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Our group

Thames Crossing Action Gras@a community group whidtepresentsthousands of peoplaho are
stronglyopposed to the proposed Lower Thames CrosfifigC); because we have evidence to show
that the £10bn+ LTC would be halg destructive and harmful, would not meet the project objectives,
and is not fit for purpose

This representation has been prepared on behalf of the group by our Chair, Laura Blake.

Reason for submitting representation

As a group who have been fightitige proposed LTC since the very beginning we have experienced
the consultation process first hand from the very beginning. In this time, we have experienced so
many inadequacies, in the consultations, generally with National Highways, and of the fisgkct

As we detail in our representation this started as far back as the 2013 consultation and went through
until National Highways first attempt to submit the LTC DCO application in Oct 2020. As we know
that was withdrawn because PINS were due to refte application, partly we understand because

of concerns over the inadequacy of consultation.

Since then it has been around 2 years, we have had two further consultations, yet nothing has
improved. In fact, we and others would actually go so far gmgdhat the inadequacies of
consultation and in general, and lack of meaningful engagement has worsened.

We therefore feel it necessary to share with the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) details of our
experiences in the hope it is helpful as you consideradal Highways LTC DCO application for a
second time.

We did send an Inadequacies of LTC Consultation representation for the 2020 DCO applicatibn stage.
This latest representation includes evidence from that representation, as well as new evidence
regading the inadequacies since thén.

1 https://www.thamescrossingactiongroup.com/wgontent/uploads/2020/11/Inadequaciesf-the-LowerThames
CrossineConsultatiorProcess.pdf

2 Evidence on earlier sections of the LTC consultation process will refer to Highways England (HE) as
this was a time frame before they-b@anded to National Highways.
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2013 Df T LTC Consult at

The beginning of the inadequate consultation process

Followng their 2013 public consultatidie ask for views on the location of the proposed crossig
Department for Transport (Df published theL TC ConsultatiorRespons&ummary. In that
Summary there are some very interesting points to bear in mind.

Mostinteresting to us is the fact that on Page 31 it clearly states in point 9.3

GAgain, we received a mixed reaction regarding the location options 2@ of all respondents
expressing a preference for a new crossing at location Option% preferring Opin B,17%
preferring either Option C or C variajand 26% expressing a preference for another loca@gtion

A was preferred by most individual respondents and Options C and C variant were most popular
with those responding on behalf of organisatiorgs.

Remember location Option A covered many variants around a similar location to the current Dartford
Crossing, location Option C had many variants all in a similar location to where they have now chosen
the preferred route Option C3They clearly state #it dOption A was preferred by most individual
respondents and Options C and C variant were most popular with those responding on behalf of
organisationsi(most likely businesses).

So this tells us that as far back as 2013 the most favoured location apterall was the residents
choice of location Option A, and one of the least favoured was location Option C.

3

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/321116/consultatio
n-responsesummary.pdf
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Figure 6.3 Opposition registered against the location options

| Against all three
options
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Highways England (HE) were then asked by the Governméwidaa further consultation in 2016 to
assess the economic, traffic, environmentatlamommunity impacts for locations A and C.


https://www.thamescrossingactiongroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/2013-route-opposition.jpg

2016 LTC Consultati on

The below contains the concerns around the conduct and credibility of the Lower Thames Crossing
(LTC) consultation held by Highways England (HE) in 2016.

It is our belief that the congtation was manipulated to favour the route preferred by HE, as they
omitted detail that would support the alternative.

We also note that HE informed DartCharge users about the consultation, which we feel yet again
ONBIFGS&a oAl a Ay |ag@usersinill{iist deNabarestHeypay tdgetSiick iK traffic at
the Dartford Crossing and will think any other new crossing has to be better, without any real
consideration or research.

Consultation Questionnaire

According to HE the consultation wasa@portunity for members of the community to have their

say on the routes being proposed. The whole process was manipulated to favour and push people to
favour the Option C route. Points highlighted in red and detailed below. Inserted images taken from
the official 2016 Consultation Questionnaife.

1. No map or route detail on the front cover of the brochure, even though in the paragraph of
text adjacent it says they are consulting on Location A as well as Location C.

4 https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/lowiamescrossing
consultation/supporting _documents/Lower%20Thas%20Crossing%20Consultation%20Questionnaire.pdf
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hlghways HE fallure to con§ult
| Received too late in the
england | | L
consultation period to distribute

Lower iraities Crossing

Consultation questionnaire

Highways England is consulting on proposals for a
Lower Thames Crossing — a new road crossing of
the River Thames connecting Kent and Essex.

A new crossing is needed to reduce congestion at
the existing Dartford crossing and to provide free-
flowing north-south capacity. Unlocking economic
growth and supporting the development of new
homes and jobs in the region is also a priorit

Following a series of studies and a publi
consultation in 2013, the Government
commissioned Highways England to cafry out a

more detailed assessment of two locatioNoptions.
These are shown on the map, at the site o
current crossing, known as Location A, or a
new crossing further east, known as Location C.

We have completed our assessment and are
seeking your views on our proposals. Route
options are shown on the map to the right.

2. Highways England did not send egbuconsultation booklets to the borough and Thurrock
council made multiple formal complaints during the consultation and requested more
booklets. Most arrived after the consultation finished.

3. They mention 3 routes, but there were actually 4 if you ineludcation A, which they should
have but didn't consult on this option.

10



Routes north of the rivas

6. There are three route options north of the river in Essex — Routes 2, 3 and 4. 3

19 22 of our booklet

For more information sce pages 19

Where do you think the route should be located north of the river?

Route 2

Route 3

Route 4

Another route

None of these

W52y 0 Yy26Q &K2dd R y20i 068 AyOf dzRS Rome e

the question.

C

No mention of Location A and only asking for feedback on Location C. In addition, the option

KA &

Another question that does not seek feedback on Location A only the options within Location

7. Thinking about the three route options north of the river, on balance do you agree or disagree with

our proposal for each of these?

,A‘
Stt\ogly Tend to h:;i:zir Tend to Strongly Don't
agr agree nor disagree disagree disagree know
Route 2 O O O O O O
Route 3 ] ] [ ] ] J
Route 4 [j 0 0 0 0 0

6. HE already established this was their favoured route and was very overt is discussing this,

which could have influenced people not fushed with all the information to agree with the

so called experts.

11



The proposed schemsa 6

0. Having evaluated the options, our proposed scheme is a new bored tunnel road crossing at
Location C, following Route 3 north of the river and the Eastern Southern Link south of the river.
For more information see page 24 of our booklet

On balan agree or disagree with our proposed scheme?

Strongly agree

Tend to agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Oooood

Don't know

Consultation Confusion

HE began the consultation informing residents and council that Location A was not on the table or
being taken forward, causing a huge amount of confusion.

At the consultation events held across the borough and with local businesses, HE only had large scale
maps of the routes at Location C, none at Location A.

Again showing the bias towards Location C and manipulating the process to get people to favour this
route.

In addition, it took the Transport Secretary Andrew Jones to confirm that Location A was still being
consulted on, halfway through the consultation.

| AAKgl&a 9y3fl yRQA / RofatiazA ivil ibtbe wgkertf@atdaridihto® (G 1 G SR
this option is not included in the public consultatéon.

w2l RQa aAiyAail Sddd confirt Bt @ptivvi2Ays$nalodeddwithin the consultation and
remains an option for considerati@n
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In the HE Consultation Publicity Toollwbhich was issed to all Highways England staff and agency
personnel involved with advising the public at the Consultation Publicity Events, it included the
following in the FAQ section:

Q2 Why are you not consulting on a route option at Location A?

Ailnsummary, R A3 Kgl &8a 9y 3IfFyRQa |aasSaavySyid KIa aKz2gy
solve the traffic problems at Dartford and would do little for the economy. Location C, by contrast,
provides double the wide economic benefits of Option A, and provides aalteanative route to the

Dartford Crossing, reducing congestion there and improving the resilience of the road network as a
whole. In light of these findings Highways England have concluded that a route option at Location A

will not be taken forward andherefore this option is not included in the public consultation.

The Government later confirmed that Location A at Dartford was in fact included in the consultation.
However, this was several weeks into the consultation period, and this important cloateek was

not conveyed to the 1.2 million individuals and organisations who had been invited to respond to the
consultation.

In any event, it was too late for those individuals who had already responded.

It also does not change the fact that there i@ano questions about Location A.

In view of this irreconcilable conflict of important information, and the clearly incorrect guidance
given to consultees by HE, we consider that the consultation was fundamentally flawed.

Detailed below is the officiaesponse to this from Thurrock Council.
https://www.thurrock.gov.uk/news/thamesrossing/governmentold-stop-crossingconsultation
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Home News Thames crossing

Government told: Stop crossing consultation

2 March 2016

The three political party leaders at Thurrock Council have again written to the Secretary of State for Transport -
this time asking for him to bring the Lower Thames Crossing consultation to a halt.

Labour and Council Leader, Clir John Kent, Conservative Leader, Cilr Rob Gledhill, and Clir Graham Snell, Public noces I

leader of the UKIP group, joined with Planning, Transport, and Regeneration Overview and Scrutiny chair, Clir
Brian Little, in signing the letter.

They had previously asked for the Highways England consultation to be extended, but following the
announcement by Transport Minister Andrew James last month that Option A - close to the current Dartford
Crossing - was still being considered, they have called for the whole thing to be stopped.

The letter to Patrick McLoughlin says: "Earlier this month the Transport Minister Andrew Jones confirmed that
Option A remained a viable option and was under consideration. This was confirmed by Highways England at the
consultation event at Tilbury on 25th February.

“As you will know the many thousands of leaflets and the on-line consultation portal contain no information
relating to Option A. It was dismissed as uneconomic and described as offering no solution to congestion
problems at the Dartford crossing. It was also considered to do little for the economy. Similar comments to these
were made again by Highways England at the Tilbury consuitation event.”

It explains: "As no information or evidence about Option A is contained in the consultation material it is
impossible for the public and businesses to offer comments or take a view. If Option A is part of the consultation
then it should have been made clearer and have supporting information that is comparable to Option C.*

The letter adds a concern because Options C and A “perform completely different functions" and asks what is the
function of the new crossing - *Is it to bulld an expensive by-pass to the crossing and junction 307 or is it to
provide a new strategic route for freight traffic travelling from the Channel ports to the Midiands and the North*?

And it states: "Given the ease with which Option A has been reintroduced part way through the process, why not
Option D?7*

But because "with only three weeks of the consultation period remaining it is just not practical for one or two
Options to be reintroduced with the same level of information as Option C, and for it 10 be considered a fair
consultation process" the consultation should be stopped.

Letter to Secretary of State for Transport, 29 February 2016 (PDF 54.45KB) @

Related:
Thames crossing

Consultaton Events issues

HE were not at all prepared for the public consultation events in 2016. For example at the event that
took place on Feb'Bat Orsett Hall Hotel, which ran from 11an¥pm. HE ran out of consultation
response forms in the morning. Therere large queues all day, with people waiting over an hour to
even get in. Later in the day police were called, and residents were being turned away, and not even
allowed to join the queue because the event would have ended before they reached the fittvet of
gueue. By 8pm they were asking people to leave. This most definitely was not an adequate
consultation event.

They consultation materials were not adequate either, with errors like spelling Linford incorrectly on
maps, despite the fact they had adtlé just above the Ordnance Survey map labelling which was
correctly spelt.
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Consultation Booklet

Inserted images taken from the official 2016 Consultation Bodklet

1. Location A mentioned here in the introduction but again on page 4, not route isrsbovhe
diagram.

Introduction

Highways England is consulting on proposals for a new road crossing vehicles a year and with traffic volumes forecast to increase, the

of the River Thames connecting Kent and Essex. A new crossing is freeflow improvements will only relieve congestion in the short term and

needed to reduce congestion at the existing Dartford crossing and major improvements are needed to provide a long-lasting solution.

unlock economic growth, supporting the development of new homes

and jobs in the region. In addition to reducing delays for drivers, a new crossing could
transform the region by providing a vital new connection across the

There are important choices to be made and your views on our Thames. It would stimulate economic growth by unlocking access to

proposals will inform the decision later this year on the route and housing and job opportunities, and deliver benefits for generations to

crossing location. come. This would not only benefit the region but the whole of the UK,

providing better journeys, enabling growth and building for the future.
Please take the time to read this booklet and the supporting

material, attend an event and provide us with your comments using A new crossing

our questionnaire. Following a series of studies and a public consultation in 2013, the
Government commissioned Highways England, the operator of the

Background country’s motorways and major roads, to consider options at two

For over 50 years, the Dartford Crossing has provided the only road locations. Thes site of the

crossing of the Thames east of London. It is a critical part of the UK's nt crossing, known as Location A, or a new crossing locatio

major road network carrying local, national and international traffic. rther east, known as Location C. 1

Congestion and closure of the existing crossing occur frequently and At both locations we have developed engineering solutions and
this, together with a lack of alternative transport links, creates significant assessed them in terms of their economic, traffic, environmental and
disruption and pollution. This impacts communities and businesses community impacts. The assessment has also taken into account the
locally, regionally and elsewhere within the UK. significant growth and development plans for the region. At Location
C, three potential route options have been identified north of the river in
The removal of payment barriers and the introduction of electronic Essex and two south of the river in Kent.
payments recently improved traffic flow and journey times but do not
address the need for increased capacity. Already carrying 50 million 3

5 https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltcil@r-thamescrossingconsultation/user _uploads/lowethames
crossingconsultatiorbooklet.pdf
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In addition to easing congestion and providing an alternative to the
existing crossing, a new road and crossing at Location C would also
offer wider economic benefits. Our economic assessment indicates that
it could add over £7 billion to the economy by stimulating investment
and business opportunities, and create over 5,000 new jobs nationally.

B

Estimated costs are between £4.3 and £5.9 billion (including allowances
for inflation). User charges would be applied, in line with current
government policy. Subject to the necessary funding and planning
approvals, we anticipate that the new crossing would be open in 2025,
if publicly funded. If private funding is also used to meet the costs of the
project, we anticipate the crossing being open by 2027.

Have your say

This is your opportunity to give your views on our proposals. In this
booklet you will find a summary of these proposals, where to find further
information and how to access our consultation questionnaire. See
Our proposal section six for details on how to respond.

We have completed our evaluation and are recommending a new

road crossing through a bored tunnel at Location C. Please get involved and provide your responses by 24 March 2016.

Our proposed scheme would be a dual carriageway connecting What happens next

junction 1 of the M2 to the M25 between junctions 29 and 30. This We will review the responses and report our findings and conclusions
crosses under the River Thames just east of Gravesend and Tilbury. to the Department for Transport. Your views will help us to inform

Of our potential options, this route would provide a 70mph motorway- the Government prior to its decision on the location, route and type
to-motorway connection with the greatest improvement in journey times  of crossing.

and a modern, high quality road along its entire length.

None of the traffic modelling or studies showed what impact the 3 crossings further into
London all of which the Government are supporting]l have on the Dartford Crossing.
These will only have a positive impact on the crossirtyanitting this information is
deceptive. They say it would not provide a significant improvement but do not substantiate
with data.

Tower Bridge Blackwall Tunnel

- | Belvedere
Silvertown

L J
Essex

Gallions Pzach

Rotherhithe Tunnel
Lower Thames Crossing

Dartford Crossing

London

Fixed river crossings
® Proposed Transport for London crossings
I O Proposed Lower Thames Crossing

East London river crossing proposals
Transport for London is developing proposals for up to three additional
river crossings in East London, which are shown on the image above.
The first of these would be the Silvertown Tunnel which could be open
for traffic in 2022/2023. Additional crossings at Gallions Reach and
Belvedere are also being considered for opening in 2025.

While these would reduce congestion and improve the reliability and
resilience of the local road network within London, they would not
provide significant improvement at the Dartford Crossing.

We are working with Transport for London to ensure that all new river
crossing proposals take each other into account.
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Here HE show that location A is being taken forward and shortlisted but did not consult on the
route.

14

Shortlist

One option was shortlisted at Location A. Three options were shortlisted
at Location C, based on routes described on page 13 and refined
through our technical work and discussions with local authorities and

he final shortlist is shown below and summarised in the table. These
ere taken forward to be developed and assessed in more detail. This
is described in the next section.

nvironmental bodies.

Location A: A bridge or bored tunnel adjacent to the
existing Dartford Crossing

27
Romford
South of the river — using either a

Western Southern Link from the A2 or
an Eastern Southern Link from the M2.

Junction 29—
Basildon

Upminster

Route 2 North of the river — from the crossing
following a westerly line via the
existing A1089 to the M25 between
junctions 29 and 30.

South of the river — using either a
Location C: Western Southern Link from the A2 or
an Eastern Southern Link from the M2.

Junction 30 North Stifford,

Avalay »
AL A N | infore

flndead :
Route 3 A bridge,

bored tunnel North of the river — from the crossing

or immersed following a middle-line to the M25

tunnel between junctions 29 and 30.

Junction 31 /5'

Dartford
Junction 1a—

A226
Greenhithe

South of the river — using either a
Western Southern Link from the A2 or
an Eastern Southern Link from the M2.

Junetion 16~

Eastern Southern Link

Junction 2~
Higham  a2s0

North of the river — from the crossing
following an easterly line via the
existing A127 to the M25 at junction 29.

»
&

\
wm  Junction 1 Rochester

%

4. No benefits of bcation A are mentioned here only negatives. Not a fair appraisal.

Positives included in the Lower Thames Crossing Consultation Summary Busingss Case
2.7.2 A new crossing at Location A could increase crossing capacity by 60% in the opening
year and wald deliver journey time benefits of up to 5 mins between Junction 3 and

Junction 28 on the M25.
2.7.3 From an ecological perspective, a crossing at Location A would likely have a lower

impact on protected habitats and species than a crossing at Lodation

As you can see there are positives to the route that if consulted on properly and fairly could
of given a completely different response to the consultation.

6 https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/lowitamescrossingconsultation/user uploads/lowethames
crossingconsultatiorsummarybusinesscase.pdf

18


https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/lower-thames-crossing-consultation/user_uploads/lower-thames-crossing-consultation-summary-business-case.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/lower-thames-crossing-consultation/user_uploads/lower-thames-crossing-consultation-summary-business-case.pdf

Appraisal of the shortlist

In assessing the shortlist there have been

three main considerations:

B Location - whether a new crossing should be built at Location A,
close to the existing crossing, or at Location C, east of Graveseny

alternative route, traffic would still be funnelled through the existing

and Tilbury. corridor from junctions 2 to 29 and incidents at Dartford would
B The crossing — whether the crossing structure should be a J potentially still cause long delays and severe congestion on local roads)
or a tunnel.

Route 1 would not provide additional connections to local roads and
by attracting more traffic to the existing corridor, congestion on the
adjacent A2 and A13 would also increase.

B Routes and junctions — how to strike a balance of envirghmental
factors, local access and highway design standards.

To assess the shortlist we have:

m carried out computer modelling of forecast traffic flowq, taking into 4 Construction would take at least six years and would cause

account planned housing and commercial developmehts considerable disruption to traffic using the existing Dartford
® developed engineering designs of feasible crossing types Crossing with 40mph average speed restrictions and complex traffic
B designed preliminary alignments for highways and jungtions management affecting millions of journeys. Even when the scheme is
B considered the impact on people and property complete, there would be limited improvement for drivers as the current
m dentified the environmental and ecological impacts both long term 50mph speed limit and closely spaced junctions would remain.
and during construction
B estimated the costs and benefits to quantify the value fo Additionally, a crossing at Location A would offer poor value for money

that each route offers in comparison to Location C and would perform poorly against other

scheme objectives such as safety, noise and air quality.

A new crossing at Location C would provide a high quality, safer
transport solution with a 70mph road providing improved journey

16 ed Dartford corridor.

5. No comparison done for Location A on community and environmental factors

Comparisop

South of river

Limited impact on air quality immediately adjacent to the routes but
improved air quality at Dartford.

Limited impact on air quality immediately adjacent to the

A quatiny routes but improved air quality at Dartford.

All routeSTesics
Dartford Crossing.

Reduced noise disturbance for properties close to the

Has the greatest Noise disturbance is Has the least impact existing Dartford Crossing. There is little to differentiate

impact in terms of less than Route 2 but in terms of noise between the Eastern and Western Southern Links in terms

noise disturbance greater than Route 4. disturbance as the of noise.

as the route is closer route is further away

to more densely from urban centres.

populated areas.

Routes 2 and 3 have lower impacts on Greatest impact on Affects Claylane Wood Affects areas of ancient

ecological sites than Route 4. ecological sites. ancient woodland and woodland and local wildlife
Biodiversity Shorne and Ashenbank sites east of Shorne and

Woods SSSI*". Less overall Great Crabbles Wood
effect of the two options. SSSiI™™.

Routes 2 and 3 run through greenbelt Route 4 runs through c oc

in Thurrock. greenbelt in Thurrock o reater area requir
Landscape and Brentwood. g:iz’n?'gmuggﬁglﬂ'n within the Kent Downs

E AONB**".

Requires land Requires land Runs through Potentially impacts the Potentially impacts the

within West Tilbury within a scheduled Thorndon Park, setting of listed buildings. setting of listed buildings.

conservation area monument. Potential a Registered Park Route is close to but not in Route is close to but not in
Cuitural and scheduled impact on listed and Garden and the conservation area of the conservation area of
heritage monuments. Potential buildings. Avoids conservation area. Thong. Shorne.

impact on listed conservation areas. Potential impact on

buildings. Has the least impact listed buildings.

of Routes 2, 3 and 4.

9 residential 14 residential 14 residential 4 residential 10 residential

Properties' 3 agricultural 22 traveller plots 9 commercial 3 commercial 2 commercial
3 agricultural 3 agricultural
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6. No comparison doafor Location A on cost, benefits or journey times

Comparison of costs, benefits and reductions in journey time

Features

Estimated cost (nominal)

Adjusted benefit cost ratio*

Value for money*

Reduction in journey time between
junctions 3 and 28 on M25 using the
Dartford Crossing

Reduction in journey time between

M2 junction 4 and M25 junction 28
using new crossing at C

Estimated cost (nominal)
Adjusted benefit cost ratio*
Value for money*

Reduction in journey time between
junctions 3 and 28 on M25 using the
Dartford Crossing

Reduction in journey time between
M2 junction 4 and M25 junction 28
using new crossing at C

Route length

*To Departmaent for Transport and Gavernment guidelines.

Western Southern Link with

Route 4

Not a fair consultation if you are influencing which route to choose and not substantiated with

data as above

20




Have your say

Having taken into account the existing conditions, the nature of the
problems at Dartford and the needs and plans for the area, we are
proposing a scheme which, in our view, best matches the objectives

and balances the needs of road users, the community, the environment

and business.

There are important choices to be made. Through this consultation we
are inviting you to provide your views and comments on our proposals
Your views will be taken into consideration before a final decision is
made by the Government later this year.

We have developed three routes north of the river and two routes south
of the river which meet the scheme objectives and on which we are
seeking your vi

North of the river - Essex
There are three routes to be considered. Each has potential
to unlock opportunities for housing and jobs and all offer high
value for money. They each meet the transport objectives,
although they offer different opportunities to connect with local

In summary, our assessment has shown that a crossing at Location A 7
not solve the traffic problem at Dartford and would do little for the

roads. While there are important differences in the local and

economy locally, regionally or nationally. Our proposal is a bored tunnel

crossing at Location C, east of Gravesend and Tilbury.

28

South of the river - Kent

There are two routes and we consider both of these to be
viable. The Eastern Southern Link is a more direct, motorway-
to-motorway connection and as a result better meets the
economic and transport objectives. It has greater community
and environmental impacts. The Western Southern Link has

a lower community and environmental impact but, as a less
direct route with a lower speed junction on the A2, it is weaker
against the economic and transport objectives.

8. Again only mention of 3 routes for people to

have their say on, not 4 including Loéation

9. And yet again no mention of Location A on the map in such a prominent position as on the

Have Your Say section.

pazt
A127
Romford Dunton
Junction 29—
West Homdon & Basildon goug,
Upminster = enflieet
Hornchurch Bulphan
North Ockendon &
Horndon on, Canvey Island
the Hill
©/ South Ockendon
= Stanfordle-Hope
Junction 30 North Stifford
Aveley
L3 Linford
Purfleet =
Chafford 8 Chadwell
Hundred < St Mary
Junction 31 & &) West Tilbury
< Grays
East
Tilbury THDURY
Location C
Dartford A226 Bored Tunnel
JUNCHEIIR Greenhithe
-
Swanscombe . Northfieet <o
Gravesend
Junction 1b—
A
Junction 2~ 4
Higham  a2g9
L
& Western Southern Link
Eastern Southern Link
\
Rochester
Longfield Cobham Junction 1
%
Gillingham
29
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Community Factors

Copied below is the community impacts of the routes within option C. These are completely
deceptive to show that the nate is not as destructive as it will be.

E.g. Thames Crossing Action Group were aware of 24 homes in an estate in Orsett alone who had all
been served blight notices yet HE state that only 14 residential properties were at risk along the
ENTIRE ROUTE.

LOWER THAMLS CROSSING - SUMMARY BUSINLSS CASE

TABLE 2.3 - COMPARISON OF COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS NORTH OF THE RIVER
Feature Route 2 Route 3 Route 4

Air Quality i Limited impact on air quality immediately adjacent to the routes but improved air quality at Dartford
1 All routes reduce noise disturbance for properties close to the existing Dartford Crossing

}

| Has the greatest impact in terms of Noise disturbance is less than Has the least impact in terms of

Noise noise disturbance as the route is | Route 2 but greater than Route 4. | noise disturbance as the route is
closer to more densely populated further away from urban areas.
areas,
Biodiversity Routes 2 and 3 have lower impacts on ecological sites than Route 4. Greatest Im;;ant;tson ecological
7Land oca Routes 2 and 3 run through greenbelt in Thurrock. | Route 4 runs through greenbelt
ke | in Thurrock and Brentwood.
Requires land within West Tilbury | Requires land within a scheduled ' Runs through Thorndon Park, a
conservation area and scheduled monument. Potential impact on Registered Park and Garden
Cultural Heritage monuments. Potential impact on  Jisted buildings. Avoids conservation and conservation area. Potential
listed buildings. areas. Has the least impact of impact on listed buildings.
Routes 2, 3 and 4,
O icildent 14 residential ' 14 residential
impacts ?" 22 traveler plots 9 commercial
Property 3 agricultural .
‘ 3 agricultural ‘ 3 agricultural

Distortion of the Consultation Results

The IPSOSMORIrepdftl & 6SSYy RAAG2NIOSR (2 WadzZLIR2NIQ | A3IK;
The responses from 1,358 individual Gravesham residents opposed to the crossing have been
RA&402dzy i SR TNRMAdz®YBSYQSNFR2Ft 1RSI GSR G2 n WaLISO)
This included:

1 Gravesham Says N®29 responses

1 Shorne (erroneously identified as Higham) Parish Coq®8dib responses

7 https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/Itc/lowitamescrossing
consultation/supporting _documents/lpsos%20MORI%20Lower%20Thaf&€s#szing%20Consultation%20Analysis%20

0f%20findings%20report.pdf
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1 Adam Holloway, 42 responses
1 Higham Object to Option €141 responses

A further 6,257 individuals from the Thurrock area were discounted as members of the public and
allocated to 6 groups, and 5,625 members of the Woodlands Trust were counted as one organisation.

If these 13,240 individuals were counted as members of theipuibiis would have made a massive
difference to the results.

C2NJ SEFYLX ST Ay 1jdSadAaz2y plt ahy olfly0OSs R2 &2
2F | ONRaaAy3azs G [20FGA2Y [ £33 LLAZ2A& ocadrangly KI & |
5 S|

FIANBSRXZ F3aFrAayad F G201t 2F mMmMIdpyy ¢6K2 RAalFINBSI
included, the total number of members of the public who disagreed would have increased to 25,238.

Figure 4.3: Question 5a responses from members of the public

Q. On balance, do you agree or disagree with our proposal for the location of a crossing, at

Location C?
= Strongly agree Tend to agree
= Neither agree nor disagree = Tend to disagree
= Strongly disagree s Don't know
Fndred
< Grays

Asle
Groenhtho

Dortiord

SWan soombe

Benefit Cost Ratio

Boris Johnson signed tiaris Climate Agreement, ratifying it on behalf of the UK. This commits the
UK to cut its CO2 emissions from 500 tons to 120m tons a year by 2050, and down to less than 20m
tons by the end of the century. You would have thought this would mean that C@&&iens would
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0S Iy AYLERNIFYy(d FFEOG2N g6KSy OK22aAiAy3da | NRdAziSI |
(BCRs) show that Route 1 (Option A) at Dartford will generate additional CO2 costed at £144m (2010
LINA OS&a0® w2dziS o 9Wil[genérat® additionallCBZFcBsieN & £2882 L3 Rt 8
9{[ sAff LINPRdzOS G6AO0S GKS IY2dzyid 2F T RRAGAZ2Y I |
quite sure how you can put a monetary value on extra road accidents, but Route 1 (Option A) at

Dartford will cost an extra £74 million, while Route 3 will cost an extra £120m. So clearly, a crossing

east of Gravesend will generate twice as much extra CO2 and 60% more serious accidents than an
SEGNI ONR&AaAYy3I | G ¢Bhe daEtdf hekBhdreasedzmissichs/addiincréasddNE
accidents on Option C is more than compensated by the benefits to Business (only a paltry £1.6bn for
Dartford but a whopping £3.4bn if Route 3 ESL is chosen). Strangely, although a new bridge at

Dartford was by far the @apest option in 2013, and offered the best value for money in terms of

Benefit Cost Ratios (BCR), it is noticeable that the cost of this relatively simple option increased by
170% between 2013 and 2016, making it much less attractive. Conversely, thioBE€Rasw

crossing east of Gravesend doubled between 2013 and 2016. The Treasury is now being presented

with an entirely different business case on which to base its decision. At the very least, we would

have thought this needs investigation before dewsglio spend £5bn of public money as it was at that

time.

Petition

As you will see below HE, did not take into account the significant official petition that opposed
Option C. This gathered 31,408 signatures and was not taken into account.
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Closed petition

Stop a new Thames Crossing being
built in Thurrock

We want the government to look into alternative locations for the new
crossing, away from Thurrock. The local roads are already overloaded.
Building a new crossing could potentially cause a triangle of traffic,
'trapping' people int the area, causing even more issues.

» More details

This petition is closed

All petitions run for 6 months

31 ,408 signatures

100,000

The 17 reasns Thurrock Council oppose the consultation and
routes of Option C

1. The traffic movement data on which the appraisal partly relies is hist@#01 demand data. It is
the foundation of the Highways England (HE) decision making yet there have be&oasignew
developments in the subegion over the last decade, and trip making patterns have changed as a
result.

2. Route 3 has a slightly higher benefit to cost ratio, but there is no clear headway between options.
Benefit to Cost ratios at lower erdb not include wider economic benefits but the upper end does.
3.C2NJ 0KS | A3Kglea 9y3IAftlyRQa LINSFSNNBR NRdziS 6 w;
every £1 invested HE claim a return of £2-8it this return is made up substantially afie savings

arising from traffic on the new route. Given there are significant questions over the accuracy of the
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data from 2001, there must be questions over the accuracy of the modelling and therefore the travel
time savings, and hence over the accuratihe benefits.

4. Route corridors A and C fulfil substantially different strategic functions. Location C is likely to be
less effective in alleviating congestion at Dartford Crossing than location A.

5. If a new crossing is built at location C, whiecidents occur on the Dartford Crossing, there is no
evidence that the local road network can cope with traffic diverting from the Dartford Crossing to the

[ 26 SNJ ¢KIYSAa / NRPaaAy3dIoe | AdKglea 9y3IflyRQa LINBTF!
environmental problems over the wide area, particularly on the key roads of the A13 and A2 when
diverting traffic hits bottlenecks.

6. Any gridlock will worsen pollution in the area in increased emissions from vehicles and the number
of vehicles. The future model scenario has an increased traffic movement from 140,000 vehicles a
day now with the existing crossing to nearly 240,000 a day in total by 2041.

7. At the existing crossing traffic volumes in 2025 are predicted to be around 14% lower than a
scenario vithout a new crossing. By 2041 they are predicated to be just 7% lower. This suggests that
location C options have very limited benefits in terms of the main objective ' to relieve the congested
Dartford Crossing and approach roads'. In consequence, thenaikely to be a significant losigrm
difference to general traffic conditions at the existing crossing.

8. The detailed information available to Highways England is yet to be published. There is a lack of
information to make an informed decision avany route and the strategic case tests have not been
met. More information is specifically required on wider traffic flows and impacts on junctions.

9. The need for a new crossing has not been demonstrated. Further work is required to explore
alternative modes of travel. More freight could go by rail. It is not shown how the options could
support sustainable travel and land use integration as set out in Government Guidance.

10. The environmental harm caused by the scheme has not been fully assesgeahtified,
including the impacts on health and local amenity and this may not beveighed by any economic
or transport benefits clearly further work is required on air quality and public health before the
Government makes a decision. It must be giweight alongside economic and transport benefits.

11.As Option 1 within Corridor A has been reintroduced, after the consultation has started, a full *
like for like' assessment should be provided.
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12.The public interest 'compelling case' required Compulsory Purchase Orders has not yet been
met.

13. The consultation has been flawed, with inadequate comparative information, inadequate capacity
at venues, and inadequate hard copy consultation materials. The consultation should be at least
extendeal but preferably halted to allow further work.

14.The Council has written two letters to the Secretary of State for Transport to this effect, but has
yet to receive a reply. It has also not received a response to its letter to the Chancellor of the
Exclequer.

15.What is needed is a full strategic road network and local access road review to maintain resilience
over the next 10 years.

16. The Council requests that joint work be instigated by Thurrock Council, the Department for
Transport, and HighwayEngland on the effect of pollution from vehicles on the health of residents.

17.Should Government insist on progressing a LTC option after the consultation that Thurrock
Council should have a seat around the table to help protect residents and bsesg#sem the least
worst option.

The Alternative

It is our belief that the Option deemed Location A Option 14 (a environmental tunnel going from J2
on the M25 to a new between Junction-20) warrants further consultation and evaluation.

The benefitable shows the assessment merits and clearly show the impact on the wider community
is drastically reduced and the reduction in traffic at the current crossing will jump fromcbt#édt
figure in 2016 Option C to 40% Option A14.

With the Borough of Aurrock already deemed to have illegally high pollution levels the ambition
should be to reduce this rather than increase it, regardless of cost.

The rationale that HE used to omit A14 was cost but the table below shows no official figure was
issued. Wha TCAG followed this up in writing a response was issued by the Deputy Director at the
DFT stating the estimated cost of Option A14 was £6.6bn. Comparing that to the estimated cost of C3
at the time, £5.7bn, and taking into account how much superior @Qpiid4 was on improving air

quality, safety, environmental impact etc we do not understand why HE neglected to share the cost.
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LTC OPTION A14

Executive Summary

Thames Crossing Action Group

ASSESSMENT MERITS

Context and Objectives

This report sets out our assessment of feasibility for the construction of a new crossing
within the Lower Thames Region, reviewing capacity at each of the three locations;
‘Option A Route 14, Option C Route 3 and Option C Route 4.

OptionC3 | OptionC4 | Option A14
Cost £4.1 - £5.7Bn £4.4 - £6.2Bn No Official Figure
(Southern Links) (Western Links) issued
Construction Period Open 2025-2027 | Open 2025-2027 | Open 2025-2027
Road Length | 13.3 Miles 15.9 Miles ~7.5Miles
Installed Capacity | 70% increase 70% increase Matches M25
A282 Traffic Reduction 14% 14% 40%
Blighted Homes 26 Residential, 26 Residential, Minimal
22 Traveller Plots | 9 Commercial & 3
3 Agric (HE Info) Agric (HE Info)
Green Belt use (ha)* 350 to 452ha 350 to 452ha Minimal
Overall Impact on Landscape | Largest Adverse Largest Adverse Least Adverse
Impact Impact Impact
Number of S551 Areas Scheduled Park & Garden + None
| Monument Conservation Area
Effected Floodplain Tilbury & Tilbury & None
| Shornmede Marsh | Shornmede Marsh
Neg. Impact No. AQM sites | 1(Tilbury) 1 (Tilbury) None
Detour Distance Backto M25 | ~10Miles ~10Miles None
2041 Expected Conditions on 90% of capacity - | 90% of capacity - | 75% or less very
the A282 (exiting crossing) [ Often Qgeuing Often Qucqing few queues
Greenhouse Gas Impact Increase Increase Reduction of
(60yr Period) | 1,300,000t 1,300,000t 693,000t
No. of Accidents Increase 60,000- | Increase 60,000- | Increase
(60yr Period) | 62,000 62,000 26,000

*ha = Hectare = 100m2 or ~ 2.47 Acres
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2018 LTC Statutory Cor

Consultation Events

HElisted the Upminsterinformation PointasbeingSouthof the river, and Gravesendnformation Pointas
beingNorth of the river. It wasonly whenwe pointed this out that they evenrealisedthe errors,which
gaveusno confidencewhatsoever.

Awareness events were not listed on consultation event promo or the official welsiteve
guestioned seeing them on social media. This is another example that HE were not adequately
promoting events to give people a fair chance to attend.

East Tilbury which would greatly impactedy LTQR A Ry Qi Sté@t&nént & Sammuinity
Conglltation (SoCC) event, only got a pogplyblicisedmobile event These mobile events were on a
van with limited staff, materials, and information. We do not consider this to be adequate or
acceptable. We also note that HE considered it appropriate td Beénts in areas like Dover and
Suffolk, because of the business support they would gain there, so biased in favour of HE and not
genuine consultation including impacted residents.

The nearest full info event for residents in East Tilbury was in Lirtlandever, that event was also
inadequate as many people had to queue for some time outside due to large numbers of attendees.
{2YS aAyYLX e 6SNByQd o6fS (2 6FAd Ay GKS 1jdzSdzS |
to a member of the LTC team.

There were info events at Orsett, South Ockendon, and West Horndon that people also struggled to
3SG G2 YR O2dz RyQG 3ISG G23 RdzS (2 &ASNA2dza NP
the impact this had on people attending, they madeattempt to offer additional events.

At a mobile event that was held in Corringham the HE van was parked in a one way road which
resulted in members of the public having to walk in a busy road to gain access to the roadside
entrance to the van/event. Ano#r inadequacy and serious health and safety issue.

Staff atall info events have often not appeared to have the knowledge to answer questions from the
public

Some HE staff were removed from events after we had to put complaints in about their inept

handing of dealing with members of the public, giving misleading info, and also one with a
particularly confrontational and aggressive attitude towards some of us, which was totally
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unwarranted (as proven by the fact we were told that member of the team woatde attending
any more events as a result of our complaint).

It should also be noted that when HE staff were unable to answer questions at events, they would tell
residents they would get back to them. However, it was extremely rare that they edepdn and
paper to note down the question and contact details to respond.

Consultation Materials

Length, complexity, and volume of consultatiorDue to the sheer volume and complexity of
consultation materials the length of the consultation, 10 weekas wot adequateThe timing of the
consultation also fell at a time of year, in the run up to Christmas, that is a very busy time for most
and we feel should be taken into consideration as another barrier for people to adequately take part.
This was verintimidating and confusing to everyone, definitely not clear and informative.
Legends/keys/descriptions were often greatly lacking in materials, making it very difficult for people
to understand.

Cf e (KNRdJdzAK Wihi$ viddtBvasialverySsieadidgiréb@gentation of the proposed route
that was inaccurate, misleading, and confusing.

Around 6mins 12sec when they show the A13 junctions they chose yet again not to represent the
Orsett Windmill a landmark that would help most identify and getitibearings, even though we
have previously mentioned this being missed out in previous presentations.

At 8mins 45sec they show the area between the M25 and the LTC motorways as a lovely area of
trees, failing to show the real implications of the roatied show the fact that they are stranding
families locked in this space between the two motorways, with at least one of the families homes
being literally within the motorway embankmenthis adds insult to injury for those families, and
also misleads pEple who may not realise the real implications and impacts of the ro8tame, if

they had seen families homes stranded in that section, may have changed their opinion of LTC, as
trees look great, families homes stranded does not however portray the thas$lE have made of
those particular homes, very misleading!

8 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jufC1teUcc4&t=3s
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The video also fails to show changes like the removal of the Rectory Rd bridge in Orsett, or the
replacement road through the middle of the Orsett Showgrouftlis does not show the desigh

the Lower Thames Crossing at the time of statutory consultation as suggested at the start of the

video. The only reason for the removal of this bridge and destruction of the much loved Orsett
Showground is due to the LTC, so surely it should be shewaraof the design, not hidden away so
YIye g2yQi S@OSy (1y26 o6KIFG gAff KFLIWSY AF GKAA

Map Booksc the way the maps were presented was extremely confusing, with the North orientation
arrow pointing in a different direction practicallyery map page to page. This made it almost
impossible for most people to get their bearings. The way the pages were cropped also made is very
difficult for people to identify and get a clear overall image of the true impact to their area.

Private fundirg options (PFI and PF2) were abolished by the Chancellor in the Autumn Budget, in
October (a couple of weeks after consultation began) meaning that consultation materials were then
incorrect and misleading page 122 of Your Guide to ConsultaBorCosts obviously a huge part of

the project and the fact it would now be funded entirely by public money (not private) also means

9

https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting documents/LTC%208%20Consultation%20Brochu
re.pdf
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that they will have to pay VAT on it, meaning a huge increase in El&stid nothing to update the
info, which could have infludS R LIS2 L) SQ& NBalLlyasS (G2 O2yadzZ Gl i

The cost of the projectvas only mentioned once in the consultation guide and was hidden away on
page 122. Since the cost of the project would be relevant to whether the project offers value for
money when considemg ones support of LTC, we do not consider enough prominence was given to
this, especially since the price had risen considerably from-#£4.%bon in the 2016 consultation to
£5.3£6.8bn in 2018.

This was highlighted even more to us when we were havicmnaersation with the Cabinet Member
for Economic Development for Essex County Council who was not aware that the cost has risen in the
2018 consultation.

In the Preliminary environmental information summat, page 11 states under Existing conditions
G¢KB NB | NBlF&a GKIG OdNNByidte R2 y20 SEOSSR 'Y
GKFG asSoOotrazy 2y GKS alFYS LIF3IS AG Aa aidliSR a ¢l
OdzZNNBy it e SEOSSRAY3I ! Y [ yTisi@fbrmation ¥ tonfasing, ONR 848 (1 K
misleading, and does not provide facts that demonstrate properly the fact that impacted areas

already have very poor air quality.

In the consultation guideon pages 60 and 62 the A13 is shown according to the legenddor th

images as a motorway, which of course it is nevllowed by definite inconsistencies on pages 64,65,
and 66 where the A1089 north connection to the LTC is not shown on some of the maps, when clearly
other routes are shown whether they are highlightesiwahat is being described or noAgain

confusing, misleading, and not providing the facts clearly.

In light of our previous 2016 evidenaghen HE firstly stated that Location A was not included in the
2016 consultation, and then changed their mind whiee Minister said it was.

We KS /I asS C¥nNbde A0KSSconsuN®idh SharerigiPoint 5.1.5 again states that only
hLIWGA2Y [/ GFENARIYyGa ogSNBE O2yadzZ G§SR dzLl2y AY HAMc®
upon Location A in 2016 oot!

10

https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting documents/LTC%206%20Preliminary%20Environ

mental%20Information%20Report%20PEIR%20%20Non%20Technical%20Sunvhary.pdf
11

https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting documents/LTC%205%20The%20Case%20for%20
the%20Project.gf
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5158 We held a non-statutory public consultation in 2016 which proposed a crossing
at location C and presented three route options. These were identified as routes
2, 3 and 4. Each option included two different routes south of the Thames: the
Western Southern Link and the Eastern Southern Link (see Figure 5.2).

Figure 5.2 Shortlisted routes considered in the 2016 study
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Misleading Info

HE kept stating the LTC was 3 lanes all the way from the A2 to Wi2&n in fact a section around

the A13 dropped to 2 lanes, creating a bottleneck. Even LTC Project Director (at this time) Tim Jones
was not aware of this and kepsing this incorrect statement in public, at presentations and to the
media. We do not consider this to be clear or informative. In fact we consider it to be very
misleading, and would have led many to believe the LTC to be better than it truly is, psvoaid

guestion a built in bottleneck if they were aware of it, but this fact was hidden away. It also gives us
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no confidence that the Project Director was not even aware of this major fact, a person who is
supposed to be in charge of the whole project.

HE have been consistently using the wording that LTC will provide 90% extra road capdudy is
misleadingo the public. The realities of this figure are a lot more complicated than it makes it
sound. 90% extra capacity would make you believe thartte would be 90% more when considering
lanes crossing the river. However, there are currently 4 lanes in each direction at the Dartford
Crossing, 8 in total. LTC tunnels would have 3 lanes in each direction, 6 ifh&atould mean that
lane wise tle LTC only has 75% extra lane capacity compared to the Dartford Crossing.

| 9 S@gSyildza tte SELIXIAYSR (G2 dz& AY wnun GKIG d¢K;
the Dartford Crossing and at the LTC. The capacity of the northbound crosBiagfard is impacted

by the Traffic Management Unit (which closes all lanes to allow escorts to take place, and to enable

high sided vehicles in the wrong lane to be removed etc) and as such a lower effective capacity is
applied. As there is to be no TMof the same nature at LTC, the capacity per lane is higher than at
Dartford, which results in the 90% increase quoted, as opposed to 75%, which is the increase in the
YdzYo SN 2F flySaé¢o

This is a very complex way of working things out that is not whetthjority of the public will expect

or understand the statement about providing 90% extra road capacity to mean. This statement was
used in a very prominent way, which we feel has been used to try and influence people who will not
fully understand whattimeans and will assume it is to do with the amount of lanes.

HE's traffic modellingloesn't reflect real life traffic that we experience on a daily basis, especially
due to the current crossingThey have told us they take an average month, March sdhse (a
month that in previous years has been the worst month for incidents at the current crossing), they
then record the traffic data.

However, if there is an incident that means that traffic is not what they consider to be 'normal’ they
remove thatdata from the traffic modellingWhat they consider to be 'normal’ with regards to

traffic and incidents at the current crossing is certainly not what we consider to be normal, and we
live with it on a daily basis.

The very fact they are removing tlata that reflects the very problem that they were originally
asked to fix, ie the problems at the Dartford Crossing, is questionable to say the least.
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Fixing the problems at th®artford Crossing; HE stated that LTC would take 22% of traffic away

from the Dartford Crossing. However, this is again very misleading as when you research deeper into

1 9Qa 2¢gy FAIdzNBa Al Oft SINIeée akKz2ga GKFG GKS 51 NJ
failed to communicate this fact to the public clearly, irslechoosing to give the impression that the

LTC would solve the problems at the Dartford Crossing. We feel this has mislead many into

supporting the LTC, who would otherwise oppose it if they realised it will not solve the problems that

a new crossing wdsg'st tasked to fix.

1 The Dartford Crossing has a design capacity of 135,000 vehicles gér day.

It is currently running at between 155,000 to 180,000 vehicles pet-ddy

1 Predicted traffic growth between 2016 and 2026 is expected to be betwee?8%3 14 Bear
in mind that currently the proposed Lower Thames Crossing is not predicted to open until late
2027/28

1 Highways England predict that there will be a 22%uction in traffic using the Dartford
Crossing if the proposed Lower Thames Crossing goes &head.

9 Therefore if you take each figure that the current crossing is running at now, add the 17%, 23%, or
an average of 20%, then take the 22% reduction off ghghat you get:

=

155,000+17%=181,350 / 181,380%=141,453vehicles per day using the Dartford Crossing
180,000+17%=210,600 / 210,600%=164,268vehicles per day using the Dartford Crossing

155,000+23%=190,650 / 190,630%=148,707vehicles per day ursg the Dartford Crossing
180,000+23%=221,400 / 221,400%=172,692vehicles per day using the Dartford Crossing

155,000+20%=186,000 / 186,000%=145,080vehicles per day using the Dartford Crossing
180,000+20%=216,000 / 216,020%=168,480vehicles pr day using the Dartford Crossing

2page 20
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting documents/LTC%208%20ConsultationéhR0Bro

re.pdf

B Point 1.2.5

https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting _diments/Environmental%20Impact%20Assess
ment%20%20Scoping%20Report. pdf

4page 19¢ Points6.2.32and6.2.37
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting_documents/LTC%205%20The%?20
Case%20for%20the%20Project.pdf

S pPage 22

https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting documents/LTC%208%20Consultation%20Brochu

re.pdf
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https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting_documents/Environmental%20Impact%20Assessment%20%20Scoping%20Report.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting_documents/Environmental%20Impact%20Assessment%20%20Scoping%20Report.pdf
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https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting_documents/LTC%205%20The%20Case%20for%20the%20Project.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting_documents/LTC%208%20Consultation%20Brochure.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/supporting_documents/LTC%208%20Consultation%20Brochure.pdf

Clearly the Dartford Crossingwould still be overi t d@ssgncapacity of 135,000vehiclesper
day.

LTC Project Directdgat the time)Tim Jones has also stated that LTC will not solve all the problems
north and southof the river due to the current crossing, we have an audio recotélimfchim stating
that fact from an LTC Task Force meeting at Thurrock Council, and he hstateldat again
numerously publicly

Migration between two crossingg HE have not made dlear that they have not taken into account
or planned for how traffic will migrate between the two crossings when there are incidents, and
made apparent the lack of adequate connections to do so.

Again, this is misleading and inadequate clear and inftismanaterial to hide this fact that most
would assume will be taken into account as a matter of course, especially due to the unique aspect of
the scheme being to fix problems crossing the river.

Communication issues

Delays in response by HE to questi@ubmitted via email during consultation period

Letters sent in error to residents telling them they are within the development boundary when they
GSNBYy Qi Ol dzaAy3a YdzOK O2yOSNYy FyR aiNBaao

Thurrock Council raised concerns over the lack of meaninggagement by Highways England

The amount of misleading info has been a concd&ight up to the present day, where we are still
witnessing LTC/HE on Twitter retweeting articles that include old out dated maps, that still show the
Tilbury link road whiclwvas removed when the details of consultation were issu€d.us this means

that HE/LTC have not provided clear and accurate info if media and others are using out dated maps
etc. The fact they are then promoting this misinformation by retweeting it aistut sums up their
inadequacies and the fact they are happy to be misleading everyone over LTC.

18 https://www.thamescrossingadngroup.com/itwont-solvedartford-crossingissues/
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https://www.thamescrossingactiongroup.com/it-wont-solve-dartford-crossing-issues/

Biased info

Press releases suchwaws/w.gov.uk/government/news/lowethamescrossingopensits-doorsat-
first-of-sixty-publiceventsfor the consultation have been heavily biased in favour of the crossing, to

the extent that no opposition was noted at all, only suppdrhere is plenty of opgsition to the LTC

yet they included none of itWe have emails, letters and conversations from various people,
odzaAySaasSasz f20Ff FdziK2NAGASAS O2dzyOAff2NRI at :
them. Yet again HE chose not to represéris in their consultation and promotional activities.

Online promotion of the LTC consultation has again been biased to show only support of the project,
not givingfair representation.Where were the voxpops for residents? None, only for busine$s#s t

feel they stand to benefit from LTC, again biased representatiord these businesses are fed a
different story to that portrayed to the residents that will lose their home or have their lives turned
upside down.These businesses have only ever betfared C3, obviously with a need for another
crossing they are quick to support it but we doubt that would be the case if they were fully informed,
or given other d@krnative routes to choose from.

At HE info events there is no indication of any negagiwints in any of the display material, it is all
positively biased With a project of this size it cannot be 100% positive, yet HE have chosen not to
display any kind of negative impacts, again leading to biased view and misrepresentation of the
LTC.The point of the consultation being to present the facts in a clear, easy to understand, unbiased
manner so that people can review the info and give their @dacatedopinions.

We again note that HE informed DartCharge users about the consultatior) whkifeel yet again

ONBI i4S&a o0AFaSR Ay 19Q& FI @2dzN¥» alyeé 5F NI/ KFNBS
at the Dartford Crossing and will think any other new crossing has to be better, without any real
consideration or research.

Corsultation Response Form

We consider question 1 to be misleading and biased in an attempt to get the support they need and
want for the project. It is worded in a way that confuses people into showing support for LTC
specifically, rather than just a newossing in general.
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Q1a.

The need for the Lower Thames Crossing

The case for the Lower Thames Crossing, including the reasons why we
consider it is needed, is set out in Section 4 of Your guide to consultation and
in the Case for the Project.

Do you agree or disagree that the Lower Thames Crossing is needed?

) O O O O O
Strongly agree | Agree | Neutral | Disagree | Strongly disagree | Don't know
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2020 LTC Suppl ementary

Timing of the consultation

The consultation was rushed and pushed through in an attempt to fit it in between the General
Election and what should have been Purdah for local elections (which wecelt=ad due to COVID
19)

The fact HE announced there would be a further consultation later in 2020 before this consultation
had even ended is evidence that they rushed it and already knew they would need further
consultation.

Rather than prepare a consation efficiently and wait until they were truly ready they ended up
creating consultation fatigue by forcing two consultations, within 15 weeks of each other, on people
when one consultation could have been held to cover what they ran in two separaseltations.

Notification of consultation

There was not adequate notification of the consultation, especially to residents in impacted areas.
When quizzed about missing leaflets that were meant to inform residents of the consultation HE
passed it off ag is down to Royal Mail once they send them. No genuine concern of our reports that
people were not receiving the leaflets and many did not know about the consultation, or if they
F2dzy R 2dzi Fo2dzi AG AG o6FayQi 7T NBtytorespond.yR &1 &

HE said they had also used local newspapers and radio to promote the consultation. Local papers are

no longer delivered in our area, and nobody has ever recalled hearing promo on the radio.

We do however note that HE informed DartChargers about the consultation, which we feel yet

f

F3FAYy ONBIFIGSE o0AlLa AY 19Qa Tl @2dz2N¥» alyeé 5F NI/ KI

traffic at the Dartford Crossing and will think any other new crossing has to be better, without any
real consideration or research.

We also wish to express our concerns over the fact that it seems HE failed to supply press and media

with an up to date copy of the overall route map. This has resulted in many, including national press
using old out of date mas from 2018. We can only assume they obtained the maps from the out of
date HE/LTC website.
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Consultation website issues

CKSNBE 6SNB YI 22N AaadzSa wihitihdsing serious acCeasibilitydidsues G A 2 Y
within an hour or two of the constation launching. Including at one point a message saying that the
O2yadzZ Gl GA2y ot a y2G F@FAtTlIofS FYR RARYQG &l NJ
run until 25th March.People turned to social media to question what was going onherwdto

access the info.

I3 Lower Thames Crossin. X [} Consultation Unavails: X [ Lower Thames Crossin: X | = Lower Thames Crossir. X | [l Lower Thames Crossin: % | [l Lower Thames Crossin x| B Edit Post . Thames Cro X | 4+ - o X

me @ instogram N Netfix ©%, Mount Washington.. @) Pinterest/ Home estDeals.co.uk @ Amsoncouklav. J ey I Google Calendar [ CIT

o
ebook W
highways
B highway B
: e, WA A

The Lower Thames Crossing consultation 2020
will be available at 00.00 on 29 March 2020

This consultation is currently unavailable.
Please try again later or contact us.

Alternatively for more information about the consultation you can visit the Lower
Thames Crossing website:

Citizen Space from Delib Accessibility Termsof Use Cookies Privacy Help/Feedback

Firstly, the fact the website needs to be taken down whilst updates are done is ridiculous, and proves
HE/LTC are not even capable of making the right choice with regard to how the website is set up.

There is absolutely no need have to take a website down to be able to update. It a choice that

| 9k [ ¢/ YIRST (42 KIFI@S + ¢gSo0aradsS dGdKIaG OFyQd o6S dz

Secondly, the fact that it was deemed necessary to have to update the user experience within an
hour o launch is unbelievable. Clearly another example of HE/LTC not being adequately prepared,
most likely because the consultation was being rushed to fit in between the General Election,
Government being réormed, and before the expected purdah for locaalons (which of course

have since been postponed).

Thirdly, why was the website not ready and chetkefore launch?
Much of the info was confusing and contradictarfe.g. HEre struggling to know which way is

North and which way is South agaiirhage clearly show which direction North is yet the arrow
showing the directions of trafficontradicts this.
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Figure 5-39.

\ LTC southbound to A13 eastbound

Figure 5-38.

TC northbound to A13 eastbound
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LTC official website out of date

Below we detailind evidence the inadequacies of the official HE LTC project website are available.
This infomation clearly shows that the official LTC project website contained out of date information,
which was extremely misleading during the Supplementary Consultation period.

Inadequacies of the official LTC project website

Below are the details we listedgemby page to show the inadequacies of the official Highways England
Lower Thames Crossing website, highlighting the inaccurate and misleading info.

Home Page

0 ‘e e

On the home page the only suggestion that there is currently a Supplementary Consultation
happening is a small update at the very bottom of the page, dated Jan 23id.is an extremely
41


https://highwaysengland.co.uk/lower-thames-crossing-home

discreet mention considering this is the only notification on the home page of the official LTC website
that is currently running.

We have screen captured tli¢ome page and circled the reference to the Supplementary
Consultation in redBear in mind this image shows the page zoomed right out to allow us to screen
capture. If you visit the site/page yourself you will likely need to scroll down before even skeeing
area circled in red.

The image used is a stock image from the Statutory Consultation which does not give the impression

of drawing attention to something new and currenthe title of the section is abbreviated so that

@2dz Ol yQuU S @S ¢f SupBetneniafy SongulahtR ik thedtitle.i Q& € Y2ad A1 S
trying to hide the fact there is a consultation happening!

About Page
We have highlighted some of the errors on the About page in red in the image below.

HE are showingthe route at approximately 14.5miles,yet in the latest update they are now referring
to it as being approximately 14.3 miles.

We havealwaysquestionedfi 3anesin bothd i r e c sincatheysstarted announcingit asthat
during the 2018Statutory Consultation, astherewasa 2 lane sectionaround the A13
junctions. However, now they have actually announced in the latest update that the LTC southbound

between the M25 and A13 will be 2 lanes, so again this is not a true and accurate representation.

2 =
(= R £
@ == o=

it v&mile (4km)t u n niedlssivaccurateas the latest changes state that the tunnels will now
be two 2.6 mile (4.3km) tunnels.
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We also question how they get the figure of 90% extra road capacityhave emailed to ask for an
explanation.
There are currently 4 lanes each direction at the Dartford Crossing. 4+90% = 7.6 lanes.

The proposed tunnel section of LTC is 3 lanes in each direction. 4+75% = T &stésne we
checked 4+3 was 7 and not 7.6!!

Reference to the 2016 consultation is also outdated and cowa kkammented on the 2018
Statutory Consultation.

The latest info can all be confirmed pages6 and 7 of the Supplementary Consultation Guide
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The video included on this page is definitely out of date and not a true representation of the current
proposed route.lt is the fly through video that HE produced for the 2018 Statutory Consultation.

Ore of the most obvious inadequacies of the video, amongst many, is it still clearly shows things like
the Service Station and Tilbury junction which have now been removed.

O & highwaysongland co,uk/lowos thams

The journey to the Lower Thames Crossing

2018 2020 2020

I Have your say l

I Learn more ]
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https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation-2020/supporting_documents/Guide%20to%20Consultation%20digital%20version.pdf
https://highwaysengland.co.uk/lower-thames-crossing-about
https://www.thamescrossingactiongroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/AboutPage3.jpg

When captured on Feb 17th the time line shown at the bottom of the page, stdi#8 3tatutory
Consultation and then jumped straight to 2020 as Submission of DCO Appliddtianention of the
Supplementary Consultation.

Many people are concerned and confused as to what is happening, and where we are within the time
line of what hasd happen.

’ -
o
Tho Jorray 1o The Lower Thvmes Troesing
018 2020 2020
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When checked again on 6th Martitey have now added the Supplementary Consultation to the time
line. However, the outdated and now misleading fly through video can still clearly be seen just above
it stilll Why are they updating certaifings but not others?!

In My Area Page

Again another reference and chance to watch the now out of date fly through video of the proposed
route which was released in 2018.

& highwarysengland co i fower -SHam

What's happening now?

Following the putdishin

Tests will be care i
sal surveys. Read more here

nihe. Read more hare
aunt this programme of work in & way that will have the smaliest possiblle impact on the neartyy community and environment

tore detall 0n where and when we'te working, 30d what we're doing Can be found on our webistte
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Consultation at allin fact the info they share about the Summer 2019 Project Update, Ground
Investigations and Ground Penetrating Radar Surveys were announced in July 2019. It even includes a
link to the Summer Engagement events that happened 820

Butno mention of the current Supplementary Consultation or public info events

''YRSNJ GKS &l2YKS (KCBA RKAYLIWISYFA GUES dateimapas it still shows the
Tilbury junction, which has been removed as part of the Suppleme@angultation!

More questionable statements highlighted in red in the image below.

@& highwaysengland.co.uk/lower-thames-crossing-in-my-area o Y

Design changes

Road height - we have lowered the height of the road in some locations by as much as 5-6 metres to reduce its visual impact. This change was made following feedback from the 2016
consultation.

Number of lanes - the route will be a motorway with three lanes in each direction, along the whole route from the M25 to the A2.
It will have no hard shoulders in common with smart motorways.

This will provide enough capacity for peak hours and to meet future demand. It will reduce journey times across the Thames and increase capacity for road users across the river by
more than 90% east of London.

Again it is not 3 lanes in both directirhere is a 2 lane section southbound between M25 and A13.

It is also stated that it will be a motorwayHE have categoricgltold us that the road has yet to be
categorised, suggesting when asked at the February LTC Task Force Meeting that it would likely be
categorised an all purpose trunk road.

The fact they list it asaving no hard shoulders in common with smart motorwayso is a cause for
great concern considering how dangerous Smart Motorways Il .forgetting that we specifically

asked David Manning, Development Director, HE at Feb LTC Task Force if it would be a smart
motorway.
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Listen to a section of audio recongj of that meeting which covers this on the original article on our
website about these inadequaciebttps://www.thamescrossingactiongroup.com/yehore-he-
inadequacies/

If youwishto hearthe answerto the secondpart of this questionor indeedthe audio of thewholemeeting
it canbefoundhere

Againanotherreferenceto the 90% extra road capacity that we are waiting for HE to explain!

@ high land.co.uk/lower-th, rossing-in-my 25

What areas are affected

We are already talking with landowners and occupiers affected by the Lower Thames Crossing and we will continue to work closely with them. We understand that if you live in the area,
you will have concerns about how the project may affect you - and we will provide all the help and support we can.

While significant areas of land are required for the scheme, we are seeking to reduce the impact on landowners. We are talking to landowners at every stage to understand their
speclflc concerns.

We have set out a development boundary, pictured opposite, that outlines the extent of the land we may need. Since the preferred route was announced in April 2017, we have
contacted people whose land or property we believe is within the boundary. Our dedicated team is working with them to explain the proposals and rights they may have.

Within this boundary, some of the land along the route of the new road will be needed permanently and other areas, such as construction sites or land needed to divert utilities
including power lines or gas pipes, may only be needed temporarily.

The updated development boundary is shown here; Large scale land use
You can also find a y plan which shows the changes that have been made to the boundary since it was last published in July 2018.

When work is complete, any land that is not needed permanently or for environmental purposes will be returned to its previous use wherever possible.
There is more information about the compulsory purchase process and when compensation may be available in the Highways England publications listed below:

Your Property and Blight
Information for property owners within the development boundary

Your Property and Discretionary Purchase
Information for those who live outside the development boundary but may need to sell their property

Your Property and Compulsory Purchase
How compulsory purchase works

Guide to Part | compensation
How to claim for the effects on your property of new or altered roads

CAylLffte 2y GKIFG LI IS 2WhatdideBrkdifdcedBo® 3 A0S | aSOGA 2
The map they refer to asthe updated developmentboundary (this map ) is clearly out of date, it is

from Statutory Consultation in 2018.

The developmentboundary comparisonplan is alsoout of date (2018).

Project Updates Page

Prasct updain



https://www.thamescrossingactiongroup.com/yet-more-he-inadequacies/
https://www.thamescrossingactiongroup.com/yet-more-he-inadequacies/
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1pewmkCkpfKxo-esX71bpyUkhxKqFjmVw/view
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.highwaysengland.co.uk/Lower+Thames+Crossing/Consultation/Land+Use+large+scale+(1).pdf
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.highwaysengland.co.uk/Lower+Thames+Crossing/Proposed_Development_Boundary_Comparison_July2018.pdf
https://highwaysengland.co.uk/lower-thames-crossing-in-my-area
https://highwaysengland.co.uk/lower-thames-crossing-project-updates/

Againthe Supplementary Consultation is being hidden away. The current featured update relates to the
Utilities Trial Trenching survey works.
Then there is an article about the Supply Chain School events.

Considering HE have NOT submitted a DCO application yet, let alone been granted one, maybe they
should be givig more priority to ensuring that everyone is aware of the Supplementary Consultation!

Keep in touch Page

This pagestatesiiYoumayalsovisit oneof our informationpointsin local communitieto pick up Lower
ThamesCrossingprint materialo

The link provided takes you to a list of locations that do not all have the most up to date info about the
Supplementary ConsultatioWe know this as wealong with many of our members have been along only
to find there are no Supplementary Guides and response forms etc at some of these locations!

Onthis pagetheyalsostatefiwewantto makesurethatinformationaboutthe Lower ThamesCrossing

projectis accessibléo asmanypeopleaspossible.

Thatis whywe are sharingan updateon the progressof the schemewith local communitiedy postthis
week.Youcanviewthisinformationon our Novembeprojectupdatepageo

Seriously, the latest info they provide is November, and no comment about keeping in touch with the latest
updates by getting involved in the Supplementary Consultation?!!

Conclusion

Having out of date maps, videos and information at any time is bad enough, but during a consultation
is totally unacceptable. HE/LTC link to this official website for the LTC project from their social media
accounts. It is also provided as a reference puiithhin the consultation guide. Not to mention that if
anyone searches online for LTC they would find this project website in the top search results. The
response we got from Chris Taylor, Director, Complex Infrastructure Programme at Highways England
states that the thorough review which we provided of the project website has been passed onto the
digital team, and will be incorporated into updates to the website that will takegfollowing the
conclusion of the consultation in April.

Erroneous lettersent by HE/LTC Land & Property team

There were yet more inadequacies with Hiading letters telling residents their property is now in
the development boundary, when it is not. ld&ly accepted anddmitted error and sent apology
letters after it was brougyt to their attention It is not acceptable for such stress inducing mistakes to
continuously happen.
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Consultation materials

TCAGequested copies of all available Supplementary Consultation materials including maps and any
available documents be sent ts as soon as possible in line with consultation launching. This request
was emailed a few days prior to the launch on Jan 29th . We did not receive the requested copies. We

I OGdzZl £t t@ SYRSR dzLJ 3SGGAYy3I O02LIASaE RFR SIHKISA yiD v LR
FYR W GAfAGASEAE | LIRFGSQ 2dz2NBESE @S&a G GKS FANRG

Also, there were delays in getting TCAG paper copies to take with us to community forums we were
speaking at early on in the consultation, ie before C@ALCHE dichot show willing to ensuring we

had the copies needed, and near the start of consultation we were told there was an issue with stock
availability. Another example of how they were not prepared for consultation and that it was rushed.

Materials were yet aginnot clear and informative as is required. Technical and industry terminology
was often used, which was confusing and often alienated the public from understanding what was
being said.

Ly¥2 gl a Ftaz2 &Sd 3 Ay YA aritsSHE.gRthey @omotgdrkey pdintsa SR
that said the Rest and Service Area and Tilbury Junction/Link Rd had been removed. However, when
you went deeper into the documents it became clear that discussions are still being had about the

rest and service area asaparate stanehlone project. The same with the Tilbury Junction/Link Rd,

which is now a RIS3 pipeline project.

We feel this was done to avoid public conflict to the LTC scheme, and in an attempt to make the LTC
benefit cost ratio look better than itrtily is. Inadequately representing the true cost of the project. It
should also be noted that this inadequate representation of cost should also take into account things
like the Blue Bell Hill Improvements which are currently being consulted upon escardsult of LTC
impacts, and are estimated to cost £142m. Biased presentation of the scheme yet again.

2S gSNB +faz2 G2tR Ay Hnmy O2yadzZ GFradAazy GKIG GK:
because of industry health and safety guidesnthe fact they were removed clearly means we were
0SAy3a IAGBSY O0FR AYyF2 AY Hnmy & GKS& RAR y2i Wi
gain support from the likes of Port of Tilbury, Road Haulage Association, Freight Transport Associati

in 2018. HE again manipulating consultations to get the results they wanted.

Map Books errorg; It became apparent that there was an error in Map Book 3 during Supplementary

Consultation, which was confirmed in the Design Consultation when HE aduiitieximap book also
contains updated existing ground levels from chainage 5+500 to chainage 20+250 which were shown
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incorrectly in the supplementary consultation map book 3. The existing ground level figures were
aK2gy AKAFTGSR y2NIK o6& wHpn YSGNBaodé

There was also a missing page in Map Boothat should have showed that the development

boundary now goes all the way up to J28 on the M25. When HE are promoting LTC as a new river
ONRaaAy3a FTNRBY DNI}I@SaSyR (2 91 aid g¢thefrenliddédithe i R2 S:
impact all the way up to J28 on the M25 in the maps. This fact is also not shown in the maps

throughout the consultation guide.

Map legendswere confusing, and not easily understandable by the public. Thing®bkkel not
includedg A G KAy ( KSmdanIRdhivg tp jaeYpabliczag there was no explanation or
glossary. We had to ask HE to explain, this is another example of inadequacies and materials not
being clear and informative.

Cranham Solar Farinfo was inadequate andbofusing. The consultation guide nestrowed that

Cranham solar farm was to be demolish&tie guide actually listed it as a proposed solar farm, even
though it has been operational since 2016! The Land Use map was very confusing in Supp Con as it
showsi KS {2fFNJ CFNY Fa O2f2dzNJ O2RSR & WodzAf RAy 3
WSYGBANRYYSYGlrLt YAOGAILGAZ2Y QO | 26 RSY2tAAKAY3 |
is baffling.

M25 junction 29- HE have never made it clear thaetcurrent M25 northbound junction 29 access

will be removed as part of the LTC plans. They also split the images of the two sections of the junction
to try and hide this. Pages 70/71 a@@/79 in the consultation guide. This means it is not clear or
informative to view the junction as a whole. Many have only realised what is planned after
investigative works have started since consultation period ended, due to seeing works in locations
and having to find out why.

Public rights of Waynaps and details, werconfusing and misleading. In some cases stating they
were proposing footpaths when in actual fact there is an existing footpath there now. They state
things like they are connecting South and North Ockendon which is misleading because there is not
actualy a footpath being proposed to connect the two areas as the footpath only goes east or west
once across thélorth Rd green bridge over the LTC, not in a northerly direction to North Ockendon.

Lack of adequate wildlife/habitat surveys/desk studi€3ur uncerstanding is that HE/LTC have been
dzaAy3 9a4&SE 2AfREATFTS ¢NMHzAd RIGE dzd G2 GKA& LI2A)
comprehensive records and knowledge would be far more adequate. How can we be consulted
adequately when we are not liy aware of the true environmental impacts to know if the proposed
mitigation is adequate?
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Pages 69 and 71 in the Guide to consultattéstate contradictory informationabout the lengths of

the viaducts in the Mardyke valley.

Page 6 d h @S NI St AgyONSIHEH SR GKS G241t tSyadkK 2F GKS
Page7kd ¢ KS @Al RdzOG | ONR&aa GKS al NReé1S wWABSN I yR
aK2NISYSR FTNRY | LIWINRBE® npnY (2 opnYé

How is anyone expected to make sense of these stateméatsare referred to being increased on

one page and shortened on the other?

Flood mitigationHE were asking us to comment on environmental aspects such as flood mitigation,
but did notprovide unbiased fact based evidence and information so that we care ¢o our own
conclusions. There has been no data providbdut flood risk to assist us in meaningful responses.

Poor communicationdVe would state unequivocally that in our experience and the experiences of
members of our group that communications frdfk, and particularly the Land & Property Team

have been absolutely diabolical and without any true care or understanding of the impacts these
O2YYdzy AOFGA2ya | NB KI @A (ae letgfs, drdn2du¥f |5t€ds) redidan@S a | y |
being put in ad out of boundary, poorly worded letters causing stress and confusion. All reported

time and time again over the years, yet still no improvement or safeguards have prevented this from
keep happening continually.

Confusing maps and plarBesidents have lem receiving letters along with Land Use maps elode

up property/land plans.As can be seen in the two images below the Land Use map is colour coded,
yet the close up is not, which makes it very confusing to try and work out what is considered inside
the boundary and what is not. Hardly clear or informative.

17 https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/corigtion-
2020/supporting _documents/Guide%20t0%20Consultation%20digital%20version.pdf
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Impacts to existing road network The Traffic Modelling Update shows increases and decreases on the
existing road. However, when you view the data online and zoom it to get a closer low&riy is

confusing. There are sections like the Orsett Cock roundabout that look like a rainbow with all the
various colours. Considering the range that the various colours cover it is impossible to understand
exactly how such drastic changes would be possibbne roundabout alonéAs highlighted by arrow

in theimage below.

\
\TiG |
] =" \

Crossing Charges inc Local Residents Discount Schdrhe info is contradictoryUnless the LDRS
covers all local impacted areas for both crossihgamnot simplify the choice of which crossing to
use.

Complex junctions; HE do not make it apparent how difficult it would be to turn around and correct
a mistake if you take the wrong junction, some leading to detours miles long, and the need teepay th
crossing charge twice (once each way) for your mistake.

Emergency AreasThere was not adequate info on where the Emergency Areas would be on LTC,
considering the public interest in this kind of info in light of all the media coverage of the dangers of

smart motorways, HE avoided sharing this info in a clear and informative manner.

Design CapacityHE refused to provide us with a figure for the design capacity of LTC, despite
constantly using the design capacity of Dartford Crossing in their materials
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Inadequacies of WEBTAGve are aware that WebtaghichHEuse for traffic modelling is
considered by many, including the industry to be outdated.

Easy read guide not at all clear or informative

Page 40 in Map Book labels Stifford Clays as LittlauFrock. If anyone is looking through trying to
work out the impacts LTC may have on their area and they see Little Thurrock instead of Stifford Clays
they may not identify the true impacts, because of this error.

Tilbury Power Stations still shown andbbelled in the HE map books. The Power Station has been
demolished, so we cannot understand why the footprint of the buildings are still being shown on
maps, including the Land Use maps for Property. We would also question why Tilbury 2 footprint is
not being shown on the maps, and therefore we would assume not being taken into account.

HE keep displaying junctions in confusing waykeir own staff have complimented us on the colour
coded keys/maps we create for junctions each consultation that midlsssmuch easier for people

to understand. Yet even though we have suggested it, they have never made any attempt to make
their own maps easier to understand, leaving most people very confused about the complex
junctions.

HE removed one lane (in bothrections) from the A2 to the M2 at the LTC junction. We are not
aware that this was mentioned anywhere in documents, and was only picked up on by someone
zooming in on Map Book 1 and comparing it to the same in the 2018 Map Book 1. Another example
of HE hding away significant changes.

2 KSy GKS O2yadzZ GFraAaz2y 6l a FANRG LlzomftAaKSRXYX (KS
connecting Valley Driveto th®2S I 8 10 2 dzy R¢€ = 6 KSy A M2edstb@id.ltivds O2 y y S
not until the second half othie consultation period that this was quietly corrected to refer to the

M2. By this time, the damage had been danmany consultees to the east of Gravesend are still

under the false impression that the new link road will provide them with direct acoebetA2.

The consultation guide detail about the AONB and Shorne Woods Country Park was biased and
misleading, and did not accurately reflect the info in the Environmental Impacts Updated.

Overall there was a general lack of detail that people neededveamted throughout the

consultations, particularly in relation to how things would look visually, and more info on heights and
junctions etc. The complexity of the documents meant that considerable effort was needed to even
try and understand consultatiomaterials that certainly were not clear and informative.
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Consultation events

At HE info events there is no indication of any negative points in any of the display material, it is all
positively biasedWith a project of this size it cannot be 100% pesityet HE have chosen not to
display any kind of negative impacts, again leading to biased view and misrepresentation of the
LTC.The point of the consultation being to present the facts in a clear, easy to understand, unbiased
manner so that people camview the info and give their oneducatedopinions.

LYl RSIljdzr S AyF2 IyR Y20AfS S@OSyiazs 6KAOK RARYQI
should have had opportunity of an event to attend.

We experienced and witnessed various occasionsr&heembers of the HE team did not respond
correctly to members of the publi€or example, but not limited to, HE staff telling members of the
public they could respond to consultation by emailinfp @lowerthamescrossing.co.which was

not an official response channel. Construction team staff not being able to state proposed
construction hours.

We are also aware that the phone events were no better either, we are aware some people were
given incorretinformation over the phone.

Consultation response form the wording in the consultation response form is confusing and not
considered user friendly by many.

Lack of meaningful engagemenihere is a definite lack of meaningful engagement fromd-&ut
Local Authorities, our MPS, us as an action group representing thousands of residents, and the
resident directly. We find this totally unacceptable and extremely concerning.

COVIBEL9

Consultation events had touch screen pads near the entrancefexttrig attendees to log their

thoughts on the event. It was some time before HE properly provided and used adequate sanitisers to
cleanse these touch screens, and the maps, books, tables, and general surroundings/handles etc at
the events, including the obile van unit.

The very people that would be most impacted by health issues due to LTC were the same ones most
at risk from COVHR9, and no consideration was given that they were in fear of attending the events
because of the virus, but had no adequateans to obtain info and be able to respond to the
consultation.Calls for the postponement of the consultation until such time as it could be carried out
safely and adequately were ignored.
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HE kept promoting that Deposit Locations and Info Points wetesgtilable despite the majority of
them being closed due to COVID. This meant that people were without access to get copies or
view materials. This would have impacted those who do not have internet access in particular,
limiting their ability to takepart in the consultation.

Later consultation events were cancelled, meaning many missed the opportunity to attend an event.

The oneweek extension to the Supplementary Consultation was only advertised to those it reached
online. We are not aware of amther attempts of communicating this information by any other
means offline. Yet again discrimination against those who are not online.

The two phone events are also not considered to be adequate. It would be impossible for HE staff
members to answer céain things over the phone adequately without visual aids, such as maps,
plans, images, video. At the info events we attended it was perfectly clear that these kind of visual
aids were used constantly by the HE staff to help answer p&glesstions. Toemove that option
would clearly have left big gaps in their ability to answer questions efficiently and adequately.

Land Interest Questionnaires sent during COl@Dockdown caused much confusion and stitess

all, especially to older members of the camnity whohad no support due to lockdown, and when

everyone was dealing with lockdown stress in unprecedented times.

HE failed to take into account the very genuine and serious impactthat WD K| R 2y S @S NJ
lives, and how that affected their albyl to participate in the consultation during such unprecedented

times.

Further Consultatiorg the fact that HE announced a further round of consultatimpliesthat they
GSNBYQl adzaidlrofS NBIFRe T idedifyidgthedndeyd to deddidurthien 2 y = |
consultationbefore the current consultation had endedhis in also not in keeping with keeping
consultation fatigue to a minimum.
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2020 LTC Design Ref il ne

Consul tati on
COVIEL9

In addition to the issues already raised in redatto COVIEL9 in the Supp Con HE then inflicted a

further round of consultation upon us during a global pandemic. With no consultation events
GKFEGa2SOSNI A0 KIFEIR | KdzAS AYLI OG 2y LIS2L)X SQa | o6
consultation. Digitafirst meant that many who are not online missed out. Even those who are online
could be limited to phone screens etc which makes viewing maps and some documents very difficult

Fa @2dz OFyQil O@OASs (GKS gK2tS (KAYihgtheg/TCOBIHPR dz3K RS
crisis we also consider the length of the consultation to have been inadequate.

Webinarsq were not as easy and beneficial as HE were making out. You had to download

software/app, instructions were vague and confusing. HE did not logiaayswered questions

d4dzo YAGUGSR RdzZNAYy3I GKS gSoAYINIFYR GKSy aSyR NBal
2L NldzyAGe F2NJ eé2dz 2 O2L® FyR LI adsS lye |jdzzSai
did not allow adequate time during webinar fo&&s and no opportunity to follow up for

clarification of answers if you were lucky enough that your question was asked. In general the

webinar was just another excuse for HE to advise you to email or phone with questions, rather than
being a source of infanation. Lack of promo that the webinars had BSL interpreters and captioning

Telephone Call Back Serviée least one HE helpdesk agevasnot aware they were arranging LTC
callbacks. Some callacks that were booked were not made. The phone number was no
Freephone number meaning if you needed to call you to get info you had to pay for it.

Emails- Slow response time on email replies for answers to questidiasly emails not replied to
until within 24 hours of consultation ending. HE often avoided amsw specific questions instead
preferring to offer standard copy and paste replies that did not provide the info requested.

Info points Whilst limited dueto COViR cp G KS 2y S&a GKI G ¢6SNB 2LSYy Yy
purely online promotion of themwhich was hidden away to say the least

Leafletswere only sent to properties withiBkm (1.2milespf route not acceptable, a far greater area
will be impacted by the route and everyone needs to be aware of any consultation.

Lack of promotiondue to everything going on with COUI® we do not consider that there was
adequate promotion of the consultation, and most expected it to be paused due to €OQVID
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The consultation

Another rushed consultation we feel this is yet another rushed consultatiovith HE just trying to
tick all the boxes and progress through the process as quickly as possible without real care or
consideration.

Consultation fatiguec!| 9 Of S NI @ RARY QO LINBLI NB F2NJ 6KS SI N
this later consultabn was announced before the Spring one had ended. This resulted in unnecessary
additional consultation fatigue having two within 15 weeks.

LTC official website out of date

5SaLIAGS GKS FIOG GKFIG RdzZNAYy3 GKS ¢ssetddurgiteaty ¢S 01
concern about the official LTC website being out of date duhagconsultation period, we note that

yet again the official LTC webswasout of date duringDesign Gnsultation.

This included things such as BTGI A Y St A y S tlstkhe DeSignFCanRuffadion despite the fact
itwasliveab b2 YSydAzy 2F (KS O2yadzZ i (0& o daeyhaps 66S W2 |
the route pageOut of date details referring to the Tilbury junctioWe notethat the new interactive

maphad been added, so clearly some maintenance had been done to add this, so why have other

such important updates not been done?

Consultation materials
The consultation guide quality was greatly lacking to say the least, as it actually started falling apar

@2dzNJ KFyR&a OSNE ljdzaO1teé 6AGK2dzi SEOS&aarAgdS dzaSo
trying to understand the content.

There was no mention that there had been a significant increase in the estimated cost of LTC

Map book errorsg whilst HE stated that the false cutting had been removed, there was no sign of it
being removed in Map Book 3 (see image below)

56



. Vil?%*;t::t .KZF%}? e aaaa }i{ﬁ%f‘; S
So s e

maintain

twood Road reabgnment

Map Book 3 - Design Consultatiofi

[Faise cutting 4m

H High House Lane connects with
LEGEND - PLAN sbove LTC Brentwood Road at new junction to Emergency Access Rosd

= stucture maintain property access
—— Retaining wal

EA  Emamancyarea PLAN b

Maps¢ Stifford Clays was labelled as Little Thurrock. Stanford spelt Standford. Visual eviderh(':é'drf- this
is available on the TCA®bsite'®

There is no continuity in the map legends in the consultation Guide, Map Books, and the Interactive
maps. This leads to confusion with differences in the keys for the same items across the various
maps, and keys that are too similar for diffetehings being used. E.g. diagonal lines in different
colours get confusing when black diagonal lines over a coloured background are also used.

CKSNBE gla Iy 9Yy@GANRYYSyGlrt LYLIOGA ! LIRIFIGS 02271
as a matterof course when people ordered paper copies of materials, since there were not events etc

to go to to get copies due to COVID. People had to discover the booklet existed and then contact

HE to request a copy be sent.

This Environmental Impacts Updats@kept referencing th€EIRvhich was nogavailableoffline.
The paper copies of maps sent out were lacking the detail most needed and wanted, and also omitted

some details of the design, but HE did not make it clear that other detailed maps werdkvapan
request.

18 https://www.thamescrossingactiongroup.com/desigonsultationmaterialsinadequacies/
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HE stated that they were limiting paper copies of materials to one per household, which is not
adequate considering there are many multiple occupancy homes these days. Whilst we are not
aware of anyone being refused copies, the facidEthis statement in writing could have deterred
people from requesting copies.

Also,no facility on the order form to request additional response forms if needed.

HE failed to provide adequate info/imagery with regard to what people can expect fsora ef the
utilities aspects of the project. They are again using industry tech terminology such as Gas Pipeline
Compounds and Electricity Switching Stations that nobody is familiar with. Footprint dimensions
alone do not give adequate detail of what topexct, or the operational aspects of these facilities, eg
noise, safety/risk etc.

No virtual 3d models or videos to show heights, junctions etc ofyeTa@gain, éspite the fact we

have commented on numerous occasions and requested some form of 3D mgaellkn adequate

new video of the proposals that would help everyone have a better understanding of exactly what is
being proposed

Whilst the Map Books in the Design Consultation highlighted the errors/corrections made since
Supplementary Consultationith regard to Map Book 3, they omitted to highlight the fact that Sheet
21a of Map Book 2 was missing in Supp Con.

Map Book 2 is alsstill labelling and showing the foot print of Tiloury Power Station which closed and
was demolished between 2018. Tillury 2 is being constructed yet it is not shown at all in any of

the maps. The map is labelled Tilbury Power Station and shows the footprint of the power station as
though it is being acquiredUsing out of date map info is not acceptable, clear or inforveati

North changing position on every page in Map Baslkgill an inadequacy that makes it very difficult
and confusing when trying to view the route.

There were issues with tHateractive maps not working/loadingSometimes the maps would not
load atall, sometimes they had error messages, sometimes they loaded but not the overlay that
showed the detail/legend.

HE failed to provide adequate info on lengths of noise barriers. E.g. stating noise barrier is less than
1500m does not commit to anythings @ahe barrier could be 1m or 1499m.

They also refused to provide evidence of how and why the noise barriers locations were chosen as
presented, simply stating the info would be available in the Environmental Statement at DCO. How
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are we supposed to giveeaningful responses when HE refuse to provide us with the relevant data
for us to assess the level of noise mitigation?

Noise barriers were not identified adequately in the consultation guide and many were confused as
two barriers, numbered 11 and 12 ihd top image were actually the same barriers that were
numbered as 13 and 14 on the map in the bottom image.
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North of the river in Thurrock and Essex

A13/A1089LTC
junction

Orsett Cock

roundabout

A13/A1089 area proposals

Landscaping proposals

Woodland areas off Baker Street that we would look to make

accessible to the public

Noise barriers are proposed in the locations shown

to reduce road noise

Q A noise barrier, approximately one metre high by less than 1,500
metres long

@ A noise barrier
metres long

Q A noise barrier,
metres long

@ A noise barrier, approximately two metres high by less than 500
metres long w

@ A noise barrier,
metres long

@ A noise barrier
metres long

0 A noise barrier,
metres long

@ A noise barrier
metres long

approximately one metre high by less than 1,500

approximately one metre high by less than 550

approximately two metres high by less than 400
approximately two metres high by less than 500
approximately two metres high by less than 300

approximately six metres high by less than 150
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North of the river in Thurrock and Essex
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LTC/M25 area proposals

i~
Landscaping proposals

@ Reduced woodiand planting north of the Thames Chase Forest
Centre to accommodale a new maintenance access track and a
multi-utilities diversion =]

o Reduced woodland planting within The Wilderness as a result of a
watercourse diversion
Noise barriers are proposed in the locations shown
to reduce road noise

Q A noise barner, approximately two metres high by less than 200
metres long.

@ A noise barrier, approximately one metre high by less than 1,500
metres long

0 A noise barrier, approximately one metre high by less than 1,500
metres long.

\

S

con\aM®

[ 'Page 737

\/ Proviason
gt gty

i

There was also some contradictory info regarding construction compounds. Previous confirmation
that one compound would purely be an enabling gmund, meaning it would be offices and welfare
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facilities, has now changed to being told it would be a main construction compound, although this
point was only identified due to residents questioning HE on the phone.

Additional inadequacies
Thurrock Couritraised concerns over the lack of meaningful engagement by Highways England

| 9 NHz&A KSR (GKAA& O2yadzZ GFGAaz2y a2 az22y | FGSNI GKS
summary of the Supp Con before launching the Design Consultation, or detail axggshia the
Design Con that were made as a result of Supp Consultation responses

HE had not even finished analyzing Design Consultation responses, let alone had time to take them
into account and incorporate any changes before starting to say aboutigulyDCO application.

E.g. at LTC Task Force Meeting in late Sept they said they were unable to disclose outcomes of Design
Consultation as they were still analyzing responses, yet at the same meeting told us they would be
submitting their DCO applicatian October.

Poor communications

Yet agairthe Land & Property team failed to ensure letters were sent correctly, without errors.

There were numerous residents who would be directly impacted by LTC who did not receive letters
from HE as they should hadering consultation. HE yet again just blamed Royal Mail, despite

knowing that the service has caused them previous issues and was greatly impacted byi@OVID
General consultation info packs were sent using a signed for courier service, yet impeitenst |

from Land & Property were sent using a regular Royal Mail service. When residents realized and
contacted HE about the missing letters, some as late as the day consultation ended, HE only gave a 1
week extension for them to respond to consultation.
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2020 DCO (firrst attemg

We know that the Planning Inspectorate were due to refuse the first attempt by NH to submit the LTC
DCO application in 2020, partly due to concerns about the adequacy of consultation.

Many concerns were raised by host Local Auties, and others including our group.

It has been two years since then, and we have experienced two more consultations. Yet far from
using this time to hold an adequate consultation to put right the inadequacies of the consultation up
until the first atempt of DCO, NH have again held inadequate consultations, and failed to provide
meaningful engagement to so many, including the public, groups like ours, NGOs, and Local
Authorities.

We do not believe that NH have even attempted to improve things, rathet we think things have,
if anything, been worse.

Just one really obvious example of this is the fact that a host Local Authority, Thurrock Council, felt
they had not option other than to submit a Freedom of Informatrequest to obtain relevant info

the latest copy of the Outline Business Case. NH initially refused to share this, until Thurrock
reported the refusal to the Information Commissioner Office (ICO), who instructed NH to release the
requested information.

Since then NH have released gpygof the 2020 Outline Business Case stating that it is out of date
and that the updated info will be made available within the latest DCO application documentation.
We know that these documents will be uploaded as soon as is possible by PINS, butiththfads a
further delaying tactic by NH, because they know the sheer scale and volume of documentation that
is about to be published. If the information has been submitted to PINS as part of the DCO
application there is no reason why NH cannot re¢etiee info immediately as it is complete.
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2021 LTC Community | mg
Consul tation

Consultation experiences

As we have sadly now come to expect when it comes to LTC most people have serious concerns over
the adequacy of the LTC consultations, and thissatiationwas no different.

To begin with the timing of the consultation was dubious since it vets fredominantly during the
Summer Holidayshe first holiday following lockdownWith the children on school holidays, and
people going away on holidathis most definitely meant it was harder for people to have the time to
review and consider the sizable consultation documentation, and respond to the consultation.

Due to the large volume of consultation materials we found it very difficult in the ¢iiven to fully

and properly review and consider all the documentation available. It also meant that we were unable
to submit questions as early as we would have liked. &swt, we have found ourselves in a

position that the responses from HE to aquestions largely onlyame back to us within a few hours

of the end ofthe consultation. Thislid not leaveus long enough to be able to review the responses,
and be able to submit follow up questions, or include further commepuirresponse due to the
restrictions of the consultation endingy some instances people were told to submit their questions

in the consultation responses, with no expectation of getting and answer.

It wasquestionable that HE chose to have the consultation during farmesgbutime of the year,
especially when you consider the scale of the impact on agricultural land.

We and many others, including Local Authorities called for an extension to the consultation to allow
adequate time to respond, yeéiEdenied us that option.

We learnt that at least one Local Authontsas granted an extension on the consultation to allow

them time to get their response through governance during Summer Holidays. If it is deemed ok to
give them an extension because of Summer Holiday impaabiigy to submit response in time,

then the same courtesy should have been extended to all and the consultation officially extended for
all.

The HE email to tell people about the consultation had a dud link it in that loaded the following:

63



highways
england
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We're sorry, this page cannot be found.

Email: info@highwaysengland.co.uk

General enquiries: 0300 123 5000

Connectwithus in ¥ D

Leaflets adsing of the consultation were only sent within 5km radius. This is not adequate. The
reminder postcards definitelgidy 2 &G NB I OK S@SNEB2yS (KSeé& &aKz2dzZ Ro
they have had adequate notification of the consultation with detail events and how to take part.

We have been told that emails about the consultatiwere sent to all active DartCharge
accounts/customers. However, many have stated that whilsy have accounts they did natceive
the consultation email.

How canit be deemed acceptable to only send leaflets to those within a 5km radius of the route, but
then send it to DartCharge customers who live further than 5kms from the proposed route? It is clear
that many DartCharge customers are likely to support theopsed LTC simply because they are fed

up with the issues at the current crossing, but not take time to review the actual consultation
materials.

It is also very likely that many DartCharge users may not have been topping up their account due to
COVID, ahcould possibly have missed out on being informed via DartCharge about the consultation.

19 1y2¢ OGKIG LIS2L SQa 51 NI/ KFNBS dzal 3S 62dzf R 0
appear that this has been taken into account.

The events originallylanned for the consultation did not include events in some key areas that
would be greatly impacted, such as south of the A2, Chadwell St Mary, Stanford/Corringham, and the
west of Thurrock.

For a Community Impacts Consultation all communities that dvbelimpacted by the LTC if it goes
ahead should have been provided with at least one consultation event.
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It took pressure from LTC Task Force, Thurrock Council, community forums, TCAG and members of
the public to put pressure on for the events that wereentually added and held for Chadwell St
Mary and Stanford.

HE should also have prepared and published Ward Impact Summaries for all impacted areas, yet
failed to publish Ward Impact Summaries for the Stanford/Corringham area wards.

It was announced frorthe beginning that printed consultation materials would not be available until

at least a week after the consultation launched. HE should not have launched the consultation until
all consultation materials were available in all formats for everyone.

There was a lack of inclusion of the Deaf Community in the public events, until such time as HE
decided to have BSL interpreters along to the Chadwell event, which only took place due to pressure
put on HE, else there would have been no public event for tref Bemmunity with BSL interpreter.

There was very little promotion of the fact there would be a BSL interpreter at the Chadwell event.

Since Chadwell and Stanford events were added later after pressure, they too had little promotion,
many were not evenware of events taking place in those locations.

There was also a lack of interpretation optionsfion-Englisrspeaking members of the community.
{2YS 2F (KS S@Syida oSNB |faz2z (22 0tz2asS (2 GKS
time for people to be able to attend the events, ask questions, get answers (or possibly still | have to
wait for answers to be emailed or phoned through) and then respond. Some events being within a
week of consultation ending.

We have concerns that there wastrganitizing of the touch screens and maps at events.

Some have still not been in a position to be able to attend events in person due to,GOWID
additional risks through lack of sanitizing would reduce the likelihood of many attending.

People foundhe staff at events to generally not be very knowledgeableedpful. They experienced
the same problems as always with event staff not being able to answer questions. Iissthasking

three different people the same question and getting three différanswers.

People were being told wrong information at events, especially regarding4tm®ur working hours.
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People told it was just the tunnels, when clearly it is far more than that.

¢KSNB gla | 1 01 27F WSE LIS NfiisireprekeyitatieSibiiie Ay FA St R:
Environmental team were most noticeable by their absence at way too many events.

When the consultation packs finally started arriving it was apparent very quickly the sheer volume of
consultation materials that formed this neultation. 8 weeks was not long enough to be able to

properly review, consider, and respond to so much documentation.

It was also ludicrous the way printed materials packs were being sent out. We did not need three
copies of everything, just to be altie receive a copy of each of the Ward Impact Summaries.

The consultation documents were not clear and informative as they should be.

We note thatHERA Ry Q0 Y I {S Ad Of SIFINJ GKI G 1 D+t Y2@SYSyida
very misleading wato present such data.

There was a distinct lack of signposting as to where to locate information. Most of the time it was a
case of just trying to hunt down the info you were looking for, if it was in there at all.

The webinars were not very helpful general. So much precorded content, but even though it
had been praNS O2 NRSR GKSNB G6SNB aitAff SNNRNR Ay (GK2aSs
to provide a professional preecorded presentation.

There were sound issues with bad mibattcreated nasty sound issues.

¢ KS aééxerJéxééAya AYR2 1SLI NBaail
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There was not adequate opportiip to ask questiosand get answers in the webinars. Too little
time was offered for answering questions.

Whilst the webinars were supposed to be detailed to particular areas of the route, HE just seemed to
do what they wanted in them anyway.

In generd HE just told people to go and hunt down the info they wanted in the consultation materials
with little or no indication of where it may or may not have been found.
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The content of the consultation materials has been quite technical at times. We fediEhbtive
likely taken sections of the first attempt to submit the DCO application and used it as consultation
material.

We noted changes such as the development boundary now being referred to as the order limits,
which definitely gives the suggestion thhts is more technical DCO documentation/content.

We reminced HE that public consultation should provide clear and informative materials. We most
definitely do not consider the Community Impacts Consultation materials to be clear or informative.

The inkeractive map was very glitgland hit and miss as to whether it even loaded a lot of the time.

On some occasions we got messages requesting log in details be entered as though it was in some
kind of admin mode. It was also completely down on other oocasioo, as confirmed to us by HE.

At the beginning o€onsultation the interactive map would not allow us to zoom right into areas
without the red development boundary disappearing. It is also noted that when you zoomed in on
the two closest levels afoom on the map certain layers disappeared.

We are aware that some booked phone calls with the HE team, and that they ran out of time with the
member of the team, who had to excuse themselves to attend another appointment. Whilst we
understand this may dppen whereby discussion can take longer than anticipated, the member of the
team did not even offer to arrangefallow-on appointment, and instead seemed very keen to

escapeln other instances people were told their questions were too technical foNiHeeam

member to answer, and no provision was made to get the answers.

We note that there are numerous errors and mistakes in the consultation materials. Places wrongly
labelled and mispelt. Some of these were still the same errors and inadequasiesparted in
previous consultations.

When you consider some mistakes were wrong spellings and even wrongly labelled place names it is
a concern as HE should have a better knowledge of our area than to be making such mistakes by now.
Stanford spelt Stadfford, and Stenford. Ockendon spelt Ockeed. Horndon on the Hill being spelt

Hordon on the Hill (missing an n) Brentwood being labelled as Brentford. Stifford Clays being

labelled Little Thurrock.

Ward summaries not accurate on public transport, foramste Orsett Ward has more rail stations
than just West Horndon to considethere are others that NH failed to include
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HE have an obligation to consult us adequately, yet it seems even when we bring inadequacies to
their attentiontheyO I y Qi S @efey to doBectamidiiniprove them before presenting them to
us again in the next consultation.

We also note that some online documents were updated during consultation apparently, as we
noticed changes in file and URL names.

We heard that a local commuyiradio station hd been trying to get someone from HE to come on
their station for an interview, yet HE ignaréhe requests. We find this unacceptable, especially
during a community impacts consultation.

HE say they want to interact and do all they ¢a get word out about the LTC and consultations, yet
they have not taken an opportunity to connect with the community via a local community radio
station when approached.

We were not impressed by the attempts to greenwash the LTC.

As previously weolund that HE presemtd information about the LTC in an extremely biased way, and
with no focus on the negatives and realities of the project, always trying to posidvespin on it.

Things such as the front page of the consultation website statingLfh@ would improve air quality
across the region is misleading and not a true representation, because once you dig deeper into the
detail the evidence is there to show that many areas would see a worsening of air quality.

We found the Easy Read documetdde inadequate too.

Easy Read You said, we did
Very misleading right from the beginning.

What people said about the first set of plans. Most people agreed with the plans for the Lower

Thames Crossindut the first set of plans did not have Optiéras an option.The first question in

GKFG O2yadzZ dFrdA2y g1 & a52 @&2dz I ANBS GKIG 6S yS:
about Option C.

t S2LXS alFAR aLyadSIR 2F o0dzZAf RAYy3I Y2WSSaityB I Ra (K

there were more trains, there would still be too much traffic wanting to cross the River Thakiees.
need another road tunnel.
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The second set of plagsWe reduced the number of lanes between the M25 and Ali3is would
use less land and be better for tleavironment. No mention of the chaos that would cause when
traffic needs to use that part of the proposed road and cannot cope.

Ly 3ISYSNIf 6S F2dzyR Al OSNE LI GNRYA&aAYy3d | YyR 2yt
on the disadvantages tha new road would bring to all of the areas along the route.

The fact that this was only available online is not acceptable as it does not reach the people for whom

it is supposed to inform about all of the aspects of the proposed Lower Thames Crossing.

Easy Read Ward Summaries
This again was extremely patronising and only gave basic statements without actually telling people
exactly what to expect which could really worry them.

Statements such as on PagedlBnvironment; We will give the land backiven we have finished. Is
totally insulting to anybody reading this.

There are lots of bus routes mentioned that will be impacted all along the route and people will worry
if they do not understand what is going on and how to deal with things like Edecially on page
67 ¢ The 370 bus route would have to be changed,

There are glaring spelling mistakeRage 58- Ockendon as the title theqgthe new road will go

round South Ockendenit will then go between South Ockenden and North Ockenden. Thain ag
Page 62, people will be able to see part of the road from South Ockend®age 63; The new road
will go around North Ockenden and join the M25 at a new junction between North Ockenden and
Upminster. Then on the same pagewe would expect delaysn Ockendon Roadlhen again on
Page 6& people will be able to see part of the road from North Ockend&ame people will

wonder if they are one and the same place and get very confused.

Easy Read Guide to the Consultation
We find the followingstatement extremely hard to understargPage 2X;, digging a smaller tunnel
south of the Thames so we can strengthen the land??

The Easy Read Guides are all very patronising, worrying, only available online as far as we are aware,
which means they willqebably not reach the people for whom they are meant to inform about this
project, which after reading all of them we presume is people with special né&ds.eally think

there is no excuse for the spelling mistakes as anything like that really codldse@omebody with

special needs.
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We question how people that may have wanted to view these Easy Reads would have known about
them, as we did not see any promotion of them being available. It appears to be another tick box
exercise for HE to purely sagwhave done it, rather than making a real effort for people to be

aware.

That said we do not feel they were adequate or fair representations anyway.

To conclude on this consultation, we felt it was inadequate and misleading. The consultations just
seemto get worse, not better, despite us repeatedly reporting issues.
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We rated the information being presented clearly as very poor.

We rated the website easy to navigate as very poor.

We ratal the information videos omisefulness for understanding the latest proposals as very poor.
We ratal the quality of the physical events as very poor.

We rateal the choice of locations of the physical events are very poor.

We rateal the promotion of the consultation and whether it wasomoted to the right people as very
poor.

Consultation timing

We would like to draw attention to the fact that NH/LTC only postponed their planned consultation
which was due to take place earlier in the year, due to the level of opposition to their pfdnscal
Authorities.

Whilst we acknowledge that the consultation was postponed until Maytheough to June 29, it

should not have taken serious opposition and concerns from Local Authorities to have made this
happen. NH/LTC are well aware that tivaing they had proposed clashed with purdah for elections

in Thurrock and Havering, as well as Easter Holidays, and was being proposed for a shorter duration,
they should never have proposed such timing in the first place.

As noted below in regard to theonsultation events, we are disgusted that NH/LTC lied to us and
others about their further discussions with Local Authorities over the newly planned consultation
details. Local Authorities were not consulted further on the new plans once the origautideek

was offered on the original plans. The updated Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC) was
only issued to them just before consultation began.

Whilst the consultation was postponed the timing still had issues for us and our supporters due to it
still clashing with the time councils have been reforming after elections. It takes time for Local
Authorities to reform and issue emails and contact details for new councillors for example, thus
limiting options for the public to be able to reach outtheir councillors if they needed/wished for

help and support in regard to the LTC consultation.

¢CKS GAYAY3 Ftaz2 YSFIyld GKFEG ¢KdIzZNNRO] [/ 2dzy OAf Qa
attendance to one of our meetings during consultation becaugbetiming in regard to elections
and council still reforming. This meant that the committee missed out on chances to not only have
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NH/LTC in attendance at one of our meetings, but we also missed out on the opportunity to have a
meeting within consultatio to discuss the consultation concerns and issues.

There have also been bank holidays within the consultation period which has impacted the time
people have had to respond to the consultation.

In general the length of the consultation, which was extendechpared to the first proposed
consultatonwr & auGAftt y20G f2y3 Sy22dzakK (2 o6S +toftS G2 7
that if you spend some time reading the consultation materials from the beginning of the
consultation and then submit youjuestions via email, it then takes up to 15 working days to receive
a response. We found that the responsesdigreceive avoided answering many of the questions

we had, and/or needed further questions to be asked to seek further clarification, agm s

instances the responses just added to the confusion and generated more questions. Since many of
the responses to our questions came in on Thuig di6d Fri 19 June it left us with inadequate time

to be able to read them, respond and expect a resg@owith time to consider any info that may have
been provided, and get a response to the consultation in before iednde thereforenad to

respond as best weotlld with the info we ha and what we have gathered from the confusing,
contradictory and indequate consultation materials.

As wewere finalisng ourresponse wawere still receiving replies from NH/LTC in response to the
guestions we have submitted. One of the emails we sent on the 5th of June and it has taken until
9pm on the 20th June, justfew hours before consultation is due to end, for a reply to be sent. This
is again inadequate, and again highlights that the consultation was not long enough to give
opportunity for materials to be reviewed, questions to be submitted, and responsescee/ed with
adequate time to be reviewed and considered before responding to the consultation, and indeed
leaving no time to send follow on questions if needed, which is often the case when dealing with
NH/LTC.

We alscseriously question the timing ohts consultation considering that the nitrogen deposition
surveys, and updated air and noise pollution surveys and assessments have not yet even been
completed so could not be shared with us or Local Authorities. Such important information should be
compkte and presented to us for consultation.

We believe that NH/LTC rushed to have this consultation as time is ticking away, and they need to
attempt to resubmit their Development Consent Order (DCO) application as soon as possible. So
rather than taking tle time to consult us with completed adequate info they have instead just pushed
ahead and rushed into yet another inadequate consultation.
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Consultation promotion
We heard from people who did not receive a leaflet advising of the consultation, they aWyikn
was taking place because we had alerted them.

The promotion of the consultation was yet again carried out in a very biased way that did not ensure

fair representation of the proposals. The interviews/articles that we heard and read presented the
project in a very biased way in favour of the crossing, with misleading information to try and garner

and keep support. It is not right for the LTC Project Director to be attempting to give the impression

in interviews things like electric vehicles willtsair pollution issues, when the reality is that electric
OSKAOf Sa auAafft SYAOD RSIRfé& taH®pod hNJ GKFG KS |
4% reduction at Dartford Crossing figure, when the council had approached NH/LTC prior to going
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We also question how you can issue a Non Statutory Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC) as
an addendum, that when we questioned you we were advised is an addendtima triginal SoCC.

How can a non statutory document be an addendum to a statutory document?

The Cambridge Dictionary defines addendum s@mething that has beeaddedto abook speech
or document

This therefore suggests that an addendum of a statutory document would be statutory by
association, as it forms part of/has been added to the document.

We therefore also questioNHclaims thatit wasnot a statutory onsultation.

We also highlight that sindéHalso still have the obligation to consult those who have recently
become statutory consultees, the information presented in this consultation is far from adequate,
especially the lack of key layers on the iigtive map and similar.

We also have concerns thiiHdid not feel it important or relevant to list details of the consultation
events within the Consultation Guide, instead putting the onus on the reader to email or phone for
details of events. We agaiio not consider this to be clear and informative communication or
promotion of the consultation.

Consultation events
Yet again we have serious concerns about the lack of and timing of the consultation events.

Despite us and others, including at leasedrocal Authority, voicing concerns that there were no
events in certain areadyHonly added one more additional event in East Tilbury.
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Why an event in East Tilbury was not included in the first place is completely incomprehensible
considering the hugempacts the proposed LTC would have on the area. Not only that, but the fact
that the changes in this consultation related to things like Tilbury Fields and the Operations and
Emergency Access Point that directly impact East Tilbury area.

Whilst an event @l end up being added, it was not listed on the consultation leaflet, and so many
would not have been aware that there was even an event in East Tilbury to attend. This is simply not
good enough.

Other areas like Chadwell St MaBouth Ockendonareas suth of the A2should also have
warranted consultation events, biNHfailed to provide them.

Again,changes in the consultation were relevant to both these areas, so there is no reason or excuse
not to have provided events.

The photo point used for thenage of the proposals to change the landscaping around the
A13/A1089/Baker St area of the LTC was added as a photo point to the interactive map in a location
within Chadwell St Mary. The addition of the Orsett Cock to A1089 south connection would also
impact Chadwell St Mary since one of their major access routes in and out is via the Orsett Cock,
which would see a large increase in traffic movements as a result of this addition.

There were changes to the level of the LTC within the cutting in Sou#n@ak, changes to
landscaping around the LTC, and changes to utilities including newly proposed larger electricity
pylons that would be visible across the fields from South Ockendon and impact the local area and
views.

We also have serious concerns tha/NTC were attempting to tell us and others that the events had
been decided after discussions with Local Authorities.

We are aware that this is a complete lie, since NH/LTC did not further consult with or seek feedback
from Local Authorities for the ndy proposed consultation. We know that Local Authorities did not
receive the updated Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC) until just before the consultation
launched. They certainly were not consulted on the newly proposed consultation.

We findthis to be completely unacceptable and arrogant behaviour to blatantly lie to people,
including councillors by saying that the events were decided upon after discussions with the Local
Authorities. This just shows the level of contempt NH/ha¢efor our Local Authorities and our
communities, as well as their complete lack of respect by trying to additionally lie to us. We consider
this to be disgraceful behaviour.
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All the events took place between 2pm and 8pm on weekdays. There weseekend eventsand
the timings mean that anyone who works shifts would not be able to attend.

The feedback we got from those that attended was that the events were as always a lot of
propaganda, with different answers to questions and levels of knowledge and underggand
depending on who you spoke to at the event. There were reports that the relevant LTC team
member for certain areas were not available at some events, which resulted in there being nobody
present at some events to answer questions on some aspects.

In general people are fed up and fatigued by the consultations and events, and have little or no
confidence in NH/LTC to provide adequate information, instead feeling that NH/LTC are simply on a
propaganda mission with no real interest in those that haveosisrconcerns.

Whilst we welcome the inclusion of British Sign Language interpreters at two of the consultation
events, we are frustrated that firstly this was not arranged prior to the consultation so that this could
be included without promotion of theansultation. And secondly, that British Sign Language
interpreters were not available for the Deaf Community at all the consultation events.

Consultation materials

NH/LTC have a legal obligation to provide us with clear and informative materials ade@mate
consultation. Yet the materials presented in this consultation are anything but clear, informative, and
adequate.

We also get the impression that it may be an attempt to create materials that are as confusing,
misleading, contradictory, and inageate as possible in the hope that along with consultation

fatigue it would put people off of responding to the consultation. We know that NH/LTC have to be
seen to log, read, and analyse all responses, and we are aware that the more responses thege are t
longer this will take (or be seen to be taking), which goes against the aim to resubmit the DCO as
soon as possible. It is public perception that the consultation materials have been designed to put
people off taking part.

There is so much info thabaotradicts itself in this consultationYou can literally read one thing in
one sentence and then read something in the next that completely contradicts it.
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In the Community Impacts Consultation NH/LTC provided images of the proposed ChilihRark
shows land forms in the design. Yet in thecal Refinement Consultation Guiole page 40 (page 37
pdf numbering) National Highways stat&he existing ground level would be maintaingd

2 KSYy ¢S 1jdzSaidA2y SR Ohdlkearktwill be cseadaSniy Bpoillvaume takerdfrom

the Gravesend cutting (the tunnel spoil will be going to the Tilbury side only). The total volume of spoil
used to create Chalk Park will B®00,080m%or the current design. The proposed height will be
approximately 15nmabove existing ground level®ust one of many examples that show how

misleading and inadequate their consultation materials are.

In February 2022 NH/LTC held info events, at the time they released new walking, cycling, horse
riding maps. They origingluploaded and linked to maps for Thurrock that showed some of the
changes that have been revealed in the Local Refinements Consultation, such as the Operations and
Emergency Access Point, and newly arranged Tilbury Fields. After realising the ersimcaridey

did not want to reveal these new details the map was changed to one that did not highlight the
changes.

However, now that the changes have been revealed as part of the latest consultation the maps have
not been updated. Therefore, the maps fidnurrock on the LTC websitestill do not show the latest
changes like the Operations and Emergency Access Point.

NH have never clearly shown the fact that the already busy A2 would drop 2 lanes to just 2 lanes for
sections, it was only spotted with vecareful and close scrutiny of zoomed in maps.

CKSNSE Aa faz2 (GKS AylFRSldza O0eé GKFG bl k[ ¢/ NB I
routes exist and are being used now in many instances. Just beldélresed to realign a bridge or

road® Say Qi YSIy (KS LI GK GKFG AdG Odz2NNByidfe Ayofd
kind of misleading info is totally unacceptable. We can only assume this is being done to try and
manipulate the active travel count in an attempt to make fhreject look better than it truly is.

NH also refuse to share details of things like PRoW widths and surfaces. How are we supposed to get
a clear picture of what is being proposed without such info, or give meaningful response as to
whether it would be aceptable?All we have been given is simple lines on basic maps.

19 |mage of proposed Chalk Farm (Community Impacts Conisul}at
20 hitps://nationalhighways.co.uk/ousvork/lower-thamescrossing/walkersyclistsand-horseriders/

76



file:///D:/Documents/LTC/Consultations/2022%20Local%20Refinement%20Consultation/Image%20of%20proposed%20Chalk%20Farm%20(Community%20Impacts%20Consultation)
https://nationalhighways.co.uk/our-work/lower-thames-crossing/walkers-cyclists-and-horse-riders/

In the Consultation Guide on pages 58/59 (page 54/197 pdf numbering) the map shows the labelling
for Point 14 pointing outside of the development boundary. This is confusing and misleading

Chapter 5 in the Consultation Guide was largely repeated in the Nitrogen Deposition Appendix (AP1).
This is not only a waste of pages at additional cost that could have been saved, as well as having
additional environmental impacts, it was frustratiagd time consuming as we had to try and pick

out what additional information there may or may not be within the Appendix.

Figure 4-14: A13/A1089 junction
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There are still errors in the Map Books, many which we have commented on time and time again in
our consultation responses. We &k that NH/LTC are either not adequately reviewing the
O2vyadzZ Gl A2y NBaLRyaSa FyR GF1Ay3a GKSY Ayid2 | O

For instance, Stifford Clays is being labelled as Little Thurrock in Map Books 1 and 2 @7 .sheet
Stanfordle-Hope is still being labelled as StandtbeeHope on sheet 28, there is no d in the middle
of Stanford. Sheet 33 points south to Little Thurrock, when it should read Stifford Clays.

In Map Book 1 on sheet 40 South Ockendon is labellettipgieastwards, which is incorrect. Yet the
same sheet in Map Book 2 points to the South when labelling the direction for South Ockendon.
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In Map Book 2 on sheet 50 both Gravesend Road and Green Farm Lane are labelled, yet on the same
sheet in Map Book there is no identifying labelling at all.

In Map Book 3 sheet 13 the LTC connection to A13 eastbound and Orsett Cock junction is labelled as
2 lanes, when in fact it is now proposed to be 3 lanes.

Again, does anyone check anything?

We would also highdint the fact that we needed to request physical copies of the Map Books as the
online versions are now so large they are slow loading and glitchy. We also experienced an
intermittent 503 Service Unavailable message prior to receiving the physical cépiesMap Books.

503 Service Unavailable

Sorry, ihe service you requested is nol available at this time

Whilst we were in a position to refer to the physical Map Books once they were received, others
would not have been in the same position, so would have been struggling with accessing the Map
Books online, which as previously mentioned krge size and therefore slow and glitchy.

The images provided are also misleading, such as the new image of the northern tunnel portal and
surrounding Tilbury Fields proposal. Despite NH/LTC telling us the operations and emergency access
point would ke purely for operational and emergency vehicles the image shows a left filter lane

arrow.
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This arrow representation is an error Bjown admission. It again highlights how little care and
attention they give to the informatiorthey are sharing.

The sam image also lacks any representation of the perimeter fence that would surround the portal
and access point, which is misleading as it is representing the area as open when the reality would be
some kind of high security fencing barriers.

We have not bee provided with updated info/data for traffic modelling to reflect the predicted
Thames Freeport traffic.

Neither have we been provided with the latest air and noise pollution information, because the
FaaSaaySyida KI@SyQiu S@Sy o0SSy 02YLX SGSR®

Consultation videos
For atime, the consultation video for Thurrock, Essex and Havering (Part 2 of 2) was actually one of
the Kent videos that had presumably been uploaded in error.
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You can see now that the Thurrock, Essex and Havering videos are presented byiesesiter and
the Kent ones by a female presenteXlso,if you check the time on the image below and then check
the video as it is now it is clear the video has been changed.

0 » s

Local refinement consultation — Thurrock, Essex and Havering information video (part 2 of 2)
Watch later Share  7/7

Walkers, cyclists and
horse riders

Existing proposals include:
* Three green bridges

+ New and extended foot and cycle
paths

* A new cycle route south of the A2
* A network of bridleways

» The creation of the new Chalk Park

MORE VIDEOS
connecting residential areas

f (Sraveacar Rnochectar
) —@ 1:15/12:51 of Gravesend, Rocheste @ £ Youlube 3

Consultation letters

We are aware that some residents did not receive thetiieks from the LTC Land & Property Team
until days after the consultation began. We acknowledge that further letters were sent apologising
and offering &2-dayextension to respond. However, this is not the first time such delays/errors have
occurred atconsultation, and it is clear to us that lessons have clearly not be learnt, or safe guards
put in place by NH to ensure this kind of thing does not keep happening.

We also add that the apology letters arrived more than 2 days late. Residents in arptushie

receiving letters from the LTC Land & Property Team are highly likely to be stressed enough with the
threat of LTC on their lives, property, land, they do not need this additional stress and inconvenience
of having to contact NH to request longerrespond. It also shows a lack of duty of care to people

that NH keep allowing these mistakes to happen consultation after consultation.

Interactive map issues

Errors

We have had to report many issues with the LTC interactive map. It has rangedifobhwy igsues to

the map being completely inaccessible and displaying error messages. We have reported at least two
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different instances of this, and since it has happetedswe can only assume others will likely have
also experienced such inadequaciother times also.

The layer, Ward Boundary, Existing
Environmental Features, Land Use,
General Arrangements, Order Limits,
Engineering, Proposed Environmental
Mitigation, Built Heritage, Utilities In

Construction, Utilities In Operation,
Existing & Proposed PRoW, Photo
Points, cannot be added to the map.

Missing Layers
The interactive map does not show:

1 the construction layers, ie compounds etc.
the location of veteran and ancient trees
the traffic layers
air quality layers
noise and vibration layers
the geology and soils layers

= =4 4 —Aa

When we asked about the missing layers we were told that some layers were not present, and we
were provided with links to both the current and the previous version of the interactive map. We do
not consider it adequate that we are told to review two diffeteversions of the interactive map to

try and gain an overall image of what is being proposed. Why were all the layers not displayed in the
latest version of the interactive map?

In addition to this we were told that the interactive map layers for Emrtent were the same. As

can be seen in the image below showing screen captures of the Existing Environmental Features
layers in each of the consultations they are not the same.
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Interactive Map
Community Impacts Consultation

Interactive Map
Local Refinement Consultation

~[4 Existing Environmental Features

Existing Watercourse

Thames Chase Community Forest Area

Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

RAMSAR Site

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)

Existing Open Space and Common Land

Nitrogen Deposition (NDEP) Designated Site

Missing content

Why did the latest version of the interactive map not show any photo points south of the river? We
again state that the interactive map shid provide a clear and informative presentation of what is
being proposed. The lack of images south of the river is not helpful when trying to better understand
what is being proposed.
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Legend colour confusion

We certainly do not consider the interaativnap a clear and informative resource for consultation

when the same colour is being used for the Proposed Pedestrian Footpath in the Existing and
Proposed PRoW layer of the map as Proposed Earthwork Landscaping in the General Arrangements
tab.

The ima@es below highlight the issue this causes when trying to view locations such as Chalk Park and
Tilbury Fields. Both have proposed pedestrian footpaths running through the proposed earthworks

landscaping areas.

If for any reason you turn off the Engirréeg layer the issues are even more obvious as the two
layers simply blend into each other.

This is not clear or informative.
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There are instances on the interactive map when the Existing Environmental Features tab is selected
whereby you click on a dain area, such as Goshems Farm within the proposed Tilbury Fields area
FYR A0 A& fFroSttftSR a | bAGNRIASY 5SLIRaridAiAzy 585;:
SELISNASYOS aA3yATAOLIYG STFFSOGHDMD 24N) 3§ AN B 2S5 (@St
this is not colour coded in line with the map legend is misleading and adds to the confusion.

LF¥ & 2dz NB F19 hdativr’s of Wesignatddisikes ligely and unlikely to experience significant
STFSOG aQ xiogh Glidedr on theyChraxiltatibn website it appears to show this location
detailed as an area that would experience significant effects.

We say appeasince the map provided in both instances, in the guide and on the consultation
website, are not a higenough resolution to be able to zoom in to see enough detail. This adds to
the issue that the layer is not displaying correctly on the interactive map.

We did ask for a higher resolution version of thaps that show the nitrogen deposition designated
sites, but we weretold the onlymapsavailable in this consultatiowere in the guide and on the
website. Wefind it unacceptable and inadequatleat National Highways are unwilling provide this
information to us at a quality that is adequate to vievoperly.
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~B Existing Environmental Features
Existing Watercourse
Thames Chase Community Forest Area
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
RAMSAR Site
Ancient Woodland
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)

Existing Open Space and Common Land

(1

Nitragen Deposition (NDEP) Designated Site

Not likely to experie

Likely to experience s

As far as we can see the colour shading to represent whether Nitrogen Deposition Designated Sites is
likely or unlikely to experience significant effects is missing from the interactive map.

For instance, compare the image below. The inter&ctivY' | L) A& aK2gy 2y6 0KS S
t N2LI2aSR O02YLISyalidAazy ftlyR t20F0SR Ay ¢ KdJzZNNR O]
website is shown on the right.

¢KS AYIF3AS (2 GKS NARIKG akKz2ga OGKIFG GgesignadSl a |
sitescLR GSYGAFE &AAIYAFAOLIYG STFFSOGaQad | SO 6AGK (K
interactive map the same areas that would experience significant effects from nitrogen deposition

are not highlighted in the green colour as theyshl be.

Layer List Figure 5-6: Proposed compensation land located in Thurrock
onme

Designated sites - no
significant effects

Designated sites - potential
Y h Addition of land to the significant effects
4 Local connecti Order Limits for proposed

L / X 4
[ iR N ion
0.6km " J e Proposed Order Limits
T % i 7 acri
8l W s H

It gets even more confusing when you try to view the same info for other areas, because not only are
they not colour shaded as above instances, but some are also ancient woodland which uses a very
very similar shaglof green for the legend.
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This is particularly an issue when there are other shadings for other details overlayed. For instance
with the hatching over this section of green, which we believe to be the same shade of green the
shade of green has the illusion of being different.

Butg¢ KSy @2dz O2yaARSNI 0KIG &a2YS bAGNRISY 5SLI2aAridAa
YR W[ A1Ste& (2 SELSNASYOS aaayrafaololyid STFFsSodan
SalLISOALFfte gKSY Al | LIS NBF AKTYIG (KIST SH) RH B el &N
appear to actually be active on the map even when the layer is selected.

See the images below which shows other Nitrogen Deposition Designated Sites that are both ancient
woodland and likely to experience sigo#nt effects of nitrogen deposition.

CANRGE &ZQ WCIAAWANBA RS (GKS AYUSNI OQGAGS YI L) aK2gAYy =
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