provided to assist in addressing some of the 
further information and clarification on the individual and cumulative effects and mitigation 
of this development. 

Our ref: 
Your Ref: 
Date: 
 

ECC/PoTL2/Pre App 
PoTL2 Pre App Oct2017 
19 October 2017 
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ECC welcomes the opportunity to continue to work with PoTLL to address these, and any 
outstanding matters as part of this NSIP process.  
 
If you require further information or clarrification on any points raised in this response my 
contact details are below. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Lesley Stenhouse 
Principal Spatial Planner 
Spatial Planning 
Economies, Localities and Public Health 
 
Telephone:  03330 136826 
Email:  lesley.stenhouse@essex.gov.uk 
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ANNEX1   Schedule of ECC’s Informal Officer comments 19 October 2017 
PROPOSED PORT TERMINAL AT FORMER TILBURY POWER STATION: TILBURY2  
 
Please note that these comments are in addition to, and do not superseded ECC’s previous 
comments dated 28th July 2017. 
 
Highways and Transportation Matters – re  Draft Masterplanning Statement 
 

Page/Reference  Section/ Issue ECC Comment 
 

Cover Document Ref  Missing 

Page 3 
1.3 

Proposal for the construction of a new link road from 
Ferry Road to Fort Road and the Port facilities 

ECC supports this proposal 

 Formation of a rail spur and sidings ECC supports this proposal 

Page 10 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.  

ECC supports this approach to 
considering the needs of 
pedestrians and cyclists within 
the surface access proposals 

Page 20 / 21 
Transport / 
access 
requirements 

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 multi-modal 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; 

- Jetty facilities that could be used by barges for 
onward transportation, particularly to the London 
construction market. 4.18 In particular, the use of 
the site for bulk aggregates would not be viable 
without access to a railhead 

 
4.18 In particular, the use of the site for bulk 
aggregates would not be viable without access to a 
railhead. 

ECC welcomes this approach 
to transport and the 
recognition of the need for 
multi-modal facilities and to 
minimise the impact on the 
highway network. 
 
The use of rail to minimise the 
impact on the road network is 
supported but assurances are 
needed that the wider rail 
network has the capacity to 
accommodate the additional 
freight. 

Page 22 
4.28 

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 

 
ECC acknowledges this is 
constraint on the site access 
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Page/Reference  Section/ Issue ECC Comment 
 

and Fort Road is operational land associated with 
the AW Waste 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.  

Pages 30/31 
5.36 to 5.44 

Road Access and Alignment 
 
Attached to this report will be a series of technical 
notes that consider the highways access options. 
They include an overarching Surface Access Options 
Report and additional statements considering the 
Fort Rd junction and Fort Rd bridge options.  
 
5.37 Use of the existing Fort Road between A1089 
and Tilbury2 is 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.  
 
5.38 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.  
 
5.39 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.  
 
5.40 The Surface Access Options Report 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.  
 
5.41 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 

ECC support the proposal for 
a direct route between Ferry 
Road and Fort road, but 
acknowledge that this will be 
close to residential properties. 
 
It is still not clear that the 
issues raised in our response 
of July 2017 of the impact on 
the wider network, A12, A127, 
A130, M11 will be assessed.  
Reference is made to a 
Surface Access Options 
Report and technical notes.   
 
Confirmation is required that 
the wider highway network 
impact will be addressed in 
these documents. 
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Page/Reference  Section/ Issue ECC Comment 
 

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.  
 
5.42 The Surface Access Options 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. 
 
5.43 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.  
 
5.44 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  

- 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.  

Page 32 Rail Corridor Alignment ECC has no comment on this 
proposal as its within the site 
and Network Rail as 
supportive of the proposal to 
of utilising the existing rail 
turnout and signalling 

 
Lead Local Flood Authority  
 
ECC’s main assessment has been of the Drainage Strategy included as part of the document suite sent 
direct to the ECC LFFA team.  
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Drainage Strategy 
 

Page/ 
Reference 

ECC Comment 

General 
comment 

It is noted that the proposed strategy is missing some detail which we understand will 
be filled out during submission.  However, it appears as though the strategy is 
complying with the general principles of flood risk management that ECC would expect 
from a development of this type.   
 
That said, ECC still has a number of concerns in relation to pollution risk associated 
with surface water runoff from the site.  These Issues were raised at the last Flood and 
Water meeting attended by ECC but haven’t been sufficiently addressed. 

Section 6.4.1 This section makes reference to discharge from the northern part of the RORO 
discharging to the existing ditch network.  
 
It should be ensured that treatment is provided before this so that it existing habitats are 
not adversely affected by any pollutants running off the site. 

Section 6.5 This Section refers to treatment of runoff from the RORO being provided by petrol 
interceptors while this is likely to provide sufficient levels of treatment for silt and 
hydrocarbons however these will not provide the necessary level of treatment for metals 
which may be a significant risk from a site of this nature. 
 
Additional treatment should be provided to fully address the pollution risk from the site. 
further treatment is also likely to be necessary to treat the run off from the site road 
ways. These are likely to be heavily trafficked and the treatment that is provided by 
swales alone will not provide appropriate treatment. 

Section 7.5   
 

Additional treatment should be provided to fully address the pollution risk from the 
proposed link road. It is likely to be heavily trafficked by HGVs and the treatment that is 
provided by swales alone will not provide appropriate treatment. 

 
Archaeology and Historic Environment 
 
Draft Environmental Statement   Chapter 12 Archaeology & Historic Environment 
 

Page/ 
Reference 

ECC Comment 

General 
Comment 

The majority of ECC’s comment are specific, however it is noted that overall discussions 
have been ongoing with Historic England and CgMs (archaeological Consultants) and 
these are progressing.  
 

Table 12.1 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Area Act:  
Although no Scheduled Monuments are physically impacted the setting of Tilbury Fort 
will be impacted by the development.  ECC would expect the setting to be considered 
under this section.  
 

Table 12.2 ECC maintains concerns regarding the impact of the western end of the jetty and 
especially the impact on setting of large ships being berthed at this point.  
 
The methodology for assessment of archaeological deposits is appropriate and ECC 
has been working closely with Historic England on this. 
 

Table 12.7 1375568: Offices Barracks, Tilbury Fort: 
ECC suggest that this should be of the same sensitivity as the Fort itself which is very 
high.  
 

Table 12.11 ECC suggests that the Coalhouse Fort Battery and defences value should be recorded 
here, as Very High, not just high.  This is to match the rest of the document. 
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Landscape Matters 
 
The following comments relate to the Landscape Strategy Figure 9.9 and the Landscape and Visual 
Assessment Preliminary Environmental Information Report Version 6 (29th September 2017. 
 

Page / 
Reference 

ECC Comments 

Landscape 
Strategy 
Figure 9.9 
(Sept 2017) 

Comments are provided on the Landscape and Visual Assessment Preliminary 
Environmental Information Report Version 6 dated 29th September 2017 and the 
Landscape Strategy Figure 9.9 Sept 2017. 
 
There are two versions of this plan differing slightly in content and in the key.  The two 
saved dates are 05 September and 25th September.  The later plan appears to show 
reduced areas of bunding/landscape mitigation.  Claritiy will be needed in the final 
submitted version.   
 

 
Landscape and Visual Assessment Preliminary Environmental Information Report Version 6 dated 29th 
September 2017 
 

Page / 
Reference 

ECC Comments 

Table 9.14 
Further 
Mitigation 

In addition to the landscape strategy plan Table 9.14 outlines Potential further mitigation 
which may be achieved.  The detail of this will require futher clarity.  
 
The main focus of landscape mitigation is the infrastructure road and rail corridor where 
some planting/bunding is indicated in narrow strips either along or between these 
routes.    

Paragraph 
9.205  

The paragraph refers to: 
Proposed mitigation scrub planting associated with the rail chord as part of the 
embedded mitigation would achieve approximately 7.0 metres height 25 years following 
completion. It would provide filtered screening to views of the lower levels of the CMAT 
processing and aggregates storage areas during winter and more complete screening 
during the growing season. The primary function of mitigation in this location is 
ecological and excess tree or scrub planting would affect its wildlife value. Consequently 
the degree of planting proposed is restricted to a narrow width of scrub species. 
 
It is not clear in these situation whether this form of narrow planting will provide suitable 
mitigation as it is unlikely to reach height of 7 metres.  Plant species are not yet 
indicated but most scrub species e.g hawthorn, blackthorn, and dogwood is unlikely 
beyond 3/4 metres without becoming very straggly.   
 
Where height of seven metres is required to provide effective mitigation then the 
structure planting referred to will need width of space to develop, mature and provide 
density and height.  It is not entirely clear from the strategy plan whether suitable space 
for such mitigation has been achieved.   
 
Thurrock DC Landscape and ecology officer has made a valid point about the need for 
offsite planting adjacent to the corridor to be considered.   Whilst Tilbury 2 have 
accepted the need for this, and for it to form part of S106 agreement proposals have not 
yet been put forward.    

Paragraph 
9.227 

We support the summary provided in paragraph 9.227 below, however the LEMP is 
likely to apply to the DCO order limits only:   
 
9.227  The embedded and proposed additional mitigation measures are summarised 
below in Table 9.14 and shown on the Figure 9.9- Landscape Strategy and will be 
secured in the long term by a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan. The 
strategy also refers to representative viewpoints to assist understanding of specific 
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mitigation relating to visual amenity.   

We still consider that there may be a need to consider wider landscape mitigation 
measures to deal with residual adverse visual impacts and to reinforce the neighbouring 
landscape character areas.  It is considered that the Tilbury urban area, West Tilbury, 
Tilbury Marshes and Chadwell escarpment LCA areas are likely to experience the most 
significant impacts and measures to mitigate impacts and reinforce the landscape 
condition should be designed accordingly.  This could be achieved through the 
combination of the use of a legal agreement and funding provided through a Landscape 
and Environmental fund established to deal with identified enhancement projects.   
 
This matter should be explored with Thurrock Council but we are also prepared to 
discuss further detail and provide support if this is requested. 
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Mr Peter Ward  
Commercial Director 
Port of Tilbury London Ltd 
Leslie Ford House 
Tilbury 
Essex, RM18 7EH 
 
Sent by email: t2consultation@potll.com  
 
 
Dear Mr Ward, 
 
RE: Planning Act 2008, Section 47 
Proposed New Port Terminal, Part of the Former Tilbury Power Station 
Section 42. Application - Statutory Consultation 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond on behalf of Essex County Council (ECC) as a 
neighbouring authority and statutory consultee on this Statutory Consultation enclosing the 
Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (PIER) in relation to the proposed new port 
development, known as Tilbury2, at the former Tilbury Power Station. 
 
ECC is a neighbouring and strategic authority within the definition of the Duty to Co-operate 
S110 of the Localism Act 2012 and Section 30 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2008. The Tilbury 2 proposal is a strategic cross-boundary matter and ECC wish to engage 
with this process, with the following relevant roles: 
 
 a key partner and service provider within Essex promoting economic development, 

regeneration, infrastructure delivery and new development for the benefit of Essex and the 
region. 

 The highways and transportation authority for Essex, with responsibility for the delivery of 
the Essex Local Transport Plan;  

 Minerals and Waste Planning Authority, Local Lead Flood Authority and Public Health 
advisor for the county of Essex; and 

 The Local Education Authority for Essex and as a key partner in the promotion of 
employability and skills. 
 

ECC has a long history of close working with Thurrock Council, a neighbouring unitary 
authority within Greater Essex and as  partner authorities in South Essex, within London 
Thames Gateway; South East Local Enterprise Partnership (SELEP) and the Opportunity 
South Essex Partnership (OSE).  It will be necessary for the POTLL to have regard to the 
wider regional priorities, as set out by ECC, SELEP and OSE. 
 
 

Our ref: 
Your Ref: 
Date: 
 

ECC/PoTL2/S42App 
PoTL2 S42 App 
28 July 2017 

mailto:t2consultation@potll.com


 

2 

The proposed development is of significance to ECC, given the importance and potential 
impact on the Essex economy, environment and transport network (both road and rail) and in 
particular ECC’s connectivity to London. 
 
It is noted that the purpose of this consultation is to inform the development of this NSIP 
project, as stated in pararagraphs 1.8 and 2.8 of the Preliminary Enviromental Impact Report 
(PEIR).  Furthermore the preparation of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is 
currently at stages 4-6 and that this consultation provides an opportunity to review the findings 
to date and for our responses to further shape and inform the EIA’s baseline, assessment of 
impacts and potential mitigation proposals as part of this iterative process.   
 
The format for each environmental topic, as outlined in paragraph 1.8 is of assistance and 
provides clarity on the progress of the emerging data, assessments and mitigation proposals 
to date. 
 
ECC wishes to continue to be engaged with this onoing process in developing the EIA, to 
inform the Environmental Statement, which will form part of the application for the DCO 
application for Tilbury2, in accordance with the proposals (paragraph 1.11 and 1.38). 
 
Overall ECC has a range of issues and comments which require further clarification, additional 
information and actions in the development of the EIA and these are outlined below and 
detailed within Annex 1. 
 
Wider community engagement 
Within the PEIR, the reference in paragraph 1.10, to engage with the wider community (in 
addition to the local community), to include communities within the County of Essex is a 
welcomed change. 
 
Highways and Transportation 
As set out in our letter of 25 May 2017, the proposal is of importance for  securingy on-going  
growth for both London and Essex. The engagement with Thurrock, Highways England and 
ECC as Highway Authority, regarding connectivity, capacity and network resilience is 
welcomed, however it is recommended that this is extended to include Transport for London 
(TfL) and the neighbouring London Boroughs as  adjoining Transport and Highways 
Authorities.  Any transport assessment should be extended to include the A12, A127, A130, 
A13 and M11 (the strategic routes), in addition to assessing  the provision of further Thames 
river crossings in east  London  and the recently announced preferred route for the Lower 
Thames Crossing (LTC). 
 
The above strategic routes provide connectivity with Essex and connect Essex to London and 
the wider UK and are vital for connecting the economies of Essex and London. The impacts on 
these routes therefore need to be understood, alongside the cumulative impacts from other 
London projects such as the Silvertown Tunnel and planned growth locations (London City 
east). ECC needs to be satisfied that any impacts on the strategic routes connectivity, capacity 
and resilience are addressed and potential benefits for the Essex economy are optimised. 
ECC requires further data and analysis on the wider strategic routes to: 
 
 Identify the impact on Essex and surrounding areas; 
 Understand employee access to the site, job numbers and expected modes of travel 

(including sustainable access and potential links with London Gateway); 
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 Evaluate the impact, with regard to TfL transport projects in the vicinity of the scheme and 
Essex; 

 Establish the projected increase in traffic arising from the scheme and the cumulative 
impact of current planned growth (and transport projects) including London City east and 
within Greater Essex; and 

 Establish the implications, sensitivity and inter-relationship on transport movements across 
the wider strategic network, including the Dartford crossing and the forthcoming LTC;  

 Understand the timescales for project delivery and the cumulative impacts and timing with 
other major transport infrastructure projects in the vicinity, be it the LTC, A13 road 
widening, A127/A130 Fairglen Interchange improvements, and the A127 route 
management strategy; and 

 Understand the sustainable transport provision for employees and freight during both the 
construction and operational phases of the development.  For example how will employees 
travel to the site? 
 

With regards to the LTC, the comments in paragraphs 2.50 – 2.56 of the PIER, that the 
highway network impact assessment of Tilbury 2 does not rely on the delivery of LTC are 
noted.  More work will be required around the interaction between the two projects as part of 
the formal consultation on the LTC scheme.  This should still be progressed in a co-ordinated 
and consistent manner, in liaison with the Thurrock Council as Highways Authority and 
adjoining Highways Authorities (including ECC), Highways England and TfL, to enable both 
DCO proposals to progress.   
 
Minerals & Waste Planning 
Overall, ECC would expect greater clarification and assessment of the wider mineral and 
waste planning implications,  within the subsequent Environmental Statement.  The issues to 
be addressed are outlined below, with further details set out in Annex 1.  
 
Minerals - ECC is a neighbouring Mineral Planning Authority and supports the proposed 
development, however would like to raise the following points to be addressed through the 
PEIR.   
 
Although the principle market for the aggregates imported via the new port terminal is likely to 
be London, the new development has the potential to:  
 reduce the pressure on demand for both primary and secondary mineral resources in 

Essex;  
 reduce the haulage distances of resources located in the north of the County; and 
 to provide additional capacity for the supply of aggregates to the south of the County. 

The adopted Essex Mineral Local Plan (July 2014) seeks to ensure a local supply of 
aggregates for the County, however there are no wharves for landing mineral in Essex and 
mineral resources in the south of the County are extremely limited.  
 
It would be useful for the proposal to quantify the type, quantity and market for the aggregate 
to be imported through the wharf. This will provide a better understanding of the mineral supply 
and demand factors which will be relevant to Mineral Planning Authorities in the vicinity. 
 
Waste - ECC is a neighbouring Waste Planning Authority has a number of waste planning and 
waste management concerns, which ECC wish to raise in respect of the PEIR (Section 19 
Waste and Materials), as outlined below and in Annex 1. 
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The PEIR (Section 19) Table 19.1 refers to the National Planning Policy for Waste, 2014 
(NPPW) which sets out detailed planning policies for waste in England. Thurrock Council, as a 
Waste Planning Authority, has incorporated their planning policies for waste within their own 
Adopted Core Strategy 2011.  The neighbouring Waste Planning Authorities of Essex County 
Council and Southend-on-Sea Borough Council have recently prepared a new joint Essex and 
Southend on Sea Waste Local Plan in line with NPPW, adopted in July 2017.  
 
NPPW confirms a link with the national Waste Management Plan for England, 2013.  The 
Waste Management Plan for England sets out the Government’s ambition to work towards a 
more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use and management.  Although, not a 
planning policy document, it delivers the objectives of the European Waste Framework 
directive. This is relevant to the consideration of the Tilbury2 development in respect of 
impacts from waste arisings and consideration of the proximity principle.  
 
The PEIR sets out the waste to be generated through construction and operation of the 
development in the absence of consideration of where such waste may be managed.  The 
PEIR, Section 19, should explore options for management of this waste in Thurrock, as the 
host Waste Planning Authority.   
 
Furthermore, the methodology in the PEIR focuses on the significance of the waste generated 
at a regional and national level.  Essex is used as a proxy for the regional significance, with no 
justification for this. Waste arisings, capacity and future capacity needs in Thurrock, a separate 
waste planning authority, are not considered.  The omission of this material consideration and 
reference to the primary local plan policies within the Thurrock Core Strategy (adopted 2011) 
and supporting documents should be addressed.  For clarification, and context, the adjoining 
Essex and Southend Waste Local Plan (2017) remains a valid material consideration to be 
taken into account. 
 
From the PEIR, ECC understands the following:  
 the total waste predicted to arise from the construction process is likely to be small 

(~160,000 tonnes);  
 this tonnage is potentially capable of further reduction through mitigation measures, but this 

is unquantified; 
 set against the CDE waste arisings of the neighbouring waste planning authority ECC 

(~3.6milion tonnes per annum) the waste arisings from this project are small; and 
 the comparison of arisings associated with this development proposal against the arisings 

and available capacity at a national level is meaningless, because the waste material is 
unlikely to travel significant distances. 

The new Essex and Southend on Sea Waste Local Plan adopted by ECC in July 2017 has not 
successfully identified sufficient new capacity to contribute to the management of this 3.6 
million tonnes of CDE waste.  Factoring in existing and allocated waste management sites, the 
shortfall stands at ~937,000 tonnes per annum in 2032.  Regardless of how small the tonnage 
of waste arisings associated with the Tilbury2 development are estimated to be, it will put 
additional pressure on the existing and allocated capacity in Essex and Southend-on-Sea.  
 
The PEIR should be updated to reflect the considerations of the proximity principle, with the 
aim of exploring options for management of the forecast waste arisings as close to source as 
possible. 
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Conclusions 
ECC is seeking this further information and clarification on the individual and cumulative 
effects and mitigation of this development, relevant to ECC are set out Annex 1.  ECC 
welcomes the opportunity to work with PoTLL to address these matters as part of this NSIP 
process.  
 
If you require further information or clarrification on any points raised in this response my 
contact details are below. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Lesley Stenhouse 
Principal Spatial Planner 
Spatial Planning 
Economies, Localities and Public Health 
 
Telephone:  03330 136826 
Email:  lesley.stenhouse@essex.gov.uk  

mailto:lesley.stenhouse@essex.gov.uk
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PROPOSED PORT TERMINAL AT FORMER TILBURY POWER STATION: TILBURY2  
ANNEX1   Schedule of ECC’s detailed comments on the Preliminary Environmental Report 
Volume 1 June 2017 (and Volume 2 Appendices as indicated) 
 
Highways and Transportation Matters 
 

Page  / reference Comment 

Page 2 – 12 
Lower Thames 
Crossing  
 

That the highway network impact assessment of Tilbury2 does not rely on the 
delivery of LTC is noted.  More work will be required around the interaction 
between the two projects as part of the formal consultation on LTC scheme 
 

Page 5-4  
Surface Access 
Strategy – Highway 
provision 
 

ECC supports the proposed new highway infrastructure for the port.  
 
ECC would like to understand employee numbers and propoposals for 
sustainable access to the site and the expected modes of travel.  ECC would 
expect these details and proposals to be addressed in the Transport 
Assessment Report. 
 

Page 5-4  
Surface Access 
Strategy – Rail 
Provision  
 

ECC supports the proposal for the improvements to the rail sidings within the 
site however, there is no reference to the main line capacity being able to 
accommodate additional freight.  How is this being addressed in the wider 
London and South East area? 

Page 5-6 
Operational Details 
– Throughput and 
Vessel Movements 

ECC reserves comment on the wider highway impact of the development and 
awaits the traffic Assessment reports which will be based on the maximum 
number of units that the terminal can accommodate and that the worst case 
scenario is to be evaluated. 
 

Page 5-7 
Forecast Rail Traffic  
 

ECC supports the proposal for the use of rail freight for the distribution of 
materials but expresses concerns as to the capacity of the main rail line to 
accommodate additional  freight traffic in future and reserves comment until 
the transport assessment (TA) is issued. 
 

Page 5-7 
Highways and 
Public Rights of 
Way 
 

ECC supports the proposal to improve the PRoW that forms part of the 
Thames Estuary Path. 

Page 13-7 
Land side Transport 
– Consultation 
 

ECC acknowledges the support from Network Rail confirming that there are 
sufficient freight paths to accommodate the expected additional freight trains.  
However, ECC expect this to be confirmed within the TAreport.   
 
ECC would anticipate the TA report to provide confirmation of the impacts on 
the capacity and the rights to any new paths, including the following:  
 
1. How would access and capacity work with the paths already used now 

and for future by London Gateway? 
2. What is the timetable for the work? 
3. What evidence and inforamtion has been obtained to determine:  

a) the amount of paths that PoTLL would be seeking to obtain? 
b) how are these intended to be timetabled 
c) How would these be route? 

 
ECC seeks confirmation on the above and how more paths around the North 
London Line and /or Gospel Oak Barking line will be delivered with the 
current and future planned traffic from London Gateway and Felixstowe and 
fLs plans for expanded passenger services on these routes..  
 
It is recommended that PoTLL also engage with TfL as an adjoining Highway 
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Authority and in respect of the rail network in London.  
 
ECC also sugget that the PoTLL also engages with the franchise operator 
C2C. 
 

Page 13-10 
Response to 
consultation 
comments 
 

ECC acknowledges the response to our consultation response with regards 
to the impact on the wider highway network and the need to fully assess the 
impact on rail. 

Page 13-21/22 
Construction – 
Traffic Generation 

ECC reserves comment until the construction methodology is published 
including the Construction Traffic Management Plan.  

 
Minerals and Waste Planning 
 

Page 19-1 
Section 19  
Waste and Materials 

ECC as a neighbouring Waste Planning Authority is pleased to note that the 
PEIR sets out the waste management implications of the proposal, both 
during construction and operation.  The Essex and Southend-on-Sea Waste 
Local Plan (2017) is based on a strategy of net self-sufficient waste 
management, which includes consideration of future cross border waste 
movements.   
 
It is noted that the PEIR (Chapter 19) sets out a clear case for waste arising 
during the construction and operational phases to be managed in line with 
national policy and guidance.  This is supported by ECC as the Waste 
Planning Authority however, the proximity principle has not been considered.  
This will need to be addressed. 
 

Page 19-3  
National Legislation 
and policy (Table 
19.1) 

Additionally, in line with Planning Practice Guidance 2015, the PIER confirms 
(Table 19.1 final row) that the ES will consider baselines and forecasts of 
waste arisings and capacity as reported by the appropriate planning authority.  
This must include Thurrock Council as a priority as the host local planning 
authority for the development (and as a Minerals and Waste Planning 
Authority). 
 

Page 19-9  
Regional Policy 
(Table 19.2) 

This should be updated to include ECC’s latest Minerals and Waste Local 
Plans, which are a material considerations as a neighbouring Minerals and 
Waste Planning Authority.  
 
It is should also be noted that both ECC and Thurrock Council are located 
within the East of Engand Aggregates Working Party and East of England 
Waste Technical Advisory Body.   
 
Furthermore, a single Greater Essex Local Aggrregates Assessment is 
prepared for the three Greater Essex minerals planning authorities of ECC, 
Southend on Sea BC and Thurrock Council. 
 
The table should be amended to include: 

 Essex Minerals Local Plan  - Essex Minerals Local Plan Adopted July 
2014 

 Essex and Southend on Sea Waste Local Plan: Adopted by ECC in July 
2017.  Further details can be found on ECC’s website as follows:  ECC 
Waste-Local-Plan.aspx 

 Greater Essex Local Aggregate Assessment - November 2016  
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires Mineral 
Planning Authorities (MPAs) to produce a Local Aggregate Assessment 
(LAA) every year. The role of the LAA is to aid in the determination of the 
amount of mineral provision required, and to monitor this supply, to 

https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Documents/Essex%20Minerals%20Plan%20-%20Adopted%20July%202014.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Documents/Essex%20Minerals%20Plan%20-%20Adopted%20July%202014.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Pages/Replacement-Waste-Local-Plan.aspx
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/minerals-development-document/Documents/Greater%20Essex%20Local%20Aggregate%20Assessment_November%202016.pdf
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ensure that a steady and adequate supply of minerals is provided 
throughout the period covered by a Minerals Local Plan (MLP).   

 

Page 19-9  
Regional Policy 
(Table 19.2) 

Table 19.2 makes reference to the Essex and Southend-on-Sea Waste Local 
Plan adopted in 2001.   
 
As set out above, a new Essex aned Southend on Sea Waste Local Plan has 
been prepared and adopted by Essex County Council in July 2017.  Table 
19.2 should be updated, to refer to this new Plan which is a material planning 
consideration and the reference to the “Adopted 2001 Essex and Southend 
on Sea Waste Local Plan” should be removed.  
 

Page 19-9  
Regional Policy 
(Table 19.2) 

Further to the strategy and aims of the new Essex and Southend on Sea 
Waste Local Plan, of particular relevance to this proposal is the overall limited 
capacity in Essex and Southend-on-Sea for management of CDE waste.  The 
new site allocations included in the Plan are not sufficient to manage the 
waste that is forecast to arise over the Plan period.  Therefore, any proposal 
which would serve to increase the waste to be managed in Essex and 
Southend-on-Sea would be of concern to the County Council. 
 

Page 19-15  
Baseline Conditions 
(para 19.26) 

Para 19.26 of the PEIR confirms the baseline of waste arisings has been 
taken from the Essex and Southend-on-Sea Pre Submission Draft Waste 
Local Plan (2016) and the Capacity Gap Update Report (2015) and the EA 
Hazardous Waste Interrogator (2015).  Given the facility is within Thurrock 
Council, a baseline of arisings should be established a baseline using local 
data from the host authority.  The Pre Submission Plan has been superseded 
by an adopted Plan as of 11 July 2017.  The Waste Capacity Gap analysis 
supporting the Plan was subject to scrutiny as part of the examination 
process and the latest evidence of arisings, existing capacity and shortfalls is 
set out through two main documents:  
 
1. Topic Paper 1: Waste Capacity Gap Update December 2015.  
2. Review of Waste Flows with London, Sept 2016.  

 
The tables on page 4 of this report set out predicted arisings, including 
importation from London, existing capacity and the capacity shortfall in the 
Essex and Southend-on-Sea Plan to 2035. 
 

Page 19-16 
Existing Waste 
arisings Baseline 
(para 19.28) 

Para 19.28 sets out that the Pre Submission Plan provides the most recent 
data (2014) for regional CD&E arisings.  The Plan covers the administrative 
areas of Essex and Southend-on-Sea only.  There is no justification given as 
to why this countywide Waste Local Plan is suitable as a basis for 
extrapolation of future waste arisings in Thurrock or Kent or the wider ‘region’ 
as is indicated. 
 

Page 19-17 
Existing waste 
infrastructure 
baseline 
(para 19.32) 

Para 19.32 attempts to establish the existing capacity for the management of 
CD&E waste in the region, but again draws on the data from the Waste Local 
Plan for Essex and Southend-on-Sea.  
 
As confirmed above, the examination of the Plan concluded in June 2017 and 
the Councils adopted the Plan in July 2017.  The capacity evidence was 
scrutinised during the examination process, culminating in modifications to 
the Plan in respect of the future waste capacity gap.  The Plan to be adopted 
sets out a capacity gap of 1.95million tonnes by 2032, increased from 
1.5million tonnes set out in the Pre Submission Plan.  
 
The updated evidence base (linked above) confirms that CDE waste arisings 
to be addressed by the Plan are forecast to be 3,621,000 tonnes per annum.  
This aligns with the ‘baseline arisings’ identified in the PEIR.   

http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Documents/Topic%20Paper%201%20Waste%20Capacity%20Gap%20Update%20December%202015.pdf
http://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Planning/Minerals-Waste-Planning-Team/Planning-Policy/Documents/CED_20_BPP_Paper_on_London_Waste_Imports_Exports_Issue.pdf
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The capacity (infrastructure) in the Essex and Southend-on Sea Waste Local 
Plan area available to manage this waste is not constant, reflecting temporary 
permissions for landfill operations and associated recycling facilities.   
 
The assessment of a baseline of arisings and capacity is interesting but it 
must be expanded to focus on Thurrock as the host waste planning authority 
initially, and only further afield if capacity is not available.   
 
The PEIR materials and waste arisings methodology concludes that during 
the construction phase, the development will give rise to ~160,000 tonnes of 
CD&E waste over a two year period (Table 19.12).  
 

Pages 19-20 to 19-23 
Proposals Design & 
Embedded 
Mitigation 
(paras 19.43 -19.57) 
 

The mitigation measures aimed to reduce the amount of waste created and to 
manage it sustainably are set out 19.43 – 19.57.  It is disappointing that the 
impact of these measures on the tonnage of waste forecast to be generated 
is not included.   
 

Page 19-23  
Potential Impacts 
(par 19.58 & Table 
19.13) 

The overall conclusion set out in para 19.58 and table 19.13 predicts a minor 
impact of the proposal in terms of waste generation, when set against the 
baseline of waste arisings and capacity, regionally and nationally. It is not 
clear why the ‘estimated waste arisings’ column of the table only includes a 
single year of arisings, rather than the ~160,000 tonnes over the two year 
construction process. 
 

Page 19-24 
Further Work (19.60) 

ECC as neighbouring Waste Planning Authority welcome the opportunity to 
engage with the further work and findings proposed in paragraph 19.60, to 
address the above points. 
 

 
Flood and Water Management  
 

Section 16 
Water Resources 
And Flood Risk 
 
Page 16 – 1 
Regulatory and 
Policy Context 
(Table 16.1) 

UK Marine Policy Statement – Within the “Response” column in this Table, 
the reference to the Appendix 16.A Level 2 Flood Risk Assessment, is noted.  
However, as a neighbouring Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), it is 
considered that the Level 2 assessment does provide sufficient detail in 
relation to to surface water flood risk.   Following meetings with Atkins and 
Vincent Gorbing it is understood that further information relating to the 
proposed drainage strategy will be made available as part of the level 3 FRA.  
This is welcomed and we shall provide comments at that time. 
 

Page 16-2 
Regulatory and 
Policy Context 

16.2 Overview   - This should be updated to include  the following 
documents: 

 ECC Sustainable Drainiage Systems Design Guide  April 2016 (ECC 
SuDS guide) 
This should be referenced, following the agreeement reached with 
Thurrock Council that the principles in the ECC SuDS Guide, should be 
followed when considering mitigating the risk of surface water flooding 
caused by new development within Thurrock Council. 
 

 The following Updated PFRA for Thurrock should be considered.Thurrock 
Local Flood Risk Management Strategy  December 2015  

 

Vol2 – Appendix 16 A 
Level 2 Flood Risk 
Assessment (May 
2017) 
 

ECC as neighbouring LLFA, has the following specific comments specifc to 
Volume 2 Appendix 16  Level 2 Flood Risk Assessment (May 2017), and 
these equally apply to the  Section 16 – Water Resources and Flood Risk 

https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Environment/local-environment/flooding/View-It/Documents/suds_design_guide.pdf
http://democracy.thurrock.gov.uk/documents/s6554/Appendix%201%20-%20Thurrock%20Local%20Flood%20Risk%20Management%20Strategy.pdf
http://democracy.thurrock.gov.uk/documents/s6554/Appendix%201%20-%20Thurrock%20Local%20Flood%20Risk%20Management%20Strategy.pdf
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Vol2 – Appendix 16.A   
Page 4  
2.1. Overview  
(Section 2.1) 

2.1 Policy - ECC SuDS Guide should be referenced. Agreement has been 
reached with Thurrock that the principles in the ECC SuDS Guide should be 
followed in when considering mitigating the risk of surface water flooding 
caused by new development. 
 
The Updated PSFRA? for Thurrock should be considered. 
 

Vol2 – Appendix 16.A 
Page 11  
Local geology 
(Section 3.3.2) 

3.3.2 - Geology The GI Data presented in table 3.1 does not appear to cover 
all soil depths - more information should be provided to provide a more 
comprehensive picture of the geological make up of the site.  
 

Vol2 – Appendix 16.A   
Page 25  
Effects of Climate 
Change (Section 
4.10) 

4.10  - Climate Change - does not state that the report has taken account of 
increased rainfall which will affect surface water flood risk over the life time of 
the development. A conservative approach should be taken using the upper 
end figures suggested in the Environment Agencies Climate Change 
Allowance Guidance. 
 

Vol2 – Appendix 16.A   
Page 29  
Surface Water 
Drainage (section 
5.5) 

5.5 - surface water drainage - consideration must also be given to the 
impact that alterations to ordinary water courses and main river will have on 
the conveyance of surface water flows. 

 

 
Economic Growth and Regeneration  
 

Section 3.0   
Port of Tilbury – 
Existing and Future 
 

ECC note this section and would like to understand more about the 
opportunities that Tilbury 2 could offer in terms of the current Port in the wider 
context.  This would assist in understanding the wider implications and 
opportunities for port operations. 

 
Environment  
 

Section 2 
Page 2-6 
Climate Change 
(Para 2.32) 

Paragraph 2.32 refers to the ‘perpetual life of the Port’, however there 
appears to be no reference to the possibility of rising sea levels caused by 
Climate Change or resilience to the possible increase in tidal surges.  ECC 
recommend that this is addressed wtihin the emerging EIA. 
 

Page 5-7 
Highways and 
Public Rights of 
Way (Section 5.0) 
 

ECC is supportive of the ambition the proposals set out in paragraph 5.53 
(Highways and PROW section) to permanently protect the Footpath along the 
foreshore from the tides to make this Footpath and cycle way fully useable, 
as this forms part of the Thames Estuary path and the Two Forts way.  The 
latter is a Thurrock Council cycleway ambition that we support. It is 
considered that the proposal for  this section of the Thames Estuary Path 
should improve the experience for the users. 

 
Landscape 
 

Section 9.0 
Landscape 
Character & Visual 
Amenity  

The PEIR has comprehensively set out the baseline assessments and 
predicted impacts on landscape character, landscape features and elements, 
landscape value and visual amenity.  
 
Table 9.14 sets out ‘Potential further mitigation or compensation’ measures 
which have been identified as part of the PEIR.  These mitigation measures 
relate to the immediate environs of the proposed development and are in 
addition to those embedded elements set out in Table 9.12.  
 
The landscape strategy proposed to be prepared as part of the EIA process 
should set out all the elements of landscape mitigation proposed including 
any offsite measures.  It is considered that the strategy will need to identify 
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additional landscape mitigation measures which are required to deal with the 
residual landscape and visual impacts arising from the development, 
particularly the visual impacts arising from the proposed new road link, 
warehousing, CMAT facility and concrete silos.   
 
The predicted effects have been set out in Table 9.17 but the assessment will 
need to consider these impacts and the necessary landscape mitigation in 
detail.   Mitigation measures will need to be identified and these should be 
designed to accord with the key characteristics and qualities of the 
neighbouring landscape character areas. It is considered that the Tilbury 
urban area, West Tilbury, Tilbury Marshes and Chadwell escarpment LCA 
areas are likely to experience the most significant impacts and measures to 
mitigate impacts and reinforce the landscape condition should be designed 
accordingly.   This should be explored with Thurrock Council. 
 
The proposals for landscape mitigation, offsetting works and agreed 
landscape enhancements will need to show that the wider context and 
character of the development area has been fully considered.  Where the 
identified landscape measures fall outside the DCO boundary line then 
specific agreements to ensure that works are delivered (funded and 
implemented) and managed appropriately will need to be formulated. 

 
Ecology 
 

Section 10.0 
Terrestrial Ecology 
 

It is noted that Ports NPS requires development to preserve, protect and 
where possible improve marine and terrestrial biodiversity. The PEIR states 
that in paragraph 10.291 this NSIP will aim for minimal or no net loss which 
will require offsite compensation to meet the standard identified as scoping 
stage.  However, all likely impacts are being assessed and the mitigation 
hierarchy applied.  ECC welcomes confirmation that a shadow HRA will be 
provided with the DCO submission. 
 
Whilst potential impacts on all the relevant Priority (s41) habitats and species 
are being effectively assessed, there will be a residual loss of habitat as 
insufficient compensation is being provided and Para 10.45 states that “in 
time compensation may ameliorate negative effects” on Priority/RDB species. 
There is also a need to provide confirmation of offsite habitat compensation 
measures particularly for loss of habitats for invertebrates, recognised as 
nationally important. These issues require additional consideration to avoid 
them being included in the Local Impact Report (LIR) and allow the Secretary 
of State to demonstrate they have met their S40 biodiversity duty. This 
Council would be keen to see clarification in the Environmental Statement 
produced relating to Priority s41 Species, which are likely to be present and 
affected by the development.  
 
ECC would expect provision of both a Construction Environment 
Management Plan (CEMP) and Landscape and Ecological Management Plan 
(LEMP) to be Requirements of the DCO, and recommend that these 
documents are drafted before submission. 
 

Page 10-13  
 
Programmed 
Assessment of 
Impacts on Protected 
and Priority Species 

It is noted that the programmed assessment of impacts on Protected and 
Priority Species appear to be in line with the scoping opinion and embedded 
mitigation is welcomed.  
 
However the following detailed comments are provided to ensure the ES 
submitted with the DCO will include sufficient ecological information to allow 
the Inspector to fully consider if the NPS requirements will be met. 

1. Bats –  it is recommend that bat activity data is added to the 
assessment of Important Hedgerows in line with other NSIPs eg Any 
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passes of Barbastelle (Annex II species) or more than 100 passes of 
other species of bat. (para 10.53). 

2. Bats – The assessment of Potential Roost Features (PRFs) in trees 
(para 10.61) should have been carried out in winter as canopy cover 
obscures the area of search during the rest of the year. Only the April 
survey meets this best practice and I recommend reference should be 
made to The Bat Tree Habitat Key http://battreehabitatkey.co.uk/ (H. 
Andrews, 2014). I am therefore concerned that PRFs may have been 
missed and further assessment is considered necessary, particularly 
to identify any hibernation roosts in trees of all sizes. 

3. Bats – there is a need to cross reference all lighting design 
requirements (Para 10.113)  with landscape sections of the 
Environmental Statement and embed these in the LEMP.  

4. Dormice –The Essex & Suffolk Dormouse Group are currently carrying 
out research on survey requirements in Eastern England and initial 
recommendations are to extend the survey season to end of October 
to provide an accurate baseline dataset 
www.essexwt.org.uk/news/2016/09/22/sleeping-beauty.  

 
ECC recommend additional surveys are therefore conducted this year. 
 
Reptiles – The carrying capacity of any receptor sites must be demonstrated 
and additional sites identified should more animals be captured than the 
estimates indicate may be present; current research indicates a range of 
multiplers for different species actually involved in reptile translocation 
projects and any habitats created must be sufficiently established to provide 
sufficient food before any animals are translocated 

 
Arboriculture 
 

Section 10.0 
Terrestrial Ecology 
 

ECC reserve comment, as it would appear that Tree Survey/Tree Constraints 
Plans, Arboricultural Impact Appraisal and Arboricultural Method 
Statement/Tree Protection Plans have not been provided as prevoiusly raised 
in our letter dated 17/03/17. 
 
ECC would expect these assessments and information to form part of the EIA 
in support of the DCO application. 

 
Historic Environment  
 

Section 12:0  
Archaeology And 
Cultural Heritage 
 

It is noted that the non-technical summary contains a summary of the historic 
environment impacts. This largely tallies with the discussion Place Services 
have had with the Heritage Consultant from the developers and Historic 
England.  The main impacts are going to be on setting, especially with the 
military fortifications of the Thames and their inter visibility.  Wherever 
possible this inter visibility needs to be preserved. 

Potential Impacts 
Built Heritage 
Operational Phase 
12.130 - 12.139 
Table 12.11 

An additional sentence is requested at the end of the section concerning 
Impacts on the Historic Environment, in relation to the setting of the 
monument (Tilbury Fort) and the position of the roll on roll off features within 
the Thames.  It is considered that the visibility in and out of Tilbury Fort, 
especially when ships are at berth will be seriously impacted and should be 
mitigated against and impact reduced, if these could be transferred further 
downstream.  
 
The following additional sentence is suggested:  
“The position of the roll on/ off landing stages within the Thames have the 
potential of being a major impact especially when ships are at berth” 

 
 

http://battreehabitatkey.co.uk/
http://www.essexwt.org.uk/news/2016/09/22/sleeping-beauty
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Mr Peter Ward  
Commercial Director 
Port of Tilbury London Ltd 
Leslie Ford House 
Tilbury 
Essex, RM18 7EH 
 
Sent by email: t2consultation@potll.com  
 
 
Dear Mr Ward, 
 
RE: Planning Act 2008, Section 47 
Proposed New Port Terminal, Part of the Former Tilbury Power Station 
Draft Statement of Community Consultation 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 25 April 2017 consulting Essex County Council (ECC) as a 
neighbouring authority on the draft Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC) in respect of 
the above proposed development (known as Tilbury2) at the former Tilbury Power Station. 
 
ECC is a neighbouring authority within the definition of the Duty to Co-operate S110 of the 
Localism Act 2012 and Section 30 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2008. The 
proposed development is a strategic cross-boundary matter and ECC wish to engage with this 
process as both an interested party and a statutory consultee. 
 
ECC is a strategic local authority, with the following roles: 
 a key partner and service provider within Essex promoting economic development, 

regeneration, infrastructure delivery and new development; 
 the strategic highway and transport authority, including responsibility for the delivery of the 

Essex Local Transport Plan and as the local highway authority; and 
 the local education authority; Minerals and Waste Planning Authority; Lead Local Flood 

Authority; lead advisors on Public Health and major provider of a wide range of local 
government services throughout the county of Essex. 

 
The proposed development is of significance to ECC given the importance and potential 
impact on the Essex economy, environment and transport network (both road and rail) and in 
particular ECC’s connectivity to London. 
 
The comments set out below in respect of the SoCC follow the format of the document and 
build upon ECC’s earlier consultation response to the EIA Scoping reports dated 17 March and 
26 April 2017. Comments relate specifically to the content of the SoCC followed by issues that 
that the Port will need to address as it prepares the application for Tilbury2. 
 
 

Our ref: 
Your Ref: 
Date: 
 

ECC/PoTL2/DSoCC 
PoTL2 draft SoCC 
22 May 2017 

mailto:t2consultation@potll.com
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Section 1: Introduction (p 3) 
 
Paragraph 1.6 states ‘Pre-application consultation is important to PoTLL, as it provides a key 
opportunity for the local community to be engaged with, and to help shape, the proposals for 
Tilbury2.’ Paragraph 1.7 then states ‘This draft SoCC therefore explains PoTLL’s proposals for 
consultation within the immediate Tilbury and wider Thurrock community as well as those living 
south of the river in Gravesham Borough.’ 
 
It is recommeded that the scope of the SoCC is widened to include communities within the 
County of Essex. I can confirm that ECC wishes to be engaged in related any pre-application 
discussions in order to address matters that may impact the county of Essex. This should be 
made more explict in the SoCC. 
 
Specifically, ECC as a neighbouring strategic Highways Authority wish to be engaged with this 
process and any pre-application discussions. The proposal is of importance for the on-going 
security and growth for both London and Essex. Further engagement and assessment of the 
implications and opportunities will also be required by Transport for London (TfL), including 
connectivity, capacity and network resilience. Any transport assessment should be extended to 
include the A12, A127, A130, A13 and M11 (the strategic routes) from Essex to London, in 
addition to the provision of further Thames river crossings to the south and east of London as 
well as the recently announced preferred route for the Lower Thames Crossing. 
 
The above strategic routes are vital for connecting the economies of Essex and London and 
the impacts on these routes need to be understood, alongside the cumulative impacts from 
other London projects such as the Silvertown Tunnel and planned growth locations (London 
City east). ECC needs to be satisfied that any impacts on the strategic routes connectivity, 
capacity and resilience are addressed and potential benefits for the Essex economy are 
optimised. ECC requires further data and analysis on the wider strategic routes to: 
 
 Identify the impact on Essex and surrounding areas; 
 Understand employee access to the site, job numbers and expected modes of travel 

(including sustainable access and potential links with London Gateway); 
 Evaluate the impact, with regard to TfL transport projects in the vicinity of the scheme and 

Essex; 
 Establish the projected increase in traffic arising from the scheme and the cumulative 

impact of current planned growth (and transport projects) including London City east and 
within Greater Essex; and 

 Establish the implications, sensitivity and inter-relationship on transport movements across 
the wider strategic network, including the Dartford crossing and the forthcoming Lower 
Thames Crossing. 

 
Section 2: The Proposals (pp 4-7) 
 
It is noted that paragraphs 2.2 and 2.3 relating to the DCO ‘order limits’ may need to be 
amended by the additional areas needed for landscape mitigation as highlighted by the 
findings of the EIA process. The ‘Preliminary Environmental Information Report’ due to be 
published on 19 June 2017 should highlight the need for both suitable areas and the form that 
landscape mitigation needs to take, taking into account the LVIA process, the local landscape 
character and wider environmental considerations. 
 



 

3 

It is recommended that the SoCC is clear where the ecological mitigation habitat will be 
located i.e. within a larger red line boundary or if offsite, that this land would be within the CPO 
(see paragraph 2.3 in the draft SoCC). Ideally the ‘red line boundary’ should include land for 
ecological mitigation to avoid a legal agreement to deliver the required measures. The CPO 
process if needed, will be complicated enough without securing additional land for this purpose 
in perpetuity. Consideration now of changes to the red line boundary will avoid problems 
further down the line. This is based on the likely complexity of ecological impacts needing 
sufficient (red line) land within the control of the applicant to include ecological mitigation land. 
 
Section 3: Approach to consultation (pp 8-11) 
 
As noted above, the SoCC should be explicit that pre-application discussions with ECC will 
take place as well as formal noritication. Wider community engagement across south Essex 
may also be beneficial. This may mean wider newspaper coverage. 
 
Section 4: Overview of consultation processes (pp 12-14) 
 
Section 4.12 of the SoCC states that exhibition boards will cover ‘highways issues’. This 
should be broadened to ‘transport issues’ in order to cover all transportation and highway 
matters in order to address the following questions. 
 
 How will rail issues be consulted upon? This is important given the constraints on paths 

available on the Essex Thameside line and connecting lines in North London.   
 Equally all forms of sustainable transportation should be addressed, both for the 

construction and operational phases and in relation to all employees during these two 
phases. For example how will employees travel to the site? 

 Is there any data on lorry movements/ trips generated? How do past, current and future 
projected traffic generated by the port compare? 

 How will the proposal relate to the Lower Thames Crossing following the Department for 
Transport announcement of the preferred route in April 2017? 

 
Other matters relevant to Tilbury2 
 
Other factors to be presented to enable effective engagement with this proposal include the 
following: 
 
Transport 
 
It is recommended that further consideration should be given to the timescales for project 
delivery and the cumulative impacts and timing with other major transport infrastructure 
projects in the vicinity, be it the Lower Thames Crossing, A13 road widening, A127/A130 
Fairglen Interchange improvements, and the A127 route management strategy. 
 
Minerals 
 
The adopted Essex Mineral Local Plan (July 2014) seeks to ensure a local supply of 
aggregates for the County, however there are no wharves for landing mineral in Essex and 
mineral resources in the south of the County are extremely limited. Although the principle 
market for the aggregates imported via the new port terminal is likely to be London, the 
proposed development has the potential to:  
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 reduce the pressure on demand for resources in Essex;  
 reduce the haulage distances of resources located in the north of the County; and 
 provide additional capacity for the supply of aggregates to the south of the County. 
 
It would be useful for the proposal to quantify the type, quantity and market for the aggregate 
to be imported through the wharf. This will provide a better understanding of the mineral supply 
and demand factors which will be relevant to Mineral Planning Authorities in the vicinity. 
 
Environment 
 
The following environmental issues and observations are made for your consideration as the 
application is prepared. 
 
 There is a right of way along the Power station site which ECC under the Maxigreen 

project created as the Thames Estuary Path about three years ago and which will be 
adopted as the National Coast Path in approximately 3 years. 

 Nearby are the Tilbury Marshes which are at least SSSIs. 
 The Estuary has numerous EU RAMSAR sites for the bird populations. 
 The power station is in the Greater Thames Nature improvement Area (NIA). 
 The site is close to the ‘landing area’ of the recently announced Lower Thames Crossing. 

Consideration should be given to the combined development and the potential 
opportunities. 

 Potentially the second Thames barrier could be in this area. Consideration should be given 
to the combined development and the potential opportunities. 

 The site is adjacent to the east, to former quarries now being actively back filled with 
waste. These are in the process of being restored as new greenspace and part of the 
wider mosaic of greenspaces in the area making up the South Essex Greengrid. 

 The site is in the Greengrid South Essex area. 
 Essex Wildlife Trust lease the former Cory ran Mucking site to the east creating a c 400 

hectare Thurrock Nature Park. 
 This site will be key to the Environment Agency Thames 2100 plans for the flood 

protection on the Thames. 
 
Further, there are potentially transformational infrastructure improvements that should be 
considered as the application is prepared. Farrells (architects) want to debate the second 
Thames barrier being multi-functional which acts as a crossing and tidal energy producer etc 
(proposed in their 2007 Parklands study). There has also been on-going work around the 
‘Tilbury triangle’ and officers from ECC have attended two meetings with the Thames Estuary 
Commission and team. It is therefore recommended that ‘Tilbury2’, the Lower Thames 
Crossing (road) and the potential second Thames barrier are considered as a single 
redevelopment of the Thames Estuary where mitigation is commersurate to reflect all three 
schemes. 
 
Historic Environment 
 
It is noted that the Historic Environment Team at ECC Place Services have been consulted by 
CgMs on a desk based assessment produced for the proposed development. This is to be 
followed by a joint meeting with Historic England on the 23 May 2017 in their Cambridge 
offices. At present the applicants are following the appropriate lines of consultation. It is also 
noted that the site is adjacent to the west to the Historic England site of Tilbury Fort. A 
transport connection and this site could landlock Tilbury Fort. 
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If you require further information or clarrification on any points raised in this response please 
contact Lesley Stenhouse below. 
 
Kind regards 
 
 
 
 
Graham Thomeas 
Head of Commissioning: Strategic Planning, Housing Growth & Development 
 
 
Enquiries:  Leslsey Stenhouse, Principal Spatial Planner 
Telephone:  03330 136826 
Email:  lesley.stenhouse@essex.gov.uk  

mailto:lesley.stenhouse@essex.gov.uk


 

Sent by email  

Essex County Council 

County Hall 

Chelmsford   

Essex CM1 1QH 

The Planning Inspectorate                Date: 26/04/2017 

3D Eagle Wing        

Temple Quay House 

2 The Square 

Bristol, BS1 6PN 

Your Ref: TR030003-000004 

Dear Hannah Pratt, 

RE: PROPOSED PORT TERMINAL AT TILBURY POWER STATION EIA SCOPING 

REPORT 

Thank you for consulting Essex County Council in relation to the draft Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) for the redevelopment of part of Tilbury Power Station. This 

letter provides comments on the information that should be included in the final report, 

taking into account the letter provided by the applicant in response to earlier  ECC 

consultation comments.  

Ecology 

This Council notes the applicant’s response earlier letter relating to this Council’s 

ecological comments regarding surveys for S41 species. This Council would be keen 

to see clarification in the Environmental Statement produced relating to Priority 

Species, particularly birds, which are likely to be present and affected by the 

development.  

This Council looks forward to being consulted on the shadow HRA as ECC has an 

interest in the terrestrial/inshore elements of the Natura 2000 sites. 

Arboriculture 

No further comments from an arboricultural perspective at this stage taking account of 

the applicant’s response letter.  

Historic Environment 

The revisions to the document provided in the applicant’s response letter are 

acceptable in respect of the historic environment.   

 



Landscape 

The approach and methodology set out for the Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment (LVIA) and included in the March 2017 Scoping Report appears to cover 

all the necessary aspects to assess the impact of the proposed development through 

the EIA process.   

This Council notes that the location and sensitivity of visual receptors will be agreed 

prior to assessment with the relevant local authorities. We will advise accordingly at 

the appropriate time and with the relevant planning authorities. The selection of 

viewpoints should also be informed by fieldwork, and by desk research on access and 

recreation, including footpaths, bridleways and public access land; and on tourism 

including popular vantage points and distributions of population.  

The potential landscape and visual impacts arising from the NSIP development and all 

associated developments on identified receptors, designated sites and adjacent 

landscapes will need to be assessed and identified. Proposals for appropriate 

landscape mitigation measures, needed to deal with the identified landscape and 

visual impacts will need to be set out in the Landscape Strategy. This will also need to 

address ways in which the mitigation and any agreed enhancement proposals will be 

delivered and secured.   

Urban Design 

There are no comments to be made from an urban design perspective at this stage. 

Transport 

No further comments from a transport or rail perspective as the issues raised in the 

original consultation to the applicant appear to have been addressed. 

Flooding 

Previous comments supplied to the applicant have been acknowledged and taken on 

board and the applicant has expressed their intention to engage with the ECC floods 

team as the process evolves. No further comments at this stage.  

I trust these comments to be of use to you but please contact me if you require any 

clarification. I have also attached the earlier ECC response for completeness. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Graham Thomas 
 

Head of Commissioning: Strategic Planning, Housing Growth & Development   



Essex County Council 

County Hall 

Chelmsford   

Essex CM1 1QH 

Mr Peter Ward, 

Commercial Director 

Port of Tilbury London       Date: 17/03/2017 

Leslie Ford House        

Tilbury 

Essex RM18 7EH 

 

Dear Mr Ward, 

RE: PROPOSED NEW PORT TERMINAL- DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

ASSESMENT (EIA) SCOPING REPORT 

Thank you for consulting this Council in relation to the draft Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA) for the redevelopment of part of Tilbury Power Station. This letter 

provides comments on the information that should be included in the final EIA report.  

I have set out some of the issues that will need to be taken into account in refining the 

EIA scoping report, and have included points to help the informal consultation process 

currently underway. 

Ecology 

Potential Impacts: This Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) has the 

potential to have an adverse impact on designated sites, both statutory (Thames Estuary 

& Marshes SPA and Ramsar) and non-statutory (3 Local Wildlife Sites). All impacts must 

be assessed and the mitigation hierarchy applied to ensure no net loss of biodiversity 

and preferably provide a net gain.  

The Secretary of State will need sufficient information on the construction methodology 

and operational activities for this NSIP to inform a Regulation 18 Habitats Regulations 

Assessment as the Relevant Authority under Conservation of Habitats and Species 

Regulations (2010 as amended). The shadow HRA screening prepared will therefore 

need to consider if this development will have a Likely Significant Effect on the Natura 

2000 sites, either alone or in combination with other plans and projects. 

This proposal also has the potential to impact on Priority habitats (S41 Habitats of 

Principal Importance) e.g. hedgerows, reed-beds and ponds, and both protected and 

Priority species (S41 Species of Principal Importance), in particular birds, given the likely 

loss of open habitats. The potential impacts on all the relevant species and habitats 

must be effectively assessed and mitigation and compensation provided for all impacts, 

not just significant impacts. This is necessary for the Secretary of State to demonstrate 

they have met their S40 biodiversity duty. Survey and assessment should meet the 

requirements of both Natural England Standing Advice and the Essex Biodiversity 

Validation Checklist which is available from the County Council website accessible via  



https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Environment/local-environment/Wildlife-and-

Biodiversity/Documents/Biodiversity_Toolkit_Validation_Checklist.pdf 

Baseline Information: The desktop assessment has been prepared in consultation with 

both the Essex Recorders Partnership and Essex Wildlife Trust Biological Records 

Centre and these records should inform the survey requirements. However not all S41 

Priority Species appear have been considered, so a thorough consideration is 

recommended. Records from any new or updated surveys undertaken should be shared 

with the 2 record centres. 

Methodology: It is recommended that appropriate survey and assessment is 

undertaken to assess the impacts of this development on biodiversity. I am satisfied that 

nationally agreed guidelines have been followed for both the marine and terrestrial 

ecology surveys and all survey work has been undertaken in the appropriate season by 

appropriately qualified ecological consultants.  

Surveys should include Priority habitats and both protected and Priority species, 

sufficient for the Secretary of State to discharge all associated statutory duties, including 

NERC S40. The assessment of likely ecological impacts needs to include sufficient 

mitigation measures to minimise the impacts as well as identify compensation or off-

setting requirements for any residual impacts. 

Opportunities: Although NSIPs are not required to comply with NPPF, there is an 

opportunity to enhance parts of the site and the corridor, in particular by creating Priority 

habitats to deliver net gain for biodiversity. The EIA should thoroughly explore all 

reasonable options to enhance the development for Protected and Priority species. 

Trees 

Trees are a ‘material consideration’ in the development process. This means that Local 

Planning Authorities (LPAs) have a duty to consider trees when determining planning 

applications. LPA’s can require that a Pre-Development Arboricultural Survey is 

submitted with any planning application and they may refuse to register an application 

until such a survey is provided. The information contained within the tree survey should 

be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced arboriculturist. Following the 

delivery process and the methodology set out in the British Standard (BS5837:2012 

‘Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction – Recommendations’).  

The survey should be submitted at pre-application stage along with the tree constraints 

plan (TCP) and topographical survey in accordance with BS5837:2012 Section 4. This 

information is required not only to establish the tree stock on site but also to inform 

constraints for the prosed layout and inform a further Arboricultural Impact Assessment 

(AIA), Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and Tree Protection Plan (TPP), which 

will be required at submission stage. 

What would be helpful be provided includes Tree Survey/Tree Constraints Plans, 

Arboricultural Impact Appraisal and Arboricultural Method Statement/Tree Protection 

Plans. This information should be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced 

arboriculturist.  Following the delivery process and the methodology set out in the British 

Standard (BS5837:2012 ‘Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction – 

https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Environment/local-environment/Wildlife-and-Biodiversity/Documents/Biodiversity_Toolkit_Validation_Checklist.pdf
https://www.essex.gov.uk/Environment%20Planning/Environment/local-environment/Wildlife-and-Biodiversity/Documents/Biodiversity_Toolkit_Validation_Checklist.pdf


Recommendations’).  The tree survey should be in accordance with BS5837:2012.  This 

survey information is required to establish the tree stock on site that may be impacted by 

the proposal and assess the protection requirement of the trees.  Where trees are 

protected by a Tree Preservation Order or are situated within a Conservation Area these 

should be identified and details provided, although all trees, regardless of designation, 

will be considered on their own merits. 

Additional information on trees on the site may be available within any Landscaping 

Details, Biodiversity Survey and Report, Aftercare/Restoration Scheme or Environmental 

Statement.  

Historic Environment 

The submitted scoping document contains a section on the Cultural Heritage and 

Archaeology, which correctly identifies the sensitive, location close to a scheduled 

monument, that the proposed development is located.  

This Council would support the proposal to undertake an assessment comprising a desk 

top survey, a built heritage statement and a deposits model. With regard both the desk 

top survey and the built heritage statement the present documentation does not make 

the link between Tilbury fort and Coalhouse Fort. These forts, both scheduled 

monuments protected this section of the Thames as part of an integrated series of 

fortifications on both sides of the Thames. This document should discuss this and take 

into account the inter-visibility of the two monuments and how this could be improved or 

impacted by the development. The public right of way on the shoreline is the Two Forts 

Way which includes a route between the forts and includes a range of other military sites 

on the edge of the Thames. Any mitigation should include preserving and improving this 

route.  

It is unclear from the documentation whether there is a programme of recording of the 

existing power station.  

The proposal contains no details regarding potential improvements or management to 

improve the setting of the scheduled monument. Considering the alterations to the road 

system etc. there should be consideration of how to mitigate and improve the landscape 

around the Monument. Historically the fort would have sat in an area of grazing 

marshland, elements of which may survive at the northern end of the development.  

Under paragraph 7.159 there is an opportunity to reference the proposed statement 

being discussed in consultation with both the historic environment archaeological and 

built environment advisors to Thurrock Council which is provided by Place Services.  

Landscape 

The approach and methodology to carry out the Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment (LVIA) included in the draft scoping report covers all the necessary aspects 

to assess the impact of the proposed development. Nevertheless, it is recommended 

that the viewpoints to be used in the assessment of visual effects for the LVIA should be 

selected initially through discussions with the competent authority and other interested 

parties ideally at the scoping stage, if not when the Zone of Theoretical Visibility analysis 



(ZTV) has been carried out. The selection of viewpoints should also be informed by 

fieldwork, and by desk research on access and recreation, including footpaths, 

bridleways and public access land, tourism including popular vantage points and 

distribution of population.  

Urban Design 

There are no comments to be made from an urban design perspective at this stage. 

Transport 

The suggested approach to complete an Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic and 

supporting Traffic Assessment covers the main aspects needed to assess the impacts of 

the proposed development, with the exception of potential impacts on the rail network 

which should also be included. The assessment of the transport impact should conform 

to current practice in that a compliant Transport Assessment (TA) and Travel Plan (TP) 

should be produced in accordance with the National Planning Policy Guidance on Travel 

Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements. We would expect that the scope of the 

Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic will also be agreed with Essex Highways and 

that the Transport Assessment will provide appropriate data to enable ECC to consider 

the impact of the proposed development on the wider Essex transport network. We 

anticipate that these would be mainly road traffic impacts, but consideration should also 

be given to rail impacts, and to ensuring that appropriate mitigation is included. 

Flooding 

As a Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) this Council is satisfied that key issues in 

relation to surface water quantity and quality will be fully addressed within any site 

specific flood risk assessments submitted as part of the planning application process. 

These issues have been highlighted within the draft scoping report. Furthermore we 

would recommend, in line with the draft report that any drainage design is carried out in 

conjunction with the LLFA by way of the planning consultation service offered by the 

Flood and Water Management Team. Further information can be found out about our 

design requirements and advice services at http://flood.essex.gov.uk/new-development-

advice/. 

I trust these comments to be of use to you but please contact me if you require any 

clarification.  I also look forward to meeting you on site on 4 April 2017. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Graham Thomas 

Head of Commissioning- Strategic Planning, Housing Growth & Development 

 

http://flood.essex.gov.uk/new-development-advice/
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NOTES OF MEETING 
 

Project No:  ITL11323 

Project Title:  Port of Tilbury DCO Application 

Date/Time:  24 May 2017 / 10:30 

Venue:  Essex County Council, Chelmsford 

 

Attendees 

Gavin Murray - i-Transport (GM) 
Phil Reilly - i-Transport (PR) 
Mark Lawrence  - Essex County Council (ML) 
Beverley Gould - Essex County Council (BG) 
 

Item Action 

1.0 Introduction and Background 

1.1 GM set out the background to the application. 

1.2 GM invited ML and BG (and / or colleagues) to attend the meeting at the 
Port of Tilbury on the 14 June 2017 which would comprise the three 
highway authorities surrounding the application site and include a site 
visit to the existing port and to the proposed development site. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

2.0 Existing Port Operations 

2.1 GM set out the background to the existing Port operations. 

2.2 BG raises ECC concerns over the rail capacity. i-T to forward on the contact 
of the contact at Atkins dealing with the rail proposals.  

3.0 DCO Process 

3.1 GM set out a brief overview of the DCO process. The intended submission 
date is in October 2017 with a five to six-month examination period. 

3.2 GM stated that the non-statutory consultation period has passed (20 
March 2017 to 21 April 2017) and that the statutory consultation period 
will run from 19 June 2017 to 29 July 2017.  

4.0 Proposed Tilbury 2 Development 

4.1 GM outlined the current masterplan and the individual proposed uses 
onsite, which includes the following: 

• Roll on-Roll off terminal for 500,000 trailers and containers; 

• A circa 10,000sqm warehouse for the relocated Maritime 
Terminal; 
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Item Action 

• Construction Material and Aggregates Terminal (CMAT), including 
silos for the import of cement and slag, aggregates distribution 
yard, Concrete Batching and Asphalt plants, and Construction 
Blocks and Pre-Cast concrete facilities; 

• Ancillary areas for staff, workshops and Port facilities; and 

• Mixed- use storage principally to be used for imported vehicles. 

4.2 GM outlined the proposed infrastructure corridor to serve Tilbury 2, which 
would include a new link road along with a rail link. 

5.0 Scoping Note 

5.1 GM explained all trip generation assumptions had been calculated as 
‘worst case’: 

• With the maximum capacity of Roll on-Roll off trailers and 
containers; 

• 16 ton vehicles used instead of 33 ton vehicles for the CMAT; 

• 20 acres for vehicle storage even though only 6 acres is shown on 
the latest layout; and 

• All employees and drivers would travel by single occupancy 
vehicle trips. 

5.2 GM confirmed that traffic survey data at Gates 1 and 2 of the existing Port 
had been used as a comparator for trip generation at Tilbury 2. The trip 
rate was lower than the trip generation using first principles and therefore 
had not been used.  

5.3 PR explained how the distribution and assignment of development traffic 
has been calculated using data from WebTris. ML agreed in principle to 
the percentage of trips which are expected to route towards roads under 
the control of Essex Highways. 

5.4 PR set out the number of development trips which are expected to route 
towards roads under the control of Essex Highways.  

5.5 GM set out the agreed assessment years of 2020 and 2027, ML agreed 
with the assessment years.  

5.6 PR set out the Tempro growth rates explaining that alternative 
assumptions had been applied by removing the increase in jobs over the 
growth period. This is due to the large numbers of jobs that the Amazon 
Distribution centre will provide and as the Amazon Distribution centre has 
been included with the committed development this would be seen as 
double counting. ML agreed to the Tempro growth rates. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Item Action 

5.7 ML and BG agreed that any detailed assessments of junctions in Essex 
were not required due to the expected number of development trips. 
However, ML and BG would check that the number of expected trips are 
covered by the future year assessments of the proposed improvement 
scheme at the A127 / A130 Fairglen Interchange improvement scheme. 

6.0 AOB 

6.1 ML and BG agreed that no sensitivity testing of the Lower Thames Crossing 
was required due to the limited information and unknown likelihood of 
delivery (at the time of the meeting only a preferred route has been 
announced). 
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Circulation 

Those present plus: 
Phil Hamshaw (i-Transport) 
Martin Friend (Vincent and Gorbing) 
John Speakman (Port of Tilbury) 
Peter Ward (Port of Tilbury) 
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