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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Local Impact Report
The London Borough of Tower Hamlets (LBTH) is one of the three local authorities
directly impacted by the proposed Silvertown Tunnel in that it will affect the operation
and management of the Blackwall tunnel; of which the northern portal is located
within the south east corner of the borough.
The council has submitted relevant representations and as an interested party, LBTH
is invited to submit a Local Impact Report (LIR) giving details of the likely impact of
the proposed development on the authority’s area.
This document constitutes LBTH’s (‘the Council’) LIR in relation to the application by
Transport for London (TfL) for a Development Consent Order (DCO) for the
Silvertown Tunnel (Planning Inspectorate reference TR010021).
To inform this document, LBTH has carried out a review of appropriate parts of the
Silvertown Tunnel Environmental Statement (ES) and other relevant documentation
prepared by TfL that relate to the impact of the DCO proposal on the borough.
This LIR considers:
the socio-economic characteristics of the borough’s population and workforce
the planning and transport policies relevant to the scheme
the travel and transport patterns of the borough residents, employers and
workforce
the impact of the congestion problems on travel and transport in the areas
adjacent to the Blackwall Tunnel
any possible impacts caused by the proximity of the construction worksites to
the borough
The LIR comments on the principal issues relevant to LBTH as identified in the
Examination Authority (ExA) Rule 6 letter issued on 13th September 2016
concentrating in particular on transportation and traffic, environmental, socio
economic impacts and user charging issues.
LBTH aims to assist the Examining Authority by identifying local issues which are of
particular concern to the Borough.
The Council’s LIR follows relevant representations made under s.56 of the Act in
August 2016 which set out the Council’s position with regards to the Silvertown
Tunnel DCO application.
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2 PROFILE OF LONDON BOROUGH OF TOWER HAMLETS
2.1 Socio Economic profile
LBTH is subject to an enormous amount of change and growth, both historically and
today. The 2011 Census reveals that the population of the Borough increased by
34.5% between 2001 and 2011 to 254,100 residents (the highest growth rate seen
across England and Wales) and since 2011 is estimated to have increased to
284,000 by mid 2014. The Greater London Authority (GLA) estimates that this will
increase to 364,804 by 2024. It should also be noted that the borough has a
population density of 13,235 residents per square kilometre. This makes the borough
the second densest borough in London after Islington.
In terms of ethnicity, 43 per cent of residents in Tower Hamlets were born outside of
the United Kingdom, as of 2011.This is comparative to the London average of 42 per
cent. Tower Hamlets has a diverse migrant population including those who migrated
decades ago to more recent arrivals. Bangladeshis comprise the largest migrant
group and represent 15 per cent of the borough population. A further 20 migrant
groups have populations of over 1,000 residents.
In 2011 there were 101,257 households (with at least one usual resident). In the 10
years between 2001 and 2011, the number of households in Tower Hamlets grew by
an additional 22,727 households or 28.9 per cent. This is the highest growth in
London and represents 9.1 per cent of all additional households in London during
this time period. Further growth is forecast to take place with the number of
households in Tower Hamlets projected to rise by 53,086 between 2011 and 2035
(2,212 per year).
Tower Hamlets is ranked as the third most deprived area in London, following
Hackney and Newham in the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) average score, rank
and extent (LBTH, 2011). There are notable geographic differences in relative levels
of multiple-deprivation across the borough with concentrations of deprivation around
parts of Spitalfields and Banglatown, Whitechapel, East India and Lansbury, Bromley
by Bow and southern Mile End East/north Limehouse. The least deprived areas are
the three wards located along the Thames comprising St Katharine’s and Wapping,
Millwall, and Blackwall and Cubitt Town.
Tower Hamlets is the fourth largest employment location in London with
approximately 240,000 jobs being located in the borough (as of 2012). 129,000 jobs
of these jobs are concentrated in Canary Wharf and the Isle of Dogs. The majority of
these jobs are filled by commuters from outside the borough with only about one fifth
of those jobs filled by residents (LBTH Employment Strategy, 2011). The importance
of commuting is reflected in the estimated borough daytime population of 428,000
people compared to a resident population of 284,000. Around 20% of all
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employment in the borough (about 48,000 jobs) are based in the ‘low pay’ sectors
(BRS in LBTH, 2014).
There are 143,000 residents in employment (69.7 per cent) which is slightly less than
the average for London (71.7 per cent) and Great Britain (72.7 per cent). The
proportion of unemployed persons is estimated to be 8.9 per cent. This is higher than
that for London (6.7 per cent) and Great Britain (6.0 per cent).
Tower Hamlets’ economy was worth over £6 billion per annum in 2009/10. The major
industries of employment located in the borough are:
Financial and insurance industries (30 per cent)
Administration and support (11 per cent)
Professional services (11 per cent)
Information and communication (9 per cent)
Health and social care (7 per cent)
Education (6 per cent)
Notwithstanding the importance of the major global office employers located around
Canary Wharf and the City Fringe to the London economy and jobs, the Business
Survey undertaken by TfL in 2013/14 indicates that 80% of local businesses in east
London, and LBTH in particular, employ fewer than 10 employees and were typically
engaged in transport, retail and distribution and services.

2.1.1 Household Income
Tower Hamlets ranks 27th out of the 33 London boroughs both in respect to median
and mean household income. The 2015 median household income in Tower
Hamlets was £28,505 which is lower than Greater London for 2015 (£31,239) but
higher than for Great Britain (£26,609). The same pattern applies to the mean
household income for the three areas (Tower Hamlets £35,903, London £38,325 and
Great Britain £32,673 respectively).
The median income for wards in the borough ranges from £45,771 in St Katharine’s
and Wapping to £22,730 in Lansbury ward which, it will be noted, straddles the A12
northern approach to the Blackwall Tunnel. 12 out of the 20 wards have a median
household income less than the overall borough median household income of
£28,505. There is a similar geographic variation across the borough in respect to
mean household income with all five of the Thames riverside wards having median
income levels above the borough average.
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2.1.2 Car Ownership
The car ownership data for Tower Hamlets averaged across the borough is set out in
Table 1 and is taken from the 2011 Census.
Table 1
Number of Cars

Tower Hamlets

London

All Households

101,257

3,266,173

No Cars or Vans in the Household

63%

42%

1 Car or Van in the Household

32%

41%

2 Cars of Vans in the Household

4%

14%

3 Cars or Vans in the Household

1%

3%

4 or More Cars or Vans in the
Household

0%

1%

All Cars or Vans in Area

43,589

2,664,414

The borough has low levels of car ownership with only 37% of households owning
one car or more. This is correlated with Census 2011 travel to work data that
strongly emphasises the reliance on public transport to get to and from work for
borough residents. The ward with the highest car ownership is St. Katherine’s and
Wapping with 44% of households owning at least one car. Spitalfields and
Banglatown has the lowest car ownership level with only 26% of households owning
at least one car and the next lowest scoring ward is Whitechapel.
In summary, despite areas of affluence in the parts of the borough adjacent to the
Thames, and the wealth of the Canary Wharf business district with its large and
growing number of jobs, a high proportion of the population of the borough
experience high levels of deprivation and low income. This is likely to be a
contributing factor to the low levels of car ownership and demonstrates the need for
high quality public transport provision.
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3. PLANNING AND TRANSPORT POLICIES
3.1 National Policies
The council recognises that the Silvertown Tunnel is supported by Government
policy in that in 2012 it was designated a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project
(NSIP) by a Section 35 Direction made by the Secretary of State ("SoS") for
Transport.
The reasons given for the Direction were:
London’s importance as an engine for economic growth nationally;
The projected growth of London;
The impact of congestion at the Blackwall tunnel on the strategic road
network; and
The size and nature of the Silvertown Tunnel and comparison to other NSIPs.
Therefore the Council notes that relevant national policy document that the Scheme
must meet in terms of policy compliance is the National Networks National Policy
Statement ("NNNPS") which the SoS must have regard to in evaluating the merits of
the Scheme.
The Scheme must therefore meets the tests of need for the development of national
networks set out at the start of chapter 2 of the NNNPS, such as providing transport
network capacity, connectivity and resilience.
3.2 London policy
The Council also recognises that the Silvertown Tunnel scheme is supported by the
London Plan policy and this support was reiterated in the Further Alterations to the
London Plan (FALP) published in March 2015. Paragraph 6.41 of the 2015 London
Plan reiterates the Mayor’s support for proposals to address the congestion at, and
dependence on, the sub-standard Blackwall Tunnel crossing with its restrictions in
relation to the size of vehicle that can use the crossing.
3.3 London Borough of Tower Hamlets Planning Policy
Tower Hamlets Local Plan consists of the Core Strategy and Managing Development
Document (MDD). Together these documents provide spatial policies, development
management policies and site allocations to guide and manage development in the
borough. The Council has just commenced public consultation on a new Local Plan
with the draft published for public consultation on the 11th November 2016.
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The Core Strategy (2010-2025) sets out the long term spatial strategy for the
borough, outlining the broad areas and principles for where, how and when
sustainable development should be delivered across the borough taking full account
of both the accessibility and urban structure of an area. The Core Strategy is strongly
focused on the concept of ‘place making’.
The chapter ‘Making Connected Places’ sets out the following strategic objectives
relating to transport:
SO19: Deliver an accessible, efficient, high quality, sustainable and integrated
transport network to reach destination within and outside the borough
SO20: Deliver a safe, attractive, accessible and well designed network of
streets and spaces that make it easy and enjoyable for people to move around on
foot and bicycle
Particular emphasis in the policy is given to ensuring the impacts of growth can be
accommodated primarily on sustainable transport modes and in particular it seeks to
secure new cross-river public transport connections. Within that policy context, the
delivery of new bus services (facilitated by the Silvertown tunnel) serving the
borough as proposed in the scheme case, would very much comply with that policy
objective provided such provided such service improvements are secured as part of
the DCO. The Draft Local Plan continues this policy thrust by seeking new public
transport connections to support growth.
Whilst explicit reference is not made to Silvertown Tunnel (or any equivalent
scheme) the Core Strategy supports the ‘TfL Crossing Projects Across the River
Thames’ (Policy SP08.2) and Policy SP09.2 supports ‘Improving connectivity to
Greenwich, Lewisham and Southwark through new and enhanced crossings’
However, policies SP09.1a, SP09.3 and MD20 also make clear that development
must not have unacceptable impacts on the capacity and safety of the network and
any transport improvements identified as mitigation (in a Transport Assessment or
similar) must be delivered.
This policy approach is maintained in the draft Local Plan and policy TR2 states that
any development that would result in an unacceptable adverse impact on traffic
congestion on the Local and Strategic Road Network would be unacceptable unless
such development incorporates effective mitigation measures.
It will also be noted that the Key Diagram contained in the Draft Local Plan shows
the Silvertown tunnel as ‘proposed new transport link’.
In terms of compliance with the council’s existing and draft Local Plan policies
relating to traffic congestion, the Scheme would only be acceptable if the Council is
certain that the forecasted reduction in driver delay in the borough as presented in
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the scheme’s TA (document 6.5) is based on a robust assessment, and that all the
necessary mitigation proposed in the DCO will be delivered.
However, as stated in section 6 of the LIR the council does not accept the accuracy
of the Assessed Case outputs, and there is a lack of certainty about the mitigation
proposed. Until both these issues are resolved to the council’s satisfaction the
scheme as currently proposed does not comply with the council’s Local Plan
policies.
In respect to air pollution the whole Borough is included in an Air Management Area
and thus Local Plan policies DM09 and S010 require all development to demonstrate
how it will prevent or reduce associated air pollution. With respect to transport, the
policy requires development to reduce the number of associated combustion engine
vehicle movements and promote vehicles that do not emit, or emit fewer, harmful
products, for example, electric vehicles.
The importance of reducing air pollution is reiterated in the Draft Local Plan which
requires development to at least meet the ‘Air Quality Neutral’ standard, including
promoting the use of low or zero emission transport and reducing the reliance on
private motor vehicles.
In respect to compliance with the council’s policies for air quality, since the Scheme’s
forecasted improvements in air quality on Tower Hamlets are based on the traffic
modelling which is currently not signed off, the Council is not in a position to regard
the Scheme as compliant with the relevant Local Plan polices.
In summary, the Council does not currently consider the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme
to be compliant with the extant or emerging Local Plan. However, the Scheme would
be regarded as compliant with both the existing and emerging Local Plan if the
Council was fully satisfied that the scheme would:
result in the forecasted traffic congestion reduction,
achieve the forecasted air quality improvements
guaranteed that proposed bus services are fully implemented
fully secure any necessary mitigation of adverse traffic impacts
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4. TRANSPORT AND TRAVEL IN TOWER HAMLETS
4.1 Journey Patterns of Borough residents
The first important point to make is that the vast majority of journeys made by local
residents (94%) do not actually cross the River Thames with 75% of journeys taking
place entirely within the borough (London Travel Demand Survey). Of those journeys
that do cross the river, only a very small proportion cross the river by car; for
example in 2012 in the morning peak hour there were estimated to be only 500
southbound car journeys with an origin in the borough using the Blackwall Tunnel
(RXHAM 2012 base year). Bearing in mind the time of day they are taking place and
direction, the majority of these journeys are most likely be for journey to work
purposes by borough residents.
By comparison, the TfL analysis (Borough Information note: traffic and transport
impacts Tower Hamlets October 2016) states that in 2012, the base year, there are
estimated to 1443 northbound cross river trips via Blackwall Tunnel taking place in
the AM peak and terminating in the borough. Again, these are most likely to be for
journey to work by non-resident commuters. These peak hour journeys are forecast
to increase by 49 trips in the AM peak 2021 Assessed Case with the trips using both
Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels. The most significant destination for these 2012
base year peak hour trips is the Canary Wharf/Isle of Dogs area with 65% of those
journeys terminating in that area.
The pattern is repeated in the evening peak hour with 77% of the 1326 southbound
peak hour trips originating from the same area. Subject to agreement to the
Assessed Case model outputs, the number of south bound trips via both tunnels in
the evening peak is forecast to increase by 154 trips (a 12% increase). Bearing in
mind the already congested road network around the Canary Wharf area, such an
increase could significantly increase congestion on the approach roads to the
Tunnels. TfL maintain that there is very little change in the distribution of these trips
in the Assessed Case model but this statement is not validated by the borough as
the Assessed Case model outputs are not agreed.
Although TfL has always argued that the majority of trips using the tunnels are ‘local’
i.e. with an origin or destination in the 3 host boroughs, figure 7-11 in the Transport
Assessment shows that the mean average trip length in the Assessed Case model is
33kms. 48% of trips in the Assessed Case are forecast as being between 0-20 kms
with the majority being more than 20kms in length. The trip length is forecast to
increase by 1km in the AM peak northbound and 0.4km in the southbound PM peak
hour Assessed Case. These forecasts suggest that council’s policy of increasing the
number of journeys by more sustainable modes of transport is not being met by the
Scheme.
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4.2 Current Highway Infrastructure
Tower Hamlets’ road network can be divided into three sub-categories:
Transport for London Road Network (TLRN);
Strategic borough routes (adopted by LBTH); and
Local borough routes (adopted by LBTH).

The strategic road network within the borough is outlined in figure 4.1 below, with the
TLRN highlighted in red, and key borough-adopted strategic routes shown in blue.
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4.2.1 Transport for London Road Network (TLRN)
The borough is located within TfL’s North and East Area. The A11 runs in an eastwest direction from the Aldgate Gyratory in the west through Whitechapel, Stepney
Green, Mile End, and Bow to the junction with the A12 at the Bow Roundabout in the
east. Within Tower Hamlets, the A12 runs in a north-south direction from Hackney
Wick, having travelled from Essex in the east. At its southern end it connects with the
A11 and the A102 (the Blackwall Tunnel northern approach) which also forms part of
the TLRN.
The A13 also runs in an east-west direction but to the south of the A11 and provides
a link between Aldgate in the west to Limehouse, Poplar and Canning Town at the
eastern end of the borough. It then continues eastbound into Newham and onwards
into Essex where it eventually has a junction with the M25. The A1205 (Burdett
Road) provides a north-south connection between the A11 and A13, linking Mile End
in the north to Poplar at its southern end. It will be noted that if the Silvertown Tunnel
Scheme is approved, TfL are seeking with the council’s agreement to reclassify as
part of the TRLN Network a number of borough roads that would link the Silvertown
tunnel to the A13 and A1261 Limehouse Link.
The introduction of the Cycle Superhighway 2 on the A11 has resulted in a
reallocation of road space available for motorised vehicles to cycles on these routes
as well as an increase in banned turns. Whilst there has been no direct assessment
of the impact, there has been some suggestion, albeit anecdotally, that introduction
of Cycle Superhighway 2 has increase vehicle traffic on the some of the strategic
borough routes and local borough roads.
Network resilience is a general issue across the whole highway network but
particularly affects the TLRN on the approaches to the tunnels across the Thames.
Because of queuing on the A12 in the evening peak, some traffic seeks to find
alternative routes along residential streets. However, in the event of any incident in
the Tunnel, there can be significant delays, particularly on the A12 approach to the
Blackwall Tunnel which can lead traffic seeking to divert to the Rotherhithe Tunnel or
other river crossings and on occasions cause complete gridlock across the southern
half of the borough.
The busiest traffic corridors in the borough are the west-east axis comprising The
Highway, Limehouse Link and Aspen Way in the south of the borough, and the
north-south axis running along the A12 and Blackwall Tunnel. The A11 (Whitechapel
Road/Mile End Road/Bow Road) also provides an important secondary west-east
axis and the river crossing points at Rotherhithe Tunnel and Tower Bridge also
constitute key traffic routes with high traffic volumes. Finally, there are also high
volumes of peak hour traffic on the A13 corridor and there is currently on-going work
to assess the potential to enhance the Preston’s Roundabout at the junction of
A1206 and A1261 Aspen Way in order to improve pedestrian and cycling crossings.
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Given the large population growth expected in Tower Hamlets, traffic delays are
likely to increase significantly by 2031 under a ‘Do Minimum’ scenario (LBTH
Transport Planning Strategy 2011-31). Whilst delays are projected to increase
throughout the whole borough, increases in traffic delays would be particularly
pronounced at approaches to the Blackwall Tunnel (particularly on the A12 and
along the A1206 (Manchester Road / Westferry Road).
4.2.2 Strategic Borough Routes
Together with the TLRN, there are a number of strategic borough roads that provide
important east-west and north-south connections across the borough. These include:
A1261 – Limehouse Link;
A1205 – Grove Road (north-south);
A1206 – Isle of Dogs distributor road;
A1208 – Hackney Road (east-west);
A1209 – Bethnal Green Road (east-west);
A107 – Cambridge Heath Road (north-south);
B118 – Old Ford Road (east-west);
B119 – Roman Road (east-west);
B108 – Whitechapel (north-south);
B140 – Stepney (east-west); and
B142 – Parnell Road / Fairfield Road (north-south).
These routes provide important strategic connectivity within the borough, linking
district centres and onto the TLRN, and crossing boundaries into surrounding
boroughs.
Network resilience is again considered to be a key issue on the strategic borough
routes. Access to the Isle of Dogs (A1206) is restricted to two road entry-exit points.
The eastern access crosses over a lifting bridge (referred to as the Blue Bridge) and,
although the operation of the bridge is a relatively infrequent occurrence, when it
does take place access is significantly restricted and queuing results. Vehicles will
often try and turn round when car drivers realise that the bridge is closed, thus
creating further congestion. More generally, if there is any network incident that
affects either access onto the Isle of Dogs, significant congestion will occur. Even
without any such incidents, the PM peak is typified by heavy traffic volumes exiting
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the Island. Traffic in the evening peak seeks to access to the A12 northbound,
Blackwall Tunnel and the A13 (eastbound) causing significant congestion on roads
linking the Isle of Dogs to these routes.
4.2.3 Local Borough Roads
Interlinking between the TLRN and Strategic Borough Routes are a variety of other
local borough roads that provide local access needs as well as meet heavy demand
for residential on-street parking. These roads should provide a more holistic function
and cater for a variety of different modes of travel, including active travel modes of
walking and cycling, rather than simply for motorised vehicles.
The borough has recently introduced an experimental 20mph restriction across all
borough roads with the aim of reducing the speed of motor vehicles and accident
rates. An initial review of the 20mph zone suggests KSIs from road collisions have
reduced by around 20%.
4.2.4 Key Issues and Opportunities: Highway Infrastructure
Network resilience of the highway infrastructure is of particular concern with
problems frequently occurring at Preston’s Roundabout, the Blackwall Tunnel and
Rotherhithe Tunnel.
Congestion on the major highways in the borough, namely on the A11, A12, and
A13, will also need to be taken into account when allocating future sites for
development. Access to the east of the borough needs to be upgraded to
accommodate development pressures. Promoting and supporting sustainable
transport modes is a key objective of the draft Local Plan, particularly by
encouraging mixed-use development and car free development. Capacity reduction
and banned turns introduced to facilitate the Cycle Superhighways have forced traffic
from the strategic road network to the quieter local highway network, resulting in
increased congestion and delay on those roads.
Congestion is experienced on the Isle of Dogs due to a lack of capacity and
resilience arising from there being only two access points to the Island. The large
amount of development and construction work currently taking place means
periodical road closures are inevitable which, on occasion, restricts access to just
one location.
The council recognises that proposed Silvertown Tunnel will provide additional river
crossing capacity and should provide greater resilience to the highway network
within Tower Hamlets, particularly on roads close to the Blackwall tunnel. Other
options for increasing cross-river movements, by other modes, such as ferries, could
also help create greater network resilience.
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4.3 Public Transport Provision
The London Overground, London Underground, Network Rail, DLR and 30 bus
routes provide a wide range of public transport services across the borough albeit
the predicted growth in population, housing and employment will place increasing
pressure upon this network. When it opens at the end of 2018, Crossrail with stations
at Canary Wharf and Whitechapel (both in LBTH) will considerably enhance public
transport access to Central London, westwards towards Reading and Heathrow and
east wards to Ilford, Romford and Essex.

4.3.1 Bus Provision
The borough is served by a high number of bus services. The services consist of a
network of longer distance services that cross the borough mostly in an east-west
direction, together with routes into opportunity areas; City Fringe/Tech City, Isle of
Dogs & South Poplar and Lower Lea Valley/Poplar Riverside.
Figure 4.4 shows the main bus services within the London Borough of Tower
Hamlets and their frequency levels per hour.
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A significant proportion of services operate around an east-west axis, running into
the City of London but these may well be reduced in number and frequency following
the opening of Crossrail. North-South provision is more limited and would be a
potential area for enhancement, in particular in relation to future land-use changes
and the new Crossrail Stations.
There is currently only one cross—river bus route, the 108, serving the borough. The
route uses the Blackwall Tunnel and has poor levels of reliability due to the
congestion that frequently effects traffic in the area. In addition, capacity is limited to
single deck vehicles due to size restrictions in the tunnel. These factors contribute to
the low passengers levels on the route.
Table 2 provides details of the most frequent bus services that operate within the
borough, alongside their destinations, frequencies during peak hours and weekday
first and last service times. All bus services are operated and managed by TFL.
Table 2
Route

Destinations

Approximate frequencies
during peak hours

Weekday Service
times

MonFri

Sat

Sun

Frist

Last

8

Bow Church – Shoreditch
High Street - St Pauls
Station - Holborn Station –
Tottenham Court Road
Station

4-8
mins

6-10
mins

9-11
mins

04.57

00.22

15

Tower of London – Cannon
Street Station – Chancery
Lane – Charing Cross
Station

Every
20
mins

Every
20
mins

Every
20
mins

09.37

18.37

25

Holles Street – City
Thameslink Station –
Stepney Green Station –
Bow Church Road –
Stratford Centre –
Woodgrange Park Station –
Hainault Street

5-9
mins

6-10
mins

4-8
mins

06.00

05.50

55

Lea Bridge Road / Baker
Arms – Chatsworth Road –
Hackney Central Station –
Old Street Station – Grays’s
Inn Road – Oxford Circus

4-8
mins

7-10
mins

8-11
mins

04.03

00.08
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100

Elephant & Castle /
Newington Causeway –
Blackfriars Station – Aldgate
Station – Dundee Street – St
George’s Town Hall

9-11
mins

9-13
mins

15-20
mins

06.34

01.03

115

East Ham – Balaam Street –
Canning Town Station –
Upper North Street –
Limehouse Station – Marion
Richardson School

4-8
mins

8-12
mins

8-12
mins

04.52

00.32

254

Darling Row – Mare Street /
Well Street – Hackney Baths
– Clapton Station – Amhurst
Park / Stamford Lodge –
Finsbury Park Station –
Caledonian Road

4-8
mins

5-9
mins

6-10
mins

05.19

00.09

277

St Pauls Road / Highbury
Corner – Greenwood Road –
Terrace Road – Mile End
Station – East India Dock
Road – Nutmeg Lane

6-10
mins

10-10
mins

9-12
mins

04.02

00.34

Whilst rail-based public transport provides high capacity, high frequency services
across the borough, buses still carry high volumes of passengers and are an integral
part of the public transport offer, particularly for north-south services across the
borough. With a cheaper fare structure compared to rail, they can be a preferred
choice of travel mode even along competing rail corridors. Enhanced bus provision
offers a flexible option for enhancing public transport provision across the borough
without the need for substantial infrastructure provision. The proposed provision of a
dedicated bus lane in the Silvertown Tunnel, therefore, provides a very important
opportunity to enhance bus services in the borough particularly for north-south
routes.
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4.4 Mode of Travel to Work
Census data for mode of travel to work in LBTH compared to London as a whole is
set out in table 3 below.
Table 3
Mode

Tower Hamlets Mode Share (%)

London Mode Share(%)

Underground, Metro, Rail,
Tram

41%

23%

Train

6%

14%

Bus, Minibus, Coach

13%

15%

Taxi

1%

1%

Motorcycle, Scooter,
Moped

1%

1%

Driving a Car or Van

12%

30%

Passenger in a Car or Van

1%

2%

Bicycle

7%

4%

On Foot

19%

9%

Other

1%

1%

The most significant feature of the borough’s travel characteristics is the small
proportion of people living in the borough who travel to work by car (12%) with the
great majority using public transport (60%). Furthermore, 26% of people travel to
work using active modes (walk or cycle). The low levels of car use are in part a
reflection of the relatively low levels of car availability resulting from combination of
factors including income levels and parking restrictions in the borough.
This pattern of travel to work is generally consistent across the whole borough with
public transport the most frequently used method of travel. The opening of Crossrail
with its links between Essex, Stratford and Abbey Wood westwards to the City and
West End and onwards is likely to result in a further increase in public transport use.
This is another reason why it is critical that the proposed bus service improvements
that are included in the assessment and business case for the scheme are secured
within the DCO.
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5. THE APPLICATION PROPOSALS
The proposed Scheme involves the construction of a twin bore road tunnel providing
a new connection between the A102 Blackwall Tunnel Approach on Greenwich
Peninsula (Royal Borough of Greenwich) and the Tidal Basin roundabout junction on
the A1020 Lower Lea Crossing/Silvertown Way (London Borough of Newham). The
Silvertown Tunnel would be approximately 1.4km long and would be able to
accommodate large vehicles including double-deck buses. It would include a
dedicated bus, coach and goods vehicle lane, which would enable TfL to provide
additional cross-river bus routes. In the event that the Scheme is approved, the
council considers it be essential that DCO includes a requirement to retain the bus
lane in perpetuity.
The proposal also includes the introduction of free-flow user charging on both the
Blackwall Tunnel (northern portal located in London Borough of Tower Hamlets) and
at the new Silvertown Tunnel. TfL regards this as being essential both in managing
traffic demand and supporting the financing of the construction, maintenance and
operation of the Silvertown Tunnel.
New portal buildings would be located close to each tunnel portal to house the plant
and equipment necessary to operate the tunnel although there would be no tunnel
development actually located in tower Hamlets. However in due course new signage
would need to be provided on roads in Tower Hamlets in order to direct traffic to the
most appropriate river crossing.
.
If the scheme is approved TfL anticipate that the main construction works could
commence in late 2018 and would last approximately 4 years with the new tunnel
opening in 2022/23.
The main construction compound would be located at Silvertown, utilising the
existing barge facilities at Thames Wharf along with a new temporary jetty for the
removal of spoil and delivery of materials by river. A secondary site compound would
be located adjacent to the alignment of the proposed cut and cover tunnel on the
Greenwich Peninsula. None of the construction site would be located in Tower
Hamlets although construction traffic would use the borough’s highway network.

19

6. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC IMPACTS
Before considering the local highway, socio economic and environmental impacts of
the Silvertown Tunnel scheme, it is necessary to set out the Council's concerns over
the Assessed Case modelling, from which the inputs to the transport and
environmental assessment have been derived. These concerns are shared by the
Local Authorities on both sides of the river, and limit confidence on the impacts
predicted and presented in the DCO documentation.
It should be noted that the use of the RXHAM model as a strategic modelling tool
has been agreed, together with the study area that this model covers. However, this
modelling tool does not allow the detailed assessment of local impacts.
The local impacts reported in the subsequent sections of this LIR document are
therefore not agreed and the report is therefore caveated accordingly.
6.1 The Traffic Modelling process
The Cross River Model (RXHAM) used to evaluate the proposed scheme is derived
from the TfL’s East London Highway Assignment model (ELHAM). This strategic
model can evaluate strategic impacts of potential new highways, the application of
tolls to bridges, as well as other types of planning and transport plans and
interventions. TfL guidance (April 2014 - London’s Highway Assignment Models)
sets out the process by which this model has been developed and defines the
strengths and weaknesses of these types of models. It is noted that this document
identifies a key limitation of this model as being its ability to assess impacts on minor
streets and turning movements.
This is important to note in the context of assessing the local impacts of the
proposed scheme. The guidance also states that further model development will be
necessary to assess such impacts. LINSIG and TRANSIT models have been used
by TfL in the assessment of impacts but these models have not been made available
to the Host Boroughs and LBTH for review and validation. This makes it difficult to
assess the validity of these models and consequently any local impacts that may
arise from the introduction of the proposed scheme.
National guidance for the construction of strategic models is set out in the
Department for Transport’s WebTAG Units (2014). These guidelines have been
followed in the construction of the RXHAM model. However, there is no guidance in
WebTAG that relates to the setting of a charge for a road scheme. In the absence of
such guidance, the Council is unable to determine the appropriateness of the
methodology for the proposed level of charging and the full extent of the model’s
sensitivity to assessing the impacts of the proposed charging.
Other issues arising during the course of the model development include the
appropriate use of Values of Time. The original Assessed Case includes National
Values of Time (Traffic Forecasting Report 7.9 para 3.3.1) but it is not clear which

20

version of WebTAG National Values of Time have has been used, and why National
Values of Time have been applied instead of London Value of Time. A further issue
arises regarding the appropriateness of values of times and operating costs in the
context of the high level of multiple deprivation and the low car ownership in the
Borough. The ability of the model to reflect these matters and to then apportion
impacts accordingly is a matter of concern and requires further clarification by TfL.
The local model validation reports (LMVR) have been drafted but are not included in
the documentation that TfL have submitted to PINS. It should be noted that these
reports have been reviewed by the Host Boroughs and LBTH and commented upon
during the course of a series of meetings between TfL and the Host Boroughs and
LBTH but final versions of these reports have not been issued.
A key issue raised by the Council in the review of the LoRDM validation report was
that the income segmentation models were disabled in LoRDM and these models
are usually used in demand segmentation. However, even if these segments were
enabled, this LoRDM income segmentation is not directly comparable with RXHAM
assignments, functionality and segmentation. It is not clear how this approach then
affects the reporting of the impacts.
6.2 The Traffic Models
TfL commissioned and funded independent audits of the base, reference and
assessed case models on behalf of the Host Boroughs and LBTH from the transport
consultancy Steer Davies Gleave (SDG) - a copy of the brief is attached to this
report. The Host Boroughs and LBTH have commented on each of the draft audit
reports and have raised concerns throughout the process, for example; the poor
quality of modelling of the bus services in the base model, the values of time and the
growth assumptions included in the reference case model, the assumptions made for
the setting of the user charge in the Assessed Case model. The Host Boroughs and
LBTH have met with (SDG) to try and resolve these issues, and TfL has also
reviewed the Host Borough and LBTH comments and provided comments directly to
SDG.
Set out below are comments on the Base Model, 2021 Reference Case and the
2021 Assessed Case together with comments on the auditing process by SDG. The
issues raised are common to the Host Boroughs and LBTH and are matters which
the Council would wish that the Examining Authority to consider.
6.2.1 The Base Model
The base model has been independently audited by SDG and has been
subsequently agreed as fit for purpose by the Council as a strategic modelling tool.
The model replicates observed flows quite well for a large strategic model of this sort
under 'normal' conditions, although it was noted that the modelling of the effect of
‘incidents’ on the network was less representative of reality. However, it is
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acknowledged that SATURN does not deal with the modelling of short term incidents
on the network well. This is due to the 'proxy' coding required to represent incidents
and because SATURN does not assign trips in the way driver route choice decisions
are actually made in the event of an incident on the network.
6.2.2 The 2021 Reference Case
Following the base model audit, the reference model has been independently
audited by SDG and has also been subsequently agreed as fit for purpose by the
Council. While the Council may have some issues regarding the exact growth
assumptions built into the 2021 reference case, sufficient uncertainty exists over the
delivery of regeneration schemes over the next five years for the reference case
assumptions to be considered adequate for traffic modelling purposes.
6.2.3 The 2021 Assessed Case
The conclusions of the independent audit of the Assessed Case model are agreed,
but the Assessed Case model outputs are not agreed by the Council (nor it is
understood by London Borough of Newham or the Royal Borough of Greenwich).
The council does not have a sufficient level of confidence in the
assumptions underpinning the relationship between the value of the charge and the
resulting demand level for the tunnels. The explanation of the validation and
calibration of this relationship has not yet been made available to LBTH and the
other Host Boroughs and the council is therefore unable to agree the model outputs.
The concerns about the Assessed Case are set out below:
A. The population of London is forecast to increase substantially by 2021,
particularly within the host boroughs and wider east London sub-region. This
increase is evidenced in the agreed cumulative development included in the
future year assumptions for the 2021 Reference Case. However this increase
is not reflected in additional cross river demand in the Assessed Case.
B. Cross river bus capacity is greatly increased, but the strategic model simply
indicates a 0.1% increase across the whole model - it does not clearly
indicate the additional number of cross river public transport trips and
corresponding modal shift
C. The strategic model cannot fully demonstrate the complex social economic
impacts of the user charge on the local population and businesses and as
such fails to meet scheme objective 3 in the Statement of Case
D. There are limits to the ability of the strategic model to fully predict the effect of
the user charge on demand management
E. The value of time used in the model to determine the traffic assignment
according to the generalised cost of available routes is an average figure, and
does not reflect the specific socio-economic characteristics of the East
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London sub-region, where indices of deprivation are well above the national
average.
F. The behavioural response of drivers to the toll charge cannot be validated,
and since TfL has not previously modelled a toll road situation of this sort,
their expertise in this area has not been tested. While it is acknowledged that
the assessed case model behaves 'as expected' in that an increase in tolls
results in a reduction in demand, and vice-versa, the council cannot be
confident that the elasticity of demand across various user groups has been
correctly evaluated, and therefore that the prediction of the actual numbers of
vehicles using the tunnels at different levels of toll are accurate.
G. No stated preference or similar surveys have been undertaken by the
applicant to calibrate these behavioural responses across user groups to
different tolling levels suggested by the model, so the assessed case model
cannot be validated in the same way as the base and reference case models.
As TfL has recognised, predicting the behavioural response of different
highway network user groups to the introduction of a road user or toll charge
is an inexact science - especially when only a traffic model (i.e. without a
behavioural sub-model) is used.
TfL itself recognises the inherent uncertainties when attempting to model behavioural
responses to charging. Following meetings with the host boroughs TfL stated in the
notes of the meeting held to discuss this issue:
"....TfL acknowledges that there remains an inherent challenge in forecasting this
kind of response and it remains possible that elasticity’s (willingness to pay) has (sic)
the potential to be higher or lower than assumed in the assessed case. This is a key
argument for the proposed flexible charging power, to ensure that the scheme can
respond effectively to circumstances which can never be conclusively
modelled......"(italics added for emphasis)
The Transport Assessment also acknowledges in paragraph 7.2 “The complexity and
inter related nature of the aforementioned choices and considerations affecting
Scheme impacts has meant that it is not possible to isolate the precise impact of any
one factor individually on highway demand with any degree of accuracy”.
In the light of the above concerns, and in order to demonstrate due diligence on
behalf of its residents and businesses who may be affected by the scheme, the
Council is of the view that the highway and environmental impacts as presented in
the DCO submission documents must be considered with limited confidence.
Therefore, the Council must consider a 'what if' scenario, where the impacts
presented are actually worse in reality, and what mitigation measures may be
available to address such impacts.
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6.2.4 Local Models
A VISSIM model was constructed by TfL to support the planning of detailed junction
mitigation. This model has been supplemented by TRANSYT junction modelling of
individual junctions located outside the defined VISSIM study area. This micro
simulation model has not been subject independent verification in comparison to the
strategic models that have been used in the assessment process. No model
validation report has been made available and the Council is concerned that the data
sets that have been used in the VISSIM model, derived from the Assessed Case
model have not been validated. TfL guidance on the construction of micro simulation
models derived from the use of data from SATURN models does not appear to have
been followed.
The council requested that the A13/A1205 Burdett Road/A1261 West India Dock
Road junction be included in the VISSIM model but this has not been included and
raises concerns that the local impacts have not been fully addressed. The council
believes inclusion of this junction is necessary to assess possible route choice
impacts between the Aspen Way and A13 corridors.
6.3 Impact on Local Network
Notwithstanding the council’s concerns about the modelling process, the council has
assessed the potential impact of the Scheme on the local highways network. In
Tower Hamlets these primarily arise in the AM Peak, reflecting the fact that the
borough is the destination for 52% of the total peak-hour flow (northbound) trips
through Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels (see figure 7-9 in the Transport
Assessment).
Section 7.3 of the Transport Assessment compares the Reference Case and
Assessed impacts on junctions within Tower Hamlets in the AM Peak, InterPeak and
PM Peak. However, a number of junction impacts could not be properly compared
due to unclear information (figures 7-26 to 7-28 of the Transport Assessment)
particularly at the following locations - Preston’s Roundabout; A13 East India Dock
Road/A102 Blackwall Tunnel Approach and Devas Street /A12 /Twelvetrees
Crescent).
However, the assessment clearly demonstrates that the main impacts will arise
during the AM Peak, with significant impacts noted at:
E Smithfield/A100 Tower Bridge Approach /Tower Hill/A1210
A1261/A1203 Limehouse Link Tunnel Merge
Bow Roundabout
Preston’s Road Roundabout
A12 Blackwall Tunnel Northern Approach/A13 East India Dock Road
Rotherhithe Tunnel.
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Overall, an increase in travel time (PCU hours) is noted in the AM Peak (see figure
7-29 in the Transport Assessment).
Notwithstanding these potential adverse impacts, as stated in 7.6.4 of the Transport
Assessment, TfL is not including specific junction mitigation works in the DCO
application. Instead, TfL proposes to assess the traffic impacts on the wider network
closer to the opening date of the Scheme in order to determine whether any
consequential mitigation measures are required at that stage. If this is the case, TfL
has stated that it will undertake the necessary mitigation works.
The Council is, however, concerned that the DCO provides no effective mechanism
to secure mitigation despite the clear impacts identified in this Local Impact Report
as described below.
6.3.1 East Smithfield/A100 Tower Bridge Approach /Tower Hill/A1210
The Transport Assessment and the Appendices demonstrate an increase of +10 to
+100 PCUs in the AM Peak, with Table C1 in the Appendices identifying around a
minute delay increase per user in the A100 northbound approach.
In the AM Peak, the Assessed Case predicts an increase in 258 vehicle hours, or an
increase of 19 vehicle hours when the Assessed Case is compared to the Reference
Case.
6.3.2 A1261/A1203 Limehouse Link Tunnel Merge
An increase of +10 to +100 PCUs is identified in the AM Peak (figure 7-26 of the
Transport Assessment), and Table C1 in the Appendices showing a negligible (<30
seconds) delay increase per user in A1261 Aspen Way westbound. Total vehicle
hours are increased by 46 (Assessed Case) or by 11 (Reference Case to Assessed
Case change - Table 6-1 in Borough Impacts Note).
6.3.3 Bow Roundabout
Paragraph C.4.8 in the Transport Assessment Appendices shows significant
performance issues at Bow Roundabout (identified through the VISSIM modeling),
although no such impacts are mentioned in the Transport Assessment, Traffic
Impacts Mitigation Strategy, Monitoring Strategy, Assessed Case Report and the
Borough Impacts Note. It will also be noted that paragraph C.4.10 in the Appendices
refers to significant alterations planned at Bow Roundabout although it is unclear as
to whether such alterations are included in the Reference and Assessed Case.
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6.3.4 Preston’s Road Roundabout
Paragraph C.4.8 of the Transport Assessment Appendices shows significant
performance issues (VISSIM modeling) at Preston’s Road Roundabout. Paragraph
C.4.10 of the Transport Assessment Appendices also mentions significant alterations
planned at Preston’s Road Roundabout, although such alterations are not included
within the Assessed and Reference Cases which still show significant impacts.
The above notwithstanding, the junction still shows an increase of +10 to +100 PCUs
in the AM Peak (figure 7-26 of the Transport Assessment), with just over 30 seconds
delay increase per user entering roundabout from A1261 Aspen Way westbound
(Table C1 of the Transport Assessment Appendices). The Assessed Case Report
notes this delay is +40 seconds with queues of + 10 PCUs. It seems likely that a
significant proportion of this traffic is forecast to have crossed the river and has a
destination in the Canary Wharf/Isle of Dogs area. This would suggest that the £3 toll
charge assumed in the model has had a limited impact in restraining peak hour
commuter journeys.
6.3.5 A12 Blackwall Tunnel Northern Approach/A13 East India Dock Road
The lack of clarity in figures 7-26 to 7-28 in the Transport Assessment means that
local impact analysis cannot be undertaken. However, paragraph C.4.8 of the
Transport Assessment Appendices refers to significant performance issues (VISSIM
modeling) at the A12 Blackwall Tunnel Northern Approach/A13 East India Dock
Road.
6.3.6 Rotherhithe Tunnel
The Rotherhithe Tunnel terminates in the borough, and for this reason the Council is
concerned that additional traffic impacts could arise from traffic choosing to use the
Tunnel due to the increased cost of using the Blackwall/Silvertown tunnels. This
impact is suggested in the Transport Assessment (paragraph 7.2.13, with reference
to Figure 7-3), which notes an increase in AAWT demand at the Rotherhithe Tunnel
(+900 vehicles, +2.6%) because of traffic switching routes for cross-river trips.
This impact is also most evident in the AM Peak as well as the Inter-Peak period, as
demonstrated in figures 7-13 and 7-14 of the Transport Assessment which show an
increase of 94 PCUs in the AM Peak from Reference Case to Assessed Case and of
100 PCUs in the Inter-Peak respectively.
Furthermore paragraph 7.3.51 (with reference to Figure 7-24) notes that the
Volume/Capacity change (VCR) at Rotherhithe Tunnel in the AM peak increases
from under 80% to over 80%. This increase may actually be an underestimation of
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the potential redistribution of journeys to the Rotherhithe Tunnel. Even if this is not
the case, the council would be very concerned about any increase in flows through
the Rotherhithe tunnel since it would cause impacts on the local road network as a
result of traffic queuing on Commercial Road to the A13.
In addition to locations listed above, the appendix lists other junctions in the Borough
where additional impacts are forecast to occur and mitigation of impacts may be
necessary.
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7. SOCIO ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED SCHEME.
As stated in the council’s relevant representation and above, the borough has a very
varied socio economic profile and 63% of residents in the borough do not have
access to a car (Census 2011). This makes a substantial proportion of the borough’s
residents highly dependent on good public transport.
Whilst the borough’s employment rate has been rising, there are higher than average
levels of unemployment amongst some groups of residents and in work poverty is an
issue. Notwithstanding the employment opportunities within Canary Wharf and the
Isle of Dogs where international financial and business service companies are
concentrated, the majority of businesses registered in Tower Hamlets are micro
businesses employing fewer than 10 staff.
Although subject to qualification because the assessed case model has not been
agreed, section 7.8.4 of the scheme Business Case Reports deals with distributional
impacts. From this analysis, it will be noted that the low income groups benefit least
from the introduction of the proposed scheme based on journey time savings (Tables
3.2 & 3.3). User time and net user benefits for car users in the study area in 2021
(including reliability) is -£0.2m compared to +£0.9m for medium and high income
groups. Similar disbenefits could also apply to small businesses in the borough.
The benefits for low income groups are primarily realised as a result of the improved
journey times for the proposed bus services and enhancements to current bus
services.
For public transport users, time benefits in the study area have been valued at
£16.6m in 2021. As stated in Report 7.8.4, paragraph 3.4.8, there are no vehicle
operating costs associated with public transport users and therefore users would pay
standard public transport fares to cross the river with no additional user charges.
Therefore the net user benefit to public transport users derives entirely from time
benefits.
Table 3.4 in the Distributional Impacts Appraisal report 7.8.4 shows the frequency of
bus travel by London residents, by household income group based on London Travel
Demand Survey (LTDS) for the period 2007/08 to 2009/1012. For the whole of
London, 60% of people from low income households (lowest two quintiles) are
frequent bus users, compared with 44% of people from households with medium or
high income (highest three quintiles).
Bearing in mind the lower than average income levels in the borough, and high bus
usage, the council is concerned that currently there is no commitment within the draft
DCO to provide new bus services. Without such a commitment there is no certainty
that the bus services included in the Assessed Case model will actually be provided
and local residents benefit accordingly. The council’s Written Representations will
seek to ensure that this deficiency is addressed as a requirement of the DCO.
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8. USER CHARGING
The council accepts that without some form of controlling the amount of traffic using
the Silvertown Tunnel and therefore also the Blackwall Tunnel, induced demand
would rapidly result in the same levels of congestion that now exist, with additional
congestion on the approach roads to the tunnels. Although charging for the use of
river crossings in London has not been attempted elsewhere, the council accepts
that this is the most appropriate means of managing traffic demand.
On the assumption that the charges used in the Assessed Case Model are adopted
when the Scheme is operation, the council welcomes the fact that its residents would
generally pay the lower charge rate since journeys by residents through the tunnel
are most likely to take place southbound during the AM or InterPeak periods. This is
an important consideration bearing in mind the generally low incomes of the
borough’s residents. In this respect the council also welcomes the London Mayor’s
request to TfL to explore the provision of further benefits for residents that use the
tunnel.
In respect to employees working in the borough and commuting through the tunnel,
the council notes that the income of such commuters was significantly higher than
the general population (TfL report: Summary of Data Collection – Chapter 3). The
council also notes that a majority of such commuters had destinations in the Canary
Wharf/isle of Dogs where wage levels are also likely to be significantly higher than
the borough average. On that basis, the higher charge for northbound traffic in the
AM peak is in itself unlikely to have an adverse impact upon the local economy of the
borough, nor indeed deter many such commuter journeys.
In terms of the impact upon businesses, the multinational businesses located in the
Canary Wharf are unlikely to be impacted by user charging, but there is some
evidence the micro-businesses more typical of the borough could be adversely
affected. TfL carried surveys of businesses in 2013 and 2015 with a view to
assessing the impact of the Scheme on local business (TfL report: Summary of Data
Collection – Chapters 7 & 8). The survey confirmed that over 80% of those surveyed
had fewer than 10 employees and the great majority operated in retailing or the
service sector. It will also be noted that in the Borough when asked about the
benefits of their location, only 29% mentioned ease of access by road whereas 60%
mentioned ease of access by bus, rail and DLR.
The businesses were also asked about questions about the importance of east
London river crossings to their business. Of those responding in Tower Hamlets over
half cited the adverse impacts of delay and lack of reliability of existing river
crossings, but 78% of Tower Hamlets’ businesses identified general congestion as
the most important factor adversely affecting their business.
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In terms of their attitude to the Silvertown Tunnel and the introduction of charging,
just under 50% of the businesses in the borough accepted the Scheme would have
some positive impact and they would be happy to pay charge if it improved journey
time reliability. On the other hand in a significant minority said they would have to
consider relocation and 32% respondents in East London said that would take longer
routes to avoid the charge. Finally, only 43% of businesses in the borough said that
the Scheme would make the area attractive to other businesses.
This analysis demonstrates that although the majority of businesses are generally
supportive of the Scheme, including charging, but that in Tower Hamlets general
congestion has a more significant impact and there is some evidence that a sizeable
minority of businesses consider the principle of charging will have an adverse impact
upon their business. Taking these survey findings into account, the case for a charge
discount for small businesses is considered further in the Written Representations. It
is, however, recognised that the Charging Policy and the adopted charging levels
needs to ensure that increased congestion does not result from the scheme which
also further emphasises the need for a firm commitment to additional bus routes to
be included in the DCO.
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9. OTHER IMPACTS
9.1 Air Quality Impacts
The whole of LBTH is classified as an Air Quality Management Area and therefore
any increase in pollution would be strongly resisted by the council. The council has a
number of concerns both about the methodology used to undertake the air quality
assessment and the results of that assessment as set out in the Environmental
Statement. These comments also take into account the briefing meeting provided for
the borough by TfL on 13th September 2016.
9.1.1 Methodology
The comments that follow relate to the relevant sections of the Environmental
Statement (ES).
Section 6.3.51: Only changes at receptors that are exceeding the Annual Air Quality
Objective have been considered in the determination of significance. Receptors
nearing the Annual Objective should also be included.
Section 6.3.94: The Background data used in the air quality assessment has been
adjusted to remove the road traffic component. Whilst this is a method included in
the Defra Guidance, it is not using a conservative approach as requested by the
council when commenting on the scoping opinion and the Preliminary Environmental
Impacts Report (PIER). Such an approach is not appropriate for a study area that
contains 3 Air Quality Management Areas and is such densely populated and built
up area.
Section 6.3.95: It is noted that in order to take account of the fact that NO2
concentrations in Central London are not declining as predicted by Defra.
Furthermore, in order to account of the possible ‘overly optimistic’ reduction in the
Defra Background Maps that have been used in the Assessment, a gap analysis has
been carried out in line with the Highways Agency Interim Advice Note IAN170/12v3.
Figure 6-3 identifies the monitoring sites used for this analysis but only one site is
near the Air Quality Study Area. The council considers that other more local sites
should be used including the Host Boroughs’ own monitoring sites such as Blackwall
Tunnel Approach, Mile End Road, Greenwich’s Woolwich Flyover, Newham Cam
Road etc.
The air quality assessment should have included sensitivity testing in order to assess
the potential impacts on air quality if the traffic assessments are not accurate, e.g. if
there was 10% more traffic through the tunnel than the model has forecast. Bearing
in mind the Council does not accept the Assessed Case results this omission is
particularly unsatisfactory.
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9.1.2 Results of the Air Quality Assessment
As made clear in section 5 of the LIR, the council does not accept the outputs of the
Assessed Case model and therefore has doubts about the accuracy of the results of
the air quality assessment. The results as published in the ES show that the majority
of the receptors modelled in Tower Hamlets will either have a positive or
imperceptible (change in concentration of less than or equal to 0.4 µm-3) impact an
air quality.
The ES notes a few areas in particular that are predicted to experience an
improvement in air quality in the Assessed Case. These include along the A12
Blackwall Tunnel Northern Approach; westbound flows along the A13 in Poplar
leading to the A12, which will be of benefit to developments such as Aberfeldy
Village. The largest predicted reduction in NO2 concentrations is modelled at
receptor 50 which is a medical facility in Poplar located to the west of the Blackwall
tunnel Northern Approach. The assessment modelled that this receptor would
experience a reduction of 4.5 µm-3 NO2 in relation to the annual concentration
levels.
Receptor 8, which is a residential receptor southwest of Leamouth Road
Roundabout, would experience deterioration in air quality of 0.8µm-3 and thus
increase the NO2 levels at this location from 41 µm-3 to 41.8 µm- 3 in the opening
year. The actual location is a property known as Switch House, 4 Blackwall Way,
which is a large block of 194 flats and therefore there is the potential for a large
number of residents to be exposed increased pollution for. Appropriate mitigation
needs to be undertaken to minimise this impact but it is noted that none has been
proposed.
Receptor 28 on the Lower Lea Crossing is also predicted to experience an increase
in NO2 pollution of 0.7 µm-3. However, since the resulting increase is lower than the
air quality objective of 40 µm-3, it is accepted that in accordance with national
guidance, this impact had not been included in the table of significantly affected
receptors.
9.2 Noise and Vibration
The comments made on the noise and vibration impacts is subject to the same
reservations about the Assessed Case outputs as discussed in the preceding
section. Nevertheless the council recognises that the most significant noise impacts
associated with the Scheme would potentially arise as a result of the construction
works rather than increases in traffic. In this respect, the council accepts that
construction works will have no noise impacts within the borough apart from the
possibility of construction vehicles increasing traffic noise on the approved
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construction routes which will include roads within the borough. However, it is noted
that the ES predicts that no roads in the borough will experience an increase of more
than 1dB in noise levels as a result of construction traffic.
The Assessed Case noise assessment show a slight reduction (less than 1dB) in
road traffic noise levels at receptors within close proximity to the Blackwall Tunnel,
along the A102 south of the A13, and in the vicinity of East India Dock Road which
are stated to be due to reductions in traffic flows along these routes as a result of the
Scheme. The ES also indicates that there are no receptors within the Borough that
would experience a perceptible increase in road traffic noise of greater than 1dB as a
result of the Scheme.
It is understood that these minor reductions in noise impacts are based on the
assumption that traffic will be free flowing in locations close to the Blackwall Tunnel.
Therefore, no noise mitigation proposals are put forward for locations in the borough
but if the Assessed Case outputs are proved to underestimate the impact of the
Scheme the council would expect TfL to consider further the need for some form of
mitigation. Finally, as stated in section 6, continuing monitoring of noise levels, and
any necessary and effective mitigation, would need to be implemented as a matter of
priority.
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10. CONCLUSIONS
It will be clear from the foregoing analysis of impacts of the Silvertown Tunnel
Scheme that, notwithstanding the wealth generated by the Canary Wharf Business
District, the London Borough of Tower Hamlets is characterised by lower than
average household income, high levels of deprivation and low levels of car
ownership and usage. Local residents also suffer from the environmental and
congestion impacts of high levels of traffic.
The Assessed Case forecasts demonstrate how these socio economic characteristic
of the borough’s residents impact upon affect future numbers of car journeys with
only a limited number of residents forecast to use the cross river tunnels for their
journey to work. This contrasts starkly with the significant benefits in terms of travel
time that the Scheme will bring to the long distance commuters using the tunnels and
working in the borough.
It is accepted that borough residents would benefit from the reductions in congestion
and air quality impacts associated with the existing congestion on roads approaching
the Blackwall tunnel should those improvements come to pass. However, local
residents would benefit much more from the improvements in bus services facilities
by the proposal for a dedicated bus lane in the Silvertown Tunnel. It is for this reason
that the council considers it essential that the DCO includes a commitment to the
implementation of a bus strategy that would be developed in detail parallel with the
construction of the new tunnel.
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Appendix: Impacted Junctions In LBTH

35

Junction
No

Name

Document and Impact
Transport Assessment and
Appendices (Doc ref 6.5)
(delays expressed in
passenger car unit hours) (Figs
7-26 to 7-28)
Junction
Included?

Commentary (Ref
Case v Assessed
Case)

E Smithfield / A100
Tower Bridge
Approach / Tower
Hill / A1210

Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (Doc
ref 7.7)
(refers to Appendix C of Transport
Assessment)

Monitoring Strategy (Doc ref 7.6)

SDG Assessed Case Report (v6)

Borough Impacts Note

Commentary
Junction
Included?

Commentary

Y

AM Peak +10 to
+100
IP +1 to +10
PM Peak No effect

Y

Table C1 AM Peak Around a
minute delay increase per user
in the A100 northbound
approach (north of Tower
Bridge); no changes in other
entry approaches

Tower Hill / Minories

Y

AM Peak No effect
IP -10 to -1
PM Peak No effect

N

A1211 / A1210

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP -10 to -1
PM Peak No effect

Royal Mint Street /
Leman Street /
Cable Street / Dock
Street

Y

E Smithfield / Dock
Street / A1203 /
Vaughan Way

Junction
Included?

Y

Commentary / Monitoring
Action

Table A-1 AM/PM Peak
Junction delay, degree of
saturation, journey time

Junction
Included?

Commentary

Junction
Included?

N

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP +1 to +10
PM Peak No effect

N

N

N

N

Y

AM Peak -10 to -1
IP +1 to +10
PM Peak No effect

N

N

N

N

A1203 / Butcher
Row / Limehouse
Link Tunnel

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP +1 to +10
PM Peak -10 to -1

N

N

N

N

Commercial Road
White Horse Road /
A13 / Butcher Row

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP +1 to +10
PM Peak -10 to -1

N

N

N

N

Roman Road / B119
/ Grove Road

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP No effect
PM Peak -10 to -1

N

N

N

N

Roman Road / St
Stephens Road

Y

AM Peak No effect
IP No effect
PM Peak +1 to +10

N

N

N

N

B142 / Tredegar
Road

Y

AM Peak No effect
IP No effect
PM Peak +1 to +10

N

N

N

N

Tredegar Road /
B142 Fairfield Road

Y

AM Peak No effect
IP No effect
PM Peak +1 to +10

N

N

N

N

Mile End Road /
Grove Road / A11 /
A1205

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP -10 to -1
PM Peak -10 to -1

N

N

N

N

Assessed Case

Ref Case to Assessed
Case Change

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) +4; total
vehicle (hours) +258
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) +1; total
vehicle (hours) +53

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) +0.5; total
vehicle (hours) +19
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) +0.5; total
vehicle (hours) 0

Junction
No

Name

Document and Impact
Transport Assessment and
Appendices (Doc ref 6.5)
(delays expressed in
passenger car unit hours) (Figs
7-26 to 7-28)

Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (Doc
ref 7.7)
(refers to Appendix C of Transport
Assessment)

Monitoring Strategy (Doc ref 7.6)

SDG Assessed Case Report (v6)

Borough Impacts Note

Commentary

Junction
Included?

Commentary (Ref
Case v Assessed
Case)

Junction
Included?

A11 / Alfred Street

Y

AM Peak No effect
IP No effect
PM Peak +1 to +10

N

N

N

N

A11 / Campbell
Road

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP No effect
PM Peak +1 to +10

N

N

N

N

A11 / B142

Y

AM Peak No effect
IP No effect
PM Peak +1 to +10

N

N

N

N

Bow Common
Lane / B140 / Upper
North Street

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP No effect
PM Peak +1 to +10

N

N

N

N

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP -10 to -1
PM Peak +10 to
+100

Y

Y

AM Peak -100 to
-10
IP -100 to -10
PM Peak -100 to
-10

N

Limehouse Link
Tunnel / A1206
Westferry Road

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP No effect
PM Peak -100 to
-10

A1206 / Marsh
Wall / Westferry
Road

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP No effect
PM Peak No effect

Y

AM Peak +10 to
+100
IP No effect
PM Peak No effect

Devas Street / A12 /
Twelvetrees
Crescent

Commercial Road /
A1205 / East India
Dock Road / A1261

A1261 / A1203
Limehouse Link
Tunnel Merge

Y

Commentary

Table C1 PM Peak Negligible
(<30 seconds) delay increase
per user in the A12 northbound
approach - merge with traffic
coming from Devas Street

Junction
Included?

Y

Commentary / Monitoring
Action

Table A-1 AM/PM Peak
Junction delay, degree of
saturation, journey time

Junction
Included?

Commentary

Junction
Included?

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Negligible (<30 seconds) delay
increase per user in the A12
northbound approach

Y

Table C1 AM Peak Negligible
(<30 seconds) delay increase
per user in A1261 Aspen Way
westbound

Y

Table A-1 AM/PM Peak
Junction delay, degree of
saturation, journey time

N

Y

Assessed Case

Ref Case to Assessed
Case Change

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) +5
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) +0.5;
total vehicle (hours) +16

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) 0
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) +5

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) +1; total
vehicle (hours) +46
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) +3

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) +0.5; total
vehicle (hours) +11
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) 0

Junction
No

Name

Document and Impact
Transport Assessment and
Appendices (Doc ref 6.5)
(delays expressed in
passenger car unit hours) (Figs
7-26 to 7-28)
Junction
Included?

Commentary (Ref
Case v Assessed
Case)

Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (Doc
ref 7.7)
(refers to Appendix C of Transport
Assessment)

SDG Assessed Case Report (v6)

Borough Impacts Note

Commentary
Junction
Included?

Aspen Way / Upper
Bank Street

Y

AM Peak No effect
IP No effect
PM Peak -10 to -1

Y

A1261 to A1206 Slip
Road

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP No effect
PM Peak No effect

N

E India Dock Road /
Chrisp St

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP No effect
PM -10 to -1

East India Dock
Road / Cotton Street

Cotton Street /
Poplar High Street

A1206 / A1261
Roundabout
(Preston’s
Roundabout)

Monitoring Strategy (Doc ref 7.6)

Commentary

Table C1 No additional delay for
any users

Junction
Included?

Table A-1 AM/PM Peak
Junction delay, degree of
saturation, journey time

Junction
Included?

Commentary

Junction
Included?

N

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

AM Peak -100 to
-10
IP -10 to -1
PM Peak - Not clear

N

N

N

N

Y

AM Peak -10 to -1
IP -10 to -1
PM Peak - Not clear

N

N

N

N

Table C1 AM Peak Just over 30
seconds delay increase per
user entering roundabout from
A1261 Aspen Way westbound.
All other movements entering
the junction show no additional
delay

Y

Commentary / Monitoring
Action

AM Peak The Assessed
Case shows slight increases
in traffic entering the
roundabout with
corresponding increases in
delays (+40s) and queues
(+10 pcus)

Y

AM Peak +10 to
+100
IP -100 to -10
PM Peak - Not clear

Y

A13 / A1020

Y

AM Peak -10 to -1
IP No effect
PM Peak -10 to -1

N

N

N

N

A13 / B125

Y

AM Peak +1 to +10
IP -100 to -10
PM Peak -10 to -1

N

N

N

N

Gillender Street
entry to the A12
Blackwall Tunnel
North Approach

N

N

Y

N

Table A-1 AM/PM Peak
Junction delay, degree of
saturation, journey time

Y

Y

PM Peak In the Assessed
Case there is an increases
in traffic southbound towards
Blackwall Tunnel on the both
the main approach road and
on the Gillender Street
merge. This results in a
doubling of delay on
Gillender Street from 17 to
34 seconds per pcu, but the
overall junction effect is
slight.

Y

N

Assessed Case

Ref Case to Assessed
Case Change

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) +16
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) +22

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) +1
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) -0.5; total
vehicle (hours) -8

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) +0.5;
total vehicle (hours) +7
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) +4

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) +1
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) -0.5; total
vehicle (hours) +1

Junction
No

Name

Document and Impact
Transport Assessment and
Appendices (Doc ref 6.5)
(delays expressed in
passenger car unit hours) (Figs
7-26 to 7-28)
Junction
Included?

A13 East India Dock
Road / A102
Blackwall Tunnel
Approach

?

A12 / A11 Bow
Roundabout

N

Commentary (Ref
Case v Assessed
Case)

Not Clear

Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (Doc
ref 7.7)
(refers to Appendix C of Transport
Assessment)

Monitoring Strategy (Doc ref 7.6)

SDG Assessed Case Report (v6)

Borough Impacts Note

Commentary
Junction
Included?

Commentary

Junction
Included?

Commentary / Monitoring
Action

Junction
Included?

Commentary

Junction
Included?

N

Y

Table A-1 AM/PM Peak
Junction delay, degree of
saturation, journey time

N

Y

N

Y

Table A-1 AM/PM Peak
Junction delay, degree of
saturation, journey time

N

N

Assessed Case

Ref Case to Assessed
Case Change

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) +3
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) +0.5;
total vehicle (hours) +5

AM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) 0; total
vehicle (hours) -1
PM Peak - average delay
per user (mins) -2; total
vehicle (hours) -55
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