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Dear Sirs
Application by Transport for London for an Order Granting Development Consent for the proposed
Silvertown Tunnel
Your ref TR010021
We act for BL CW Holdings Limited. In accordance with the Examining Authority's invitation to all interested
parties to submit written representations by Deadline 1, please find enclosed our clients written
representations in respect of the Scheme.
In addition, BL CW Holdings Limited wishes to:
notify the Examining Authority that it wishes to make oral representations at one or more Issue
Specific Hearings (ISH). Our client wishes to address topics related primarily to the arrangements
for monitoring and mitigation of the Scheme. Subject to the agenda to be determined by the
Examining Authority, these topics may be relevant at the ISH on traffic and transport modelling (7
December 2016) and/or the ISH on traffic/transport modelling, forecasting and user charging and
economic issues (17 January 2017);
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request that the Examining Authority undertakes a Site Inspection of the Rotherhithe area,
including specifically Lower Road, Canada Water, the Rotherhithe Tunnel roundabout and Jamaica
Road, during peak travel times. We consider that such an inspection by the Examining Authority
would be beneficial to understand the background to our issues of concern, particularly the
operation of the highway and public transport networks in this area. We would welcome the
opportunity to accompany the Examining Authority if possible including use of the viewing platform
at Ontario Point, to indicate points of interest, although the Examining Authority could proceed
unaccompanied should it so wish.
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15 November 2016

Yours faithfully

King &Wood Mallesons LLP

Encl
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SILVERTOWN TUNNEL DCO EXAMINATION (TR-010021)
WRITTEN REPRESENTATION FROM BL CW HOLDINGS LIMITED FOR DEADLINE 1
(15 November 2016)
Interested Party Reference SILV-394

1. Introduction
1.1.

British Land registered as an Interested Party (reference SILV-394) to the Examination
into the application for a Development Consent Order (DCO) for the Silvertown Tunnel
project.

1.2.

This Written Representation is submitted to the Examining Authority (ExA) by King &
Wood Mallesons LLP on behalf of BL CW Holdings Limited as British Land’s subsidiary
for land holdings in the Canada Water area for Deadline 1 (15 November 2016).

1.3.

BL CW Holdings Limited has held discussions with the Applicant and both parties have
prepared an initial Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) which we intend will be
submitted to the ExA for Deadline 1. We expect discussions to continue. Our
representation is intended to provide the ExA with additional background to the issues we
have raised with the Applicant.

2. British Land
2.1.

British Land is one of the largest property development and investment companies in the
UK. Its subsidiary BL CW Holdings Limited has substantial land holdings in the Canada
Water area of Rotherhithe comprising 46 acres, which is identified as an Opportunity Area
in the London Plan (2016) and a Housing Zone.

2.2.

BL CW Holdings Limited is working with stakeholders including the London Borough of
Southwark to bring forward a masterplan for the area which proposes a mixed-use
development that includes around 3,500 residential units and up to 10,000 jobs. A planning
application is expected to be submitted in mid-2017. Subject to planning consent being
obtained, construction is expected to commence from 2018 with a 15 year build out
envisaged.

2.3.

BL CW Holdings Limited therefore has a particular interest in ensuring that the Scheme
does not have adverse impacts on the Rotherhithe area, including the Rotherhithe Tunnel,
Lower Road and Jamaica Road, and that appropriate arrangements for mitigation of such
impacts are in place should they arise.

2.4.

For the avoidance of doubt, British Land’s subsidiary Blackwall (1) Limited owns land at
Blackwall Way, located close to the northern end of the southbound Blackwall Tunnel.
The land registry plans for title numbers EGL371709 and EGL371710 are appended to this
document. The land at Blackwall Way does not form the focus of this representation.
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3. The Rotherhithe area
3.1.

Rotherhithe is a busy area with poor transport conditions at certain times of day, including
weekday peak periods and weekends, Particular issues arise on the main vehicular corridor
of the A200, including Lower Road, Jamaica Road and the Rotherhithe roundabout. This
corridor experiences high levels of traffic flow and congestion, resulting in poor air
quality, noise problems, community severance and delays to local bus services.

3.2.

A key contributory cause to the traffic congestion locally is the proximity of the
Rotherhithe Tunnel, which is accessed from the A200. As a single bore, two lane tunnel,
the route has limited capacity and is highly used on a daily basis.

3.3.

Congestion, incidents and unplanned closures at the Blackwall Tunnel can create
significant additional impacts on the highway network in Rotherhithe, particularly
approaching the Rotherhithe Tunnel. This exacerbates the poor conditions that prevail in
normal circumstances.

4. Summary position
4.1.

BL CW Holdings Limited is supportive of the Scheme in principle. We expect the Scheme
to lead to improvements in the resilience of the road network in southeast London and to
promote economic and population growth in the area.

4.2.

We recognise that the modelling of the Assessed Case set out in the Transport Assessment
(Document Reference 6.5) indicates that the Scheme is not expected to have a significant
material impact on the operation of the Rotherhithe Tunnel or roads in the surrounding
area.

4.3.

The analysis presented in the application represents one set of possible outcomes, which
may or may not occur in practice. Indicative of this uncertainty, the Applicant has
undertaken a number of sensitivity tests to explore the impacts of the Scheme in situations
where different levels of population and employment might have occurred, and for
different levels of user charging.

4.4.

The Applicant has also proposed to implement a strategy for monitoring the effects of the
Scheme once open. The aim is to identify and respond to any need for mitigation that
arises at that time, in part to take account of uncertainties about future changes in
development, infrastructure and travel patterns in the area which may or may not be a
consequence of the Scheme.

4.5.

The principles of the Monitoring Strategy (Document Reference 7.7) and the establishment
of the Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group (STIG) are, in our view, sensible and
broadly acceptable.

4.6.

However, bearing in mind the uncertainties around actual outcomes, BL CW Holdings
Limited is keen to ensure that the monitoring and mitigation strategy proposed by the
Applicant is clear and robust; that it adequately addresses the need to mitigate any adverse
impacts arising in the Rotherhithe area; that it provides for effective engagement with all
key stakeholders in both the public and private sectors; and that funding for mitigation is
fully secured through the DCO.
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5. Engagement with the Applicant
5.1.

BL CW Holdings Limited has engaged with the Applicant through responses to the initial
consultation stages and more recently through direct discussions about issues of concern.
We welcome the Applicant’s willingness to engage in these meetings which have already
enabled some progress to be made.

5.2.

BL CW Holdings Limited and the Applicant have prepared a Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG) to assist the ExA, the first version of which we intend will be submitted
for Deadline 1. At this stage, the SoCG records areas of agreement and matters still under
discussion.

5.3.

Discussions with the Applicant have covered a range of matters on which BL CW
Holdings Limited seeks further clarity, definition or commitment from the Applicant.
Discussions will continue and we expect to be able to provide an updated SoCG for later
Deadlines.

5.4.

The remainder of this representation explains BL CW Holdings Limited’s issues of
concern and the background to them.

6. Monitoring in the Rotherhithe area
6.1.

The geographical scope of the monitoring exercise is discussed in Section 3.3 of the
Monitoring Strategy. The area is illustrated on Figure 3.1 of the Monitoring Strategy and
articulated in further detail in Appendix A.1 (the Traffic Monitoring Plan).

6.2.

Lower Road and the southern approach to Tower Bridge are identified on Figure 3.1 of the
Monitoring Strategy as “other strategic and local routes”. Tower Bridge itself and the
Rotherhithe Tunnel are specifically identified in Appendix A.1 as river crossings which
will be subject to monitoring (Appendix A.1 page 52).

6.3.

However, the Rotherhithe Tunnel roundabout and Jamaica Road, which form part of the
A200 corridor through the Rotherhithe area and connect Lower Road to Tower Bridge, are
not explicitly identified in the Monitoring Strategy. While they fall within the “Area of
Influence” on Figure 3.1, they do not appear to be subject to specific monitoring
requirements.

6.4.

Network performance at the Rotherhithe Tunnel roundabout and on Jamaica Road is a key
influence on conditions in the Rotherhithe area. BL CW Holdings Limited is concerned to
ensure that the whole of this corridor is subject to a similar level of rigour within the
monitoring regime. In any case, it seems logical that the whole of the corridor between
Tower Bridge, the Rotherhithe Tunnel and Greenwich should be monitored on a consistent
basis.

6.5.

BL CW Holdings Limited therefore seeks amendments to the Monitoring Strategy such
that the Rotherhithe Tunnel roundabout and Jamaica Road are explicitly identified as
“other strategic and local routes” on Figure 3.1. Figure A.1 and the tables in Appendix
A.1 of the Monitoring Strategy should also be updated to reflect this.
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6.6.

The Applicant has indicated that it intends to update the Monitoring Strategy accordingly
and we await confirmation that this includes the changes we are seeking.

7. Updated baseline for monitoring
7.1.

Section 3.2 of the Monitoring Strategy explains that TfL will collect relevant traffic data in
the period three years prior to Scheme opening and that this will be used to compile the
“comparison baseline” for the ‘without Scheme’ network.

7.2.

Para 3.2.2 of the Monitoring Strategy implies that this will allow an updated assessment to
be made of the operation of the highway network without the Scheme. It also implies that
an updated assessment will be made for the situation with the Scheme in place, which may
identify different or additional mitigation that should be put in place before the Scheme
opens. (“Three years in advance of Scheme opening is therefore considered to be the
optimum timeframe so as to be as close to Scheme opening as practicable as regards the
assessment of the road network in operation without the Scheme, while allowing sufficient
time for the implementation of traffic mitigation at Scheme opening if required.”)

7.3.

The Applicant has indicated in our meetings that it does intend to update the ‘without
Scheme’ modelling to produce a new baseline against which the effects of the Scheme can
be monitored through the Monitoring Strategy. It is not clear whether updated ‘with
Scheme’ models will also be produced at that time, although it would be logical to assume
that this would be done to inform and verify mitigation requirements at Scheme opening.

7.4.

In our discussions, the Applicant has indicated that the outcomes of this updated modelling
work would be shared with the STIG. However, the Monitoring Strategy does not clearly
explain whether this would be done, nor the degree to which the STIG might be able to
consider and influence any outcomes of such work.

7.5.

BL CW Holdings Limited seeks revision to the Monitoring Strategy, or other appropriate
documents, to make clear:
a) whether this phase of work prior to Scheme opening would include producing updated
models, and for which scenarios; and, if so
b) whether the updated modelling work would be presented to the STIG at that time and
the extent to which the STIG and its sub-groups or local interest groups would be able
to discuss and agree outcomes from that work.

8. Monitoring impacts on the bus network
8.1.

The Monitoring Strategy sets out a number of metrics which would be used to monitor the
impact of the Scheme on the operation of the bus network in the area (Appendix A.1,
pages 67 and 68 of the Monitoring Strategy). BL CW Holdings Limited is content that
these are suitable metrics.
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8.2.

Appendix A.1 identifies that bus network performance is to be monitored on “relevant
sections” or the “entire route” of bus services:
a) on “key approaches” to the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels; and
b) on all cross-river bus routes using these tunnels.

8.3.

Clearly, changes in traffic conditions across the wider highway network also have
potential to affect bus network performance. We recognise that the metrics of delay, speed
and congestion for all traffic provide a proxy for impact on bus operations on the wider
network to some degree. However, we are concerned that the ‘Buses’ section of Appendix
A.1 of the Monitoring Strategy lacks definition and has insufficient geographical coverage.

8.4.

The Monitoring Strategy does not define what is meant by “key approaches” to the two
tunnels, nor how “relevant sections” of bus routes will be determined. As a minimum, this
needs further clarification. Additionally, given that Figure 3.1 of the Monitoring Strategy
defines specific “strategic corridors” and “other strategic and local routes” which are
clearly of importance, it would seem appropriate that the performance of the bus network
on these routes should also be monitored.

8.5.

BL CW Holdings Limited is particularly concerned to ensure that specific monitoring is
undertaken for all bus routes that use the Lower Road and Jamaica Road corridors. As
noted earlier, we have requested that Jamaica Road is included as an “other strategic and
local route”.

8.6.

Existing conditions in these corridors are poor. Congestion and lack of journey time
reliability can result in bus services being delayed or curtailed, affecting bus users within
the surrounding communities. We do not wish to see these conditions deteriorate further as
a result of the Scheme.

8.7.

We also anticipate that developers in the Canada Water Opportunity Area will include
enhancements to the bus route network and infrastructure in these corridors, to improve
bus accessibility to the area. The early phases of delivering an enhanced network will be
concurrent with implementation of the Scheme and we do not wish to see these benefits
eroded by adverse impacts related to the Scheme.

8.8.

We therefore consider that the section on ‘Buses’ in Appendix A.1 should be amended to
make specific reference to bus routes on the Lower Road and Jamaica Road corridors, as a
minimum.

9. Mitigation triggers for traffic
9.1.

The Traffic Monitoring Plan in Appendix A.1 of the Monitoring Strategy, together with
Section 3.4, includes details of the locations at which data will be collected and the types
of data to be gathered.

9.2.

Section 2.2 of the Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (TIMS) describes how the need for
mitigation of Scheme impacts will be determined. Para 2.2.3 of that document indicates
that TfL’s annual monitoring report will include a ‘red-amber-green’ (RAG) summary of
the results from the various monitoring locations. The intention is that the RAG summary
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will assist the STIG in considering the scale of change in traffic conditions, leading to an
identification of locations at which further investigation is needed to determine whether
changes are a consequence of the Scheme.
9.3.

The principle of prioritising locations in this way is supported, given that a large amount of
data is likely to be collected as part of the monitoring work. However, BL CW Holdings
Limited is concerned that the TIMS does not provide any detail of the quantitative criteria
(the ‘triggers’) for the RAG classification. Furthermore, it is not clear from the TIMS
whether the setting of these triggers would be done solely by the Applicant or would be
done in consultation with, and agreed by, the STIG and its sub-groups.

9.4.

Although the comparison baseline is to be updated nearer Scheme opening, the Applicant
already has a substantial amount of analysis available which should allow an initial set of
triggers to be identified at this stage. These and the rationale behind them could then be
tested through the Examination and, if approved, would provide a basis for any future
amendments.

9.5.

We therefore consider that the TIMS should be updated to provide:
a) an initial set of RAG triggers for each of the different metrics identified in the Traffic
Monitoring Plan (Appendix A.1 of the Monitoring Strategy), which comprise total
traffic flows, traffic flow composition, volume:capacity ratios, delays at river
crossings, vehicle journey times, journey time reliability, junction delay, junction
degree of saturation, bus journey time, bus speeds, excess wait time, bus patronage,
accidents, pedestrian and cyclist indicators including flows and crossing wait times
and changes in travel behaviour;
b) the basis on which those triggers have been determined;
c) clarification of the basis on which triggers may be reviewed and/or adjusted whether
prior to or after Scheme opening; and
d) clarification of the responsibilities for setting and reviewing RAG triggers and the
degree to which the STIG and its sub-groups will be able to influence and approve any
changes proposed.

10. Mitigation triggers for air quality and noise
10.1. BL CW Holdings Limited notes that the sections of the Monitoring Strategy dealing with
air quality (section 4) and noise (section 5) explain that determining the effects of the
Scheme through monitoring may be more difficult, because changes in air quality and
noise may occur for a variety of reasons.
10.2. The Applicant has acknowledged that consideration of air quality (and potentially noise)
impacts will be informed by the traffic monitoring data. We agree that this is sensible.
10.3. The monitoring locations indicated in Appendices A.2 and A.3 of the Monitoring Strategy
are all located in the area close to the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels. Clearly if the
Scheme causes changes in traffic flows or vehicle composition in other areas which
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warrant further investigation or mitigation, those changes could also affect air quality and
noise in those areas.
10.4. We therefore believe that the Monitoring Strategy should provide a link between the
outcomes of the traffic monitoring at other locations in the “Area of Influence” shown on
Figure 3.1 and a consequent need to review air quality and noise conditions at those
locations.
10.5. This would mean that changes in traffic flow or vehicle composition in the wider area
would, if sufficient to be of concern on traffic grounds, require any consequent effects on
air quality or noise conditions to be investigated. This approach would effectively ensure
that air quality and noise conditions in the wider area are monitored in line with traffic
impacts.

11. Arrangements for the STIG
11.1. The principle of establishing the STIG to provide governance of the Monitoring Strategy
and associated elements is sensible bearing in mind the scale of the area in which impacts
associated with the Scheme might arise.
11.2. Section 2.4 of the Monitoring Strategy identifies the responsibilities of the STIG. Para
2.4.1 indicates that the STIG will comprise TfL, local Boroughs and other key
stakeholders. Paras 2.4.3 and 2.4.4 identify the STIG responsibilities as being to review
and consider annual monitoring reports, recommend to TfL whether mitigation is required
and to review the Monitoring Plans and recommend any changes.
11.3. We note that para 2.4.4 also indicates that the final decisions on changing the Monitoring
Plans will lie with TfL. No reference is made to the responsibility for making final
decisions on recommendations for mitigation.
11.4. Separately, the TIMS (para 2.2.4) suggests that where the STIG considers there are
adverse effects, TfL will decide whether to investigate these further to determine whether
they are a consequence of the Scheme. Paras 2.3.1 to 2.3.3 of the TIMS indicate that TfL
will also make the final decisions on mitigation and associated funding.
11.5. Article 65 of the draft DCO addresses the constitution of the STIG, the matters which the
STIG may consider and the arrangements for meetings and the operation of the STIG
itself.
11.6. Firstly, BL CW Holdings Limited is concerned that the constitution, role and
responsibilities of the STIG and of TfL in relation to monitoring and mitigation are not
clearly articulated in the application documents. In particular, the documents are not clear
about:
a) whether TfL is required to produce annual monitoring reports prior to Scheme
opening, or some other form of consolidated report to the STIG. The implication of the
drafting in Section 7 of the Monitoring Report is that such reports would only be
produced following Scheme opening;
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b) the role of the STIG during the period prior to Scheme opening and the degree to
which the STIG could consider and comment on any reports produced by TfL;
c) the final responsibility for decisions on Scheme mitigation or changes to the
Monitoring Plan. It appears that TfL has final decision-making powers, and must
“have regard” to the recommendations of the STIG but is not bound to accept those
recommendations;
d) how any disputed position between the STIG and TfL would be resolved.
11.7. Secondly, BL CW Holdings Limited as a major landowner in the Rotherhithe area is keen
to have sight of and be engaged with the work of the STIG and the outcomes and
mitigation that may arise from the monitoring process. This is particularly important in the
context of BL CW Holdings Limited bringing forward proposals for, and delivery of, new
development at Canada Water.
11.8. The number or nature of non-Borough stakeholders that may be invited to form part of the
STIG is not clear. The Monitoring Strategy and TIMS refer to “other key stakeholders”;
Article 65 of the draft DCO allows for “any other person or body TfL considers
appropriate” to be a member of the STIG.
11.9. We note that para 9 of Article 65 of the draft DCO allows for sub-groups to be formed,
including “persons other than those representatives appointed in accordance with
paragraph (3) [of Article 65].” It is not clear whether this means that other organisations
could be involved in such sub-groups, or whether the meaning is intended simply to
include other persons from the STIG member organisations referred to in para 3 of Article
65.
11.10. BL CW Holdings Limited has raised this in discussion with the Applicant. The Applicant
has indicated that it will consider and provide further proposals on how and when nonBorough stakeholders could be involved in the STIG process, whether as members of the
STIG or through the establishment of sub-groups. We await the Applicant’s proposals in
this regard.
11.11. We believe it would assist all parties if the Applicant could produce a single document that
clearly explains the responsibilities of the STIG and of TfL in relation to the STIG process,
the decision-making powers, the way in which non-Borough stakeholders would be
selected as members of the STIG or otherwise engaged in the STIG’s work, its ability to
influence TfL’s actions and mitigations and the arrangements for dealing with any
disputed issues.

12. Funding for mitigation of impacts
12.1. The Monitoring Strategy and the TIMS are clearly aimed at identifying mitigation for any
adverse impacts arising from the Scheme. In discussions with BL CW Holdings Limited,
the Applicant has indicated that it is committed to funding any necessary and appropriate
mitigation that is identified.
12.2. BL CW Holdings Limited is concerned that no firm commitment to funding such
mitigation is evident in the application documents nor does it appear to be secured through
8

the DCO. Funding for mitigation is not mentioned in the Monitoring Strategy; the TIMS
only references funding in para 2.3.3 where it says “The final sign off on funding will be
the responsibility of TfL”. There appears to be no specific provision securing funding in
the draft DCO.
12.3. BL CW Holdings Limited believes that the draft DCO should be amended so that it
explicitly secures the funding by the Applicant of all necessary mitigation related to the
Scheme and for a defined period post full opening of the scheme and post-scheme impact
reviews.
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