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Summary
This Local Impact Report (LIR) sets out LB Hackney’s view on the proposed Silvertown
Tunnel Development Consent Order (DCO) and raises a number of policy and technical
areas which support LB Hackney’s concerns about the negative impact these proposals
will have on the borough.
LB Hackney’s concerns relate to


Lack of policy compliance at various levels;



The project being brought forward in isolation without a package of east London
road crossings;



The inability of the assessment to accurately predict scheme impacts;



Lack of consideration of existing highway capacity and road safety issues;



Unsuitable air quality assessment and monitoring proposals;



Impact on the local community;



The effectiveness of the proposed toll to manage traffic to a suitable level and its
vulnerability to political influence;



Lack of commitment by TfL to constrain traffic through the tunnel to existing
levels;



The formulation of and effectiveness of the monitoring strategy and Silvertown
Tunnel Implementation Group (STIG); and



The impact on sustainable transport and connectivity.

This LIR contains technical elements which highlight the concerns that the assessment of
the proposals does not accurately reflect the existing poor highway and air quality
conditions or propose adequate monitoring of traffic or air quality.
This LIR sets out why the air quality assessment undertaken by TfL is not appropriate and
fails to appropriately consider the impacts in the borough.
The proposed development does not provide for journeys on foot or by bicycle and the
benefit to public transport is uncertain, offering no benefit to the community in the
borough and likely a detriment.
LB Hackney has been consistent throughout the consultation process in considering that a
package of river crossing is needed to avoid detriment to the local highway network and
allow a dispersal of trips.
This LIR sets out relevant technical areas to inform the Examining Authority of the local
characteristics of the borough and how the assessment of the proposals is not adequate
to enable an accurate assessment of the impacts of the development.
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1. Introduction
1.1

Thank you for the invitation to submit a Local Impact Report (“LIR”) for the proposed
Silvertown Tunnel scheme. In accordance with the Planning Act 2008, the Examining
Authority and Secretary of State must have regard to LIRs in making their respective
recommendations and decision.

1.2

GVA and Project Centre are acting on behalf of the London Borough of Hackney (“LB
Hackney”) to prepare and coordinate their submissions on the proposed Silvertown
Tunnel Development Consent Order (“DCO”). Phlorum is providing technical input on
air quality matters. This LIR has thus been prepared jointly between LB Hackney, GVA,
Project Centre and Phlorum.

1.3

As required by section 60(3) of the Planning Act 2008, this written report provides
details of the likely impact of the proposed development on the authority’s area. It is a
technical and objective assessment of the impact of the proposed scheme on LB
Hackney. It draws on local evidence, experience and knowledge to provide a thorough
assessment of the scheme in order to assist the Examining Authority and Secretary of
State in their assessment of the proposal.

1.4

It focuses on the likely impact of the scheme in relation to two key areas;

1.5



Increased motor traffic on the approach roads to the tunnel



Sustainable transport.

It should read alongside LB Hackney’s other Deadline 1 submission documents as
follows;


LB Hackney’s Written Representation (Document Ref: LBH 02)



Transport for London and LB Hackney’s Statement of Common Ground



LB Hackney’s Response to the Examining Authority’s First Written Questions
(Document Ref: LBH 03)

2. Structure of the report
2.1

This report comprises of the following;
Section 1 is the introduction to this report.
Section 3 is a brief description of the Silvertown Tunnel project
Section 4 is an appraisal of the planning polices for LB Hackney affecting the proposal
Section 5 assessing the likely impacts of increased motor traffic on the approach roads
to the tunnel in Hackney
Section 6 assesses the likely impacts of the tunnel on sustainable transport
Section 7 sets out LB Hackney’s conclusions on the local impact on the borough.
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3. Description of project
3.1

Transport for London’s (“TfL”) proposed scheme is for a new road tunnel to provide a
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).

3.2

LB Hackney is situated north of the river, to the north of the London Borough of Tower
Hamlets and to the north west of the London Borough of Newham. It shares
administrative boundaries with both of these host boroughs

3.3

A more detailed description of the project is set out in section 1 of LB Hackney and
TfL’s Statement of Common Ground.

4. Planning policy appraisal of the project
Planning policy compliance
4.1

TfL’s Silvertown Tunnel Planning Policy Compliance document sets out the applicant’s
assessment of the Silvertown Tunnel against the requirements of the documents TfL
regard as relevant planning policy. The document explains that the Secretary of State
for Transport gave a direction in 2012 for the proposed Silvertown Tunnel Scheme to
be treated as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP). TfL sets out that as
a result the application should be assessed against the National Networks National
Policy Statement (the NNPS). TfL assert that the decision maker should also have
regard to any other matters that he/she thinks are both important and relevant, in
accordance with the Planning Act 2008 and the NNPS. TfL identifies that the
development plan is likely to be important and relevant.

4.2

The TfL compliance document subsequently provides a summary of the application
against the NNPS. It also provides a brief assessment against TfL’s defined
development plan, which in paragraph 1.1.9 states it comprises of the London Plan
and the development plans of the London Boroughs of Greenwich and Newham. It
also refers to the development plan for the London Borough of Tower Hamlets as of
significance.

4.3

LB Hackney’s view is that their local development plan is also of significance. As a
neighbouring borough with some shared approach roads, the tunnel is likely to have
significant impact on Hackney’s transport network and local community. LB Hackney’s
development plan should therefore also be considered in appraising the accordance
of the scheme with the relevant planning policies and in assessing the impact of the
scheme.

4.4

It is noted that the Examining Authority has asked a question of the applicant in its
First Written Questions (question reference: GA2) as to whether the application
should be regarded as designated for the purposes of section 104 of the Planning Act
2008 or as ‘important and relevant’ as of section 105. There was also discussion at the
Preliminary Meeting of whether the Development Plan or NNPS is more relevant to
the scheme. LB Hackney will await the Examining Authority’s view on this matter and
may wish to comment further once a decision on the weight afforded to the NNPS has
been made.
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4.5

For the purposes of this LIR, the following section summarises the compliance of the
scheme with LB Hackney’s development plan in order to assess the impact of the
scheme on Hackney. It also refers to some concerns of the scheme’s compliance with
the NNPS, National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and National Planning Practice
Guidance (NPPG) but does not go into detail on this as it does not want to repeat the
appraisal that the Examining Authority will be carrying out.

National Networks National Policy Statement (NNPS)
4.6

LB Hackney questions the compliance of the following sections of the NNPS due to the
impact of the scheme on the Hackney area.

4.7

NNPS paragraph 3.2 recognises that for development to be sustainable it should be
designed to minimise social and environmental impacts and improve the quality of
life. As demonstrated in this LIR there are likely to be social and environmental
impacts on Hackney’s population and potentially the quality of life for many may be
reduced.

4.8

NNPS paragraphs 3.15 to 3.18 refer to the Government’s commitment to sustainable
modes of transport and investing in developing a high quality cycling and walking
environment. Paragraph 3.17 expressly refers to there being a direct role for the
national road network to play in helping pedestrians and cyclists. As evidenced in this
LIR, the scheme does not address the needs of pedestrians and cyclists within Hackney
and the rest of London.

4.9

NNPS paragraph 4.3 refers to the weighing of adverse impacts of a scheme against its
benefits. It refers to considering environmental, safety, social and economic benefits
and adverse impacts. Some of these are addressed through this LIR.

4.10

NPPS paragraph 4.6 refers to applications being supporting by a transport model to
provide sufficiently accurate detail of the impacts of the project. It also refers to
appropriate sensitivity analysis to consider the impact of uncertainty on project
impacts. As evidenced through this LIR, LB Hackney is concerned about the possible
impact of the tunnel if appropriate sensitivity testing is not carried out.

4.11

NPPS paragraphs 4.79 to 4.82 provide policies on health. The NPPS refers to the
potential for the road network to affect health, well-being and quality of life and
refers specifically to air quality. Paragraph 4.81 refers to the environmental statement
identifying and setting out the assessment of any likely significant adverse health
impacts. Paragraph 4.82 refers to measures being identified by the applicant to avoid,
reduce or compensate for adverse health impacts. As demonstrated through this LIR,
it is expected that there will be adverse health impacts on LB Hackney’s residents due
to the scheme’s impact on air quality. Adequate mitigation has not been proposed
and the scheme is contrary to this section of the NPPS.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
4.12

Section 3.3 of the NNPS refers to applications for NSIP to avoid and mitigate
environmental and social impacts in line with the principles set out in the NPPF.
Section 3 of the NPPF refers to the NPPF may be considered important and relevant in
determining NSIPs.

4.13

The NPPF refers to developments that generate significant amount of movement
being supported by a Transport Statement or Assessment. This has been provided for
the scheme but as already set out LB Hackney has not been provided with the full
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model to fully appraise the impacts. Furthermore the NPPF also refers to balancing
the transport system in favour of sustainable transport and this is not met through the
proposal.
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)
4.14

NPPG 32: Air Quality provides guiding principles on how planning can take account of
new development on air quality. Its includes guidance on how detailed an air quality
assessment needs to be, setting out that assessments should be proportionate to the
nature and scale of development proposed and the level of concern about air quality.
The air quality assessment for the Silvertown Tunnel does not meet this guidance as it
does not take sufficient account of generated traffic flows which are fundamental to
determining if its development will have a negative impact on air quality.

4.15

NPPG 32 also sets out guidance on how an impact on air quality can be mitigated and
refers to mitigation being proportionate to the likely impact. It refers to examples of
mitigation to include funding to measures including those identified in air quality
action plans and low emission strategies, designed to offset the impact on air quality
arising from new development. The draft DCO currently does not adequately mitigate
impact on air quality in accordance with the NPPG.

4.16

NPPG 42: Travel plans, transport assessments and statements in decision making,
provides guidance on the key principles that should be taken into account when
preparing a transport assessment. This includes being tailored to local circumstances
and the plans being brought forward through collaborative ongoing working. The
assessment of the air quality impact of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme has not
followed this guidance.

London Borough of Hackney’s Development Plan
4.17

4.18

LB Hackney’s development plan consists of;


The London Plan



Hackney Core Strategy



Hackney Development Management Local Plan



Hackney Site Allocations Local Plan



A number of Area Action Plans.

The salient policies within the London Plan, Hackney Core Strategy and Hackney
Development Management Local Plan which should be taken into consideration in
assessing the Silvertown Tunnel proposal are set out below.

London Plan 2016
4.19

In terms of the London Plan, there are three key elements that the proposal does not
sufficiently address or is inconsistent with;
1. Silvertown Tunnel as part of a programme of works in east London
2. Commitment to sustainable transport
3. Air quality.
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Silvertown Tunnel as part of a programme of works in east London
4.20

In terms of the tunnel coming forward as part of a programme or works, policy 6.1
(Strategic approach) refers to a table of proposals to encourage closer integration of
transport and development. The table refers to “New and enhanced road vehicle river
crossing(s) in east London (package of measures)” and specifies “Programme of works
under development to improve cross-Thames road links in east London including
Silvertown tunnel”. It is clear that policy 6.1 envisages Silvertown tunnel being
delivered as part of a wider programme.

4.21

Similarly policy 6.4 (Enhancing London’s transport connectivity) refers to “providing
new river crossings” as parts of the Mayor’s commitment to improving the public
transport system. Again, the wording specifically refers to multiple crossings. Whilst
the supporting text in paragraph 6.20 refers explicitly to the Silvertown crossing, it
also reiterates multiple crossings by reference to consideration of ferry based options
and a fixed link at Gallions Reach. The text goes on to explicitly state that this will
“help to ensure a range of pedestrian, cycle and road-based Thames crossings”.

4.22

Whilst it is understood from Tfl’s Update Statement that the Mayor is now considering
a number of other crossings, there is as yet, nothing to guarantee these will happen.
The Silvertown Tunnel proposal is being brought forward in isolation of other east
London river crossings. As the DCO is not part of package of works it is contrary to the
policy aspirations of the London Plan.

Commitment to sustainable transport
4.23

Policy 6.12 (Road network capacity) refers to number of criteria which should be
considered in assessing proposals for increasing road capacity. This includes; the
contribution to sustainable development; the extent of any additional traffic and any
effects it may have on the locality; how net benefits to London’s environment can be
provided; and how conditions for pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users, freight
and local residents can be improved. Part C of the policy states that proposals should
show, overall, a net benefit across these criteria and must show how any dis-benefits
will be mitigated.

4.24

The scheme should be assessed in accordance with London Plan policy 6.12. LB
Hackney’s initial assessment of impacts based on the evidence within this LIR suggests
that it is likely that the tunnel would not show a net benefit across these criteria. As
set out within the relevant sections of this report, the contribution to sustainable
development is minimal as there are no opportunities for cyclists and pedestrians, and
as at present no firm commitment and funding for bus provision through the tunnel.
This LIR demonstrates evidence to suggest that LB Hackney is at risk of experiencing
increased motor traffic on its approach roads to the tunnel. It is difficult to see how
the scheme meets the criteria within policy 6.12 as LB Hackney’s evidence suggests
there is not a net benefit across the criteria in terms of the scheme’s impact on the
borough.

Air quality
4.25

Policy 7.14 (Improving air quality) refers to the Mayor recognising the importance of
tackling air pollution and improving air quality. Part B of the policy refers to a list of
factors which should be considered as part of planning decisions to include;


Minimise increased exposure to existing poor air quality and make provisions to
address local problems of air quality, particularly within Air Quality Management
Areas.
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4.26

Be at least ‘air quality neutral’ and not lead to further deterioration of existing
poor air quality.

As demonstrated in this LIR, LB Hackney is concerned at the potential impact of the
tunnel on Hackney (and the rest of London) as the air quality assessment is
inadequate and worsening air quality would have a negative impact on Hackney
residents. The scheme currently does not meet the requirements of policy 7.14.

Mayor’s Transport Strategy
4.27

Whilst the Mayor’s Transport Strategy is not part of the development plan, it is an
important document in setting out the Mayor’s strategy for transport in London.

4.28

Proposal 39 refers to the Mayor/TfL working with the London boroughs and other
stakeholder to bring forward a package of river crossings in east London. It lists a
number of proposed crossings including a new fixed link at Silvertown.

4.29

One of the key points of this proposal is that a package of crossings will be taken
forward. The Silvertown Tunnel proposal is contrary to this as it is being delivered as a
standalone project and not as part of a package of crossings.

Mayor’s London Local Air Quality Management Framework
4.30

The Mayor adopted a London Local Air Quality Management Framework in 2016. As
with the Transport Strategy, whilst this is not part of the development plan, it is an
important document which sets out the Mayor’s aspirations for air quality.

4.31

The document refers to a commitment to improving air quality and co-ordinating local
authority’s approaches to managing, monitoring and improving air quality.

4.32

As demonstrated through this LIR the scheme is likely to have a negative impact on air
quality in Hackney and is therefore contrary to this framework.

Hackney Core Strategy
4.33

Hackney Core Strategy policy 6 (Transport and land use) refers to the Council
encouraging patterns and forms of development that reduce the need to travel,
particularly by the car. The policy refers to improving the quality of areas including by
maximising accessibility for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users, managing
travel demand by cars and seeking reductions by through traffic. As asserted through
this LIR, the scheme may increase traffic flows on Hackney’s roads which is likely to
have a negative impact on LB Hackney. Accessibility for pedestrians, cyclists and public
transport users is not maximised.

4.34

Core Strategy policy 33 (Promoting sustainable transport) sets out that Hackney is
committed to prioritising sustainable transport, walking and cycling over private car
use. Overall the scheme is contrary to both these transport policies.

Hackney Development Management Local Plan
4.35

Policy DM3 (Promoting health and well-being) requires development to promote
health and well-being. This includes ensuring that development does not have an
adverse impact on the environment such as through air pollution. The policy also
refers to development being integrated with public transport. As set out in this LIR,
there is likely to be a negative impact on air quality due to increased air pollution,
which is contrary to this policy.
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4.36

Policy DM42 (Pollution and water and air quality) requires detailed survey and
assessment information to enable the Council to consider any possible pollution
impact linked to development proposals. The policy refers to necessary mitigation
measures being secured. Part c of the policy refers specifically to air quality, requiring
an applicant for planning permission to satisfactorily demonstrate how emissions from
the construction process of the proposed development will be minimised and
controlled. This is so that LB Hackney’s air quality objectives are not exceeded or
further exceeded. The policy also refers to all development being designed to mitigate
its impact on air quality both during the construction process and the lifetime of the
completed development. As with policy DM3, this LIR demonstrates evidence that the
scheme does not satisfactory minimise and control impacts on air quality.

4.37

Policy DM45 (Development and transport) requires development to make suitable
provision for encouraging the use of public transport, walking and cycling. It also
refers to the requirements of Transport Assessments and that any provision for
necessary supporting infrastructure will be secured through the use of planning
conditions, section 106 or Community Infrastructure Level. This LIR considers that
impact on sustainable transport within LB Hackney and concludes it is likely to have a
negative impact.

4.38

Policy DM46 (Walking and cycling) sets out a list of requirements that all development
proposals must meet. This includes taking full account of the needs of pedestrians and
cyclists, promoting walking and cycling safely and ensuring any new roads are
designed for reduced traffic speeds. As with policy DM46 this LIR demonstrates that
sustainable transport is not promoted and thus the requirements of this policy are not
met.

Hackney Air Quality Action Plan
4.39

LB Hackney’s Air Quality Action Plan (2015-2019) and Air Quality Annual Status Report
set out actions to improve air quality in the borough. Whilst this is not part of the
development plan, it is an important part of LB Hackney’s evidence base and a
statutory requirement to monitor air quality management areas. As set out in this LIR,
it is likely that the scheme does not assist LB Hackney in delivering its air quality
objectives and there is a potential negative impact on air quality. This is contrary to
the Air Quality Action Plan.

Hackney Transport Strategy
4.40

The Hackney Transport Strategy 2015-2025 was adopted in November 2015. It sets
out the Councils plans, policies and proposals for transport in Hackney for the next ten
years. It supports the objectives set out by the Mayor of London’s Transport Strategy
as well as local priorities set out by the Hackney’s Sustainable Community Strategy, its
emerging Local Plan, Hackney’s 2015 Corporate Plan and the Mayor of Hackney’s 2014
Manifesto transport pledges.

4.41

The Transport Strategy recognises that not only does transport have a critical role to
play in Hackney’s continuing physical regeneration but is also a key factor in achieving
other key borough priorities such as promoting transport equality and access to jobs,
training and essential services, reducing obesity levels through incidental exercise,
supporting the local economy, improving air quality, and reducing carbon emissions.
In all cases, the Strategy recognises that the borough must continue to challenge the
potential impacts of greater levels of private car use through greater integration of
transport and land use decisions and through providing sustainable alternatives to
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meet the aspirations of Hackney’s people while improving social inclusion and
combating climate change.
4.42

The vision for the Hackney Transport Strategy is:

4.43

By 2025, Hackney’s transport system will be an exemplar for sustainable urban living
in London. It will be fair, safe, accessible, equitable, sustainable and responsive to the
needs of its residents, visitors and businesses, facilitating the highest quality of life
standards for a borough in the Capital and leading London in its approach to tackling
its urban transport challenges of the 21st Century.

4.44

Combating road traffic growth, reallocation of roadspace , improving air quality and
making Hackney roads more attractive and safer for cyclists and other vulnerable road
users are all key aspects of the strategy, therefore TfL’s proposed Silvertown Tunnel
with its attendant increased traffic impact, increased presence of HGV’s and negative
impacts on Air Quality sits contrary to the strategy.

4.45

The Transport strategy refers to the proposals for a new river crossing in the
Background document – key challenges and responses on page 61 this explicitly refers
to the risk of additional vehicular traffic on the Hackney road network and specifically
on the A12. The same document on pages 55 and 58 refers to the challenge from Air
quality and congestion and managing roadspace.

5. Assessment of likely impacts of increased motor traffic on approach roads to the
tunnel in Hackney
Traffic sensitivities in already congested area which would be exacerbated by additional
traffic
5.1

LB Hackney’s Transport Strategy makes it clear that the network likely to be affected
by the Silvertown Tunnel is already suffering with congestion; TfL’s own sub-regional
plan for the East and South East sub-region predicts that congestion, measured in
terms of vehicle delay per km, is projected to increase by around 18% with the A12,
A13 and A2 and areas within Tower Hamlets and Newham likely to experience
particular pressure. Within Hackney, the worst affected areas are expected to occur in
the south east part of the borough near the A12, the A10 (north of Dalston), Seven
Sisters Road and the Lea Bridge Road/Pembury Road/Dalston Lane corridor.

5.2

In addition to these strategic routes there are a number of local roads which are
already suffering severely with congestion issues according to TfL’s own data and
analysis, these streets are listed below and are shown on the plan in Appendix A;

5.3



Cassland Road Eastbound – inter-peak and PM peak delays greater than 1.5
minutes per kilometre



Victoria Park Road westbound – AM and PM peak delays of between 0.5 to 1
minute per kilometre



Wick Road – AM and PM peak delays up to a minute per kilometre



Kenworthy Road - AM and PM peak delays greater than 1.5 minutes per
kilometre, interpeak delays of between 0.5 to 1.5 minutes per kilometre.

Tfl’s Transport Assessment (Document Ref: 6.5) shows in Figures 7-26 and 7-28 that
there are increases in junction delay at numerous junctions within Hackney. This
includes along the A12 corridor and within the Wick Road, Kenworthy Road and
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Hommerton area mentioned above. Although TfL’s Silvertown Tunnel model predicts
a comparatively low increase in delay, the fact these junctions are already suffering
from congestion means any increase could be significantly detrimental in terms of
congestion and associated air quality.
5.4

There is clear evidence in TfL’s report ”Traffic levels on major roads in Greater
London” that the number of heavy goods vehicles (HGV) and light goods vehicles
(LGV) has increased significantly in the borough.

5.5

TfL’s Transport Assessment (Document Ref: 6.5) states that the percentage of HGV’s
will increase in the reference case (Para 5.4.4 of the TA - HGV proportions through the
tunnel will increase from 25.4% in 2012 to; 27.5% in 2021 and 29.3% in 2031
reference case) However, Paragraph 7.2.14 and Figure 7-4 show there will not be a
change in the number of HGV’s passing through the tunnels. Given the predicted rise
in HGV’s and the provision of HGV and bus lanes in the new tunnel it is considered
highly likely that additional HGV trips will be drawn to the tunnel as the A12 will
remain as the main feeder road to the tunnel, bringing with it severance and air
quality issues.

5.6

Data on NOx pollution from the London Atmospheric Emissions Inventory (LAEI)
contained in Appendix B of this LIR and shows that road transport accounts for 50% of
all NOx, of which 21% is the result of HGV’s and 24% is from diesel cars.

5.7

HGV’s are involved in a disproportionate number of fatal collisions involving cyclists
and pedestrians. In 2013, HGV’s were involved in 9 out of 14 incidents leading to
cyclist fatalities.

5.8

The network is sensitive and experiences pressure with the existing operation. Any
additional traffic or changes to the network resulting from the Silvertown Tunnel will
have a detrimental effect and the council is not convinced that the proposed user
charge can be set and managed at an accurate level so as to avoid negative impacts.

5.9

The setting of the toll charge in the assessment is the key demand management tool
to avoid additional traffic on already sensitive borough roads and on a network which
will contain un-tolled alternative river crossings.

5.10

LB Hackney is sensitive to the effectiveness and management of the charge and there
is doubt about the ability of the model to accurately predict the behaviour of tunnel
users. Inaccuracies in the model will fail to predict negative impacts on roads through
Hackney, leading to an uncertain and potentially negative impact. The modelling has
been subjected to an independent review by Steer Davis Gleave (SDG) but there is
doubt as to the suitability of the model. The statement below from SDG’s report gives
cause for concern in terms of impact on Hackney. Para 1.9 of SDG review document
states “Specifically, no information has been provided regarding the derivation of
selected charges to be applied for use of Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels, nor the
behaviour of the model with respect to alternative charges. Similarly, it has not been
possible to review the relationship between charges and the values of time of local
residents. It is acknowledged that WebTAG provides no specific guidance on realism
tests to assess the behaviour of models with respect to changes to user charges.”
“....the review...cannot comment on key input variables specific to the charges applied
and their relationship with values of time.”

5.11

The potential for additional traffic in Hackney as a result of the new tunnel would be
severely detrimental to the area. Further, with the advent of segregated cycling
facilities and additional pedestrian crossing facilities across London, there has been an
overall reduction in highway capacity. Big construction projects — of which there are
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currently many in London — often encroach on the roads around them, and although
TfL through its Traffic Manager and the Network Impact Management Team does
manage statutory utilities, they obviously require access to their underground
network of plant and with the pace of re-development across London this will be set
to increase and will impact further on available highway capacity.
5.12

TfL has ceased to monitor the impact of the congestion charge after 2010 on the
ability thus to influence modal shift. The graph in Appendix C of this statement shows
a serious degradation of the vehicular speeds. Notwithstanding private car usage has
decreased, the increase in white van and light goods vehicles is noticeable. The
mechanism and the charging regime need to be adequate to manage demand without
detriment to the wider highway network. The proposals in the DCO are not considered
adequate as the existing highway network is already congested and the deficiencies in
the model mean that the impacts on the borough’s network may not have been
accurately predicted and there could be a negative impact.

Not part of a package of river crossings
5.13

In previous consultation responses (East London River Crossings, January 2013; TfL
Silvertown Crossing, November 2015; and Response to River Crossings, February 2016,
contained in Appendices D – F) LB Hackney has consistently raised the concern over
increased traffic levels in the borough, particularly on the A12. The consultation
responses raise the need for fixed crossings further east to draw traffic away from the
A12.

5.14

TfL’s Case for the Scheme set out in Document 7.1 refers to a package of crossings,
with road crossings at Gallions Reach and Belvedere closely following Silvertown
Tunnel. These have been part of the strategy for new river crossings as stated in TfL’s
‘Connecting the Capital’.

5.15

The Transport Assessment (Document Ref: 6.5, Section 7.5) clearly identifies the
benefits these additional crossings would bring to the area, doubling the travel time
savings when compared to the PM peak Assessed Case (1,100 PCU hours to 2,200) and
a significant reduction in queued traffic at the end of the modelled hour (1,700 to
2,800 PCU’s)

5.16

The Mayoral Review states that a DLR crossing at Gallions Reach is being prioritised
but there is no mention of a road crossing here or any crossing at all at Belvedere.

5.17

This lack of commitment goes against the statements in the Case for the Scheme
(Document Ref: 7.1) and brings in to serious doubt whether Silvertown will actually be
part of a package of river crossings and will bring about the resulting dispersal of
traffic needed to alleviate problems around the new tunnel and open up the
connectivity for residents and businesses around Gallions Reach and Belvedere as
promoted by TfL.

5.18

Hackney is particularly interested in this, given that crossings to the east would reduce
the demand on the A12 for strategic longer distance trips. The Transport Assessment
(Document Ref: 6.5) acknowledges in paragraph 7.12.5 that the A12 will continue to
accommodate the main strategic trips, thus placing more pressure on Hackney,
leading to a negative impact.

Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group (STIG)
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5.19

The formulation of and inclusion of Hackney in the Silvertown Tunnel Implementation
Group (STIG) is welcomed. There are however concerns relating to the makeup and
management of STIG and the effectiveness of the process for managing the impacts /
mitigation and its impacts on Hackney.

5.20

The proposed structure of STIG as provided in the DCO means that TfL does not have
to accept STIG’s position, therefore undermining the purpose of STIG.

5.21

Annual meetings are proposed and there is concern that the mechanism for altering
the charge will be too slow and therefore this measure will lack the appropriate
responsiveness to be effective in demand management. The proposed monitoring
strategy will not be suitable.

5.22

It is noted in the Monitoring Strategy (Document Ref: 7.6) that there are no corridors
or routes in LB Hackney proposed to be monitored as part of the strategy. One
junction is highlighted on Figure A-1 of this document, however, no reference of the
junction can be found in the table and therefore the extent of this monitoring is
unknown and not specified within the DCO. As such there appears to be no
mechanism for ascertaining the effect on roads within Hackney, rendering STIG
worthless to the borough.

5.23

LB Hackney considers that there should be a commitment in the terms of reference of
STIG to capping the future levels of traffic. Further information is set out in relation to
this point in LB Hackney’s Written Representation.

Air Quality and Active Travel
5.24

With reference to paragraphs x-x in the policy section of this LIR, Hackney’s Transport
Strategy recognises that the borough must continue to challenge the potential
impacts of greater levels of private car use through greater integration of transport
and land use decisions and through providing sustainable alternatives to meet the
aspirations of Hackney’s people while improving social inclusion and combating
climate change.

5.25

The borough’s Cycling Plan at C53 refers to HGV routes in Hackney and the council
working with TfL and other partners to investigate and implement options for
reducing the volume of HGV’s and larger goods vehicles on borough roads during peak
hours in the working day. As identified elsewhere in this LIR, the council fears that the
proposed Silvertown Tunnel will encourage more HGV’s on to the Hackney roads,
contrary to this aim.

5.26

The Cycling Plan promotes the reallocation of road space from private motor traffic to
non-motorised users (C8). Department for Transport’s ‘The Value of Cycling’ report
reviews literature on the value of cycling, including the wider economic benefits and
the findings show that cycling largely has largely positive impacts for people and
places where they live. The headline findings include the following;


High density, cycle friendly urban form is conducive to achieve agglomeration
benefits



Cyclists visit shops more regularly, spending more than users of most other forms
of transport



Cycling facilities can overcome difficulties in accessing employment opportunities



Cycling has a lower capital cost than other forms of transport infrastructure.
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5.27

It is difficult therefore to see how investing £1billion in new infrastructure primarily
for vehicular travel will reduce congestion, improve air quality or encourage more
people to walk and cycle. For these reasons LB Hackney consider this a negative
impact.

5.28

Generated traffic flows are a fundamental input to the air quality assessment of the
Silvertown Tunnel scheme. The shortcomings of these inputs are laid out above in the
traffic section of this LIR. As such, the air quality assessment is significantly lacking in
its determination of any impacts in Hackney.

5.29

Disregarding the robustness of traffic data used in the assessment, the DMRB
screening criteria used by TfL to discount any detailed assessment of impacts in
Hackney is not reasonable, nor is it realistic. The principal criterion used by TfL to
indicate whether further air quality assessment should be necessary is the DMRB1
threshold of 1,000 generated light duty vehicles (i.e. cars) per day. This is ten times
greater than the criterion set by the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) in
their development guidance2 (i.e. 100 light duty vehicles, or 25 heavy duty vehicles,
per day in or adjacent to an AQMA). As the effect on exposure of sensitive receptors
to elevated traffic emissions is identical for road schemes and other types of
development, there is no reasonable distinction to suggest why the IAQM criterion
would not apply to the Silvertown Tunnel scheme.

5.30

Considering the local air quality issues below, the less robust DMRB criterion is not a
reasonable one to apply to likely impacts on Hackney, or any other densely populated
area that experiences poor air quality due to road traffic. TfL arguing that the
Silvertown Tunnel, as a road scheme, causes different impacts to other types of
development ignores the real-world air quality impacts caused by their scheme.

5.31

The DMRB air quality guidance has not been updated since 2007 and is considered by
many air quality professionals to be out of date. Although a number of tools and
Interim Advice Notes have been issued by the Highways Agency / Highways England
and Defra to adjust the DMRB air quality assessment methodology, these are mainly
workarounds that do not make its use more robust.

5.32

Revised pollutant emissions factors from road traffic and background data, which are
used in the DMRB, were released in 2016. However, the IAQM3 still advises that
uncertainty in these data remain and that they will often need to be adjusted when
used in air quality assessments. The IAQM therefore recommend erring on the side of
caution and completing a range of sensitivity tests in order to address the uncertainty
associated with these latest input data. Considering this, the out of date and
unrealistically optimistic DMRB screening criterion is not appropriate for concluding
that there would be no significant air quality impacts on Hackney.

5.33

The entire borough of Hackney is an AQMA. However, the locations of greatest impact
from the Silvertown Tunnel are residential areas close to the A12 near Wick Road. The
GLA has identified this as one of eight strategic nitrogen dioxide (NO2) focus areas
(the Hackney Wick focus area), where further action is needed to reduce air pollution.
Traffic data shows that in the evening peak period, increased traffic on this part of the
A12, much of it from the Blackwall Tunnel, leads to significant congestion on

1

Highways Agency. 2007. The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges HA 207/07
Volume 11, Section 3, Part 1. Gov.uk
2
IAQM. 2015. Land-Use Planning & Development Control: Planning for Air Quality. London: IAQM.
3
IAQM. 2016. Dealing with Uncertainty in Vehicle NOX Emissions within Air Quality Assessments - Interim
Position Statement. London: IAQM.
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Hackney’s roads as referred to in the traffic section of this report and the plan in
Appendix A. Roads that are particularly affected are Wick Road, Kenworthy Road,
Cassland Road, Brookfield Road, Homer Road, Buxhall Crescent and Eastway, which
are some of the most polluted residential roads in the borough. As these roads are
known to become significantly congested at peak times from A12 traffic, any further
increases in traffic on the A12 from the Silvertown Tunnel will have a corresponding
impact on the Hackney Wick focus area. As such, the most significant air quality
effects will be experienced by those Hackney residents who are already amongst the
worst affected in the borough.

4

5.34

There are also a huge number of development schemes proposed in the vicinity of
Hackney Wick and the Queen Elizabeth Park that will have a negative impact on air
quality in the NO2 focus area. As part of their development control procedures, all
major schemes in Hackney, and many of those in the adjoining boroughs, are required
to have an air quality assessment. These will usually require air quality mitigation
measures, such as un-openable windows/trickle vents with carbon filters and
mechanical ventilation on lower floors of buildings that are close to road sources of
pollution.

5.35

To accord with the London Plan Policy 7.14 all major developments are also required
to be air quality neutral. Where schemes cannot sufficiently mitigate their impacts,
emissions are required to be offset by making the development car free or by
requiring the installation of electric vehicle charging points. However, in taking a
proactive stance in seeking to improve air quality in Hackney and across London in
general, Hackney usually requests that these measures are undertaken as standard.

5.36

The Residential areas around the A12, including the Hackney Wick focus area, are
clearly sensitive to any increases in traffic causing air quality impacts, which is why
Hackney is so focused on air quality improvements there. Being so sensitive, there is
no headroom for these areas to accommodate additional impacts from the operation
of the Silvertown Tunnel. Much smaller increases than the DMRB screening criterion
of 1,000 vehicles per day would therefore have disproportionately negative impacts
on local air quality in these areas.

5.37

However, as air quality impacts on the borough have not been assessed at all,
Hackney cannot provide more technical appraisal of the Silvertown Tunnel, nor how it
would allow them to comply with relevant policy. Considering that negative impacts
on specific areas of concern are likely, the scheme will set back the aims of Hackney’s
other AQAP measures, which focus on mitigating road traffic impacts.

5.38

Air quality and pollution from road traffic are regularly highlighted as key concerns to
Londoners, being identified as such from results of the Mayor’s annual London survey.
As such, the current mayor was elected this year on a clear mandate to improve
London’s air quality. As it stands, the Silvertown Tunnel will likely have a significant
negative impact on areas of particular sensitivity in Hackney’s borough-wide AQMA.

5.39

A report recently released by the Mayor4 reveals Hackney as one of the five boroughs
that have the highest proportion of most deprived populations in London’s areas of
worst air quality. The report highlights the need for targeted action in these boroughs
to improve exposure of residents to better air quality.

5.40

Children are particularly sensitive to poor air quality, and the disproportionate impact
on this vulnerable group was another key finding of the Mayor’s report. Hackney’s

Aether Ltd. 2013 (issued 2016). Analysing Air Pollution Exposure in London. London: GLA.
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rate of children’s hospital admissions due to asthma is significantly worse than the
London average, which reflects that it is the seventh borough in London that is most
affected by poor air quality.

5
6

5.41

St Dominic’s Primary School is located on Wick Road, close to Kenworthy Road and the
A12, and is the Hackney school that would be most affected by the Silvertown Tunnel.
However, there are further schools along nearby polluted roads in the area, including:
Ickburgh Primary School on Kenworthy Road; Berger Primary School on Anderson
Road; and Cardinal Pole Catholic School on Morning Lane. All of these sensitive school
locations, in a borough highlighted by the Mayor as being disproportionately affected
by poor air quality, would be negatively impacted by the congestion and polluting
emissions from traffic serving the Silvertown Tunnel. Effects on them therefore need
to be adequately considered.

5.42

On a regional scale, London’s air quality is further spotlighted by the recent High Court
Ruling that the government’s failure to act on improving air quality is illegal. Although
London is one of the six Clean Air Zone cities where government action is focused on
improving air quality, via the 2015 Air Quality Plan5, the ruling states that the
government had erred in law by fixing compliance dates based on over optimistic
modelling of air quality. The upshot of this is that under Section 48 of the Localism Act
2011, any infraction sanctions levied against the government on its continued failure
to manage air quality in areas of concern such as within Hackney’s AQMAs and the
Evelyn Street corridor, could be passed down to local authorities to pay. Therefore,
any additional burden on the borough’s existing poor air quality caused by the
Silvertown Tunnel could result in Hackney paying significant costs that are not
currently, nor proposed to be, mitigated.

5.43

However, a major infrastructure scheme such as the Silvertown Tunnel, which will
increase trip generation and associated emissions regionally, could be difficult to
justify in any revised government plans to improve air quality following the above
ruling.

5.44

With all of the above in mind, Hackney has a significant policy focus on air quality. It
has pledged to become a Cleaner Air for London Borough and by doing so has shown
significant commitment to achieve the challenging aims set down by the Mayor’s Air
Quality Strategy6. It has also recently expanded its air quality monitoring network to
support the Zero Emissions Network (ZEN), Green Action Zone (GAZ), Schools Idling
Vehicles project and Narrow Way pedestrianisation (NWP).

5.45

The principal measures in Hackney’s AQAP are to reduce polluting emissions from
traffic. The council therefore requires accurate assessment of the impacts of
development on its residents, which has not been provided by TfL for the Silvertown
Tunnel scheme.

5.46

The only air quality mitigation currently recommended by TfL is a period of NO2
monitoring. This is to establish a 12-month baseline before operation of the
Silvertown Tunnel and then further monitoring for a period of at least 3 years.

5.47

In the Silvertown Tunnel Monitoring Strategy, TfL acknowledges that it will be difficult
to draw robust conclusions by comparing operational effects with a single year of
baseline NO2 monitoring. Nevertheless, this is all that is currently tabled in terms of
recommended mitigation. In any case, a good deal of monitoring is already carried out
by Hackney and it is not clear what more monitoring would achieve.

Defra. 2015. Improving air quality in the UK Tackling nitrogen dioxide in our towns and cities. Gov.uk
2010. Mayor's Air Quality Strategy. London: GLA.
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5.48

However, Hackney wishes to ensure that any proposed monitoring would adequately
provide assessment of impacts on the borough from the operation of the Silvertown
Tunnel and that this would lead to effective actions to mitigate negative air quality
impacts on its residents. Hackney therefore requires assurance from TfL that any
mitigation measures proposed by the STIG will deliver effective emissions reduction
measures. It is suggested that this could include contribution to Hackney’s Air Quality
funding to develop and deliver a Green Action Zone initiative in the Hackney Wick
focus area.

6. Assessment of likely impacts on sustainable transport
Uncertain benefits to PT pedestrians and cyclists
6.1

Residents of the London Borough of Hackney rely heavily on sustainable modes of
transport; only 12% travel to work by car, compared to 30% for London; the borough
has low car ownership; 17% of the population compared to 33% in greater London as
shown by Census 2011 data in the tables below. As such the lack of commitment to
sustainable modes of travel through the tunnel provides little benefit to residents in
the borough and can be considered a negative impact.

2011 Census Car or Van Availability
Hackney

Greater London

All Households

101,690

3,266,173

No Cars or Vans in Household

64.63%

41.55%

1 Car or Van in Household

30.64%

40.54%

2 Cars or Vans in Household

4.06%

14.04%

3 Cars or Vans in Household

0.52%

2.93%

4 or More Cars or Vans in Household

0.16%

0.94%

41,800

2,664,414

246,270

8,173,941

Cars per household

0.41

0.82

Cars per capita of population

0.17

0.33

All Cars or Vans in Area
Usual Residents

Source: National Census 2011
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2011 Census Travel to Work Statistics (excluding not in employment)
% Modal Split

Mode

Hackney

Underground / light rail
Train
Bus
Taxi
Motorcycle
Car or Van Driver
Car or Van Passenger
Cycle
Walk
Other
Source: National Census 2011

Greater London
20.9%
7.7%
28.2%
0.5%
1.2%
11.9%
0.8%
15.4%
12.5%
0.8%

22.6%
13.3%
14.0%
0.5%
1.2%
28.0%
1.8%
4.0%
8.8%
0.7%

Deprivation Index and road collisions
6.2

London Borough of Hackney is one of the most deprived boroughs in England with
residents relying on non car modes of travel. Therefore the provision of a vehicular
only link is unlikely to provide positive benefits to Hackney residents. In fact the
additional traffic may negatively impact residents due to the resulting increases in
pollution, severance, congestion and road safety. Using data gathered by the
Department for Communities and Local Government for The English Indices of
Deprivation 2015 LB Hackney is classified as the 11th most deprived local authority in
England. Although it has improved – it was in 2010 the most deprived local authority
in England, it is an exceptionally deprived authority. Over 32% of children in the
borough are living in income deprived households.

6.3

There is evidence to suggest that there is a strong correlation between deprivation
and road collisions. In 1999/2000 Transport for London – Road Safety Unit
commissioned a study completed by the London School of Hygiene and Tropical
Medicine investigating Deprivation and Road Safety in London. The study
demonstrated that there is a clear link between deprivation and road collisions with
the strongest relationship with deprivation being for pedestrians, where the most
deprived are over twice as likely to be injured as the least deprived. This relationship
was also found for adult cyclists in London. The report went on to provide evidence
that this is due to exposure to the risk of road traffic injury – children are more likely
to travel as pedestrians. The report concluded, not surprisingly that they is a
requirement to reduce traffic speed and improve the environment for walking and
cycling. Further, the report found little evidence that education and publicity alone
would improve conditions.

6.4

Therefore, it is challenging to see how the Silvertown Tunnel, increasing the capacity
for vehicular traffic will assist in reducing road collisions across LB Hackney and in fact
there is the real possibility that there would be a negative impact.

Vehicular Only Link
6.5

The fact that the proposals do not provide a cross river link for pedestrians and cyclists
is a missed opportunity to enable the well needed sustainable transport links across
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the river. Prioritisation of walking and cycling is a priority for LB Hackney and TfL and
the DCO proposals do not deliver this.
6.6

Enabling cyclists and pedestrians to cross the river as part of a new Silvertown Tunnel
would meet the policy objectives of the borough and Mayor. It would also reduce the
demand for non sustainable cross river travel.

6.7

It is clear that the Emirates Air Line does not function as a passenger service and is
inconvenient, time consuming and expensive for cyclists when compared to being able
to cycle through a tunnel. Given the existing and proposed cycle infrastructure on the
north and south of the river the rationale for excluding cyclists from the new tunnel is
considered a mistake.

6.8

The provision of a vehicular only link is considered a negative impact by LB Hackney.

Lack of Commitment to Bus Services
6.9

Hackney welcomes the ability of the tunnel to carry more cross river bus services.
However, there is no commitment on the subsequent bus provision. TfL need to
provide a more detailed and defined strategy for cross river buses so that Hackney can
consider whether this meets the needs of their residents and businesses.

6.10

There are areas of the borough, particularly the eastern area, which suffer from a low
Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL). PTAL’s are a detailed and accurate measure
of the accessibility of a point to the public transport network, taking into account walk
access time and service availability. The method is essentially a way of measuring the
density of the public transport network at any location within Greater London. New
bus services to Hackney would be welcomed as a way of increasing public transport
accessibility and providing sustainable cross river trips, however, there is no
commitment to this within the application. Bus travel is essential to Hackney residents
with more than 26% of residents commuting to work by bus. Therefore Hackney want
more cross river bus services as they would open up access to jobs and services for its
residents.

6.11

It is unclear how the proposed new bus services will be funded. LB Hackney
understands that at present there is no committed funding to the provision of new
bus services through the proposed tunnel. To set this within a wider context, in
2015/16 bus passenger journeys on London’s roads, decreased notably for central and
inner London. This is primarily due to increased delay and poor reliability. For much of
the period since 2008, average traffic speeds and delays (congestion) have been
notable for their stability. However, this year there is evidence of emerging pressures
on the road network with a decrease of 4 per cent in average traffic speeds across
London, coupled with a sharp 13 per cent increase in average traffic delay, providing a
marked contrast to the historic trend. With the removal of the DfT grant reducing
revenue by 9%, there will be significantly less funding for bus services, especially new
services. Coupled increasing unreliability and thus reducing passenger numbers it is
very difficult to see where funding will be found for new bus services. Whilst it is
noted that the TfL Business Plan will provide support for the funding of new bus
services, the fact that it is not part of the DCO and is yet to be published means there
is essentially no commitment.

6.12

TfL’s modelling of the assessed case is based on high bus frequencies with the
resulting mode shift. With the doubt over new routes as detailed above and with no
commitment in the DCO, there is reason to believe that a higher amount of general
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traffic will use the tunnel, resulting in worse traffic conditions and delays than
modelled. This will have a likely negative impact on Hackney.
6.13

Whilst it is noted that there will be commitment through the TfL business Plan to
support the funding of new bus services through the Silvertown Tunnel. This Business
Plan is not part of the DCO application and has not yet been published. As such there
is no commitment within the DCO for these services.

6.14

Providing new road capacity is not the solution to the existing transport problems and
will encourage more trips by private motor vehicle. Evidence from The Standing
Advisory Committee of Trunk Road Assessment (SACTRA) in 1994 demonstrated,
following an in depth study of a number of papers using theoretical and modelling
approaches, convincingly that the economic value of a scheme can be overestimated
by the omission of even a small amount of induced traffic. They considered this
matter of profound importance to the value for money assessment of the future road
programme. This problem is one of the most complex which traffic forecasters have to
understand: does improving the road system introduce extra traffic which, without
the improvements, would not otherwise be there? Extra traffic may be caused, for
example, by people, in response to improved road conditions, making more or longer
trips. The extra traffic of this kind, whatever its cause, is termed induced traffic.

6.15

Induced traffic is of greatest importance in the following circumstances:


where the network is operating or is expected to operate close to capacity;



where traveller responsiveness to changes in travel times or costs is high, as may
occur where trips are suppressed by congestion and then released when the
network is improved;



where the implementation of a scheme causes large changes in travel costs.

6.16

This suggests that the categories of road where appraisal needs to be most careful are
improvements to roads in and around urban areas, estuary crossing schemes, and
strategic capacity-enhancing interurban schemes, including motorway widening.

6.17

The Silvertown Tunnel fits therefore into the first two of the above points as the
existing data clearly shows the network is already operating close to or over capacity
and the existing congestion at Blackwall Tunnel is suppressing demand. Enabling
vehicle trips will increase their use and this is considered a negative impact.

7. Conclusions
7.1

In conclusion, this LIR has highlighted the likely impacts that the proposed Silvertown
Tunnel DCO is likely to have on LB Hackney. The evidence and assessment within the
report suggests that there is likely to be a negative impact on the approach roads to
the tunnel and on air quality due to the increased motor traffic, and a negative and
uncertain impact on sustainable transport.

7.2

The LIR appraises the Silvertown Tunnel proposal against national, regional and local
planning policies and concludes that at present it does not deliver the objectives and
policies of these overarching planning policies against which the DCO will be assessed.
In particular the LIR raises concern that the proposal does not meet the planning
policies in relation to;
1. The tunnel coming forward as part of a programme of works in east London;
2. Commitments to sustainable transport; and
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3. Air quality
7.3

The proposal is contrary to both London Plan policies and the Mayor’s Transport
Strategy, both of which envisage that the Silvertown Tunnel will come forward as part
of a programme of works rather than in isolation. The tunnel is contrary to London
Plan and Hackney specific policies on sustainable transport including policies within
Hackney’s Core Strategy and Development Management Local Plan, which seek to
promote health and well-being as well as reducing the impact on the environment by
promoting sustainable modes of transport including cycling, walking and public
transport. The planning policy appraisal also highlights the problems with the scheme
in relation to air quality, in that the proposal goes against national, regional and local
policies on improving air quality.

7.4

The LIR assessed the impact of the scheme on traffic congestion on Hackney’s
approach roads to the tunnel and concludes that there is likely to be a negative
impact. Much of the area already suffers with traffic sensitivities and the tunnel will
increase the pressure meaning negative impacts on the road network as well as
serious negative impacts on air quality for Hackney’s community. The LIR considers
that as the scheme is not coming forward as part of the promised package of
crossings, the impact is worsened. The mechanisms with the draft DCO and the
certified documents are not sufficient to manage the potential impacts.

7.5

The LIR also assessed the impact of the tunnel on sustainable transport. Whilst the
tunnel is capable of catering for double decker buses, there is as yet no commitment
to running buses through the tunnel and thus the impact at present is uncertain.
There is a negative impact on pedestrians and cyclists as the draft DCO makes no
provision for either. This has a substantial negative impact on LB Hackney as many
Hackney residents rely on sustainable modes of transport rather than the car.

8. Appendices
8.1

Technical evidence cited is provided in the following appendices:
Appendix A – TfL Network Performance and Delay Maps of LB Hackney
(AM Peak; Inter-Peak; PM Peak)
Appendix B – LAEI 2013 data on the sources of NOx
Appendix C – Degradation of London Travel Times / Vehicle Speed
Appendix D – LB Hackney Response to East London River Crossings, January 2013
Appendix E – LB Hackney Response to TfL Silvertown Crossing, November 2015
Appendix F – LB Hackney Response to River Crossings, February 2016
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Appendix A:
TfL Network Performance and Delay Maps of LB Hackney
(AM Peak; Inter-Peak; PM Peak)
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Appendix B:
LAEI 2013 data on the sources of NOx
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Appendix C:
Degradation of London Travel Times / Vehicle Speed
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Traffic Congestion
TfL has ceased to monitor the impact of the congestion charge after 2010 on the ability thus to
influence modal shift. The above graph shows a serious degradation of the vehicular speeds.
Notwithstanding private car usage has decreased, the increase in white van and light goods vehicles
is noticeable. The mechanism and the charging regime need to be adequate to manage demand
without detriment to the wider highway network. The proposals in the DCO are not considered
adequate.
Source: Inrix and FT 4 October 2016

Appendix D:
LB Hackney Response to East London River Crossings, January 2013
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East London River Crossing – TfL Consultation January 2013
London Borough of Hackney Response
Highways Impact
Hackney officers are concerned about the impact of increased northbound traffic on
the approach roads to the Silvertown Tunnel north and south of the river which would
be a likely result of easing congestion at the Greenwich peninsula crossings
especially if the tolling at the Greenwich peninsula tunnels were weakened or
removed in future. The East Cross Route (A12) which runs through the eastern part
of Hackney is one of these roads. There is a risk that some of this extra traffic would
also use other non-trunk roads in Hackney. The Silvertown Tunnel through the more
affluent high car ownership areas north of Hackney, in Haringey, Barnet and the Lee
Valley region of south western Essex could also potentially attract southbound traffic
on approach roads if the deterrent effect of tolling were eroded.
Hackney is also concerned at the apparent discrepancy between ‘Elham’ modelling
outputs shared earlier with the borough for 2031 which showed a considerable
increase in traffic in the east of the borough with River crossings modelling (also
based on Elham) which showed a reduction in traffic on the A12 on the Reference
(no new crossings) case. We would welcome further details which may explain these
differences. The modelling also does not appear to include any potential impact for
the proposed Lower Thames Crossing at Dartford.
Gallions Reach Bridge
Hackney officers are concerned that building a tunnel at Silvertown without a fixed
link further downstream at Gallions Reach would attract through traffic travelling
between Essex and Kent onto the A12 passing through Hackney. The building of a
fixed link (bridge or tunnel) at Gallions Reach (which could be completed at some
time after 2021) would filter off this much of this through traffic from the A2 onto the
North Circular (A406) where it could reach the M11 at junction 4. The implementation
of a ferry at Gallions Reach would not preclude the building of a fixed link at Gallions
Reach but would effectively delay it until 2030 a decade after the proposed
completion of the Silvertown tunnel.
Peak Car
Without a fixed link at Gallions Reach there is a very real danger that the congestion
relief on the Greenwich Peninsula would be temporary. The argument that road
building is a simple solution to traffic congestion has been questioned in transport
planning for many years and especially since the Standing Advisory Committee for
Trunk Road Assessment 1994 accepted the reality of induced traffic where the time
saved by new road links is quickly consumed by subsequent increased trip frequency
and length. Hackney would welcome more details on to what extent the modelling
takes on board new evidence that the link between car ownership (and closely
associated car trips) and population growth has been broken since 2001 particularly
in London. This new evidence was strengthened by On the Move, a new RAC report
published in December 2012 which found that “the so-called ‘peak car’ effect (i.e. the
situation in which there is no increase over a sustained period of time – and in some
cases an actual decline – in the annual average car mileage per person, even during
periods of economic growth) seems to apply to the resident population of London” It
would be wise, perhaps to understand more clearly the cause of ‘peak car’ in London
before dismissing it as a blip as the underlying analysis behind the river crossing
proposals appears to do.

The Lack of a Cycling link
The Silvertown tunnel, which will not be usable by cyclists and pedestrians, would be
the third river crossing on the Greenwich peninsula to be unusable by pedestrians
and cyclists who would instead be restricted to using the Emirates cable car. The
adult cash cost of a cable car journey (£4.30) is much higher than the £2.50 toll
envisioned for the three tunnels. Cross river cyclable links downstream of Tower
Bridge would be restricted to the dangerously heavily air-polluted and trafficked
Rotherhithe tunnel. The closure of the Woolwich Ferry would also remove a free
Thames crossing usable by walkers and cyclists - a concern shared by LB
Greenwich and the London Assembly members for ‘City and East’ and Greenwich
and Lewisham. The replacement crossing at Gallions Reach would be tolled. All this
seems out of step with the Mayor’s long term 5 per cent modal share cycling
ambitions for the capital, with Hackney and Tower Hamlets having considerably more
ambitious long term modal cycling targets of 15 per cent and 7 per cent respectively.
Hackney therefore supports the addition of a walkable and cyclable fixed link to the
current proposals.
Tolling as a form of traffic management
There is a danger that building a crossing could have the result of attracting more
traffic into East London as the existing river crossing bottleneck is eased. Whilst TfL
are looking at tolling the river crossings we would wish to see an explicit proposal or
statement that a strategic approach be taken to tolling across all links downstream of
the Rotherhithe tunnel in order to manage traffic volumes and demand to prevent or
minimise any additional traffic being attracted to the area of the Silvertown/Blackwall
tunnel crossings. In Hackney’s case the key issue is the impact on the A12 running
through the East of the borough with many car trips on this route originating beyond
Hackney and using this route to access the river crossings.
Summary
Hackney would support the tunnel at Silvertown and bridge at Gallions Reach option
but would view the proposal for a tunnel accompanied by a ferry at Gallions Reach
as unsustainable because of the possible/likely impacts on traffic on the A12. It would
also seek reassurances that robust and demand-responsive tolling will be set and
maintained to prevent or minimise any additional traffic being attracted to the
Silvertown/Blackwall Tunnels and approach roads. It would also strongly urge that a
pedestrian and cycle link across the Thames be added to the current proposals. It
would like to see the proposals couched in the context of multi modal travel demand
management picture, where positive incentives to public transport and cycling
accompany the tolling disincentives. Hackney would also like to see further detailed
modelling work relating to the impacts of the proposed or potential crossings as at
present it is not considered that these are robust and there appear to be
discrepancies with other previous TfL modelling presented to the borough.

Appendix E:
LB Hackney Response to TfL Silvertown Crossing, November 2015
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LB Hackney response to the TFL Silvertown crossing consultation
Hackney Council remains opposed to the Silvertown Tunnel proposals as
currently presented due to a number of reservations over its potential impact
upon the borough. The Council would therefore seek further definitive
information on traffic flows, charging levels and air pollution before being able
to offer its support.
Impact on eastern areas of Hackney
Hackney Council recognises the need for additional river crossings to improve
connectivity for the wider east and south east sub-region and the present
reliance on the Blackwall Tunnel and Woolwich Ferry constrains the ability of
the sub-region to support the planned housing and employment growth,
outlined in both the London plan and the regeneration aspirations of the
respective boroughs on both sides of the Thames. However, the council’s
primary concern centres on the likelihood that providing greater highway
capacity for private vehicles is likely to increase traffic and congestion in the
sub region in the medium to long term rather than reduce it. The Council is
particularly concerned about existing traffic flows in the A12/Blackwall Tunnel
area and is concerned about the impact that the provision of an additional four
lane highway at the Silvertown crossing could have on the borough.

The majority of traffic and congestion in Hackney is a result of through traffic
as opposed to traffic originating within the borough. The east of the borough
in particular presently suffers from a legacy of one-way streets and gyratories
that were implemented to facilitate traffic movement between the A12 and
Central London. The Council’s emerging Transport Strategy 2015-2025 seeks
to reverse the negative impact on air quality, vehicular speeds, community
severance and highway safety as a result of existing one-way systems on
feeder routes to the A12, particularly in areas to the east of the borough,
including Homerton, Cassland Road, Well Street and Victoria Park Road.

The Council notes that the proposal is for the Blackwall and Silvertown
tunnels to be tolled, with charging between 6am and 10pm, and that the
Document Number: 16576457
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current indicative charge for tolling would be £3 per car and £7.50 per HGV
vehicle. It is also noted that TFL are tolling both to enable them to finance the
tunnel and to manage traffic demand in the wider area around the Silvertown
and Blackwall Tunnel.
Lack of Future Proofing
It is the Council’s view that all river crossings should be multi-modal to
facilitate travel beyond the private car, LGVs and HGVs. The Council notes
that the emphasis on much of the cross-river movement appears to be
focussed on private vehicular movements. The lack of any ability to navigate
the proposed Silvertown crossing by means other than motorised vehicles
appears short-sighted in the extreme. Likewise, there appear to be no
proposals for additional pedestrian or cycle crossings over the river.

Conclusion
Since Hackney is likely to be greatly affected by the eventual decisions on the
river crossing and tolling levels etc, the borough would wish to be fully
engaged in the decision making process as any scheme progresses.

We would like to see proposals developed for further pedestrian and cycle
crossings of the Thames and wish to reserve our position on the Silvertown
Crossing until the actual level of tolls is set out and when the likely impact
from traffic is more clearly defined.
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LB Hackney Response to River Crossings Consultation February 2016

This submission should be read in conjunction with Hackney Council’s response to
the proposed Silvertown crossing in November 2015. The Council stated its
opposition to that project based on a number of factors including lack of
consideration for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users and lack of clarity
on motor traffic flows, tolling charging levels and air pollution.
The Council recognises that the present reliance on the Blackwall Tunnel and
Woolwich Ferry constrains the ability of the sub-region to support the planned
housing and employment growth outlined in both the London Plan and the
regeneration aspirations of the respective boroughs on both sides of the Thames.
The Council is therefore generally supportive of efforts by TfL and other boroughs to
address this situation subject to the concerns raised below and in our previous
submission to the Silvertown being addressed satisfactorily.

The Gallions Reach and Belvedere river crossings

The Council notes that in contrast to previous consultations on river crossings
(particularly the proposed Silvertown crossing), the updated materials have included
provision for public transport, pedestrians and cyclists. In both cases, the Council’s
strong preference is for bridges as opposed to tunnels given due consideration to
pedestrian, cyclist and public transport user’s comfort.
In the interests of future proofing, both bridges should be as multi-modal as possible
and further consideration of the proposed DLR/Tram extension is merited. General
traffic lanes are restricted to one lane in each direction which is supported. At a
minimum, bus priority measure should be retained. The Council also supports the
intention to toll both bridges in order to both manage demand and to fund the
construction and on-going operation costs of the bridge. Further consideration of tolls
for private cars for the existing Blackwall and Rotherhithe tunnels and proposed
Silvertown link (as well as extending the Congestion Zone to include London Bridge)
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may be warranted given the possibility of displacement of motor traffic avoiding tolls
on the newer bridges to the east.

Preference
The Council’s first preferred option is the Gallions Reach Bridge which is a new road
bridge between Thamesmead and Beckton. It is our understanding that land has to
build terminals and access roads has been safeguarded meaning that potentially, the
bridge could be built before the proposed Belvedere bridge within the next decade.
The Council also notes the potential of the Gallions Reach to improve connectivity to
the Lower Lea Valley Opportunity Area.
The Council has long-standing issues with high volumes of traffic along the A12
heading towards the Blackwall tunnel causing congestion, severance between
communities and causes high levels of air pollution as well as noise. The Council
wishes to reduce reliance on the A12 as a corridor for private motor vehicles in order
to achieve regeneration and air quality objectives in the east of the borough. The
consultation suggests that TfL expect motor traffic volumes to generally decrease to
the west of the Gallions Reach Bridge which would be consistent with the council’s
ambitions in this regard. However, the Council seeks further clarification on this
matter particularly in terms of impacts on the A12 and the impact of road pricing (or
lack of) on all river crossings in the wider east and south-east sub-region.

Conclusion
The Council notes that this is a non-statutory consultation with a formal consultation
process envisaged in 2017/18. The Council wishes to be kept informed of progress
of river crossings in the east and south-east sub region and would welcome the
opportunity to discuss any of the issues raised above.
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