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i. Summary 

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

LBL’s concerns relate to 

 Lack of policy compliance at various levels,  

 Exclusion of LB Southwark from the development and assessment of the transport 
model 

 The inability of the assessment to accurately predict scheme impacts 

 Lack of consideration of existing highway capacity and road safety issues 

 Underestimation of future predicted growth in an area of London subject to 
significant development  

 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 

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

 The impact on sustainable transport and connectivity. 

LB Southwark lies to the west of the proposed Silvertown Tunnel and hosts the 
Rotherhithe Tunnel, the first crossing west of the proposed Silvertown Tunnel which is not 
subject to a user charge. The A200 corridor which continues through Southwark and the 
adjoining borough of Lewisham provides a direct route for traffic to Rotherhithe Tunnel 
and on to Tower Bridge, another free road crossing. LB Southwark is concerned that traffic 
avoiding the proposed tolls at Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels will be diverted through 
the borough, leading to significant increases in traffic volume with associated air quality, 
safety and severance issues 

LB Southwark has consistently engaged with TfL and has raised concern that the 
assessment of the proposals does not accurately reflect the existing poor highway and air 
quality conditions or consider the high level of growth planned in and close to the area. 
LBL consistently requested access to the traffic model in order to assess the impact on the 
borough but this has not been provided by TfL which LB Southwark feels may be a breach 
of EIA regulations.  

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.  

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 Development Consent Order (“DCO”). 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 Southwark (“LB 
Southwark”) to prepare and coordinate their submissions on the proposed Silvertown 
Tunnel Development Consent Order. Phlorum is providing technical input on air 
quality matters. This LIR has thus been prepared jointly between LB Southwark, 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 
Southwark. It draws on local evidence, experience and knowledge to provide a 
thorough assessment of the scheme on the areas within Southwark likely to be 
affected, in order to assist the Examining Authority and Secretary of State in their 
assessment of the proposal.  

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

 LB Southwark’s Written Representation (Document Ref: LBS 02) 

 Transport for London (“TfL”) and LB Southwark’ Statement of Common Ground 

 LB Southwark’s response to the Examining Authority’s First Written Questions 
(Document Ref: LBS 03) 

2. Structure of the report 

2.1 This LIR comprises; 

Section 1 is an introduction to this LIR. 

Section 3 provides a brief description of the project. 

Section 4 explains LB Southwark’s involvement in TfL’s consultation on the proposed 
scheme. 

Section 5 provides a planning policy appraisal of the project with reference to LB 
Southwark’s development plan. 

Section 6 provides evidence on the assessment of likely impacts on traffic congestion 
in Southwark, particularly within the Canada Water and Rotherhithe peninsula. 

Section 7 provides evidence on the assessment of likely impacts on air quality and the 
local community. 

Section 8 provides evidence on the assessment of the likely impacts on sustainable 
transport and connectivity. 

Section 9 sets out the conclusions of this report. 
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3. Description of the Silvertown Tunnel project 

3.1 Transport for London’s 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). The London 
Boroughs of Greenwich, Newham and Tower Hamlets are ‘host boroughs’ for the 
purposes of this project. LB Southwark is a ‘neighbouring borough’. 

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

4. Consultation 

4.1 Effective consultation is crucial in ensuring that local authorities and other parties and 
individuals interested in the Silvertown Tunnel proposal have sufficient opportunity to 
review and understand the scheme and its impacts in order to make informed 
representations. Effective consultation also requires the applicant to take into account 
representations and consider whether to amend the scheme and underlying evidence 
base accordingly. 

4.2 LB Southwark has engaged with TfL on their proposals for river crossing in east London 
since 2012. Consistently through discussions and meetings with TfL, and through 
consultation responses, LB Southwark has asked for more detail about the projections 
of traffic impacts resulting from the proposed Silvertown Tunnel. The LB Southwark 
has consistently raised concern about, in particular, the Rotherhithe area being 
susceptible to congestion from tunnel related traffic which would be detrimental to 
the local environment particularly on air quality. LB Southwark has continued to raise 
this concern through its section 42 responses on the proposed tunnel and through its 
Relevant Representation on the draft DCO.  

4.3 Section 2 of LB Southwark and TfL’s Statement of Common Ground summarises the 
key correspondence, meetings and consultation responses since 2012. For ease of 
reference, Appendix A of this report repeats this section of the Statement of Common 
Ground. 

4.4 LB Southwark’s consistent comments have raised concern that the work and traffic 
modelling that TfL has carried out neglects any serious consideration of the impacts 
on Canada Water and Rotherhithe. This is a serious issue as Canada Water is 
designated as an Opportunity Area and significant levels of growth are expected over 
the coming years. LB Southwark has throughout the process also requested the full 
transport model to enable the borough to fully assess the impacts of the tunnel on 
Southwark. Despite asking for this throughout the pre-application process, the model 
has still not been made available to the borough.  

4.5 In addition, LB Southwark has asked for the Steer Davies Gleave model to be made 
available but this has also not happened. Southwark understands that the host 
boroughs (London Boroughs of Newham, Greenwich and Tower Hamlets) and a 
number of boroughs to the east of the proposed tunnel have had a close working 
relationship with TfL and the independent consultants auditing the model. LB 
Southwark has not been privy to this information and these discussions. 
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4.6 As a result of the required information not being made available it has been difficult 
for LB Southwark to fully understand the impacts of the proposed scheme on the 
borough. TfL has not provided the information that LB Southwark has requested or 
considered the impacts of the Canada Water and Rotherhithe development as 
requested. It is questionable whether full consultation has taken place when 
information requested has not been provided. Further information in relation to these 
points is set out in section 6, 7 and 8 of this LIR.  

5. Planning Policy Appraisal of the Project 

Planning policy compliance 

5.1 TfL’s Silvertown Tunnel Planning Policy Compliance document (Document Ref: 7.2) 
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. 

5.2 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.  

5.3 LB Southwark’s view is that their local development plan is also of significance when 
considering the impacts of the scheme as the development plan sets out Southwark’s 
objectives and policies for the borough. As a neighbouring borough the tunnel is likely 
to have significant impact on Southwark’s transport network and local community, 
especially at the Canada Water and the wider Rotherhithe peninsula. LB Southwark’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. 

5.4 It is noted that the Examining Authority has asked a question of the applicant in its 
First Written Questions (LBS 03, Question Ref: 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 Southwark will await the Examining Authority’s view on this matter 
and reserve the right to comment further once a decision has been made on the 
weight afforded to the NNPS.  

5.5 For the purposes of this LIR, the following section summarises the compliance of the 
scheme with LB Southwark’s development plan in order to assess the impact of the 
scheme on Southwark. It also refers to some concerns of the scheme’s compliance 
with the NNPS and National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) but does not go into 
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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) 

5.6 LB Southwark questions the compliance of the following sections of the NNPS due to 
the impact of the scheme on Canada Water and wider Rotherhithe peninsula.  

5.7 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 significant social and environmental impacts 
on Southwark’s population and potentially the quality of life for many may be 
reduced. 

5.8 NNPS paragraphs 3.15 to 3.18 refer to 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 
Southwark and the rest of London. 

5.9 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. 

5.10 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 Southwark’s evidence suggests that the 
model does not provide sufficiently accurate detail of the impacts and so is contrary to 
this section of the NPPS. As is also set out, the final model and the Steer Davies Gleave 
review of the model have not been shared with LB Southwark. 

5.11 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 Southwark’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) 

5.12 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. 

5.13 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 Southwark has not been provided with the full 
model to fully appraise the impacts. Furthermore the NPPF also refers to balancing 
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the transport system in favour of sustainable transport and this is not met through the 
proposal. 

National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 

5.14 NPPG 32: Air Quality provides guiding principles on how planning can take account of 
the impact 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. 

5.15 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. 

5.16 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 air quality as part of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme has not followed 
this guidance. 

Southwark’s Development Plan 

5.17 LB Southwark’s development plan consists of; 

 The London Plan 

 Southwark Core Strategy  

 Canada Water Area Action Plan 

 Peckham and Nunhead Area Action 

 Aylesbury Area Action Plan 

 Saved Southwark Plan Policies 

5.18 Key policies within the London Plan and Southwark local policies which should be 
applied to the scheme are set out below. 

London Plan 2016 

5.19 In terms of the London Plan, there are two key elements that the proposal does not 
sufficiently address or is inconsistent with which are considered to have an impact on 
LB Southwark; 

1. Commitment to sustainable transport 
2. Air quality 

5.20 The proposed Silvertown Tunnel scheme also needs to be considered within the 
context of the development proposed at Canada Water and the Rotherhithe 
peninsula. London Plan policy 2.13 (Opportunity areas and intensification areas) 
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allocates Canada Water as an opportunity area, expecting considerable growth to take 
place within the peninsula. It sets out an indicative employment capacity of 2,000 new 
jobs and a minimum new homes target of 3,300. 

Commitment to sustainable transport 

5.21 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. 

5.22 The scheme should be assessed in accordance with policy 6.12. LB Southwark’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 present no 
firm commitment to increasing bus provision through the tunnel. This LIR also 
demonstrates evidence to suggest that Southwark, especially at the Canada Water 
and wider Rotherhithe peninsula, will experience additional traffic levels and 
congestion and that this is expected to have a negative impact on the locality 
including reducing air quality and a negative impact on health.  

Air quality 

5.23 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. 

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

5.24 As demonstrated in this LIR, LB Southwark is very concerned at the potential impact of 
the tunnel on Southwark (and the rest of London). The scheme currently does not 
meet the requirements of policy 7.14. 

Mayor’s Transport Strategy 

5.25 The Mayor’s Transport Strategy is an important document in setting out the Mayor’s 
strategy for transport in London. The London Plan explicitly refers to the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy and its thematic goals as linking into the six themes of the London 
Plan. It makes clear that delivery of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy is essential to 
achievement of the vision and objectives of the plan. This is an important part of the 
planning framework for transport policies across London. 

5.26 Proposal 39 refers to river crossings and the Mayor taking forward a package of river 
crossings including Silvertown Tunnel. It also refers to local links to improve 
connections for pedestrians and cyclists, which are not being provided through the 
Silvertown Tunnel proposal. 
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5.27 Proposal 97 refers to the Mayor/TfL working with the London boroughs and others to 
support and improve sustainable, low CO2-emitting transport (including public 
transport, cycling and walking) and reducing the need to travel. This is not being 
delivered through the Silvertown Tunnel proposal. 

Mayor’s London Local Air Quality Management Framework 

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

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

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

Southwark Core Strategy 

5.31 LB Southwark’s Core Strategy sets out a vision for Canada Water (and Rotherhithe) 
action area which focuses on working with the local community, landowners and 
developers to transform Canada Water into a town centre. It refers to the core of the 
action area providing at least 2,500 high quality new homes and around 2,000 new 
jobs, an estimate that has subsequently been superseded by the Canada Water Area 
Action Plan (see Paragraph 5.43). It also refers to working with Southwark to ensure a 
joined up approach to future development and improvements to Rotherhithe. As set 
out within this LIR, LB Southwark has concerns about the transport model not taking 
sufficient account of the amount of development proposed at Canada Water. This 
concern is also shared by LB Lewisham. 

5.32 Core Strategy policy 1 (Sustainable development) sets out that Southwark’s approach 
is to ensure development improves places and protects the environment. 

5.33 Core Strategy policy 2 (Sustainable transport) encourages walking, cycling and the use 
of public transport in order to create vibrant and healthy places and reduce 
congestion, traffic and pollution. It also refers to improving links between LB 
Southwark and the north of the river. The supporting text emphasises the large 
volumes of traffic that pass through the borough and the importance of maintaining 
traffic flows and keeping congestion and pollution as low as possible. Core Strategy 
policies 1 and 2 are not currently being delivered through the proposed Silvertown 
Tunnel scheme. As evidenced through this LIR, there is great concern that congestion 
will worsen on some of Southwark’s roads especially as vehicles will divert to the 
remaining free river crossings at Rotherhithe Tunnel and Tower Bridge. The proposal is 
contrary to these policies encouraging sustainable transport. 

5.34 Furthermore Core Strategy policy 2 (Sustainable development) refers to LB Southwark 
working with TfL and others to create attractive places, encourage sustainable 
transport and ensure that there is enough funding to bring forward sustainable 
transport improvements in the borough. The Silvertown Tunnel proposal does not 
assist in doing this as there is currently no clear link between the scheme and 
sustainable transport. 

5.35 Core Strategy Policy 13 (High environmental standards) sets out that LB Southwark 
seeks to ensure that development reduces pollution and damage to the environment. 
The policy refers to setting high standards to reduce pollution including air pollution. 
The policy refers to the fact that Southwark has particularly high levels of air pollution, 
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mainly caused by traffic and so as a result the entire borough north of the A205 has 
been declared an Air Quality Management Area. As evidenced through this LIR, there 
are likely to be significant negative impacts on air quality as a result of the proposed 
Silvertown Tunnel, and this is contrary to the aspirations of this policy. 

Saved Southwark Plan Policies 

5.36 The Saved Southwark Plan sets out the more local detailed policies, which sit 
alongside the Core Strategy. 

5.37 Saved Southwark Plan policy 3.1 (Environmental effects) and policy 3.2 (Protection of 
amenity) provide policies to ensure that development does not cause material 
adverse effects on the environment and that amenity is protected. The scheme is 
contrary to these policies. 

5.38 Saved Southwark Plan 3.6 (Air quality) sets out that planning permission would not be 
granted for development that would lead to a reduction in air quality. It refers to the 
designated Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) where levels of air quality are 
below national standards and that LB Southwark has a responsibility to reduce 
activities which cause air pollution. As set out in this LIR, the Silvertown Tunnel 
scheme will have a serious negative impact on LB Southwark and thus is contrary to 
this policy. 

5.39 Saved Southwark Plan policy 5.2 (Transport impacts) refers to planning permission not 
being granted is there is an adverse impact on the transport network such as through 
significant increases in traffic or pollution. The Silvertown Tunnel proposal is contrary 
to this policy. 

5.40 Saved Southwark Plan policy 5.3 (Walking and cycling) focuses on improving cycling 
and pedestrian provision including development creating or contributing towards 
more direct, safe and securing routes and integrating with surrounding networks. This 
is not being delivered by the Silvertown Tunnel proposal. 

Canada Water Area Action Plan 

5.41 The Canada Water Area Action Plan (AAP) sets out objectives and policies to 
regenerate the area around Canada Water. It sets a strategy for the transformation of 
the area.  

5.42 The AAP identifies that one of the biggest challenges and opportunities is the 
transport infrastructure. It refers to Lower Road being very congested during the 
morning and evening peaks and that improvements are required to the road network 
to accommodate the further growth on the peninsula.  

5.43 The AAP vision sets out the desire to strengthen Canada Water as a town centre as 
well as providing at least 4,500 new homes and 2,000 jobs within the action area core. 
It also puts a strong emphasis on ensuring that the town centre at Canada Water is 
accessible to the wider Rotherhithe area by foot, bicycle and public transport. It also 
refers to meeting high environmental standards including improving air quality and 
reducing pollution. As set out below in relation to the more detailed policies, this LIR 
suggests that the Silvertown Tunnel is likely to have a negative impact on the roads 
within the Rotherhithe peninsula. 

5.44 AAP policy 6 (Walking and cycling) refers to providing routes that are safe, direct and 
convenient for pedestrians and cyclists. As set out in this LIR, there is likely to be 
increased traffic flows in the Rotherhithe peninsula which may make routes for 
pedestrians and cyclists more dangerous. 
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5.45 AAP policy 7 (Public transport) refers to working with TfL to improve the frequency, 
quality and reliability of public transport. As set out in this LIR, there is as yet no 
commitment to bus routes through the tunnel and so the scheme does not contribute 
towards policy 7 objectives at present.  

5.46 AAP policy 8 (Vehicular traffic) sets out some of the improvements that LB Southwark 
is making to the road network with TfL and LB Lewisham to accommodate growth at 
Canada Water. It refers to seeking to make the network more efficient and safer. The 
evidence in this LIR suggests that the proposal will have a negative impact on the road 
network, potentially making it less efficient for vehicular traffic, and less safe for 
pedestrians and cyclists.  

Southwark Air Quality Improvement Strategy and Action Plan 

5.47 Whilst the Air Quality Improvement Strategy and Action Plan is not part of the 
planning development plan, it is an important statutory document and one which also 
forms part of the evidence base for LB Southwark’s development plan. 

5.48 The Air Quality Improvement Strategy and Action Plan sets LB Southwark’s strategy in 
relation to air quality. This includes; 

 To reduce emissions from vehicular transport 

 To tackle emissions from existing fixed sources 

 To reduce emissions from new development 

 To protect public health and monitor air quality. 

5.49 It refers to LB Southwark sharing its local responsibility for meeting national air 
qualities objectives with the Mayor of London and considers how Southwark works 
both regionally and locally to improve air quality. 

5.50 As is evidenced through this LIR, there is likely to be a negative impact on air quality 
which goes against the objectives of the Air Quality Improvement Strategy and Action 
Plan. 

Southwark Transport Plan 

5.51 LB Southwark’s Transport Plan sets out how the Council plans to improve travel to, 
within and from the borough. Whilst the Transport Plan does not form part of 
Southwark’s development plan, it is a crucial document in terms of setting out the 
Council’s overarching approach to transport and also forms parts of the evidence base 
for Southwark’s planning policies. The Transport Plan also encompasses the Local 
Implementation Plan through which LB Southwark assists in delivering the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy, 

5.52 It sets out eight transport objectives, and as evidenced through this LIR, the proposed 
Silvertown Tunnel hinders Southwark’s ability to deliver these objectives. Some of the 
most relevant objectives include; 

 Manage demand for travel and increase sustainable transport capacity. 

 Encourage sustainable travel choices. 

 Improve the health and wellbeing of all, by making the borough a better place. 

 Ensure that the equality, efficiency and reliability of the highway network is 
maintained. 

 Reduce the impact of transport on the environment. 
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6. Assessment of Likely Impacts on Traffic Congestion 

Exacerbates traffic problems in an already congested area  

6.1 LB Southwark lies to the west of the proposed Silvertown Tunnel and hosts the 
Rotherhithe Tunnel, the first crossing west of the proposed Silvertown Tunnel which is 
not subject to a user charge. The A200 corridor which continues through Southwark 
and the adjoining borough of Lewisham provides a direct route for traffic to 
Rotherhithe Tunnel and on to Tower Bridge, another free road crossing. LB Southwark 
is concerned that traffic avoiding the proposed tolls at Blackwall and Silvertown 
tunnels will be diverted through the borough, leading to significant increases in traffic 
volume with associated air quality, safety and severance issues. 

6.2 In responding to previous consultations on river crossings in 2012, 2013, 2014 and 
2015 LB Southwark expressed the hope that the proposals could help address the 
traffic and air quality issues in the Rotherhithe area. 

6.3 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, following an in 
depth study of a number of papers using theoretical and modelling approaches, 
demonstrated 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 that 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. 

6.4 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. 

6.5 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.  

6.6 The Silvertown Tunnel proposal 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 
on LB Southwark. 

6.7 The existing highway network in Southwark already suffers from congestion, as does 
the neighbouring borough of Lewisham. The key links that would be affected by 
additional traffic resulting from Silvertown Tunnel are the Rotherhithe tunnel, A200 
Lower Road Corridor, Jamaica Road and the Jamaica Road / Lower Road roundabout. 
Appendix B of this report contains TfL network performance data clearly 
demonstrating that these links suffer from delay of more than 1.5 minutes per 
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kilometre in the AM and PM peak hours. During the inter-peak there are still delays in 
excess of 1.5 minutes per kilometre on sections of this network.  

6.8 The Transport Assessment (Document Ref: 6.5, Figures 4-18 to 4-20) show the 
Volume/Capacity Ratios (VCR) values on the network for 2012 base case. Roads within 
LB Southwark are shown to have low values and according to the Transport 
Assessment this indicates “no or low congestion”. This is contrary to the situation 
referred to above and shown in Appendix B of this LIR. 

6.9 Similarly, the Transport Assessment (Document Ref: 6.5, figures 4-21 to 4-23) shows 
that there are no junction delays in the peak or inter-peak periods. With reference to 
Appendix B of this LIR it again calls in to question the calibration and validation of the 
model to accurately reflect the highway network performance in the borough. 

6.10 LB Southwark’s Transport Plan acknowledges that whilst levels of motor traffic are 
gradually falling, many parts of the road network suffer from significant congestion 
with particular problems on the approaches to Rotherhithe Tunnel and Tower Bridge.  

6.11 Figures 7.21 and 7.22 of The Transport Assessment (Document Ref: 6.5) show 
increases in flow along the A200 corridor of 100-200 Passenger Car Units (PCU) in the 
AM and IP peak periods. The increases are even higher on the approaches to Tower 
Bridge ranging from 100-200 and 200+ PCU in the AM peak hour. The same figures 
show inter-peak increases of 50-100 PCU through Rotherhithe Tunnel. The plans show 
that at other times there is negligible change or a slight improvement on sections of 
the network which LB Southwark considers to be highly unlikely.  

6.12 In the AM peak hour Assessed Case, Figure 7-24 of the Transport Assessment 
(Document Ref: 6.5) shows an increase in VCR of between 80 – 100 on the Blackwall 
Tunnel approach, indicating some congestion. 

6.13 The remainder of the network is of concern to LB Southwark as it shows no increase in 
VCR which does not seem to reflect what would happen if additional traffic was added 
to this already congested corridor.  

6.14 The potential for additional traffic along this corridor, either attracted by the new 
tunnel or deterred by the proposed toll, 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. The major construction projects planned in the Canada Water and 
Rotherhithe area of the borough, coupled with major sites along the A200 in 
neighbouring LB Lewisham will likely impact on the roads network, 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. 

6.15 As highlighted in the Financial Times (4 October 2016), London is close to a situation 
where chronic congestion would occur even if there were no private cars on the 
roads. The Mayor’s current Transport Plan and associated transport policies do 
stipulate that residential streets are not for rat running and thus have further ensured 
traffic uses the Strategic Road Network and other A and B roads. While key roads are 
controlled by TfL, the rest are the responsibility of London’s 33 local councils, who 
have a duty to manage their networks for the benefit of their communities.  

6.16 While many road junctions are being redesigned, making them less efficient at 
processing large numbers of vehicles and better for pedestrians and cyclists. “London 
is close to proving that you can take away all the private cars and still have chronic 
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congestion,” stated Tony Travers, professor of local government at the London School 
of Economics. “There needs to be a thought-through policy about what the roads are 
for, with a hierarchy starting with emergency vehicles and working down.” 

6.17 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 in London. Notwithstanding private car 
usage has decreased, the increase in population living and working in London the total 
number of trips is increasing. 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.  

6.18 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.  

Deficiencies of the Model 

6.19 In the previous consultation the LB Southwark has highlighted that “the work TfL have 
carried out to date neglects any serious consideration of the impacts on Rotherhithe. 
Both the consultation documents and supporting material too quickly rule out such 
impacts and the focus is then almost entirely on impacts in east London” 

6.20 LB Southwark has serious concerns about the suitability and accuracy of the transport 
model which is being used to inform the traffic and air quality impacts of the scheme. 
As outlined in the previous section of this LIR, it brings into question the approach 
being taken at this stage to assess the traffic and air quality impacts.  

6.21 It would have been more appropriate to undertake a detailed local modelling 
assessment in addition to the strategic assessment, especially on the congested 
localised road network to ensure confidence in the modelling findings. 

6.22 Although the base models have been checked and approved by independent 
consultants as fit for purpose for strategic assignment of the study, there is concern 
that the models and therefore the approach to calibration and validation do not go 
into reasonable depth to capture the road network within Southwark. 

6.23 The Council have serious misgivings about the suitability of the modelling to 
accurately reflect the effect of the scheme on the key routes within the borough, as 
referred to in the previous section of this LIR. 

6.24 The strategic nature of the model does not allow for the detailed consideration of 
specific junction / network operation. This is acknowledged by TfL in their Transport 
Assessment (Document Ref: 6.5, paragraph 1.5.14) and TfL carried out local models to 
address this but only localised around the tunnel approaches (Document Ref: 6.5, 
Figure C-3 VISSIM modelling scope) and did not include any of the network in 
Southwark. 

6.25 The highway network in Southwark is known to be under pressure, particularly with 
planned and recently approved major developments in Canada Water and on the 
A200 corridor both LB Lewisham and LB Southwark. The A200 is the main route on the 
south side to the free crossing at Rotherhithe and is a link alongside Old Kent Road to 
Tower Bridge. 
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6.26 The River Crossing Strategic Highway Modelling Base Year Model Validation Report1 
states that (page 71 of 81) the inter-peak period modelled journey times validates 
best against the observed data, with less congested routes, with 88% of the routes 
being within 15% and the total modelled journey times being close to observed. The 
AM and PM peaks do not meet the recommended guidance but are still considered 
acceptable given the strategic nature of the model. In general, the model has a 
tendency to underestimate some journey times, especially on very heavily congested 
routes. This strongly supports that detailed localised modelling would be required to 
understand the actual impacts of the scheme. The accuracy of the model is 
questioned and the ability of the user charge to effectively suppress demand to the 
level of the base case.  

6.27 LB Southwark 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 Southwark, leading to an uncertain and negative impact.  

6.28 The modelling has been subjected to an independent review by Steer Davis Gleave 
(SDG)2 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 Southwark. 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.” 

6.29 The modelling assumes a high frequency of bus services with associated high levels of 
use and mode shift away from the private car. LB Southwark is concerned if the level 
of bus patronage is not as high as assumed then there will be a higher number of 
private vehicles, adding to the traffic demand. This is a likely scenario as, mentioned 
elsewhere in this LIR, there is a lack of commitment and funding for providing cross 
river bus services which put the delivery of these services in to question as there is a 
separate approvals process to go through. This brings the modelling assumptions in to 
question and could lead to increase the in private motor vehicles using the 
surrounding road network.  

6.30 Concern has been raised about the future developments in the area not being 
included in the future forecast, these include major development at Canada Water 
and a number of major sites within neighbouring Lewisham as detailed in Appendix D 
which are expected to generate an additional 3,310 Annual Average Daily Traffic flow. 
There is also the planned CSH4 as mentioned previously in this LIR which will take 
away vehicular capacity and has not been considered within the modelling or 
assessment of the proposed tunnel. 

  

                                                 
1
 This is a TfL document which we assume has been submitted to the ExA. A copy can be provided 

2
 This is a TfL document which we assume has been submitted to the ExA. A copy can be provided 
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7. Assessment of likely impacts on air quality and the local community 

Deprivation Index and road collisions 

7.1 London Borough of Southwark 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 Southwark 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 shows that 30% of children in the borough are living in income 
deprived households. 

7.2 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 provides little evidence that education and publicity alone 
would improve conditions. 

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

Air Quality and Active Travel 

7.4 The Action on Air Quality Report produced by the House of Commons Environmental 
Audit Committee heard evidence from a range of organisations, both academic and 
from industry. Sustrans highlighted that the benefits of active travel exceeded the 
costs and that this should focus infrastructure investment decisions. It also identified 
that fears about road safety will also need to be overcome to encourage more people 
to cycle or walk, perhaps through increased pedestrianisation of urban areas or 
dedicated cycle-ways. Dr Iarla Kilbane Dawe, of Par Hill Research Ltd, calculated that 
separation of pedestrians and cyclists from traffic reduces pollution exposure by 10%-
30%. The Active Travel for Healthy Living Coalition highlighted Hamburg as an example 
of a city with a ‘green network’ linking up parks, recreational areas and gardens. They 
stated that active travel plays a valuable role in strengthening the economies of local 
communities and high streets. A clear message is that people who travel to the shops 
on foot, by cycle or by public transport spend as much, if not more than those who 
travel by car. 

7.5 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; 
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 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 

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

7.7 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 earlier within 
this section under ‘Deficiencies of the Model’. As such, the air quality assessment is 
significantly lacking in its determination of any impacts in Southwark.  

7.8 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 
Southwark 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 DMRB3 
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 guidance4 (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 that suggests why the IAQM criterion 
would not apply to the Silvertown Tunnel scheme. Considering the local air quality 
issues below, the less robust DMRB criterion is not a reasonable one to apply to 
Southwark, or any other densely populated area that experiences poor air quality due 
to road traffic. TfL arguing that there is a difference ignores the real-world air quality 
impacts caused by their scheme. 

7.9 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 Advisory 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.  

7.10 Revised pollutant emissions factors from road traffic and background data, which are 
used in the DMRB, were released in 2016. However, the IAQM5 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 Southwark. 

                                                 
3
 Highways Agency. 2007. The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges HA 207/07 

Volume 11, Section 3, Part 1. Gov.uk 
4
 IAQM. 2015. Land-Use Planning & Development Control: Planning for Air Quality. London: IAQM. 

5
 IAQM. 2016. Dealing with Uncertainty in Vehicle NOX Emissions within Air Quality Assessments - Interim 

Position Statement. London: IAQM. 
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7.11 As the northern part of Southwark is a declared AQMA and as this is where the 
greatest impact on traffic flows would be experienced from the Silvertown Tunnel, it is 
here that the receptors to air quality effects will be particularly sensitive. Within this 
area there are a number of key air pollution hotspots where Southwark’s main actions 
to improve the poorest air quality in the borough are focused. These areas include the 
A200 Lower Road and the junction of the Rotherhithe Tunnel southern approach / 
exit. Relatively small changes in traffic flows at these locations will likely have large 
negative impacts on local air quality. Part of Lower Road is also an Air Quality Focus 
Area, where the GLA has determined that in addition to pollution concentrations 
exceeding EU limit values; this is a location where there is elevated human exposure. 
Annual mean NO2 concentrations at locations of relevant exposure along Lower Road 
currently exceed the Air Quality Standard by over 50%. Southwark’s Air Quality Action 
Plan (AQAP) measures are therefore particularly important here. As detailed in the 
transport section of this LIR, significant increases in traffic and congestion are 
expected from Silvertown Tunnel trips along Lower Road and around the Rotherhithe 
Tunnel.  

7.12 Such impacts are of greater local significance to Southwark due to the impact of other 
developments at Canada Water and the Thames Tideway Tunnel site at Chambers 
Wharf. The Canada Water development has been determined to increase traffic on 
local roads by such an amount that it required a detailed air quality impact 
assessment as part of its planning application. The Thames Tideway Tunnel works at 
Chambers Wharf also required detailed assessment of air quality impacts from 
construction traffic, which will amount to 570 trips per day (the DMRB screening 
criterion for heavy duty vehicles is 100 per day, whereas the IAQM criterion is just 25). 
That these developments required significant assessment of air quality impacts 
indicates that it was unreasonable for impacts on Southwark from the Silvertown 
Tunnel scheme to be screened-out of the assessment process 

7.13 Additionally, the cumulative impact of these other local developments was not 
considered by TfL in their assessment of the Silvertown Tunnel, and as such the 
significance of elevated emissions from additional traffic would make the key air 
pollution hot-spots more sensitive than TfL has assessed. Other developments along 
the A200 Evelyn Street in the neighbouring LB Lewisham place further burden on the 
A200 Lower Road air quality hot-spot in Southwark.  

7.14 Lewisham has earmarked over £330,000, via the Mayor’s Air Quality Fund, to focus 
measures to improve air quality along the A200 at Evelyn Street, which continues as 
Lower Road into Southwark. This is clearly a sensitive area where both Lewisham and 
Southwark are focused on reducing exposure of residents to air pollution. Being so 
sensitive, and in continuing to exceed the NO2 air quality standard, there is no 
headroom for the additional impacts on the A200 caused by the Silvertown Tunnel. In 
this context, a much smaller increase in traffic than 1,000 vehicles per day would have 
significant negative impacts on air quality and should therefore be assessed.  

7.15 As air quality impacts on the borough have not been assessed at all, LB Southwark 
cannot provide more technical appraisal of the scheme, nor how it would allow them 
to comply with relevant policy. However, considering that negative impacts on specific 
areas of concern are likely, the scheme will set back LB Southwark’s AQIP/AQAP 
objectives, which recognise the principal issue being road traffic and the need to 
reduce trips by this travel mode.  

7.16 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. 



 

19 

 

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 Southwark, including at least one 
of the GLA’s Air Quality Focus Areas, where impacts from traffic are most acute.  

7.17 A report recently released by the Mayor6 reveals Southwark as one of the five 
boroughs that have the highest numbers of people living in London’s worst air quality 
areas. The report highlights the need for targeted action in these boroughs to improve 
exposure of residents to better air quality. 

7.18 Children are particularly sensitive to poor air quality, with research quoted in 
Southwark’s Consultation response finding that lung function in children can be 
reduced by 10% due to exposure to poor air quality. The Mayor’s recently released 
report6 also shows that four of Southwark’s primary schools are in the top 20 London 
schools with the highest average NO2 concentrations within 150m of them.  

7.19 Exposure to poor air quality is linked to increased incidence of cardiovascular diseases. 
Along with cancer, these account for more than half of deaths in Southwark. 
Southwark residents are also one and a half times more likely than the national 
population to die from coronary obstructive disorders, which are linked to poor air 
quality. Drugs for respiratory illnesses have also formed the third largest expenditure 
within the local primary care trust. 

7.20 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 its 2015 Air Quality Plan7, 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 hot-spots and Focus Areas such as within Southwark, could be 
passed down to the local authority to pay. Therefore, any additional burden on the 
borough’s existing poor air quality caused by the Silvertown Tunnel could result in 
Southwark paying significant costs, which are not currently, nor proposed to be, 
mitigated.  

7.21 With all of the above in mind, Southwark 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 Strategy8.  

7.22 The primary objective of Southwark’s AQAP is to reduce emissions from traffic, as this 
has been identified as the principal cause of local air pollution. 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.  

7.23 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. 
Notwithstanding the fact that only one monitoring location is currently suggested in 
Southwark, it is not clear that any action to mitigate unreasonably negative impacts 
will be available. A good deal of monitoring is already carried out by Southwark and it 

                                                 
6
 Aether Ltd. 2013 (issued 2016). Analysing Air Pollution Exposure in London. London: GLA.  

7
 Defra. 2015. Improving air quality in the UK Tackling nitrogen dioxide in our towns and cities. Gov.uk 

8
 2010. Mayor's Air Quality Strategy. London: GLA.  
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is not clear what more monitoring would achieve. TfL acknowledges in their 
Silvertown Tunnel Monitoring Strategy that it will in any case be difficult to draw 
robust conclusions by comparing operational effects with a single year of baseline NO2 
monitoring. Southwark therefore suggests appropriate mitigation measures that 
would align with their AQAP could instead include the following:  

 Extend the congestion charging zone to include Tower Bridge; 

 Extend the Ultra Low Emission Zone to the east of Rotherhithe; 

 Funding for a pedestrian and cycle bridge from Rotherhithe to Tower Hamlets; 

 Introduction of a Rotherhithe shuttle for pedestrians and cyclists to link the Cycle 
Super Highways; 

 The new tolls for Blackwall and Silvertown to be on a daily basis and not per trip, 
similar to the congestion charge. 

Road Safety 

7.24 In terms of road safety, the A200 Lower Road and Jamaica Road/Lower Road 
roundabout give significant cause for concern. With reference to TfL’s plan in 
Appendix E of this report, the Jamaica Road / Lower Road roundabout is a Priority 1 
node with the “highest number of collisions when compared to the average”. The 
lower Road link is scored as Priority 2 “sites with collision rates above the average”. 
This clearly demonstrates that there is an existing situation in the borough which will 
be incredibly sensitive to any additional traffic but is not considered within the 
Transport Assessment (Document Ref: 6.5). 

8. Assessment of Likely Impacts on Sustainable Transport and Connectivity 

Vehicular only link 

8.1 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 
the river. Prioritisation of walking and cycling is a priority for LB Southwark and TfL 
and the DCO proposals do not deliver this.  

8.2 In terms of cycling infrastructure, TfL are currently working on Cycle Super Highway 4 
(CSH4) which is proposed to run from Woolwich to Tower Bridge, running along the 
A200 corridor through the borough. This will be in place prior to Sivertown Tunnel and 
will have an effect on highway capacity which does not seem to have been considered 
in the assessment of the scheme. 

8.3 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 and would reduce the 
demand for non sustainable cross river travel. 

8.4 Using modern engineering, lighting and ventilation techniques the new tunnel would 
be an inviting and exciting cross river link. Using TfL’s average cycling speed of 15 
kilometres per hour means the average cyclist could cycle through a tunnel under the 
river in less than two minutes; which is far more convenient than using the Emirates 
Air Line or potential cycle transit.  

8.5 Appendix F to this LIR contains information on modern cycle tunnels which 
demonstrate such a link is appropriate. Meanwhile, Appendix G also contains 
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passenger information which demonstrates that The EAL is not a suitable commuter 
service.  

8.6 The provision of a vehicular only link is considered a negative impact by LB Southwark 
as it does not promote sustainable travel and is contrary to policies within the London 
Plan and Southwark’s local plan including London Plan policy 6.2, Southwark Core 
Strategy policy 2 and policies 6, 7 and 8 of the Canada Water AAP.  

Lack of Commitment to Bus Services 

8.7 Southwark 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 Southwark 
can consider whether this meets the needs of their residents and businesses.  

8.8 There are areas of London to the south of the proposed tunnel, 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 these areas would be welcomed as a way of increasing 
the public transport accessibility and providing sustainable cross river trips, however, 
there is no commitment to this within the application.  

8.9 It is unclear how the proposed new bus services will be funded. LB Southwark 
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% in average traffic speeds across London, 
coupled with a sharp 13% 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. 

8.10 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.  

8.11 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 
traffic will use the tunnel, resulting in worse traffic conditions and delays than 
modelled. This will likely have a negative impact on Southwark. 
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9. Conclusions 

9.1 In conclusion, this LIR sets out that the proposed Silvertown Tunnel is expected to 
have a negative impact on LB Southwark in terms of; impact on traffic congestion; 
impacts on air quality and the community; and impact on sustainable transport and 
connectivity. 

9.2 LB Southwark, as one of the neighbouring boroughs for the proposed Silvertown 
Tunnel DCO, has engaged with TfL on their proposals for river crossings in east London 
since 2012. Southwark has consistently asked TfL for more detail about the 
projections of traffic impacts on LB Southwark, particularly on the areas approaching 
the toll free crossings within the borough at Tower Bridge and Rotherhithe Tunnel. 
Southwark has not been provided with the required detail from TfL and understand 
that at present, the Silvertown Tunnel proposal’s underlying transport model does not 
fully consider the impact of the substantial growth planned at Canada Water. LB 
Southwark is as a result, concerned about the impact of the Silvertown Tunnel on the 
transport network within Southwark, particularly as it is expected that many motor 
drivers will drive through Southwark to use the remaining toll free crossings within LB 
Southwark’s administrative area. 

9.3 This LIR provides a planning policy appraisal of the Silvertown Tunnel proposal in 
relation to national, regional and local planning policies and other important evidence 
based documents in relation to Southwark. It raises concern that the scheme is 
contrary to many aspects of all levels of planning policy and that as the scheme does 
not fully deliver the objectives of these policies, there is likely to be a negative impact 
on Southwark. In particular concerns are raised in relation to London Plan and 
Southwark specific policies with Southwark’s Core Strategy, and its Canada Water 
Area Action Plan, about the impact of the Silvertown Tunnel proposal on the proposed 
growth and delivery aspirations at Canada Water and Rotherhithe. The LIR also 
highlights concerns that the proposed scheme does not assist in delivering air qualities 
objectives including those within Mayoral and Southwark specific documents, 
especially as much of Southwark is within an Air Quality Management Area.  

9.4 In terms of likely impacts on traffic congestion, the evidence within this LIR suggests 
the Silvertown Tunnel is likely to exacerbate traffic problems in an already congested 
area. The LIR concludes that there is likely to be negative impacts on Southwark’s road 
network, especially the A200 corridor through Southwark and Lewisham which 
provides a direct route for traffic to the Rotherhithe Tunnel and Tower Bridge for 
those road users who want to avoid paying the user charge proposed at both the 
Silvertown Tunnel and the Blackwall Tunnel. The LIR highlights that the existing 
network is sensitive and any additional traffic or changes to the network resulting 
from the Silvertown Tunnel will have a detrimental impact on Southwark. 
Furthermore, LB Southwark has identified concerns on the impacts on its roads on the 
basis of the assumptions and inclusions within TfL’s transport model, particularly as 
major future developments are not accounted for in the forecast. The impact could be 
significantly worse than that currently expected by TfL.  

9.5 The LIR assesses the likely impacts of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme on air quality and 
the local community, concluding that there is likely to be a negative impact. Evidence 
within the LIR highlights that there could be a negative impact on local people in 
terms of; road collisions, active travel and road safety. There may also be a negative 
impact whilst construction takes place. The LIR provides substantial evidence and 
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assessment of the likely impact of the scheme on air quality, concluding that the 
impact with be negative which will have a knock on negative impact on health. 

9.6 In terms of likely impacts on sustainable transport and connectivity, the Silvertown 
Tunnel has a potential negative impact on cycling and pedestrians by only providing a 
vehicular link. There is also uncertain impact on bus users as there is no commitment 
as yet on bus routes through the tunnel. 

10. Appendices 

10.1 Technical evidence cited is provided in the following appendices: 

Appendix A – Section 2 of LB Lewisham and TfL’s Statement of Common Ground 

Appendix B – TfL Network Performance and Delay Maps of LB Southwark (AM Peak; 
Inter-Peak; PM Peak) 

Appendix C – Degradation of London Travel Times / Vehicle Speed 

Appendix D – Major Developments at Canada Water and in close proximity to  
A200 / Evelyn Street, London 

Appendix E – LB Southwark Road Safety Priority Links and Nodes for  
Vulnerable Road Users 2013 – 2015 

Appendix F – Information regarding Modern Cycle Tunnels 

Appendix G – Emirates Air Line Usage Data 

 

  





































http://www.twotunnels.org.uk/index.html
http://www.sustrans.org.uk/sites/default/files/file_content_type/bath_tt_web.pdf
http://www.copenhagenize.com/2009/08/worlds-longest-bicycle-tunnel-opens.html
https://translate.google.co.uk/translate?hl=en&sl=nl&u=https://nl.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sint-Annatunnel&prev=search
https://translate.google.co.uk/translate?hl=en&sl=nl&u=https://nl.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sint-Annatunnel&prev=search
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yuBNSd6cens&sns=em
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Appendix G:  
Emirates Air Line Usage Data 

 
 

 

 



 

Emirates Air Line Usage Data and Commentary 

Data relevant to the usage of the Emirates Air Line cable car has been provided by TfL following 

Freedom of Information requests each year since its opening in 2012. The data provided in Table 1 

and Figure 2 indicates clearly that the cable car is not widely used by commuters, and is not 

considered a useful commuting alternative using data available online1. 

Table 1 - Breakdown of Passenger Numbers per hour of operation (Sunday 11th October 2014 – Saturday 
17th October 2016) 

 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

11/10/15 12/10/15 13/10/15 14/10/15 15/10/15 16/10/15 17/10/15 

7:00 - 8:00 - 18 26 22 22 21 - 

8:00 - 9:00 - 19 27 46 123 33 42 

9:00 - 10:00 115 44 61 74 148 40 167 

10:00 - 11:00 291 230 98 249 175 149 393 

11:00 - 12:00 550 191 193 294 291 225 563 

12:00 - 13:00 681 206 262 231 195 217 670 

13:00 - 14:00 771 210 226 307 298 230 809 

14:00 - 15:00 807 218 225 244 219 232 793 

15:00 - 16:00 903 200 245 213 282 241 854 

16:00 - 17:00 968 238 174 263 300 213 894 

17:00 - 18:00 791 189 189 197 157 211 727 

18:00 - 19:00 543 214 158 183 200 250 591 

19:00 - 20:00 397 122 129 111 161 181 463 

20:00 - 21:00 154 72 95 115 105 137 348 

21:00 - 22:00 - - - - - 96 180 

22:00 - 23:00 - - - - - 85 134 

All Day 6,971 2,171 2,108 2,549 2,676 2,561 7,628 

Percentage of 

Week’s Traffic 
26.1% 8.1% 7.9% 9.6% 10.0% 9.6% 28.6% 

Figure 2 - Daily Cable Car Usage, mid October 2012-2015 
  

                                                           
1 Daryl Chamberlain (18.12.16), http://londonist.com/2015/12/cable-car-still-has-no-regular-users, The Londonist 

http://londonist.com/2015/12/cable-car-still-has-no-regular-users


 

Table 1 indicates that only 45.3% of weekly traffic is on weekdays and that, if we assume weekday 

AM and PM peak times between 07:00 – 10:00 and 16:00 – 19:00, only 14.5% of traffic occurs during 

peak times. The majority of traffic occurs between these assumed peaks, indicating use by non-

commuters. 

Figure 2 re-emphasizes the small quantity of traffic experienced on weekdays compared with 

weekends, while also demonstrating that this has consistently been the case between 2012 and 

2015. 

Overall, this data indicates that on a typical weekday in 2014, the cable car supported an average of 

2,413 passengers. This is extremely low when compared with Tower bridge, which is estimated to 

support the crossing of 40,000 people, including motorists, cyclists and pedestrians, each day 2, or 

the London Underground, which in April 2015 was estimated to be transporting more people 

(approximately 2,425) per minute than the cable car transported on a full comparable weekday3. 

To stress that this mode is not considered a practical alternative by commuters, it is also worth 

taking note of participation in the “5+” oyster/contactless discount / reward scheme, which refunds 

half the cost of using the cable car over a calendar week if an individual has used it more than 5 

times during that week. This is calculated automatically and does not require registration/sign-up, 

but individuals must travel on the cable car within the subsequent six weeks to claim the reward.  

This program is clearly targeted at encouraging consistent long-term usage use amongst commuter 

by offering sizeable cost savings. However, between Sunday 11th – Saturday 17th October 2014, no 

discounts of this kind were issued, indicating that no commuters currently use the Air Line for 

commuting purposes. 

                                                           
2 Oliver Smith (10.11.14), http://www.telegraph.co.uk/travel/destinations/europe/united-kingdom/england/london/south-east/london-
bridge/articles/Tower-Bridge-fascinating-facts-and-figures/, The Telegraph 
3
 Jamie Micklethwaite (07.04.14), 

http://www.newsshopper.co.uk/news/12875433.Emirates_Air_Line_passenger_numbers_remain__dismal_/, The News Shopper, 
Newsquest 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/travel/destinations/europe/united-kingdom/england/london/south-east/london-bridge/articles/Tower-Bridge-fascinating-facts-and-figures/
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/travel/destinations/europe/united-kingdom/england/london/south-east/london-bridge/articles/Tower-Bridge-fascinating-facts-and-figures/
http://www.newsshopper.co.uk/news/12875433.Emirates_Air_Line_passenger_numbers_remain__dismal_/

