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Dear Sir/Madam
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requested at yesterday’s issue specific hearing.
 
The Panel also requested detail of the planning applications for, or the status of, four local
sites:
 

·         Studio 338
·         Enderby Wharf Cruise Liner Terminal (including the findings of the Judicial Review)
·         Revocation of the SGN gasholder's Hazardous Substances Consent
·         Progress on the Brenntag application

 
Colleagues from RGB’s Planning Department will provide this separately.
 
Yours
 
Kim Smith
 
Kim Smith
Strategic Transportation, Planning and Strategy Manager
Royal Borough of Greenwich
 
Direct Line: 020 8921 5492
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Introduction 


 


This document commences with a summary of the representations made by the Royal Borough of 


Greenwich [RBG] at the Issue Specific Hearing [ISH] held on 7th December dealing, primarily, 


with queries relating to the traffic and air quality modelling applied in the submission for the 


Silvertown Tunnel [the Scheme] by Transport for London [the Applicant]. 


 


A section is included to provide the information requested by the Panel relating to the location of 


the Sun in Sands and Angerstein (Woolwich Road Flyover) junctions. 


 


It then addresses the responses to the Panel’s First Written Questions [FWQs] by the applicant 


and additional submissions by both the Applicant and other Interested Parties [IP]. This is 


approached by the provision of an updated version of the Matrix of Issues which formed Appendix 


2 of RBG’s Local Impact Report [LIR].  


 


The Matrix now notes the status of issues from RBG’s perspective following  information provided 


by Deadline 1 submissions by the Applicant (and other parties), through a subsequent meeting 


with the Applicant (and the other Host Boroughs) on 24th November and at the ISH on 7th 


December. 
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Agenda Item 2: The Case for the Scheme 


 


RBG recognises that the completion of a package of additional vehicular and public transport River 


Crossings, in east and South-East London, is needed in order to support growth and development 


of East and South East London. The Scheme forms one element of this package. 


 


A package of crossings, constructed from west to east to match the direction of growth, would 


link new areas of population growth, such as Kidbrooke and Charlton, with areas of employment 


opportunity and would support the sustainable development of areas such as Thamesmead where 


poor accessibility has hampered growth.  


 


The proposed Silvertown tunnel will support growth and employment and improve resilience, as 


part of this package of crossings, but the view of RBG has been that the Scheme needs to 


incorporate a DLR extension between the residential areas of Eltham and Kidbrooke and 


emerging employment opportunities north of the river if benefits are to be maximised.  


 


Additional river crossings, including schemes such as the Gallions Reach crossing and extensions of 


the DLR and London Overground to Abbey Wood and Thamesmead, would provide access to 


London’s wider transport network and support growth and development those areas at a fraction 


of the cost of schemes such as Crossrail 2 and add further benefit to those that will be secured 


through Crossrail1. 


 


RBG’s S42 response provided qualified support for the proposal chiefly because the traffic 


forecasting and modelling work which underpins predictions of impacts was incomplete and not 


validated. 


 


The Statement of Case (Document Reference 7.1) sets out in section 6 the scheme benefits.  This 


includes a set of objectives for the scheme.   


 


RBG wishes to make the following comments on the extent to which the Council believes these 


objectives have been met.   
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PO1: Improve resilience of river crossings in the highway network in east and south east 


London to cope with planned and unplanned events and incidents 


RBG agrees that the provision of an additional river crossing will improve the resilience of the 


highway network but that the additional river crossing should be part of a package of schemes to 


truly improve the resilience in the area. 


 


PO2: Improve road network performance of Blackwall Tunnel and approach roads 


It is noted that the Blackwall Tunnel performance is improved through the provision of an 


additional tunnel.  However, it is not agreed that the local links, network and approach roads to 


the tunnels have improved performance particularly in the PM peak. 


 


PO3: Support economic and population growth in east and southeast London by providing 


improved cross-river road transport links 


The provision of additional bus services and routes will support the economic growth in 


association with the provision of the proposed tunnel. However this objective will only be fully 


met if the proposed increase in services is secured through inclusion in the DCO.   


 


A reduction in journey times and improved journey time reliability shown in the assessed case are 


welcomed, however this has to be balanced against the impact the charge has on residents and 


business decisions (and ability) to use the new link. 


 


PO4: To integrate with local and strategic land use policies 


 


Agreed in part, Silvertown tunnel is included in RBG’s Development Plan as part of a package of 


cross river links 


 


PO5: To minimise any adverse impacts of any proposals on communities, health, safety 


and the environment 


 


RBG does not believe that this objective has been secured by the current proposal. 


The Assessed Case model is not yet agreed by RBG, and the subsequent social and environmental 


assumptions made by the promoter are therefore still questionable. Additionally TfL is not 


proposing any traffic/junction mitigation through the DCO and prior to the Scheme’s opening.  As 
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a result unintended impacts could impact negatively on the communities in RBG without any 


surety that mitigation will be implemented in a timely manner. 


 


PO6: To ensure where possible that any proposals are acceptable in principle to key 


stakeholders, including affected boroughs. 


 


Previous responses to consultation, both preliminary and statutory, on the scheme have stated 


RBG’s acceptance for the need for a scheme as part of a package of measures to relieve traffic 


congestion arising from the lack of road based river crossings in the sub region.  RBG’s support 


has been in principle subject to the satisfactory assessment methodology, namely traffic modelling.  


RBG has not agreed the outputs from the Assessed Case modelling. 


 


PO7: To achieve value for money and, through road user charging, to manage congestion 


 


It is accepted that road user charging is an effective tool to manage demand, and is required to do 


so in the case of the Scheme. It is not possible however to comment on whether the value for 


money objective has been achieved due to the lack of agreement for the Assessed Case modelling 


outputs. 
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Agenda Item 3: Development objectives including contexts, traffic and transport 


conditions and challenges, demographics, socio economic conditions, land use 


assumptions and projections 


 


Safety  


As detailed in the LIR, key corridors such as the A12/A102 account for approximately 7% of all 


collisions in the Borough with an average of 55 per year.  11% of all Motorcycle collisions and 13% 


of motorcyclists killed or seriously injured (KSI) are mainly clustered close to the Blackwall Tunnel 


Approach.  Kidbrooke Junction and the A206/A102 roundabout are also of key note with regards 


to KSIs. 


 


Regardless of RBGs concerns over the model outputs safety concerns need to be addressed pre-


opening of the new crossing to ensure the extra throughput and additional traffic lanes proposed 


do not detrimentally impact on collisions locally. 


 


The construction phase is also of concern, not least relating to the growing number people living 


and working on the Peninsula. The increased provision of local schools, and the encouragement of 


safe and active travel to and from them, is something the Council actively promotes and facilitates.  


The Scheme’s contribution towards this through both requirements on the contractor, but also 


through the financial support of RBG’s School Crossing Patrol service is something which RBG 


would wish to see addressed, possibly via the Community Fund. 


 


Current network resilience and congestion 


 


With limited options for crossing the Thames east of Tower Bridge any closure or delay at the 


existing crossings at Blackwall or Dartford has immediate effects on the local network with traffic 


diverting to the closet available crossing, and resulting in gridlock on local roads. 


 


Additionally a number of local junctions are currently already operating at, or near, capacity as 


outlined in the LIR (in Paragraph 134 and following). 


 


The core of the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site [MGWHS] is comprised of a one 


way gyratory system of the A206 (part of the Strategic Road Network). It is located half way 


between the river crossings at Rotherhithe and Blackwall.  
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With 9 million visitors annually and limited footway capacity the air quality and congestion of the 


area is a primary concern for RBG. The town centre is currently part of a Low Emission 


Neighborhood scheme, which is in its development phase, and RBG continues to work to develop 


solutions which would form an acceptable basis of a bid to TfL for a Major Scheme to try and re-


order the balance in the town centre in addressing the conflicting demands between vehicles and 


vulnerable road users. Currently TfL are unwilling to validate the base model for this scheme to be 


progressed due to highways works on Tower Bridge. 


 


The Woolwich Ferry carries around 4,600 Annualised Average Daily Trips and operates at 


capacity for most of the day. It is limited by hours of operation, weather, (particularly fog), 


unusually high or low tides, and operational issues (both mechanical and personnel). 


 


The Transport Assessment notes the local road network is operating at practical reserve capacity 


in peak times in the base year model 2012 (paragraph 4.2.2 of the Transport Assessment and table 


4.1).   


 


Despite its location between the A406 North Circular and the A205 South Circular routes (in 


Woolwich Town Centre) the local road network is constrained. This means that vehicles queuing 


for the ferry often cause congestion at Woolwich Ferry Roundabout. Queues extend onto the 3 


arms of the roundabout where the TLRN (A205 South Circular Road) terminates and interfaces 


with the SRN (A206).  Any additional traffic attracted to the Woolwich Ferry gives cause for 


concern to RBG. 


 


A 3rd area of concern is the A102/A2 corridor and its associated local junctions, such as Sun 


in Sands and Kidbrooke. 


In the pm peak the A102/2 southbound is subject to congestion and delay as local junction 


capacity for egress is constrained.   Put simply the additional compressed through-put will put 


further strain on the already busy junctions on this corridor, and a concern of RBG is that by 


improving congestion and air quality at the northern portal of the Blackwall the problem will be 


shifted onto the local road network and communities in RBG. 


 


The existing bus route (108) which uses the Blackwall tunnel is subject to major disruption when 


the Blackwall tunnel is closed (planned and unplanned).  Due to the height restrictions, the 
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services running through the Blackwall tunnel are limited to single decker.  In the AM peak the 108 


takes an additional 20 minutes to complete its route. 


 


The transport challenge in RBG is to maintain the road network’s operational integrity while 


prioritising improvements to air quality and congestion, and offering and promoting a choice of 


sustainable and active modes to meet the travel needs of non car drivers.  


 


RBG wishes to ensure that air quality improvements, cycle and walking policies are supported by 


all proposed development. Additionally RBG would require a level of comfort that Low Emission 


Neighbourhoods [LEN], in particular the LEN directly adjacent to the A102 and running west 


through the MGWHS, are not compromised. 


 


Demographic, Land Use and Socio Economics 


 


Growth in the Borough is rapid, and 4 Opportunity Areas are designated by the Greater London 


Authority in the north of the Borough at Greenwich Peninsula, Charlton Riverside, Woolwich and 


Abbey Wood/Thamesmead.  An Intensification Area lies to the south of Greenwich Peninsula at 


Kidbrooke.   


 


The population and employment increases that are projected in the Mayor’s London Plan will 


result in additional demand on the available public transport network.  The Reference Case states 


that in RBG between 2011 and 2041 population is set to rise by 44% and employment by 59% 


[Figs 2.23 - 2.24].  


 


The Reference Model used in the transport assessment includes the growth scenarios and has 


been subsequently agreed as fit for purpose by RBG.  While RBG may have some issues regarding 


the exact growth assumptions built into the 2021 reference case, sufficient uncertainty exists over 


the delivery of regeneration schemes over the next five years for the reference case assumptions 


to be considered adequate for traffic modelling purposes. 


 


A key issue in terms of successful delivery of the future developments in RBG is that the provision 


of the proposed tunnel should not be to the detriment of the air quality for the future 


development areas. 
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RBG has some of the highest indices of multiple deprivation in the country.  This is recognised in 


the TfL Report 7.8.4 Distributional impacts of Appraisal figure 2-8 which illustrates the Indices of 


Deprivation (income) with particular regard for the areas close to the proposed scheme.  It can be 


seen that some of the most deprived LSOAs are in Greenwich in close proximity to the proposed 


scheme.  These lower income groups are subject to the poor air quality and noise impacts 


associated with the Blackwall Tunnel traffic.   


 


The households often do not have access to private cars (42% of households in RBG).  The 


benefits of the scheme for these groups of people are realised through improved air quality, the 


reduction of traffic related noise nuisance and by the provision of the enhanced public transport 


offer of bus services through the Silvertown Tunnel.  
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Agenda Item 4: Policy Context 


 


As has already been stated in earlier submissions, in principle RBG supports the Scheme, and this 


is reflected in the Council’s Core Strategy. 


 


RBG’s submitted LIR, highlights the key policies which are of particular relevance, and provides 


comments on the issues with regard to the policy safeguarding the health and prosperity of the 


existing and future residents of RBG. 


 


RGB consider the following policy objectives in particular have not been met by the Scheme as it 


is currently presented, and as a result compromise the existing and future living conditions of the 


residents of RBG. 


 


Policy E(c) Air Pollution.   


This policy is currently not met as the Air Quality assumptions arise from the traffic modelling 


outputs from the Assessed Case which has not been agreed with RBG.   


Additionally concerns are raised over the use of AQ outputs derived from the strategic model’s 


average daily or weekly figures which do not give a level of surety about the performance at 


individual local junctions at specific times. 


With regard to ‘Air Quality Neutral’ policies, the current guidance deals with major developments 


impact and these are defined in the London Plan as: residential developments of ≥10 dwellings (or, 


where the number is not given, ≥0.5 ha); and for all other uses, a floor space ≥1000 m2 or a site 


area ≥1 ha 


The Mayors Air Quality Strategy  aims to make new developments ‘air quality neutral or better’ - 


by making better use of the planning system to ensure no new development has a negative impact 


on air quality in London. 


The Applicant appears to have taken this to mean that major infrastructure projects are not 


classed as major development – and therefore do not necessarily require an air quality neutral 


threshold.  


Given the Mayors commitment to reducing pollution and to working with the Boroughs to achieve 


this then this stance is questionable – there appears to be no explicit recognition that major 


infrastructure schemes should be subject to an Air Quality Neutral policy. 
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Policy CH: Cohesive Communities: ‘All development must include measures that help to create and 


maintain cohesive communities that encourage diversity and reduce inequalities between areas.’  


This policy is currently not met by the provision of the Scheme as the proposed charging 


assumptions will particularly impact on low income groups in RBG; drivers in the Borough will be 


charged the higher charge in both the morning and evening peak.   


 


RBG considers that this is a disproportionate impact considering that low income groups have net 


benefits in time benefits in 2021 (including reliability) of only £1.7m compared to medium to high 


income groups on the study area whose benefits in time and reliability are £6.5m in 2021.  (Table 


3.1 in TfL Report 7.8.4 cites the net benefits for car users in the study area that includes RBG.) 


 


Policy H1: New Housing should not be fettered as a result of reduced air quality and living 


standards.  This needs to be taken into account given the proximity of the proposed scheme to 


allocated development sites on the Peninsula, and the failure to yet agree the Assessed Case 


outputs (and directly associated air quality assumptions) 


 


Policy EA5: Tourism requires Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site to be safeguarded against 


pollution and extraneous traffic  


Should traffic be displaced by the charge to use the Rotherhithe Tunnel then this policy will be 


compromised.  


 


Two emerging documents both of which are currently being consulted on and going through their 


formal adoption process which have improvements to Air Quality at their core are: 


- The Greener Greenwich Strategy 


- Greenwich’s Air Quality Action Plan 


In addition congestion around the Woolwich Ferry approaches compromises the promotion of 


Woolwich as a Metropolitan Centre by the Borough and Mayor of London (London Plan Annex 2: 


London’s Town Centre Network Map A 2.1) 
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Agenda Item 5: The models  


 


The baseline and reference case models have been deemed fit for purpose as strategic models, 


however, RBG has concerns as stated in full in the LIR. The model replicates observed flows quite 


well for a large strategic model of this sort under 'normal' conditions, although it was noted that 


its modelling of the effect of incidents was less representative of reality.   


The data sets that have been used in the  modelling have some limitations.  It is acknowledged that 


TfL has tried to overcome these limitations, but the use of the 2008 Roadside Interview data 


causes concern due to both the age and robustness of the data.  This issue has been raised with 


TfL through consultation responses during the Scheme’s development.  


The HB, in numerous meetings, have suggested the use of the real-time GPS Origin and 


Destination data would provide a more appropriate and timely dataset.  


Although TfL have stated they have used this type of data the full brief and outcomes have not 


been made available to the HBs. It did not form part of the Silvertown Crossing: Summary of Data 


Collection Travel in London Supplementary Report, provided to the HBs in June 2016. An advice 


note provided to the HB on 19/07/2016 (Silvertown Modelling – RSI Data and Matrix 


Development) appeared to show mobile phone data had been used for a period in March and 


April 2015 (and compared favourably with the older roadside surveys),  the (unvalidated) outline 


findings were not made available to the HBs for over a year. 


There remains an inconsistency and confusion with the use of the data sets which makes local 


impact reporting extremely difficult.  


The Assessed Case model remains of concern for RBG, these concerns have not been assuaged by 


the Applicant’s Deadline 1 submissions, and remain as detailed in the RBG LIR Para 129 (A-J). 


Local Models: This micro simulation model has not been subject independent verification in 


comparison to the strategic models that have been used in the assessment process.  No model 


validation report has been made available and RBG is concerned that the data sets that have been 


used in the VISSIM model, derived from the Assessed Case model have not been validated.   


TfL guidance on the construction of micro simulation models derived from the use of data from 


SATURN models does not appear to have been followed. 
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The micro simulation model area has not been agreed with RBG.  RBG requested that the local 


model area to be extended to cover the local junctions that are considered by RBG to be 


currently under pressure from congestion.  This was not carried out by TfL. This additional area 


includes that part of the Strategic Route Network (SRN) between Greenwich Town Centre and 


Woolwich Ferry.  


The additional information concerning the production of the VISSIM model by TfL has failed to 


provide RBG with confidence that a full validation and calibration process has taken place.  


Without the provision of a validated local model RBG does not have the surety that local impacts 


have been satisfactorily assessed. 
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Agenda Item 6: Audits 


 


RBG acknowledge all 3 RXHAM  models (base, reference and assessed case) have been 


constructed and are behaving in a way that is expected - validated by Steer Davis Gleave’s [SDG] 


independent assessment for the Local Authorities – and follow National guidance for the 


construction of strategic models is set out in the Department for Transport’s WebTAG Units 


(2014).  However, there is no guidance in WebTAG with regards to the setting of a charge for a 


road scheme.  In the absence of such guidance RBG is unable to determine the appropriateness of 


the methodology for the proposed level of charging and the full extent of the model’s sensitivity to 


assess the impacts of the proposed charging.  


 


A key issue was raised by RBG in the review of the LoRDM validation report in that the income 


segmentation models were disabled in LoRDM and that these are used in demand segmentation 


but that these segments are not directly comparable with RXHAM assignments functionality and 


segmentation. Clarity has not been provided on how this approach then affects the reporting of 


the impacts. 


A primary concern remains over the Values of Time [VoT] applied and how this impacts on the 


charges modelled.  The original Assessed Case includes National Values of Time (Traffic 


Forecasting Report 7.9 para 3.3.1) however, it is not clear which version of WebTAG National 


Values of Time have has been used and why National Values of Time have been applied instead of 


London Value of Time.   


A further issue arises regarding the appropriateness of the use of either of these values of times in 


the context of the high level of multiple deprivation and the low car ownership in the Borough, 


and the antithesis of this the ability to pay a substantially higher rate by the more affluent car 


business users.  The ability of the model to reflect these matters and to then apportion impacts 


accordingly is a matter of concern and requires further clarification by TfL. 


WebTAG guidance states that a ‘National’ VoT should be used unless circumstances are 


exceptional. RBG would put the case that given the unique attributes of the Scheme’s location 


with a lack of crossing options, the growth forecast, and the wide socio economic range of current 


crossing users, the Scheme qualifies as exceptional and additional VoTs should be applied. 


The Independent Audit of the Traffic Models undertaken by Steer Davis Gleave for the Local 


Authorities confirms that  their audit did not undertake work in relation to the derivation of the 
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charges, nor over the relationship between the charges and the local values of time as this did not 


form part of their brief [Section 4.12 General Conclusions] 


 


The consequences of this impacts directly on the equity of the scheme for residents, the 


affordability for local businesses and the role of public transport provision in the mitigation of 


some of the negative aspects. 
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Agenda Item 7:  Behavioural issues – user charging- impacts and effectiveness 


The potential to compromise several of RBG’s policies and strategies has been noted in the earlier 


LIR and in this document. The actual effect on the community, should the proposed charge not 


manage travel demand as predicted, will be demonstrated through increases in congestion, 


detrimental impacts on air quality, and subsequent worsening in health, and through economic 


disadvantage. 


RBG do not have a sufficient level of confidence in the assumptions underpinning the relationship 


between the value of the charge and the resulting demand level for the tunnels. This extends to a 


lack of clarity over the Applicants assumptions about informed decisions by drivers to alter their 


routes through either their local knowledge or through the changes which autonomous 


development will have made to route planning prior to the Scheme’s proposed implementation in 


7 years.  


Congestion Implications 


The implications of the charges being incorrectly set could be far reaching in terms of impacts on 


the local road network.  Should traffic choose to avoid the charges and divert to the Rotherhithe 


Tunnel then this will see the routing of these trips impacting upon the local road network (Creek 


Road, Deptford Church Street and Deptford Bridge) and further east to the MGWHS, through 


Greenwich Town Centre (Creek Road/ A206), which would validate the concern of the WHE and 


RBG, by traffic detrimentally impacting upon the world heritage site. This would undermine the 


measures and schemes being put in place to support the WHS and adversely affect levels of air 


pollution and the quality of both the visitor experience and that of the local community. 


To access to Charlton, Woolwich and areas further south and east in the Borough traffic seeking a 


‘free crossing’  would divert to the Woolwich Ferry as a result of the charge. This raises further 


problems as the local road network is already constrained and operating at practical reserve 


capacity in this area. No mitigation is being offered immediately (or as a contingency) in this 


circumstance, apart from varying the charge at Blackwall/Silvertown, which would bring its own 


adverse impact. Without primary legislative changes no charge could be applied in a timely manner 


to the Woolwich Ferry as a method of managing demand. 
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Socio Economic Impacts 


The effect of charges are exacerbated as work related journeys starting in RBG are likely to be 


subject to the higher peak rate charges proposed for both am and pm peaks. This makes it difficult 


to conclude that the net impacts of the Scheme are positive for small and medium sized businesses 


in the Borough.  


This is an important consideration, particularly as the later economic case suggests that LGV and 


HGV vehicle movements could engender net dis-benefits as a result of the user charges that will 


apply, suggesting the scheme may not be good for all business operations. 


There are a series of references to data in TfL’s submission 7.8.1 Economic Assessment Report 


indicating the benefits to business from reduced travel time and improved journey reliability but 


this is not set in the context of having to pay for these improvements.  


Additionally as the tables 5-2 and 5-3 in document 7.8.1 show LGV and HGV benefits are negative 


or marginal (even when adjusted for reliability benefits). These tables are reproduced at the end if 


this section. The primary beneficiaries are business car users, and bus and coach users (if the 


modelled assumptions of bus service uplift are provided). When considerations of the local value 


of time and high IMD experienced in RBG are also applied the disadvantage is multiplied.  


If the charge modelled is the National Value of Time this is too high to fully assess the decisions 


for the less affluent members of the community and SME’s, but potentially too low to manage the 


movement of business related car drivers (whose benefit TfL assess as high) where the ability to 


pay (or offset the charge) will not deter journeys. 


The increased access to jobs and opportunities for members of our community without private 


vehicle access is reliant on the Public Transport (bus service) uplift modelled by the Scheme; this is 


still subject to confirmation. The ‘Bus Strategy’ is discussed separately in RBG’s Deadline 2 revised 


issues matrix.  


 


As stated in the Applicant’s response to FWQs Doc 8.18 SE5.7 the generalised benefits of the 


scheme are not fully offset for commuters from ‘south of the river’. TfL state in turn this reduces 


the access to jobs potentially accessible by car for some users, notably those from RBG.  
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The proposal of a community fund to offset these unintended consequences or a discount scheme 


to address the economic disadvantage to local SME’s is something which should be given further 


consideration. 
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Agenda Item 8 Model Framework and structures 


 


RBG’s key concern relates to the data that has been use from Assessed Case which underpins the 


base assumptions for the noise the air quality modelling and assessments. This has been detailed in 


earlier submissions by RBG. 


 


The local junction modelling and assessment of local links would have provided an assessment of 


queue lengths which would have assisted in the understanding of local impacts.  However, as the 


strategic model provides the AADT and AAWT for the reporting of noise and air quality impacts, 


whilst RBG accepts that the strategic modelling approach is necessary.  This approach does not 


assist in the accurate reporting of local impacts at particular intervals of the time of day. 
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RBG Local Junction Locations 


During the Panel’s questions relating to the modelling of local junctions at the ISH, RBG was asked 


to produce a location drawing of the Angerstein and Sun in Sands junctions. This is reproduced 


below. 
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The these junction were given as two examples at the ISH by RBG where, although the Council 


has made clear to the Applicant  there are known capacity or safety issues, no mitigation prior the 


Scheme’s opening has been agreed as necessary by the Applicant as part of the Scheme. 


The Angerstein Roundabout was de-scoped from Silvertown as it was deemed to have been 


addressed by other schemes. It has not and is now not intended to be taken forward as part of 


either the named ‘dangerous junctions’ work or as part as Cycle Superhighway 4, which as the 


announcement this week made clear will (under the current Mayoral term) terminate in 


Greenwich (not Woolwich as was originally proposed) 


Mitigations identified in Annex C of the Transport Assessment identified major works for Sun in 


Sands. These require a clear timeframe and plan for implementation. This is not currently 


proposed by TfL. 


 


 







 


 


Deadline 2: Revised Matrix of Issues


RBG Issue Action Required by TfL Action required by RBG TfL Deadline One Response Status at Deadline 2 


Further Information Required


Lack of evidence from the strategic model to validate 


local traffic, economic, socio and environmental 


impacts.


Local modelling required in addition to 


the strategic modelling that has been 


carried out.


Local models to be agreed with 


RBG,


Valiidation reports provided.  No futher information that 


would resolve our issues.
VISSIM modelling report not agreed as further validation information required.  Further information not agreed


Lack of evidence from the strategic traffic model to 


reflect the socio economic characteristics in RBG
Further evidence required from TfL. Evidence to be reviewed by RBG Evidence still to be provided. Not agreed, detailed information regarding the socio economic impacts on business in RBG required.


Lack of agreed local traffic models and their outputs.
Local modelled outputs required to 


assess local impacts.


RBG to review and agree local 


impacts.


VISSIM Model report inadequate – no obvious details on 


how the RXHAM outputs have been used in VISSIM
Not agreed, further validation information required.


Lack of mitigation for impacts on Rotherhithe tunnel


Preparation of changes required under 


the GLA Act to allow charging if 


required.


Still no mitigation proposed as considered to be no 


impacts on the area.
Not agreed


Lack of safeguarding for the Maritime Greenwich World 


Heritage site


Review required of the impacts arising 


from traffic dispersal in the vicinity of 


the World Heritage site.


Brief to be agreed between TfL/ 


RBG and HE and evaluation 


reported to the Examining Panel.


No further work proposed. Not agreed


A102/A2 corridor mitigation required
Scope of mitigation for road safety to be 


prepared
Schemes to be agreed with RBG


No mitigation proposed. No acknowledgement of 


impacts.
Not agreed


Brewery Wharf to be excluded for the scope of wharfs 


to be used 


TfL to amend the scope of wharfs to be 


available to the contractor.  changes to 


be included in the CoCP.


Wording to be agreed with RBG No change in Deadline 1 evidence Not agreed


Air quality assessment to be updated to clarify the 


number of representative receptors which has reduced 


from the preliminary work to those included in the 


submitted documents


TfL to clarify. Wording to be agreed by RBG. Air quality reports updated – currently under review.


RBG has now reviewed the air quality reports and responses to the FWQs.


It is agreed that the worse case air quality assessment is robust.  Note however Mr Justice Garnham’s High Court Judgement of 2nd 


November, 2016, in relation to the DEFRA 2015 Air Quality Plan (AQP), the potential impacts relate to both the relative impact of the 


Tunnel proposals on air quality and also the ability to achieve compliant targets in the necessary timescale. 


An underestimate of NO2 produced by poor efficiency of EuroVI engines within the current Defra


pollution modelling methodology may be reflected in the likely exceedance of the 40µgm-3 Objective


threshold at a further 11 sensitive receptors, based on those sites that currently experience levels of


-3 or higher.This would result in some 42 of the 52 sites in the assessed case exceeding the AQS Annual Mean


Objective.


Where the Tunnel has been shown to produce a worsening in NO2 levels (of between 0.5 and


4.6 µgm-3), the effects are largely forecasts because of changes the level of traffic. These trends will


continue, but the forecast pollution will be elevated should the modelling methods be updated.


The most apparent impact therefore is that the impact tables will show relative Tunnel impacts to be


little changed but with a potential move from some ‘imperceptible’ changes to a ‘slight deterioration’.


The AQA explains that, ‘the modelling has assumed that not all buses using the tunnel will be Euro


VI’,  and hence the impact of using more pessimistic emission forecasts will be expected to be less


dramatic.


Without the benefit of updated modelling for the Tunnel impact it is clear that there is likely to


be some worsening of pollution in relation to the Tunnel and therefore this suggests that the


ability of the Borough to achieve compliance by whatever timescale will be made more


difficult.The statement made by the applicant that monitoring will be updated prior to charging ignores the


potential effects of traffic re-routing and the effect on modelled (forecast) traffic and


compositions that is critical to the prediction of Air Pollution in the future. Sensitivity tests at


this stage that reflect the effects of charging regimes and elasticities on future traffic would


assist in giving confidence that air pollution levels can be mitigated in the future.


More detailed estimates of types of plants and animals 


that are to be impacted upon by the removal of habitat 


to be provided


TfL to provide additional information
RBG to review information and 


agree with the conclusions.
Additional information currently under review TfL are arranging a meeting to discuss the additional information


Clarification on the connectivity of the mitigation 


measures for habitat removal


TfL to provide updated statement on 


the complementarity of the mitigation 


measures.


RBG to review and agree. Additional information currently under review. TfL are arranging a meeting to discuss the additional information
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Ecological off set fund calculations.


Clarification required by TfL on the 


calculations associated with the end 


values for habitat mitigation.


RBG to review TfL clarification 


and agree values.
Additional information currently under review TfL are arranging a meeting to discuss the additional information


Building design to include and install low zero carbon 


technology


TfL to revise commitment to low/zero 


carbon technology from consider to 


where feasible install.


Revised information to be sent to 


RBG and agreed.
Design Principles Document Not agreed as the Design Principles document has not been subject to revision.


Lack of local business impact assessment included in the 


Business case.


Local business impacts assessment to be 


carried out and reported upon taking 


into account a larger sample size of 


SMEs than previously reported upon. 


This will reflect the local conditions in 


RBG.


Revised information to be sent to 


RBG and agreed.


Equality impacts are drawn out in document 8.18 FWQ 


pg25. SE5.7 para of this document states disbenefits to 


RBG residents as increased in generalised costs not 


necessarily off set by public transport provision.


There is till some confusion over the user benefits - HGV and LGVs still show disbenefits (negative net user benefits)in FWQ response 


SE3.1 and SE 4.6


A lighting assessment is required to be provided by TfL 


and submitted as part of the DCO.
TfL to provide lighting assessment.


Document to be reviewed and 


agreed with RBG.


Lighting assessments have not been carried out as this will 


be delivered through design principles document. Doc 


FWQ 8.14 (LI 3.2). Note  LI 2.5 states lighting is 


referenced in the revised CoCP.


Not agreed as a baseline study should have been carried out.


Not agreed


Not agreed 


Note the Charging changes to be agreed by STIG not the 


Host Boroughs as previously stated.
This statement is not agreed.


The CEMP and the topics to be covered by the CoCP 


require clarification and detail . These are required for 


inclusion in the DCO as a requirement.


TfL to draft revised documentation. Wording to be agreed with RBG.


CoCP has been revised. The contractor will be 


responsible for the detailed design in accordance with the 


DCO and all the requirements and commitments given by 


TfL.  TfL will direct and manage the contractors 


compliance. The role of STIG is not defined in this 


document. The LPA/LHA should approve the CEMP not 


just consult as stated in this document (PARA 1.4.2)


Not agreed


Additional Requirements


Lack of air and noise mitigation measures within the 


dDCO
Mitigation strategy required. Wording to be agreed with RBG


No air quality mitigation to be proposed Noise mitigation 


through noise barriers to be secured through inclusion in 


the ES. Noise monitoring strategy secured through 


Requirement 7 and scrutinised by STIG.


Lack of air quality mitigation - not agreed


Lack of traffic management and junction mitigation 


within the dDCO


Initial designs to be prepared for the at 


risk junctions in RBG.
To be agreed with RBG None proposed as no impacts. Not agreed


Introduction of greenwalls and bridges to complement 


noise mitigation.
To be included in the DCO.


To be discussed and agreed with 


RBG.
Design Principles document not amended Not agreed


Lack of mitigation for the Woolwich Ferry impacts


Draft legislation to prepared by TfL to 


support the introduction of charging at 


Woolwich Ferry in the event that 


charging Silvertown and Blackwall 


tunnel fails to manage traffic demand.


Wording to be agreed with RBG None proposed, not agreed as necessary. Not agreed


Lack of a comprehensive bus strategy including new and 


increased frequency for bus services. A Requirement is 


necessary for inclusion in the DCO.


Bus routes and frequencies to be 


secured by a requirement to be 


included in the DCO.


Wording to be agreed with RBG


Draft Bus Strategy included but no commitment through a 


DCO requirement. STIG to be consulted on routes and 


frequencies


Not agreed. RBG would require a detailed Action Plan as part of the Bus Strategy, with an ogoing schedule of development to be agreed 


as part of the DCO to allow a timely implementation of new routes to be developed with te directly impacted boroughs  prior to the 


Scheme's opening.


Proposed construction hours not acceptable. A 


Requirement is necessary within the DCO.


TfL to amend hours of construction in 


line with RBG policies - 0800-1300 on a 


Saturday.


Wording to be agreed with RBG
Working hours changed in CoCP (Revised 6.10 v2 para 


2.3.1)
Welcome the amendment to 13:00 on Saturday, however clarification of work in ‘shoulders’ still needs tightening  


Powers to charge (Article 53 onwards should make 


reference to STIG and the Monitoring and Mitigation 


Strategy. It should also be confirmed that this authorises 


a charge and does not oblige TfL to impose a charge.


Revised wording to be provided. Wording to be agreed by RBG.
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Construction Lorry routes to be included in the DCO


Requirement defining the routes and 


the monitoring of these routes to be 


drafted by TfL.


Routes to be agreed with RBG. Still no Requirement to be included in DCO. 
Welcome the additional strengthening,and safeguarding of ‘local roads’ [CoCP 3.1.4], however we would wish to see the DCO 


Requirement for the final routes to be agreed with the HBs as soon as the receptor sites are identified and prior to works commencing


The proportion of materials used by river to be defined 


for each Borough and included as a Requirement.
Further clarification required from TfL. Wording to be agreed with RBG


No more clarification provided, although uplift to 55% is 


included
Requires inclusion in DCO


Monitoring strategy to be revised to include triggers and 


included as a Requirement in the DCO.
Redrafting of the strategy by TfL. Wording to be agreed with RBG No triggers provided currently. Not agreed as triggers should be included in the strategy.


Monitoring fund to be secured in the DCO
Revision to the proposed Monitoring 


strategy.
Wording to be agreed with RBG No further commitment to Monitoring Fund Not agreed


A Community Fund to be included in the DCO
TfL to draft provisions for the 


Community Fund.
Wording to be agreed with RBG.


No community fund to be provided as deemed contrary 


to NNPS PARA 4.9 and 4.10


Not agreed, the Transport Assessment shows an increase in traffic in the PM peak that will increase congestion in the A102/A2 corridor.  


This could cause an increase in collisions in the corridor.  Mitigation is would be required and monitoring for unintended consequences 


of the scheme.The construction phase is also of concern, not least relating to the growing number people living and working on the 


Peninsula. The increased provision of local schools, and the encouragement of safe and active travel to and from them, is something the 


Council actively promotes and facilitates.  The Scheme’s contribution towards this through both requirements on the contractor, but 


also through the financial support of RBG’s School Crossing Patrol service is something which RBG would wish to see addressed, 


possibly via the Community Fund.


A piling statement and strategy is required to be 


included in the DCO.
TfL to provide statement and strategy Wording to be agreed with RBG


No piling strategy to be provided as not deemed 


necessary (FWQ 8.9 NV11.2) It will be Req 7 as part of 


the Noise and Vibration Management plan


Not agreed


Limits of Deviation (horizontal) to be specified and 


included in the DCO
TfL to provide updated plans Plans to be agreed with RBG


Not deemed necessary for inclusion in the DCO (Doc 8.2 


Article 5)
Agreed


Article 11 Access to Works requires an approval 


process.  This should be included as a Requirement.
Approval process to be drafted. Wording to be agreed with RBG


Article 11 amended to include the approval by the Street 


Authority (Doc 8.2)
Agreed


Provisions for all STIG meeting documentation to be 


defined and made public documents.  This should be a 


Requirement within the DCO.


Provisions to be drafted by TfL Wording to be agreed with RBG. Not deemed necessary by TfL. (Doc 8.19 FWQ)


DC 88.2 FWQ States that the documents are only  ‘made public at  the determination of STIG’ and STIG may determine its own 


procedures, therefore with the current proposals for STIG  the ultimate decision on this is TfL’s (whilst having ‘regard for’ the views of 


other members of the group).It is the view of RBG that in the interests of transparency Art 65 should be revised with the direction that 


agendas, documents and minutes should be made publicly available.


Construction Method Statement to be a Requirement 


and included in the DCO.
A Requirement to be drafted by TfL. Wording to be agreed by RBG Not deemed necessary by TfL Doc 8.19 FWQ DC16.1)


Not agreed RBG ’s concern is that if the CMS is not defined or secured by the DCO there could be significant changes which could turn 


into a material consideration as set out in DCLG’s Dec 2015 PA 2008 Guidance to Changes to the DCO.


Plans and Schemes should be approved by the LPA and 


should be stated as a Requirement in the DCO.  


Schemes and plans should be agreed with the LPA prior 


to commencement of construction.


A Requirement to be drafted by TfL. Wording to be agreed by RBG.


No requirement to be provided but DC97 of FWQ 8.19 


states plans and strategies to be approved by and 


produced in consultation with LPA.


Not agreed.  CoCP rev1 T 1-1,  and Sch 2 Req 5(2) amended for clarity further clarification required re Site Waste Mgt plan both in its 


preparation and approval routes.


Noise mitigation measures should be retained after 


implementation of the scheme. This should be included 


as a Requirement.


A Requirement to be drafted by TfL. Wording to be agreed by RBG.


No changes to the Requirement (DC102 FWQ 8.19) but 


states that it is for the LPA to determine the 


appropriateness of the mitigation.


Not agreed.  The Certified ES details measures to be retained, this  in combination with CoCP’s Noise and Vibration Mitigation Plan 


gives a level of surety over retaining of appropriate measures post implementation. This however still fails oi reference the measures at 


Seibert Road and the requirement for TfL to enter into a legal agreement with RBG over these is still sought.


The Mayor’s proposal for a new cycle carrying bus 


services should be included in the DCO as a 


Requirement.


A Requirement to be drafted by TfL. Wording to be agreed by RBG.


No requirement or commitment to be included in the 


DCO. Scheme viability still be investigated. (PN Report 


8.2)


The point to address the shuttle’s inclusion (with RBG’s preference being its access via Blackwall) and the subsidised used of EAL as 


mitigation/access improvements on the Silvertown alignment is still desired by RBG as part of the DCO.


The Boord Street Bridge public realm improvements to 


Tunnel Avenue to be submitted to the LPA for 


agreement and for inclusion in the DCO.


TfL to submit detailed designs to the 


LPA.
RBG to agree plans.


No requirement or commitment to be included in the 


DCO. Scheme not seen as necessary mitigation. (PN 


Report 8.2)


Progress is ongoing with TfL to  agree design improvement sfor public realm, pedestrians and cyclists for Tunel Ave and Boord Street to 


be deiived by the Applicant as part of DCO.







Royal Borough of Greenwich  Deadline 2 Submission 


  26 of 27 


 


 


 


A remediation strategy should be submitted for 


approval prior to the works commencing on site and, 


on completion of any remediation but before the 


relevant part of the scheme is operational or occupied 


or open to the public, whichever the case may be.  A 


verification report demonstrating completion of the 


works set out in the approved remediation strategy and 


the effectiveness of the remediation shall be submitted 


to and approved, in writing, by the local planning 


authority.


TfL to prepare Remediation strategy. Wording to be agreed with RBG.


Site Clearance Plans to be drafted by contractor for 


approval by LPA  prior to commencement of construction 


. Compliance with the CoCP (APP-092) including the 


preparation of a site clearance plan is secured by 


Requirement 5 of Schedule 2 to the dDCO [Doc 8.12 CL 


7 and following]


Agreed


The Ecology Management Plan should be prepared and 


approved prior to any works commencing on site. A 


Requirement for this should be included in the DCO.


TfL to draft Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG.
Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation strategy to be 


included in Schedule 2 Part 1 of 1 DCO.
Meetings being sought with LPAs. RBG has requested any documentation/available questions aead of dates being agreed.


The Emergency Plan is required to be submitted to the 


LPA for approval.  This should be included as a 


Requirement in the DCO.


TfL to draft Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG. Now included in Sch 2 part 5. Agreed


The NVMP will need to be submitted to the LPA for 


approval prior to any works commencing on site. A 


Requirement on this matter should be included in the 


DCO.


TfL to draft a Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG. NVMP to be secured through Requirement 7. Agreed


The SWMP will be Required to be submitted to and 


approved by the relevant planning authority prior to the 


relevant part of the authorised development 


commencing. A Requirement on this matter should be 


included in the DCO.


TfL to draft A Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG. Now included in Sch 2 part 5. Not agreed


The Arboricultural Survey (ES Appendix 9.D) should be 


secured in the DCO.
TfL to draft a Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG. No requirement to be drafted Not agreed


A Sustainability Implementation Strategy is required to 


secure the implementation of the sustainability 


measures in the Sustainability Statement .  This strategy 


should be included as a Requirement in the DCO.


Draft Sustainability Strategy to be 


prepared and submitted to LPA for 


approval.


Design Principles Document not revised. Not agreed


Drafting Amendments


Requirement 15(2) time period to be increased to 28 


days to allow for a 21 day consultation period with 


relevant consultees.


TfL to revise Requirement 15(2) Wording to be agreed with RBG. Agreed change (Doc 8.2) Agreed


Requirement 15(3) timeframes need to be amended to 


include a timeframe for TfL to submit the requested 


information – 7 working days or such longer period as 


may be agreed in writing by TfL and the discharging 


authority. There should be a further 5 day period for 


any further information to be requested of TfL and a 


further 5 day period for TfL to submit such further 


information.


TfL to redraft Requirement 15(e) Wording to be agreed with RBG. Agreed changes to Article 60 ( Doc 8.2) Agreed


Requirement 16(2)(d) the time period for the LPA to 


submit written representations should be increased to 


28 days.


TfL to redraft Requirement 16(2)(d) Wording to be agreed with RBG. Agreed, Agreed
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Requirements 4(1) and 6(1) should clarify that the 


details to be submitted are those that are to be designed 


in accordance with the design principles as required 


under Requirement 3(1).This should also include 


specific reference to details of materials


TfL to draft Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG. Outstanding


The correct drawing for Boord Street Bridge needs to 


be referenced in Schedule 1 (Work 11 (d))
TfL to update the submitted plans. RBG to agree plans. Revised Dwg submitted prior to D1 Agreed


Closing the tunnels Article 43 “Emergency” requires 


defining


TfL to provide a definition of 


Emergency in this context.
Wording to be agreed by RBG.


No agreed no definition to be provided. (Doc 8.2 Article 


43)


Without a definition of emergency and with no changes 


to the Bye laws article  48)7) this gives TfL and their 


agents sweeping powers to close Blackwall Tunnel during 


the construction of Silvertown tunnel.


No Change


Byelaws - Article 48 (7) should be changed when the 


tunnel becomes operational.


Article 48(7) to be amended to be on 


operation rather than commencement 


of construction.


Wording to be agreed by RBG.  Unchanged post D1 in response to fwq/dDCO Not agreed


Current status and form of the proposed STIG, including 


frequency of meetings.


Revised terms of reference required to 


be drafted.
Wording to be agreed with RBG


Article 65 AMENDED – commentary on frequency of 


meetings etc  (Doc 8.2).  Frequecny of meetings and sub 


groupls not limited by the article. GLA to be included in 


STIG


Not agreed HBs to consider further amendments for Deadline 3


Removal of parking provision for construction workers 


for construction sites.


TfL to amend construction workers 


travel plan to exclude parking provision 


for workers.


Wording to be agreed with RBG
CTMP and WTP to be secured in the CoCP ( para 3.1.2) 


to be approved by the LPA and LHA.
Agreed


Requirement 4 to be amended to include landscaping, 


public realm and parking areas.
Redrafting of Requirement by TfL. Wording to be agreed with RBG. No update provided Not agreed


Additional Points arising from Deadline 1 


submissions


As part of their Deadline 1 submissions City of London 


and LBSouthwark’s LIR call for Cat A carriage of 


dangerous goods status for Silvertown


Strongly Opposed by RBG given the joint approach roads for the Blackwall Tunnel and proposed Silvertown tunnel northbound


This requirement has been added to secure that TfL 


must ensure that any buses running as part of a bus 


service provided or secured by TfL through the 


Silvertown Tunnel must meet the 'Euro VI' European 


emission standard. 


Schedule 2, Paragraph 13 of Part 1 Agreed
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Introduction 

 

This document commences with a summary of the representations made by the Royal Borough of 

Greenwich [RBG] at the Issue Specific Hearing [ISH] held on 7th December dealing, primarily, 

with queries relating to the traffic and air quality modelling applied in the submission for the 

Silvertown Tunnel [the Scheme] by Transport for London [the Applicant]. 

 

A section is included to provide the information requested by the Panel relating to the location of 

the Sun in Sands and Angerstein (Woolwich Road Flyover) junctions. 

 

It then addresses the responses to the Panel’s First Written Questions [FWQs] by the applicant 

and additional submissions by both the Applicant and other Interested Parties [IP]. This is 

approached by the provision of an updated version of the Matrix of Issues which formed Appendix 

2 of RBG’s Local Impact Report [LIR].  

 

The Matrix now notes the status of issues from RBG’s perspective following  information provided 

by Deadline 1 submissions by the Applicant (and other parties), through a subsequent meeting 

with the Applicant (and the other Host Boroughs) on 24th November and at the ISH on 7th 

December. 
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Agenda Item 2: The Case for the Scheme 

 

RBG recognises that the completion of a package of additional vehicular and public transport River 

Crossings, in east and South-East London, is needed in order to support growth and development 

of East and South East London. The Scheme forms one element of this package. 

 

A package of crossings, constructed from west to east to match the direction of growth, would 

link new areas of population growth, such as Kidbrooke and Charlton, with areas of employment 

opportunity and would support the sustainable development of areas such as Thamesmead where 

poor accessibility has hampered growth.  

 

The proposed Silvertown tunnel will support growth and employment and improve resilience, as 

part of this package of crossings, but the view of RBG has been that the Scheme needs to 

incorporate a DLR extension between the residential areas of Eltham and Kidbrooke and 

emerging employment opportunities north of the river if benefits are to be maximised.  

 

Additional river crossings, including schemes such as the Gallions Reach crossing and extensions of 

the DLR and London Overground to Abbey Wood and Thamesmead, would provide access to 

London’s wider transport network and support growth and development those areas at a fraction 

of the cost of schemes such as Crossrail 2 and add further benefit to those that will be secured 

through Crossrail1. 

 

RBG’s S42 response provided qualified support for the proposal chiefly because the traffic 

forecasting and modelling work which underpins predictions of impacts was incomplete and not 

validated. 

 

The Statement of Case (Document Reference 7.1) sets out in section 6 the scheme benefits.  This 

includes a set of objectives for the scheme.   

 

RBG wishes to make the following comments on the extent to which the Council believes these 

objectives have been met.   
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PO1: Improve resilience of river crossings in the highway network in east and south east 

London to cope with planned and unplanned events and incidents 

RBG agrees that the provision of an additional river crossing will improve the resilience of the 

highway network but that the additional river crossing should be part of a package of schemes to 

truly improve the resilience in the area. 

 

PO2: Improve road network performance of Blackwall Tunnel and approach roads 

It is noted that the Blackwall Tunnel performance is improved through the provision of an 

additional tunnel.  However, it is not agreed that the local links, network and approach roads to 

the tunnels have improved performance particularly in the PM peak. 

 

PO3: Support economic and population growth in east and southeast London by providing 

improved cross-river road transport links 

The provision of additional bus services and routes will support the economic growth in 

association with the provision of the proposed tunnel. However this objective will only be fully 

met if the proposed increase in services is secured through inclusion in the DCO.   

 

A reduction in journey times and improved journey time reliability shown in the assessed case are 

welcomed, however this has to be balanced against the impact the charge has on residents and 

business decisions (and ability) to use the new link. 

 

PO4: To integrate with local and strategic land use policies 

 

Agreed in part, Silvertown tunnel is included in RBG’s Development Plan as part of a package of 

cross river links 

 

PO5: To minimise any adverse impacts of any proposals on communities, health, safety 

and the environment 

 

RBG does not believe that this objective has been secured by the current proposal. 

The Assessed Case model is not yet agreed by RBG, and the subsequent social and environmental 

assumptions made by the promoter are therefore still questionable. Additionally TfL is not 

proposing any traffic/junction mitigation through the DCO and prior to the Scheme’s opening.  As 
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a result unintended impacts could impact negatively on the communities in RBG without any 

surety that mitigation will be implemented in a timely manner. 

 

PO6: To ensure where possible that any proposals are acceptable in principle to key 

stakeholders, including affected boroughs. 

 

Previous responses to consultation, both preliminary and statutory, on the scheme have stated 

RBG’s acceptance for the need for a scheme as part of a package of measures to relieve traffic 

congestion arising from the lack of road based river crossings in the sub region.  RBG’s support 

has been in principle subject to the satisfactory assessment methodology, namely traffic modelling.  

RBG has not agreed the outputs from the Assessed Case modelling. 

 

PO7: To achieve value for money and, through road user charging, to manage congestion 

 

It is accepted that road user charging is an effective tool to manage demand, and is required to do 

so in the case of the Scheme. It is not possible however to comment on whether the value for 

money objective has been achieved due to the lack of agreement for the Assessed Case modelling 

outputs. 
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Agenda Item 3: Development objectives including contexts, traffic and transport 

conditions and challenges, demographics, socio economic conditions, land use 

assumptions and projections 

 

Safety  

As detailed in the LIR, key corridors such as the A12/A102 account for approximately 7% of all 

collisions in the Borough with an average of 55 per year.  11% of all Motorcycle collisions and 13% 

of motorcyclists killed or seriously injured (KSI) are mainly clustered close to the Blackwall Tunnel 

Approach.  Kidbrooke Junction and the A206/A102 roundabout are also of key note with regards 

to KSIs. 

 

Regardless of RBGs concerns over the model outputs safety concerns need to be addressed pre-

opening of the new crossing to ensure the extra throughput and additional traffic lanes proposed 

do not detrimentally impact on collisions locally. 

 

The construction phase is also of concern, not least relating to the growing number people living 

and working on the Peninsula. The increased provision of local schools, and the encouragement of 

safe and active travel to and from them, is something the Council actively promotes and facilitates.  

The Scheme’s contribution towards this through both requirements on the contractor, but also 

through the financial support of RBG’s School Crossing Patrol service is something which RBG 

would wish to see addressed, possibly via the Community Fund. 

 

Current network resilience and congestion 

 

With limited options for crossing the Thames east of Tower Bridge any closure or delay at the 

existing crossings at Blackwall or Dartford has immediate effects on the local network with traffic 

diverting to the closet available crossing, and resulting in gridlock on local roads. 

 

Additionally a number of local junctions are currently already operating at, or near, capacity as 

outlined in the LIR (in Paragraph 134 and following). 

 

The core of the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site [MGWHS] is comprised of a one 

way gyratory system of the A206 (part of the Strategic Road Network). It is located half way 

between the river crossings at Rotherhithe and Blackwall.  
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With 9 million visitors annually and limited footway capacity the air quality and congestion of the 

area is a primary concern for RBG. The town centre is currently part of a Low Emission 

Neighborhood scheme, which is in its development phase, and RBG continues to work to develop 

solutions which would form an acceptable basis of a bid to TfL for a Major Scheme to try and re-

order the balance in the town centre in addressing the conflicting demands between vehicles and 

vulnerable road users. Currently TfL are unwilling to validate the base model for this scheme to be 

progressed due to highways works on Tower Bridge. 

 

The Woolwich Ferry carries around 4,600 Annualised Average Daily Trips and operates at 

capacity for most of the day. It is limited by hours of operation, weather, (particularly fog), 

unusually high or low tides, and operational issues (both mechanical and personnel). 

 

The Transport Assessment notes the local road network is operating at practical reserve capacity 

in peak times in the base year model 2012 (paragraph 4.2.2 of the Transport Assessment and table 

4.1).   

 

Despite its location between the A406 North Circular and the A205 South Circular routes (in 

Woolwich Town Centre) the local road network is constrained. This means that vehicles queuing 

for the ferry often cause congestion at Woolwich Ferry Roundabout. Queues extend onto the 3 

arms of the roundabout where the TLRN (A205 South Circular Road) terminates and interfaces 

with the SRN (A206).  Any additional traffic attracted to the Woolwich Ferry gives cause for 

concern to RBG. 

 

A 3rd area of concern is the A102/A2 corridor and its associated local junctions, such as Sun 

in Sands and Kidbrooke. 

In the pm peak the A102/2 southbound is subject to congestion and delay as local junction 

capacity for egress is constrained.   Put simply the additional compressed through-put will put 

further strain on the already busy junctions on this corridor, and a concern of RBG is that by 

improving congestion and air quality at the northern portal of the Blackwall the problem will be 

shifted onto the local road network and communities in RBG. 

 

The existing bus route (108) which uses the Blackwall tunnel is subject to major disruption when 

the Blackwall tunnel is closed (planned and unplanned).  Due to the height restrictions, the 
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services running through the Blackwall tunnel are limited to single decker.  In the AM peak the 108 

takes an additional 20 minutes to complete its route. 

 

The transport challenge in RBG is to maintain the road network’s operational integrity while 

prioritising improvements to air quality and congestion, and offering and promoting a choice of 

sustainable and active modes to meet the travel needs of non car drivers.  

 

RBG wishes to ensure that air quality improvements, cycle and walking policies are supported by 

all proposed development. Additionally RBG would require a level of comfort that Low Emission 

Neighbourhoods [LEN], in particular the LEN directly adjacent to the A102 and running west 

through the MGWHS, are not compromised. 

 

Demographic, Land Use and Socio Economics 

 

Growth in the Borough is rapid, and 4 Opportunity Areas are designated by the Greater London 

Authority in the north of the Borough at Greenwich Peninsula, Charlton Riverside, Woolwich and 

Abbey Wood/Thamesmead.  An Intensification Area lies to the south of Greenwich Peninsula at 

Kidbrooke.   

 

The population and employment increases that are projected in the Mayor’s London Plan will 

result in additional demand on the available public transport network.  The Reference Case states 

that in RBG between 2011 and 2041 population is set to rise by 44% and employment by 59% 

[Figs 2.23 - 2.24].  

 

The Reference Model used in the transport assessment includes the growth scenarios and has 

been subsequently agreed as fit for purpose by RBG.  While RBG may have some issues regarding 

the exact growth assumptions built into the 2021 reference case, sufficient uncertainty exists over 

the delivery of regeneration schemes over the next five years for the reference case assumptions 

to be considered adequate for traffic modelling purposes. 

 

A key issue in terms of successful delivery of the future developments in RBG is that the provision 

of the proposed tunnel should not be to the detriment of the air quality for the future 

development areas. 
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RBG has some of the highest indices of multiple deprivation in the country.  This is recognised in 

the TfL Report 7.8.4 Distributional impacts of Appraisal figure 2-8 which illustrates the Indices of 

Deprivation (income) with particular regard for the areas close to the proposed scheme.  It can be 

seen that some of the most deprived LSOAs are in Greenwich in close proximity to the proposed 

scheme.  These lower income groups are subject to the poor air quality and noise impacts 

associated with the Blackwall Tunnel traffic.   

 

The households often do not have access to private cars (42% of households in RBG).  The 

benefits of the scheme for these groups of people are realised through improved air quality, the 

reduction of traffic related noise nuisance and by the provision of the enhanced public transport 

offer of bus services through the Silvertown Tunnel.  
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Agenda Item 4: Policy Context 

 

As has already been stated in earlier submissions, in principle RBG supports the Scheme, and this 

is reflected in the Council’s Core Strategy. 

 

RBG’s submitted LIR, highlights the key policies which are of particular relevance, and provides 

comments on the issues with regard to the policy safeguarding the health and prosperity of the 

existing and future residents of RBG. 

 

RGB consider the following policy objectives in particular have not been met by the Scheme as it 

is currently presented, and as a result compromise the existing and future living conditions of the 

residents of RBG. 

 

Policy E(c) Air Pollution.   

This policy is currently not met as the Air Quality assumptions arise from the traffic modelling 

outputs from the Assessed Case which has not been agreed with RBG.   

Additionally concerns are raised over the use of AQ outputs derived from the strategic model’s 

average daily or weekly figures which do not give a level of surety about the performance at 

individual local junctions at specific times. 

With regard to ‘Air Quality Neutral’ policies, the current guidance deals with major developments 

impact and these are defined in the London Plan as: residential developments of ≥10 dwellings (or, 

where the number is not given, ≥0.5 ha); and for all other uses, a floor space ≥1000 m2 or a site 

area ≥1 ha 

The Mayors Air Quality Strategy  aims to make new developments ‘air quality neutral or better’ - 

by making better use of the planning system to ensure no new development has a negative impact 

on air quality in London. 

The Applicant appears to have taken this to mean that major infrastructure projects are not 

classed as major development – and therefore do not necessarily require an air quality neutral 

threshold.  

Given the Mayors commitment to reducing pollution and to working with the Boroughs to achieve 

this then this stance is questionable – there appears to be no explicit recognition that major 

infrastructure schemes should be subject to an Air Quality Neutral policy. 
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Policy CH: Cohesive Communities: ‘All development must include measures that help to create and 

maintain cohesive communities that encourage diversity and reduce inequalities between areas.’  

This policy is currently not met by the provision of the Scheme as the proposed charging 

assumptions will particularly impact on low income groups in RBG; drivers in the Borough will be 

charged the higher charge in both the morning and evening peak.   

 

RBG considers that this is a disproportionate impact considering that low income groups have net 

benefits in time benefits in 2021 (including reliability) of only £1.7m compared to medium to high 

income groups on the study area whose benefits in time and reliability are £6.5m in 2021.  (Table 

3.1 in TfL Report 7.8.4 cites the net benefits for car users in the study area that includes RBG.) 

 

Policy H1: New Housing should not be fettered as a result of reduced air quality and living 

standards.  This needs to be taken into account given the proximity of the proposed scheme to 

allocated development sites on the Peninsula, and the failure to yet agree the Assessed Case 

outputs (and directly associated air quality assumptions) 

 

Policy EA5: Tourism requires Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site to be safeguarded against 

pollution and extraneous traffic  

Should traffic be displaced by the charge to use the Rotherhithe Tunnel then this policy will be 

compromised.  

 

Two emerging documents both of which are currently being consulted on and going through their 

formal adoption process which have improvements to Air Quality at their core are: 

- The Greener Greenwich Strategy 

- Greenwich’s Air Quality Action Plan 

In addition congestion around the Woolwich Ferry approaches compromises the promotion of 

Woolwich as a Metropolitan Centre by the Borough and Mayor of London (London Plan Annex 2: 

London’s Town Centre Network Map A 2.1) 
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Agenda Item 5: The models  

 

The baseline and reference case models have been deemed fit for purpose as strategic models, 

however, RBG has concerns as stated in full in the LIR. The model replicates observed flows quite 

well for a large strategic model of this sort under 'normal' conditions, although it was noted that 

its modelling of the effect of incidents was less representative of reality.   

The data sets that have been used in the  modelling have some limitations.  It is acknowledged that 

TfL has tried to overcome these limitations, but the use of the 2008 Roadside Interview data 

causes concern due to both the age and robustness of the data.  This issue has been raised with 

TfL through consultation responses during the Scheme’s development.  

The HB, in numerous meetings, have suggested the use of the real-time GPS Origin and 

Destination data would provide a more appropriate and timely dataset.  

Although TfL have stated they have used this type of data the full brief and outcomes have not 

been made available to the HBs. It did not form part of the Silvertown Crossing: Summary of Data 

Collection Travel in London Supplementary Report, provided to the HBs in June 2016. An advice 

note provided to the HB on 19/07/2016 (Silvertown Modelling – RSI Data and Matrix 

Development) appeared to show mobile phone data had been used for a period in March and 

April 2015 (and compared favourably with the older roadside surveys),  the (unvalidated) outline 

findings were not made available to the HBs for over a year. 

There remains an inconsistency and confusion with the use of the data sets which makes local 

impact reporting extremely difficult.  

The Assessed Case model remains of concern for RBG, these concerns have not been assuaged by 

the Applicant’s Deadline 1 submissions, and remain as detailed in the RBG LIR Para 129 (A-J). 

Local Models: This micro simulation model has not been subject independent verification in 

comparison to the strategic models that have been used in the assessment process.  No model 

validation report has been made available and RBG is concerned that the data sets that have been 

used in the VISSIM model, derived from the Assessed Case model have not been validated.   

TfL guidance on the construction of micro simulation models derived from the use of data from 

SATURN models does not appear to have been followed. 
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The micro simulation model area has not been agreed with RBG.  RBG requested that the local 

model area to be extended to cover the local junctions that are considered by RBG to be 

currently under pressure from congestion.  This was not carried out by TfL. This additional area 

includes that part of the Strategic Route Network (SRN) between Greenwich Town Centre and 

Woolwich Ferry.  

The additional information concerning the production of the VISSIM model by TfL has failed to 

provide RBG with confidence that a full validation and calibration process has taken place.  

Without the provision of a validated local model RBG does not have the surety that local impacts 

have been satisfactorily assessed. 
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Agenda Item 6: Audits 

 

RBG acknowledge all 3 RXHAM  models (base, reference and assessed case) have been 

constructed and are behaving in a way that is expected - validated by Steer Davis Gleave’s [SDG] 

independent assessment for the Local Authorities – and follow National guidance for the 

construction of strategic models is set out in the Department for Transport’s WebTAG Units 

(2014).  However, there is no guidance in WebTAG with regards to the setting of a charge for a 

road scheme.  In the absence of such guidance RBG is unable to determine the appropriateness of 

the methodology for the proposed level of charging and the full extent of the model’s sensitivity to 

assess the impacts of the proposed charging.  

 

A key issue was raised by RBG in the review of the LoRDM validation report in that the income 

segmentation models were disabled in LoRDM and that these are used in demand segmentation 

but that these segments are not directly comparable with RXHAM assignments functionality and 

segmentation. Clarity has not been provided on how this approach then affects the reporting of 

the impacts. 

A primary concern remains over the Values of Time [VoT] applied and how this impacts on the 

charges modelled.  The original Assessed Case includes National Values of Time (Traffic 

Forecasting Report 7.9 para 3.3.1) however, it is not clear which version of WebTAG National 

Values of Time have has been used and why National Values of Time have been applied instead of 

London Value of Time.   

A further issue arises regarding the appropriateness of the use of either of these values of times in 

the context of the high level of multiple deprivation and the low car ownership in the Borough, 

and the antithesis of this the ability to pay a substantially higher rate by the more affluent car 

business users.  The ability of the model to reflect these matters and to then apportion impacts 

accordingly is a matter of concern and requires further clarification by TfL. 

WebTAG guidance states that a ‘National’ VoT should be used unless circumstances are 

exceptional. RBG would put the case that given the unique attributes of the Scheme’s location 

with a lack of crossing options, the growth forecast, and the wide socio economic range of current 

crossing users, the Scheme qualifies as exceptional and additional VoTs should be applied. 

The Independent Audit of the Traffic Models undertaken by Steer Davis Gleave for the Local 

Authorities confirms that  their audit did not undertake work in relation to the derivation of the 
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charges, nor over the relationship between the charges and the local values of time as this did not 

form part of their brief [Section 4.12 General Conclusions] 

 

The consequences of this impacts directly on the equity of the scheme for residents, the 

affordability for local businesses and the role of public transport provision in the mitigation of 

some of the negative aspects. 
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Agenda Item 7:  Behavioural issues – user charging- impacts and effectiveness 

The potential to compromise several of RBG’s policies and strategies has been noted in the earlier 

LIR and in this document. The actual effect on the community, should the proposed charge not 

manage travel demand as predicted, will be demonstrated through increases in congestion, 

detrimental impacts on air quality, and subsequent worsening in health, and through economic 

disadvantage. 

RBG do not have a sufficient level of confidence in the assumptions underpinning the relationship 

between the value of the charge and the resulting demand level for the tunnels. This extends to a 

lack of clarity over the Applicants assumptions about informed decisions by drivers to alter their 

routes through either their local knowledge or through the changes which autonomous 

development will have made to route planning prior to the Scheme’s proposed implementation in 

7 years.  

Congestion Implications 

The implications of the charges being incorrectly set could be far reaching in terms of impacts on 

the local road network.  Should traffic choose to avoid the charges and divert to the Rotherhithe 

Tunnel then this will see the routing of these trips impacting upon the local road network (Creek 

Road, Deptford Church Street and Deptford Bridge) and further east to the MGWHS, through 

Greenwich Town Centre (Creek Road/ A206), which would validate the concern of the WHE and 

RBG, by traffic detrimentally impacting upon the world heritage site. This would undermine the 

measures and schemes being put in place to support the WHS and adversely affect levels of air 

pollution and the quality of both the visitor experience and that of the local community. 

To access to Charlton, Woolwich and areas further south and east in the Borough traffic seeking a 

‘free crossing’  would divert to the Woolwich Ferry as a result of the charge. This raises further 

problems as the local road network is already constrained and operating at practical reserve 

capacity in this area. No mitigation is being offered immediately (or as a contingency) in this 

circumstance, apart from varying the charge at Blackwall/Silvertown, which would bring its own 

adverse impact. Without primary legislative changes no charge could be applied in a timely manner 

to the Woolwich Ferry as a method of managing demand. 
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Socio Economic Impacts 

The effect of charges are exacerbated as work related journeys starting in RBG are likely to be 

subject to the higher peak rate charges proposed for both am and pm peaks. This makes it difficult 

to conclude that the net impacts of the Scheme are positive for small and medium sized businesses 

in the Borough.  

This is an important consideration, particularly as the later economic case suggests that LGV and 

HGV vehicle movements could engender net dis-benefits as a result of the user charges that will 

apply, suggesting the scheme may not be good for all business operations. 

There are a series of references to data in TfL’s submission 7.8.1 Economic Assessment Report 

indicating the benefits to business from reduced travel time and improved journey reliability but 

this is not set in the context of having to pay for these improvements.  

Additionally as the tables 5-2 and 5-3 in document 7.8.1 show LGV and HGV benefits are negative 

or marginal (even when adjusted for reliability benefits). These tables are reproduced at the end if 

this section. The primary beneficiaries are business car users, and bus and coach users (if the 

modelled assumptions of bus service uplift are provided). When considerations of the local value 

of time and high IMD experienced in RBG are also applied the disadvantage is multiplied.  

If the charge modelled is the National Value of Time this is too high to fully assess the decisions 

for the less affluent members of the community and SME’s, but potentially too low to manage the 

movement of business related car drivers (whose benefit TfL assess as high) where the ability to 

pay (or offset the charge) will not deter journeys. 

The increased access to jobs and opportunities for members of our community without private 

vehicle access is reliant on the Public Transport (bus service) uplift modelled by the Scheme; this is 

still subject to confirmation. The ‘Bus Strategy’ is discussed separately in RBG’s Deadline 2 revised 

issues matrix.  

 

As stated in the Applicant’s response to FWQs Doc 8.18 SE5.7 the generalised benefits of the 

scheme are not fully offset for commuters from ‘south of the river’. TfL state in turn this reduces 

the access to jobs potentially accessible by car for some users, notably those from RBG.  
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The proposal of a community fund to offset these unintended consequences or a discount scheme 

to address the economic disadvantage to local SME’s is something which should be given further 

consideration. 
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Agenda Item 8 Model Framework and structures 

 

RBG’s key concern relates to the data that has been use from Assessed Case which underpins the 

base assumptions for the noise the air quality modelling and assessments. This has been detailed in 

earlier submissions by RBG. 

 

The local junction modelling and assessment of local links would have provided an assessment of 

queue lengths which would have assisted in the understanding of local impacts.  However, as the 

strategic model provides the AADT and AAWT for the reporting of noise and air quality impacts, 

whilst RBG accepts that the strategic modelling approach is necessary.  This approach does not 

assist in the accurate reporting of local impacts at particular intervals of the time of day. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Royal Borough of Greenwich  Deadline 2 Submission 

  21 of 27 

RBG Local Junction Locations 

During the Panel’s questions relating to the modelling of local junctions at the ISH, RBG was asked 

to produce a location drawing of the Angerstein and Sun in Sands junctions. This is reproduced 

below. 
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The these junction were given as two examples at the ISH by RBG where, although the Council 

has made clear to the Applicant  there are known capacity or safety issues, no mitigation prior the 

Scheme’s opening has been agreed as necessary by the Applicant as part of the Scheme. 

The Angerstein Roundabout was de-scoped from Silvertown as it was deemed to have been 

addressed by other schemes. It has not and is now not intended to be taken forward as part of 

either the named ‘dangerous junctions’ work or as part as Cycle Superhighway 4, which as the 

announcement this week made clear will (under the current Mayoral term) terminate in 

Greenwich (not Woolwich as was originally proposed) 

Mitigations identified in Annex C of the Transport Assessment identified major works for Sun in 

Sands. These require a clear timeframe and plan for implementation. This is not currently 

proposed by TfL. 

 

 



 

 

Deadline 2: Revised Matrix of Issues

RBG Issue Action Required by TfL Action required by RBG TfL Deadline One Response Status at Deadline 2 

Further Information Required

Lack of evidence from the strategic model to validate 

local traffic, economic, socio and environmental 

impacts.

Local modelling required in addition to 

the strategic modelling that has been 

carried out.

Local models to be agreed with 

RBG,

Valiidation reports provided.  No futher information that 

would resolve our issues.
VISSIM modelling report not agreed as further validation information required.  Further information not agreed

Lack of evidence from the strategic traffic model to 

reflect the socio economic characteristics in RBG
Further evidence required from TfL. Evidence to be reviewed by RBG Evidence still to be provided. Not agreed, detailed information regarding the socio economic impacts on business in RBG required.

Lack of agreed local traffic models and their outputs.
Local modelled outputs required to 

assess local impacts.

RBG to review and agree local 

impacts.

VISSIM Model report inadequate – no obvious details on 

how the RXHAM outputs have been used in VISSIM
Not agreed, further validation information required.

Lack of mitigation for impacts on Rotherhithe tunnel

Preparation of changes required under 

the GLA Act to allow charging if 

required.

Still no mitigation proposed as considered to be no 

impacts on the area.
Not agreed

Lack of safeguarding for the Maritime Greenwich World 

Heritage site

Review required of the impacts arising 

from traffic dispersal in the vicinity of 

the World Heritage site.

Brief to be agreed between TfL/ 

RBG and HE and evaluation 

reported to the Examining Panel.

No further work proposed. Not agreed

A102/A2 corridor mitigation required
Scope of mitigation for road safety to be 

prepared
Schemes to be agreed with RBG

No mitigation proposed. No acknowledgement of 

impacts.
Not agreed

Brewery Wharf to be excluded for the scope of wharfs 

to be used 

TfL to amend the scope of wharfs to be 

available to the contractor.  changes to 

be included in the CoCP.

Wording to be agreed with RBG No change in Deadline 1 evidence Not agreed

Air quality assessment to be updated to clarify the 

number of representative receptors which has reduced 

from the preliminary work to those included in the 

submitted documents

TfL to clarify. Wording to be agreed by RBG. Air quality reports updated – currently under review.

RBG has now reviewed the air quality reports and responses to the FWQs.

It is agreed that the worse case air quality assessment is robust.  Note however Mr Justice Garnham’s High Court Judgement of 2nd 

November, 2016, in relation to the DEFRA 2015 Air Quality Plan (AQP), the potential impacts relate to both the relative impact of the 

Tunnel proposals on air quality and also the ability to achieve compliant targets in the necessary timescale. 

An underestimate of NO2 produced by poor efficiency of EuroVI engines within the current Defra

pollution modelling methodology may be reflected in the likely exceedance of the 40µgm-3 Objective

threshold at a further 11 sensitive receptors, based on those sites that currently experience levels of

-3 or higher.This would result in some 42 of the 52 sites in the assessed case exceeding the AQS Annual Mean

Objective.

Where the Tunnel has been shown to produce a worsening in NO2 levels (of between 0.5 and

4.6 µgm-3), the effects are largely forecasts because of changes the level of traffic. These trends will

continue, but the forecast pollution will be elevated should the modelling methods be updated.

The most apparent impact therefore is that the impact tables will show relative Tunnel impacts to be

little changed but with a potential move from some ‘imperceptible’ changes to a ‘slight deterioration’.

The AQA explains that, ‘the modelling has assumed that not all buses using the tunnel will be Euro

VI’,  and hence the impact of using more pessimistic emission forecasts will be expected to be less

dramatic.

Without the benefit of updated modelling for the Tunnel impact it is clear that there is likely to

be some worsening of pollution in relation to the Tunnel and therefore this suggests that the

ability of the Borough to achieve compliance by whatever timescale will be made more

difficult.The statement made by the applicant that monitoring will be updated prior to charging ignores the

potential effects of traffic re-routing and the effect on modelled (forecast) traffic and

compositions that is critical to the prediction of Air Pollution in the future. Sensitivity tests at

this stage that reflect the effects of charging regimes and elasticities on future traffic would

assist in giving confidence that air pollution levels can be mitigated in the future.

More detailed estimates of types of plants and animals 

that are to be impacted upon by the removal of habitat 

to be provided

TfL to provide additional information
RBG to review information and 

agree with the conclusions.
Additional information currently under review TfL are arranging a meeting to discuss the additional information

Clarification on the connectivity of the mitigation 

measures for habitat removal

TfL to provide updated statement on 

the complementarity of the mitigation 

measures.

RBG to review and agree. Additional information currently under review. TfL are arranging a meeting to discuss the additional information
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Ecological off set fund calculations.

Clarification required by TfL on the 

calculations associated with the end 

values for habitat mitigation.

RBG to review TfL clarification 

and agree values.
Additional information currently under review TfL are arranging a meeting to discuss the additional information

Building design to include and install low zero carbon 

technology

TfL to revise commitment to low/zero 

carbon technology from consider to 

where feasible install.

Revised information to be sent to 

RBG and agreed.
Design Principles Document Not agreed as the Design Principles document has not been subject to revision.

Lack of local business impact assessment included in the 

Business case.

Local business impacts assessment to be 

carried out and reported upon taking 

into account a larger sample size of 

SMEs than previously reported upon. 

This will reflect the local conditions in 

RBG.

Revised information to be sent to 

RBG and agreed.

Equality impacts are drawn out in document 8.18 FWQ 

pg25. SE5.7 para of this document states disbenefits to 

RBG residents as increased in generalised costs not 

necessarily off set by public transport provision.

There is till some confusion over the user benefits - HGV and LGVs still show disbenefits (negative net user benefits)in FWQ response 

SE3.1 and SE 4.6

A lighting assessment is required to be provided by TfL 

and submitted as part of the DCO.
TfL to provide lighting assessment.

Document to be reviewed and 

agreed with RBG.

Lighting assessments have not been carried out as this will 

be delivered through design principles document. Doc 

FWQ 8.14 (LI 3.2). Note  LI 2.5 states lighting is 

referenced in the revised CoCP.

Not agreed as a baseline study should have been carried out.

Not agreed

Not agreed 

Note the Charging changes to be agreed by STIG not the 

Host Boroughs as previously stated.
This statement is not agreed.

The CEMP and the topics to be covered by the CoCP 

require clarification and detail . These are required for 

inclusion in the DCO as a requirement.

TfL to draft revised documentation. Wording to be agreed with RBG.

CoCP has been revised. The contractor will be 

responsible for the detailed design in accordance with the 

DCO and all the requirements and commitments given by 

TfL.  TfL will direct and manage the contractors 

compliance. The role of STIG is not defined in this 

document. The LPA/LHA should approve the CEMP not 

just consult as stated in this document (PARA 1.4.2)

Not agreed

Additional Requirements

Lack of air and noise mitigation measures within the 

dDCO
Mitigation strategy required. Wording to be agreed with RBG

No air quality mitigation to be proposed Noise mitigation 

through noise barriers to be secured through inclusion in 

the ES. Noise monitoring strategy secured through 

Requirement 7 and scrutinised by STIG.

Lack of air quality mitigation - not agreed

Lack of traffic management and junction mitigation 

within the dDCO

Initial designs to be prepared for the at 

risk junctions in RBG.
To be agreed with RBG None proposed as no impacts. Not agreed

Introduction of greenwalls and bridges to complement 

noise mitigation.
To be included in the DCO.

To be discussed and agreed with 

RBG.
Design Principles document not amended Not agreed

Lack of mitigation for the Woolwich Ferry impacts

Draft legislation to prepared by TfL to 

support the introduction of charging at 

Woolwich Ferry in the event that 

charging Silvertown and Blackwall 

tunnel fails to manage traffic demand.

Wording to be agreed with RBG None proposed, not agreed as necessary. Not agreed

Lack of a comprehensive bus strategy including new and 

increased frequency for bus services. A Requirement is 

necessary for inclusion in the DCO.

Bus routes and frequencies to be 

secured by a requirement to be 

included in the DCO.

Wording to be agreed with RBG

Draft Bus Strategy included but no commitment through a 

DCO requirement. STIG to be consulted on routes and 

frequencies

Not agreed. RBG would require a detailed Action Plan as part of the Bus Strategy, with an ogoing schedule of development to be agreed 

as part of the DCO to allow a timely implementation of new routes to be developed with te directly impacted boroughs  prior to the 

Scheme's opening.

Proposed construction hours not acceptable. A 

Requirement is necessary within the DCO.

TfL to amend hours of construction in 

line with RBG policies - 0800-1300 on a 

Saturday.

Wording to be agreed with RBG
Working hours changed in CoCP (Revised 6.10 v2 para 

2.3.1)
Welcome the amendment to 13:00 on Saturday, however clarification of work in ‘shoulders’ still needs tightening  

Powers to charge (Article 53 onwards should make 

reference to STIG and the Monitoring and Mitigation 

Strategy. It should also be confirmed that this authorises 

a charge and does not oblige TfL to impose a charge.

Revised wording to be provided. Wording to be agreed by RBG.
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Construction Lorry routes to be included in the DCO

Requirement defining the routes and 

the monitoring of these routes to be 

drafted by TfL.

Routes to be agreed with RBG. Still no Requirement to be included in DCO. 
Welcome the additional strengthening,and safeguarding of ‘local roads’ [CoCP 3.1.4], however we would wish to see the DCO 

Requirement for the final routes to be agreed with the HBs as soon as the receptor sites are identified and prior to works commencing

The proportion of materials used by river to be defined 

for each Borough and included as a Requirement.
Further clarification required from TfL. Wording to be agreed with RBG

No more clarification provided, although uplift to 55% is 

included
Requires inclusion in DCO

Monitoring strategy to be revised to include triggers and 

included as a Requirement in the DCO.
Redrafting of the strategy by TfL. Wording to be agreed with RBG No triggers provided currently. Not agreed as triggers should be included in the strategy.

Monitoring fund to be secured in the DCO
Revision to the proposed Monitoring 

strategy.
Wording to be agreed with RBG No further commitment to Monitoring Fund Not agreed

A Community Fund to be included in the DCO
TfL to draft provisions for the 

Community Fund.
Wording to be agreed with RBG.

No community fund to be provided as deemed contrary 

to NNPS PARA 4.9 and 4.10

Not agreed, the Transport Assessment shows an increase in traffic in the PM peak that will increase congestion in the A102/A2 corridor.  

This could cause an increase in collisions in the corridor.  Mitigation is would be required and monitoring for unintended consequences 

of the scheme.The construction phase is also of concern, not least relating to the growing number people living and working on the 

Peninsula. The increased provision of local schools, and the encouragement of safe and active travel to and from them, is something the 

Council actively promotes and facilitates.  The Scheme’s contribution towards this through both requirements on the contractor, but 

also through the financial support of RBG’s School Crossing Patrol service is something which RBG would wish to see addressed, 

possibly via the Community Fund.

A piling statement and strategy is required to be 

included in the DCO.
TfL to provide statement and strategy Wording to be agreed with RBG

No piling strategy to be provided as not deemed 

necessary (FWQ 8.9 NV11.2) It will be Req 7 as part of 

the Noise and Vibration Management plan

Not agreed

Limits of Deviation (horizontal) to be specified and 

included in the DCO
TfL to provide updated plans Plans to be agreed with RBG

Not deemed necessary for inclusion in the DCO (Doc 8.2 

Article 5)
Agreed

Article 11 Access to Works requires an approval 

process.  This should be included as a Requirement.
Approval process to be drafted. Wording to be agreed with RBG

Article 11 amended to include the approval by the Street 

Authority (Doc 8.2)
Agreed

Provisions for all STIG meeting documentation to be 

defined and made public documents.  This should be a 

Requirement within the DCO.

Provisions to be drafted by TfL Wording to be agreed with RBG. Not deemed necessary by TfL. (Doc 8.19 FWQ)

DC 88.2 FWQ States that the documents are only  ‘made public at  the determination of STIG’ and STIG may determine its own 

procedures, therefore with the current proposals for STIG  the ultimate decision on this is TfL’s (whilst having ‘regard for’ the views of 

other members of the group).It is the view of RBG that in the interests of transparency Art 65 should be revised with the direction that 

agendas, documents and minutes should be made publicly available.

Construction Method Statement to be a Requirement 

and included in the DCO.
A Requirement to be drafted by TfL. Wording to be agreed by RBG Not deemed necessary by TfL Doc 8.19 FWQ DC16.1)

Not agreed RBG ’s concern is that if the CMS is not defined or secured by the DCO there could be significant changes which could turn 

into a material consideration as set out in DCLG’s Dec 2015 PA 2008 Guidance to Changes to the DCO.

Plans and Schemes should be approved by the LPA and 

should be stated as a Requirement in the DCO.  

Schemes and plans should be agreed with the LPA prior 

to commencement of construction.

A Requirement to be drafted by TfL. Wording to be agreed by RBG.

No requirement to be provided but DC97 of FWQ 8.19 

states plans and strategies to be approved by and 

produced in consultation with LPA.

Not agreed.  CoCP rev1 T 1-1,  and Sch 2 Req 5(2) amended for clarity further clarification required re Site Waste Mgt plan both in its 

preparation and approval routes.

Noise mitigation measures should be retained after 

implementation of the scheme. This should be included 

as a Requirement.

A Requirement to be drafted by TfL. Wording to be agreed by RBG.

No changes to the Requirement (DC102 FWQ 8.19) but 

states that it is for the LPA to determine the 

appropriateness of the mitigation.

Not agreed.  The Certified ES details measures to be retained, this  in combination with CoCP’s Noise and Vibration Mitigation Plan 

gives a level of surety over retaining of appropriate measures post implementation. This however still fails oi reference the measures at 

Seibert Road and the requirement for TfL to enter into a legal agreement with RBG over these is still sought.

The Mayor’s proposal for a new cycle carrying bus 

services should be included in the DCO as a 

Requirement.

A Requirement to be drafted by TfL. Wording to be agreed by RBG.

No requirement or commitment to be included in the 

DCO. Scheme viability still be investigated. (PN Report 

8.2)

The point to address the shuttle’s inclusion (with RBG’s preference being its access via Blackwall) and the subsidised used of EAL as 

mitigation/access improvements on the Silvertown alignment is still desired by RBG as part of the DCO.

The Boord Street Bridge public realm improvements to 

Tunnel Avenue to be submitted to the LPA for 

agreement and for inclusion in the DCO.

TfL to submit detailed designs to the 

LPA.
RBG to agree plans.

No requirement or commitment to be included in the 

DCO. Scheme not seen as necessary mitigation. (PN 

Report 8.2)

Progress is ongoing with TfL to  agree design improvement sfor public realm, pedestrians and cyclists for Tunel Ave and Boord Street to 

be deiived by the Applicant as part of DCO.
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A remediation strategy should be submitted for 

approval prior to the works commencing on site and, 

on completion of any remediation but before the 

relevant part of the scheme is operational or occupied 

or open to the public, whichever the case may be.  A 

verification report demonstrating completion of the 

works set out in the approved remediation strategy and 

the effectiveness of the remediation shall be submitted 

to and approved, in writing, by the local planning 

authority.

TfL to prepare Remediation strategy. Wording to be agreed with RBG.

Site Clearance Plans to be drafted by contractor for 

approval by LPA  prior to commencement of construction 

. Compliance with the CoCP (APP-092) including the 

preparation of a site clearance plan is secured by 

Requirement 5 of Schedule 2 to the dDCO [Doc 8.12 CL 

7 and following]

Agreed

The Ecology Management Plan should be prepared and 

approved prior to any works commencing on site. A 

Requirement for this should be included in the DCO.

TfL to draft Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG.
Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation strategy to be 

included in Schedule 2 Part 1 of 1 DCO.
Meetings being sought with LPAs. RBG has requested any documentation/available questions aead of dates being agreed.

The Emergency Plan is required to be submitted to the 

LPA for approval.  This should be included as a 

Requirement in the DCO.

TfL to draft Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG. Now included in Sch 2 part 5. Agreed

The NVMP will need to be submitted to the LPA for 

approval prior to any works commencing on site. A 

Requirement on this matter should be included in the 

DCO.

TfL to draft a Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG. NVMP to be secured through Requirement 7. Agreed

The SWMP will be Required to be submitted to and 

approved by the relevant planning authority prior to the 

relevant part of the authorised development 

commencing. A Requirement on this matter should be 

included in the DCO.

TfL to draft A Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG. Now included in Sch 2 part 5. Not agreed

The Arboricultural Survey (ES Appendix 9.D) should be 

secured in the DCO.
TfL to draft a Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG. No requirement to be drafted Not agreed

A Sustainability Implementation Strategy is required to 

secure the implementation of the sustainability 

measures in the Sustainability Statement .  This strategy 

should be included as a Requirement in the DCO.

Draft Sustainability Strategy to be 

prepared and submitted to LPA for 

approval.

Design Principles Document not revised. Not agreed

Drafting Amendments

Requirement 15(2) time period to be increased to 28 

days to allow for a 21 day consultation period with 

relevant consultees.

TfL to revise Requirement 15(2) Wording to be agreed with RBG. Agreed change (Doc 8.2) Agreed

Requirement 15(3) timeframes need to be amended to 

include a timeframe for TfL to submit the requested 

information – 7 working days or such longer period as 

may be agreed in writing by TfL and the discharging 

authority. There should be a further 5 day period for 

any further information to be requested of TfL and a 

further 5 day period for TfL to submit such further 

information.

TfL to redraft Requirement 15(e) Wording to be agreed with RBG. Agreed changes to Article 60 ( Doc 8.2) Agreed

Requirement 16(2)(d) the time period for the LPA to 

submit written representations should be increased to 

28 days.

TfL to redraft Requirement 16(2)(d) Wording to be agreed with RBG. Agreed, Agreed
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Requirements 4(1) and 6(1) should clarify that the 

details to be submitted are those that are to be designed 

in accordance with the design principles as required 

under Requirement 3(1).This should also include 

specific reference to details of materials

TfL to draft Requirement. Wording to be agreed with RBG. Outstanding

The correct drawing for Boord Street Bridge needs to 

be referenced in Schedule 1 (Work 11 (d))
TfL to update the submitted plans. RBG to agree plans. Revised Dwg submitted prior to D1 Agreed

Closing the tunnels Article 43 “Emergency” requires 

defining

TfL to provide a definition of 

Emergency in this context.
Wording to be agreed by RBG.

No agreed no definition to be provided. (Doc 8.2 Article 

43)

Without a definition of emergency and with no changes 

to the Bye laws article  48)7) this gives TfL and their 

agents sweeping powers to close Blackwall Tunnel during 

the construction of Silvertown tunnel.

No Change

Byelaws - Article 48 (7) should be changed when the 

tunnel becomes operational.

Article 48(7) to be amended to be on 

operation rather than commencement 

of construction.

Wording to be agreed by RBG.  Unchanged post D1 in response to fwq/dDCO Not agreed

Current status and form of the proposed STIG, including 

frequency of meetings.

Revised terms of reference required to 

be drafted.
Wording to be agreed with RBG

Article 65 AMENDED – commentary on frequency of 

meetings etc  (Doc 8.2).  Frequecny of meetings and sub 

groupls not limited by the article. GLA to be included in 

STIG

Not agreed HBs to consider further amendments for Deadline 3

Removal of parking provision for construction workers 

for construction sites.

TfL to amend construction workers 

travel plan to exclude parking provision 

for workers.

Wording to be agreed with RBG
CTMP and WTP to be secured in the CoCP ( para 3.1.2) 

to be approved by the LPA and LHA.
Agreed

Requirement 4 to be amended to include landscaping, 

public realm and parking areas.
Redrafting of Requirement by TfL. Wording to be agreed with RBG. No update provided Not agreed

Additional Points arising from Deadline 1 

submissions

As part of their Deadline 1 submissions City of London 

and LBSouthwark’s LIR call for Cat A carriage of 

dangerous goods status for Silvertown

Strongly Opposed by RBG given the joint approach roads for the Blackwall Tunnel and proposed Silvertown tunnel northbound

This requirement has been added to secure that TfL 

must ensure that any buses running as part of a bus 

service provided or secured by TfL through the 

Silvertown Tunnel must meet the 'Euro VI' European 

emission standard. 

Schedule 2, Paragraph 13 of Part 1 Agreed


