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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of this report  

1.1.1 This report provides the Applicant’s comments on the Local Impacts 
Reports (LIRs) and Written Representations (WRs) submitted by London 
boroughs at Deadline 1.  

1.1.2 The following London boroughs submitted LIRs and WRs: 

• London Borough of Newham (LB Newham) 

• Royal Borough of Greenwich (RB Greenwich) 

• London Borough of Tower Hamlets (LB Tower Hamlets) 

• London Borough of Hackney (LB Hackney) 

• London Borough of Lewisham (LB Lewisham) 

• London Borough of Southwark (LB Southwark) 

1.1.3 The London Borough of Redbridge (LB Redbridge) submitted an LIR but 
did not submit a WR. In addition to those London boroughs, the Greater 
London Authority (GLA) also submitted an LIR.  

1.1.4 The Applicant has reviewed and considered in detail the matters identified 
in these LIRs and WRs. The Applicant’s comments on the LIRs and WRs 
are grouped according to the key themes raised, rather than by individual 
borough. This approach has been taken to assist the ExA and avoid 
unnecessary repetition as, in many cases, the same or substantially the 
same issues have been raised by more than one borough. 

1.1.5 The issues raised by the LIRs and WRs have been categorised into the 
following themes: 

• Policy 

• Traffic & Transport  

• Socio-economic  

• Urban Design & Architecture 

• Environment 

• Draft DCO 
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2. POLICY  

2.1 The policy hierarchy 

2.1.1 The host, neighbouring and other boroughs all reference local 
development plan policies in their respective LIRs. The London Boroughs 
of Hackney, Lewisham and Southwark (e.g. paragraph 5.3 of the LB 
Lewisham’s LIR (REP1-024)) state that their local development plans are 
also of significance when considering the impacts of the Scheme. The 
Applicant’s position is set out below. 

Applicant response 

2.1.2 The Applicant considers that, as a matter of law, the application must be 
decided in accordance with the National Networks NPS (NPSNN) under 
s.104 of the Planning Act 2008 unless the Secretary of State is satisfied 
that any of the exceptions in subsections (4) to (8) apply. The reasons for 
that position are contained within the response to FWQ GA2 (REP1-180).  

2.1.3 However, the Applicant recognises that the Secretary of State is likely to 
think that the development plans are both important and relevant matters 
for the purposes of s. 104(2)(d) of the Planning Act 2008 when deciding 
the application. Indeed, paragraph 1.3 of the NNNPS expressly notes that 
the relevant development plan is likely to be an important and relevant 
matter, especially in respect of establishing the need for the development. 
As set out in the Planning Policy Compliance Statement (APP-094) the 
Applicant considers the defined development plan for the Scheme is 
comprised of the London Plan and the development plans of the London 
Boroughs of Greenwich and Newham.  

2.1.4 The development plan for the London Borough of Tower Hamlets is also 
important and relevant as the DCO includes powers to implement a user 
charge at the Blackwall Tunnel, the northern portal of which falls within the 
London Borough of Tower Hamlets.  

2.1.5 The Planning Policy Compliance Statement explains (at paragraphs 2.3.1 
– 2.3.17 that the Silvertown Tunnel is supported at all levels of planning 
policy.  

2.1.6 The development plans of other boroughs, particularly as the distance 
increases from the proposed development, are not considered by the 
Applicant to have the same importance and relevance or to carry the 
same weight. They are not development plan documents for the 
application site.  
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2.2 Compliance with NPS Assessment Principles 

2.2.1 At paragraph 212 of its Local Impact Report (REP1-002), RB Greenwich 
stated that the applicant had not assessed the environmental impacts 
should the user charge not work as expected, and so the Scheme is not 
compliant with NPS-NN.  

Applicant response 

2.2.2 The user charge is the principal mitigation for the effects the Scheme 
might otherwise have, including adverse environmental effects. The user 
charge is a critical component of the Scheme and TfL has followed the 
correct procedure in assessing the impacts of the Scheme as a whole. A 
Scheme without a user charge would be an entirely different Scheme, and 
is not being proposed.  

2.2.3 User charging is an established means of managing demand and 
influencing behaviour. RB Greenwich has not presented evidence in its 
LIR or WR to suggest that it would not be effective in the Scheme.  

2.2.4 The application is obliged to assess the likely significant effects of the 
scheme and it has fulfilled this obligation in the extensive application 
material. The application goes further, however, by committing to re-
assess the appropriate level of user charges closer to the time of opening, 
based on further years’ monitoring. Additional protections are then 
provided in the Charging Policies and Procedures to bring further 
assurance that the scheme effects will be not materially worse than those 
assessed in the submitted application. These levels of assurance are 
reinforced by commitments to ongoing monitoring, review and mitigation.   

2.3 Compliance with borough development plan policies 

2.3.1 As set out ‘The Policy Hierarchy above, the LB’s Hackney, Lewisham and 
Southwark consider that their local development plans are also of 
significance when considering the impacts of the Scheme and that the 
current proposals do not accord with many of those policies.  

2.3.2 For example, the LB of Southwark raises concerns (for example, in its LIR 
(REP1-009) at paragraphs 5.31-5.40) regarding sustainable transport and 
development policy.  

2.3.3 Another example is that the LB Newham considers that the Scheme does 
not achieve the required balance between socio-economic, health and 
environmental considerations (section 4.4, page 13 of the LB Newham 
LIR), for the reasons set out in their LIR. 
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Applicant response  

2.3.4 Notwithstanding the Applicant’s consideration of the weight to be applied 
to the development plans of other boroughs set out above, the matters 
raised by those plans identify issues which have already been addressed 
in the context of the NPS and the relevant development plan policy.  

2.3.5 For example, in relation to LB Southwark’s concerns about sustainable 
transport policy, the Transport Assessment (APP-086) sets out that the 
Scheme would relieve congestion and improve reliability on the existing 
highway network by directly addressing the severe and ongoing lack of 
resilience in the cross-river network in east London, which would in turn 
improve the environment for pedestrians and cyclists.  

2.3.6 Furthermore, the Scheme would unlock the potential for a significant new 
bus network in east London, with the Silvertown and Blackwall Tunnels 
together capable of supporting a very substantial increase in bus travel. 

2.3.7 The issues raised by the LB Newham are addressed in the application 
documents (for example, in the Social and Distributional Impact 
Assessments (APP-103) and the Health and Equalities Impact 
Assessment (APP-090) and in Chapter 4 of this report.  

2.4 The package of river crossings (London Plan Policy 6.1) 

2.4.1 The LB’s of Hackney, Lewisham and Southwark are concerned that the 
application is contrary to London Plan Policy 6.1 (Strategic Appraisal) as 
the Silvertown Tunnel scheme is being promoted in isolation of other river 
crossings, rather than as part of a package (e.g. paragraph 4.20 of the LB 
Hackney’s LIR (REP1-020).   

Applicant response 

2.4.2 The supporting text of London Plan Policy 6.1 describes a programme of 
works under development to improve cross-Thames road links in east 
London including Silvertown Tunnel.  

2.4.3 The supporting text of Policy 6.4 of the London Plan clearly states that the 
Mayor is developing proposals for further new and enhanced river 
crossings in East London to improve accessibility and the resilience of the 
local transport networks and will include a new road-based tunnel 
crossing between the Greenwich Peninsula and Silvertown.  

2.4.4 The Mayor’s recent announcement of his next priorities for new river 
crossings in east London (as described in Update Report October 2016 
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(AS-021)) is in line with Proposal 39 of the MTS and evidence of a 
continuing intention to develop further crossings.   

2.4.5 The Policy contains no requirement to constrain the development of the 
Silvertown Tunnel pending the development of other crossings.  It is 
simply and directly supported in its own right. The LIR submitted by the 
Greater London Authority notes at paragraph 25 that the principle of the 
Silvertown Tunnel scheme is “strongly supported” by London Plan policy. 

2.5 Compliance with London Plan Policy 6.12 

2.5.1 The LB’s of Hackney, Lewisham and Southwark have also stated in their 
LIRs (for example, paragraph 4.23, of the Hackney LIR) that the scheme 
should be assessed in accordance with London Plan Policy 6.12 (Road 
Network Capacity).  

Applicant response 

2.5.2 Policy 6.12 is a general policy in the sense that it sets criteria which might 
be applied to any new road in London.  The Silvertown Tunnel has a 
special policy status, however, as it is specifically identified in Policy 6.1.  
The London Plan commits to securing funding for and implementing the 
schemes identified through Policy 6.1 (see Policy 6.2), whilst Policy 6.4 
recognises the importance of river crossings to enhance public transport 
capacity.  Paragraph 6.41 supports Policy 6.12 and specifically recognises 
the importance of road based river crossings in east London because of 
the need to address congestion, resilience, growth, reliability and 
capacity.  The paragraph concludes: 

‘The Mayor is, therefore, supportive of additional road based river 
crossings in east London as part of a package of transport 
improvements.’ 

2.5.3 It would be inappropriate, therefore, to suggest that Policy 6.12 should be 
used to resist the Silvertown Crossing, the need for which is established 
and embedded in the London Plan.  The Mayor and the London Plan have 
already satisfied themselves that the Silvertown Tunnel scheme is 
necessary in order to address the general criteria raised in Policy 6.12 for 
road schemes because of its important contribution to London’s 
sustainable development and regeneration, including improved 
connectivity.   

2.5.4 If it was necessary to re-establish the point directly made clear in policy, 
the net benefit of the scheme is clearly demonstrated across chapters 3 
and 4 of the Planning Policy Compliance Statement (APP-094) and in the 
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Case for the Scheme (APP-093).  Additional evidence to support the 
assessment of the criteria of Policy 6.12 is provided within the 
Environmental Statement (APP-031) and the Transport Assessment 
(APP-086). 
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3. TRAFFIC & TRANSPORT 

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 The boroughs’ Local Impact Reports and Written Representations contain 
a number of points related to traffic and transport, including modelling and 
user charging. This is a very wide-ranging area and for ease of 
understanding, the issues have been grouped into various themes and 
sub-themes within this chapter. These are as follows:  

• Alternative options 

• Validity of the traffic modelling 

• Effects of the Scheme 

• Displacement and effects on adjacent river crossings 

• Monitoring 

• Mitigation 

• Buses 

• Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group (STIG)  

• User Charging including resident discount 

• Construction transport 

• Local places and impacts 

• Other  

3.2 Alternative options 
Scheme should provide a walk and/or cycle link / Scheme does not 
address needs of pedestrians and cyclists 

3.2.1 LBs Southwark, Lewisham and Hackney state in their Local Impact 
Reports (LIRs) that either the Scheme should include a pedestrian and 
cycle link inside the tunnel and/or that the Scheme does not address the 
needs of pedestrians and cyclists. For example, paragraphs 6.5 – 6.8 of 
the LB Hackney LIR (REP1-020) set out that the provision of vehicular 
only link is considered a negative impact by the borough. Paragraph 8.1 of 
LB Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009), as well as LB Lewisham in Section 8 of 
its LIR and LB Hackney’s WR at paragraph 3.27 state that the Scheme is 
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a ‘missed opportunity’ to provide a cross-river link for pedestrians and 
cyclists. Paragraph 4.37 of LB Lewisham’s WR (REP1-023) states that it 
is a ‘major shortcoming of the proposed development.’ 

3.2.2 In support of a pedestrian and cycle link, the LBs of Southwark and 
Lewisham provided web links (e.g. Appendix F to REP1-009) to some 
existing cycle tunnels and also suggested that cyclists could cycle under 
the river using the Silvertown Tunnel in less than two minutes (for 
example, paragraph 8.4, REP1-009). 

Applicant response 

3.2.3 The reasons for not providing a pedestrian and cycle link through the 
tunnel are clearly set out in the Case for the Scheme (APP-093), including 
at Paragraphs 3.3.19, 3.3.21, 3.3.22 and 5.7.9 and summarised in the 
table on page 192. 

3.2.4 The Applicant considers that, even with modern engineering, lighting and 
ventilation, a pedestrian and cycle tunnel would suffer from poor 
ambience, particularly in relation to noise and be unattractive in terms of 
safety and security – potentially requiring a permanent security presence. 
Additionally, cost impacts would be significant: in the region of £70m for 
cycling provision to be added to one bore, plus additional annual 
operating costs, and it is considered that there would be greater benefits 
for cyclists if the money were invested in infrastructure elsewhere.  

3.2.5 Turning to the three examples provided in the appendices of the 
Lewisham and Southwark LIRs (REP1-024 and REP1-009), it is important 
to note that none of the schemes put forward are comparable with how a 
link through the Silvertown Tunnel would operate as none are subject to 
traffic noise, which would result in very poor ambience for users of a link 
through the Silvertown Tunnel. 

3.2.6 The Boroughs’ estimates of cycle journey times through the tunnel (e.g. 
paragraph 8.4 of LB Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009) and paragraph 8.6 of 
LB Lewisham’s LIR (REP1-024)) are misleading. The time taken to travel 
under the river itself is very different to the time that it would take for a 
cyclist to travel a comparable distance on surface roads. It is not 
appropriate to suggest a cycle trip through the tunnel would take “less 
than 2 minutes” and to compare this with a journey taken using the 
Emirates Air Line or a cycle transit service.  

3.2.7 The boroughs’ estimate provided would not appear to take account of the 
time taken to access the point in the tunnel that is “under the river”. Given 
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the constraints on available land at both tunnel portals, it would be 
impractical to put in place a ramp, and instead a lift would most likely be 
required. This would then entail a wait time / travel time for the lift 
averaging around two minutes at each end, adding to the overall journey 
time.  

3.2.8 The Update Report submitted by the Applicant in October 2016 (AS-021) 
is also relevant in this context as it sets out the Mayor’s priority for a 
dedicated pedestrian and cycle facility between Rotherhithe and Canary 
Wharf. That proposal will provide a new cross-river for pedestrians and 
cyclists at a more appropriate location. There is no provision in any 
budget that would enable TfL to deliver both these pedestrian and cycle 
connections in inner east London in the anticipated timescales. 

3.2.9 While the Applicant does not propose to include a pedestrian and cycle 
link in the new Tunnel, the Scheme would still deliver positive benefits for 
pedestrians and cyclists.  

3.2.10 As explained in paragraph 7.10 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086), 
the detailed design of the Scheme would significantly improve access for 
pedestrians and cyclists and would help to reduce severance, connect 
with wider pedestrian and cycle networks and to create a legible street 
network that promotes walking and cycling. Pedestrian and cycle routes 
would be provided as indicated on the General Arrangement Plans (APP-
005) for the Scheme.  

3.2.11 Improvements either side of the river to be delivered as part of the 
Scheme are indicated in Chapter 5 of the Design and Access Statement 
(APP-095). 

3.2.12 Further specific pedestrian and cycling improvements to the local areas 
on both sides of the tunnel have also been set out in paragraph 2.13 of 
the Update Report submitted in October 2016 (AS-021). 

Scheme is not part of a package of crossings 

3.2.13 The LBs of Lewisham, Hackney, Southwark and Newham and the RB 
Greenwich state in their LIRs and WRs that the Tunnel was being brought 
forward in isolation and was not part of a package of river crossings (e.g. 
paragraph 1.8 of LB Newham’s WR (REP1-013), paragraph 3.42 of LB 
Hackney’s WR (REP1-019) and paragraph 4.50 of LB Lewisham’. Some 
suggested that this meant it was not in compliance with the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy (MTS) and/or the London Plan (e.g., paragraph 4.20 of 

   Page 17 of 194 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

Comments on Borough Local Impact Reports and Written Representations 

 

the LB Hackney LIR, REP1-020 and paragraph 5.22 of LB Lewisham’s 
LIR, REP1-024). 

Applicant response 

3.2.14 The Policy section of this report (Section 2) sets out the Applicant’s 
position on the Scheme’s compliance with the London Plan’s river 
crossings policies. However, the Applicant considers that the Silvertown 
Tunnel Scheme is not being delivered in isolation and significant 
investment has been made in cross-river travel options in east London 
over the last 20 years, including the delivery of: 

• Jubilee line extension to Stratford;  

• DLR to Lewisham;  

• DLR to Woolwich;  

• Re-opening of the East London Line and its inclusion in the London 
Overground network;  

• Emirates Air Line; and 

• Elizabeth line (Crossrail) (due to open in 2018).  

3.2.15 The Mayor’s next priorities for river crossings in east London were set out 
in the Update Report October 2016 (AS-021). This multi-modal approach 
includes the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme as well as a dedicated pedestrian 
and cycle bridge between Rotherhithe and Canary Wharf and a DLR 
crossing at Gallions Reach, and does not preclude the delivery of further 
road crossings in the future. In the context of the history of recent cross 
river investment, together with plans for further future initiatives, the 
Silvertown Tunnel clearly is being promoted as part of a package of 
crossings.  

3.2.16 In terms of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) and London Plan, 
neither document says that further river crossings are a necessary pre-
requisite for the delivery of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme. The relevant 
policy states that “consideration” will be given to a ferry or longer-term 
fixed link at Gallions Reach (proposal 39 of the MTS) but they contain a 
free-standing commitment to the Silvertown Tunnel. The Mayor’s next 
priorities for river crossings in east London are, again, worth noting in this 
context.  

3.2.17 Importantly, no other crossing is required to (or can) deliver the benefits or 
mitigate the impacts of the Scheme. The Silvertown Tunnel scheme is 
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therefore independent of any other scheme and must be considered on its 
own merits. 

Scheme does not promote and/or provide sustainable travel options 

3.2.18 LBs Southwark, Lewisham and Hackney state in their LIRs (REP1-009; 
REP1-024; REP1-020) that provision of a “vehicular only” link does not 
promote sustainable travel. For example, paragraph 8.8 of the LB 
Lewisham LIR states that “The provision of a vehicular only link is 
considered a negative impact by LB Lewisham as it does not promote 
sustainable travel …” and LB Southwark LIR at paragraph 8.1 states that 
“The fact that the proposals do not provide a cross river link for 
pedestrians and cyclists is a missed opportunity to enable the well needed 
sustainable transport links across the river”. 

Applicant response 

3.2.19 The Applicant strongly disagrees with this statement as the Scheme is 
enabling substantial improvements to sustainable transport by facilitating 
the delivery a number of new and extended cross-river bus routes, which 
would be able to use a dedicated bus and heavy-vehicles lane. 

3.2.20 As set out in section 2.10 of the Case for the Scheme (APP-093), with 
only one bus route in east London currently crossing the river, these new 
and improved bus services will increase the capacity of sustainable cross-
river transport and improve both local and cross-river connectivity. 

3.2.21 The Update Report submitted in October 2016 (AS-021) noted that the 
commitment to deliver these new services would be confirmed in TfL’s 
Business Plan.  

Priority should be given to other river crossings 

3.2.22 LB Newham states in its WR (e.g. paragraph 1.7 (REP1-013) that its 
preference for a new highway river crossing in East London remains a 
crossing at Gallions Reach. 

Applicant response 

3.2.23 The Applicant considers that a range of measures are required to address 
the poor cross-river connectivity between east and southeast London. 
There has been significant investment in cross-river public transport 
connectivity in inner east London over the last twenty years, including the 
soon to open Elizabeth line (Crossrail) that will provide a further 
connection between LB Newham and southeast London.  
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3.2.24 The Update Report October 2016 (AS-021) sets out the Mayor's next 
priorities for addressing the issues associated with a lack of cross-river 
connectivity. These include a DLR link at Gallions Reach to unlock 
significant housing and help bring forward regeneration in Newham, 
Greenwich and Bexley.  

3.2.25 The Case for the Scheme (APP-093) sets out the objectives for the 
Silvertown Tunnel Scheme, and the Case has clearly demonstrated that it 
is the most appropriate scheme to address the congestion, resilience and 
reliability issues associated with the Blackwall Tunnel. This is also 
discussed in the Applicant’s response to FWQ PN.1 (REP1 – 178). The 
results reported in the Traffic Forecasting Report (APP-105) demonstrate 
that a crossing implemented at Gallions Reach would not substantially 
address the problems experienced at the Blackwall Tunnel (see for 
example Table 2.10). 

3.2.26 The Applicant considers that there is a degree of inconsistency between 
LB Newham’s statements in favour of a new road crossing at Gallions 
Reach which would inevitably entail at least some new highway traffic and 
the concerns raised by the borough in relation to the traffic impacts of the 
Silvertown Tunnel scheme. 

Comments on the cycle shuttle service 

3.2.27 LBs Southwark, Lewisham, Tower Hamlets, Newham and RB Greenwich 
all comment on the concept of a bus transit service to take cyclists 
through the Tunnel within their LIRs and WRs. For example, paragraph 
4.38 of LB Lewisham’s WR (REP1-023). All boroughs except for LB 
Newham were supportive of the idea, with suggestions from some that 
provision of the service should be included in the DCO. For example, RB 
Greenwich state in Appendix 2: Issues Matrix of their LIR (p.74, REP1-
002) that “The Mayor’s proposal for a new cycle carrying bus services 
should be included in the DCO as a Requirement”. Whereas the LB Tower 
Hamlets considers “that the possible cycle bus should operate through the 
Blackwall Tunnel rather than the new tunnel” and that the “proposals 
should be included in a dedicated cycling strategy document and included 
in the DCO as an additional Requirement” (section 2.3, p.8, REP1-004). 

3.2.28 LB Newham meanwhile, felt that the cycle shuttle would represent a poor 
level of service and considered that a change to the fare structure of the 
Emirates Air Line (EAL) would be a more suitable approach (paragraph 
7.7, REP1-013). Tower Hamlets also suggested that a discount to EAL 
fares for cyclists should be considered (section 2.3, p.8, REP-004).  
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Applicant response 

3.2.29 As discussed in response to FWQ PN.6 (REP1-178), the Applicant will be 
undertaking further investigations into the potential bus shuttle service 
operations. This will include examination of aspects such as the potential 
routeing of the service and drop off and pick up points. 

3.2.30 The Applicant does not consider that a commitment to operate a cycle 
shuttle should be included as a requirement in the DCO because it is not 
required to deliver the benefits or mitigate the impacts of the Scheme. 
Furthermore, with the demand for such a service unknown, a statutory 
requirement to run such a service could represent an inefficient use of 
resources if demand was very low. Rather, the Applicant is proposing to 
run the service on a trial basis for an agreed period with a view to 
operating it on a longer-term basis provided there is sufficient demand. 

3.2.31 In terms of the EAL, as stated in the Case for the Scheme (APP-093) on 
page 104, TfL is proposing to produce a future EAL fares strategy 
document in consultation with local boroughs, which would be published 
ahead of the opening of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme.  

3.3 Validity of traffic modelling 
General disagreement with Assessed Case forecasts 

3.3.1 Several boroughs, including LB Newham, RB Greenwich, and LB Tower 
Hamlets, and in addition LB Southwark, LB Lewisham and LB Hackney, 
state that they do not accept TfL’s Assessed Case forecasts as robust. 
For instance, RB Greenwich’s LIR (REP1-002) states in paragraph 127 
that “Assessed Case model outputs are not agreed by RB Greenwich (or 
it is understood by London Borough of Newham or the London Borough of 
Tower Hamlets)” (REP1-002 paragraph 127). Key reasons put forward by 
LB Newham (WR 4.2-4), RB Greenwich (LIR para 117) and LB Tower 
Hamlets (LIR section 6.1) include a view that the Value of Time used in 
the modelling does not appropriately reflect conditions in the affected 
boroughs, and that the behavioural response cannot be calibrated.  

Applicant response 

3.3.2 In general, the Applicant notes that the comments made around the 
modelling undertaken for the Scheme are in many cases effectively 
assertions relating to uncertainties in general, and that these are only in a 
very few cases substantiated with any evidence.  

3.3.3 The models used for the Silvertown Scheme were summarised in the 
Applicant’s response to the First Written Questions – see response to 
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FWQ TT.1 (REP1-174). The models have been developed in line with the 
Department for Transport's WebTAG guidelines and reviewed by expert 
consultants. The strategic Silvertown models were independently audited 
by Steer Davis Gleave (SDG) commissioned by the steering group 
consisting of the London Boroughs of Newham, Greenwich, Tower 
Hamlets, Barking & Dagenham, Bexley and Havering. The consultants 
found the Base Case, Reference Case and Assessed Case RXHAM and 
Railplan models to be fit for the purpose of modelling the strategic road 
traffic and public transport implications of the Silvertown Scheme in future 
years – see response to FWQ TT.4 Appendices J, K and L. 

3.3.4 The ‘RXHAM Future Years Development Report Part A – Reference 
Case' was submitted as Appendix F of the Applicant’s response to the 
traffic and transport FWQs (REP1-174). Section 4.8 of that report states 
that the Reference Case model uses national values of time consistent 
with WebTAG Unit A1.3, January 2014. In line with guidance, the same 
values have been used for the Assessed Case scenario.  

3.3.5 SDG concluded that the values of time adopted by TfL are sensible as set 
out in paragraph 2.16 of their Assessed Case model audit report (FWQs 
(REP1-174: Appendix L). Furthermore, these values of time are consistent 
with those adopted in the Base Year and Reference Case models which 
were declared fit for purpose by SDG's audits. (SDG's conclusions on 
these models were signed off by the boroughs in July 2016 with no 
concerns expressed regarding the values of time used in the models).  

3.3.6 More information about the suitability of using a national value of time and 
the different values of time allocated to different income groups is 
discussed in the note 'Silvertown Modelling – Model Responsiveness' 
(submitted at Deadline 2). 

3.3.7 It is of note that charging on the Dartford Crossing is modelled in RXHAM 
using the same methodology as that used to model the Blackwall and 
Silvertown Tunnels. Modelled traffic flows at Dartford compare well to 
observed data in the base year and this mechanism is included in both the 
Base and Reference Case models.  

3.3.8 Although LB Newham’s LIR asserts that the behavioural response to 
charging cannot be validated because the applicant has not undertaken a 
Stated Preference (SP) survey, the Applicant did in fact conduct such an 
exercise as part of a set of behavioural surveys undertaken in 2012, and 
had further such evidence on values of time from a 2008 SP survey. 
Findings from these surveys were reported in the ‘Silvertown Evidence 
Report’ which was circulated to the host boroughs in February 2016. The 
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findings of these studies (including the SP elements) were used to sense 
check behaviour and trip patterns at a strategic level within the modelling. 
The SP experiments carried out based on the surveys are further 
discussed in the 'Silvertown Modelling – Model Responsiveness' note 
(submitted at Deadline 2. The ‘Evidence Report’ is at Appendix D of that 
note, now called ‘River Crossings Behavioural Surveys’). 

3.3.9 In addition to the value of time, the overall charge response elasticities 
were benchmarked against other studies following a literature review of 
international studies. This showed that the modelled charge response was 
robust and is also reported in the 'Silvertown Modelling – Model 
Responsiveness' note. 

Incompleteness of traffic forecasting work 

3.3.10 RB Greenwich notes that it described the modelling as ‘incomplete’ and 
‘not validated’ in its response to the Applicant’s statutory pre-application 
consultation (REP1-002 Section B paragraph 2)). 

Applicant response 

3.3.11 The traffic forecasting and modelling work underpinning predictions of 
impacts was completed prior to the section 42 Statutory Consultation 
including full analysis of the Assessed Case and a variety of sensitivity 
tests. This also included the validation of the base year models against 
observed data, and the key outputs were summarised in the Preliminary 
Transport Assessment (consultation draft) which was made available at 
the start of the statutory consultation on 6 October 2015. 

3.3.12 Prior to this, a River Crossings Modelling Review Meeting took place on 
25 August 2015. The purpose of this meeting was to launch the 
forthcoming independent model audit by Steer Davies Gleave (SDG) and 
it was attended by RB Greenwich alongside LB Newham, LB Tower 
Hamlets, LB Barking & Dagenham, LB Bexley, and LB Havering. SDG 
themselves were also present. This meeting included a presentation given 
by TfL of the completed modelling work, including a summary of the 
model's validation and performance in accordance with WebTAG 
guidance. The Applicant notes that the host boroughs subsequently 
signed off these models in July 2016 after the respective audit reports 
produced by SDG declared they were "fit for purpose". (See the 
Applicant’s answer to FWQ TT.4 (REP1-174). 
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Cross-river demand in the Assessed Case 

3.3.13 RB Greenwich suggests that the large increase in population forecast for 
London is not accounted for in the Assessed Case. (See LIR (REP1-002) 
paragraph 129 point B). 

Applicant response 

3.3.14 The Applicant can confirm that the increase in population forecast for 
London is appropriately reflected in both the Reference and Assessed 
Cases, as set out in the Transport Assessment (APP-086) Chapter 5 
section 2, and throughout Chapter 7 (where changes are typically 
presented relative to the Reference Case).  

Base and Reference Case models 

3.3.15 The Host Boroughs set out concerns over what they describe as poor 
quality of modelling of bus services in the Base Model, modelling of 
incidents, and the growth assumptions included in the Reference Case 
model (see RB Greenwich (REP1-002) paragraph 122, LB Newham 
(REP1-014) section 5.1.1, LB Tower Hamlets (REP1-005) section 6.2.1).  

Applicant Response  

3.3.16 As regards the modelling of bus services, the Applicant notes that the 
concerns being highlighted in the boroughs’ representations relating to the 
Base Year and Reference Case models were considered by SDG as part 
of their independent audit, which confirmed that there was no course for 
concern. Furthermore, the Applicant notes that the host boroughs have 
subsequently indicated that they regard these models as fit for purpose, 
after the respective audit reports produced by SDG came to the conlusion 
they were "fit for purpose". (See the Applicant’s answer to FWQ TT.4 
(REP1-174). 

3.3.17 In relation to the modelling of incidents, it is important to note that the 
Applicant has not recommended the use of RXHAM for the task of 
assessing detailed local routing impacts. For this reason TfL has not 
made use of the LoRDM/RXHAM models to assess the detailed impacts 
of closures.  

3.3.18 Where the Applicant considers that analysis of closures in 
LoRDM/RXHAM can be useful is in providing a strategic indication of the 
benefits that would arise from the Scheme in relation to the improved 
resilience and reliability of the road network in the event of a closure of the 
Blackwall Tunnel. Such an assessment is set out in Section 7.7 of the 
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Transport Assessment (APP-086) and in Appendix F of the Economic 
Assessment Report (APP-101), and shows that the Scheme would 
substantially mitigate the impacts of prolonged closures of the Blackwall 
Tunnel – the Applicant noted the appropriate caveats in these cases.  

3.3.19 While growth patterns are acknowledged by LB Newham, RB Greenwich 
and LB Tower Hamlets as being uncertain, they consider that the 
Reference Case growth assumptions are to be regarded as reasonable. In 
contrast, LB Lewisham and LB Southwark have not acknowledged similar 
uncertainties surrounding the Canada Water development in particular, 
which to the Applicant’s understanding is yet to undergo a Transport 
Assessment and Planning Application. 

Setting the Assessed Case charges 

3.3.20 LB Newham (LIR section 5.1.3 p16), RB Greenwich (LIR B6ii, C7) and LB 
Tower Hamlets (LIR section 6.2) also highlight a desire to understand 
more about the assumptions made for the setting of the user charge in the 
Assessed Case scenario.  

Applicant response 

3.3.21  A description of the process the Applicant followed in setting of the 
Assessed Case user charges can be found in the Appendix to TfL’s 
response to the socio-economic FWQs (REP1-176). In summary, this was 
an iterative process in which model outputs were used to refine the 
package of charges adopted against the achievement of the Project 
Objectives.  

Reliance on outputs 

3.3.22 In section 7.1 (p.28) of their LIR (REP1-014), LB Newham cites TfL’s 
reliance on the output results of the RXHAM traffic model, which they 
describe as being based on a single set of inputs. The borough suggests 
that TfL has neglected to assess alternative scenarios to provide 
assurance that all potential adverse noise and air quality impacts are fully 
considered. 

Applicant response 

3.3.23 The Applicant has carried out extensive testing to understand the 
sensitivity of its forecasts to key inputs such as the value of time, and has 
demonstrated (for instance in Section 7.5 of the Transport Assessment 
(APP-086) that through adjustments to the charges applied, the Scheme 
would be expected to have broadly similar impacts in a variety of outturn 

   Page 25 of 194 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

Comments on Borough Local Impact Reports and Written Representations 

 

scenarios. The traffic effects are illustrated in more detail in the Traffic 
Forecasting Report (APP-105).  

Validity of growth assumptions for Canada Water 

3.3.24 LB Southwark’s LIR expresses a concern that the transport model does 
not take sufficient account of development proposed at Canada Water 
and a number of major sites within neighbouring LB Lewisham (see 
Appendix D of LB Southwark’s LIR). According to LB Southwark, 
LB Lewisham also shares this concern. 

Applicant response 

3.3.25 The modelled population and employment assumptions include the 
forecast growth expected to arise from all key development proposals, 
including Canada Water and those in neighbouring LB Lewisham, as set 
out in the technical note entitled "Growth Assumptions" submitted 
alongside this report. This note includes an analysis that demonstrates 
that the modelled zones comprising these developments have forecast 
growth rates significantly higher than the Greater London average. The 
Applicant notes that there is significant uncertainty over the precise form 
and scale of development to come forward at Canada Water, which the 
Applicant understands has not yet been subject to a formal Transport 
Assessment. 

Validity of Tower Bridge impacts 

3.3.26 LB Southwark suggests that the Applicant’s forecasts of traffic impacts on 
Rotherhithe Tunnel and Tower Bridge are not sufficiently robust (REP1-
008, paragraph 4.11). 

Applicant response 

3.3.27 The traffic model used to generate the Applicant’s forecasts was deemed 
"fit for purpose" by an independent audit, as set out above. This audit paid 
particular attention to the modelling of traffic flows across all river 
crossings in east London including Tower Bridge and the Rotherhithe 
Tunnel. In particular, SDG's audit report for the base year model 
(Appendix J, REP1-174) concludes in Chapter 3 that the modelled traffic 
flows show a good match with observed traffic counts on each of these 
crossings. (LB Southwark received these audit reports on 26 July 2016, 
as part of the Applicant’s ongoing engagement with affected boroughs 
which is described below and more fully in the TfL Engagement with LB 
Southwark note.)  
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Validity of modelled conditions on borough roads 

3.3.28 LB Southwark raised a concern that the model does not accurately reflect 
the level of congestion conditions on roads in the borough (REP1-008, 
paragraph 6.26). 

Applicant response 

3.3.29 The traffic model used to generate the Applicant’s forecasts was deemed 
"fit for purpose" by an independent audit, as set out above. SDG's audit 
report for the base year model (Appendix J, REP1-174) concludes in 
Chapter 5 that the base model is fit for purpose  (LB Southwark received 
these audit reports on 26 July 2016, as part of the Applicant’s ongoing 
engagement with affected boroughs which is described below and more 
fully in the TfL Engagement with LB Southwark note.)  

Cycle Superhighway 4 (CS4) 

3.3.30 LB Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009) refers to the planned CS4 Cycle 
Superhighway scheme, stating that this would reduce vehicular capacity 
on the A200, and questions why the scheme was not reflected in the 
Applicant’s modelling (see para 8.2). 

Applicant response  

3.3.31 The potential CS4 scheme was not reflected in the Applicant’s modelling 
as it was an uncommitted scheme with considerable uncertainty regarding 
design, including the amount of road capacity to be removed from general 
traffic as well as its proposed route. This approach is in accordance with 
WebTAG guidance which states that schemes should only be included in 
the Reference Case if they are committed. It should be noted however 
that if the capacity available to general traffic is reduced then this reduces 
the attractiveness of the Rotherhithe Tunnel (via the A200) as an 
alternative route for current Blackwall Tunnel users who may wish to avoid 
the charge. Consequently, the exclusion of CS4 could be considered 
conservative in terms of modelling the potential impacts of the Silvertown 
Tunnel scheme on this particular route.  

3.3.32 The Applicant set out its proposal regarding the future schemes to be 
included and not included in the Reference Case models. This list was 
sent by email to all east London boroughs on 10 November 2014  and 
again on 20 February 2015. On both occasions the list stated that CS4 is 
not proposed to be included in the reference case. No borough cited any 
concern on either occasion. 
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3.3.33 Furthermore, this list of schemes was provided to SDG in December 2015 
for consideration as part of their audit of the Reference Case model. SDG 
did not cite any concerns regarding the exclusion of CS4 and concluded 
that the Reference Case model was “fit for purpose”, as set out in the 
Applicant’s response to FWQ TT4. 

Provision of models / information about modelling 

3.3.34 LB Southwark (LIR section 4.4) and LB Lewisham (LIR section 
4,’Consultation) state that they have asked for TfL’s model to be made 
available but that the Applicant has not responded to this request. LB 
Southwark (LIR section 4.5) and LB Lewisham (LR section 4) also 
suggest that they have not been privy to information emerging from the 
independent SDG audit for which the host boroughs acted as clients.  

3.3.35 The Applicant also notes that LB Lewisham, in their Relevant 
Representation (RR-259) paragraph 2 bullet point 3 (published 5 October 
2016) stated: 

‘LBL is yet to be provided with TfL’s transport model to enable LBL to 
assess the model and its impacts as projected by TFL.’ 

3.3.36 LB Southwark also identifies a requirement to access what it describes as 
the ‘SDG model’ (in LIR section 4.5). 

Applicant response 

3.3.37 TfL has sought to engage both LB Southwark and LB Lewisham 
throughout both the development of the Scheme and the traffic model, 
including the independent audit undertaken of the models by SDG.  

3.3.38 In relation to LB Lewisham’s and LB Southwark’s specific point about 
access to the models, the Applicant is not aware of any requests in this 
regard. However, the Applicant sought to clarify this with LB Lewisham on 
10 October 2016. LB Lewisham acknowledged receipt of the SDG Base 
and Reference Case reports (provided previously on 26 July) but did not 
clarify the request for access to the models. 

3.3.39 With regard to access to the information emerging from the SDG model 
audit, both boroughs received SDG's audit reports on 26 July 2016 (Base 
and Reference Cases) and 20 October 2016 (Assessed Case). TfL 
arranged a workshop with SDG and the neighbouring boroughs on 8 
August 2016 to discuss the Base and Reference Case audit reports, 
which was attended by LB Lewisham but not LB Southwark.  
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3.3.40 It should be noted that SDG did not develop a separate model of their 
own. Their role was to undertake an independent audit of TfL's LoRDM, 
RXHAM, and Railplan models. In response to a request by the ExA, a 
record of the engagement with LB Southwark has been provided at 
Deadline 2. 

Quality and consistency of data sets presented 

3.3.41 RB Greenwich identifies what it describes as inconsistencies in the data 
which the Applicant has presented on travel patterns among residents of 
the host boroughs, and also draws particular attention to the use of the 
2008 Roadside Interview data, questioning its age and robustness. LB 
Newham makes reference (in section 5.1.3 of its LIR (REP1-014)) to what 
it describes as inconsistencies in data presented in the Transport 
Assessment regarding trips originating in the host boroughs, though it 
does not specifically identify these. LB Newham also suggests that data 
presented on trip lengths is inconsistent with data on proportions of trips 
from the host boroughs (again see 5.1.3 of its LIR (REP1-014)).  

Applicant response 

3.3.42 The Applicant considers that all the data presented on travel behaviour is 
consistent. Where such points have been specifically identified in the past, 
the Applicant has highlighted the explanation for the perceived 
inconsistencies.  

3.3.43 The Applicant considers that the variety of different ways in which data on 
travel behaviour is disaggregated within Chapter 3 of the Transport 
Assessment (APP-086) is the likely explanation for the majority of what 
are perceived by the boroughs to be inconsistencies (with data broken 
into different time periods such as AM peak hour, whole day period, and 
different movements such as northbound vs both directions).  

3.3.44 The Applicant considers that the trip lengths presented in the Transport 
Assessment are consistent with the data presented on proportions of trips 
made by host borough residents, as it does not follow logically that a trip 
made by a host borough resident must also be ‘short’ (even direct trips 
between two locations within the geographical boundaries of the host 
boroughs could exceed 20km, while of course residents may also travel 
far beyond these locations). 

3.3.45 The Applicant will be pleased to provide further responses to any specific 
examples of apparent inconsistency that LB Newham or RB Greenwich 
are able to provide. 
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3.3.46 Data sources employed by the Applicant include the roadside interview 
survey carried out in 2008 with approximately 700 drivers on the approach 
to the Blackwall Tunnel, the Behavioural survey carried out in 2012 with 
approximately 800 respondents recruited on the approach to the Blackwall 
Tunnel, the London Travel Demand Survey with 8,000 households 
surveyed each year, and analysis of mobile phone data, each of which 
has been shared with the host boroughs. The Applicant considers that 
differences in observed patterns between these different sources are 
consistent with the level of variation which can be expected between data 
sets when collecting this type of data.  

3.3.47 The data sources all indicate that traffic originating in the three host 
boroughs accounts for a substantial proportion of overall Blackwall Tunnel 
traffic, and similarly a significant proportion of Blackwall Tunnel traffic has 
a destination in one of the three host boroughs. Across the day as a 
whole, TfL believes the proportion of Blackwall Tunnel traffic which is 
ultimately based in a host borough (e.g. at the home of a resident), is 
between 45% and 60%. 

3.3.48 Concerns raised by RB Greenwich regarding the limitations of the 2008 
Blackwall Tunnel RSI have been discussed in numerous meetings and 
explicitly addressed by TfL through the provision to the Host Boroughs of 
a note entitled "Silvertown Modelling – RSI Data and Matrix Development" 
(July 2016), which has been submitted at Deadline 2. This explained that, 
in addition to RSI data, development data and count data were used to 
ensure a robust representation of trip patterns. The note also presented a 
comparison with 2016 mobile phone data demonstrating a good match, 
and providing further confidence in the representation of strategic trip 
patterns in the model.  

Local modelling 

3.3.49 LB Newham at paragraph 5.1.4 of its LIR (REP1-014) suggests that the 
Applicant has not followed best practice because it has not incorporated 
into the strategic modelling the mitigation measures developed through 
the local modelling set out in Appendix C of the Transport Assessment. 

Applicant response  

3.3.50 The Transport Assessment (APP-086) notes in section 7.8.2 that, aside 
from the benefits to the A102, the implementation of the Scheme with user 
charges is expected to have a relatively low impact on junction delays in 
the 2021 modelled year. Appendix C of the Transport Assessment (APP-
087) reviews a number of junctions identified through the strategic model 
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and/or public consultation. Local modelling has been used to examine a 
number of junctions most impacted by the Scheme in more detail. The 
conclusion, which is consistent with the outputs from the strategic 
modelling,  is that most impacts are either very low, and/or can be 
resolved by future signal timing changes, or are at locations where other 
schemes are currently under consideration. 

3.3.51 Consequently TfL is not proposing specific junction mitigation works in the 
DCO application, and instead proposes to assess the traffic impacts on 
the wider network closer to the opening date of the Scheme to determine 
whether any consequential mitigation measures are required at that stage; 
and if so, will undertake those works.  

3.3.52 This approach also means that the impacts described in the Transport 
Assessment (APP-086) represent a conservative assessment, in that they 
do not take into account the impacts of the potential mitigation in 
addressing adverse effects of the Scheme. Inclusion of mitigation within 
the strategic modelling will be undertaken as part of the refreshed 
assessment of the Scheme undertaken closer to time of opening, when 
details of the mitigation measures have been confirmed. This would be 
expected to have a positive impact on the overall effects of the Scheme 
on the road network. 

3.3.53 Following the opening of the Tunnel, TfL would then monitor the wider 
network to accurately identify the scale and location of any adverse 
impacts attributable to the Scheme in operation and would implement any 
mitigation necessary in connection with those impacts. This approach to 
the mitigation of Scheme effects is set out in the Monitoring Strategy 
(REP1-121) and the Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (TIMS) (APP-099).  

3.3.54 Further information on the interface between the strategic and local 
modelling can be found in the Commentary on the Interface between 
Strategic and Local Modelling submitted for Deadline 2.  

Clarity of Impacts presented 

3.3.55 LB Newham raises a concern (in section 6.2 of its LIR (REP1-012)) that 
the presentation of information in the Transport Assessment (APP-086) 
was not sufficiently clear to enable an understanding of the impacts of the 
Scheme on roads within the borough. 

Applicant response 

3.3.56 In response to comments at a meeting on 11 August 2016 from LB 
Newham, RB Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets that the information 
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presented in the Transport Assessment (APP-086) was not sufficiently 
detailed to enable these boroughs to understand the effects of the 
Scheme on key areas of interest to these boroughs, TfL prepared a set of 
Borough Information Notes.  

3.3.57 The scope of these notes was agreed in discussion with borough officers 
to provide further detailed assessment on areas of interest where borough 
officers considered the Transport Assessment and its appendices did not 
provide a sufficiently detailed interpretation. These were issued to LB 
Newham, LB Tower Hamlets, and RB Greenwich on at the beginning of 
October 2016 and the Applicant considers that the evidence contained in 
these documents provides officers with a comprehensive range of 
information to form a view as to the transport impacts of the Scheme in 
these boroughs. Copies of these notes are included in the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 2 as appendices to the Commentary on the 
Interface between Strategic and Local Modelling.   

Bus mode shift  

3.3.58 RB Greenwich in its LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph 129C contest the 
Assessed Case in respect of cross-river bus capacity as follows: ‘Cross-
river bus capacity is greatly increased, but the strategic model simply 
indicates a 0.1% increase across the whole model - it doesn't clearly 
indicate the additional number of cross river public transport trips and 
corresponding modal shift’. 

3.3.59 As described in response to FWQ TT.7 (REP1-174, para TT7.2), the 
model shows the redistribution effects of the Scheme are stronger for 
local trips which experience noticeable changes in accessibility of 
alternative locations on the opposite side of the river. The model 
responses also vary for in-work and out-of-work time purposes due to 
differences in their values of time by purpose. However, adding together 
the demand changes results in the net impact of trip redistribution effects 
being relatively minor at the sub-regional level compared to the levels of 
travel demand in each Borough. SDG agreed to investigate this matter as 
set out in item (2) of a memo prepared by SDG on 15 September 2016, 
and submitted at Deadline 2, ‘Memo on Cross-River Trips’. SDG reported 
their findings by email (dated 7 October 2016) to TfL and the host 
boroughs (including RB Greenwich) where they concluded that the 
"changes are very small and no cause for concern". Furthermore, this 
issue has not been raised as a concern in any of SDG's Audit reports. 

3.3.60 The analysis presented in Transport Assessment sections (7.9.14 – 
7.9.17) demonstrates that the introduction of charges for tunnel use and 
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the additional bus service provision result in the model predicting 
additional public transport demand. Due to the nature of the bus scheme, 
the accessibility improvements mainly apply to relatively short length trips 
meaning that the overall effect of the mode shift as a proportion of total 
trips is small, i.e. 0.1% increase in overall public transport demand as 
quoted by the borough. 

3.3.61 The changes in the more localised area of the Blackwall Tunnel are more 
significant. When compared with the Reference Case in 2021, the 
Assessed Case results in an overall uplift of some 2,500 daily cross-river 
public transport trips, where some transfer from car, whilst the remainder 
comprises existing public transport trips that change their destination to 
one which involves crossing the river. In addition to this shift from car to 
public transport, there is a shift from the use of rail to bus for some 
journeys. Over the course of a 12-hour period (07:00-19:00), a total of 
almost 19,000 cross-river bus passenger trips are forecast to be made via 
the Silvertown and Blackwall tunnels in 2021, with a large proportion of 
this total coming from people switching from rail-based services to bus. 
This compares with a total of around 3,000 cross-river bus trips made via 
the Blackwall Tunnel in the Reference Case. This is summarised in the 
Transport Assessment (Section 7.9.17 of APP-086) 

3.3.62 SDG also investigated this matter and reported their findings in the audit 
report (Chapter 3 “Railplan Assessed Case”, see appendix E to REP1-
174). SDG conclude that “The Assessed Case Railplan model is 
responding in a reasonable manner and is deemed fit for the purpose of 
assessing the public transport implications of the scheme in future years. 
Changes to public transport demand and movements seen in the 
Assessed Case Railplan model are relatively slight, and in keeping with 
the project’s principal aim to improve the network performance of 
Blackwall Tunnel and its approach road and to improve the resilience of 
river crossings to incidents and/or planned events”.  

3.4 Effects 

Traffic will increase 

3.4.1 A number of boroughs, in their LIRs and WRs, raised concerns that the 
Scheme would lead to increases in traffic, in some cases saying that this 
would lead to related problems or jeopardise the achievement of particular 
goals. In many cases these comments implied that the boroughs were 
sceptical of TfL’s forecasts. For instance paragraphs 6.8 and 6.18 of LB 
Lewisham’s LIR (REP1-022) indicate that the model is not suitable. 
Similar comments are also made in paragraph 6.2.1 of LB Newham’s LIR 
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(REP1-014), paragraph 6.14-6.18 of LB Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009) and 
paragraph 2.7 of RB Greenwich’s WR (REP1-001). 

3.4.2 In some cases, boroughs drew attention to the Applicant’s Transport 
Assessment, suggesting that this showed a likelihood of significant 
increases in traffic. For instance paragraph 6.1 of LB Lewisham’s LIR 
(REP1-022); paragraphs B5, B6ii-iii, BVv in RB Greenwich’s LIR and 
section 6.1 of LB Tower Hamlets’ LIR (REP1-005).  

3.4.3 In other cases, boroughs indicated that forecasts might prove to be 
optimistic, with users being either less willing to pay charges (and 
therefore more likely to divert to alternative crossings) or more willing to 
pay charges (such that the Scheme was likely to increase demand on the 
A2/A102/A12 corridor). For instance see paragraph 6.14 of LB 
Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009). 

3.4.4 LB Newham also raises a concern that long-distance traffic may route 
through the Royal Docks to reach the Silvertown Tunnel rather than using 
strategic routes to access the Blackwall Tunnel  

Applicant Response 

3.4.5 The Applicant has undertaken extensive modelling and analysis of 
transport impacts and has demonstrated that the Scheme is not likely to 
lead to an overall increase in traffic (see chapter 7 of the Transport 
Assessment (APP-086)). This is because the user charge would act to 
mitigate the increase in traffic that would otherwise be likely if a new 
tunnel was implemented without user charges.  

3.4.6 The TA does highlight a number of roads which would see an increase in 
actual traffic flow of more than 100 PCUs during individual modelled 
hours, for instance the A102, A2, A12, and Lower Lea Crossing, and 
roads in the Royal Docks. However, the main increases (those shown on 
the A102, A2 and A12) reflect the contraction of what is currently an 
extremely elongated peak period, and so while additional traffic demand is 
not forecast, there would be periods during which these roads would be 
busier with moving traffic than they would be without the scheme, 
although there would also be offsetting periods when they are quieter than 
they would be without the scheme. The increase in flow on the Lower Lea 
Crossing is a result of the improved connectivity offered by the Silvertown 
Tunnels for trips to or from the Isle of Dogs.  

3.4.7 The other roads which would see a notable increase in traffic as a result 
of the Scheme are those on which new buses assumed in the Assessed 
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Case would run. This is particularly notable in the Royal Docks area of 
Newham, where bus services make up a substantial proportion of the 
overall forecast increases in traffic. 

3.4.8 The Applicant is not forecasting significant overall increases in traffic away 
from the main Scheme corridor, including on routes which lead to 
alternative crossings. This reflects the fact that the new imposition of 
charges are balanced by improvements in journey times on the corridor. 
Routes to alternative crossings, including Lower Road and Jamaica Road, 
are specifically identified for monitoring in the Monitoring Strategy (REP1-
121), which will enable any unforeseen impacts to be identified and if 
necessary mitigation measures to be brought forward.  

3.4.9 The Applicant is not forecasting significant adverse impacts on roads 
within the Royal Docks. The overall change in delay and journey times 
forecast on the road network in Newham in the Assessed Case indicates 
that there will be no serious implications for the full delivery of the Canning 
Town regeneration scheme or the Royal Docks Enterprise Zone, as 
shown in the Transport Assessment (APP-086) Tables 7-4,7-5 and 7-6 on 
pages 251-3. This was set out in Chapter 5 of the Technical Note 
"Borough-focused information note: traffic and transport impacts in 
Newham" which is included in the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 2. 

3.4.10 As noted in the Traffic Modelling section earlier in this report, the 
Applicant has carried out extensive testing to understand the sensitivity of 
its forecasts to key inputs such as the value of time, and has 
demonstrated (for instance in Section 7.5 of the Transport Assessment 
(APP-086) that through adjustments to the charges applied, the Scheme 
would be expected to have broadly similar impacts in a variety of outturn 
scenarios. The Applicant notes that no material evidence has been set out 
in the LIRs to substantiate the assertion that its modelling is incorrect. 

Numbers of HGVs will increase 

3.4.11 Two boroughs (LB Lewisham’s LIR (REP1-024) section 7 of its LIR), and 
LB Hackney’s LIR (REP1-020) at paragraph 5.4-5.7 provided identical 
comments to the effect that, in view of forecast background increases in 
HGVs between the Base and Reference Case, the provision of a lane in 
the new Silvertown Tunnel for buses and HGVs would inevitably lead to 
increases in HGVs on the main corridor of the Scheme, questioning the 
Applicant’s forecasts to the contrary.  
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Applicant response 

3.4.12 An assessment of the effects of the Scheme on traffic, including HGV 
traffic, is set out in Chapter 7 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086). In 
summary, the strategic model provides an indication of the overall effect 
of the scheme on HGV numbers overall, and suggests that the net effect 
would be a small reduction in HGV traffic on this corridor, reflecting the 
impact of the user charge on demand. The modelling takes into account 
changes in goods vehicle trips between the 2012 base year and the 2021 
Reference Case, as well as the provision of a dedicated lanes for buses 
and HGVs within the Silvertown Tunnel. The forecast effects reflect the 
fact that improvements in journey times on the corridor are balanced by 
the new imposition of charges.  

3.4.13 The Applicant has considered in detail the potential impact of the 
provision of a full-height crossing where currently some vehicles cannot 
cross the river in this location because they exceed the limited headroom 
of the northbound Blackwall Tunnel in response to FWQs AQ10 (REP1-
151) and PN4 submitted as part of Deadline 1. This work indicated that 
the impact of additional vehicles over 4.0m in height using the Silvertown 
Tunnel northbound bore was not likely to be significant overall. The net 
effect of the Scheme would, as previously indicated, be a small reduction 
in HGVs on this corridor compared to the Reference Case. 

Induced demand 

3.4.14 Three boroughs (LB Lewisham, LB Hackney, and LB Southwark) draw 
attention to the findings of the Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk 
Road Assessment (SACTRA) in relation to the phenomenon of induced 
demand, and suggest that the Applicant had not fully taken account of this 
and that growth in traffic is an inevitable result of the Scheme. For 
example, paragraph 6.2 of LB Lewisham’s LIR (REP1-024), paragraph 
6.14 of LB Hackney’s LIR (REP1-020) and paragraph 6.3 of LB 
Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009).  

Applicant response 

3.4.15 The Applicant has considered the issue of ‘induced demand’ in detail in 
Appendix B of the Transport Assessment (APP-087, pp. 33-36) and in 
response to FWQ TT.5 (REP1-174). These show that, while there is no 
single accepted definition of what constitutes induced demand, the 
transport modelling undertaken for the Scheme is capable of representing 
each of the possible contributing sources of induced demand that are 
likely to arise to any material extent. The phenomenon of induced traffic 
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has been taken fully into account in the Applicant’s assessment of the 
Scheme and its impacts. This reflects the fact that improvements in 
journey times on the corridor are balanced by the new imposition of 
charges. 

Increased road safety risks 

3.4.16 LB Southwark, LB Hackney, and LB Lewisham state that the Scheme has 
the potential to lead to deteriorations in road safety or increases in the 
number of accidents (see for example paragraph 7.3 of LB Southwark’s 
LIR (REP1-009), paragraph 4.7 of LB Southwark’s WR (REP1-008), 
paragraph 6.2 of LB Hackney’s LIR (REP1-020) and paragraph 7.1 of LB 
Lewisham’s LIR (REP1-024)). These comments typically reflect a view 
that the Scheme would lead to an increase in traffic in general. LB 
Southwark (paragraph 6.7 of its LIR (REP1-009) and LB Lewisham 
(paragraph 7.6 of its LIR (REP1-024) also draw specific attention to the 
A200 Lower Road as a site where collision rates are currently above 
average. At paragraph 10.2 of its WR (REP1-001) and paragraph 179 of 
its LIR (REP1-002) RB Greenwich draw attention to what it described as a 
‘disproportionate’ 16% of incidents occurring on the Transport for London 
Road Network which makes up just 5% of the road length within the 
borough. 

Applicant response 

3.4.17 The Applicant has assessed the likely impact of the Scheme on road 
safety using the DfT’s COBALT software. This process is set out in detail 
in Appendix D of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101). As 
Appendix D makes clear, the overall effect of the Scheme on road safety 
is expected to be beneficial. 

3.4.18 TfL's analysis (set out in Chapter 7 of the Transport Assessment (APP-
086)) indicates that some parts of Lower Road would experience 
increases of between 50 and 100 PCUs an hour in the morning peak hour 
and average interpeak hour, while other parts of the road would 
experience increases of between 100 and 200 PCUs at these times. Flow 
changes at the Lower Road/Jamaica Road roundabout are forecast to be 
of a similar magnitude. These changes are not likely to lead to a material 
change in safety at these locations. 

3.4.19 The Applicant considers that RB Greenwich’s comment in relation to the 
prevalence of accidents on the TLRN risks giving a misleading 
impression. While RB Greenwich’s LIR states that over 16% of the KSIs 
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occurring in Greenwich occur on (or at junctions with) the TLRN, some 
40% of all traffic travelling on roads within the borough is on TLRN roads. 

Impact on walking and cycling 

3.4.20 A number of boroughs raise concerns that increases in traffic, which they 
believe are likely as a result of the Scheme, would lead to deteriorations in 
safety and amenity and give rise to increased severance for pedestrians 
and cyclists. See for example paragraph 9.2.2 of LB Newham’s LIR 
(REP1-014) and paragraph 7.1-7.3 of LB Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009). 

Applicant response 

3.4.21 As noted above, the Applicant considers that the evidence presented in 
the Transport Assessment (APP-086) demonstrates that there would not 
be any significant overall increases in traffic. Localised changes which are 
acknowledged in the TA would be of a modest scale in the context of 
current traffic conditions, and would not be likely to materially alter 
accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists. The Scheme will enable a 
number of significant improvements to be made for pedestrians and 
cyclists, details of which are set out within the Design and Access 
Statement (APP-095). 

Dangerous Goods Vehicles 

3.4.22 In LB Southwark’s WR(REP1-008) it is suggested that Category A 
vehicles should be allowed to use the Silvertown Tunnel to reduce the 
impact of these types of dangerous vehicles on Southwark’s roads and 
central London. This is in support of the City of London’s views that the 
Silvertown Tunnel be constructed and operated with Category A 
designation (see City of London’s WR (REP1-051).  

Applicant response 

3.4.23 Tunnels are a safety critical environment in which major dangers such as 
explosions, fires or release of toxic gas/liquid could result in significant 
numbers of victims and/or serious damage to the asset.  

3.4.24 Dangerous goods bring added risks and the Carriage of Dangerous 
Goods and the Use of Transportable Pressure Equipment Regulation, 
2009 (CDG Regulations) require the relevant authority to apply an 
appropriate designation to a road tunnel from Category A, where there is 
no restriction on the transport of dangerous goods, to Category E, where 
there is an effective restriction on all dangerous goods. 
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3.4.25 In determining the appropriate designation for the Silvertown Tunnel TfL 
undertook a detailed review of the available evidence and held 
discussions with the Tunnel Design Safety Consultative Group (TDSCG), 
which has been established for the Scheme to advise on design and 
operational matters. The TDCSG includes representation from the 
Metropolitan Police, Fire and Ambulance services, together with other 
incident responders. This resulted in the decision in May 2015 to 
designate the Silvertown Tunnel as a category E tunnel. The designation 
is the same as that which applies to the Blackwall Tunnel.  

3.4.26 The rationale for this decision was based on the operational difficulties 
associated with permitting dangerous goods vehicles to use the new 
tunnel and the risk of encouraging vehicles carrying dangerous goods 
traffic from outside London. In summary, the rationale is as follows:  

• The shared southern approach road of the new tunnel with the 
Blackwall Tunnel means that assigning a different category to 
Silvertown creates operational risks, as permitting dangerous goods 
vehicles to use this corridor increases the likelihood of such vehicles 
attempting to use Blackwall Tunnel, with consequential risks, either 
‘accidentally’ or in the event of an incident or temporary closure of 
the Silvertown Tunnel. 

• Permitting dangerous goods vehicles to use Silvertown Tunnel 
would, in all likelihood, result in a proportion of these vehicles 
diverting into east/south-east London from outside London (i.e. 
M25/Dartford Crossing). The northbound Dartford Crossing tunnels 
are designated as category C (Restrictions for dangerous goods 
which may lead to a very large explosion or a large toxic release) 
hence accessible to only limited dangerous goods traffic. Dangerous 
goods vehicles that are permitted have to be escorted through the 
tunnels which can add considerable journey time to trips made via 
this crossing; hence the possibility of an un-escorted trip via 
Silvertown Tunnel would represent an attractive option for trips that 
are well served by the A12 or A13 corridors.  

• Whilst designating Silvertown Tunnel as a category C tunnel (i.e. the 
same as the northbound Dartford crossing tunnel) could represent a 
potential option for limiting diversions from elsewhere, there would 
be the requirement for significant extra land for a holding area and 
associated additional operating costs from an escorted service. 
There is also currently no means of reliability enforcing such a 
restriction. This would bring added risk to the crossing from 
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dangerous goods vehicles (some would be permitted, others would 
not, and there is no reliable and practical way of telling the two 
apart), and bring with it significant operational challenges.  

• Information available indicates that the number of dangerous goods 
vehicles using road crossings in London is proportionally very low (in 
the order of 1% of overall traffic), and there is no evidence of a 
particular problem with dangerous goods vehicles at Tower Bridge 
(the nearest unrestricted crossing to Silvertown).  

• In developing the proposals for the scheme, due regard was given to 
views from a wide range of stakeholders, with the management of 
goods vehicles at Silvertown Tunnel being a key area of interest. 
Designating Silvertown as a category A or C tunnel would be of 
concern to a significant number of stakeholders, including the RB 
Greenwich, LB Newham and LB Tower Hamlets, for the reasons 
outlined above. 

3.5 Traffic displacement and adjacent crossings 
Displacement impacts 

3.5.1 In LB Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009) at paragraphs 6.1, 9.2, 9.4 and WR 
(REP1-008) paragraph 1.5 and 4.2, LB Southwark raise a number of 
concerns regarding the potential traffic and associated environmental 
impacts of the Scheme on areas such as Canada Water and Rotherhithe, 
particularly due to road users re-routeing to Rotherhithe Tunnel and 
Tower Bridge to avoid the user charges at Blackwall and Silvertown 
tunnels. 

3.5.2 Concerns that displacement to other crossings may lead to the user 
charges at the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels not being set at a high 
enough level to manage traffic are raised by LB Hackney in paragraphs 
3.20-3.21 of Its WR (REP1-019). 

Applicant response 

3.5.3 The forecast impact of the Scheme on adjacent river crossings is set out 
in Appendix E of the Transport Assessment (APP-087). In addition, a note 
providing further detail on the impacts of the Scheme on adjacent 
crossings (including Tower Bridge) was provided to LB Southwark on 
6 October 2016. This note, Adjacent River Crossings, has been submitted 
by the Applicant at Deadline 2).  
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3.5.4 In summary: 

• The Applicant considers that the proposed user charge at the 
Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels would provide an effective 
mechanism for managing demand. 

• Overall demand changes at other crossings as a result of the 
Scheme are expected to be minimal. Specifically at the Rotherhithe 
Tunnel, there is forecast to be a marginal reduction in demand at the 
busiest period (northbound direction in the PM peak hour). Small 
increases are forecast in the AM peak hour but demand is forecast 
to remain below that of the PM peak hour. 

• The Scheme is expected to have a positive impact both on the 
frequency and scale of impacts arising from incidents at the 
Blackwall Tunnel, which based on the current situation frequently 
have adverse knock on impacts on the operation of adjacent 
crossings. 

• The Applicant is proposing extensive future monitoring both pre- and 
post-opening of the Scheme. This monitoring will include the 
performance of adjacent river crossings, and will be used to inform 
decisions around the setting and varying of the user charges.  

• Should monitoring identify that the Scheme is having an adverse 
impact on other river crossings, a range of potential mitigation 
measures could be considered to address this impact; see the Traffic 
Impacts Mitigation Strategy (APP-099).  

3.5.5 On a related issue, LB Southwark state at paragraph 4.7 of its WR (REP1-
009) that not permitting vehicles carrying dangerous goods to use the 
Silvertown Tunnel would result in these vehicles being redirected to 
crossings within Southwark. The Applicant is proposing that Silvertown 
Tunnel will have the same dangerous goods vehicle categorisation as 
Blackwall Tunnel (Category E) for operational reasons. All dangerous 
goods vehicles are banned from Blackwall Tunnel. Accordingly, the 
number of dangerous goods vehicles at crossings in Southwark is not 
expected to change as a result of the Scheme. This point is considered in 
further detail in section 3.4.22 of this report. 

3.5.6 The Applicant considers that its proposals contain sufficient protections to 
address LB Hackney’s concern (at appendix F of its LIR (REP1-020)) that 
displacement to other crossings could result in the user charge at 
Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels not being set at a high enough level to 
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manage demand effectively at those crossings, resulting in consequential 
congestion impacts in Hackney. Article 52 of the dDCO requires TfL to set 
and vary the charges in accordance with the Charging Policies and 
Procedures document (REP1-123). That document requires TfL to have 
regard to a number of considerations when setting and varying the 
charges, including impacts on diversion routes and local roads and the 
discharge of TfL’s statutory obligations as to the effective management of 
the wider road network (see the user charging assessment framework at 
Appendix C). The Applicant is also proposing that the charge will be 
varied from time to time to account for inflation.  

Powers to introduce charging at Woolwich Ferry 

3.5.7 In its LIR LB Newham (paragraph 5.2 (REP1-014)) and RB Greenwich 
(paragraph B6x (REP1-002)) raises issues regarding the powers that 
would be required to implement a user charge at the Woolwich Ferry. In 
particular, RB Greenwich seeks a requirement that TfL prepare legislation 
to repeal the free to use’ provision if adverse impacts arise as a result of 
the Scheme. 

Applicant response 

3.5.8 The Applicant’s assessment indicates that the Scheme would not have a 
significant adverse impact on the operation of the Woolwich Ferry, as set 
out in Appendix E of the Transport Assessment (APP-087) and the 
Adjacent River Crossings technical note submitted by the Applicant at 
Deadline 2.  

3.5.9 The small capacity of the Woolwich Ferry coupled with the significant 
improvement in conditions at the Blackwall Tunnel and the availability of 
the Silvertown Tunnel means a significant increase in demand at the 
Woolwich Ferry, which could have significant impacts on the performance 
of the adjacent road network, is not expected.  

3.5.10 For the DCO to contain a power to impose a user charge at the Woolwich 
Ferry, clear evidence would be required that this was necessary as a 
result of the Scheme. In fact, the assessment indicates that the impacts of 
the Scheme on the Woolwich Ferry are very limited. A range of potential 
measures exist which could mitigate any significant increase in demand at 
the Woolwich Ferry (see response below), and as such the Applicant does 
not consider that there would be a scenario that user charging for the ferry 
was required as a result of the Scheme.  
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Need for mitigation at Rotherhithe Tunnel / Woolwich Ferry 

3.5.11 In their LIR, LB Newham (REP1-014) at paragraph 5.2, LB Tower Hamlets 
(REP1-005) at paragraph 6.3.6 and RB Greenwich (REP1-002) 
paragraphs 312-321 raise issues concerning a perceived need or 
potential need for implementing mitigation measures at adjacent crossings 
as a result of the Scheme.  

Applicant response 

3.5.12 The Applicant’s assessment indicates that the Scheme would not have a 
significant adverse impact on the operation of the Woolwich Ferry or the 
Rotherhithe Tunnel, as set out in Appendix E of the Transport 
Assessment (Document Reference 6.5, APP-087) and the Adjacent River 
Crossings technical note submitted by the Applicant at Deadline 2. 

3.5.13 As such, no mitigation is currently envisaged to be required at either 
crossing. Nonetheless, as set out in Appendix C of the Transport 
Assessment, the Applicant is proposing to undertake a refreshed 
assessment of Scheme impacts prior to Scheme opening. Should this 
refreshed assessment indicate the Scheme was expected to have an 
adverse impact on the Woolwich Ferry a range of potential mitigations 
could be implemented. This could include, for example, adjustment to the 
user charge at the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels, as well as measures 
such as changes to signal timings, traffic management measures and 
improvements to the Woolwich Ferry waiting areas. TfL completed a study 
into potential improvements to the Woolwich Ferry waiting areas in April 
2016, with input from RB Greenwich and LB Newham. The study is being 
submitted as part of Deadline 2 as the Woolwich Ferry Waiting Area 
Improvement Study.   

3.5.14 Further information on the proposed monitoring at adjacent crossings and 
the type of mitigation which could be implemented at the Woolwich Ferry 
and the Rotherhithe Tunnel can be found in the Adjacent River Crossings 
technical note.  

3.6 Monitoring 
Funds for monitoring 

3.6.1 RB Greenwich states in its LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph B6ix that there 
are insufficient arrangements for monitoring and mitigation, and (in 
Appendix 2) that a monitoring fund must be secured in the DCO.  
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Applicant response 

3.6.2 Schedule 2 Requirement 7 of the draft DCO specifies that MS and TIMS 
must be implemented. Payment for monitoring and mitigation would come 
from TfL’s General Fund.  

3.6.3 As is noted in both the Monitoring Strategy and the TIMS, the monitoring 
plan and the mitigations presented therein are indicative. STIG, of which 
RB Greenwich is a member, will have a role in recommending other 
monitoring approaches and potential mitigations. It is important to have 
this flexibility in order to be responsive in the future.  

3.6.4 In addition, TfL has a strategic network management duty which means 
that it is responsible for addressing other issues on the roads which are 
not directly caused by the Scheme.. 

Approach to monitoring is inadequate/ Suggestions for additions to 
the Monitoring Plan 

3.6.5 RB Greenwich (WR(REP1-001) at paragraph 316) states that proposed 
monitoring for traffic, air quality, carbon, noise and socio-economics set 
out in the Monitoring Strategy is inadequate. RB Greenwich also suggests 
additional sites and types of monitoring should be included (paragraphs 
314, 318, 319, 320) of its LIR (REP1-002). LB Newham (at paragraph 5.8 
page 18 of its WR (REP1-013)) states that the proposed air quality 
monitoring is inadequate.  

3.6.6 LB Newham (in its WR (REP1-013) paragraph 4.13, p.14 and Chapter 9 
Summary para. 9.7 p.25) states that there could be disputes about 
mitigations and a failure to implement the best mitigation due to 
competing interests. The GLA states that the monitoring period should 
cover the modelled period and that air quality monitoring data should be 
available online.  

Applicant response 

3.6.7 As stated in paragraph 2.1.1 of the Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121), the 
Monitoring Plan at Appendix A of that document is indicative. STIG, and 
RB Greenwich as a member of STIG, can make recommendations as to 
changes to the monitoring plan. Note that STIG will first meet not less 
than three years before the Scheme opens (draft DCO Article 65 (d)). The 
scale of monitoring indicated in the Monitoring Strategy, however, is 
substantial and indicative of a serious intention to track and identify the 
Scheme’s effects.  
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3.6.8 It is acknowledged that different parties within STIG may dispute the need 
for and the type of mitigation required. The implementation of mitigations 
on borough roads must be approved by the relevant borough (as per 
paragraph 2.3.4 of TIMS). Mitigations on the TLRN will be approved by 
TfL. It will be for the relevant approving authority to decide what is 
appropriate in the circumstances, as is normal for any type of mitigation. 
As well as deciding which mitigations to implement locally (as a result of 
the Scheme), boroughs remain free to implement additional measures as 
they choose. This is set out in para 2.3.4 of the TIMS.  

3.6.9 There is provision to extend the life of the TIMS and the MS for a further 
two years (following the three year period post-Scheme opening). As 
explained in the Monitoring Strategy section 2.3 page 23-24, this period 
has been specified as because most scheme effects would be expected 
to be appear within a year of opening. This longer period is conservative 
and even once it has finished, TfL will continue to monitor performance as 
part of its general network management duty (para 2.3.7). 

3.6.10 Data from the London Air Quality Monitoring network will be available 
online.  

Triggers  

3.6.11 In Appendix 2 of its WR (REP1-001), RB Greenwich said that the 
Monitoring Strategy should include triggers and be in the DCO. The GLA 
also asked for these.  

Applicant response 

3.6.12 The updated Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121) submitted by the Applicant 
at Deadline 2 contains triggers for the traffic-related impacts. These 
triggers are thresholds for a red or amber in the monitored data. STIG can 
use these to help direct its consideration of whether a change to the user 
charges or local mitigations are required. The role of the triggers is 
described in 2.2.4-7 of the TIMS and they are included at Appendix A. 

3.6.13  As described in the updated TIMS, both the monitoring plan and the 
triggers themselves (para 2.2.7) can be reviewed and updated. This would 
mean it would be inappropriate to include them in the DCO, which is 
intended to last for the lifetime of the Scheme. Requirement 7 of the DCO 
is the implementation of the MS and the TIMS and in this way the triggers 
are secured.  
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3.7 Mitigation 
Inadequacy of mitigation 

3.7.1 LB Newham (LIR section 5.2 page 18 (REP1-014)) refers to Appendix C 
of the Transport Assessment and states that the mitigations shown here 
are ‘blunt instruments’ that could cause adverse consequences on other 
parts of the network. It suggests that the TIMS would not require TfL to 
address these other impacts. It reiterates this point at section 6.2.1 page 
25, concluding that because adverse traffic impacts could occur in the 
Royal Docks, the Scheme has a negative effect on traffic flow in the 
borough.  

Applicant response 

3.7.2 The mitigations given in Appendix C of the TA (APP-086) are given as an 
indication of the type of junction mitigations that could be implemented for 
the impacts which are currently forecast from the Scheme. As it states in 
the Summary of the appendix (paras C.6.1-C.6.3, page 60), it is to be 
expected that the network will evolve between now and Scheme 
implementation and for this reason it is not helpful to commit to specific 
mitigations at this point in time. Instead, the Applicant has put forward the 
approach set out in the Monitoring Strategy and the TIMS, and which 
boroughs have a governance role in via the STIG. This will enable a 
flexible and responsive approach to mitigation.  

3.7.3 The TIMS is concerned only with the impact of the Scheme, but this does 
not mean that other impacts would not be addressed separately to the 
Scheme. The Applicant (and the Mayor of London) has a statutory 
responsibility (under the GLA Act 1999) for the provision of safe, 
integrated, efficient and economic transport facilities and services to, from 
and within Greater London. TfL also has a statutory road network 
management duty under the Traffic Management Act 2004. This provides 
assurance beyond the scope of the Monitoring Strategy and the TIMS, 
which are concerned only with the Silvertown Tunnel scheme.  

3.7.4  The indicative monitoring plan at Appendix A of the Monitoring Strategy is 
extensive in regard to the range and location of monitoring sites for traffic, 
air quality and noise (it also contains potential socio-economic indicators). 
For traffic alone there are more than 40 metrics given in the Monitoring 
Plan. It should also be noted that STIG can recommend changes to this 
monitoring plan throughout its lifetime. 

3.7.5 On 4 October 2016, the Applicant sent a borough-specific technical 
information note on traffic and transport-related impacts of the Scheme to 
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the host boroughs. This was at the request of the boroughs and is in 
addition to the information already presented in the TA. The note for LB 
Newham contains detailed tables of journey time impacts based on 
example journeys and concludes at para 5.6.3: 

‘The changes in journey times set out above indicate that, overall, the 
Scheme results in positive journey time savings for cross-river trips made 
to and from Newham. These time savings are in some cases very 
significant, particularly where the journey is made via the Silvertown 
Tunnel. Trips that do not cross the river are not unduly impacted by the 
Scheme; in many cases these trips experience small positive journey time 
savings, and where journey time increases are forecast these are small 
and in all cases less than two minutes.’  

Powers to implement mitigations 

3.7.6 In its LIR (REP1-014), LB Newham states that TfL has no powers to 
implement mitigations beyond those on the Transport for London Road 
Network (TLRN) (section 5.2 page 18).  

3.7.7 It also states (para 4.11-12 page 13, and para 9.9 page 25) that 
displacement effects might indicate a user charge at adjacent crossings 
as a mitigation, but that TfL has no power to do this.  

Applicant response 

3.7.8 The first point is not disputed and is already described in TIMS para 2.3.4. 
TfL would fund approved mitigations for the Scheme regardless of where 
they occurred; however it would be for the relevant borough to approve 
these on local roads.  

3.7.9 TfL has powers under the GLA Act 1999 to introduce road user charging 
in London and these powers have been used to implement the 
Congestion Charge, the Low Emission Zone and will also be used to 
implement the Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) from 2020. Subject to the 
requirements set out in the Act, which include public consultation for 
example, adjacent crossings such as the Rotherhithe Tunnel could be 
charged.  

3.7.10 These powers do not apply at the Woolwich Ferry and any user charge 
would necessitate a change to primary legislation. However it is not 
expected that there will be significant additional demand for adjacent 
crossings - see para 7.2.12-13 and Figure 7-3 in the Transport 
Assessment (APP-086). 
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Mitigations will not be effective 

3.7.11 Boroughs including LB Newham and RB Greenwich stated that the 
approach to mitigations would be of limited effect. For example, RB 
Greenwich pointed to an absence of local junction mitigations (at 
paragraph 129 of its LIR (REP1-002)). It also stated that if things are 
worse than the Assessed Case, mitigations would not be available. It also 
stated (paragraph 146 of its LIR ) that there is no guarantee that 
mitigations would be implemented.  

3.7.12 RB Greenwich also states that charge reductions would lead to negative 
environmental effects (paragraph 151).  

3.7.13 In paragraph 175, RB Greenwich states that section 106 obligations must 
not be relied upon to mitigate effects of the Scheme, as implied by the TA.  

Applicant response 

3.7.14 The mitigations given in Appendix C of the TA (APP-086) are given as an 
indication of the type of junction mitigations that could be implemented for 
the impacts which are currently forecast from the Scheme. As it states in 
the Summary of the appendix (paragraphs C.6.1-C.6.3, page 60), it is to 
be expected that the operation of the network will evolve between now 
and Scheme implementation and for this reason it is not helpful to commit 
to specific mitigations. Instead, the Applicant has put forward the 
approach set out in the Monitoring Strategy and the TIMS, and which 
boroughs have a governance role in via the STIG. This will enable a 
flexible and responsive approach to mitigation.  

3.7.15 STIG, which includes the boroughs as members, is able to identify and 
recommend further mitigations beyond what the Applicant has set out so 
far.  

3.7.16 Requirement 7 of Schedule 2 of the DCO is that TfL implement the MS 
and TIMS.  

3.7.17 With regard to the potential negative environmental effects of reducing the 
charge levels, when applying the Charging Policies and Procedures 
(REP1-123) TfL would be required to assess the likely impacts of changes 
to the user charges with regard to the environment (and other factors) 
before setting the initial charge and making any variations. The Scheme 
must continue to achieve the Project Objectives.  

3.7.18 Finally, the inclusion of references to the use of Section 106 in order to 
fund pedestrian and cyclist improvements (for example at S7.16 of the 
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Transport Assessment) was not intended to imply that these 
improvements were mitigations for Scheme effects. Rather, it refers to the 
fact that prior to and following Scheme implementation, other 
improvements to the pedestrian and cycling environment around the 
tunnel portals will be implemented by developers as part of their 
obligations. This is not presented nor intended as part of Scheme 
mitigations. It is however an important context for the Scheme and reflects 
the intensifying development taking place in these areas.  

Securing of mitigations now 

3.7.19 In its LIR (paragraph 192-3 (REP1-002)), RB Greenwich states that since 
there is already stress on the A2 / A102 corridor and this will get worse in 
the Assessed Case, mitigations should be secured and implemented now. 
It also calls for the scope for road safety mitigations to be provided now 
and for preparatory designs on the at-risk local junctions.  

3.7.20 It also states (paragraph 160-1) there must be mitigations for the World 
Heritage Site in Greenwich, including the ability to impose user charges at 
the Rotherhithe Tunnel.  

Applicant response 

3.7.21 TfL has shown indicative mitigations in Appendix C of the Transport 
Assessment (APP-087) and also in the TIMS (APP-099). For the reasons 
set out in Appendix C of the Transport Assessment (APP-087), the 
Applicant considers that it is more appropriate to determine the precise 
requirements for mitigations and implement these closer to the time of 
opening in accordance with the approach set out in the TIMS. RB 
Greenwich as a member of STIG will be able to make recommendations 
as to monitoring and mitigation. 

3.7.22 Road safety data is included in the indicative monitoring plan at Appendix 
A of the MS and page 23 of the TIMS contains indicative mitigations for 
these.  

3.7.23 Forecasts show that there will be little impact at the Rotherhithe Tunnel 
and so it is not justified to consider a user charge at this stage. However, 
as set out above, TfL already has powers under the GLA Act 1999 to 
introduce road user charging in London, subject to public and stakeholder 
consultation and the Mayor’s approval. These powers remain regardless 
of the Scheme.  
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Triggers for mitigation / Funding for mitigation 

3.7.24 Boroughs including RB Greenwich (LIR (REP1-002), paragraphs 313-4, 
317) state that the DCO should include triggers for mitigation. RB 
Greenwich also states that the DCO should include funding for mitigations 
(LIR (REP1-002), paragraph 315).  

Applicant response 

3.7.25 The updated TIMS submitted by the Applicant at Deadline 2 contains 
triggers for traffic-related impacts at Appendix A. The Applicant has been 
aware of the boroughs’ wish to see these for some time and agrees these 
are a useful addition.  

3.7.26 The triggers will be incorporated into the monitoring reports presented to 
STIG and will help them to identify when changes to traffic justify a 
consideration of local mitigations or changes to the user charges. It will be 
for STIG to consider the appropriate response to triggers and make 
recommendations in line with the approach set out in the TIMS, MS and 
Charging Policies and Procedures.  

3.7.27 However it is not suitable to incorporate these triggers in the DCO as this 
level of detail is not appropriate. Requirement 7 of the DCO provides for 
the implementation of the MS and TIMS. This requirement also means 
that TfL must fund approved mitigations: there is no need for a separate 
entry in the DCO.  

Modelling of mitigations 

3.7.28 RB Greenwich (LIR (REP1-002), paragraph 315) stated that local models 
should be used for modelling certain mitigations, e.g. junction impacts, as 
strategic models such as RXHAM are inappropriate. 

Applicant response 

3.7.29 The Applicant considers that the use of the strategic models to identify the 
location and magnitude of likely junction impacts is appropriate. Where 
detailed assessment is required to facilitate the development of specific 
mitigation measures, TfL will use the appropriate local modelling tools for 
the task. Several such models are available and these are routinely used 
by TfL. Appendix C of the Transport Assessment (APP-087) sets out a 
detailed description of the modelling tools that will be used to assess the 
need for and develop mitigation measures.  
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3.8 Buses 
Need to guarantee bus services 

3.8.1 Boroughs including LB Newham (LIR (REP1-014) at Chapter 8), RB 
Greenwich (LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph B6xi) and LB Southwark (LIR 
(REP1-009) at section 8.7) state that there is no guarantee of the 
proposed bus services through the Silvertown Tunnel and that this should 
be secured via the DCO. It was also stated that TfL must commit funding 
for these services and that local boroughs should have a role in approving 
the bus strategy.  

Applicant Response 

3.8.2 As set out in the Update Report (AS-021) para 2.11, a funding 
commitment to bus services through the Silvertown Tunnel will be made in 
TfL’s forthcoming Business Plan.  

3.8.3 Whilst TfL is committed to bringing forward cross-river bus services 
through the Silvertown Tunnel, TfL does not consider it appropriate to 
commit to specific bus services seven years in advance of the Scheme 
opening. This is set out in the response to FWQ PN6 (REP1-178) 
paragraphs 6.1-6) and also the Appendix to FWQ PN6 (Silvertown Tunnel 
Bus Strategy) in section 3.3, ‘bus planning process’. 

3.8.4 With regard to borough involvement in bus services, Article 65 (5) (d) of 
the draft DCO (REP1-095) states that STIG can consider and make 
recommendations in respect of cross-river bus proposals. More detail is 
provided in section 3.5 (STIG and the bus planning process) of the 
Appendix to the Applicant’s response to FWQ PN6. 

Dedicated bus lane 

3.8.5 LB Tower Hamlets (LIR (REP1-005) Chapter 5) and LB Newham LIR 
(REP1-014) at paragraph 8 stated that the proposed heavy vehicles lane 
in the Silvertown Tunnel should be guaranteed in the DCO. 

Applicant Response 

3.8.6 Provision for the heavy vehicle only lane is made in Article 60 and Part 3 
of Schedule 11 (traffic regulation measures) to the dDCO.   

3.8.7 It would not be appropriate for the DCO to require this lane to be provided 
in perpetuity. While it is not currently considered likely that there would be 
a time when a heavy vehicle lane is not required, this situation may 
change in future. Given the long lifetime of the Scheme (125 years), it is 
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important to retain flexibility so that TfL can respond to changing 
conditions and alternative options that may emerge in the future to 
prioritise particular vehicle types.  

Suggestions for specific bus services 

3.8.8 LBs Hackney (LIR(REP1-020) at paragraph 6.9), Lewisham (LIR (REP1-
024) at paragraph 6.27) and Newham (LIR (REP1-014) at paragraph 8.0) 
stated that new cross-river bus services should serve these boroughs.  

Applicant Response 

3.8.9 TfL does not consider it appropriate to commit to specific bus services 
seven years in advance of the Scheme opening. This is set out in the 
response to FWQ PN6 (REP1-178) paras 6.1-6 and also in section 3.3 
(bus planning process) of the Appendix to FWQ PN6 (Silvertown Tunnel 
Bus Strategy). It is important to retain flexibility so that the services 
provided best meet local demand and needs.  

3.8.10 Boroughs will be able to review and make recommendations to TfL in 
respect of proposed cross-river bus services via their membership of 
STIG, as described in the Appendix to FWQ PN6 (REP1-178) section 3.5 
‘STIG and the bus planning process’.  

3.9 Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group (STIG) 
Membership 

3.9.1 The GLA (LIR, paras 51-53) states that it should be included in STIG.  

3.9.2 LB Bexley comments on Article 65 (7) (c) of the draft DCO, stating that it 
should refer to two representatives from other bodies. (LIR, para 7.1) 

3.9.3 RB Greenwich (LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph 321) states that the host 
boroughs should have a greater role than other members in mitigation.  

3.9.4 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-019)at paragraph 3.14) states it is concerned 
about TfL’s ability to invite other members onto STIG.  

3.9.5 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-019) at paragraph 3.42 summary table) and LB 
Southwark (WR (REP1-008 at paragraph 4.37, page 22) state that there 
should be an independent chair and that a simple majority vote was 
unsuitable.  
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Applicant Response 

3.9.6 At Deadline 1, the applicant updated Article 65(2) of the draft DCO 
(REP1-095) to include the GLA in the membership of STIG. An 
amendment to Article 65(7) c) (now renumbered 65(8) (c)) has also been 
made to address the point raised in para. 7.1 of LB Bexley’s LIR.  

3.9.7 Membership of STIG was determined in discussion with boroughs and 
also takes account of the range of boroughs bordering the Scheme and 
which could be affected by it (see Figure 3-1 in the Monitoring Strategy). 
However, TfL will continue to explore the possibility of an enhanced role 
for host boroughs, in discussion with these boroughs.  

3.9.8 It is appropriate for TfL to be the chair of STIG. TfL has a strategic duty to 
manage the road network and it is considered appropriate in this context 
for it to retain the chair and casting vote. It is envisaged that most 
decisions will not require a casting vote: members who are not interested 
in a topic may choose not to attend or vote (providing the meeting is 
quorate).  

General administration of STIG 

3.9.9 RB Greenwich ask for provisions related to the publication of STIG’s 
proceedings (WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 12.4).  

3.9.10 A number of boroughs propose that STIG’s recommendations should be 
binding. LB Southwark put forward a sub-committee to review TfL’s 
decisions. For example LB Southwark’s WR (REP1-008) at paragraph 
4.37. 

3.9.11 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-019 at paragraph 3.43) and LB Southwark (WR 
(REP1-008) at paragraph 4.37  comment on meeting frequency and 
propose that TfL should not have sole power to call meetings. The 
boroughs also wish to be consulted on changes to the Charging Policy. 
LB Southwark propose that any changes to the Policy must be 
unanimously agreed.  

3.9.12 LB Newham (WR (REP1-008) at paragraphs 4.11 and 4.13 and RB 
Greenwich (WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 12.2) are concerned that other 
boroughs might overrule recommendations for mitigations in their 
borough. LB Tower Hamlets (WR (REP1-004) at paragraph 2.1) 
advocates the option of referring to an independent body in the case of 
disagreements over mitigation.  
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3.9.13 RB Greenwich state that TfL should prepare annual and quarterly reports 
for STIG (WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 12.4). 

Applicant Response 

3.9.14 Clarification on the publication of minutes and other materials is given in 
the Applicant’s response to FWQ DC88 (REP1-177). 

3.9.15 The varying points made from different perspectives in LIRs and Written 
Representations demonstrate the need for a strategic decision maker. 
That body should have a remit across the strategic highway network; that 
body is TfL. The Applicant is not a private, commercial promoter – rather 
TfL has statutory responsibilities for the management of the network and 
democratic accountability through the Mayor of London. TfL must retain 
decision-making powers as it is the strategic authority for transport in 
London and it cannot delegate its responsibilities or lose control of an 
important element of the network. Forming a sub-committee to further 
review these decisions would simply add another layer of administration.  

3.9.16 With regard to arranging meetings, article 65(1) of the dDCO (REP1-095) 
states that TfL will establish, chair and fund the STIG. This would include 
setting up meetings. It is necessary that a single body is responsible for 
the administration of this but STIG members can send delegates as per 
article 65 (4) and establish sub-committees and other procedures as per 
article 65(9) and (10). With regard to the frequency of meetings, the 
Applicant considers the frequency of meetings provided for in the dDCO is 
appropriate. As described in the response to FWQ DC86 (REP1-177) 
STIG may establish sub-committees if it is deemed necessary to meet 
more often. 

3.9.17 The consultation requirements for proposed changes to the Charging 
Policies and Procedures were amended by the Applicant at Deadline 1. 
Article 52 of the draft DCO (REP1-095) now provides that STIG members 
must be consulted in relation to any proposed modifications. However, it is 
not considered practicable or appropriate for unanimity to be required in 
order to make changes to the Charging Policies and Procedures. Such a 
requirement could hamper TfL’s ability to perform its duties and to 
respond to changing circumstances.  

3.9.18 TIMS para 2.3.4 (APP-099) states that boroughs must approve mitigations 
on their roads in order for them to be implemented. If the borough wishes 
to implement additional mitigations beyond those recommended and 
funded by TfL following the procedures set out in TIMS, the borough is 
free to do so. It is unlikely that unaffected boroughs would seek to 
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overrule mitigations proposed in other boroughs. Therefore an 
independent arbiter on this matter is not required.  

3.9.19 The updated Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121) clarifies in para 7.2.4 that 
TfL will provide a data summary four weeks in advance of any STIG 
meetings outside the annual cycle.  

3.10 User Charging 

Disagree with user charging 

3.10.1 A number of boroughs have made comments questioning the efficacy of 
the proposed user charges and the arrangements as to how they are set. 
RB Greenwich (LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph B6viii) states there is no 
framework or triggers for varying the user charges. LB Southwark (LIR 
(REP1-009 paragraph 6.17) states that TfL ceased to monitor the 
Congestion Charge after 2010 and this was no longer effective as a 
demand management tool; LB Hackney makes a similar point (LIR 
(REP1-020) paragraph 3.22), as does LB Lewisham (LIR (REP1-024) 
section 6). LB Hackney questioned if the user charge would be effective in 
this Scheme in terms of managing traffic impacts on local roads (LIR 
(REP1-020) at paragraph 5.8). LB Southwark say that the user charges 
would not be sufficient to manage traffic effects (LIR (REP1-009) 
paragraph 6.18.  

3.10.2 LB Hackney (LIR (REP1-020) summary table para 3.42, page 20) states 
that TfL’s compliance with the Charging Policy could not be tested; it also 
stated that it must be consulted on changes to the user charges.  

Applicant Response 

3.10.3 The Applicant updated the Charging Policy (APP-107) at Deadline 1, now 
renamed the Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123). The updated 
version provides more clarity on the processes and policies that will be 
followed in setting the initial user charges and making subsequent 
variations (see section 3.3). It also now includes a User Charging 
Assessment Framework to inform charge-setting, which was developed in 
response to requests from the boroughs to provide an example of how TfL 
would 'have regard to' factors in setting and varying charges. 

3.10.4 The dedicated monitoring programme for the central London congestion 
charging scheme was intended to continue for five years after the 
congestion charging zone (CCZ) became operational, and TfL published 
an annual Monitoring Report solely on CCZ during this time. Following this 
period, the monitoring was included in TfL's general network monitoring 
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and data is included in the annual Travel in London Report published on 
TfL’s website. As set out in para 2.3 of the Monitoring Strategy (APP-098), 
the results of an extensive monitoring regime will be reported on an 
annual basis for three years after the Scheme opens (with the option to 
extend by a further 2 years). This is considered to be sufficient, and TfL 
will of course continue to monitor the performance of the Blackwall and 
Silvertown Tunnels as part of its overall network monitoring after the 
expiry of that period.  

3.10.5 With regard to whether the CC is effective, it should be noted that it has 
differing objectives to the Scheme. The objective of the CC is to manage 
congestion (which may include modal shift). It is not disputed that vehicle 
speeds in central London have fallen, despite the CC - indeed this is 
acknowledged in para 5.9.3 and footnote 28 of the Charging Statement 
(APP-097). There are a number of confounding factors in the CCZ such 
as road space reallocation and construction works, which have 
contributed to congestion in the CCZ . However, without the CC, 
congestion in central London would be much worse. The Congestion 
Charge is increased from time to time in order to keep pace with inflation 
and to retain its deterrent effect. This is described in paras 5.9.3-4 of the 
Charging Statement (APP-097). The user charges at the Blackwall and 
Silvertown Tunnels would also be increased in line with inflation in 
addition to any other variations made to the user charges in line with the 
Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123). 

3.10.6 LB Hackney states that “the actual charge is entirely at the discretion of 
TfL with no requirement, on the face of the dDCO, to consult with the 
Borough” and that “without that requirement, LB Hackney considers that 
TfL cannot be tested to confirm that they have acted in line with the 
Charging Policy (p. 20 LB Hackney WR). This matter has been addressed 
by revisions made to the dDCO at Deadline 1. Article 65(6) provides that, 
in taking any decisions in respect of the matters set out in 65(5), TfL must 
have regard to any recommendations made by STIG. The level of the 
user charges is one of the matters listed in 65(5).  

3.10.7 Furthermore, the Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123) sets out 
that STIG will be consulted before TfL sets the initial charges (para 4.1.3) 
and when proposing any subsequent variations (para 4.2.2).  

Local Impacts 

3.10.8 LB Newham (LIR (REP1-014) section 10 page 36) states that TfL had not 
considered the suppression of local trips caused by the user charge. LB 
Newham (LIR (REP1-014) section 11) also states that the Scheme would 
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not reduce severance locally because of the user charge. LB Newham 
(LIR (REP1-014) Chapter 2, paragraph 2.4, page6) also states that 
imposing a charge at the Blackwall Tunnel removes the only free option in 
an economically disadvantaged area, thereby hampering the 
Convergence agenda.  

Applicant Response 

3.10.9 LB Newham's LIR ((REP1-014) page 37)) recognises that of those 
residents who do make car cross-river trips, most will be subject to the off-
peak (lower) user charges. They will also benefit from improved journey 
times and resilience. An important mitigation of any adverse effects on 
low-income groups is the opportunity to significantly enhance cross-river 
bus services which is provided by the Scheme, and which would be 
expected to benefit this group in particular, as set out in the Distributional 
Impacts Appraisal (APP-104), B10.1-3. 

3.10.10 See also response to FWQ SE1 (REP1-176, para 1.2) - there is no need 
for further mitigation beyond what has been identified in the application. 

3.10.11 The reasons it is necessary to impose a user charge at the Blackwall 
Tunnel are set out in the Charging Statement (APP-097) section 3.8. In 
summary these are: 

• Without a charge at both tunnels, most users would opt to use the 
uncharged tunnel, meaning that the resilience and capacity benefits 
of the additional tunnel are not realised 

• Congestion and adverse environmental effects from continued 
queuing at the south side 

• Overall level of demand for both crossings increases 

3.10.12 See Regeneration and Development Impact Assessment (APP-102), 
paragraphs 7.8.20-7.8.23. Overall net impact in terms of jobs accessed by 
Regeneration Area residents is likely to be positive.  

Risk of political pressure affecting charge-setting 

3.10.13 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-019), paragraph 3.3-3.7 pages 7-8) states that 
the user charges would be vulnerable to political pressure. The role of the 
Mayor in approving changes to the Charging Policy is also questioned (LB 
Hackney WR (REP1-008) page 20). LB Southwark (WR page 25) 
suggests that user charging would be likely to be affected by political 
expediency.  
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Applicant Response 

3.10.14 The mechanisms for the setting and variation of user charges guard 
against political interference. In particular, Article 52 of the dDCO requires 
the user charging power to be exercised in accordance with the Charging 
Policies and Procedures (REP1-123). That document contains clear 
policies which regulate how the power is exercised. In particular, it 
requires the charges to be used as a means of achieving clearly defined 
project objectives.  

3.10.15 The dDCO and the Charging Policies and Procedures also contain 
provisions which ensure that the exercise of the user charging power is 
subject to appropriate consultation with STIG - which LB Hackney and LB 
Southwark are members. STIG is able to make recommendations in 
relation to the level of the charges and the TfL Board must take these 
recommendations into account when making decisions on the charges- 
see Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123) para 4.1.4 and para 
4.2.3. It should be noted that it is the TfL board, rather than the Mayor, 
which takes decisions in relation to setting and varying the charges. 

3.10.16 On changing the Charging Policy itself, article 52 of the updated draft 
DCO (REP1-095) has been amended to provide that STIG must be 
consulted on any proposed changes, and that the Mayor must have 
regard to STIG’s response when deciding whether or not to approve the 
proposed change. The Applicant considers it is appropriate that the 
democratically accountable Mayor who has a statutory duty to develop 
and implement policies for the promotion and encouragement of safe, 
integrated, efficient and economic transport facilities within Greater 
London should be the decision maker for changes to the Charging Policy 
which is intended to have effect for the lifetime of the Scheme (125 years). 
If the suggested alternative is control by the (host) boroughs, it is not 
understood how this would be any less ‘political’.  

Inflation 

3.10.17 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-019) paragraph 3.17, page 10) questions the 
use of RPI as the index by which the user charges will be automatically 
adjusted for inflation. It notes that changes to population, increased wages 
and willingness to pay are also important factors.  

Applicant Response 

3.10.18 TfL considers that it is appropriate to increase the charge in line with 
general inflation to account for changes in the cost of goods and services, 
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which will drive people’s value of time and therefore willingness to pay 
they charge. The retail price index (RPI) was chosen as it is consistent 
with precedents for TfL’s and other transport providers’ fare policies. RPI 
is also well recognised and generally accepted by the public in 
comparison to other indices. 

3.10.19 Historically the trend in the UK has been for the average earning index to 
be higher than general inflation indices such as RPI, CPI and the GDP 
deflator. However, as the users of the combined crossing will be a mix of 
the general public and business, TfL considers that general inflation is 
most appropriate 

3.10.20 However, it is acknowledged that general inflation is just one of many 
factors that will impact traffic demand of the Silvertown and Blackwall 
tunnels. Other factors such as population growth and car ownership, for 
example, are also important. 

3.10.21 For this reason, and as described in the Charging Policies and 
Procedures (REP1-123), TfL will have the power to set the initial charges 
prior to the Scheme opening and make subsequent variations over the 
lifetime of the Scheme. TfL will have an obligation to keep the charges 
under review. This charge-setting responsibility will be in addition to the 
variations for inflation.  

Emissions-based charges 

3.10.22 The GLA (LIR (REP1-029), Air Quality, paragraph 45, page 11) states that 
emissions-based charging should be considered for the Scheme, in order 
to integrate with the Ultra Low Emissions Zone (ULEZ) and improve the 
air quality impacts.  

Applicant response 

3.10.23 The confirmed ULEZ will take effect in central London from 2020, and will 
not include the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels. A formal consultation 
on an extended ULEZ - which could include the tunnels – is planned for 
2017 (an informal consultation is currently taking place). TfL has 
considered scenarios which include an extended ULEZ but there has 
been no decision yet on its implementation and how it would interact with 
the Scheme.  

3.10.24 The principal objective of the ULEZ is to reduce air pollutant emissions 
from traffic. The GLA LIR (REP1-029) at paragraphs 40 and 41 
acknowledges that in considering applying emissions-related charges at 
the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels, there would be a need to balance 
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wider traffic effects with the localised air quality benefits such changes 
could potentially offer. However, the Charging Policies and Procedures 
would allow for emissions-based charges in future, if these were 
demonstrated to achieve the project objectives.  

3.10.25 It is agreed that there will need to be further work on the interaction 
between the Scheme and an extended ULEZ as this progresses.  

Charge-setting process 

3.10.26 LB Southwark (WR (REP1-008), page 22) states that air quality is not 
clearly a consideration in setting the user charges. It also states (WR 
(REP1-008), page 23) that the requirement to meet the Project Objectives 
in setting user charges should be incorporated into the DCO. LB 
Lewisham (WR (REP1-023), paragraph 4.5.1 pages 25-26 and Appendix 
A) states that article 53 (2) does not ensure that detrimental effects on 
traffic are considered in charge-setting.  

Applicant response 

3.10.27 The Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123) sets out the 
processes and policies that will be followed in setting the initial user 
charges (section 3.2) and making subsequent variations (see section 3.3). 
It also now includes a User Charging Assessment Framework to inform 
charge-setting. This is structured around the seven Project Objectives and 
provides a way of assessing how well potential user charges would meet 
each of these. Paragraph references in the remainder of this section all 
pertain to the Charging Polices and Procedures.  

3.10.28 The need to consider air quality impacts is clearly noted in para 3.4.9-10 
and within the UCAF itself. The UCAF contains three possible metrics for 
assessing air quality impacts.  

3.10.29 The need to consider traffic impacts is clearly noted in paras 3.4.6-8 and 
six potential metrics for assessing traffic impacts are included in the 
UCAF.  

3.10.30 As set out in 3.4.2, other or additional metrics could be added to the 
UCAF. This means that, if other or better metrics for assessing air quality 
or traffic (or other Project Objective related factors) emerge, they can be 
deployed.  

3.10.31 Compliance with these provisions is secured by article 52 (1) which 
requires TfL to exercise the user charging power in accordance with the 
Charging Policy.  
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Other 

3.10.32 The GLA (LIR (REP1-029) paragraph 46, page 11) states that TfL should 
co-ordinate (emission-based) charges with Highways England, so that 
these could also be applied at the Dartford Crossing.  

3.10.33 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-020) Summary table, paragraph 3.42, page 21) 
states that Article 56(e) must be removed or replaced with provision for a 
Scheme-specific fund. LB Southwark also said this (WR (REP1-008) page 
24) and LB Lewisham (WR (REP1-023) at paragraph 4.51, page 26).  

3.10.34 LB Newham (WR (REP1-014) paragraph 2.6, page7) said that other 
transport improvements are not paid for by users and that other funding 
models for the Scheme could be readily pursued if the benefits can justify 
the expenditure to the Mayor of London. 

Applicant response 

3.10.35 TfL’s consideration of emissions-based charging is given above. TfL is in 
regular contact with Highways England and would seek to ensure there is 
appropriate inter-operability between the two schemes in the future. 
However, the Dartford Crossing and the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels 
are separate schemes with different objectives and it is not proposed to 
have the same user charges.  

3.10.36 Article 56(e) of the dDCO states that charges and penalty charges from 
the Scheme may be used to make payments into TfL’s general fund. The 
preceding clauses (a)-(d) list other uses for this revenue, including paying 
for the Scheme itself.  

3.10.37 As stated in the Consultation Report (APP-018) (page 12-77), revenue 
from the Scheme will in the first instance be used to pay for the 
construction and ongoing operational costs of the Silvertown Tunnel. In 
terms of the Silvertown Tunnel, a Private Public Partnership (PPP) Project 
Company will be responsible for raising the finance for the detailed 
design, construction and maintenance of the new tunnel and once it is 
open will, in return, receive payments from TfL for a period of 25 years. 
The payments will be linked to the availability of the tunnel for safe use by 
traffic.  

3.10.38 The revenues from user charging at both the Blackwall and Silvertown 
Tunnels will, over time, cover the cost of the Scheme.  

3.10.39 Any surplus revenue from user charging at Silvertown and Blackwall 
would contribute to the delivery of the priorities identified within the 
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Applicant’s Business Plan, as is the case for all other revenue generated 
from TfL services, such as the Congestion Charge and public transport 
fares. The east London sub-region can expect to see a higher proportion 
of expenditure within TfL’s Business Plan reflecting the need to improve 
connectivity within the area to support the expected increase in 
population, housing and employment growth in the coming years.  

3.10.40 There is no requirement for a Scheme-specific fund; as stated in FWQ 
SE1 (REP1-176) para SE1.2 there is no longer a proposal for a 
Community Fund because there is no evidenced need to mitigate impacts 
beyond the mitigations already identified in the application.  

3.10.41 Section 3.9 of the Charging Statement (APP-097) considers other 
potential funding streams and concludes that these are not available to 
pay for the Scheme. Paragraph 3.9.7 states:  

‘none of these alternative funding options would manage demand and 
since this is the most important function of the charge, the Scheme still 
require a user charge to apply in addition to any other funding.’ 

 

East London vs West London 

3.10.42 LB Newham states in its LIR (REP1-014) at paragraph 3,page 36, that it is 
unfair that the people of East London will have to pay for what is 
considered to be much needed transport infrastructure, where no such 
parallel exists in West London. 

Applicant Response 

3.10.43 The user charge is not just required to fund the Scheme but is a 
fundamental element of the Scheme that is required to manage highway 
demand and the resulting traffic, environmental and economic impacts. 
Not having a user charge in the Scheme would be highly likely to result in 
impacts which would fail to meet the Scheme’s Project Objectives, as well 
as the environmental, traffic and economic objectives of LB Newham and 
other East London Boroughs. 

3.10.44 There is a fairness issue in the existing situation in that residents and 
businesses of East London are subject to significant delays and poor 
reliability when crossing the River in a way that those in West London are 
not. The Scheme will directly address this by effectively eliminating 
congestion and, as set out in Summary Table 3 of the Economic 
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Assessment Report (APP-101), result in total benefits of £1.3bn for 
residents and businesses, net of user charges.  

3.10.45 Table 3.1 of the Distribution of User-Benefits note (submitted by the 
Applicant at Deadline 2)  demonstrates that the majority of these benefits 
would accrue to journeys that start in RB Greenwich, LB Newham and LB 
Tower Hamlets. Chapter 7 of the Regeneration and Development Impact 
Assessment (APP-102) explains that reductions in travel time and 
improvements in network reliability will also result in a more favourable 
business environment, supporting the creation of new jobs in East 
London. 

3.11 Resident Discount 

In support of a Resident Discount 

3.11.1 In their LIR some boroughs have called for a resident discount. For 
example, at paragraph 6.4 of their WR (REP1-001) RB Greenwich noted 
that such a discount is available at the Dartford Crossing.  

3.11.2 LB Newham states, on page 37, paragraph 5 of its LIR (REP1-014) that 
the Thames Gateway Bridge, when it was proposed, included a 
discounted charge for local residents, as does the Dartford Crossing, both 
of which have socio-economic conditions that are similar to that either 
side of the river at the Silvertown Tunnel. 

3.11.3 LB Newham (WR (REP1-013) Chapter 2 Socio Economic Impacts of The 
Scheme and Equity Issues Regarding Charging, paragraphs 2.1-2.3, page 
6) stated:  

‘Integral to the development of the proposals for the Thames Gateway 
Bridge was a geographical-based discount scheme to offset the adverse 
economic impacts of charges on local trips. It was considered that in East 
and Southeast London, where there was already an economic 
disadvantage compared to other parts of London, it was not acceptable to 
further disadvantage local residents and businesses by the imposition of a 
charge to cross the new bridge. While a charge could be used to deter 
longer, more strategic trips from using the crossing, the suppression of 
local trips through charges was seen to be contrary to the local 
connectivity objectives of the Scheme.’ 

3.11.4 LB Lewisham said it would wish to be involved in setting the boundaries 
for any resident discount area (WR (REP1-023) paragraph 4.12-13).  
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Applicant Response 

3.11.5 The Applicant has not assumed a residents discount in the Assessed 
Case for the reasons set out in the response to FWQ SE2 (REP1-176). In 
summary: 

•  There is no evidence that those living closer to the tunnel are more 
adversely-affected 

• The difficulty of defining a robust boundary 

• The discount would undermine the Project Objectives, including 
managing demand and environmental impacts 

3.11.6 The comment from LB Newham risks giving the misleading impression 
that LBN residents would not have been required to pay any charge at all 
for the use of the TGB. In fact, although residents of LB Newham would 
have been entitled to a discount under that scheme, the Inspector's 
Report on the Public Inquiry on the Thames Gateway Bridge1 makes clear 
that they would indeed have been required to pay a charge to use the 
crossing. 

3.11.7 Paragraph 4.135 (f) of the Report explains that the majority of the borough 
of Newham would have been included within the scheme's discount area. 
However, paragraph 4.140 then explains that the discounted rate that 
residents would have been required to pay to drive a car across the TGB 
was £1 (in 2004 prices) in both the peak and off-peak periods (there was 
no discount assumed for HGVs/LGVs from the local area). In real terms, 
this is some 30% more than the charge now being proposed in the 
Assessed Case for the Silvertown Tunnel scheme for the off-peak period 
which would account for the majority of trips from LB Newham, including 
the vast majority of commuter journeys which would take place in the 
'counter peak' direction.  

3.11.8 All areas of Newham, including the most deprived areas, will see 
significant net benefits as a result of the Scheme as set out in Fig. 2.1 of 
the Distribution of User Benefits note (submitted at Deadline 2). This is 
also the case in RB Greenwich. Overall a greater share of the net user 
benefits accrues to the most deprived areas.  

1 Thames Gateway Bridge Inspectors Report, November 2006 
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3.11.9 TfL considers that the distinction being drawn between strategic or 
commuter trips and 'local' trips is not clear. Trips made by residents of any 
borough may be commuting trips, and these may be short distance 
('local') or long distance ('strategic') or could equally be local / strategic 
trips for other purposes.  

3.11.10 With regard to the Dartford Crossing, where a resident discount is 
available to residents of Dartford and Thurrock, the usage of the crossing 
by these residents is much lower (around 5-6% of crossings) than is the 
case at the Blackwall Tunnel, and is projected to be the case at the 
Silvertown Tunnel. The Dartford Crossing also has different objectives to 
that of the Scheme.  

3.11.11 STIG will have a role in setting the initial user charges and in making 
subsequent variations, as set out in the Charging Policies and Procedures 
(REP1 -123). It will be able to make recommendations with regard to 
discounts, although any discounts or exemptions would need to comply 
with the charging policies. 

In support of local business discount 

3.11.12 LB Tower Hamlets at paragraph 2.4 of its WR (REP1-004) said that a 
local business discount should be available to small local businesses and 
that in-vehicle devices should monitor their use for socio-economic 
monitoring. 

Applicant Response 

3.11.13 The Applicant considers that a discount for local businesses would not be 
appropriate for the same reasons given above in relation to local residents 
discounts. In addition it is unlikely that a business discount would comply 
with State Aid regulations. With regard to the use of in-vehicle devices, 
this method is not currently proposed as a means to monitor the Scheme. 
Boroughs will have a role in the monitoring of scheme impacts via STIG, 
as described in the Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121).  

Unfairness 

3.11.14 Several boroughs commented that it was unfair that residents of east 
London would have to pay to cross the river when crossings are free in 
the rest of London. For example, paragraph 10.0 of LB Newham’s LIR 
(REP1-014),  
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Applicant Response 

3.11.15 The Applicant considers the proposals are fair and has addressed this 
matter in the Consultation Report (APP-018), page 12-53. In summary, 
the rationale is:  

• New road crossings to the west are not currently proposed, but it is 
likely that if TfL did build a new road crossing to the west, it would 
also be charged in order to manage demand and pay for the project 

• it is reasonable and appropriate for the users and direct beneficiaries 
of the improvements to contribute to the costs. Charging is proposed 
as a means to manage demand and to pay for the new tunnel. 

• the introduction of user charging would not restrict cross-river 
movement, particular for residents of deprived areas. The 
introduction of new bus services enabled by the scheme would result 
in an increase in cross-river trips, and would benefit the significant 
proportion of the population that do not have access to a car. 

• the improvements in economic performance supported by the 
Scheme are likely to help directly address deprivation issues in east 
London.  

3.11.16 The Regeneration and Development Impact Assessment (Document 
Reference 7.8, APP-102) identifies that the Scheme could result in 3,700 
additional jobs in LB Newham, RB Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets. 
Improvements in public transport would allow more local residents to 
access jobs. The assessment of Wider Economic Impacts also forecasts a 
significant boost to the local economy through agglomeration and 
improvements in competitiveness of over £100m over the Scheme’s 
assessed period. Removing the blight of chronic and worsening 
congestion caused by the inadequate capacity of the Blackwall Tunnel is 
considered to be a major benefit to this part of east London and to the 
daily experience of its residents.  

3.12 Construction transport issues 

Commitment to river transport 

3.12.1 In its WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 8.7, RB Greenwich welcomes the 
Applicant’s plans to remove spoil by river and sought assurance through 
the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (APP-092) on agreed 
minimums on materials imported/exported by river at the northern and 
southern construction sites, as well as incorporation of the Mayor’s 
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commitment to ensuring at least 55% by weight of all materials associated 
with the Scheme are transported by River. The matter of a commitment to 
a proportion of river transport from each worksite was also raised by LB 
Newham in their LIR paragraph 6.1 (REP1-014). 

Applicant response 

3.12.2 Revisions to the construction traffic forecasts to incorporate the Mayor’s 
55% commitment are currently underway and will be reported as soon as 
practical. This commitment refers to the total materials by weight 
transported by river throughout the construction programme from both 
sites combined. However, it is noted that the Greenwich portal site does 
not have direct access to the river, and therefore it will not be possible to 
deliver the commitment from both sites individually. 

3.12.3 In light of RB Greenwich’s comment, it is noted that the DCO construction 
programme has been developed to maximise use of the river from the 
northern worksite (for example by removing all bored tunnel spoil in this 
way) and minimise the use of road transport to and from the southern 
worksite by attempting to secure access to a nearby river pier for 
importing concrete aggregates and exporting cut and cover spoil from the 
Greenwich side.  

3.12.4 Paragraphs 3.2.3 and 3.2.4 of the revised CoCP (REP1-119) detail the 
Scheme’s commitments to river transport, including the commitment to 
55% of construction materials being transported by river, as sought by RB 
Greenwich. 

Use of Brewery Wharf for scheme construction 

3.12.5 Notwithstanding RB Greenwich’s concerns above in relation to the level of 
construction materials being transported by road, they have raised 
objection to the inclusion of Brewery Wharf as part of the construction 
programme, and have sought to have it excluded from any use (RB 
Greenwich LIR (REP1-002), paragraph 197-201). Similar points have also 
been raised within RB Greenwich’s WR (paragraph 8.10 to 8.112) REP1-
001. 

 

2 A mis-numbering of paragraphs occurs in page 14 of RBG’s WR - there are four paragraphs in total 
on page 14 that relate to this matter. 
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Applicant response 

3.12.6 As the proposed worksite on the Greenwich Peninsula does not have 
direct access to the riverfront, utilisation of a local wharf and associated 
short-haul construction vehicle movements (including HGVs) would be 
required to transport materials to and/or from the worksite via river. A 
number of possible local wharves that could be used for this purpose exist 
within 4km of the Greenwich worksite, including Brewery Wharf.  

3.12.7 For the purpose of presenting a ‘worst case’ assessment, Brewery Wharf 
was assessed in the Transport Assessment (section 6.7) (APP-086) as 
this was the furthest local wharf considered to be a viable option. Brewery 
Wharf is an existing wharf which is located within Greenwich on Deptford 
Creek, capable of importing material, which currently generates a number 
of HGV trips in the local area. The wharf is located within 3km of the 
proposed worksite as the crow flies, and less than 8km by road (avoiding 
the A206).  

3.12.8 There are several local wharves which could potentially be used by the 
appointed Contractor, and a decision on which wharf to use would be 
determined by the Contractor closer to the time of construction. It is 
reasonable to expect that the contractor would favour a closer wharf, if it 
had capacity at that time. Brewery Wharf is hence one of several potential 
options considered, and has duly been assessed as the 'worst case', but 
in practice a local wharf within closer proximity of the worksite could be 
selected by the Contractor.  

3.12.9 Ultimately, the construction vehicle routes will be set out within 
Construction Traffic Management Plans (CTMPs). As stated in Section 
3.1.4 of the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (REP1-119), “Detailed 
construction and delivery traffic routes will be specified and agreed by the 
relevant planning authority in consultation with the relevant highway 
authority, with local roads only to be used for immediate access to the 
worksites or local businesses (including wharves).” The CTMPs therefore 
must set out the expected volume, type and impacts associated with 
construction vehicle routes. 

3.12.10 Based on the current assessment as set out in the Transport Assessment 
(APP-086), a maximum of around 20 daily short-haul HGV movements 
to/from a local wharf are expected over the course of the construction 
period (as shown in Figure 6-8).  
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3.12.11 Lastly, matters which have been raised which relate to the specific local 
impacts on the Greenwich World Heritage Site are discussed in the Local 
Places and Impacts section of this report.  

Construction traffic – cumulative impacts 

3.12.12 In Section 6.1 of LB Newham’s LIR (REP1-014), it is noted that the 
construction of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme will “coincide with the 
delivery of significant strategic regeneration sites in the Royal Docks 
Enterprise Zone and at Canning Town and beyond”; hence the cumulative 
impact of this construction “will be significant”.  

3.12.13 Furthermore, LB Newham’s LIR (paragraph 9 (REP1-014)) identify a 
number of pedestrian and cycling schemes within the borough (Leaway 
pedestrian and cycle scheme, Silvertown Quays scheme) for which the 
delivery programmes may extend into the anticipated timeframe of the 
Silvertown Tunnel construction; although acknowledge that through 
“effective management of highway interventions”, impacts can be ensured 
to be neutral. 

3.12.14 In addition, Section 4.33 of LB Lewisham’s WR (REP1-023) and Section 
7.8 of their LIR (REP1-024) raise that the Scheme is scheduled to be 
delivered at the same time as the Thames Tideway Tunnel, several large 
strategic sites in Lewisham, and the Canada Water area within LB 
Southwark. 

Applicant response 

3.12.15 Consistent with the CoCP's (REP1-119) objective in setting the framework 
to control possible impacts arising from the construction of the Scheme, 
any potential conflicts in construction programmes would need to be 
identified and addressed through the preparation of Construction Traffic 
Management Plans (CTMPs), as required under the CoCP. 

3.12.16 The CTMPs will detail how traffic will be managed at each stage of 
construction, including temporary and permanent road closures and 
diversions. The CTMPs will set out the overall approach for managing 
construction logistics and will encompass the approach for liaising with 
other contractors working on other nearby construction project to ensure 
effective management of highway interventions are applied. 

3.12.17 It is expected that construction traffic planning for any such regeneration 
schemes (or other developments) would equally need to take into 
consideration any coinciding highway works, including the Silvertown 
Tunnel scheme, which may impact on their own construction vehicle 
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routeing, which would be detailed through the development of CTMPs by 
site developers. 

3.12.18 Notwithstanding this, the cumulative construction traffic impacts have 
been assessed within Section 6.9 of the Transport Assessment (APP-
086). Relevant development sites within 2km of order limits were 
considered, with the list of those considered detailed within the 
Environmental Statement (APP-031), noting that sites excluded in cases 
where construction is expected to be completed before 2019. Committed 
developments within the Royal Docks and Canning Town Area were 
included within the cumulative construction traffic impact assessment; 
however those identified by LB Lewisham sat outside the 2km limit and 
hence were excluded. 

3.12.19 Ultimately, and as stated within Section 3.1.4 of the CoCP (REP1-119), 
CTMPs are to be developed and agreed with the relevant planning 
authority in consultation with the local highways authority, and therefore 
the Council(s) will have an opportunity to review any proposed works and 
through a coordinated approach it can be ensured that impact on the local 
area is appropriately managed. 

Construction traffic – specific impacts 

3.12.20 Section 6.1 of LB Newham’s LIR (REP1-014) identifies the area around 
the Silvertown worksite (including Tidal Basin Roundabout, Lower Lea 
Crossing and Dock Road) as parts of the local highway network which will 
be subject to a change in percentages of heavy vehicles during the 
construction phase of the Scheme. 

3.12.21 Section 5 of LB Tower Hamlets’ LIR (REP1-005), a comment is made that 
whilst construction compounds associated with the Scheme would not be 
located within LB Tower Hamlets, construction traffic would use the 
boroughs’ highway network. 

3.12.22 Concerns relating to the potential construction traffic impacts on Evelyn 
Street are raised by LB Lewisham in Chapter 4 of their WR (REP1-023) 
and Section 7.11 of their LIR (REP1-024). 

Applicant response 

3.12.23 In relation to the matters raised by LB Newham, Section 6.9 of the 
Transport Assessment (APP-086) details the anticipated impacts in the 
vicinity of the Silvertown worksite including the increased traffic along 
Lower Lea Crossing during construction. The primary site access point for 
the Silvertown worksite is via Tidal Basin Roundabout, where a series of 
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enhancement work are proposed during various construction phases to 
ensure access to the roundabout is maintained throughout the 
construction period for both general traffic and construction traffic. 

3.12.24 Section 6.1 of LB Newham’s LIR (REP1-014) makes reference to a series 
of surveys being undertaken by the Applicant within Dock Road to 
determine the level of heavy goods vehicles currently operating within this 
area. TfL undertook traffic counts on Dock Road on Wednesday 29 June, 
Wednesday 9 November and Tuesday 6 December 2016, between the 
hours of 0700-1900. The counts on 29 June and 9 November3 indicate:  

• an average of 575 HGVs accessed/egressed Dock Road from 
Scarab Close; and 

• an average of 91 HGVs accessed/egress Dock Road from North 
Woolwich Road, passing the Waterfront Studios. 

3.12.25 If it is conservatively assumed that all HGVs accessing/egressing Dock 
Road from North Woolwich Road were through trips and these are 
subtracted from the total, that leaves over 480 daily HGV trips to/from 
sites located within the proposed boundary of the Silvertown worksite. 
This is significantly higher than the forecast number of HGV trips to and 
from the Silvertown worksite, as set out in Chapter 6 of the Transport 
Assessment (APP-086), and the Applicant therefore considers that there 
would be a notable net reduction in HGV trips to and from the Silvertown 
area during the Scheme’s construction. 

3.12.26 In relation to the comment made by LB Tower Hamlets, the Applicant 
confirms that all site compounds are located within LB Newham or RB 
Greenwich, and thus no site compound will be located within LB Tower 
Hamlets. The principal indicative construction traffic routes north of the 
river are as follows: 

• A13 and A12 via Leamouth Road and Lower Lea (partially or wholly 
within LB Tower Hamlets’ highway network); and 

3 Dock Road was closed southbound at the junction with Scarab Close on 6 December due to works 
taking place to replace a gas main, hence the results of this count have not been included in the 
average. The count for this date shows a notable increase in HGVs accessing Dock Road from North 
Woolwich Road and passing Waterfront Studios (278 compared to an average of 43 for the other two 
dates), suggesting the HGVs were accessing sites within the boundary of the Silvertown worksite. 
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• North Woolwich Road via A1020 and Connaught Bridge (within LB 
Newham’s highway network). 

3.12.27 In reference to the concerns raised by LB Lewisham, it has been 
anticipated that all construction vehicles would access the Greenwich 
Worksite via the A102/A2 corridor, and therefore would not be expected to 
use the Evelyn Street corridor mentioned for construction purposes. 

3.12.28 It is noted that the CoCP (REP1-119) sets the framework to control 
possible impacts arising from the construction of the Silvertown Tunnel, 
including traffic, which may affect the interests of local residents, 
businesses, the general public and the surroundings in the vicinity of the 
Scheme. One of the key components of this is the development of 
Construction Traffic Management Plans, as discussed in greater detail 
below. 

Management of construction traffic 

3.12.29 Within their LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph 202 and WR (REP1-001) at 
section 8.8, RB Greenwich have sought greater confirmation of the 
construction traffic routes which have been nominated within the 
Transport Assessment (APP-086) and Construction Methods Statement 
(APP-046); particularly in relation to the avoidance of the use of local 
roads. 

3.12.30 In addition to the routeing of construction traffic, other construction traffic 
management matters have been raised by both RB Greenwich and LB 
Newham, including the potential impacts on the Blackwall Tunnel (LB 
Newham LIR (REP1-14), section 6.1.3), impacts on pedestrians / cyclists 
including temporary diversions, maintenance of worksite access points 
(LB Newham LIR (REP1-14), section 9.1-9.2), and construction workers 
travel planning / on-site car parking (RB Greenwich LIR (REP1-002) 
paragraph 208, and WR (REP1-001), section 8.12). 

Applicant response 

Construction vehicle routing 

3.12.31 The requirement for the management of construction traffic associated 
with the construction of the scheme is identified in Section 3 of CoCP 
(REP1-119). Section 3.1.2 of the CoCP requires the Contractor to develop 
Construction Traffic Management Plans (CTMPs) for each worksite.  

3.12.32 As per the CoCP, the specified construction worksites and proposed lorry 
routes have been developed in consultation with local authorities to 
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minimise the impacts of construction traffic on the road network and local 
communities. The main access routes at both worksites will be further 
detailed by the Contractor as the Scheme construction solutions are 
finalised. 

3.12.33 The revised CoCP submitted for Deadline 1 (REP1-119) (and 
subsequently re-submitted at Deadline 2)) now more clearly specifies the 
information to be included within the CTMPs as set out in Section 3.1.4, 
which has been developed with reference to TfL's Construction Logistics 
Plan guidance. In specific relation to construction vehicle routes, Section 
3.1.4 of the CoCP states that the CTMPs are to include: 

3.12.34 “Detailed construction and delivery traffic routes will be specified and 
agreed by the relevant planning authority in consultation with the relevant 
highway authority, with local roads only to be used for immediate access 
to the worksites or local businesses (including wharves)”. 

3.12.35 The revised CoCP(REP!-119) now more clearly stipulates that detailed 
construction and delivery traffic routes will be specified and agreed by the 
relevant planning authority in consultation with the relevant highway 
authority. Under the requirements of the CoCP, the CTMPs must also 
detail monitoring and compliance practices to be adopted during the 
construction programme. 

Blackwall Tunnel closures 

3.12.36 It is anticipated during some phases of construction that there may be a 
need for some planned overnight / weekend closures of the Blackwall 
Tunnel. Such events will be planned well in advance and any necessary 
traffic management (such as advance notice signage and traffic 
diversions) will be set out within the CTMPs in order to manage and 
minimise any potential impacts on traffic in the area. 

Managing impacts on pedestrians and cyclists 

3.12.37 Section 3.1.4 of the CoCP (REP1-119)) specifies that the CTMPs must 
include commitments to ensure that the highest current standards are met 
in terms of construction vehicle safety, including visibility. This includes 
but is not limited to: FORS Gold (Fleet Operator Recognition Scheme), 
CLOCS (Construction Logistics and Cycle Safety), SLS (Safety Lorry 
Scheme) and WRRR (Work Related Road Risk) scheme. All vehicles 
working in the construction of the Silvertown Tunnel will be compliant with 
the Mayor’s Direct Vision Standard. 
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3.12.38 In terms of more localised impacts (e.g. in the immediate vicinity of work 
sites), Section 14.1.1 of the CoCP (REP1-119) requires that the CTMPs 
detail signage, fencing and diversion routes for all existing public rights of 
way; including revisions during each phase of Scheme construction. 
Furthermore, the CoCP specifically requires that alternate routes are to be 
kept to a minimum feasible length, and allowances for safe routes for 
people with reduced mobility will also be required. All existing pedestrian 
and cycle routes altered as part of construction will be reinstated to their 
original or revised alignments. 

3.12.39 The CoCP requires that the CTMPs will also set out details of all 
construction site access points and their management and interface with 
the existing pedestrian and cycling network. Section 4.4 of the 
Construction Method Statement (APP-046) states that unpaved worksite 
roads will be limited wherever possible so as to minimise the potential for 
dust creation, and wheel wash facilities will be provided at suitable 
locations at worksite egress points to limit ‘track out’. 

Construction Workers Travel Plans, site parking 

3.12.40 Section 3.1.4 of the revised CoCP submitted at Deadline 2 (REP1-119) 
now stipulates that the CTMPs must include a construction workers travel 
plan (CWTP) developed to encourage the use of sustainable modes of 
transport to and from the worksite(s) by those working on the project.  

3.12.41 A total of 100 car parking spaces will be provided within the Silvertown 
worksite, with dedicated areas for disabled parking, visitor parking and 
essential employee parking, and is not intended to accommodate 
commuting construction employees. Some parking provision will be 
required for maintaining access between the two worksites and for tunnel 
teams working outside the hours of normal public transport.  

3.13 Local places and impacts 
Insufficient information provided to understand local impacts 

3.13.1 Within their LIRs, a number of boroughs have made comments regarding 
the level of information that has been provided on local impacts of the 
Scheme and the way it had been reported. In particular, LB Newham 
(page 17 of LIR (REP1-014)) raises issues with use of a strategic highway 
assignment model to determine localised impacts and RB Greenwich 
(paragraph 1.11 of LIR (REP1-002)) states that use of the local model 
does not allow detailed assessment of local impacts.  
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3.13.2 In addition RB Greenwich (WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 5.3-5.4) 
suggests that limited detail has been submitted regarding the potential for 
additional heavy vehicles to utilise the Silvertown Tunnel.  

Applicant response 

3.13.3 The RXHAM strategic highway assignment model is the primary tool used 
in the assessment of Scheme road network impacts because it covers in 
detail an extensive area of the road network. RXHAM is a very detailed 
traffic model which is capable of identifying the location and magnitude of 
junction impacts arising from the Scheme, including at a local (i.e. 
individual junction) level. RXHAM shows that main changes in flow would 
be confined to the areas around the new Tunnel and strategic routes 
leading to/from it, with limited impacts expected elsewhere across the 
network. 

3.13.4 Extensive local modelling has been undertaken to inform the Applicant’s 
assessment of the Scheme, as detailed in Appendix C of the Transport 
Assessment (Document Reference: 6.5). This included the development 
of a VISSIM microsimulation model covering the area that was expected 
to experience the biggest changes, which is consistent with guidance and 
TfL’s approach to modelling other major transport infrastructure schemes. 
The local modelling has provided further detailed assessment of the 
localised impacts of the Scheme and to demonstrate that mitigation could 
effectively address the few adverse impacts of the Scheme.  

3.13.5 The strategic and local modelling outputs are both reported in the 
Transport Assessment. In addition to this, the boroughs of Greenwich, 
Newham and Tower Hamlets were each provided with a Borough-focused 
information note in October 2016 which provided further detailed 
information on the local impacts of the Scheme (these notes are 
appended to the Commentary on Interface between Strategic Modelling 
and Local Modelling, which is submitted by the Applicant at Deadline 2)  

3.13.6 In response to the comment made by RB Greenwich regarding heavy 
vehicles, the Applicant accepts that limited detail was provided on this in 
the DCO submission. The matter of additional heavy goods vehicles using 
the Silvertown Tunnel has been considered and investigated in detail in 
response to FWQ AQ.10 (REP1-151) submitted as part of Deadline 1. 
These investigations, which include sensitivity testing for air quality and 
noise impacts and assumed a ‘worst case’ scenario for additional heavy 
goods vehicles, conclude that the potential impacts are expected to be 
negligible. 
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Impact on local junctions / networks 

3.13.7 LIR have been made by RB Greenwich (paragraph 134 (REP1-002)), LB 
Newham, LB Tower Hamlets (Appendix: Impacted Junctions (REP1-005), 
LB Lewisham (paragraph 6.22 (REP1-024)), LB Hackney (paragraph 5.3 
(REP1-020)), LB Bexley (Appendix 1 – Impacts on the Borough (REP1-
017)) and LB Southwark (paragraph 6.24 (REP1-009) in relation to traffic 
impacts at specific junctions or on specific parts of the highway network.  

3.13.8 In some cases these representations relate to parts of the network that 
the Boroughs perceive are already operating with performance issues and 
hence are particularly sensitive. For example RB Greenwich’s LIR (REP1-
002) at paragraph 133. In other cases the representations relate to parts 
of the network that the Boroughs consider will be adversely impacted by 
the Scheme regardless of current performance.  

Applicant response – General 

3.13.9 As set out in the Transport Assessment (AAP-086), the principal transport 
impacts of the Scheme are expected to be a significant improvement in 
the efficiency of traffic movement on the strategic A102/A2 and A12 
corridor. The capacity increase provided by the Silvertown Tunnel is 
managed through the user charge and this, coupled with the bus service 
enhancements, means the overall expected outcome is a small reduction 
in 24-hour cross river car trips and an increase in public transport trips. 
Impacts elsewhere across the network are generally expected to be 
minimal, and it is considered that any localised impacts could be 
effectively addressed through localised mitigation.  

3.13.10 Based on the current assessment, it is expected that localised mitigation 
could be required at a limited number of locations as set out in Appendix 
C of the Transport Assessment (Document Reference: 6.5, APP-087). It 
should be noted that the RXHAM outputs relating to local impacts can be 
considered as a ‘worst case’ because they do not include mitigation 
measures, including signal optimisation which in many cases would be 
expected to effectively address local impacts .  

3.13.11 The locations for which mitigation would be required based on the 
Assessed Case are Bow Roundabout (LB Tower Hamlets), Preston’s 
Road Roundabout (LB Tower Hamlets), A12/A13 junction (LB Tower 
Hamlets), Canning Town Gyratory (LB Newham) and junctions on the A2 
(RB Greenwich). For the first two locations significant works are being 
developed outside of the Scheme would could significantly alter these 
junctions, and the Applicant considers that effective mitigation could be 
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developed at all locations to address any adverse impacts caused by the 
Scheme.  

3.13.12 Given the extent of change expected across the local network in the next 
few years, the Applicant is not proposing to implement detailed mitigation 
measures now. Instead, it is proposed that comprehensive monitoring will 
be undertaken as set out in the Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121) and a 
refreshed assessment of the Scheme impacts will be undertaken prior to 
the Scheme opening.  

3.13.13 Based on this refreshed assessment, the user charges to be implemented 
on Scheme opening would be set and the need for any localised 
mitigations can be confirmed (including at the locations specified in 
paragraph if required). The approach to identifying and implementing any 
mitigation that is required as a result of the Scheme is set out in the Traffic 
Impacts Mitigation Strategy (APP-099).  

Applicant response – RB Greenwich 

3.13.14 RB Greenwich list a number of junctions that they consider could be 
adversely impacted by the Scheme. Appendix 1 of the RG Greenwich LIR 
(REP1-002) summarises the reported impacts on local junctions from 
several sources, namely: 

• the Transport Assessment - junction delay plots and junction 
assessment in Appendix C (APP-087) 

• the SDG Assessed Case Report v6 (Appendix I to REP1-174) 

• the Greenwich Borough Impact Note (provided to RBG on 06/10/16, 
this included information on average delay per user at key junctions 
as requested by RBG) 

3.13.15 The Applicant’s response is that the Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy 
(APP-099) and the Monitoring Strategy (APP-098) do not provide 
information on the impacts of the Scheme on local junctions. The 
Monitoring Strategy provides an example list of junctions that will be 
monitored, a number of which were included at the requests of local 
stakeholders; impacts are not expected at the majority of these junctions. 

3.13.16 In relation to the Woolwich Ferry, RXHAM shows that the Scheme is not 
expected to have a significant impact on demand in the peak hours and 
overall impacts are limited. The SDG Assessed Case Audit, which is at 
Appendix I of the Response to Traffic & Transport FWQs (REP1-171) 
notes an increase in northbound user delay in the AM peak hour 
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amounting to four minutes4, however this should be considered in the 
context of the overall journey time in peak periods and is not expected to 
have an adverse impact on the performance of the adjacent road network. 
In the event of unforeseen impacts arising as a result of the Scheme, a 
range of mitigation measures have been considered that could be 
implemented if required.  

3.13.17 There is not forecast to be a significant impact on the A206 Plumstead 
Road / Burrage Road junction, Kidbrooke Interchange and A2 Riefield 
Road. In all cases peak delay increases by <30 seconds per user, and 
much more significant changes are expected between the Reference and 
Assessed Case scenarios. 

3.13.18 The forecast uplift in total vehicle hours at the Shooters Hill Road / 
Academy Road / Well Hall Road junction is 1 hour in both peak periods, 
such that the delay increase per user is very small indeed. Accordingly, 
little impact was reported by TfL. For the Deptford Church Street / 
Deptford Bridge junction there is a forecast increase of 2 vehicle hours in 
the AM peak and an equivalent reduction in the PM peak. Again peak 
delay per user is <30 seconds and the Scheme is not expected to have a 
significant impact. 

3.13.19 No notable impacts are forecast at the Woolwich Road / Anchor and Hope 
Lane / Charlton Church Road junction. 

Applicant response – LB Newham 

3.13.20 LB Newham raises a number of issues regarding the use of strategic and 
local modelling in their Local Impact Report. Areas of potential concern 
that are mentioned in the report with specific regard to forecast increases 
in Volume/Capacity ratios include North Woolwich Road/Silvertown Way 
between Tidal Basin and Canning Town, and the A13 on the approach to 
High Street South junction.  

3.13.21 The Scheme is not forecast to have a significant adverse impact on the 
performance on either of these two links. Whilst VCR increases indicate 

4 Delay increases in the AM peak hour as a result of the ferry attracting more vehicles in the 0700-
0800 hour in the Assessed Case resulting in a larger queue (34 PCUs compared to 5 PCUs) at the 
end of this hour which is passed on to the next hour. The average delay increase represents the 
relatively large delay impact of ‘missing the next ferry’, which is indicative of the low frequency of the 
service. 
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these links would operate above capacity in the PM peak hour, these links 
are already operating close to capacity in the Reference Case and 
increases in traffic flows in this period as a result of the Scheme are 
limited (<50 PCUs on North Woolwich Road and <200 on the A13). In 
addition, actual impacts will be identified if they occur, through the 
operation of the Monitoring Strategy.  

Applicant response – LB Tower Hamlets 

3.13.22 With reference to paragraph 6.3 of LB Tower Hamlets’ LIR (REP1-005), 
all three of the specific locations referenced were included in the wider 
junctions assessment, which is summarised in Appendix C of the 
Transport Assessment (APP-087). Furthermore, each are included in the 
Scheme’s Area of Influence identified in the Monitoring Strategy (REP1-
121). Adverse impacts directly related to the Scheme would therefore be 
addressed through the Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (TIMS) (APP-
099). 

3.13.23 Analysis undertaken as part of the aforementioned wider junctions 
assessment indicated that based on the Assessed Case traffic flows, 
Preston’s Roundabout and the A12/A13 junction would likely require some 
mitigation. 

3.13.24 At the A12/A13 a requirement was identified for improved lane-usage on 
the A12 off-slip/Brunswick Road through signage, and improved green-
time allocation at the A13 East India Dock Road/Robin Hood Lane (A102 
northbound off-slip) junction. At Preston’s Roundabout it was noted that 
major alterations are planned through a scheme independent of the 
Silvertown Tunnel and therefore, detailed mitigation measures were not 
developed. In both cases the Applicant considers that effective mitigation 
could be implemented to address any adverse impacts of the Scheme at 
these locations.  

Applicant response – LB Lewisham 

3.13.25 LB Lewisham considers in its LIR that the key links that would be affected 
by additional traffic resulting from the Silvertown Tunnel are the A200 
Evelyn Street Corridor, A2 through Blackheath and A20 either side of 
Lewisham.  

3.13.26 The Applicant does not consider that the Scheme would have an adverse 
impact on the performance of these links. Small changes in flow along the 
A200 are expected, mainly as a result of diversion to and from the 
Rotherhithe Tunnel, and over the course of the day changes are limited. 
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This is covered in more detail in the response to comments about 
displacement to other crossings earlier in the Traffic and Transport 
section. 

3.13.27 In the case of the A2 and the A20, no material change in traffic flows are 
expected as a result of the Scheme. In fact, as set out in Figure 4-31 of 
the Transport Assessment (APP-086) there is considered to be a strong 
correlation between network performance on these links and the delay at 
the Blackwall Tunnel. The reduction in incidents and associated delay at 
the Blackwall Tunnel is considered to have a positive impact on the 
performance of these routes.  

Applicant response – LB Hackney 

3.13.28 LB Hackney notes that the increases in junction delay are forecast at a 
number of junctions within Hackney. A limited number of changes in delay 
are forecast for junctions across Hackney, including some improvements, 
and in all cases these changes are less than 10 PCU hours in total which 
is not considered to be significant. Overall total increases in junction delay 
are expected to be far outweighed by total decreases in delay.  

Applicant response – LB Bexley 

3.13.29 LB Bexley notes that increases in traffic flow are forecast on the A2 in the 
PM peak, but no changes in VCR are forecast on the A2 within the 
borough boundary. TfL considers that effective mitigation measures could 
be implemented on the A2 to address any increases in traffic flow at peak 
times, and the increases are not expected to have a significant impact on 
the performance of this link.  

Applicant response – LB Southwark 

3.13.30 LB Southwark raises concerns regarding the impact of additional traffic 
routing through the borough, principally on the A200, in order to access 
the Rotherhithe Tunnel. Small changes in flow along the A200 are 
expected, mainly as a result of diversion to and from the Rotherhithe 
Tunnel, and over the course of the day changes are limited. This is 
covered in more detail in the response to comments about displacement 
to other crossings earlier in the Traffic and Transport section.   

Impact on Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site 

3.13.31 RB Greenwich has raised the matter of traffic impacts of the Scheme in 
the network surrounding the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site 
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(GWHS) within both their WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 4.12 and LIR 
(REP1-002) at paragraphs 96 and 98. 

Applicant response 

3.13.32 Overall local roads in and around Greenwich Town Centre are not 
expected to experience a significant change in traffic levels or composition 
as a result of the Scheme, and diversion to and from other crossings 
(including the Rotherhithe Tunnel via the A206 and A200) is forecast to be 
limited. 

3.13.33 Modelled traffic flows on the two key roads within or in close proximity to 
the World Heritage Site – the A206 Romney Road / Trafalgar Road and 
the A2 Shooters Hill – show that within peak hours changes are small. 
The biggest increase is an additional 33 PCUs on Shooters Hill 
westbound in the PM peak (a 3% increase on the Reference Case), and 
this is not expected to have a material impact on the performance of this 
link.  

3.13.34 TfL is proposing to commit to extensive future monitoring both pre- and 
post-opening of the Scheme, together with a refreshed assessment of 
potential impacts ahead of Scheme opening. Should the refreshed 
assessment or monitoring identify that the Scheme will have or is having 
an adverse impact on links in the vicinity of the World Heritage Site, a 
range of potential mitigation measures could be considered to address 
this impact. 

3.13.35 A note summarising the impacts of the Scheme on the Greenwich 
Maritime World Heritage Site is provided at Appendix B, (‘Comments on 
Borough LIRs and WRs’). 

3.14 Other 

Blackwall Tunnel 

3.14.1 LB Newham (WR, paragraph 1.5 ((REP1-013))) states that further 
improvements could be made to reduce over-height vehicle incidents that 
close the Blackwall Tunnel. 

Applicant response 

3.14.2 TfL's case for the scheme is not predicated solely on the impact that the 
Scheme could have in reducing the frequency and impacts of incidents, 
the expected impacts in reducing congestion, improving journey time 
reliability and improving connectivity are equally important. As set out in 
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Appendix D of the Transport Assessment (page 78) (APP-086), TfL has 
already implemented a number of initiatives to reduce incidents at the 
Blackwall Tunnel. These initiatives are considered to represent the most 
viable options for minimising incidents, and further opportunities for 
reducing incidents are considered to be very limited. Newham has not 
provided any details of the technological solutions that they mention in 
their WR. 

Emirates Air Line 

3.14.3 LB Newham (WR (REP1-014), paragraphs 6.5-6.7, pages 20-21 and 
summary paragraphs 9.15 page 26) states that Emirates Air Line (EAL) 
must have a functional role and become part of the TfL zoning system, 
making fares cheaper so that this is an effective alternative river crossing.  

Applicant response 

3.14.4 The EAL has an important role as a cycling and walking link across the 
Thames but it could have a greater role in future. 

3.14.5 As stated in the Consultation Report (APP-018), (page 12-35):  

‘Alongside the Scheme, TfL is proposing to produce a future Emirates Air 
Line (EAL) fares strategy document in consultation with local Boroughs, 
which would be published ahead of the opening of the Silvertown Tunnel. 
The objective of this strategy will be to set out fare options for the EAL. 
There are a number of possible options including discounts on existing 
fares or annual passes for regular users. This will be supported by further 
analysis of the needs of EAL users and potential EAL users, with a view to 
bringing forward additional measures where appropriate to ensure the 
EAL is fulfilling its role as a local crossing. As the setting of fares for the 
Emirates Air Line is a Mayoral decision, the final decision will be made by 
the next Mayor. However, the EAL fares strategy will be used to inform 
that decision.’ 

3.14.6 This is in addition to TfL’s proposals for the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme, 
which include improvements to pedestrian and cycle access across Tidal 
Basin roundabout at the northern portal, designed to improve access to 
the EAL from the west, and enhance the role of the EAL as a local 
crossing.  

Local junction impacts 

3.14.7 RB Greenwich states in its WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 4.13 that it 
needs to be demonstrated that the junctions close to the northern portal of 
the Silvertown Tunnel are capable of accommodating tunnel traffic so as 
to avoid encouraging diversions to the Blackwall Tunnel. 
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Applicant response 

3.14.8 The modelling which TfL set out within the Transport Assessment (APP-
086) indicates that the Silvertown Tunnel would operate well within its 
capacity (carrying some 950 PCUs northbound in the morning peak hour, 
and some 1600 southbound during the evening peak hour - see Transport 
Assessment (APP-086) Figure 7-18). The likelihood of impacts on 
‘downstream’ junctions from the release of currently queued traffic have 
been appropriately taken into account in the strategic transport modelling.  

3.14.9 As set out in Chapter 7 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086) (see 
Figures 7-5 and 7-6), some journeys would be better served by the 
alignment and connections of the existing Blackwall Tunnel, while others 
(especially those originating or ending in the Royal Docks or Isle of Dogs) 
would be better served by the Silvertown Tunnel. Journeys via either 
tunnel would be essentially free-flowing, and there would be no incentive 
for trips better served by the Silvertown Tunnel to use the Blackwall to 
avoid congestion. 

Road safety  

3.14.10 LB Southwark (LIR (REP1-009), Appendix E and section 7.24 page 20) 
draws attention to TfL’s Road Safety Priority Links for Vulnerable Road 
Users 2013-15 (on a map of the borough). It notes that these areas will be 
‘incredibly’ sensitive’ to changes in traffic flows and this has not been 
assessed in the Transport Assessment.  

Applicant Response 

3.14.11 The Transport Assessment (APP-086) includes at paragraph 7.8 on page 
82 a summary of the applicant’s analysis of future road collisions with the 
Scheme. Traffic demand for the crossing is reduced in the Assessed 
Case, leading to a marginally positive impact on road collisions. It also 
states that full Stage 1 road safety audit has been undertaken for the 
tunnels and tie-ins and further audits will be undertaken as the Scheme 
progresses.  
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4. SOCIO-ECONOMIC 

4.1.1 The Boroughs’ Local Impact Reports and Written Representations have 
raised a number of points in relation to economic and socio-economic 
issues. For the purposes of responding, the Applicant has grouped these 
points into the following themes: 

• Impact of the Scheme on businesses; 

• Impact of the Scheme on residents; 

• Calculation of economic benefits; 

• Cost of the Scheme; 

• Regeneration assessment 

4.1.2 The Applicant has set out its comments on the points raised in relation to 
each theme below. In each case, the theme is broken down into a number 
of sub-themes. 

4.2 Impact of the Scheme on Businesses 

Impact of the Scheme once user charges are accounted for 

4.2.1 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 260 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that: 

‘There are a series of references to data 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. This 
makes it difficult to conclude whether the net impacts are positive for 
business.’ 
Applicant Response 

4.2.2 The Scheme will result in significant benefits for businesses. Although 
under the Assessed Case charging schedule businesses would be 
required to pay a charge to use the Blackwall and Silvertown crossings, 
the time savings they get back in return are much larger. As set out in 
Summary Table 3 of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101), the 
Scheme will result in total net benefits of £503m for businesses once user 
charging costs have been taking into account, including reliability benefits. 
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Potential of the user charge to constrain cross-river access 

4.2.3 LB Bexley raise concerns that the introduction of user charges could 
affect the financial viability of Bexley’s businesses engaging with or 
developing a customer-base north of the Thames (Local Impact Report 
(REP1-017) Appendix 1, Heading 3). 

Applicant Response 

4.2.4 The Silvertown Modelling - Changes in Public Transport Travel note 
demonstrates that cross-river trips will increase by 2200 per day, 430 of 
which will be from LB Bexley. As set out in Table 7.2 of the Regeneration 
and Development Impact Assessment (APP-102), business trips are 
expected to consist of a significant share of additional cross-river trips. 
The Scheme is therefore expected to increase the cross-river customer 
base of East London businesses rather than constrain them. 

Impact of the Scheme on HGV and LGV users 

4.2.5 RB Greenwich note, in paragraph 260 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that the ‘economic case suggests that LGV and HGV vehicle 
movements could engender net disbenefits as a result of the user charges 
that will apply, suggesting the scheme may not be good for all business 
operations.’ 

Applicant Response 

4.2.6 Summary Table 3 in the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101) 
demonstrates that, including reliability benefits, the Assessed Case user 
charging schedule will result in disbenefits worth £-109m for HGV users. 
However, these are more than outweighed by the net benefits 
experienced by all other business vehicle types including LGVs (£21m), 
car business trips (£532m) and public transport business trips (£60m). 
Further details of why the Assessed Case user charging schedule has 
been set in this way are included in the Applicant’s response to FWQ 
SE3. 

Impact of the Scheme on SMEs 

4.2.7 LB Tower Hamlets state, at paragraph 8 on page 30 of their Local Impact 
Report (REP1-005), that there is some evidence that micro-businesses 
more typical of the Borough could be adversely affected. They go on to 
state that: 

‘TfL carried surveys of businesses in 2013 and 2015 with a view to 
assessing the impact of the Scheme on local business.............a 
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significant minority said they would have to consider relocation and 32% 
respondents in East London said that would take longer routes to avoid 
the charge. Finally, only 43% of businesses in the borough said that the 
Scheme would make the area attractive to other businesses.’ 

Applicant Response 

4.2.8 The 2015 Business Survey surveyed 501 companies in East London, of 
which 82% were less than 10 employees. The survey identified that, 44% 
of all businesses surveyed in East London with less than 10 employees 
think that the Scheme, including the introduction of charges at both the 
Blackwall and the Silvertown Tunnels, will have a positive impact on their 
business, whilst only 12% think it will have a negative impact. 

4.2.9 The same survey identified that 48% of businesses in Tower Hamlets had 
a positive view of the Scheme, including the introduction of charges, whilst 
only 8% had a negative view of the Scheme. 47% of businesses thought it 
would have a positive impact on business growth, whilst only 4% felt it 
would have a negative impact.  

4.2.10 As set out in Summary Table 3 of the Economic Assessment Report 
(APP-101), the Scheme will result in total net benefits of £503m for 
businesses once user charging costs have been taking into account, 
including reliability benefits. These benefits are expected to be split 
between small, medium and large size businesses.  

Geographic distribution of benefits for businesses 

4.2.11 RB Greenwich state in paragraph 282 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-
002) that: 

‘The geographic distribution of benefits is relatively limited in scope, only 
presenting the data at borough level. There is no assessment of impacts 
on business at a local level and so the analysis does not take into account 
local characteristics of businesses, such as levels of SME who are likely 
to be more affected by the user charges than larger corporations.’ 

Applicant Response 

4.2.12 The assessment of benefits is presented at a Borough level within Tables 
5.6 and 5.7 of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101). This is 
because the strategic model is more robust at a larger geographical level, 
such as a Borough. However, in response to the request for more 
information on the distribution of benefits at a local level, The Applicant 
will produce further analysis on this at a sub-Borough level for Deadline 3. 
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Labour market issues south of the River 

4.2.13 LB Bexley raise concerns, in Appendix A point 1 of its Local Impact 
Report (REP1-017), that: 

‘Increased access to employment opportunities in North / North-East 
London could encourage more higher-skilled Bexley residents to take up 
employment in those boroughs, particularly as gross median annual pay 
values are comparatively higher in the North / North-East boroughs. This 
may make it more challenging for Bexley employers to recruit skilled staff 
without increasing pay to competitive levels, discouraging inward 
investment.’ 

Applicant Response 

4.2.14 The Assessed Case user charge has been set at a level to maintain levels 
of cross-river commuting by car that are similar, or slightly below, that in 
the Reference Case. However, the introduction of new bus services is 
expected to increase the number of people crossing the River by public 
transport. The net-effect will therefore be one of little change in the 
number of people commuting across the River to work. When this is set in 
the context of the size of Bexley’s labour market, with almost 120,000 
economically active residents in 20115, and will be even larger by the 
opening of the Scheme, any small change in the number of people 
commuting north of the River from LB Bexley is therefore likely to have 
little impact on the ability of businesses to recruit skilled staff in the 
Borough. 

4.3 Impact of the Scheme on Residents 
The strategic transport model and assessment of socio-economic 
impacts 

4.3.1 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 129 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that the strategic model cannot fully demonstrate the 
complex social economic impacts of the user charge on the local 
population and businesses and as such fails to meet Project Objective 3. 

5 2011 Census 
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Applicant Response 

4.3.2 The purpose of the strategic transport model is to model changes in travel 
behaviour. The outputs of the transport model are subject to separate 
assessment processes to test the social and economic impacts resulting 
from the changes in travel behaviour.  

4.3.3 The calculation of time saving benefits from the model outputs has been 
calculated in line with TAG guidance and, as set out in Summary Table 3 
of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101), results in total net 
benefits of £1.3bn for residents and businesses once user charging costs 
have been taking into account, including reliability benefits.  

4.3.4 The assessment of who receives this benefit is set out in Table 3.7 of the 
Distributional Impact Appraisal (APP-104), which shows that 75% of non-
business benefits are estimated to accrue to lower income groups. Further 
details of the geographic distribution of benefits are provided in the 
Distribution of User-Benefits note. 

4.3.5 As set out in section 7.1 of the Regeneration and Development Impact 
Assessment (APP-102), the elimination of congestion and improved 
network reliability, as well as the introduction of new cross-river public 
transport services facilitated by the Scheme, will lead to a reduction in 
business costs and support the creation of new jobs. These assessments 
demonstrate that the Scheme therefore clearly does meet Project 
Objective 3. 

Net benefits for non-business car users 

4.3.6 RB Greenwich state, in page 281 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-
002), that the net benefits for non-business car drivers are relatively small. 

Applicant Response 

4.3.7 As set out in Summary Table 3 of the Economic Assessment Report 
(APP-101), benefits for non-business car users including reliability are 
£41m for commuters and £147m for other trip purposes, net of user 
charges. This is equal to 14% of total net user benefits.  

4.3.8 It is not the purpose of the Scheme to generate significant benefits for 
non-business car users, which could lead to an increase in the number of 
non-business car trips. The Assessed Case user charges have therefore 
been set at a level which supports a moderate amount of net benefits for 
non-business car users, whilst maintaining similar levels of traffic flow to 
the Reference Case at opening year. 
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Impact of user charge on access to cross-river employment 

4.3.9 LB Bexley, in Appendix 1, point 1 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-
017), raise concerns that the introduction of user charges could affect the 
financial viability of crossing the river to access employment opportunities. 

Applicant Response 

4.3.10 As set out in Figure 7-2 of the Regeneration and Development Impact 
Assessment (APP-102), whilst the introduction of user charges could 
slightly reduce the number of people travelling by car to access cross-river 
employment opportunities, the introduction of bus services facilitated by 
the Scheme will increase the number of people who commute across the 
river using public transport. The net effect of the Scheme is likely to be 
one where there is little change in cross-river commuting. However, 
improved bus services will also increase the number of people who are 
able to access jobs on the same side of the River too.  

Impact of user charge on low income residents 

4.3.11 RB Greenwich and LB Newham, for example in the final paragraph of 36 
in their Local Impact Report (REP1-014), raise concerns that the 
introduction of user charges when the Blackwall Tunnel is currently free to 
use, could have negative impacts on low income residents, particularly 
given the high levels of deprivation in east London. 

4.3.12 LB Tower Hamlets state, in paragraph 3 of Chapter 7 of their Local Impact 
Report (REP1-005) that net benefits for low income users are lower than 
for medium and high income users. 

Applicant Response 

4.3.13 The Scheme is expected to have positive impacts on low income 
residents from LB Newham, RB Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets. 

4.3.14 Table 3.2 of the Distributional Impact Appraisal (APP-104) identifies that 
net user benefits for low income car users will be lower than that for 
medium and high income car users, at £-0.2m compared to £+0.9m in 
2021. However, Table 3.7 of the Distributional Impact Appraisal shows 
that, once public transport benefits are included, benefits for low income 
users increases to £11.8m, compared to £3.5m for medium and high 
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income users combined. Low income users are therefore expected to gain 
75% of the total net benefits generated by the Scheme in 2021. 

4.3.15 Figure 3.1 in the Distribution of User-Benefits note, demonstrates that of 
the 20% most deprived areas in London, all of those located within LB 
Newham, LB Tower Hamlets and RB Greenwich, and the vast majority in 
other Boroughs in East London, will be subject to net benefits generated 
by the Scheme. Most of these benefits come from the introduction of new 
cross-river public transport services which are expected to 
disproportionately benefit lower income residents.  

Geographic distribution of benefits 

4.3.16 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 285 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that the analysis of the distribution of benefits in the 
Distributional Impact Assessment is too high level, which makes it difficult 
to understand the geographic distribution of costs and benefits in order to 
determine the full extent of the economic impacts on its residents.  

Applicant Response 

4.3.17 The assessment of benefits is presented at a Borough level within Tables 
5.6 and 5.7 of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101). This is 
because the strategic model is more robust at a larger geographical level, 
such as a Borough. However, in response to the request for more 
information on the distribution of benefits for residents at a local level, The 
Applicant has provided further information in the Distribution of User-
Benefits note. 

Changes in access to services 

4.3.18 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 302 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that there is no commentary that explains or verifies how the 
changes in public transport accessibility, as set out in the Distributional 
Impact Assessment, are derived and how this affects specific geographic 
areas in the Borough. 

Applicant Response 

4.3.19 Further details of how the change in public transport accessibility affects 
access to the services described in Chapter 9 of the Distributional Impact 
Appraisal (APP-104) and specific geographic areas of the Borough are set 
out within the three figures below. This analysis has informed Tables 9.2 
to 9.10 in the Distributional Impact Appraisal. 
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Figure 4-1 Change in public transport accessibility to nearest town 
centre as a result of the Scheme 
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Figure 4-2 Change in public transport accessibility to nearest hospital 
as a result of the Scheme 
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Figure 4-3 Change in public transport accessibility to nearest 
university as a result of the Scheme 

 

 

Impact on property prices and displacement of local residents 

4.3.20 LB Bexley raise concerns, in point 1 of Appendix A of their Local Impact 
Report (REP1-017), that ‘The increased road capacity facilitated by the 
Silvertown tunnel could accelerate demand for housing in Bexley as the 
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balance between property affordability and sufficient access to 
employment shifts. This has the potential to accelerate property costs in 
Bexley, displacing existing Bexley residents whose income would no 
longer afford them to live in the borough.’ 

Applicant Response 

4.3.21 Although residents and businesses of LB Bexley stand to gain from the 
Scheme through faster cross-river journey times and improved network 
reliability, Table 3.1 of the Distribution of User-Benefits note identifies that 
the average impact of these benefits is worth £92 per person per year. It 
is considered that the scale of impact in the Borough is therefore unlikely 
to be significant enough to generate a noticeable impact on property 
costs, or to result in the displacement of existing residents of the Borough.  

4.4 Calculation of Economic Benefits 

Difference between AM and PM flows 

4.4.1 RB Greenwich state, in paragraphs 7.7 to 7.8 in their Written 
Representations (REP1-001), that the Strategic Case (within the Outline 
Business Case) does not present a detailed understanding of the 
difference in the AM and PM peak flows.  They also state that ‘A notable 
outcome of TfL’s Economic Assessment is the inference that a significant 
pro-portion of weekday benefits are derived from the 3-hour PM Peak 
period, as opposed to the 4-hour AM Peak, and 9 hour inter/off-peak 
periods. No evidence is provided to verify this outcome is robust. 

Applicant Response 

4.4.2 There is comprehensive coverage of the existing and assessed case flow 
and delay data in the Transport Assessment (APP-086).  

4.4.3 Section 5.4.2 of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101) describes 
the factors that contribute to the PM period benefits being highest.  This 
paragraph notes that:  

‘The main reasons why the evening peak benefits are as high as indicated 
are that (1) in the base (existing) situation journey times and delays are 
much higher in the evening peak than in the morning peak for the peak 
directions, (2) the modelled evening peak hour has more trips than the 
morning peak hour and (3) traffic volumes at the Blackwall and Dartford 
Tunnels are higher in the evening peak than in the morning peak.’ 
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Highway Capacity Data in Economic Case 

4.4.4 RB Greenwich, in paragraph 259 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-
002), state that the Strategic Case lacks highway capacity data in relation 
to alternative crossings which is considered important when considering 
the potential for displaced traffic movements resulting from the imposition 
of user charges. 

Applicant Response 

4.4.5 The issues of the capacity of alternative crossings are covered 
comprehensively in the Transport Assessment (APP-084) in section 3.2 
and Table 3.1. 

Inconsistency of stated user charge 

4.4.6 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 276 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that ‘Fixed user charges have been applied over time within 
the Assessed Case. These don’t seem to correlate precisely with the 
other quoted figures in Table 3-1 in the main Business Case document 
(ref 7.8), despite the acknowledged change in the price base 

Applicant Response 

4.4.7 The off-peak charges quoted in Table 3.1 of the Outline Business Case 
(APP-100) are incorrect. The correct charges are shown in Appendix A of 
the Charging Statement (APP-097). The latter match with those modelled 
after taking into account the different price bases. 

Calculation of economic benefits dependent on model outputs 

4.4.8 RB Greenwich raise concerns, in paragraph 5 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that the outputs of the economic assessment are dependent 
on the traffic model, which has not been agreed.  

Applicant Response 

4.4.9 The Applicant has provided a response to questions on traffic modelling in 
Section 3 of this report. 

Economic benefits dependent on bus provision 

4.4.10 RB Greenwich raise concerns about the economic benefits being 
dependent on the operation of bus services, which are not yet secured 
through the DCO (Written Representation (REP1-002) paragraph 7.6). 
They state that this represents a considerable risk to the Business Case. 
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Applicant Response 

4.4.11 In it’s response to question PN6 from the Examining Authority for deadline 
one, the Applicant made clear that it is not appropriate in 2016 to specify 
the exact bus routes and service levels for some seven years in the 
future.  Normally bus route planning occurs with a two year lead in time.  
However, a Silvertown Bus Service Strategy has been produced (also 
submitted for deadline one) that sets out in more detail the bus planning 
process.  In addition, TfL’s new Business Plan, which  is due to be 
published in December 2016, confirms that the required support will be 
made available to deliver these new services in line with the Mayor’s 
commitment made on 3 October 2016.   

Annualisation factors 

4.4.12 RB Greenwich state in paragraph 275 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-
002) that:  

‘The calculation of annualisation factors is not stated within the EAR and 
are not overtly clear, although reference to another document by Arcadis 
is provided. It is assumed that the peak hour model data has been 
factored down to represent the overall AM and PM peak periods.’ 

Applicant Response 

4.4.13 The document referred to in the EAR (APP-101) in para 4.4.3 is Appendix 
6D ‘Environmental Traffic Data Source’ to the Environmental Statement 
(APP-052), which contains full details of the calculation of the 
annualisation factors. The RXHAM peak hour model data has been 
factored up to represent a peak hour period. 

Calculation of economic benefits from buses 

4.4.14 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 274 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that ‘A separate assessment of benefits from bus service 
improvements has been undertaken, using outputs from Railplan and 
LoRDM. The document does not indicate why this assessment was not 
carried out within TUBA, which would be standard practice for a scheme 
of this scale. Whilst there are no notable issues with the approach 
adopted it would be preferable to maintain a standard approach’ 

Applicant Response 

4.4.15 The separate assessment has been undertaken using a custom-built 
spreadsheet specifically developed to deal with output from TfL’s public 
transport model, Railplan. At the time, the TUBA software was not able to 
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deal with the number of zones in Railplan (in excess of 4,000). In addition, 
it was seen as desirable to use a transparent approach that facilitated 
checking of Railplan inputs and results (including interim calculations) 
better than the TUBA software does.  

4.4.16 The spreadsheet tool is based on WebTAG principles and its calculations 
are consistent with those performed by TUBA. It was originally set up for 
the 2015 appraisal update for Crossrail and was extensively reviewed and 
approved by the DfT in the context of that project. It has since been used 
across a wide range of public transport appraisals in TfL including the 
London Overground extension to Barking Riverside, Silvertown and East 
of Silvertown crossings and Crossrail 2. 

Calculation of accident benefits 

4.4.17 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 277 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that ‘In setting out the underlying calculation for a number of 
benefits, e.g. accident benefits, there are specific quantified numbers 
presented but with little discussion of potential causal links that are 
inferred or any apparent sense-checks of the outputs.’ 

Applicant Response 

4.4.18 Appendix E of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101) makes it 
clear that the basis of the COBA-LT assessment of road safety is the 
classification of roads and volumes on links. The assessment notes that 
significant changes in traffic volumes are not expected, and that the 
Silvertown Tunnel will be a new high quality link. The result of the COBA-
LT assessment, which shows a small positive safety outcome, supports 
this. 

Journey time reliability benefits 

4.4.19 RB Greenwich note, in paragraph 278 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that journey time reliability benefits are presented separately 
from the core transport economic efficiency analysis, as required by DfT 
procedures. They state that ‘whilst the approaches adopted are 
considered logical, the fact that they include non-standard approaches 
means it is important that the benefits are clearly isolated form the main 
output data’. 

Applicant Response 

4.4.20 The method of estimation and the magnitude of the different analyses 
relating to reliability and journey time improvements from incident 
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reduction are clearly described in section 5.7 and Appendix F of the 
Economic Assessment Report (APP-101). Benefits are presented with 
and without the reliability component throughout the Economic 
Assessment Report and Outline Business Case. 

4.5 Cost of the Scheme 

Optimism bias and risk 

4.5.1 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 271 of their Local Impact Report 
(REP1-002), that ‘no optimism bias has been applied to the investment 
costs. This is considered unusual, even for a well-developed scheme. No 
detailed analysis of the cost breakdown has been undertaken so it is 
unclear as to the levels of contingency included; however, it would 
normally be considered prudent maintain some level of optimism bias at 
this stage. 

Applicant Response 

4.5.2 The investment costs for the project have developed over a period time 
with commensurate allowance for risk included from the beginning, with 
the amount of risk being commensurate with the stage of project 
development in line with the guidance set out in the Treasury Green Book.  
As the project has developed and better information obtained relating to 
all costs the risk allowance has changed accordingly.  The investment 
costs have been developed with market engagement and specialist 
support throughout.      

4.6 Regeneration 

Assessment of regeneration impacts net of user charges 

4.6.1 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 7.14 of their Written Representations 
(REP1-001), that the assessment of regeneration impacts ‘does not 
consider the impact of user charges’. 

Applicant Response 

4.6.2 The analysis of regeneration impacts does consider the impact of user 
charges. The economic and regeneration impacts of the Scheme are 
summarised in Section 7.1 of the Regeneration and Development Impact 
Assessment (APP-102). These include: 

• User benefits for businesses, net of user charges, are estimated to be 
over £500m 
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• The impact of the user charge will be to slightly increase the number of 
cross-river trips without increasing traffic flows, due to the introduction 
of new bus services facilitated by the Scheme. Most of these additional 
trips would be for business purposes(as set out in Table 7.2) 

4.6.3 These benefits, which are net of user charges, are expected to create a 
more attractive environment for businesses to operate and lead to the 
creation of additional jobs in east London. 
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5. URBAN DESIGN AND ARCHITECTURE  

5.1 Requested changes to Design Principles 

5.1.1 A number of the comments made by the Royal Borough of Greenwich 
(‘Greenwich’) in their Local Impact Report (‘LIR’) have been addressed by 
amending or adding to the Design Principles (APP-096) submitted with 
the application for the Scheme (APP-096).  An amended version of the 
Design Principles that includes these amendments and others has been 
submitted for Deadline 2.   

5.1.2 The following amendments, on a theme by theme basis, are made in 
direct response to the Local Impact Report. 

PRDB – Permanent Structures 

Comment by Royal Borough of Greenwich: Noise barriers 

5.1.3 At paragraph 106 of their LIR, Greenwich has requested that table 2-2 of 
the Design Principles should include principles in relation to noise 
barriers.  

Applicant Response 

A new Design Principle has been added for Deadline 2 which states:  
‘Where required as part of the Scheme and within order limits, noise 
barriers should be of high quality visual appearance, and suitable for their 
context including existing and committed adjacent uses.’ 
SUEN – Sustainability and environment 

Comment by Royal Borough of Greenwich: Low carbon 

5.1.4 At paragraph 107 of its LIR, Greenwich has suggested that Principle 
SUEN.01 should be modified to remove the word ‘consider’. 

Applicant Response 

5.1.5 The Applicant fully supports the use of low carbon technologies where 
appropriate and is committed to reducing carbon emissions on all of its 
assets.  However, as summarised at paragraph S1.9 of the Energy and 
Carbon Statement (APP-089) of the Environmental Statement, there is 
only a limited potential to incorporate such technologies into the scheme.  

5.1.6 As that statement notes, there are a number of constraints associated 
with the Scheme when considering the installation of renewable energy 
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technologies. However, there is potential for a small amount of solar photo 
voltaic panels at the Portal entrances and service buildings. This will need 
to be investigated further however it is unlikely that sufficient space will be 
made available to make a significant contribution to carbon emissions. It 
would therefore be difficult to justify the high expenditure associated with 
this option. It is therefore not considered appropriate for such technology 
to be required without caveat through the Design Principles. 

5.1.7 Instead, the wording of the design principle be amended to read: 

‘Where practical and viable, the design of buildings and other permanent 
structures should include low zero carbon technology such as solar 
photovoltaic panels to reduce carbon emissions resulting from operation 
of the Scheme.’ 

LSCP – Landscape 

Comment by Royal Borough of Greenwich: SUDS 

5.1.8 At paragraph 104 of its LIR, Greenwich has suggested that principle 
LSCP.11 should make reference to the contribution to SUDs that trees in 
a streetscape provide, and that reference should be made to tree planting 
and tree planting and tree pits should be designed with SUDs principles in 
mind.  

Applicant Response 

5.1.9 In response to RB Greenwich’s comments on the incorporation of SuDS, 
what was principle LSCP.11, and is now LSCP.10 has been changed to: 

‘Where trees are planted in a streetscape setting, their siting should not 
only consider their visual impact, but also their capacity to work as part of 
an integrated SuDS system. This should be reflected in the design of tree 
pits, which should also be sized based on ultimate size of the tree, water 
availability and ground water storage.  Large tree pits should be provided 
to increase growth potential to increase the tree’s access to space and 
light and reduce the potential for vandalism.  The tree planting should take 
account of standards and guidance that are presented in the BAPMS), 
and where they are used S as part of an integrated surface water 
management scheme, they should be designed in accordance with CIRIA 
753 ‘The SuDS Manual’ and TfL SUDS Guidance (2016)’ 

Comment by Royal Borough of Greenwich: Green walls 

5.1.10 In the ‘Additional Requirements’ section of Appendix 2 to its LIR and 
paragraph 4.14 of its Written Representation, Greenwich has suggested 
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that green walls and bridges to complement noise mitigation should be 
included in the DCO. 

Applicant Response 

5.1.11 There is no proven link demonstrating that green walls provide mitigation 
for noise. However, the desire for green walls has already been included 
within the Scheme, through the provisions of the Biodiversity Action Plan 
and Mitigation Strategy, and principle SUEN.03. However, at Deadline 2, 
further provision for them has been provided through new principle 
LSCP.13 which states:  

‘Where practical, green infrastructure including green walls and roofs, 
should be considered in the design of the built structures as part of the 
mitigation for the environmental impact of the Scheme. Such green 
infrastructure shall be provided in accordance with the BAPMS.’ 

Comment by Royal Borough of Greenwich: Advertising 

5.1.12 At paragraph 109 of its LIR, Greenwich has queried whether it is 
appropriate for advertising design principles to be included in the Design 
Principles as they would require separate consent. Greenwich also note 
that if they are to be retained, they should include consideration of 
highways safety issues. 

Applicant Response 

5.1.13 The Applicant acknowledges RB Greenwich’s request to remove the 
advertising design principles due to the need to gain a separate 
advertising consent.  However,  the Applicant believes that the inclusion of 
Design Principles are appropriate and would not prejudice the need for 
advertising proposals to be submitted for advertising consent to the 
relevant planning authority – they would help inform any submission for 
that consent. It has however added a number of new principles at 
Deadline 2 in relation to this topic for greater clarity. 

Comment by Royal Borough of Greenwich: Lighting Assessment 

5.1.14 In the ‘Further information required’ section of Appendix 2 to its LIR, 
Greenwich has suggested that TfL should be required to provide a lighting 
assessment and submit it as part of the DCO. 

5.1.15 A lighting assessment has not been carried out on the buildings as the 
detailed design of the buildings has not yet been developed.  The detailed 
design for the buildings will be developed by the Project Company once 
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appointed and must be in accordance with the lighting Design Principles – 
LTNG.06 (APP-096).  

5.1.16 Appendix 4B of the ES Indicative Lighting Drawings (APP-047) provides 
the external lighting design for highways, with corresponding ISOLUX 
Contour Plans, and does not include the design of lighting for Scheme 
buildings.  

5.1.17 Whereas the highway lighting occupies a relatively large proportion of the 
above ground Scheme footprint, the building lighting would be confined to 
the building locations at each tunnel portal. Paragraph 15.4.6 of the ES 
(APP-031) identifies that these locations fall within high district brightness 
areas, with high levels of night-time activity.  As set out in paragraph 
15.3.20 of the ES (APP-031), there are not anticipated to be significant 
increases in ambient light emissions as a result of Scheme buildings, as 
detailed lighting design would be carried out in accordance with guidelines 
for the reduction of obtrusive light, (ILP guidelines - GN01:2011 and 
lighting design standards) and the lighting design principles outlined within 
the Design Principles (APP-096) and secured by the requirement 3 of the 
dDCO (APP-013). 

5.1.18 It should also be noted that, as a results of Requirement 5(2)(e), TfL will 
consult Greenwich on its construction lighting management plan.  As a 
result of  Requirement 9 of the dDCO, TfL will need to provide details to 
the relevant planning authority (thus including Greenwich) of its 
operational lighting proposals in relation to any building or structure 
forming part of the development authorised by the DCO. Greenwich 
therefore has controls over lighting for the Scheme. 

5.1.19 In order to provide additional assurance over the impacts of lighting the 
buildings, the Design Principles have been amended to make clear that 
they apply across the Scheme, and the following principle has been 
added:  

5.1.20 A lighting assessment shall be carried out for the permanent above 
ground buildings which should be designed in accordance with Guidance 
Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light GN01:2011. 

5.1.21 Comment by Royal Borough of Greenwich:  Approval for highway 
landscaping 

5.1.22 At paragraph 105 of its LIR, Greenwich has suggested that the 
landscaping principles should make it clear that specifications for 
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landscaping agreed with the Council should include areas of adopted 
public highway. 

Applicant Response 

5.1.23 The draft DCO (APP-013) includes such an obligation within requirement 
6 (landscaping scheme) of Schedule 2:  

‘6.— (1) No part of the authorised development may commence until 
a written landscaping scheme for that part has been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the relevant planning authority.  
(2) A landscaping scheme prepared under sub-paragraph (1) 
must include details of hard and soft landscaping works, 
including—  
(a)  location, number, species, size and planting density of any 
proposed planting;  
(b)  cultivation, importing of materials and other operations to 
ensure plant establishment;  
(c)  proposed finished ground levels;  
(d)  hard surfacing materials;’ 

5.1.24 This requirement applies to any part of the proposed development within 
the Order Limits, including areas of adopted highway such as Tunnel 
Avenue and Boord Street.  Accordingly, before the commencement of 
works which will become adopted highway in Greenwich, the details of the 
landscaping for that part will need to be approved by the local authority. 
The landscaping principles within the Design Principles will help inform 
the scheme submitted to Greenwich (as made clear at paragraph 2.1.1 of 
the Design Principles submitted at Deadline 2).  

Comment by Royal Borough of Greenwich: Boord Street Bridge 

5.1.25 At paragraph 93 of its LIR, Greenwich has suggested the addition of a 
design principle to reflect the statement in the DAS that the existing trees 
at Boord Street will be replaced following completion of the bridge works 
at this location. 

Applicant Response 

5.1.26 A new design principle has been added to the Design Principles at 
Deadline 2, which states:  

5.1.27 The detailed design of the Scheme should make provision for the 
replacement of the line of trees adjacent to Boord Street. 
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Comment by Royal Borough of Greenwich: Request for a wildflower 
meadow to be included 

5.1.28 At paragraph 107 of its LIR, Greenwich suggests that wildflower meadow 
style planting on the Greenwich side of the Scheme should be provided 
for in the Design Principles. 

Applicant Response 

5.1.29 The Applicant acknowledges the request for wildflower meadow style 
planting on the Greenwich side of the tunnel.  Based on the Scheme’s 
illustrative design, the Applicant considers that this is something that could 
be possible in certain locations.  The exact location and quantity will 
however depend on several factors that will not be fixed until the Project 
Company develop the detailed highways design.  These factors include 
visibility splays and maintenance regimes.  

5.1.30 As outlined above the final landscaping scheme will be submitted to the 
relevant Planning Authority as required under requirement 6 of Schedule 
2.  

5.1.31 The planting will be required to adhere to the Biodiversity Action Plan and 
Mitigation Strategy (BAPMS) (APP-065) that sets out a range of species 
the landscaping must include to ensure habitat is maintained within the 
development.   

5.1.32 Design Principle SUEN.02 states that all landscaping should be designed 
in accordance with the Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy 
(BAPMS) (APP-065).  Furthermore, requirement 14 of the dDCO directly 
secures the implementation of the BAPMS.  

5.1.33 The BAPMS has proposed two different types of grassland options both 
with wildflower elements. Section 5.2 of the BAP MS details enriched 
amenity grassland mix and semi improved neutral grassland with low lying 
flowering plant species. 

5.1.34 The native species recommended for the semi-improved neutral 
grassland habitat are from the Emorsgate Seeds Composition EN1 – 
Special pollen and nectar meadow mixture, as presented in Table 5-2 of 
the BAP MS (APP-065). It would likely grow to 50 to 100cm in height and 
is designed to create flower rich grassland with a particular emphasis on 
species which are known to be important as sources of pollen and nectar 
for bees, butterflies, hoverflies and other insects.  
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5.2 Enhancements to the public realm 

5.2.1 The Update Report (AS-021) provided to the ExA following the Mayoral 
review of the Scheme states that the Mayor has asked the Applicant to 
explore a set of public realm enhancements.  This includes enhancements 
to public realm and pedestrian and cycling infrastructure on both Boord 
Street and Tunnel Avenue.  

5.2.2 The form and delivery mechanism for these enhancements are currently 
being developed in discussion with RB Greenwich.  During these 
discussions consideration will also be given to the proposals submitted by 
U+I and highlighted by Morden College in their written representations.  

5.2.3 Further confirmation of these enhancements will be provided to the 
Examination in due course. 

5.2.4 Discussions with LB Newham are ongoing on the public realm 
improvements at the following locations referred to in the Design and 
Access Statement (APP-95): 

• Tidal Basin Road 

• Silvertown Way Underpass between Dock Road and Royal Victoria 
Dock 

• Bridge over the DLR in between Tidal Basin Road and Victoria Dock 
Road 

• Each of these would be delivered by LB Newham but funded or part 
funded by the Applicant through a planning obligation that is 
currently being negotiated with the Council.  The Applicant will 
continue to work with LB Newham to agree a solution for each. 

5.2.5 The temporary diversion of NCN route 13 would be agreed with the 
borough during the construction phase, as per of the Code of Construction 
Practice (APP-092) and in the operational stage will be retained on the 
realigned Dock Road.  

5.2.6 These improvements together with the non-motorised user (NMU) routes 
proposed as part of the Scheme should ensure a high quality network of 
routes. 
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5.3 Impact of the Scheme on the regeneration of Thames Wharf 

5.3.1 At section 11 of its Local Impact Report, the London Borough of Newham 
expresses a number of concerns as to the potential effect of the Scheme 
on the redevelopment potential of the Thames Wharf site. 

Applicant Response 

5.3.2 The principle of locating the Works within Thames Wharf was first 
established as part of the safeguarding for a new river crossing in 1995. 
The Silvertown Tunnel is safeguarded and provided for in the Newham 
Core Strategy. However, the Applicant recognises the aspirations for the 
regeneration of Thames Wharf that are contained within the Newham 
Core Strategy. 

5.3.3 Further, it is a core objective of the Scheme to “integrate with local and 
strategic land use policies.”  All parties therefore have an obligation to 
work together to achieve the objectives of both the Scheme and of the 
Thames Wharf regeneration. 

5.3.4 The Applicant has worked closely with LB Newham and the land owners 
within Thames Wharf throughout the development of the proposed 
scheme and this has directly affected the Reference Design, Illustrative 
Design and proposed Works, as explained in the Design and Access 
Statement.  Specifically, the Applicant has sought to optimise the 
relationship between the Scheme and adjacent parcels by reducing land 
take and where possible ensured that adjacent parcels of land have the 
potential to be developed in the future.  This engagement has continued 
throughout the Examination process, and will continue throughout the 
detailed design through the Stakeholder Consultation Group set out in the 
revised version of the Design Principles submitted at Deadline 2. The 
Applicant has also sought to optimise surface access routes to and 
through the Thames Wharf area for all modes of travel. 

5.3.5 The proposed Scheme reflects this optimisation and the Design Principles 
listed in APP-096 commit to maintain this provision as the design is 
developed.  

5.3.6 The following Design Principles (listed in full in APP-096 ) set out the 
commitments that have been made in this regard: 

Pedestrian, cycle access to Thames Wharf  

• LSCP.04 
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• LSCP.06 

• LSCP.07  

• SILPO.02 

• SILPO.03 

Optimisation for adjacent development: 

• PRBD.01 

• PRBD.02 

• PRBD.03 

• PRBD.05 

• PRBD.06  

• SILPO.01 

Integration with committed adjacent masterplans 

• PRBD.11 

Passive provision 

5.3.7 The Applicant has also sought to ensure that the proposed Scheme does 
not prevent the addition (by a third party) of a pedestrian and cycle bridge 
over the tunnel approach and an environmental canopy over the 
approach.  Passive provision for these elements is secured by the 
following two Design Principles: 

• SILPO.04 

• SILPO.05 
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6.  INTRODUCTION TO ENVIRONMENT  

6.1.1 The Boroughs’ Local Impact Reports and Written Representations have 
raised a number of points in relation to environmental issues. For the 
purposes of responding, the Applicant has grouped these points into the 
following themes:  

• Air Quality 

• Noise; 

• Health; 

• Future Receptors; 

• Cultural Heritage; 

• Terrestrial Ecology; and 

• Code of Construction Practice. 
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7. AIR QUALITY  

7.1 Methodology 

DMRB Methodology 

7.1.1 A number of Boroughs including LB Lewisham, LB Hackney, LB Bexley 
and LB Southwark have raised concerns about the methodology used to 
undertake the air quality assessment, particularly in relation to utilising the 
DMRB criterion of 1000 AADT to determine the study area. For example, 
paragraph 7.18 of LB Lewisham’s LIR (REP1-024) states that:  

7.1.2 ‘the DMRB screening criteria used by TfL to discount any detailed 
assessment of impacts in Lewisham is not reasonable, nor is it realistic.’  

7.1.3 The common concern is that the air quality assessment provided by the 
Applicant does not adequately assess impacts within their borough. It is 
suggested the Institute of Air Quality Management/ Environmental 
Protection UK’s ‘Land-Use Planning & Development Control: Planning For 
Air Quality’ (2015) guidance (a copy of which is included in Appendix E) 
should be used instead of DMRB which screens roads based on changes 
of 100 AADT in or adjacent to an AQMA.  

Applicant Response 

7.1.4 The Applicant considers that the Scheme has been assessed in 
accordance with the most appropriate guidance designed to assess a 
road scheme.  This is the guidance set out in Highways England’s Design 
Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) guidance (HA207/07) and 
associated Interim Advice Notes (IANs).  This guidance is designed to 
address the impacts of schemes that involve the construction of major 
new roads that can potentially lead to changes in road traffic flows across 
the wider network. 

7.1.5 The IAQM/EPUK guidance, (Appendix E) is designed to assess the 
impacts of new developments, typically commercial/residential, that will:  
a) generate new emissions (e.g. from road traffic and boiler plant); and  
b) subject the new occupants of the scheme to existing sources of 
emissions.   

7.1.6 The IAQM/EPUK guidance makes this clear in paragraph 1.4 on page 4: 

‘This guidance, of itself, can have no formal or legal status and is not 
intended to replace other guidance. For example, … for major new road 
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schemes Highways England has prepared a series of advice notes on 
assessing impacts and risk of non-compliance with limit values.’ 

7.1.7 The Applicant therefore considers it entirely appropriate that this road 
scheme (Silvertown Tunnel) has been assessed using guidance that is 
designed specifically for assessing road schemes. 

7.1.8 As acknowledged by a number of the boroughs, for example LB 
Lewisham, LB Southwark and LB Hackney, a number of interim advice 
notes have been issued to update the methodology used in the 
assessment of road schemes.  The interim advice notes ensure that the 
Scheme assessment is robust.  For example, IAN 170/12v3 provides 
advice on adjusting the modelled results to account for the optimism in air 
quality assessments reliant on the Defra modelling tools.  IAN 174/13 and 
175/13 provide the guidance on how to assess whether the Scheme has a 
significant impact on air quality and determine whether the Scheme 
impacts on compliance with achievement of the EU Limit Values.  These 
are all important when determining whether the Scheme complies with the 
National Networks National Policy Statement (NN NPS).  Therefore the 
Applicant would disagree that the assessment of the impacts is not robust 
or based on out of date guidance. 

7.1.9  Indeed, the publication of the interim advice notes illustrates how the 
assessment of air quality impacts is being refined as a result of evidence 
and to ensure compliance with Government policy.  

Air Quality Neutral 

7.1.10 A number of boroughs including RB Greenwich, LB Lewisham and LB 
Tower Hamlets consider that the Scheme should accord with the Mayor’s 
air quality neutral policy, for example section 2.6 of LB Tower Hamlets’ 
WR.  

Applicant Response 

7.1.11 As stated in the Applicant’s response to FWQ AQ2 (REP1-151): 

‘The Applicant has not provided an Air Quality Neutral assessment 
because the guidance makes clear that it is not appropriate to apply such 
an assessment to a road scheme. This is clear in paragraph 2.9 (page 5) 
of Air Quality Neutral Planning Support Update: GLA 80371 April 2014’ 

7.1.12 The Greater London Authority in its response to FWQ AQ2 (REP1-151) 
supports the Applicant’s approach to the assessment and states that an 
Air Quality Neutral assessment is neither necessary nor possible for this 
Scheme.  
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Road Component 

7.1.13 LB Tower Hamlets states in paragraph 9.1.1 of their LIR (REP1-005) that 
the background data used in the air quality assessment has been 
adjusted to remove the road traffic component. The borough notes that, 
although this is a method included in the Defra Guidance, they do not 
believe it to be conservative approach. 

Applicant Response 

7.1.14 The air quality modelling has been undertaken in accordance with best 
practice, including that set out in Defra’s 2016 Local Air Quality 
Management Technical Guidance (TG16). The in-grid roadside 
component of major roads needs to be removed from the backgrounds to 
avoid ‘double counting’, as the emissions from the major roads have been 
explicitly modelled. The in-grid contribution from minor roads has not been 
removed as the air quality model does not include the emissions for all 
minor roads as the traffic model cannot provide output for every minor 
road in London. 

7.1.15 Had the major road component not been removed, the model verification 
would have under-estimated the road traffic emission adjustment.   The 
adjustment would be smaller than that used.  This would have reduced 
the future year impacts of the Scheme and would thus not have been 
worst-case. 

7.1.16 Furthermore, the assessment is conservative as it has been undertaken in 
accordance with IAN 170/12v3 and, as a result, the modelled 
concentrations (including the background) have been uplifted to ensure 
that they are not based solely on the Defra emission factors which are 
considered to be optimistic. 

 Gap Analysis  

7.1.17 LB Tower Hamlets identified in their LIR (section 9.1.1, REP1-005) that 
the Applicant has undertaken a gap analysis in line with the Highways 
Agency Interim Advice Note IAN170/12v3 and checked this against air 
quality monitoring across London. However, the council queries why only 
one monitoring site is near the Air Quality Study Area. The council 
considers that other, more local sites should be used, including the Host 
Boroughs’ own monitoring sites.  
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Applicant Response 

7.1.18 The monitoring sites used in Figure 6-3 (AS-022) were taken from the 
Automatic Urban and Rural Monitoring Network (AURN) for consistency of 
monitoring method and quality assurance. Those London AURN sites with 
suitable data capture for each year between 2011-2015 were presented.  
It is considered appropriate to utilise AURN automatic sites in this analysis 
and to ensure a sufficient dataset could be used, stations were identified 
over London as the purpose of the analysis was to compare monitored 
trends in London with the assumed trend in IAN 170/12v3. 

7.1.19 The sites suggested by LB Tower Hamlets for use in Figure 6-3 (AS-022) 
were not used as they were not part of the AURN monitoring network. 
However, local authority automatic and passive monitoring sites were 
used in the dispersion modelling verification process.  The purpose of the 
comparison in Figure 6-3 (AS-022) was to ensure that it is appropriate to 
use the trend assumed in IAN 170/12v3, which states that a judgement 
should be made as to which set of NOx and NO2 projections should be 
relied upon to form a concluding view of significance.  The results support 
the use of the IAN 170/12v3 guidance. 

Determination of Significance  

7.1.20 LB Tower Hamlets in section 9.1.1 of their LIR (REP1-005) note that only 
changes at receptors that are exceeding the Annual Air Quality Objective 
have been considered in the determination of significance and believe 
receptors nearing the Annual Objective should also be included. 

Applicant Response 

7.1.21 The consideration of the Scheme in terms of significance is undertaken in 
accordance with IAN 174/13.  Part of this judgement includes 
consideration of the number of receptors impacted that are above the 
threshold which is included in Table 6-20 of the Air Quality Chapter (AS-
022). However, the assessment also presents the changes at all 
receptors, irrespective of the threshold in Table 6-26. 

7.1.22 Furthermore, in addition to the air quality assessment, a Health Impact 
Assessment (APP-090) has been undertaken which assesses the health 
impact of the change in pollutant concentrations regardless of whether 
there are exceedances of the thresholds. This assessment of the overall 
health impacts has also concluded the Scheme is not significant. 
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Defra modelling  

7.1.23 LB Lewisham noted concerns around the recent High Court Ruling 
regarding the Government’s optimistic modelling and failure to act on 
improving air quality (section 7 of LB Lewisham LIR REP1-024). LB 
Newham outline in paragraph 5.3 of their WR (REP1-013) that  ‘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’. 

7.1.24 A response to the recent judgement has been provided setting out the 
Applicant’s view on the recent High Court Case.  Please refer to, 
Response to ExA’s Notification of Request for Further Information (Rule 
17) (REP1 -093). 

Sensitivity Testing 

7.1.25 A number of Boroughs including LB Newham, RB Greenwich and LB 
Tower Hamlets suggest the air quality assessment should have included 
sensitivity testing in order to assess the potential impacts on air quality 
should the traffic flows modelled not be as predicted. For example section 
7.2 of LB Newham’s LIR (REP1-014).  

Applicant Response 

7.1.26 The air quality assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the 
DMRB which requires the  assessment to be based on the  ‘most likely’ 
traffic flows (Paragraph 3.8 HA207/07).  The assessed case traffic flows 
are considered most likely and therefore is consistent with the advice. 

7.1.27 Prior to the opening of the Scheme the traffic, and air quality assessments 
will be re run using up to date data to ensure the charge is set at a level 
and subject to conditions so that the Scheme in operation is not likely to 
give rise to significant environmental effects which are materially worse 
than those reported in the ES. This is outlined within Policy 7 of the 
Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123).  

7.1.28 The Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121) outlines that a monitoring 
programme of traffic and environmental conditions shall be commenced 
three years prior to Scheme opening and shall continue for three years 
post Scheme opening. TfL will be responsible for producing annual 
monitoring reports of the impacts of the Scheme and presenting these to 
the Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group (STIG) for review and 
consideration enabling the identification of impacts arising as a direct 
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effect of the operation of the Scheme. STIG will make recommendations 
to TfL as to whether requisite mitigation should be carried out in light of 
the results of the monitoring. 

7.2 Results  

7.2.1 RB Greenwich, in their LIR (paragraph 240-241 REP1-002) stated that 
Blackwall Tunnel is a significant cause of air pollution so the area is 
unlikely to be improved in terms of air quality and outlined that should the 
tunnel be used to its full capacity, it would have more significant air quality 
impacts than reported.  

Applicant Response 

7.2.2 In relation to changes in NO2 as a result of changes in traffic flows, the 
assessment shows that the majority of receptors across the study area 
experience a change that is classified as imperceptible by the relevant 
guidance (see ES chapter 6, AS-022). Where changes are classified as 
perceptible, more receptors will experience an improvement than will 
experience a perceptible deterioration. This is also demonstrated in the 
updated Air Quality Assessment (submitted at Deadline 2).  

7.2.3 The areas receiving the largest improvements in air quality are along the 
Blackwall Tunnel Approach Roads (both north and south of the river) 
where annual mean NO2 concentrations are reducing by up to 5.5µg/m3. 
These links currently have some of the highest concentrations in London.  

7.2.4 The Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels are both expected to operate below 
maximum capacity in typical operation, and in the modelled opening year 
(2021) there is forecast to be a small reduction in daily cross-river 
highway demand. This has been assessed as the ‘most likely’ outcome in 
the Transport Assessment (APP-086) and chapter 6 of the Environmental 
Statement (AS-022). The user charge would provide an effective means 
of managing demand for the tunnels.  As set out in the updated Charging 
Policies and Procedures document (REP1-123), TfL will set the initial user 
charge at a level and subject to conditions so that the environmental 
impacts of the Scheme including its impacts on air quality are not likely to 
be materially different from those set out in the Environmental Statement.  

7.2.5 Furthermore, the Monitoring Strategy (updated at Deadline 1 REP1-121) 
and Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (APP-099) would provide an 
appropriate mechanism for identifying and addressing any localised 
impacts of the Scheme including air quality impacts. In making any 
subsequent, future variations to the user charge, TfL would need to have 
regard to the likely environmental impacts of such changes as well as 
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applicable legislation and policies, and consult with STIG which would 
include a range of interested local authorities.   

7.3 Impacts within AQMA’s 

7.3.1 A number of Borough’s including LB Lewisham, LB Southwark and LB 
Hackney raised concerns about air quality impacts within AQMA’s and 
AQFA’s.  

Applicant Response 

7.3.2 The air quality assessment has demonstrated that the Scheme overall will 
have a positive impact, especially in areas which are currently in 
exceedance of the AQS objectives.  The Applicant has provided a detailed 
response regarding the impacts of the Scheme on AQMAs and AQFAs as 
part of the first written questions, please refer to the response to AQ13 
(REP1-151). 

7.3.3 LB Lewisham, LB Hackney and LB Southwark believe the Scheme is 
likely to give rise to significant social and environmental impacts on the 
population. For example in LB Hackney’s LIR they state ‘As demonstrated 
through this LIR the scheme is likely to have a negative impact on air 
quality in Hackney’ (paragraph 4.32 REP1-020). 

7.3.4 Regarding environmental impacts in Lewisham, Hackney and Southwark, 
the Scheme does not trigger any of the traffic change criteria as required 
by the DMRB:  

• +/-1000 change in AADT flow;  

• +/-200 change in HDV flow; 

•  +/-10kph change in daily average speed; and 

•  +/-20kph change in AM/PM peak speeds.  

7.3.5 As a result, the air quality impact of the Scheme is considered to be 
Neutral in these areas.   

7.3.6 It should be noted that the majority of the receptors modelled in the 
affected road network have an imperceptible change in air quality based 
on the roads that trigger the DMRB criteria.  Therefore, the impacts on 
receptors in areas with smaller changes in flow are likely to also be 
imperceptible and would not impact on the current judgement that the 
Scheme does not lead to a significant impact on air quality.  
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7.4 Pump Tower 

7.4.1 LB Newham requested a more detailed assessment  to ensure the Pump 
House development adjacent to the Hoola is not also impacted (section 
7.2 of LB Newham LIR REP1-014). 

Applicant Response 

7.4.2 The Pump House development has been included in the air quality 
assessment and concentrations in the assessed case are predicted to be 
well below the AQS Objective (31.1µg/m³ (receptor 88009), based on the 
‘Updated Air Quality’ assessment submitted at Deadline 2 and the ES 
(AS-022).  

7.5 Mitigation  

7.5.1 A number of borough’s suggested that no mitigation has been 
incorporated to address air quality impacts as a result of the Scheme. For 
example LB Lewisham, LB Hackney and LB Southwark all outline that the 
Scheme does not adequately mitigate the impact on air quality.    

7.5.2 LB Newham, in Section 7.2 of their LIR (REP1-014) state the air quality 
monitoring strategy that underpins the charging structure is not sufficient 
to monitor the environmental impact of the development. They suggest 
the monitoring protocol will need to include relevant and accurate traffic 
flows as well as air quality to ensure the air quality monitoring is correctly 
placed. 

Applicant Response 

7.5.3 Mitigation of air quality impacts is built into the design of the Scheme, as 
described in Section 6.5 of the ES air quality chapter (AS-022).  
Furthermore, the Applicant has also committed to all buses using routes 
through the Silvertown Tunnel being to Euro VI or equivalent emission 
standard, further contributing to minimising any local impacts, and helping 
ensure that the overall impact of the scheme is to reduce exposure to air 
pollutants.  

7.5.4 The Monitoring Strategy (updated at Deadline 1 REP1-120) states at 
paragraph S.3.1 ‘A monitoring programme of traffic and environmental 
conditions will commence from three years prior to Scheme opening and 
shall continue for three years post Scheme opening.’  

7.5.5 It is acknowledged that there are current air quality monitoring locations, 
however, it is the Applicant’s view that the additional automatic monitoring 
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stations and diffusion tubes, located where the assessment indicates the 
impacts will be greatest, are important to provide evidence which will feed 
into the determination of the operational Scheme impacts.  This would not 
preclude utilising the Local Authorities monitoring data as part of the 
evidence gathered to feed into this process.  

7.5.6 In addition to the Air Quality monitoring there will be traffic monitoring that 
will be undertaken to compare against the flows that were predicted in the 
ES.  This information can be used to determine whether the Scheme is 
operating as expected or attracting more or less traffic.  The traffic data 
will also form part of the evidence gathering that will potentially include 
additional air quality modelling to determine the wider impacts of the 
Scheme.   

7.5.7 The evidence from all these sources allow a conclusion to be reached as 
to whether the Scheme is operating as expected or whether additional 
targeted mitigation or an adjustment to the user charge is required.  This 
will be done in consultation with STIG.  

7.5.8 The GLA suggested the Scheme consider Low Emission Neighbourhood 
type measures to mitigate areas receiving air quality worsenings.  

7.5.9 Whilst such mitigation is not required as part of the Scheme, the Applicant 
will discuss with the host boroughs the scope for Low Emission 
Neighbourhood type measures and if appropriate these mitigation 
measures would be secured by a legal agreement with the relevant 
boroughs and implemented alongside the Scheme. LB Newham 
suggested the applicant should provide specific mitigation at the Hoola 
Development, for example, install a ventilation system (section 7.2 of LB 
Newham LIR, REP1-014).  

7.5.10 Mitigation for the Western Hoola building has been investigated and TfL 
have committed to ensuring that the buses using the Silvertown Tunnel, 
and therefore passing the Western Hoola building, will consist of Euro VI 
buses or equivalent emission standard to ensure that the impacts of the 
Scheme are reduced. Sensitivity testing demonstrated that the use of 
Euro VI buses would result in a decrease of approximately 1µg/m³ at 
Hoola compared to a standard inner London fleet composition.   

7.5.11 The air quality assessment carried out within the Environmental 
Statement prepared by the developers and submitted as part of the 
original planning application (13/01873/FUL) for the Hoola Development 
has been reviewed. This indicates that mechanical ventilation has been 

Page 118 of 194 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

Comments on Borough Local Impact Reports and Written Representations 
 

installed as part of the development, primarily for acoustic reasons, 
however paragraph 7.5.20  the ES stated that: 

‘Residential receptor locations West Tower F, G, H and I fall into APEC 
Category B which recommends “May not be sufficient air quality grounds 
for refusal; however appropriate mitigation must be considered e.g. 
maximise distance from pollutant source, proven ventilation systems, 
parking considerations, winter gardens, internal layout considered and 
internal pollutant emissions minimised. 
As the number of residential receptors that fall into APEC B is very limited 
and the proposed development is already mechanically ventilated as a 
result of the noise environment (see Chapter 8 Noise & Vibration of this 
ES), this is not considered to result in an adverse effect on those few 
receptors.’ 

7.5.12 The planning officer’s committee report considers (within paragraph 3.2) 
‘The detail in the ES and supporting information are considered to be 
sufficiently comprehensive to provide a robust EIA and allow for a full 
assessment of the environmental impacts of the proposed development’. 
Following approval of the development, details of the mechanical 
ventilation as required by the conditions, were subsequently approved by 
London Borough of Newham through an approval of details application 
(14/02698/AOD).  

7.5.13 Therefore, in addition to the mitigation measures proposed as part of the 
Silvertown Tunnel Scheme, in accordance with the planning conditions, 
the building has been designed to include ventilation as part of the 
planning consent granted by London Borough of Newham 
(14/01128/VAR). 

7.6 Switch House 

7.6.1 LB Tower Hamlets in their LIR (REP1-005) request that appropriate 
mitigation be undertaken to minimise impact at ‘receptor 8’, an apartment 
block known as Switch House, 4 Blackwall Way, which it notes receives a 
deterioration in air quality (NO2) of 0.8 µg/m³. 

Applicant Response 

7.6.2 The Applicant acknowledges that Receptor 8 is representative of a large 
residential apartment block.   

7.6.3 The air quality modelling at representative receptors was conservative as 
all concentrations were modelled at a height of 1.5m to represent a 
receptor on the ground floor of a building nearest to the road.  The 
updated air quality assessment (submitted at deadline 2) has been used 
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to provide further information in relation to this receptor as the building is 
an apartment block.  The air quality modelling has predicted an increase 
in annual mean NO2 of 0.9µg/m³ at a height of 1.5m at the edge of the 
building closest to the road source. The Applicant notes that the ground 
floor of this block is not residential, and that the floor level of the first 
residential properties is at a height of approximately 8-10 metres. To 
illustrate the reduction in concentrations that would result with height up 
the building modelling has been undertaken every metre from 1.5 to 9.5m. 
The concentrations are presented in the table below. 

Figure 7-1 NO2 Results at Receptor 8 

Height 
(m) 

Reference 
Case 

Concentration 
(µg/m³) 

Assessed 
Case 

Concentration 
(µg/m³) 

Change 
(µg/m³) 

1.5 39.8 40.7 0.9 
2.5 39.4 40.2 0.8 
3.5 38.9 39.6 0.7 
4.5 38.3 39.0 0.7 
5.5 37.7 38.2 0.5 
6.5 37.0 37.5 0.5 
7.5 36.5 36.8 0.3 
8.5 35.9 36.2 0.3 
9.5 35.4 35.6 0.2 

7.6.4 The Table demonstrates that relevant receptors would be below the AQS 
annual mean objective for NO2 at a height of 3.5m, and that the impact of 
change would be imperceptible from 7.5m upwards. Therefore, at the 
point where there will be relevant exposure (8-10 metres above ground 
level), the concentration would be below the AQS Objective and the 
impact of the Scheme would be imperceptible.   

7.6.5 Tower Hamlets (section 2 WR, REP1-004) have requested an additional 
air quality monitor to the South West of the Leamouth Road Roundabout 
where the deterioration in air quality is shown in the assessed case, to 
monitor the impacts from the increases in traffic coming over the Lower 
Lea Crossing.  Currently there are no plans based on the assessment 
results to monitor in this area.  The monitoring locations will however be 
reviewed as part of the Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121) in consultation 
with STIG to include further locations. 
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7.7 Construction Impacts 

7.7.1 A number of Borough’s identified air quality impacts during construction as 
an issue, particularly construction dust. For example RB Greenwich stated 
that on the Greenwich Peninsula, appropriate dust mitigation measures 
are essential to minimise negative impact on particularly children’s health. 

Applicant Response 

7.7.2 Air quality impacts during the construction of the proposed Scheme as a 
result of construction dust, construction vehicle exhaust emissions, non-
road mobile machinery emissions and river vessel emissions have been 
assessed in Chapter 6 of the ES (AS-022) as not significant.  Further 
detailed information is presented in Appendix 6A Construction Dust 
Assessment of the ES (APP-049). 

7.7.3 A comprehensive range of mitigation measures have been identified to 
minimise air quality impacts during construction.  An Updated Code of 
Construction Practice (CoCP), submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-119), lists 
all the air quality mitigation measures and sets out the principles for the 
development of an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for each 
worksite which must be approved by the relevant authority before 
construction commences.    
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8.  NOISE AND VIBRATION 

8.1 Methodology 
Determination of Significance Criteria used in the Noise Assessment 

8.1.1 RB Greenwich in their LIR (REP1-002) have raised a concern that the 
methodology used to undertake the noise assessment has not yet been 
developed to assign the importance/sensitivity of a resource/receptor. The 
sensitivity of a resource/receptor is based upon professional judgement 
and the guidance notes of Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE) 
(paragraphs 229 -233 of the LIR). They raise that, in contrast to the WHO 
criteria, the Noise Policy Statement for England seeks to avoid ‘significant 
adverse impacts’ and distinguishes these from the more stringent ‘Lowest 
Observable Adverse Effect Levels’ used to set the WHO’s ultimate night-
time noise target by referring to ‘Significant Observed Adverse Effect 
Levels’ SOAEL i.e. the levels above which significant adverse effects on 
health and quality of life occur. 

8.1.2 It is the Borough’s view that the NPSE does not promote or otherwise 
sanction the ultimate WHO night noise target of Lnight externally of 
40dB(A) as an overall policy objective. Instead it seeks to promote a more 
realistic and achievable target in order to avoid significant adverse effects. 
RB Greenwich consider that the use of the 2010 NPSE criteria in 
preference to the WHO guidelines leads to the level of significant impact 
being diminished. 

8.1.3 The RB Greenwich outline IAN 125/09 which shows that significance 
based upon professional judgement should not be used, and suggest that 
the magnitude of change should be presented and assessed in line with 
the DMRB. To that effect the number of dwellings affected and the 
number of persons annoyed should be detailed in advance of the need for 
a mitigation strategy to be drawn up.  

Applicant Response 

8.1.4 The noise assessment has been undertaken with regard to NN NPS and 
NPSE which seek to mitigate and minimise noise impacts from a new 
development. The assessment presented in the ES (APP-031) has 
applied a stringent significance criteria by applying a higher value to 
sensitive receptors which are predicted to be in excess of SOAEL in the 
long term, which effectively deems a higher value of significance at these 
receptors. If the criteria were not applied, the impact significances 
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reported within the ES would be lower, with no identified receptor 
reporting an impact above minor. 

8.1.5 It should also be noted that the NPSE does not set specific criteria for 
significance. The assessment has been undertaken in accordance with 
the DMRB and levels of significance have been determined based upon 
significant observed effect levels (SOAEL) presented by the WHO and 
Defra (ES Section 14.3 Methodology tor the Consideration of Impacts – 
APP-031).  

8.1.6 Daytime noise levels of significance have been based upon the values 
presented in the Defra report “Possible Options for the Identification of 
SOAEL and LOAEL in Support of the NPSE” and aligned with the noise 
insulation regulations which is a common approach taken for road 
schemes in the UK. 

8.1.7 Night time levels of significance have been based on WHO night time 
guideline noise levels as required by the DMRB with a night time noise 
level of 55dB deemed to be a SOAEL and marking the threshold above 
which assessment should be undertaken. This night time noise level of 
55dB referenced by the DBRB is the interim target (IT) taken from the 
WHO document. 

8.1.8 It should also be noted that IAN125/09 has been entirely superseded by 
IAN 125/15 released in October 2015. As such IAN 125/09 has been 
rescinded and no longer applies to road schemes in the United Kingdom, 
nor should be referenced.  IAN125/15 no longer advocates that 
professional judgement should not be used. Additionally IAN 125/09 
specifically considered the guidance of DMRB HD213/08 which has been 
subsequently updated to the HD213/11 version as referenced in the ES. 

8.1.9 Taking all these factors into account, the Applicant considers that the 
potential impacts of the Scheme operation during the overnight period has 
been undertaken entirely in accordance with appropriate guidance and 
policy, and accurately represents the significance of any impacts in 
accordance with relevant guidance. 

8.2 Baseline Monitoring and Construction Noise Assessment 

8.2.1 In their Written Representation, LB Newham (REP1-013) have raised 
queries relating to incorrect monitors being used to assess individual 
locations and the results of the repeated noise monitoring data being used 
to justify the conclusions in the ES with regards to construction noise. 
More clarity has been sought over the level of monitoring undertaken and 
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the discrepancies between the data recorded, as set out in paragraph 
5.11 of the WR. 

8.2.2 Furthermore, and in relation to the above concerns, as set out in 
paragraph 5.12 of the WR, LB Newham note that night-time construction 
SOAEL levels are exceeded at Western Beach Apartments and SOAEL 
levels need to be avoided. Therefore, LB Newham do not agree with the 
conclusions on this matter. 

Applicant Response 

8.2.3 Appendix D of this report presents the baseline monitoring data collected 
to inform the noise assessment. It is acknowledged that the incorrect 
noise monitoring location was assumed at Western Beach Apartments 
and a subsequent technical note has been issued to LB Newham 
(Appendix A of this report). The conclusions drawn within the ES remain 
valid as the existing ambient noise levels assumed in the ES at Western 
Beach Apartments were of a lower level than actually measured at this 
location, placing this sensitive receptor in a lower BS5228 ABC 
significance category than it should be. 

8.2.4 The discrepancies noted between the short term and long term noise 
monitoring datasets are generally accounted for by a combination of a) 
different monitoring positions being used as a result of safe access and 
security between the long and short term surveys, and b) short term 
surveys avoiding peak flow times in accordance with agreements made 
prior to the surveys and appropriate guidance (CRTN short method).  

8.2.5 It is noted that, under the terms of the CoCP (REP1-119) a significant 
level of additional pre-construction baseline surveys will be undertaken in 
consultation with LB Newham and used to subsequently redefine the 
construction baseline and to inform the noise and vibration management 
plan for construction, which will be approved by the relevant Local 
Authority which would include LB Newham. 

8.2.6 With regard to the second point raised on this matter, it should be noted 
that the significance of construction noise levels presented within the ES 
has been concluded as per other significant NSIP Schemes following the 
ABC procedure described within BS5228-1:2009+A1 2014 Annex E. This 
method is based upon rounding the existing ambient noise level and then 
assigning a relevant construction noise level limit category. Under the 
methodology if the prevailing ambient noise level exceeds the highest 
threshold level given in BS 5228-1:2009+A1:2014  for the specified time 
period (i.e. the ambient noise level is higher than the noise level limit 
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category values), then a potential significant effect is indicated if the total 
LAeq, T noise level for the period increases by more than 3 dB due to site 
noise. Furthermore, within the ES (Table 14-12) the upper ABC threshold 
Values from BS 5228-1:2009+A1:2014 have been set as the values for 
SOAEL for construction noise in line with other NSIP Schemes. 

8.2.7 The measured ambient night-time noise climate of the Western Beach 
Apartments is represented by long term survey location D, which was 
surveyed continuously for a period of 24hrs.  The night-time level 
monitored at NML D was 60dB LAeq 8 hour (NML D Table 14-25 of ES) 
which, as qualified in the ES, would exceed night time SOAEL levels 
without any construction activities occurring by 5dB. As such it is qualified 
that the prevailing noise level at Western Beach Apartments is already 
above the identified overnight SOAEL level. 

8.2.8 Given that the existing noise levels at Western Beach Apartments are 
already in excess of night-time SOAEL, it is considered that the level of 
significance for construction noise presented in the ES based upon the 
guidance provided in BS 5228-1:2009+A1:2014 is sufficiently robust to 
determine that no significant effects would occur at this receptor during 
night time construction works. It is further noted that this approach has 
been used in other infrastructure schemes which have been granted 
approval from the Secretary of State based upon the ABC method 
including River Humber Gas Pipeline Replacement Project (decided 
25/8/2016), York Potash Harbour Facilities Order (decided 20/7/2016) and 
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme (decided 
19/5/2016). 

8.3 Impact Assessment  

8.3.1 LB Newham state in paragraph 5.10 of their WR (REP1-013) that noise 
mitigation around the Hoola and Pump House buildings is based on the 
use of low noise road surfacing and mitigation already in place in the 
development. It is the Borough’s view that the Scheme is expected to be 
used mainly by HGVs, and as a result of this the engine noise will 
dominate road surface-tyre interaction noise at low speeds. Therefore, 
this mitigation will not have the positive impact assessed within the ES. 
Newham are concerned that with the Hoola building already expected to 
exceed SOAEL values, the absence of any actual decrease in noise from 
the road surface will only further increase noise levels, therefore the 
model may be underestimating the impact of the Scheme on the residents 
of the Hoola and  Pumphouse developments. 
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Applicant Response 

8.3.2 The traffic data (Assessed case) for 2036 along Tidal Basin road defines 
HGV content as 14.9% of the total 18 hour AAWT flow, therefore it is 
predicted that HGVs will not be the main component in the traffic flows on 
Tidal Basin Roundabout.  

8.3.3 The assumptions which have been applied in the assessment are 
presented in Paragraph 14.3.53 of the ES (APP-031). This states “Where 
a thin surfacing system has been presumed, a correction of -1dB has 
been applied as a result of mean traffic speeds being of less than 
75km/hr”. Within the detailed study area there are no roads with a mean 
traffic speed greater than 75km/hr. This correction has been applied in 
accordance with guidance provided in the DMRB. 

8.3.4 Annex 4 paragraph A4.27 of the DMRB recognises that at low speeds 
engine noise would be dominant rather than tyre interaction, and in that 
regard the comment from LB Newham is accepted. However, the DMRB 
assessment methodology accounts for this by assuming the conservative 
correction of -1dB at lower speeds, as opposed to the normal -3.5dB 
correction for higher speed roads.  

8.3.5 As such the assessment with regard to low noise road surfacing provision 
follows the recognised and appropriate guidance methodology of the 
DMRB and is considered to be robust.  

8.4 Mitigation Measures 

8.4.1 In Appendix 2 of their LIR (REP1-002), RB Greenwich raise a concern 
that there is lack of air and noise mitigation measures within the dDCO 
and the Applicant should provide a mitigation strategy.  

Applicant Response 

8.4.2 The noise assessment has included low noise surfacing and noise 
barriers around the tunnel portal as noise mitigation measures, as set out 
in Section 14.5 of Chapter 14 Noise and Vibration (APP-031) and as 
secured by Requirement 12 of the dDCO (REP1-095). All possible options 
in terms of locations for other noise mitigation measures have been 
investigated as part of the design process (presented in Appendix C) but 
were found to have little effect or deemed not to be cost effective. 
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8.5 Monitoring  

8.5.1 RB Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets both request reassurance 
throughout their LIRs (REP1-002 and REP1-005) that air quality and noise 
monitoring is adequately covered during the operation of the Scheme. 

8.5.2 In particular, RB Greenwich, at paragraph 234, request noise monitoring 
at the Silvertown Tunnel southern approach road at location NML8 (of the 
baseline monitoring locations) as it is deemed that future residential 
receptors on both sides of the approach road may be potentially 
significantly affected by noise from the existing approach road. RB 
Greenwich suggest that the exact location of any additional monitoring will 
depend on where the portal is. 

8.5.3 LB Tower Hamlets identified in their LIR (section 9.2, REP1-005) that 
minor reductions in noise impacts within the Borough are based on the 
assumption that traffic will be free flowing in locations close to the 
Blackwall Tunnel. It is the Council’s opinion though that if the Assessed 
Case outputs are proved to underestimate the impact of the Scheme the 
council would expect TfL to consider further the need for some form of 
mitigation. Therefore, continuing monitoring of noise levels, and any 
necessary and effective mitigation, would need to be implemented as a 
matter of priority. 

Applicant Response 

8.5.4 The monitoring of noise levels is set out in Chapter 5 of the Monitoring 
Strategy (updated at Deadline 1, REP1-121). Once the Scheme has been 
opened to traffic the noise monitoring and modelling strategy will be 
maintained for a minimum period of three years, with the opportunity for 
TfL to extend this period by up to two further years having regard to 
recommendations made by the STIG. 

8.5.5 The scope of the Monitoring Strategy, including the location of monitoring 
points, incorporates consultation with STIG (which includes  RB 
Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets as well as other boroughs), prior to the 
implementation and setup of the noise monitoring regime.  

8.5.6 LB Tower Hamlets, along with the other boroughs, will be provided full 
ability and opportunity to drive the scope of the Monitoring Surveys and 
locations considered. This will therefore be fully resolved and agreed in 
time and a mechanism is proposed to ensure this occurs. 

8.5.7 The Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (TIMS) (APP-099) sets out the 
process for mitigating any significant adverse localised traffic or traffic-
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related impacts attributable to the Scheme in operation, should these be 
identified during the monitoring period of three years (with the potential for 
this to be extended to five years) after Scheme opening as requiring 
mitigation. Table 3-1 sets out a range of potential mitigation measures, the 
effect that each measure is likely to have and the mechanism for 
delivering that mitigation measure. 

8.6 Construction Impacts and Mitigation  

8.6.1 RB Greenwich in paragraph 237 of their LIR accept that the TBM and 
associated spoil removal shall operate on a 24 hour basis. The Council 
requests however that spoil removal to be arranged in a way that any 
noise from the operation is inaudible at the nearest noise sensitive 
premises outside RB Greenwich normal working hours. 

Applicant Response 

8.6.2 During the night time, spoil removal will be undertaken via a conveyor 
system to the northern construction site via the new tunnel. This will 
require the use of a transfer conveyor which will be located within the 
reception shaft itself below ground level and as such would not generate 
significant levels of noise at the façade of the nearest sensitive receptor 
during the night-time period. However, notwithstanding this, construction 
noise of this night time activity would be, in accordance with the CoCP, 
reassessed in accordance with B5228, the results shared with 
Greenwich’s EHO, which will then inform the results of the noise and 
vibration management plan approved by Greenwich.  
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9.  HEALTH  

9.1 The National Networks National Policy Statement and Health Issues 
Raised 

9.1.1 The LB of Southwark LIR (REP1-009 para 5.11) and WR (REP1-008 
para. 4.36), LB of Hackney LIR (REP1-020para. 4.11) and LB of 
Lewisham LIR (REP1-024 para 5.11) all outlined concerns regarding 
health impacts. In particular, they queried whether the Scheme met the 
policy requirements for health and well being set out in the paras. 4.79 to 
4.82 of the NN NPS which refer to the potential for the road network to 
affect health, well-being and quality of life, including impacts from changes 
in air quality. They also refer specifically to para. 4.81, which requires the 
Environmental Statement to identify and set out an assessment of any 
likely significant adverse health impacts; and to para. 4.82 which refers to 
measures required by the applicant to avoid, reduce or compensate for 
adverse health impacts.  

Applicant Response 

9.1.2 A standalone Health and Equality Impact Assessment (HEqIA) (APP- 090) 
has been prepared which identifies the potential effects on health, well-
being and quality of life, including impacts from changes in air quality. The 
HEqIA  has taken the information provided in the ES and used it to 
undertake detailed quantitative analysis for a range of health metrics that 
may occur as a result of the Scheme. It did not identify any significant 
adverse effects. The results of the HEqIA are also summarised in Chapter 
18 of the ES (APP-031).  Chapter 4 of the HEqIA sets out mitigation 
measures that have been identified to avoid, reduce or offset adverse 
impacts on health and equality during both construction and operation 
phases of the Scheme. The Applicant has therefore undertaken the steps 
required by the NN NPS.  

9.1.3 The sections below summarise the information presented in the ES and 
HEqIA on health and air quality. They clearly demonstrate that the 
Scheme has been designed to minimise social and environmental impacts 
specifically in relation to health and air quality in accordance with the 
requirements of the NN NPS. 

Construction Air Quality and Health Effects.     

9.1.4 The potential air quality impacts of the proposed Scheme during 
construction have been assessed in Chapter 6 of the ES (AS-022) and 
are considered not significant. Chapter 11 of the HEqIA (APP-090) 
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concludes that the residual effects on health and well-being resulting from 
changes in air quality during construction are not significant.  

Operational Health Effects 

9.1.5 Potential operational air quality effects are recorded in the ES (AS-022) as 
not significant (in accordance with IAN174/13). Mitigation measures to 
avoid and reduce operational air quality impacts of the Scheme are 
embedded in the Scheme design, as included in Section 6.5 of the Air 
Quality Chapter (ES  AS-022). The user charge is the principal mitigation 
measure which will be used to regulate traffic flows and provide scope to 
apply discounts and exemptions to incentivise the use of cleaner vehicles. 
The effects of the Scheme will be monitored after opening and TfL will 
have the ability to change the user charges in response to the results of 
this monitoring. Details are set out in the updated Charging Policies and 
Procedures document submitted at Deadline 1 (REP-123) and the 
updated Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121).   

9.1.6 The quantitative assessment undertaken in the HEqIA in respect of the 
potential health effects resulting from changes in air quality, has identified 
that the total change in Attributable Deaths and Attributable Life Years for 
a range of both long and short-term health effects as a result of the 
Scheme is negligible. This assessment has been updated taking into 
account the latest air quality assessment results submitted at Deadline 2 
as an Updated Air Quality and Health Report. This has also concluded 
that the potential health effects of the Scheme resulting from changes in 
air quality are negligible. 

9.2 Active Travel and Health 

9.2.1 The LB Lewisham and RB Greenwich raised issues on active travel.  They 
queried whether a road tunnel and specifically the Silvertown Tunnel 
Scheme would encourage people to walk and cycle.  The LB of Lewisham 
LIR (REP 1-024 para 7.4) referred to the benefits of access by foot and 
bike in terms of accidents, air pollution, severance, road safety and also 
the contribution pedestrians and cyclists make to spending in local 
economies. The RB Greenwich LIR (REP1 -002, para.52/para. 53) quoted 
the Core Strategy CH1 Cohesive Communities and London Plan 
Policy 3.2: Improving Health and Addressing Health Inequalities: 

‘All development must include measures that help to create and maintain 
cohesive communities that encourage diversity and reduce inequalities 
between areas. One of the requirements is that developments are 
expected to create safe streets, including measures that allow for shared 
surfaces/spaces and improve the permeability of the environment;’ Policy 
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CH2 Healthy Communities and London Plan Policy 3.2 Improving Health 
and Addressing Health Inequalities: ‘All development must allow and 
enable residents to lead more healthy and active lifestyles. Measures that 
will help to build healthier communities and address health inequalities 
must be incorporated into development where possible’  
 
Applicant Response 

9.2.2 The HEqIA (APP-090) sets out the policy framework for the assessment 
within Appendix A, this includes relevant policies of both the London Plan 
(Policy 3.2) and the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy (2014).  
The sections below sets out the Applicant’s response to issues raised on: 
the option selection process (on walking and cycling), the effect of the 
scheme on community and social cohesion (including pedestrian and 
cycle severance) and the project approach to walking and cycling 
provision.  

The Option Selection Process  

9.2.3 The Applicant has developed the Scheme as the best option to address 
problems experienced at the Blackwall Tunnel. The Silvertown Tunnel is 
expected to introduce a range of positive social and economic impacts 
including shorter journey times, improved efficiency and improved access 
to employment and community opportunities.  Section 3 and 5 of the Case 
for the Scheme (APP-093) sets out the reasons why a road tunnel was 
selected.    

9.2.4 The Applicant explored the potential for walking and cycling-based 
solutions to address the identified needs for river crossings in east London 
in its 2009 studies, and considered pedestrian and cycle crossings at a 
number of different locations (from North Greenwich to Canary Wharf, 
from Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf, from North Greenwich to Silvertown 
and at Gallions Reach).  The Applicant also noted from an early stage that 
although it might be feasible to incorporate provision for pedestrians and 
cyclists within a tunnel crossing, it would be of questionable benefit 
because of the poor and potentially intimidating ambience of a 1.4km 
tunnel exposed to high levels of road noise. This was strengthened in 
further examination of the option in 2010, which showed that pedestrian 
access to lengthy tunnels had the potential for significant safety risks.  

9.2.5 The Applicant has continued to consider the possibility of incorporating 
provision for pedestrians and cyclists within the fabric of highway crossing 
options. Initiatives to encourage walking and cycling include: 
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• continued investment in Cycle Superhighways, Quietways, the 
Central London Grid and Mini Hollands to create a network of safe 
cycle routes and improve conditions for walking; 

• working with London’s boroughs to deliver public realm 
enhancements and improve the walking and cycling experience in 
town centres;  and 

• working with schools, business and communities to promote walking 
and cycling. 

9.2.6 Further proposals are being developed as part of the forthcoming Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy.   

The Effect on Social Cohesion 

9.2.7 The importance of cohesive communities and addressing health 
inequalities as set out in the RB Greenwich Core Strategy is noted. The 
impact of the scheme on social capital and accessibility of communities 
across the river is assessed in Chapter 12 of the HEqIA (APP-090).   

9.2.8 The rapid development both sides of the river will continue, and over time, 
new community networks and links will gradually evolve.  The Scheme will 
improve access to these areas by car, and the potential increased bus 
networks which can use the Silvertown Tunnel will facilitate this process 
contributing to establishing new cohesive community networks.     

9.2.9 Chapter 7 of the HEqIA (APP-090) looks at the effect of the Scheme on 
severance and amenity within the local community.  Locations where a 
potential impact could occur have been identified and specific mitigation 
measures have been proposed with a commitment to the monitoring and 
review of existing crossings and improvements to pedestrian and cycle 
crossings and footways during Scheme operation where required. This is 
set out in the updated Monitoring Strategy (REP-121) and Traffic Impact 
Mitigation Strategy (APP-099).  

Silvertown Tunnel approach to walking, cycling and public realm 

9.2.10 The Design Principles (APP-096), and as amended at Deadline 2, 
specifically make provision for public realm, cycling and walking. The 
Design and Access Statement (APP-095) presents a number of specific 
illustrative design measures for cyclists and pedestrians which 
demonstrate one way in which these principles could be delivered, 
utilising the powers contained within the dDCO and TfL’s powers as 
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highway authority for the Transport for London Road Network. These 
include:  

Silvertown  

• Introduction of a new fully segregated cycle route connecting the 
Lower Lea Crossing to Tidal Basin Road via the north side of Tidal 
Basin Road, enabling National Cycle Route 13 to become shorter, 
more direct and safer; 

• the introduction of an off carriageway cycle route north south around 
Tidal Basin roundabout and along Dock Road from the Lower Lea 
Crossing to North Woolwich Road; 

• the introduction of enhanced quality public realm and planting 
around the extended Tidal Basin Roundabout; 

Greenwich 

• The replacement of the Boord Street footbridge with a new, wider 
accessible pedestrian and cycle bridge significantly improving east 
west connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists across the Greenwich 
Peninsula 

• Realignment of the Boord Street footbridge to be visible from 
Millennium Way improving the legibility of the area  

9.2.11 As outlined in the Design and Access Statement (APP-095), the Applicant 
has been in discussions with both RB Greenwich and LB Newham as to 
further measures in this regard and how this will be secured, such as 
through agreement. Further submissions will be made to the Examination 
on this matter in due course. 

9.3 Employment/Regeneration and Health  

9.3.1 The LB of Lewisham LIR (REP 1-024 paras.7.1.4, 7.1.5) and WR (REP1-
023 paras. 4.21 and 4.22) raised a need for employment opportunities, 
educational opportunities and apprenticeships during Scheme 
construction. They explained these would be of particular benefit for 
deprived communities and help address existing issues of poor socio-
economic conditions and their effects on health (for example the effect of 
unemployment on health). LB Lewisham requested that there be specific 
employment targets for the borough to be filled by the Scheme. Other 
issues raised by the borough relate to the loss of businesses and 
vehicular access in Evelyn Ward.   
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Applicant Response 

9.3.2 The effect of the Scheme on employment and training is assessed in 
Chapter 9 of the HEqIA (APP-090). This chapter sets out the links 
between employment and health (section 9.2).  Employment is also 
assessed in Chapter 7 of the ES (APP-031).  Neither the ES nor the 
HEqIA have identified direct effects on employment from construction on 
the residents and businesses of Evelyn Ward (for example loss of 
businesses, jobs or vehicular access).  This is because it is located more 
than 2km from the Scheme and is therefore outside of the study area 
within which potential effects may occur.    

9.3.3 The ES (APP-031) and the HEqIA (APP-090) explain that the Scheme 
provides an opportunity to promote local employment and training for local 
people through the development of skills and training programmes and 
apprenticeship schemes.  The Contractor for the Scheme will be required 
to produce a Community Benefits Strategy, setting out how they will 
deliver wider community benefits through the project, for example school 
visits, providing site visits/education days for local people, and work 
experience.   

9.3.4 The Applicant is proposing to recruit at least 25% of the non-specialist 
elements of the workforce from within the three host boroughs of 
Newham, Tower Hamlets and Greenwich.  Whilst it is fully appreciated 
that Evelyn and other wards throughout LB Lewisham experience high 
levels of deprivation, the proposals are limited to the boroughs where the 
Scheme is located and the direct potential effects of the Scheme have 
been identified and assessed. Discussions are continuing with the 
boroughs to confirm how all of these measures will be best secured, and 
further submissions will be made to the Examination in due course on 
these matters.  

9.4 Air quality and health  

9.4.1 LB Lewisham and RB Greenwich both raised issues relating to a lack of 
confidence in the traffic modelling and therefore the validity of the air 
quality and subsequent health assessment. LB Lewisham states (REP1-
023 para. 4.3)): 

‘that the potential short-comings of TfL’s traffic and air quality 
assessments significantly undermine the robustness of the submitted 
HEIA.  There is no doubt that deterioration in air quality could lead to 
negative impacts on the health of Lewisham’s community.’   

9.4.2 The RB of Greenwich state in their LIR (REP1-002 para. 242):  
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‘However this analysis (air quality health) is based on a traffic model that 
predicts that the levels of traffic passing through Silvertown in operation 
will be in the same region as the current numbers through Blackwall. If 
this is not the case, then the impact is likely to be much more significant.’  

Applicant Response 

9.4.3 The Applicant’s response to questions regarding the validity of the traffic 
modelling for the Scheme is set out in Chapter 3 of this report. The air 
quality and noise assessment have been undertaken in accordance with 
the DMRB which states that the assessment should be based on the most 
likely forecast traffic flows and the most likely growth forecast should be 
assumed in the calculations (Paragraphs 3.8 HA207/07 and Paragraph 
A4.14 of the DMRB).  The assessed case traffic flows are considered 
most likely and therefore is consistent with the advice in the DMRB. The 
traffic model (and the controls on traffic proposed for the Scheme) is 
considered to be a robust basis on which to base further assessment 
work, such as air quality and the corresponding health impact 
assessment.  

9.4.4 The HEqIA (APP-090) provides a quantitative assessment of the potential 
effects of air quality on health by using the output of the air quality 
modelling to assess the potential effects on health and looks at all 
receptors regardless of concentration and changes. The assessment has 
been revised based on the updated Air Quality Results submitted at 
Deadline 2 the predicted impacts remain ‘not significant’. The findings of 
the quantitative assessment for population exposure to air pollutants NO2, 
PM2.5 and PM10, for the host boroughs confirmed no significant adverse 
effects as a result of Scheme operation.  

Air Quality and Child Health  

9.4.5 The LB Lewisham LIR (REP1-024 paras. 7.11 and 7.33) sets out 
concerns on the impact of construction lorry movements on school 
journeys and operational air quality impacts on primary schools in Evelyn 
Ward. The LB of Hackney LIR (REP1-020, para. 5.41) sets out concerns 
about St Dominic’s Primary School on Wick Road as well as other schools 
in the area.  It includes concern about the effect of congestion and air 
pollution on schools, which is also raised by the LB of Southwark LIR 
(REP1-009, para 7.18).  The LB of Hackney LIR (REP1-020 paras, 5.39 - 
5.40) raised concerns about air quality in Hackney and vulnerable 
populations in particular children and childhood asthma. This is also 
raised by Hackney LIR and the LB of Tower Hamlets Friends of the Earth 
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(REP1-087) who reference research by Dr Ian Mudway into air pollution 
and health within the London Borough of Tower Hamlets.  

Applicant Response 

9.4.6 As set out in the CoCP, Construction Traffic Management Plans (CTMPs) 
would be produced for each of the main worksites and these would 
specify the routes to be used by HGVs. These plans would be approved 
by the relevant planning authorities in accordance with the dDCO. The 
CTMP will specify the routes to be used by construction heavy goods 
vehicles (HGVs) to and from the worksites. Construction HGVs would be 
routed on the TLRN and principal roads as far as possible, with local 
roads only used to directly access the worksites, local businesses, and 
wharves used for the import and/or export of material by river. The 
principal routes to and from the worksites will be the A12, the A13, the A2 
and the A102 with access between these routes and the worksite via 
Lower Lea Crossing, Royal Docks Road/Royal Albert Way/North 
Woolwich Road, Blackwall Lane and Millennium Way. Any deviations from 
this approach would need to be agreed in advance in the CTMP with the 
local planning authorities. 

Impact on Schools 

9.4.7 The Distributional Impact Assessment (APP-104) has considered the 
effects of changes in air quality on receptors within 200m of the affected 
road network.  Of schools located within 200m of the affected road 
network, the magnitude of most impacts would be ‘imperceptible’ in the 
context of the DMRB Volume 11, Section 3 Part 1 and associated 
Highways England Interim Advice Notes.  Only two schools reported an 
increase greater than imperceptible; the Faraday and Britannia schools. 
These schools have assessed case concentrations below 30 μg/m3, which 
is well below the annual mean AQS objective of 40 μg/m3.  It should be 
noted that Evelyn Street (the A200 through Deptford) does not form part 
of the affected road network for the Scheme and as such the schools 
identified are outside of the study area for air quality effects as prescribed 
by the DMRB methodology and associated guidance.     

Impact on Child Health 

9.4.8 NO2 as a result of changes in traffic flows is assessed in Chapter 6 of the 
ES (AS-022). The assessment shows that the majority of receptors across 
the study area experience a change in air quality that is classified as 
imperceptible by relevant guidance.  Where changes are classified as 
perceptible, more receptors will experience an improvement than will 
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experience a perceptible deterioration.  The Air Quality and Health Report 
submitted at Deadline 2 also concludes the Scheme will not be 
significant.  As flows in the Blackwall Tunnel itself are reduced, emissions 
from the tunnel portals at Blackwall therefore also decrease.   

9.4.9 The links between air quality, health and vulnerable populations including 
children and people from low-income groups, are described in Chapter 11 
of the HEqIA (APP-090). The HEqIA summarises the findings of the air 
quality assessment presented in the ES (AS-022) and provides a 
quantitative assessment of the effect of the findings on health and equality 
for the boroughs of LB Tower Hamlets, LB Newham and RB Greenwich.  
Overall, the analysis shows that, for the three London Boroughs in closest 
proximity to the proposed Scheme, both long-term and short-term impacts 
of the Scheme resulting from exposure to the three pollutants NO2, PM2.5 
and PM10 in relation to a range of available health metrics are not 
significant.  Drawing number 6.10J in the Environmental Statement 
Figures/Drawings (APP-036) shows medium and large improvements for 
many sensitive receptors (e.g. residential properties) located near the 
northern tunnel portal of the Blackwall Tunnel.  This is located within the 
LB of Tower Hamlets (the Borough used for the research undertaken by 
Dr Ian Mudway).  

9.4.10 In relation to asthma and the prevalence of bronchitic symptoms for 
children specifically, suitable data to undertake a quantitative assessment 
was sought from Public Health England’s Local Knowledge and 
Intelligence Services and the Health and Social Care Information Centre.  
At the time of the preparation of the HEqIA, data relating to the incidence 
of asthma in children from these sources was not available.  Further 
research has since been undertaken to identify data sources, including 
Asthma UK’s data portal on the prevalence of asthma in children.  Data 
sources have been identified for use in the assessment. The age range 
does not match exactly that specified for the concentration response 
function given by HRAPIE/WHO (5-19 years); two rates are provided (one 
for 0-15 years of 7.88% and one for 16-24 years of 6.82%).  An 
assessment is currently being undertaken using the larger prevalence as 
a worst-case scenario and taking into account also that the HRAPIE 
report (2013) notes that there is more uncertainty in the concentration 
response function for PM10 attributed asthma incidences than for all-
cause mortality.  The results will be made available at Deadline 3.    

9.5 Air Quality, Mortality and Deprivation  

9.5.1 The LB Southwark LIR (REP1-009 para 7.19) raises concerns over 
exposure to poor air quality being linked to increased incidence of 

   Page 137 of 194 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

Comments on Borough Local Impact Reports and Written Representations 

 

cardiovascular diseases, cancer, coronary obstructive disorders and 
respiratory illness. The RB Greenwich LIR raised similar health issues 
(REP1-002 para 214) with specific reference to the tunnel operating at full 
capacity being likely to have a more significant impact on air quality.  

9.5.2 The RB Greenwich LIR also set out concerns over the effect of changes in 
air quality on residents in more deprived areas (REP1-002 para 249) and 
that the relationship between these areas and poor health from air 
pollution is more acute.  Paras 241 and 245 of their LIR also make 
specific reference to very young children, older people, those unable to 
work due to ill health and those with existing respiratory problems being 
particularly vulnerable. This included potential effects from construction, 
such as dust. Para 245 of the Local Impact Report sets out concerns over 
future traffic levels and air quality, particularly with future planned 
developments; and the need for monitoring of the situation.   

Applicant Response 

9.5.3 The assessment of the potential effect of the Scheme on air quality during 
operation is reported in Chapter 6 of the ES (AS-022).  The air quality 
study area is not just confined to the Order Limits boundary, but was 
determined with reference to the DMRB methodology and relevant 
guidance to include receptors within 200m of the potentially affected road 
network.  This wider study area has been used as the basis for the health 
impact assessment.   

9.5.4 The HEqIA (APP-090) identifies vulnerable groups in relation to each of 
the topic chapters and includes where there may be specific research 
linking vulnerable groups with particular health impacts (for example 
children, the elderly and those from low-income groups are specifically 
referred to in relation to air quality). The HEqIA examined the changes in 
all cause mortality, hospital admissions for respiratory and cardiovascular 
diseases associated with predicted changes in air pollutant concentrations 
due to the Scheme. The analysis showed no significant changes in these 
health impact metrics for NO2, PM2.5 and PM10. Elderly people and people 
from low-income backgrounds are likely to be well-represented within 
these groups. The assessment also included infants aged less than one 
year in the health metrics analysed.  

9.5.5 The findings of the assessment have shown that health impacts 
attributable to likely changes in air quality resulting from the operation of 
the Scheme in terms of these metrics are expected to be negligible.  This 
is also true of the updated health assessment undertaken using updated 
air quality data submitted at Deadline 2.    
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9.6 Borough Related Impacts 

9.6.1 LB Newham’s LIR (REP1 - 020 para 5.6 and para 5.7) raises a question 
about the presentation of the results from the air quality, noise and health 
assessments in the ES and the HEqIA, noting that the impacts from the 
Scheme ‘have been presented for the wider Scheme area which, in the 
Council’s opinion, may have led to an ‘averaging out’ of the impacts 
across the three boroughs’.  The LB of Newham LIR also notes that: ‘the 
documents acknowledge that the largest impacts will be experienced in 
Newham, within the vicinity of the Hoola Towers and Pump House 
developments, as a result of changes in traffic flow and composition along 
Tidal Basin Road. Further presentation of the modelling is required at 
Borough and local ward level to identify the potential health impacts on 
these specific populations’. 

Applicant Response 

9.6.2 Measures to mitigate and minimise noise impacts at the Hoola Building 
have been implemented into the scheme design through the use of low 
noise The Environmental Statement is required to assess and describe 
aspects of the environment likely to be significantly affected by the project. 
For each environmental topic within the ES, including air quality and 
noise, the study area of the assessment, and the receptors within that 
area, are defined based on existing relevant guidance as presented in 
section 3 Methodology of ES Chapters 6-16 (APP-031).  The approach 
taken is consistent with the requirements of the Infrastructure Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 and the 
assessment principles set out in the National Networks National Policy 
Statement.  

9.6.3 The spatial scope for the HEqIA has been designed to correspond with 
study areas identified in the ES to a) acknowledge the links between the 
environmental topics and human health; and b) ensure consistency in the 
assessment approach.  Although, in some cases, baseline data and 
assessment results have been presented separately for each borough 
where appropriate, the overall impact of the Scheme per topic is 
concluded within its defined study area, highlighting sensitive receptors 
where necessary and in accordance with guidance.  

Therefore, it is not appropriate for the ES and HEqIA assessment to be 
considered on a Borough by Borough basis as the methodologies are 
intended to provide an assessment which should consider the project as a 
whole. 
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10. FUTURE RECEPTORS 

10.1 Determination of future receptors in air quality and noise models 

10.1.1 As set out in Section 7.0, page 28 of their LIR (REP1-014), LB Newham 
raise concerns that modelled receptors in this area do not reflect the 
probable build out of consented development schemes, particularly in light 
of the strategic sites regeneration areas located within the Borough. The 
Council requests further information about existing and future receptors 
considered in the air quality and noise models to understand the full 
impact of the Scheme. 

10.1.2 Of particular concern to the Borough is Thames Wharf Strategic Site 
(S08) which is proposed through Policy S3 of the Newham Core Strategy 
(2012) for SIL release incorporating new employment, leisure/tourism and 
residential uses (Section 11.0, page 39 of the LIR) and any potential 
environmental implications of the Scheme on the regeneration of this 
strategic site with regard to any viability of future proposals in case there 
are any predicted significant air quality and/or noise effects. 

Applicant Response 

10.1.3 A list of proposed developments to be considered as future receptors was 
compiled through searches of local authority planning portals for planning 
applications; a review of allocated and proposed sites in local plans; and 
direct consultation with key developers and requests for information from 
local authorities including LB Newham. The list of developments to be 
considered was last updated in February 2016 to allow sufficient time to 
undertake the assessments prior to the DCO submission.  

10.1.4 Included within the future baseline information are developments that are 
currently under construction as well as those committed developments 
that have full planning permission but were not yet under construction at 
the time of the assessment. For air quality and noise, the future receptors 
are those developments which are reasonably likely to be occupied in the 
year of assessment 2021 and are located on the pathway for effects per 
the DMRB criteria i.e. within 200m for air quality and 1km for noise.  

10.1.5 To determine which schemes are reasonably foreseeable developments 
and should be included within the assessment as receptor points, the ES 
refers to PINS Advice Note 17 Cumulative effects relevant to NSIPs and 
professional judgment. The methodology follows the Tier-ed approach in 
Advice Note 17 which provides an example of assigning certainty by 
grouping developments into tiers, reflecting the likely degree of certainty 
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attached to each development, with Tier 1 being the most certain. Tier 3 is 
least certain and most likely to have limited publicly available information 
to inform assessments, i.e. design parameters, number of residential 
units, distance from the road, etc. Developments which fall under Tier 3 
are those identified in plans and programmes which set the framework for 
future development consents/approvals, where such development is 
reasonably likely to come forward. Due to the low level of certainty about 
deliverability these are not considered are reasonably likely to be 
occupied in the assessment year of 2021.  

10.1.6 Thames Wharf Strategic Site (S08) is a Tier 3 development, it is not a 
consented development scheme in planning terms and the Applicant is 
not aware of any planning applications being submitted for this site. 
Drawing 17.2 (APP-043) and Appendix 17.A of the ES (APP-084) 
acknowledge the planning status of the site as released for residential 
development, however this is subject to addressing the constraints on the 
site, including the Silvertown Crossing safeguarding area, and the 
removal of the wharf safeguarding by the Secretary of State.  

10.1.7 Therefore, not including it as a future receptor in the models was 
considered appropriate due to the high level of uncertainty about the site’s 
deliverability by 2021 and low level of detail (or no detail) of the design or 
layout of their development. As identified by LB Newham in their LIR, 
sufficient uncertainty exists over the delivery of regeneration schemes 
over the next five years. 

10.1.8 It will be for future developments to ensure that air quality and noise are 
considered within the design to ensure that the future use is appropriate.  
It is not appropriate for the Applicant to consider developments that are 
not committed given there are no details in relation to the development in 
terms of date it is likely to be operational and possible location of future 
receptors.   

10.1.9 Further detail about the treatment of future development sites in the EIA is 
provided in Appendix A in the Comments to Land Written Representations 
Report (submitted Deadline 2). 
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11. CULTURAL HERITAGE  

11.1 Blackwall Tunnel Gatehouse 

11.1.1 At paragraph 96 of its LIR (REP1-002), RB Greenwich noted that the 
assessment has identified potential impacts to the Grade II listed 
Blackwall Tunnel entrance building as a result of settlement. They outline 
that the ES explains that appropriate mitigation to prevent structural 
damage to the building will be secured through the CoCP. However, 
Greenwich suggest that there is no clear undertaking in the CoCP to 
manage and implement the required mitigation.  

Applicant Response 

11.1.2 In response, the Applicant considers that the Settlement Assessment and 
Mitigation Process which is Appendix A of the Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) (REP1-119) contains the details of how the Contractor 
will manage and implement mitigation, if required, to prevent structural 
damage to any building, including the Blackwall Tunnel entrance building.  

11.1.3 Further to this, Appendix A of the CoCP contains specific considerations 
for listed buildings which the Contractor must take account of in the initial 
assessment phase as well as the detailed assessment and mitigation 
design phase; see Paras A.1.5, A.1.6, Table A-2, A.1.12, A.1.14, A.1.15 
and A.1.16. 

11.2 Greenwich World Heritage Site 

11.2.1 At paragraph 98 of its LIR (REP1-002), RB Greenwich raised concerns 
about the potential displacement of additional traffic through the Maritime 
Greenwich World Heritage Site and the potential negative impact of this 
aspect of the scheme on the World Heritage Site. 

Applicant Response 

11.2.2 A technical note outlining the potential for traffic to impact the Outstanding 
Universal Value of the WHS has been produced (Appendix B). This note 
has concluded that changes in traffic will not have a negative impact on 
the WHS. Please also refer to the Applicant’s response to First Written 
Question HT12. 
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12. TERRESTRIAL ECOLOGY 

12.1.1 RB Greenwich requested further clarification in their LIR (REP1-002) on 
the Applicant’s Terrestrial Ecology impact assessment, the Biodiversity 
Action Plan (BAP) and Mitigation Strategy, and the Draft Landscaping 
Scheme, as set out below. 

12.2 Impact Assessment  

12.2.1 RB Greenwich noted in paragraph 253 of their LIR that the description of 
‘slight adverse’ is vague in its description of the impact on the biodiversity 
of the area. They requested further detailed estimates of what types of 
plants and animals are to be impacted with the removal of the habitat to 
ensure that mitigation measures can cater for these species. 

Applicant Response 

12.2.2 The Terrestrial Ecology Chapter of the ES (APP-031) has provided detail 
on the baseline and potential significant effects upon ecological features. 
The impacts on Terrestrial Ecology have been assessed in accordance 
with the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management 
CIEEM (2016) Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK 
and Ireland: Terrestrial, Freshwater and Coastal, 2nd edition.   

12.2.3 Table 9-12 and 9-15 in Chapter 9 of the ES details each affected 
ecological feature (i.e. type of habitat and species) along with the 
assessed impact description during construction and operation 
respectively.   

12.2.4 Table 9-17 in Chapter 9 of the ES provides a summary of impacts upon 
terrestrial habitats and protected species. The slight adverse residual 
effects are due to temporary disturbance and degradation during 
construction however these effects are not permanent.  

12.2.5 As specified within section 4.1.1 of the Biodiversity Action Plan and 
Mitigation Strategy (BAP MS) (APP-065), biodiversity mitigation, 
enhancement and offsetting options are aligned with the important 
ecological features on the existing site. As stated in paragraph 9.5.20 of 
the ES, areas available for mitigation to replace the permanent loss of 
ecologically important habitats (detailed in ES Section 9.6 of the chapter), 
are indicatively shown on Drawing 9.5 - Soft Landscaping (Sheets 1 and 
2, Document Reference 6.2). The mitigation design will aim to deliver the 
same proportions of habitats to those that are permanently lost. Further, 
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Requirement 14 of the dDCO (REP01-095) requires that the Scheme is 
implemented in accordance with the BAPMS,   

Invertebrates 

12.2.6 RB Greenwich requested in paragraph 252 of their LIR (REP1-002) that 
further details are provided on invertebrates, the habitat these species 
utilise on site, if these habitats are to be removed during the development, 
if so, will they be replaced.  

Applicant Response 

12.2.7 In Section 9.4 of the ES (APP-031) and Appendix 9.C: Invertebrate 
Survey Report (APP-060), two Red Data Book invertebrate species 
toadflax brocade moth (Calophasia lunula) and the ground bug 
(Stictopleurus punctatonervosus) were recorded during dedicated 
invertebrate surveys. These species utilise the existing brownfield habitat 
recorded predominantly on the northern site.  This habitat is typical of 
much of the ‘derelict’ land in London marked for development; it includes 
a variety of habitats including bare ground and ephemeral / short 
perennial habitats. It supports particularly notable invertebrates and black 
redstart and provides valuable ecosystem services (such as offering water 
attenuation and supporting uncommon species) in an otherwise heavily 
urbanised and non-permeable environment.  

12.2.8 As stated in paragraph 9.4.8 of the ES, the semi-natural habitats 
constitute approximately 27% of the total area of the Order Limits 
(terrestrial); 17% of the terrestrial Scheme area was Open Mosaic Habitat 
(brownfield habitat). The habitats recorded within the Order Limits are 
shown on the Drawing 9.3 - Phase 1 Habitat Survey (Sheets 1 and 2, 
Document Reference 6.2).  

12.2.9 As stated in paragraph 9.5.22 of the ES, replacement habitats will include 
trees, shrubs, brownfield habitat, species-rich grasslands and water 
bodies. The mitigation would be targeted towards suitable foraging and 
sheltering habitat for terrestrial invertebrates. Section 5.4 of the BAP MS 
(APP-065) provides further detail on the brownfield design parameters 
and brownfield habitat creation and management to ensure that any 
potential effects on the invertebrates listed in the Red Data Book are 
mitigated appropriately. As set out above, Requirement 14 of the dDCO 
will ensure that that the Scheme is implemented in accordance with these 
measures,   
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Invasive Species 

12.2.10 RB Greenwich stated in paragraph 256 of their LIR that they do not agree 
with the valuation of Japanese knotweed (and other invasive species) as 
having a negative ecological value. RB Greenwich believe Japanese 
knotweed and other invasives provides greater habitat than 
concrete/asphalted ground and the removal of Japanese Knotweed is a 
statutory requirement, not one that is being undertaken for biodiversity 
reasons. 

Applicant Response 

12.2.11 As set out in section 6.14.2 of Annex 1 Natural Capital Assessment in 
Appendix 9.H Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy (BAPMS) 
(APP-065). Japanese knotweed has negative impact on biodiversity. 
Gerber et al, showed that habitats invaded by knotweeds support lower 
numbers of plant species, lower overall abundance and morphospecies 
richness of invertebrates, compared to native grassland-dominated and 
bush-dominated habitats (Centre for Agriculture and Bioscience 
International (CABI)).The remediation of this species are a biodiversity 
benefit.  

12.2.12 As set out in section 6.14.1 of Annex 1 Natural Capital Assessment in 
Appendix 9.H Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy (BAPMS) 
(APP-065) the literature review did not identify any studies that would 
assess the benefits or costs associated with this Japanese Knotweed and 
hence a value transfer was not possible. 

12.3 Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy 

Habitat Offsetting 

12.3.1 RB Greenwich in paragraph 254 of their LIR (REP1-002) requested clarity 
on how connected the mitigation measures are. They also noted if 
mitigation is not feasible on site, RB Greenwich would not object to the 
funding of habitat creation off-site.  

12.3.2 RB Greenwich noted in paragraph 256 of their LIR (REP1-002) that in the 
design principles the provision of offsetting would be in accordance with 
‘Scheme specific BAP in the Environment Statement Appendices’. RB 
Greenwich requested involvement in the design of any offsetting.  

12.3.3 RB Greenwich noted in paragraph 256 of their LIR (REP1-002) that it is 
unclear as to whether the habitat created on the northern side of the 
tunnel contributes to the mitigation measures for the southern side of the 
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tunnel. RB Greenwich requested the appraisal of habitat and subsequent 
mitigation to be confined to RB Greenwich and not influenced by those 
measures undertaken outside of the Borough. 

Applicant Response 

12.3.4 The final landscaping scheme is yet to be finalised however, Design 
Principle SUEN.02 states that all landscaping to be replaced or created, 
should be designed in accordance with the BAP MS (APP-065). It is likely 
that these replacement habitats would be less fragmented than those 
currently present on site. 

12.3.5 Habitat offsetting will be implemented and designed in alignment with the 
BAP principles and be developed in consultation with the Design Review 
Panel and other relevant stakeholders including RB Greenwich as 
specified in the BAP MS. Requirement 14 of the dDCO directly secures 
the implementation of the BAP MS.  

12.3.6 As stated in paragraph 9.6.13 of Chapter 9 of the ES, the BAP proposes 
both mitigation within the Order Limits and offsetting residual effects 
outside of the Order Limits.  

12.3.7 Impacts upon Terrestrial Ecology are assessed within the Order Limits 
and not by the boundary of each local borough.  Table 9-14 of the ES 
(APP-031) shows habitat deficit in the Southern Parcel following 
confirmed mitigation, i.e. within the RB Greenwich. 

12.3.8 As stated in paragraph 9.6.9 of the ES there will be a permanent deficit of 
6,345m2 of semi-natural habitat in the southern parcel. There will be a net 
gain of 1,275 m2 of semi-natural habitat in the northern parcel, which will 
contribute to the overall net gain in biodiversity value of the Scheme. 

12.3.9 The shortfall in required habitats after in-Scheme mitigation, as shown in 
Table 9-14 of the ES, will be addressed via replacement habitats within 
permanent land take within the Order Limits, and offsetting outside the 
Order Limits, designed in line with the mitigation principles set out in the 
BAP MS (APP-065), as far as available space for mitigation within the 
Order Limits allows. 

Natural Capital Valuation methods 

12.3.10 In paragraph 256 of their LIR (REP1-002), RB Greenwich outline they are 
supportive of using a financial offset for habitat mitigation. However, they 
note the calculations associated with the end value are vague or not 
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presented transparently. RGB request clarification on the calculations 
associated with the end values for habitat mitigation. 

12.3.11 In the same paragraph, RB Greenwich also note that the methodology for 
determining the constituents and proportion of the ‘brownfield mosaic’ 
habitat and the value attributed to this is unclear.  

Applicant Response 

12.3.12 As stated in paragraph 9.6.13 of Chapter 9 of the ES any habitat loss that 
cannot be mitigated within the Order Limits has been valued using Natural 
Capital Valuation methods (the habitats recorded within the Order Limits 
have been valued on this basis, as outlined in the BAP (the full Natural 
Capital Valuation Report for the Scheme is included as Annex 1 to the 
BAP)).  

12.3.13 Brownfield habitat is not a Phase 1 category however the BAP MS 
acknowledges its local importance as a mosaic habitat type. The 
methodology for determining the constituent elements (brownfield is a 
mixture of bare ground and ephermal/ short perennial) and proportion of 
the ‘brownfield mosaic’ habitat and the value attributed is presented in 
Table 6.1 of the BAPMS. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 and Table 6.1 of Annex 1 of 
the BAPMS Natural Capital Assessment provide the detailed methodology 
per habitat type.  

12.3.14 As stated in section 6.1.1 of the BAP MS (APP-065) the Natural Capital 
Valuation and quanta per habitat to be lost is presented in Table 6-1 to 
Table 6-3. The total habitat value of the semi-natural habitats in the 
Scheme (including Brownfield habitat) are valued at £137,995.00. The 
total value of habitats permanently lost, before replacement within the 
Order Limits is £60,459.00 (Table 6-1). 

12.3.15 As stated in section 6.1.3 of the BAP MS (APP-065) there are 
uncertainties as to the proportion of replacement habitats within the Order 
Limits, to enable immediate implementation of the offsetting and to secure 
a guaranteed net gain, the Natural Capital Valuation value of the most 
valuable habitats to be permanently lost was applied to the total area of 
residual habitat loss for Greenwich to generate an overall ‘worst case’ 
compensation value. That is 1,808m2 of broadleaved plantation 
woodland, 1,103m2 of standing water and 3,434m2 of dense scrub) was 
applied to the total area of residual habitat loss (6,345m2) in Greenwich to 
generate an overall ‘worst case’ compensation value (£41,036).  

   Page 147 of 194 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

Comments on Borough Local Impact Reports and Written Representations 

 

12.3.16 As stated in paragraph 6.2.1 Appendix 9.H: Biodiversity Action Plan and 
Mitigation Strategy (APP-065) although the monetary value presented as 
a worst case scenario will be taken forward immediately for application to 
offsetting projects, following the completion of the detailed design, the 
residual habitat loss will be recalculated per habitat both within the Order 
Limits and for Offsetting to confirm the ES mitigation and resultant net 
gain and allow for any required adjustments. 

12.4 Draft Landscaping Scheme 

12.4.1 RB Greenwich noted in paragraph 256 of their LIR (REP1-002) that in 
areas where landscaping is proposed near roadways, a demonstration of 
the hierarchy of regulatory factors should be produced. Where measures 
limit the landscaping to amenity grass, they believe these areas should be 
classified as having a habitat rating of zero and be mitigated elsewhere.  

Applicant Response 

12.4.2 Design Principle SUEN.02 states that all landscaping should be designed 
in accordance with the BAP MS (APP-065) and sets out a range of 
species the landscaping must include to ensure habitat is maintained 
within the development. Furthermore, requirement 14 of the dDCO directly 
secures the implementation of the BAPMS.  

12.4.3 As the landscape strategy has not been finalised, the BAP MS details the 
design of different habitats with regards to maximising their potential for 
biodiversity. The BAP MS (APP-065) has proposed two different types of 
grassland options both with wildflower elements. Section 5.2 of the BAP 
MS details enriched amenity grassland mix and semi improved neutral 
grassland with low lying flowering plant species (where wear and sight 
lines have been indicated as priority design features).  

12.4.4 The native species recommended for the semi-improved neutral 
grassland habitat are from the Emorsgate Seeds Composition EN1 – 
Special pollen and nectar meadow mixture, as presented in Table 5.2 of 
the BAP MS (APP-065). It would likely grow to 50 to 100cm in height and 
is designed to create flower rich grassland with a particular emphasis on 
species which are known to be important as sources of pollen and nectar 
for bees, butterflies, hoverflies and other insects. However it should be 
noted that as stated in Section 5.7.2 BAP MS (APP-065) brownfield 
habitat, three dimensional living walls, grassland and standing water 
would also provide excellent habitat for foraging and sheltering 
invertebrates, the planting pallets presented in the design principles have 
been chosen with invertebrates in mind. 
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13. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

13.1 Construction 

Highway liabilities, pre-commencement surveys, wheel washing 

13.1.1 LB Newham has concerns about the construction impacts on borough’s 
roads, as stated in the Chapter 6. 'Highway Impacts', section 6.1.1, p.22 
of their LIR (REP1-014). 

13.1.2 LB Newham suggests that the pre-commencement highway and drainage 
condition surveys are required to ensure that any carriageway 
deterioration as a result of increased HGV traffic associated with scheme 
construction can be identified.  

13.1.3 LB Newham states that drainage arrangements for wheel washing units 
as worksite accesses must be clearly established, entirely separate to the 
highway drainage system. The additional dirt and dust generated by 
construction vehicles, and in particular tipper trucks, are likely to result in 
additional road sweeping requirements and more frequent asset cleaning 
(e.g. signs, luminaires etc.), and support for such additional activities will 
be sought through the CTMP. 

Applicant Response 

13.1.4 The Applicant recognises the concerns of LB Newham, and would refer to 
the extensive consultation and stakeholder meetings that have taken 
place in which these and other matters of interest to LB Newham have 
been discussed (as scheduled in the SoCG). 

13.1.5 As has been identified, the CTMP, which will be developed in liaison with 
and subsequently approved by LB Newham, will be a mechanism through 
which the reasonable concerns in respect of impacts on borough’s roads 
can be addressed by the Contractor who will be undertaking the works. 

13.1.6 Minimising the impacts of construction HGV movements on borough 
roads is secured within the updated CoCP which is submitted at Deadline 
2.  A CTMP will be produced by the Contractor for each worksite for 
approval by the relevant planning authority in consultation with the 
relevant highway authority, prior to commencing the relevant part of the 
authorised development. The CTMP will specify the routes to be used by 
construction heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) to and from the worksites. 
Construction HGVs would be routed on the TLRN and principal roads as 
far as possible, with local roads only used to directly access the worksites, 
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local businesses, and wharves used for the import and/or export of 
material by river.  

13.1.7 Wheel washing is secured in Table 5-1 of the updated CoCP to be 
submitted at Deadline 2. Any controls on discharging are secured in 
paragraph 15.2.1 of the CoCP  

‘The Contractor will ensure that the site drainage meets the effluent 
standards required by the sewerage undertaker, or Environment Agency, 
as appropriate, and will provide holding or settling tanks, separators, and 
other measures as may be required. It will be the Contractor’s 
responsibility to ensure that access is provided to the sewerage 
undertaker so that samples of discharge can be obtained and analysed 
and the flows verified as required. The relevant sections of BS 6031:2009 
Code of Practice for Earthworks  for the general control of site drainage 
will be followed.’ 

13.1.8 Furthermore, as set out in the dDCO Part 2 14 (5) “TfL must take such 
steps as are reasonably practicable to secure that any water discharged 
into a watercourse or public sewer or drain under the powers conferred by 
this article is as free as may be practicable from gravel, soil or other solid 
substance, oil or matter in suspension.”  

13.2 Footbridge Drawing Reference 

13.2.1 LB Greenwich state in Appendix 2 of their LIR (REP1-002) that the 
incorrect drawing number of Boord Street Bridge has been referenced in 
Schedule 1 (Work 11 (d)). 

Applicant Response 

13.2.2 Schedule 1 Work No. 11 (d) references to the construction of a non-
motorised user route across the proposed new Boord Street Foot and 
Cycle Bridge that is shown on sheet 1 of the rights of way and access 
plans. Therefore, the reference is considered being correct. 

13.2.3 The engineering sections of Boord Street Foot and Cycle Bridge are 
shown on Sheet 20 of the Engineering Section Drawings and Plans (APP 
2.8). 

13.3 Piling 

Piling Statement and Strategy 

13.3.1 LB Greenwich states in the Appendix 2 of their LIR (REP1-002) that a 
piling statement and strategy shall be included in the DCO.  
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Applicant Response 

13.3.2 The Applicant has proposed via the CoCP a range of construction 
management plans which will be prepared by the Contactor, to address 
and provide necessary control of construction activities required for all 
construction of the Scheme, including all piling construction activity. The 
CoCP (APP-092) is secured by Requirement 5 of Schedule 2 to the 
dDCO. The Applicant also notes that its response to First Written 
Question DC106 explains why a Piling Management Plan is not required. 

13.4 Remediation 

Strategy and Approval 

13.4.1 LB Greenwich states in the Appendix 2 of their LIR (REP1-002) that a 
remediation strategy should be submitted for approval prior to the works 
commencing on site and, on completion of any remediation, and that a 
verification report demonstrating completion of the works and its 
effectiveness shall be submitted to and approved, in writing, by the local 
planning authority. 

13.4.2 The Applicant confirms that the approach of the Scheme to historic 
contamination is set out within Chapter 12 Geology, Soils and 
Hydrogeology of the Environmental Statement (REP1-105) and the CoCP 
REP1-119). 

13.4.3 As set out in paragraph 9.2.1 of the CoCP, mitigation measures with 
regard to remediation are envisaged as part of the detailed design of the 
Scheme prior to construction, but not as a standalone remediation. Based 
on the information obtained from site investigation and groundwater 
assessments, the management of contaminated land will be consistent 
with the principles of CLR-11 and a Remediation Strategy will be 
developed (where required). The approach of the Scheme to historic 
contamination will be in line with the following principles set out in the 
CoCP: 

• Do not disturb or otherwise mobilise contamination external to the 
scheme (e.g. the Scheme design is to exclude groundwater to avoid 
pulling mobile contamination from afar). 

• Contaminated materials encountered within the tunnel excavation 
envelop will be removed and appropriately disposed of. 

• Any soft areas within the Scheme will be equipped with suitable 
uncontaminated materials capping in line with Greenwich EMS.  
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• Undertake detail groundwater assessments and prepare a 
Groundwater Monitoring and Verification Plan to monitor and report 
the quality and levels of groundwater during all stages of the 
Scheme. The Groundwater Monitoring and Verification Plan will be 
updated as the design develops, in compliance with the CoCP 
(REP1-119). 

13.5 Drainage and FRA 

Sewer capacity, outfall, spillages and firefighting wash-down, 
approvals 

13.5.1 The Greater London Authority (GLA) states in paragraph 61 under the  
Sustainable Drainage of their LIR (REP1-029) that the principles of the 
surface water drainage system are generally acceptable and compliant 
with London Plan Policy 5.13, and the approach described in the FRA in 
regards with the outfalls to the river to be limited to 10l/s in line with the 
greenfield run-off rate and, where possible, surface water to be directed to 
the River Thames (with suitable pollution controls) in preference to the 
combined sewer, is supported.  

13.5.2 However GLA has concerns about the Thames Water combined sewers 
capacity as stated in paragraph 62 of their LIR (REP1-029). 

13.5.3 GLA also states that it is not entirely clear from the FRA where the surface 
water of the tunnel portals is to diverted to, and that the proposed system 
for collecting spillages and wash-down from within the tunnel should either 
be treated or directed to the sewer system. 

13.5.4 GLA has also stated in paragraph 63 of their LIR (REP1-029) that 
because the exact details of the drainage system have not yet been fully 
worked out, it would be acceptable to apply a DCO Requirement for the 
surface water drainage arrangements to be agreed with the respective 
Lead Local Flood Authorities in consultation with Environment Agency and 
Thames Water. 

Applicant Response 

13.5.5 The Applicant confirms that it has been considered that the surface water 
is to be directed to the Thames wherever possible. Where outfalls to the 
existing combined sewer are required, flow rates have been restricted to 
the existing 1 in 5 year flows so that the existing sewer will not be 
adversely affected by the Scheme. 
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13.5.6 The Applicant also confirms that the outfall location of the tunnel portal 
drainage within Newham will be the River Thames via the Cut. This will be 
limited to a flow of 10l/s for each network through attenuation tanks. 

13.5.7 As stated in Chapter 4 of the ES (APP-031), drainage provision for 
spillages and firefighting wash-down within tunnel has been proposed as 
follows: 

 Runoff within the tunnel to be intercepted by a combined kerb 
and drainage system, the runoff will be conveyed by a carrier 
drain system located within the tunnel invert to the sump located 
within the tunnel.  The runoff will then be pumped to the receptor 
drainage system of the tunnel approach road.   

 Attenuation provision has been specified based on the 
assumption that all the water from the firefighting operation will 
be attenuated in a way such that the discharge rate into the 
open watercourse (“the cut”) is restricted to 10l/s as a maximum, 

 Pollution control will be provided using Class 1 bypass petrol 
interceptor and manually operated penstock shutdown valve. 

13.5.8 There is a control of surface water drainage through the DCO as 
Requirement 8(1) requires that the surface water drainage system must 
be submitted, approved by the relevant planning authority, and 
constructed in accordance with the approved details. 

13.6 Code of Construction Practice 

General 

13.6.1 At paragraph 54 of its Local Impact Report, The GLA indicated that  the 
Applicant should be mindful of commitments made to the Mayor of 
London. 

13.6.2 At paragraphs 235 and 236 of its Local Impact Report (REP1-002), the 
RB of Greenwich suggests that the Applicant should clarify and detail the 
topics of the CoCP and Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP), and that Greenwich should approve the CEMP. 

Applicant Response 

13.6.3 The Applicant confirms that the Code of Construction Practice (REP-119) 
was updated at Deadline 1 to include the commitments made to Mayor in 
relation to;  
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• Reduce road use by construction vehicles by requiring that55% of all 
material to be carried via the river. TfL will also look to review this 
throughout the project to see whether this could be increased further; 
(see Para 3.2.3)  

• All vehicles working on the construction of the Silvertown Tunnel will 
be Euro 6 and comply with the Mayor’s new Direct Vision Standard. 
(see Paras 5.2.1 and 3.1.5) 

13.6.4 The Applicant confirms that the revised Code of Construction Practice 
submitted at Deadline 1 provides greater clarify of the topics to be 
covered in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 
and the obligations of the CoCP. The Applicant’s response to First Written 
Question DC94 (REP1-177) also provides further clarity on this point, and 
explains why it is appropriate for the CEMP to be approved by the 
Applicant. 

Working Hours  

13.6.5 At paragraph 205 of its LIR (REP1-002), RB Greenwich states that the 
Applicant should provide further details of construction activities which 
may be required outside core working hours. 

13.6.6 At paragraph 203 of its LIR, the RB Greenwich states that the Applicant 
should amend their core working hours to be in accordance with the Royal 
Borough of Greenwich’s policy. 

Applicant Response 

13.6.7 The Applicant would refer to its response to First Written Question NV8 
(REP1-166) on this point. It should also be noted that the CoCP was 
updated for Deadline 1 (REP1-119) and includes an example in Para 
2.3.2 of an activity which may be required outside core working hours. 
Further to this, the CoCP makes the following provision; 

‘Except where activities are safety critical or in an emergency, any works 
outside these hours must be subject to agreement with the relevant local 
Environmental Health Officers (EHO).’ 

13.6.8 Additionally, Para 2.3.4 of the CoCP provides that tunnel boring works 
and associated supporting activities will be undertaken on a 24 hour, 
seven days per week basis.  

13.6.9 The Applicant notes that paragraph 2.3.1 of the CoCP was updated at 
Deadline 1 to state that Saturday working hours will be 08:00-13:00, in 
accordance with Greenwich’s policy.
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14. DRAFT DCO 

14.1.1 This report provides the Applicant’s comments on dDCO drafting-specific submissions made in Local Impact 
Reports (LIRs) and Written Representations (WRs) by the Boroughs at Deadline 1. These comments relate to the 
form of dDCO submitted alongside the application, but amendments have subsequently been made to the dDCO at 
both Deadlines 1 and 2. The Applicant’s comments are ordered by article/provision number of the dDCO, with all 
the Boroughs’ comments being considered together. 

Article/Pr
ovision 
No. of the 
dDCO 

Document ref. of 
comment 

Comment Applicant's response 

Article 2 LB Newham LIR - 16 Concerns over definition of 
'commence' and impacts on 
contaminated land mitigation. 

The definition of 'commence' in the revised draft of 
the DCO submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-095) did 
not contain remediation of contaminated land in the 
'carve out'. It is hoped that this satisfies LB 
Newham's concern.  

Article 2(1)  LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 
3 

Definition of maintain should be 
restricted to the normal meaning of 
maintenance and broad and can be 

The Applicant has responded to a similar point in 
the ExA's FWQ DC17 (REP1-177). In summary, the 
Applicant considers the scope of the definition to be 
appropriate to enable it to undertake an effective 
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exercised over no set time period. maintenance regime of the authorised 
development. The Applicant requires a power to 
maintain the development for the duration of its 
operational life.  

The Applicant would also draw attention to article 
39(2), which provides that no maintenance activities 
can be undertaken under the DCO which would 
give rise to any materially new or materially worse 
environmental effects from those assessed in the 
ES. As a result, maintenance activities that are 
outside the scope of the ES are not authorised by 
the DCO and would require separate consents or 
permissions. 

Article 

5(1)(a) 

LB Greenwich – 
Appendix 2 

Limits of Deviation (horizontal) to be 
specified and included in the DCO 
 
TfL to provide updated plans 

The dDCO includes drafting (in article 5) which 
specifies horizontal / lateral limits of deviation.  The 
Applicant has provided a response to FWQ DC35 
(see REP1-177) which explains that the intention 
behind this drafting is to confer necessary flexibility 
in terms of precisely where each numbered Work 
and components thereof may commence and 
terminate. This is because a detailed design does 
not yet exist for the Works.   
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Further, as explained in the Applicant's response to 
FWQ DC35 (see REP1-177), the extent within the 
Order limits to which any works could potentially 
deviate from their centrelines or boundaries as 
shown on the Works Plans (APP-008) is 
constrained to particular areas within the Order 
limits in accordance with the nature of the land use 
powers sought in respect of those areas.   

 

Accordingly, for the reasons outlined above and 
expressed in greater detail in response to FWQ 
DC35 (REP1-177), the Applicant does not intend to 
provide updated Works Plans (APP-008). 

Article 
5(2)(b) 

LB Newham LIR - 5.3 
and 11 

This goes beyond what is 
reasonable and makes impacts of 
the scheme uncertain, and could 
affect delivery of strategic sites.  

The Applicant has provided a full response to FWQ 
DC37 (see paragraphs DC.37.1 – DC.37.6 in 
REP1-177).  This response explains that the 
intention behind the drafting in article 5(2)(b) is to 
enable TfL to amend the tunnel design, for example 
by varying the number and size of cross-passages 
between the tunnel bores, should that be necessary 
or expedient at the detailed design stage. This 
drafting has precedent in a number of statutory 
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orders, for example the London Underground 
(Northern Line Extension) Order 2014 (see article 
5(2)). 

However, in order to provide greater clarity on this 
point the dDCO submitted at Deadline 1 amended 
article 5(2)(b) so that it reads: 'deviate from the 
design of any tunnel or tunnel structure and vary 
the number of tunnel cross-passages shown on the 
engineering section drawings and plans'. 

TfL does not intend or expect any such variations to 
be on a scale which would be so material in degree 
or effect as to change the scheme to the extent that 
it was no longer the same as the scheme which is 
the subject of the application.  

Further, as explained in the Applicant's response to 
FWQ DC35 (REP1-177), the extent within the Order 
limits to which any works could potentially deviate 
from their centrelines or boundaries as shown on 
the Works Plans (APP-008) is constrained to 
particular areas within the Order limits in 
accordance with the nature of the land use powers 
sought in respect of those areas. 
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As also explained in the Applicant's response to 
FWQ DC35 (REP1-177), this degree of potential 
variation has been assessed in the ES (APP-031).  

 

For these reasons, as well as the Requirement 
relating to detailed design in paragraph 4 of 
Schedule 2 to the dDCO, the Applicant is confident 
that the drafting of article 5(2)(b) ensures that the 
viability of the strategic development of adjoining 
land will not be compromised. 

Article 11 LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 
3 

Should be amended to include a 
consultation element with the local 
highway authority.  

An amendment was made in the revised draft of the 
DCO submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-095) that the 
powers under this article can only be exercised with 
the consent of the relevant street authority.  

Article 11 RB Greenwich LIR – 
Appendix 2 

Should be amended to include an 
approval process. 

An amendment was made in the revised draft of the 
DCO submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-095) that the 
powers under this article can only be exercised with 
the consent of the relevant street authority. 

Article LB Tower Hamlets TfL should be compelled to enter As stated in its Document explaining DCO 
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12(1) Written Representation – 
3 

into agreements that are the subject 
of this article.  

Amendments (REP1-181), this is an enabling power 
and it would not be appropriate or normal for this 
provision to require agreements to be entered into. 
As a result, no amendments are proposed by the 
Applicant. 

Article 17 LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 
3 

Concerns about breadth of powers 
and impacts these could have on 
river users.  

The Applicant has responded to a similar point in 
the ExA's FWQ DC46 (REP1-177). In summary, the 
definition of 'the river area' has now been reduced 
in scope in revision 1 of the dDCO and the overall 
wording does reflect that found in other made 
DCOs to date and is therefore considered 
appropriate. 

It is not considered that any consultation with the 
Borough is required to be included in the article, 
particularly when read in conjunction with the code 
of construction practice and the community 
engagement provisions contained therein. 

However, the Applicant is involved in on-going 
discussions with the Port of London Authority in 
relation to this provision. 
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Article 41 LB Newham 2.0 The Scheme is identified as being 
within the area outlined in red by TfL 
in its application for a Development 
Consent Order (DCO). The Council 
does not consider that the area 
covered by the DCO can extend 
beyond the red line drawn by TfL. 

In order to apply powers sought in the dDCO 
beyond the Order limits as defined in the dDCO the 
Applicant relies on section 120(3) of the Planning 
Act 2008, which enables a development consent 
order to make provision relating to matters ancillary 
to the development.  Such ancillary matters may 
relate to areas beyond the red line which represents 
the Order limits.      

 

Please see the Applicant’s response to FWQ DC59 
(REP1-177) for further commentary on the 
reasoning which applies here. 

 

Article 43 LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

These Boroughs should be named 
as consultees in the event of any 
non-emergency closures of the 
tunnels. 

No parties are specifically mentioned in this 
provision as being consultees in the event of a non-
emergency closure of the tunnel - instead, the 
Applicant must give notice in such manner as it 
considers appropriate. The Applicant would follow 
broadly the same procedures as it does currently in 
relation to giving notice for non-planned 
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maintenance closures of the Blackwall Tunnel. 
These include giving notice to all London Boroughs. 

Article 43 RB Greenwich LIR – 
Appendix 2 

The term 'emergency' should be 
defined. 

As stated in its Document explaining DCO 
Amendments submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-181), 
the Applicant does not consider any amendments 
are needed to article 43.  The term 'emergency' 
should be given its normal meaning which the 
Applicant considers is sufficiently certain. 

Article 43 LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 
3 

The term 'emergency' should be 
defined.  

As stated in its Document explaining DCO 
Amendments submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-181), 
the Applicant does not consider any amendments 
are needed to article 43.  The term 'emergency' 
should be given its normal meaning which the 
Applicant considers is sufficiently certain. 

Article 
48(7) 

LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 
3 

It is not clear why the byelaws at the 
Blackwall Tunnel should be revoked 
from the day construction 
commences at the Silvertown 
Tunnel. 

The Applicant has responded to a similar point 
raised in the ExA's FWQ DC68 (REP1-177). As 
stated in that response, the Applicant considers 
that, to enable it to manage the Blackwall Tunnel 
robustly and optimally during the construction of the 
Silvertown Tunnel, the up-to-date new byelaws are 
required to come into force from the start of 
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construction rather than any later. 

Article 
48(7) 

RB Greenwich LIR – 
Appendix 2 

Byelaws should come into force 
upon the Silvertown Tunnel opening 
and not on commencement of 
construction.  

The Applicant has responded to a similar point 
raised in the ExA's FWQ DC68 (REP1-177). As 
stated in that response, the Applicant considers 
that, to enable it to manage the Blackwall Tunnel 
robustly and optimally during the construction of the 
Silvertown Tunnel, the up-to-date new byelaws are 
required to come into force from the start of 
construction rather than any later. 

Article 
52(2) 

LB Bexley LIR - 7.1 Recommendations of STIG should 
also be considered 

The revised draft of the DCO submitted at Deadline 
1 (REP1-095) provides that STIG is to be consulted 
on any revisions to the Charging Policies and 
Procedures. 

Article 52 LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

LB Southwark should be consulted 
on user charging regime due to 
traffic impacts in its area. 

The revised draft of the DCO submitted at Deadline 
1 (REP1-095) provides that STIG is to be consulted 
on any revisions to the Charging Policies and 
Procedures. Therefore LB Southwark would be 
consulted through this forum.  
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Article 52 LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

LB Lewisham consider that a clear 
link should be made on the face of 
the DCO between air quality and 
user charging. 

The Applicant considers that this link is clear in the 
Charging Policies and Procedures, which the 
Applicant must comply with when exercising any 
powers under Part 5 of the dDCO (under article 
52(1)). The Applicant therefore does not consider 
that any further drafting is required.  

Article 52 LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

LB Hackney should be a named 
consultee under this article, and it 
considers that any revisions to the 
charging policy should be approved 
by STIG unanimously and not the 
Mayor.  

The revised draft of the DCO submitted at Deadline 
1 (REP1-095) provides that STIG is to be consulted 
on any revisions to the Charging Policies and 
Procedures. Therefore LB Hackney would be 
consulted through this forum. 

STIG is a consultative group and it would not be 
appropriate for it to take on an approval role. 
Mayoral approval for a revised Charging Policies 
and Procedures mirrors the Mayor's current role 
under the Congestion Charging regime in London, 
which has been operating successfully since it 
started. The Applicant sees no reason to depart 
from this accepted mechanism.  

Articles 52 LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 

STIG should be consulted involved 
in the setting of charges and 

The revised draft of the DCO submitted at Deadline 
1 (REP1-095) provides that STIG is to be consulted 
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and 53 3 revisions to the charging policy. on any revisions to the Charging Policies and 
Procedures. The Applicant would have to exercise 
its powers in respect of setting the charge in 
accordance with the Charging Policies and 
Procedures under article 52(1). It must also be 
remembered that STIG plays a role in considering 
the level of charges under article 65(5)(c). 
Therefore, the Applicant does not consider that any 
further drafting is required.  

Article 53 LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

LB Lewisham consider that it should 
be consulted on the level of charges 
due to the effects of traffic diversion 
into its area. The Project Objectives 
should also be incorporated into the 
DCO as the 'test' for charge levels.  

LB Lewisham is, by virtue of article 65, a member of 
STIG. As a result, it will be consulted on the level of 
charges in that forum – article 65(5) provides that 
STIG may consider the level of user charges set by 
the Applicant.  

The Project Objectives have expressly been 
included in the Charging Policies and Procedures 
(REP1-123), such that the user charges must be 
set at a level to ensure the Project Objectives are 
achieved. This commitment does not need to be 
included on the face of the dDCO, as article 52 
provides that the user charging powers in the dDCO 
must be exercised in accordance with the Charging 
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Policies and Procedures.  

Article 53 LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

LB Hackney consider that TfL 
discretion under this article should 
be subject to consultation and 
agreement with STIG. The power 
under article 53(4) (to waive, 
suspend etc, the charges) should 
not be at TfL's sole discretion.  

Under article 65(5)(c) of the dDCO, STIG has a role 
in considering the level of charges set by the 
Applicant. 

In addition, under article 52(1) the powers under 
Part 5 of the dDCO (including the powers under 
article 53) must be exercised in accordance with the 
Charging Policies and Procedures (in relation to 
which STIG can be expected to play an active role 
should any revisions be proposed). As such, any 
discretion the Applicant has under article 53 is 
tempered by article 52(1). 

Article 53 RB Greenwich LIR – 
Appendix 2 

This should make reference to STIG 
and the monitoring strategy. 

The Applicant considers that relevant environmental 
factors would be picked up in the wording of the 
Charging Policies and Procedures and therefore no 
cross-reference to the monitoring strategy is 
required. Under article 52(1) the powers under Part 
5 of the dDCO (including the powers under article 
53) must be exercised in accordance with the 
Charging Policies and Procedures (in relation to 
which STIG can be expected to play an active role 
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should any revisions be proposed). 

Article 
56(e) 

LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 
3 

Consider that charges levied under 
the scheme should not be able to be 
paid into TfL's General Fund 

As stated in the Consultation Report (APP-018) 
(page 12-77), revenue from the Scheme will in the 
first instance be used to pay for the construction 
and ongoing operational costs of the Silvertown 
Tunnel. In terms of the Silvertown Tunnel, a Private 
Public Partnership (PPP) Project Company is 
proposed to be responsible for raising the finance 
for the detailed design, construction and 
maintenance of the new tunnel and once it is open 
will, in return, receive payments from TfL for a 
period of 25 years. The payments will be linked to 
the availability of the tunnel for safe use by traffic.  

The revenues from user charging at both the 
Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels will, over time, 
cover the cost of the Scheme.  

Any surplus revenue from user charging at 
Silvertown and Blackwall would contribute to the 
delivery of the priorities identified within the 
Applicant’s overall Business Plan, as is the case for 
all other revenue generated from TfL services, such 
as the Congestion Charge and public transport 
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fares. The east London sub-region can, however, 
expect to see a higher proportion of expenditure 
within TfL’s Business Plan reflecting the need to 
improve connectivity within the area to support the 
expected increase in population, housing and 
employment growth in the coming years. 

The Applicant therefore considers it appropriate for 
surplus user charging revenue to be used in this 
way. No amendments to this article are therefore 
proposed by the Applicant. 

Article 
56(e) 

LB Bexley LIR - 7.1 Charging revenues should not go to 
TfL's general fund 

See above  

Article 56 LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

LBs Hackney and Lewisham 
consider that charges levied under 
the scheme should not be able to be 
paid into TfL's General Fund and 
should be scheme specific, 
including sustainable transport 
issues and/or ways to make the 
tunnel useable by cyclists – article 
56(e) should be deleted.  

See above 
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Article 58 LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 
3 

It is unclear from the wording of this 
article as to whether the 
requirements of the Charging Policy, 
Traffic impacts Mitigation Statement, 
Role of STIG etc. would be fully 
protected in the event of the transfer 
of the benefit of the Order to an 
unknown third party. 

Any transfer of functions under article 58 would 
include all obligations relating to the functions 
transferred (see article 58(4)). As a result, any 
transferee under article 58 would be required to 
comply with the requirements contained in the 
relevant provisions of the DCO or risk being subject 
to enforcement proceedings under Part 8 of the 
Planning Act 2008. 

The Applicant does not currently envisage that the 
functions in the DCO relating to user charging, the 
establishment and operation of STIG, traffic 
monitoring and mitigation would be transferred to a 
third party. 

Article 
65(6)(c) 

LB Bexley LIR - 7.1 Should refer to two representative 
from 'other' bodies 

This amendment was made in the revised draft of 
the DCO submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-095) 

Article 65 GLA LIR - 51 GLA should be a named participant 
in STIG 

This amendment was made in the revised draft of 
the DCO submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-095). 

Article 65 LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 

Various comments on the detailed The Applicant does not consider it appropriate to 
change the drafting of article 65(5) to be mandatory 
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3 drafting of the article, in particular: 

(a) paragraph (5) should be 
changed to 'must' from 'may' 

(b) the charging policy must come 
within the remit of STIG; 

(c) increase the period within which 
STIG reviews cross-river bus 
services to 5 years; and 

(d) the argument that having 
meetings less frequently after a 
certain period of time could result in 
administrative difficulties.   

rather than permissive. The Applicant is required to 
establish STIG under article 65(1), but it is 
considered appropriate that what STIG considers 
should be open to flexibility and for STIG itself to 
determine.  

The revised draft of the DCO submitted at Deadline 
1 (REP1-095) provides that STIG is to be consulted 
on any revisions to the Charging Policy and 
Procedures. 

TfL considers that the 3 year period provided for by 
article 65(5)(e) is appropriate. After the 3 year 
period any changes to bus services will be subject 
to the normal TfL consultation process with 
boroughs and other stakeholders.  

With regard to the frequency of meetings, the 
Applicant considers the frequency of meetings 
provided for in the dDCO is appropriate. As 
described in the response to FWQ DC86 (REP1-
177) STIG may establish sub-committees if it is 
deemed necessary to meet more often. 
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Article 65 LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

This provision should be re-drafted 
to provide: 

(a) more detail on the operation of 
STIG (drawing together information 
from relevant certified documents); 

(b) that TfL must take into account 
recommendations of STIG; 

(c) for the Boroughs to request 
different dates for STIG meetings; 

(d) TfL should not have the sole 
ability to call meetings or act as 
chair; 

(e) any other bodies invited to join 
STIG by TfL should be subject to 
approval/no objections from the 
Borough; and 

(f) other members of STIG should 
be able to sit on the review group.  

Details relating to STIG’s operation are contained in 
the Charging Policies and Procedures, Monitoring 
Strategy and the Traffic Impact Mitigation Strategy, 
which are all proposed to be certified documents 
under article 64. It would not be appropriate for a 
statutory instrument to contain this level of detail as 
the Applicant considers that STIG's procedures 
should be open to flexibility and for STIG itself to 
determine. In any event, including detail in the DCO 
from the Charging Policies and Procedures, 
Monitoring Strategy and the Traffic Impact 
Mitigation Strategy would not give those provisions 
any additional legal force. 

The revised version of the dDCO submitted at 
Deadline 1 included provision in article 65(6) that 
the Applicant must have regard to any 
recommendations made by STIG. 

The Applicant considers that the frequency of 
meetings of STIG provided for in the dDCO is 
appropriate and, as noted in the Applicant’s 
response to FWQ DC86, STIG would have the 
flexibility to appoint sub-committees, for example, 
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which could meet more regularly.   

It is appropriate for the Applicant to be the chair of 
STIG. The Applicant has a strategic duty to manage 
the London road network and it is considered 
appropriate in this context for it to retain the chair 
and casting vote. It is envisaged that most 
decisions will not require a casting vote: members 
who are not interested in a topic may choose not to 
attend or vote (providing the meeting is quorate). 

Paragraph 
4 of 
Schedule 
2 

RB Greenwich LIR – 
Appendix 2 

Should include landscaping, public 
realm and parking areas.  

The Applicant considers that these issues would be 
dealt with by the requirement contained in 
paragraph 6 of Schedule 2 to the dDCO - the 
Applicant must submit a landscaping scheme to the 
'relevant planning authority' (which would be RB 
Greenwich in its area) for approval which must then 
be implemented. 

Paragraph
s 4(1) and 
6(1) of 
Schedule 
2 

RB Greenwich LIR – 
Appendix 2 

Clarification needed that details 
submitted under these paragraphs 
must accord with the design 
principles.  

The Applicant does not consider such an 
amendment is necessary. The starting point is the 
requirement contained in paragraph 3 of Schedule 
2 to the dDCO, which requires the Applicant to 
design and implement the scheme in accordance 
with the design principles. This is a general 
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obligation which applies to the entire scheme. 

It therefore follows that any details of an element of 
the scheme submitted for approval under the 
requirements in paragraphs 4 and 6 of Schedule 2 
to the dDCO would need to accord with the design 
principles, to ensure the Applicant is compliant with 
the requirement in paragraph 3. If this were not the 
case, RB Greenwich could, with very good 
justification, refuse to approve the details on that 
basis. 

The Applicant therefore considers the current 
wording of the dDCO is appropriate.  

Paragraph 
5, 
Schedule 
2 

LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 
3 

LB Tower Hamlets should be 
consulted (a) prior to applications for 
discharge of requirements being 
submitted by TfL and (b) by the 
relevant planning authority when it is 
determining such an application.  

The revised draft of the DCO submitted at Deadline 
1 (REP1-095) has included new provisions in Part 2 
of Schedule 2 to achieve this.  

Paragraph 
7, 

LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 

Drafting in the DCO should be made 
clear to provide that LBs Southwark 

It is considered that STIG's role under the Traffic 
Impacts Mitigation Strategy (APP-099) (compliance 
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Schedule 
2 

Representations – 
Appendix A 

and Lewisham can ask TfL to 
investigate any adverse impacts in 
its area. 

with which is secured under the requirement 
contained in paragraph 7 of Schedule 2 to the 
dDCO), of which the LBs would be members, would 
enable such requests to be accommodated.  

Paragraph 
7, 
Schedule 
2 

LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

LB Lewisham consider the DCO 
should set out on its face STIG's 
role in respect of reviewing 
compliance with the monitoring 
strategy and the traffic impact 
mitigation strategy.  

Articles 65(5)(a) and (b) make clear that STIG has a 
role in relation to the documents cited by LB 
Lewisham. When read in conjunction with the 
documents themselves, compliance with which is 
secured under paragraph 7 of Schedule 2 to the 
dDCO, the Applicant does not consider that any 
further drafting is necessary on the face of the 
dDCO.  

Paragraph 
7, 
Schedule 
2 

LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

The DCO should include a 
requirement in respect of air quality 
monitoring and mitigation.  

This is not considered to be required, given the 
operation of the monitoring strategy. Compliance 
with this is secured under paragraph 7 of Schedule 
2 to the dDCO. Please see the Applicant's response 
to the ExA's FWQ DC106 (REP1-177). 

Paragraph 
7, 
Schedule 

LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 

The Boroughs should be consulted 
on the AQ Management Plan or 
other plans relevant to their area.  

The Applicant does not consider that the LBs of 
Hackney, Lewisham or Southwark should have 
formal approval rights under the requirements, 
given that no construction works are taking place 
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2 Appendix A within any of their areas. It is for this same reason 
that the Applicant does not consider they should be 
'formal' consultees, but there is of course nothing 
precluding RB Greenwich or LB Newham from 
'informally' consulting those Boroughs when 
determining an application made under the 
requirements should they wish. The Applicant 
considers this is a matter that should be concluded 
among the Boroughs. 

Paragraph 
8, 
Schedule 
2 

GLA LIR – 63 This requirement should be drafted 
such that details are agreed with 
Lead Local Flood Authorities, in 
consultation with the Environment 
Agency and Thames Water.  

This requirement is currently drafted such that 
details of surface water drainage systems must be 
approved by the relevant planning authority. This is 
a standard requirement and also reflects conditions 
on the same topic routinely attached to 
conventional planning applications. 

There is of course nothing stopping the relevant 
planning authority consulting with other parties at 
their discretion – this could include the Environment 
Agency or Thames Water. 

Paragraph
s 10 and 
12, 

LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 

LB Tower Hamlets should be made 
into a relevant highway authority for 

The requirements cited by LB Tower Hamlets would 
only provide for signage or noise mitigation within 
the Order limits (as defined in article 2 of the 
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Schedule 
2 

3 the purposes of these requirements.  dDCO), namely within the areas of RB Greenwich 
or LB Newham. Therefore, LB Tower Hamlets 
would not be the relevant highway authority for 
these requirements and so the Applicant does not 
consider it appropriate to make this proposed 
change.  

Schedule 
2 

RB Greenwich Written 
Representation – 3.3 

A new requirement should be 
included in the DCO for a bus 
strategy to be submitted to the 'host' 
Boroughs for approval. 

As set out in the Update Report (AS-021) para 2.11, 
a funding commitment to bus services through the 
Silvertown Tunnel will be made in TfL’s forthcoming 
Business Plan.  

Whilst TfL is committed to bringing forward cross-
river bus services through the Silvertown Tunnel, 
TfL does not consider it appropriate to commit, 
through a requirement, to specific bus services 
seven years in advance of the Scheme opening. 
This is set out in the response to FWQ PN6 (REP1-
178) paragraphs 6.1-6) and also the Appendix to 
FWQ PN6 (Silvertown Tunnel Bus Strategy) in 
section 3.3, ‘bus planning process’. 

With regard to borough involvement in bus services, 
article 65(5)(d) of the dDCO states that STIG can 
consider and make recommendations in respect of 
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cross-river bus proposals. More detail is provided in 
section 3.5 (STIG and the bus planning process) of 
the Appendix to the Applicant’s response to FWQ 
PN6. 

Schedule 
2 

RB Greenwich Written 
Representation – 5.7 

The Siebert Road noise barrier 
should be the subject of a 
requirement in the DCO. 

The Applicant considers that the nature of this 
commitment would not meet the various tests for 
requirements contained in the National Networks 
National Policy Statement, given that it is not 
necessary mitigation. As a result, it is considered 
that securing this commitment under a legal 
agreement is the most appropriate route. 

Schedule 
2 

RB Greenwich Written 
Representation – 9.3 

Cycle shuttle bus through the new 
tunnel should be the subject of a 
requirement in the DCO. 

As discussed in response to FWQ PN.6 (REP1-
178), the Applicant will be undertaking further 
investigations into the potential bus shuttle service 
operations. This will include examination of aspects 
such as the potential routeing of the service and 
drop off and pick up points. 

The Applicant does not consider that a commitment 
to operate a cycle shuttle should be included as a 
requirement in the DCO because it is not required 
to deliver the benefits or mitigate the impacts of the 
Scheme. Furthermore, with the demand for such a 
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service unknown, a statutory requirement to run 
such a service could represent an inefficient use of 
public resources if demand was very low. Rather, 
the Applicant is proposing to run the service on a 
trial basis for an agreed period with a view to 
operating it on a longer-term basis provided there is 
sufficient demand. 

Schedule 
2 

LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

All these Boroughs should approve, 
or at the very least be consulted 
upon, requirement discharge 
applications. 

The Applicant does not consider that the LBs of 
Hackney, Lewisham or Southwark should have 
formal approval rights under the requirements, 
given that no construction works are taking place 
within any of their areas. It is for this same reason 
that the Applicant does not consider they should be 
'formal' consultees, but there is of course nothing 
precluding RB Greenwich or LB Newham from 
'informally' consulting those Boroughs when 
determining an application under the requirements 
should they wish. The Applicant considers this is a 
matter that should be concluded among the 
Boroughs.  

Schedule 
2 

LB Tower Hamlets LIR - 5 Should be a requirement to keep 
bus lane in place for perpetuity 

TfL's power to implement a bus, taxi and HGV-only 
lane in the Silvertown Tunnel is provided by Part 3 
of Schedule 10 to the dDCO, which is brought into 
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operation by article 60(1)(c) of the dDCO. As is 
noted by the Boroughs, this is a permissive power 
rather than a mandatory one.  

However, it would not be appropriate for the DCO to 
require this lane to be provided in perpetuity. While 
it is not currently considered likely that there would 
be a time when a heavy vehicle lane is not required, 
this situation may change in future.  If it does, it 
would be subject to the usual statutory traffic 
regulation procedures (see article 60(6)). Given the 
long lifetime of the Scheme (125 years), it is 
important to retain flexibility so that the Applicant 
can respond to changing conditions and alternative 
options that may emerge in the future to prioritise 
particular vehicle types. 

Schedule 
2 

LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 
2.3 

Bus strategy should be a certified 
document and secured under 
Paragraph 7 of Schedule 2. 

As set out in the Update Report (AS-021) para 2.11, 
a funding commitment to bus services through the 
Silvertown Tunnel will be made in the Applicant’s 
forthcoming Business Plan.  

Whilst the Applicant is committed to bringing 
forward cross-river bus services through the 
Silvertown Tunnel, it does not consider it 
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appropriate to commit, through a requirement, to 
specific bus services seven years in advance of the 
Scheme opening. This is set out in the response to 
FWQ PN6 (REP1-178) paragraphs 6.1-6) and also 
the Appendix to FWQ PN6 (Silvertown Tunnel Bus 
Strategy) in section 3.3, ‘bus planning process’. 

Schedule 
2 

LB Tower Hamlets 
Written Representation – 
2.3 

Cycling strategy document should 
be included as a new requirement.  

Cycling would be supported by the Applicant in the 
following ways, and therefore it is considered there 
is no need for a cycling strategy to be produced: 

As discussed in response to FWQ PN.6 (REP1-
178), the Applicant will be undertaking further 
investigations into the potential bus shuttle service 
operations. This will include examination of aspects 
such as the potential routeing of the service and 
drop off and pick up points. 

The Applicant does not consider that a commitment 
to operate a cycle shuttle should be included as a 
requirement in the DCO because it is not required 
to deliver the benefits or mitigate the impacts of the 
Scheme. Furthermore, with the demand for such a 
service unknown, a statutory requirement to run 
such a service could represent an inefficient use of 
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public resources if demand was very low. Rather, 
the Applicant is proposing to run the service on a 
trial basis for an agreed period with a view to 
operating it on a longer-term basis provided there is 
sufficient demand. 

In terms of the Emirates Air Line, as stated in the 
Case for the Scheme (APP-093) on page 104, the 
Applicant is proposing to produce a future EAL 
fares strategy document in consultation with local 
boroughs, which would be published ahead of the 
opening of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme. 

Schedule 
2 

LB Newham Written 
Representation – 6.4 

A DCO requirement should be 
added securing the provision of new 
public transport services in the 
proposed tunnel. 

As set out in the Update Report (AS-021) para 2.11, 
a funding commitment to bus services through the 
Silvertown Tunnel will be made in the Applicant’s 
forthcoming Business Plan.  

Whilst the Applicant is committed to bringing 
forward cross-river bus services through the 
Silvertown Tunnel, it does not consider it 
appropriate to commit, through a requirement, to 
specific bus services seven years in advance of the 
Scheme opening. This is set out in the response to 
FWQ PN6 (REP1-178) paragraphs 6.1-6) and also 
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the Appendix to FWQ PN6 (Silvertown Tunnel Bus 
Strategy) in section 3.3, ‘bus planning process’. 

Schedule 
2 

LB Newham Written 
Representation – 6.4 

Pedestrian and cycle improvements 
proposed to be implemented near 
the tunnel portal should be the 
subject of a DCO requirement.  

Discussions with LB Newham are ongoing in 
respect of public realm improvements, including in 
respect of provision for cyclists and pedestrians. 
The Design Principles (which must be complied 
with by virtue of the requirements contained in 
Schedule 2 to the dDCO) also provide overarching 
principles relevant to pedestrian and cycle 
improvements which must be followed when the 
detailed design for the scheme is being finalised.  

Schedule 
2 

GLA LIR - 78 TfL should be required to apply 
guidance set out in the Control of 
Dust and Emissions During 
Construction and Demolition SPG 
and this should be 'set out' in the 
DCO. 

The Applicant considers that appropriate measures 
for construction and dust emissions controls are 
contained in Section 5 of the Code of Construction 
Practice ("CoCP") (REP1-119) and that this is the 
appropriate place for such measures. Compliance 
with the CoCP is secured by the requirement 
contained in paragraph 5 of Schedule 2 to the 
dDCO. The Applicant is content to discuss this 
issue with the GLA further should it wish.  
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Schedule 
2 

RB Greenwich LIR – 
Appendix 2 

Proposes new requirements: 

(a) mitigation strategy; 

(b) greenwalls and bridges to 
complement noise mitigation; 

(c) construction traffic routes; 

(d) a community fund; 

(e) piling statement and strategy; 

(f) Construction Method Statement;  

(g) all plans and schemes under the 
CoCP should be approved; 

(h) noise mitigation requirement 
should be redrafted to make clear 
that measures should be retained; 

(i) Mayor's proposal for cycle 

Taking each of RB Greenwich’s proposals in turn: 

This is provided for in the Traffic Impacts Mitigation 
Strategy which must be complied with by the 
Applicant by virtue of the requirement contained in 
paragraph 7 of Schedule 2 to the dDCO; 

The provision of greenwalls and bridges is secured 
by the inclusion of relevant principles in the Design 
Principles and the Biodiversity Action Plan and 
Mitigation Strategy, compliance with which is 
secured by requirements in Schedule 2; 

This would be dealt with under the Construction 
Traffic Management Plan to be produced under the 
Code of Construction Practice; 

No Community Fund is proposed - see the 
Applicant’s response to FWQ SE1; 

The Code of Construction Practice has been 
amended to provide for more details on the 
proposed piling methodology – it is therefore 
considered that no piling statement or strategy is 
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carrying bus routes; 

(j) public realm improvements 
around Boord St footbridge; 

(k) remediation strategy; 

(l) ecology management plan, 
emergency plan, NVMP and SWMP 
should all be subject to approval; 

(m) the arboricultural survey should 
be secured; and 

(n) a sustainability implementation 
strategy should be submitted for 
approval.  

required; 

The Applicant’s responses to the FWQs 
commented on the rationale for not ‘securing’ the 
Construction Method Statement in the dDCO;  

The Applicant’s responses to the FWQs 
commented on the rationale for the relevant 
approvals required for the plans under the Code of 
Construction Practice, and the revised dDCO 
submitted at Deadline 1 included various changes 
to the relevant requirement in paragraph 5 of 
Schedule 2 to the dDCO;  

The Applicant does not consider this is necessary – 
please see its response to FWQ DC102; 

Please see comments elsewhere in this document 
on the proposals for a cycle shuttle bus; 

Further submissions to the Examination will be 
made in due course – see the Applicant's letter to 
the Examining Authority dated 02 December 2016; 

The Code of Construction Practice deals with 
remediation issues, so no strategy is necessary or 
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proposed; 

The Applicant’s responses to the FWQs 
commented on the rationale for the relevant 
approvals required for the plans under the Code of 
Construction Practice and the revised dDCO 
submitted at Deadline 1 included various changes 
to the relevant requirement in paragraph 5 of 
Schedule 2 to the dDCO; 

It is proposed that the Ecology Management Plans 
to be produced under the Code of Construction 
Practice (compliance with which is secured by a 
requirement in Schedule 2 to the DCO) will include 
an arboricultural impact assessment based upon 
the construction site layout, with the assessment 
including a schedule of trees to be retained and 
removed; and  

The Applicant considers that sustainability matters 
are suitably secured by the Design Principles, 
particularly the Sustainability & Environment section 
of it. Compliance with the Design Principles is 
secured by way of a requirement in Schedule 2 to 
the dDCO. 
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Schedule 
2 

RB Greenwich LIR – 
Appendix 2 

Comments about the discharge 
procedures and timeframes in 
paragraphs 15(2) and (3) (now 17(2) 
and (3)) and 16(2)(d) (now 18(2)(d))  

Paragraph 17(2) of Schedule 2 to revision 1 of the 
dDCO (REP1-095) (previously 15(2) in revision 0 of 
the dDCO (APP-013)) applies where the relevant 
requirement which is being sought to be discharged 
does not require any consultation with a third party 
as part of the discharge process. For this reason 
the Applicant does not propose to make any 
amendments to this paragraph, as extra time does 
not need to be 'built in' for consultation  where this 
paragraph applies.  

Further, an amendment such as that proposed 
could significantly increase the time within which a 
decision must be made under paragraph 16(3). This 
is because, where further information is requested, 
the time runs from the day after the requested 
further information is supplied. 

The Applicant is assuming the reference to 
'Requirement 15(e)" is to paragraph 17(3) of 
Schedule 2 to the dDCO (what was 15(3) in APP-
013)). 
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It is not clear to the Applicant what would be the 
benefit of adding a particular time-frame within 
which it must provide any further information. 
Paragraph 16(3) of Schedule 2 to the dDCO 
provides that the time limit within which the 
'discharging authority' would have to decide any 
discharge applications starts when the further 
information is provided. So, if the Applicant takes 
some time to provide the information, it does not 
'eat in' to the 8 week decision-making time period. 
The Applicant considers it preferable to provide no 
set time within which information must be provided 
to allow it to provide the best information possible. It 
will, however, as a result of paragraph 16(3), be 
incentivised to provide that information as quickly 
as possible. 

In terms of enabling a discharging authority to 
request 'further information' on further occasions, 
the Applicant considers that this has the potential 
for discharge applications to become 'gridlocked', 
defeating the purpose of the provisions. The 
Applicant is, of course, happy to provide further 
information when needed, but this should be 
following a single request. 
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The Applicant does not consider that any changes 
should be made to paragraph 18(2)(d) (what was 
previously 16(2)(d) in revision 0 of the dDCO (APP-
013)); it reflects a similar procedure set out in the 
Thames Water Utilities Limited (Thames Tideway 
Tunnel) Order 2014.  

It should be remembered that the subject of any 
appeal governed by these provisions will not be the 
proposed development itself, but the discharge of 
requirements. Therefore, the Applicant does not 
consider 28 days would be needed to make written 
representations in that regard. Indeed, in the case 
of planning appeals in the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 context, the local planning 
authority is required to provide information via a 
'questionnaire' together with supporting documents 
within a shorter space of time than 10 days and it 
can opt, in general, for that questionnaire to be 
treated as its written representations. The time 
period for submission of this is within one week or 
shorter of the 'start date' (see, for example, article 
12 of the Town and Country Planning (Appeals) 
(Written Representations Procedure) (England) 
Regulations 2009). 
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Schedule 
13 

LBs Hackney, Lewisham 
and Southwark Written 
Representations – 
Appendix A 

Protective provisions should be 
included in the DCO for the benefit 
of these Boroughs to allow for prior 
notification of works, consultation 
and information sharing. For LB 
Southwark specifically, these 
provisions would also protect road 
networks bridges/tunnels in its area. 

The Applicant does not consider that protective 
provisions would be appropriate for LBs Hackney, 
Lewisham and Southwark as the provisions sought 
would be captured under the 'Communications and 
Community Liaison' section (4) of the Code of 
Construction Practice. Compliance with this is 
secured by paragraph 5 of Schedule 2 to the 
dDCO. The Applicant would be happy to discuss 
the operation of these provisions further with the 
LBs.   
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	3.3.29 The traffic model used to generate the Applicant’s forecasts was deemed "fit for purpose" by an independent audit, as set out above. SDG's audit report for the base year model (Appendix J, REP1-174) concludes in Chapter 5 that the base model is...
	3.3.30 LB Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009) refers to the planned CS4 Cycle Superhighway scheme, stating that this would reduce vehicular capacity on the A200, and questions why the scheme was not reflected in the Applicant’s modelling (see para 8.2).
	Applicant response
	3.3.31 The potential CS4 scheme was not reflected in the Applicant’s modelling as it was an uncommitted scheme with considerable uncertainty regarding design, including the amount of road capacity to be removed from general traffic as well as its prop...
	3.3.32 The Applicant set out its proposal regarding the future schemes to be included and not included in the Reference Case models. This list was sent by email to all east London boroughs on 10 November 2014  and again on 20 February 2015. On both oc...
	3.3.33 Furthermore, this list of schemes was provided to SDG in December 2015 for consideration as part of their audit of the Reference Case model. SDG did not cite any concerns regarding the exclusion of CS4 and concluded that the Reference Case mode...
	3.3.34 LB Southwark (LIR section 4.4) and LB Lewisham (LIR section 4,’Consultation) state that they have asked for TfL’s model to be made available but that the Applicant has not responded to this request. LB Southwark (LIR section 4.5) and LB Lewisha...
	3.3.35 The Applicant also notes that LB Lewisham, in their Relevant Representation (RR-259) paragraph 2 bullet point 3 (published 5 October 2016) stated:
	3.3.36 LB Southwark also identifies a requirement to access what it describes as the ‘SDG model’ (in LIR section 4.5).
	Applicant response
	3.3.37 TfL has sought to engage both LB Southwark and LB Lewisham throughout both the development of the Scheme and the traffic model, including the independent audit undertaken of the models by SDG.
	3.3.38 In relation to LB Lewisham’s and LB Southwark’s specific point about access to the models, the Applicant is not aware of any requests in this regard. However, the Applicant sought to clarify this with LB Lewisham on 10 October 2016. LB Lewisham...
	3.3.39 With regard to access to the information emerging from the SDG model audit, both boroughs received SDG's audit reports on 26 July 2016 (Base and Reference Cases) and 20 October 2016 (Assessed Case). TfL arranged a workshop with SDG and the neig...
	3.3.40 It should be noted that SDG did not develop a separate model of their own. Their role was to undertake an independent audit of TfL's LoRDM, RXHAM, and Railplan models. In response to a request by the ExA, a record of the engagement with LB Sout...
	3.3.41 RB Greenwich identifies what it describes as inconsistencies in the data which the Applicant has presented on travel patterns among residents of the host boroughs, and also draws particular attention to the use of the 2008 Roadside Interview da...
	3.3.42 The Applicant considers that all the data presented on travel behaviour is consistent. Where such points have been specifically identified in the past, the Applicant has highlighted the explanation for the perceived inconsistencies.
	3.3.43 The Applicant considers that the variety of different ways in which data on travel behaviour is disaggregated within Chapter 3 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086) is the likely explanation for the majority of what are perceived by the borough...
	3.3.44 The Applicant considers that the trip lengths presented in the Transport Assessment are consistent with the data presented on proportions of trips made by host borough residents, as it does not follow logically that a trip made by a host boroug...
	3.3.45 The Applicant will be pleased to provide further responses to any specific examples of apparent inconsistency that LB Newham or RB Greenwich are able to provide.
	3.3.46 Data sources employed by the Applicant include the roadside interview survey carried out in 2008 with approximately 700 drivers on the approach to the Blackwall Tunnel, the Behavioural survey carried out in 2012 with approximately 800 responden...
	3.3.47 The data sources all indicate that traffic originating in the three host boroughs accounts for a substantial proportion of overall Blackwall Tunnel traffic, and similarly a significant proportion of Blackwall Tunnel traffic has a destination in...
	3.3.48 Concerns raised by RB Greenwich regarding the limitations of the 2008 Blackwall Tunnel RSI have been discussed in numerous meetings and explicitly addressed by TfL through the provision to the Host Boroughs of a note entitled "Silvertown Modell...
	3.3.49 LB Newham at paragraph 5.1.4 of its LIR (REP1-014) suggests that the Applicant has not followed best practice because it has not incorporated into the strategic modelling the mitigation measures developed through the local modelling set out in ...
	Applicant response
	3.3.50 The Transport Assessment (APP-086) notes in section 7.8.2 that, aside from the benefits to the A102, the implementation of the Scheme with user charges is expected to have a relatively low impact on junction delays in the 2021 modelled year. Ap...
	3.3.51 Consequently TfL is not proposing specific junction mitigation works in the DCO application, and instead proposes to assess the traffic impacts on the wider network closer to the opening date of the Scheme to determine whether any consequential...
	3.3.52 This approach also means that the impacts described in the Transport Assessment (APP-086) represent a conservative assessment, in that they do not take into account the impacts of the potential mitigation in addressing adverse effects of the Sc...
	3.3.53 Following the opening of the Tunnel, TfL would then monitor the wider network to accurately identify the scale and location of any adverse impacts attributable to the Scheme in operation and would implement any mitigation necessary in connectio...
	3.3.54 Further information on the interface between the strategic and local modelling can be found in the Commentary on the Interface between Strategic and Local Modelling submitted for Deadline 2.
	3.3.55 LB Newham raises a concern (in section 6.2 of its LIR (REP1-012)) that the presentation of information in the Transport Assessment (APP-086) was not sufficiently clear to enable an understanding of the impacts of the Scheme on roads within the ...
	Applicant response
	3.3.56 In response to comments at a meeting on 11 August 2016 from LB Newham, RB Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets that the information presented in the Transport Assessment (APP-086) was not sufficiently detailed to enable these boroughs to understand t...
	3.3.57 The scope of these notes was agreed in discussion with borough officers to provide further detailed assessment on areas of interest where borough officers considered the Transport Assessment and its appendices did not provide a sufficiently det...
	3.3.58 RB Greenwich in its LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph 129C contest the Assessed Case in respect of cross-river bus capacity as follows: ‘Cross-river bus capacity is greatly increased, but the strategic model simply indicates a 0.1% increase across th...
	3.3.59 As described in response to FWQ TT.7 (REP1-174, para TT7.2), the model shows the redistribution effects of the Scheme are stronger for local trips which experience noticeable changes in accessibility of alternative locations on the opposite sid...
	3.3.60 The analysis presented in Transport Assessment sections (7.9.14 – 7.9.17) demonstrates that the introduction of charges for tunnel use and the additional bus service provision result in the model predicting additional public transport demand. D...
	3.3.61 The changes in the more localised area of the Blackwall Tunnel are more significant. When compared with the Reference Case in 2021, the Assessed Case results in an overall uplift of some 2,500 daily cross-river public transport trips, where som...
	3.3.62 SDG also investigated this matter and reported their findings in the audit report (Chapter 3 “Railplan Assessed Case”, see appendix E to REP1-174). SDG conclude that “The Assessed Case Railplan model is responding in a reasonable manner and is ...

	3.4 Effects
	3.4.1 A number of boroughs, in their LIRs and WRs, raised concerns that the Scheme would lead to increases in traffic, in some cases saying that this would lead to related problems or jeopardise the achievement of particular goals. In many cases these...
	3.4.2 In some cases, boroughs drew attention to the Applicant’s Transport Assessment, suggesting that this showed a likelihood of significant increases in traffic. For instance paragraph 6.1 of LB Lewisham’s LIR (REP1-022); paragraphs B5, B6ii-iii, BV...
	3.4.3 In other cases, boroughs indicated that forecasts might prove to be optimistic, with users being either less willing to pay charges (and therefore more likely to divert to alternative crossings) or more willing to pay charges (such that the Sche...
	3.4.4 LB Newham also raises a concern that long-distance traffic may route through the Royal Docks to reach the Silvertown Tunnel rather than using strategic routes to access the Blackwall Tunnel
	Applicant Response
	3.4.5 The Applicant has undertaken extensive modelling and analysis of transport impacts and has demonstrated that the Scheme is not likely to lead to an overall increase in traffic (see chapter 7 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086)). This is becaus...
	3.4.6 The TA does highlight a number of roads which would see an increase in actual traffic flow of more than 100 PCUs during individual modelled hours, for instance the A102, A2, A12, and Lower Lea Crossing, and roads in the Royal Docks. However, the...
	3.4.7 The other roads which would see a notable increase in traffic as a result of the Scheme are those on which new buses assumed in the Assessed Case would run. This is particularly notable in the Royal Docks area of Newham, where bus services make ...
	3.4.8 The Applicant is not forecasting significant overall increases in traffic away from the main Scheme corridor, including on routes which lead to alternative crossings. This reflects the fact that the new imposition of charges are balanced by impr...
	3.4.9 The Applicant is not forecasting significant adverse impacts on roads within the Royal Docks. The overall change in delay and journey times forecast on the road network in Newham in the Assessed Case indicates that there will be no serious impli...
	3.4.10 As noted in the Traffic Modelling section earlier in this report, the Applicant has carried out extensive testing to understand the sensitivity of its forecasts to key inputs such as the value of time, and has demonstrated (for instance in Sect...
	3.4.11 Two boroughs (LB Lewisham’s LIR (REP1-024) section 7 of its LIR), and LB Hackney’s LIR (REP1-020) at paragraph 5.4-5.7 provided identical comments to the effect that, in view of forecast background increases in HGVs between the Base and Referen...
	Applicant response
	3.4.12 An assessment of the effects of the Scheme on traffic, including HGV traffic, is set out in Chapter 7 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086). In summary, the strategic model provides an indication of the overall effect of the scheme on HGV numbe...
	3.4.13 The Applicant has considered in detail the potential impact of the provision of a full-height crossing where currently some vehicles cannot cross the river in this location because they exceed the limited headroom of the northbound Blackwall Tu...
	3.4.14 Three boroughs (LB Lewisham, LB Hackney, and LB Southwark) draw attention to the findings of the Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment (SACTRA) in relation to the phenomenon of induced demand, and suggest that the Applicant had n...
	Applicant response
	3.4.15 The Applicant has considered the issue of ‘induced demand’ in detail in Appendix B of the Transport Assessment (APP-087, pp. 33-36) and in response to FWQ TT.5 (REP1-174). These show that, while there is no single accepted definition of what co...
	3.4.16 LB Southwark, LB Hackney, and LB Lewisham state that the Scheme has the potential to lead to deteriorations in road safety or increases in the number of accidents (see for example paragraph 7.3 of LB Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009), paragraph 4.7 of...
	Applicant response
	3.4.17 The Applicant has assessed the likely impact of the Scheme on road safety using the DfT’s COBALT software. This process is set out in detail in Appendix D of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101). As Appendix D makes clear, the overall effec...
	3.4.18 TfL's analysis (set out in Chapter 7 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086)) indicates that some parts of Lower Road would experience increases of between 50 and 100 PCUs an hour in the morning peak hour and average interpeak hour, while other p...
	3.4.19 The Applicant considers that RB Greenwich’s comment in relation to the prevalence of accidents on the TLRN risks giving a misleading impression. While RB Greenwich’s LIR states that over 16% of the KSIs occurring in Greenwich occur on (or at ju...
	3.4.20 A number of boroughs raise concerns that increases in traffic, which they believe are likely as a result of the Scheme, would lead to deteriorations in safety and amenity and give rise to increased severance for pedestrians and cyclists. See fo...
	Applicant response
	3.4.21 As noted above, the Applicant considers that the evidence presented in the Transport Assessment (APP-086) demonstrates that there would not be any significant overall increases in traffic. Localised changes which are acknowledged in the TA woul...
	3.4.22 In LB Southwark’s WR(REP1-008) it is suggested that Category A vehicles should be allowed to use the Silvertown Tunnel to reduce the impact of these types of dangerous vehicles on Southwark’s roads and central London. This is in support of the ...
	Applicant response
	3.4.23 Tunnels are a safety critical environment in which major dangers such as explosions, fires or release of toxic gas/liquid could result in significant numbers of victims and/or serious damage to the asset.
	3.4.24 Dangerous goods bring added risks and the Carriage of Dangerous Goods and the Use of Transportable Pressure Equipment Regulation, 2009 (CDG Regulations) require the relevant authority to apply an appropriate designation to a road tunnel from Ca...
	3.4.25 In determining the appropriate designation for the Silvertown Tunnel TfL undertook a detailed review of the available evidence and held discussions with the Tunnel Design Safety Consultative Group (TDSCG), which has been established for the Sch...
	3.4.26 The rationale for this decision was based on the operational difficulties associated with permitting dangerous goods vehicles to use the new tunnel and the risk of encouraging vehicles carrying dangerous goods traffic from outside London. In su...

	3.5 Traffic displacement and adjacent crossings
	3.5.1 In LB Southwark’s LIR (REP1-009) at paragraphs 6.1, 9.2, 9.4 and WR (REP1-008) paragraph 1.5 and 4.2, LB Southwark raise a number of concerns regarding the potential traffic and associated environmental impacts of the Scheme on areas such as Can...
	3.5.2 Concerns that displacement to other crossings may lead to the user charges at the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels not being set at a high enough level to manage traffic are raised by LB Hackney in paragraphs 3.20-3.21 of Its WR (REP1-019).
	Applicant response
	3.5.3 The forecast impact of the Scheme on adjacent river crossings is set out in Appendix E of the Transport Assessment (APP-087). In addition, a note providing further detail on the impacts of the Scheme on adjacent crossings (including Tower Bridge...
	3.5.4 In summary:
	3.5.5 On a related issue, LB Southwark state at paragraph 4.7 of its WR (REP1-009) that not permitting vehicles carrying dangerous goods to use the Silvertown Tunnel would result in these vehicles being redirected to crossings within Southwark. The Ap...
	3.5.6 The Applicant considers that its proposals contain sufficient protections to address LB Hackney’s concern (at appendix F of its LIR (REP1-020)) that displacement to other crossings could result in the user charge at Blackwall and Silvertown tunn...
	3.5.7 In its LIR LB Newham (paragraph 5.2 (REP1-014)) and RB Greenwich (paragraph B6x (REP1-002)) raises issues regarding the powers that would be required to implement a user charge at the Woolwich Ferry. In particular, RB Greenwich seeks a requireme...
	Applicant response
	3.5.8 The Applicant’s assessment indicates that the Scheme would not have a significant adverse impact on the operation of the Woolwich Ferry, as set out in Appendix E of the Transport Assessment (APP-087) and the Adjacent River Crossings technical no...
	3.5.9 The small capacity of the Woolwich Ferry coupled with the significant improvement in conditions at the Blackwall Tunnel and the availability of the Silvertown Tunnel means a significant increase in demand at the Woolwich Ferry, which could have ...
	3.5.10 For the DCO to contain a power to impose a user charge at the Woolwich Ferry, clear evidence would be required that this was necessary as a result of the Scheme. In fact, the assessment indicates that the impacts of the Scheme on the Woolwich F...
	3.5.11 In their LIR, LB Newham (REP1-014) at paragraph 5.2, LB Tower Hamlets (REP1-005) at paragraph 6.3.6 and RB Greenwich (REP1-002) paragraphs 312-321 raise issues concerning a perceived need or potential need for implementing mitigation measures a...
	Applicant response
	3.5.12 The Applicant’s assessment indicates that the Scheme would not have a significant adverse impact on the operation of the Woolwich Ferry or the Rotherhithe Tunnel, as set out in Appendix E of the Transport Assessment (Document Reference 6.5, APP...
	3.5.13 As such, no mitigation is currently envisaged to be required at either crossing. Nonetheless, as set out in Appendix C of the Transport Assessment, the Applicant is proposing to undertake a refreshed assessment of Scheme impacts prior to Scheme...
	3.5.14 Further information on the proposed monitoring at adjacent crossings and the type of mitigation which could be implemented at the Woolwich Ferry and the Rotherhithe Tunnel can be found in the Adjacent River Crossings technical note.

	3.6 Monitoring
	3.6.1 RB Greenwich states in its LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph B6ix that there are insufficient arrangements for monitoring and mitigation, and (in Appendix 2) that a monitoring fund must be secured in the DCO.
	Applicant response
	3.6.2 Schedule 2 Requirement 7 of the draft DCO specifies that MS and TIMS must be implemented. Payment for monitoring and mitigation would come from TfL’s General Fund.
	3.6.3 As is noted in both the Monitoring Strategy and the TIMS, the monitoring plan and the mitigations presented therein are indicative. STIG, of which RB Greenwich is a member, will have a role in recommending other monitoring approaches and potenti...
	3.6.4 In addition, TfL has a strategic network management duty which means that it is responsible for addressing other issues on the roads which are not directly caused by the Scheme..
	3.6.5 RB Greenwich (WR(REP1-001) at paragraph 316) states that proposed monitoring for traffic, air quality, carbon, noise and socio-economics set out in the Monitoring Strategy is inadequate. RB Greenwich also suggests additional sites and types of m...
	3.6.6 LB Newham (in its WR (REP1-013) paragraph 4.13, p.14 and Chapter 9 Summary para. 9.7 p.25) states that there could be disputes about mitigations and a failure to implement the best mitigation due to competing interests. The GLA states that the m...
	Applicant response
	3.6.7 As stated in paragraph 2.1.1 of the Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121), the Monitoring Plan at Appendix A of that document is indicative. STIG, and RB Greenwich as a member of STIG, can make recommendations as to changes to the monitoring plan. Note...
	3.6.8 It is acknowledged that different parties within STIG may dispute the need for and the type of mitigation required. The implementation of mitigations on borough roads must be approved by the relevant borough (as per paragraph 2.3.4 of TIMS). Mit...
	3.6.9 There is provision to extend the life of the TIMS and the MS for a further two years (following the three year period post-Scheme opening). As explained in the Monitoring Strategy section 2.3 page 23-24, this period has been specified as because...
	3.6.10 Data from the London Air Quality Monitoring network will be available online.
	3.6.11 In Appendix 2 of its WR (REP1-001), RB Greenwich said that the Monitoring Strategy should include triggers and be in the DCO. The GLA also asked for these.
	Applicant response
	3.6.12 The updated Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121) submitted by the Applicant at Deadline 2 contains triggers for the traffic-related impacts. These triggers are thresholds for a red or amber in the monitored data. STIG can use these to help direct its...
	3.6.13  As described in the updated TIMS, both the monitoring plan and the triggers themselves (para 2.2.7) can be reviewed and updated. This would mean it would be inappropriate to include them in the DCO, which is intended to last for the lifetime o...

	3.7 Mitigation
	3.7.1 LB Newham (LIR section 5.2 page 18 (REP1-014)) refers to Appendix C of the Transport Assessment and states that the mitigations shown here are ‘blunt instruments’ that could cause adverse consequences on other parts of the network. It suggests t...
	Applicant response
	3.7.2 The mitigations given in Appendix C of the TA (APP-086) are given as an indication of the type of junction mitigations that could be implemented for the impacts which are currently forecast from the Scheme. As it states in the Summary of the app...
	3.7.3 The TIMS is concerned only with the impact of the Scheme, but this does not mean that other impacts would not be addressed separately to the Scheme. The Applicant (and the Mayor of London) has a statutory responsibility (under the GLA Act 1999) ...
	3.7.4  The indicative monitoring plan at Appendix A of the Monitoring Strategy is extensive in regard to the range and location of monitoring sites for traffic, air quality and noise (it also contains potential socio-economic indicators). For traffic ...
	3.7.5 On 4 October 2016, the Applicant sent a borough-specific technical information note on traffic and transport-related impacts of the Scheme to the host boroughs. This was at the request of the boroughs and is in addition to the information alread...
	3.7.6 In its LIR (REP1-014), LB Newham states that TfL has no powers to implement mitigations beyond those on the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) (section 5.2 page 18).
	3.7.7 It also states (para 4.11-12 page 13, and para 9.9 page 25) that displacement effects might indicate a user charge at adjacent crossings as a mitigation, but that TfL has no power to do this.
	Applicant response
	3.7.8 The first point is not disputed and is already described in TIMS para 2.3.4. TfL would fund approved mitigations for the Scheme regardless of where they occurred; however it would be for the relevant borough to approve these on local roads.
	3.7.9 TfL has powers under the GLA Act 1999 to introduce road user charging in London and these powers have been used to implement the Congestion Charge, the Low Emission Zone and will also be used to implement the Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ) from ...
	3.7.10 These powers do not apply at the Woolwich Ferry and any user charge would necessitate a change to primary legislation. However it is not expected that there will be significant additional demand for adjacent crossings - see para 7.2.12-13 and F...
	3.7.11 Boroughs including LB Newham and RB Greenwich stated that the approach to mitigations would be of limited effect. For example, RB Greenwich pointed to an absence of local junction mitigations (at paragraph 129 of its LIR (REP1-002)). It also st...
	3.7.12 RB Greenwich also states that charge reductions would lead to negative environmental effects (paragraph 151).
	3.7.13 In paragraph 175, RB Greenwich states that section 106 obligations must not be relied upon to mitigate effects of the Scheme, as implied by the TA.
	Applicant response
	3.7.14 The mitigations given in Appendix C of the TA (APP-086) are given as an indication of the type of junction mitigations that could be implemented for the impacts which are currently forecast from the Scheme. As it states in the Summary of the ap...
	3.7.15 STIG, which includes the boroughs as members, is able to identify and recommend further mitigations beyond what the Applicant has set out so far.
	3.7.16 Requirement 7 of Schedule 2 of the DCO is that TfL implement the MS and TIMS.
	3.7.17 With regard to the potential negative environmental effects of reducing the charge levels, when applying the Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123) TfL would be required to assess the likely impacts of changes to the user charges with rega...
	3.7.18 Finally, the inclusion of references to the use of Section 106 in order to fund pedestrian and cyclist improvements (for example at S7.16 of the Transport Assessment) was not intended to imply that these improvements were mitigations for Scheme...
	3.7.19 In its LIR (paragraph 192-3 (REP1-002)), RB Greenwich states that since there is already stress on the A2 / A102 corridor and this will get worse in the Assessed Case, mitigations should be secured and implemented now. It also calls for the sco...
	3.7.20 It also states (paragraph 160-1) there must be mitigations for the World Heritage Site in Greenwich, including the ability to impose user charges at the Rotherhithe Tunnel.
	Applicant response
	3.7.21 TfL has shown indicative mitigations in Appendix C of the Transport Assessment (APP-087) and also in the TIMS (APP-099). For the reasons set out in Appendix C of the Transport Assessment (APP-087), the Applicant considers that it is more approp...
	3.7.22 Road safety data is included in the indicative monitoring plan at Appendix A of the MS and page 23 of the TIMS contains indicative mitigations for these.
	3.7.23 Forecasts show that there will be little impact at the Rotherhithe Tunnel and so it is not justified to consider a user charge at this stage. However, as set out above, TfL already has powers under the GLA Act 1999 to introduce road user chargi...
	3.7.24 Boroughs including RB Greenwich (LIR (REP1-002), paragraphs 313-4, 317) state that the DCO should include triggers for mitigation. RB Greenwich also states that the DCO should include funding for mitigations (LIR (REP1-002), paragraph 315).
	Applicant response
	3.7.25 The updated TIMS submitted by the Applicant at Deadline 2 contains triggers for traffic-related impacts at Appendix A. The Applicant has been aware of the boroughs’ wish to see these for some time and agrees these are a useful addition.
	3.7.26 The triggers will be incorporated into the monitoring reports presented to STIG and will help them to identify when changes to traffic justify a consideration of local mitigations or changes to the user charges. It will be for STIG to consider ...
	3.7.27 However it is not suitable to incorporate these triggers in the DCO as this level of detail is not appropriate. Requirement 7 of the DCO provides for the implementation of the MS and TIMS. This requirement also means that TfL must fund approved...
	3.7.28 RB Greenwich (LIR (REP1-002), paragraph 315) stated that local models should be used for modelling certain mitigations, e.g. junction impacts, as strategic models such as RXHAM are inappropriate.
	Applicant response
	3.7.29 The Applicant considers that the use of the strategic models to identify the location and magnitude of likely junction impacts is appropriate. Where detailed assessment is required to facilitate the development of specific mitigation measures, ...

	3.8 Buses
	3.8.1 Boroughs including LB Newham (LIR (REP1-014) at Chapter 8), RB Greenwich (LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph B6xi) and LB Southwark (LIR (REP1-009) at section 8.7) state that there is no guarantee of the proposed bus services through the Silvertown Tun...
	Applicant Response
	3.8.2 As set out in the Update Report (AS-021) para 2.11, a funding commitment to bus services through the Silvertown Tunnel will be made in TfL’s forthcoming Business Plan.
	3.8.3 Whilst TfL is committed to bringing forward cross-river bus services through the Silvertown Tunnel, TfL does not consider it appropriate to commit to specific bus services seven years in advance of the Scheme opening. This is set out in the resp...
	3.8.4 With regard to borough involvement in bus services, Article 65 (5) (d) of the draft DCO (REP1-095) states that STIG can consider and make recommendations in respect of cross-river bus proposals. More detail is provided in section 3.5 (STIG and t...
	3.8.5 LB Tower Hamlets (LIR (REP1-005) Chapter 5) and LB Newham LIR (REP1-014) at paragraph 8 stated that the proposed heavy vehicles lane in the Silvertown Tunnel should be guaranteed in the DCO.
	Applicant Response
	3.8.6 Provision for the heavy vehicle only lane is made in Article 60 and Part 3 of Schedule 11 (traffic regulation measures) to the dDCO.
	3.8.7 It would not be appropriate for the DCO to require this lane to be provided in perpetuity. While it is not currently considered likely that there would be a time when a heavy vehicle lane is not required, this situation may change in future. Giv...
	3.8.8 LBs Hackney (LIR(REP1-020) at paragraph 6.9), Lewisham (LIR (REP1-024) at paragraph 6.27) and Newham (LIR (REP1-014) at paragraph 8.0) stated that new cross-river bus services should serve these boroughs.
	Applicant Response
	3.8.9 TfL does not consider it appropriate to commit to specific bus services seven years in advance of the Scheme opening. This is set out in the response to FWQ PN6 (REP1-178) paras 6.1-6 and also in section 3.3 (bus planning process) of the Appendi...
	3.8.10 Boroughs will be able to review and make recommendations to TfL in respect of proposed cross-river bus services via their membership of STIG, as described in the Appendix to FWQ PN6 (REP1-178) section 3.5 ‘STIG and the bus planning process’.

	3.9 Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group (STIG)
	3.9.1 The GLA (LIR, paras 51-53) states that it should be included in STIG.
	3.9.2 LB Bexley comments on Article 65 (7) (c) of the draft DCO, stating that it should refer to two representatives from other bodies. (LIR, para 7.1)
	3.9.3 RB Greenwich (LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph 321) states that the host boroughs should have a greater role than other members in mitigation.
	3.9.4 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-019)at paragraph 3.14) states it is concerned about TfL’s ability to invite other members onto STIG.
	3.9.5 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-019) at paragraph 3.42 summary table) and LB Southwark (WR (REP1-008 at paragraph 4.37, page 22) state that there should be an independent chair and that a simple majority vote was unsuitable.
	Applicant Response
	3.9.6 At Deadline 1, the applicant updated Article 65(2) of the draft DCO (REP1-095) to include the GLA in the membership of STIG. An amendment to Article 65(7) c) (now renumbered 65(8) (c)) has also been made to address the point raised in para. 7.1 ...
	3.9.7 Membership of STIG was determined in discussion with boroughs and also takes account of the range of boroughs bordering the Scheme and which could be affected by it (see Figure 3-1 in the Monitoring Strategy). However, TfL will continue to explo...
	3.9.8 It is appropriate for TfL to be the chair of STIG. TfL has a strategic duty to manage the road network and it is considered appropriate in this context for it to retain the chair and casting vote. It is envisaged that most decisions will not req...
	3.9.9 RB Greenwich ask for provisions related to the publication of STIG’s proceedings (WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 12.4).
	3.9.10 A number of boroughs propose that STIG’s recommendations should be binding. LB Southwark put forward a sub-committee to review TfL’s decisions. For example LB Southwark’s WR (REP1-008) at paragraph 4.37.
	3.9.11 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-019 at paragraph 3.43) and LB Southwark (WR (REP1-008) at paragraph 4.37  comment on meeting frequency and propose that TfL should not have sole power to call meetings. The boroughs also wish to be consulted on changes to t...
	3.9.12 LB Newham (WR (REP1-008) at paragraphs 4.11 and 4.13 and RB Greenwich (WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 12.2) are concerned that other boroughs might overrule recommendations for mitigations in their borough. LB Tower Hamlets (WR (REP1-004) at paragr...
	3.9.13 RB Greenwich state that TfL should prepare annual and quarterly reports for STIG (WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 12.4).
	Applicant Response
	3.9.14 Clarification on the publication of minutes and other materials is given in the Applicant’s response to FWQ DC88 (REP1-177).
	3.9.15 The varying points made from different perspectives in LIRs and Written Representations demonstrate the need for a strategic decision maker. That body should have a remit across the strategic highway network; that body is TfL. The Applicant is ...
	3.9.16 With regard to arranging meetings, article 65(1) of the dDCO (REP1-095) states that TfL will establish, chair and fund the STIG. This would include setting up meetings. It is necessary that a single body is responsible for the administration of...
	3.9.17 The consultation requirements for proposed changes to the Charging Policies and Procedures were amended by the Applicant at Deadline 1. Article 52 of the draft DCO (REP1-095) now provides that STIG members must be consulted in relation to any p...
	3.9.18 TIMS para 2.3.4 (APP-099) states that boroughs must approve mitigations on their roads in order for them to be implemented. If the borough wishes to implement additional mitigations beyond those recommended and funded by TfL following the proce...
	3.9.19 The updated Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121) clarifies in para 7.2.4 that TfL will provide a data summary four weeks in advance of any STIG meetings outside the annual cycle.

	3.10 User Charging
	3.10.1 A number of boroughs have made comments questioning the efficacy of the proposed user charges and the arrangements as to how they are set. RB Greenwich (LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph B6viii) states there is no framework or triggers for varying th...
	3.10.2 LB Hackney (LIR (REP1-020) summary table para 3.42, page 20) states that TfL’s compliance with the Charging Policy could not be tested; it also stated that it must be consulted on changes to the user charges.
	Applicant Response
	3.10.3 The Applicant updated the Charging Policy (APP-107) at Deadline 1, now renamed the Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123). The updated version provides more clarity on the processes and policies that will be followed in setting the initial...
	3.10.4 The dedicated monitoring programme for the central London congestion charging scheme was intended to continue for five years after the congestion charging zone (CCZ) became operational, and TfL published an annual Monitoring Report solely on CC...
	3.10.5 With regard to whether the CC is effective, it should be noted that it has differing objectives to the Scheme. The objective of the CC is to manage congestion (which may include modal shift). It is not disputed that vehicle speeds in central Lo...
	3.10.6 LB Hackney states that “the actual charge is entirely at the discretion of TfL with no requirement, on the face of the dDCO, to consult with the Borough” and that “without that requirement, LB Hackney considers that TfL cannot be tested to conf...
	3.10.7 Furthermore, the Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123) sets out that STIG will be consulted before TfL sets the initial charges (para 4.1.3) and when proposing any subsequent variations (para 4.2.2).
	3.10.8 LB Newham (LIR (REP1-014) section 10 page 36) states that TfL had not considered the suppression of local trips caused by the user charge. LB Newham (LIR (REP1-014) section 11) also states that the Scheme would not reduce severance locally beca...
	Applicant Response
	3.10.9 LB Newham's LIR ((REP1-014) page 37)) recognises that of those residents who do make car cross-river trips, most will be subject to the off-peak (lower) user charges. They will also benefit from improved journey times and resilience. An importa...
	3.10.10 See also response to FWQ SE1 (REP1-176, para 1.2) - there is no need for further mitigation beyond what has been identified in the application.
	3.10.11 The reasons it is necessary to impose a user charge at the Blackwall Tunnel are set out in the Charging Statement (APP-097) section 3.8. In summary these are:
	3.10.12 See Regeneration and Development Impact Assessment (APP-102), paragraphs 7.8.20-7.8.23. Overall net impact in terms of jobs accessed by Regeneration Area residents is likely to be positive.
	3.10.13 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-019), paragraph 3.3-3.7 pages 7-8) states that the user charges would be vulnerable to political pressure. The role of the Mayor in approving changes to the Charging Policy is also questioned (LB Hackney WR (REP1-008) page...
	Applicant Response
	3.10.14 The mechanisms for the setting and variation of user charges guard against political interference. In particular, Article 52 of the dDCO requires the user charging power to be exercised in accordance with the Charging Policies and Procedures (...
	3.10.15 The dDCO and the Charging Policies and Procedures also contain provisions which ensure that the exercise of the user charging power is subject to appropriate consultation with STIG - which LB Hackney and LB Southwark are members. STIG is able ...
	3.10.16 On changing the Charging Policy itself, article 52 of the updated draft DCO (REP1-095) has been amended to provide that STIG must be consulted on any proposed changes, and that the Mayor must have regard to STIG’s response when deciding whethe...
	3.10.17 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-019) paragraph 3.17, page 10) questions the use of RPI as the index by which the user charges will be automatically adjusted for inflation. It notes that changes to population, increased wages and willingness to pay are al...
	Applicant Response
	3.10.18 TfL considers that it is appropriate to increase the charge in line with general inflation to account for changes in the cost of goods and services, which will drive people’s value of time and therefore willingness to pay they charge. The reta...
	3.10.19 Historically the trend in the UK has been for the average earning index to be higher than general inflation indices such as RPI, CPI and the GDP deflator. However, as the users of the combined crossing will be a mix of the general public and b...
	3.10.20 However, it is acknowledged that general inflation is just one of many factors that will impact traffic demand of the Silvertown and Blackwall tunnels. Other factors such as population growth and car ownership, for example, are also important.
	3.10.21 For this reason, and as described in the Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123), TfL will have the power to set the initial charges prior to the Scheme opening and make subsequent variations over the lifetime of the Scheme. TfL will have ...
	3.10.22 The GLA (LIR (REP1-029), Air Quality, paragraph 45, page 11) states that emissions-based charging should be considered for the Scheme, in order to integrate with the Ultra Low Emissions Zone (ULEZ) and improve the air quality impacts.
	Applicant response
	3.10.23 The confirmed ULEZ will take effect in central London from 2020, and will not include the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels. A formal consultation on an extended ULEZ - which could include the tunnels – is planned for 2017 (an informal consulta...
	3.10.24 The principal objective of the ULEZ is to reduce air pollutant emissions from traffic. The GLA LIR (REP1-029) at paragraphs 40 and 41 acknowledges that in considering applying emissions-related charges at the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels, ...
	3.10.25 It is agreed that there will need to be further work on the interaction between the Scheme and an extended ULEZ as this progresses.
	3.10.26 LB Southwark (WR (REP1-008), page 22) states that air quality is not clearly a consideration in setting the user charges. It also states (WR (REP1-008), page 23) that the requirement to meet the Project Objectives in setting user charges shoul...
	Applicant response
	3.10.27 The Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123) sets out the processes and policies that will be followed in setting the initial user charges (section 3.2) and making subsequent variations (see section 3.3). It also now includes a User Chargin...
	3.10.28 The need to consider air quality impacts is clearly noted in para 3.4.9-10 and within the UCAF itself. The UCAF contains three possible metrics for assessing air quality impacts.
	3.10.29 The need to consider traffic impacts is clearly noted in paras 3.4.6-8 and six potential metrics for assessing traffic impacts are included in the UCAF.
	3.10.30 As set out in 3.4.2, other or additional metrics could be added to the UCAF. This means that, if other or better metrics for assessing air quality or traffic (or other Project Objective related factors) emerge, they can be deployed.
	3.10.31 Compliance with these provisions is secured by article 52 (1) which requires TfL to exercise the user charging power in accordance with the Charging Policy.
	3.10.32 The GLA (LIR (REP1-029) paragraph 46, page 11) states that TfL should co-ordinate (emission-based) charges with Highways England, so that these could also be applied at the Dartford Crossing.
	3.10.33 LB Hackney (WR (REP1-020) Summary table, paragraph 3.42, page 21) states that Article 56(e) must be removed or replaced with provision for a Scheme-specific fund. LB Southwark also said this (WR (REP1-008) page 24) and LB Lewisham (WR (REP1-02...
	3.10.34 LB Newham (WR (REP1-014) paragraph 2.6, page7) said that other transport improvements are not paid for by users and that other funding models for the Scheme could be readily pursued if the benefits can justify the expenditure to the Mayor of L...
	Applicant response
	3.10.35 TfL’s consideration of emissions-based charging is given above. TfL is in regular contact with Highways England and would seek to ensure there is appropriate inter-operability between the two schemes in the future. However, the Dartford Crossi...
	3.10.36 Article 56(e) of the dDCO states that charges and penalty charges from the Scheme may be used to make payments into TfL’s general fund. The preceding clauses (a)-(d) list other uses for this revenue, including paying for the Scheme itself.
	3.10.37 As stated in the Consultation Report (APP-018) (page 12-77), revenue from the Scheme will in the first instance be used to pay for the construction and ongoing operational costs of the Silvertown Tunnel. In terms of the Silvertown Tunnel, a Pr...
	3.10.38 The revenues from user charging at both the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels will, over time, cover the cost of the Scheme.
	3.10.39 Any surplus revenue from user charging at Silvertown and Blackwall would contribute to the delivery of the priorities identified within the Applicant’s Business Plan, as is the case for all other revenue generated from TfL services, such as th...
	3.10.40 There is no requirement for a Scheme-specific fund; as stated in FWQ SE1 (REP1-176) para SE1.2 there is no longer a proposal for a Community Fund because there is no evidenced need to mitigate impacts beyond the mitigations already identified ...
	3.10.41 Section 3.9 of the Charging Statement (APP-097) considers other potential funding streams and concludes that these are not available to pay for the Scheme. Paragraph 3.9.7 states:
	3.10.42 LB Newham states in its LIR (REP1-014) at paragraph 3,page 36, that it is unfair that the people of East London will have to pay for what is considered to be much needed transport infrastructure, where no such parallel exists in West London.
	Applicant Response
	3.10.43 The user charge is not just required to fund the Scheme but is a fundamental element of the Scheme that is required to manage highway demand and the resulting traffic, environmental and economic impacts. Not having a user charge in the Scheme ...
	3.10.44 There is a fairness issue in the existing situation in that residents and businesses of East London are subject to significant delays and poor reliability when crossing the River in a way that those in West London are not. The Scheme will dire...
	3.10.45 Table 3.1 of the Distribution of User-Benefits note (submitted by the Applicant at Deadline 2)  demonstrates that the majority of these benefits would accrue to journeys that start in RB Greenwich, LB Newham and LB Tower Hamlets. Chapter 7 of ...

	3.11 Resident Discount
	3.11.1 In their LIR some boroughs have called for a resident discount. For example, at paragraph 6.4 of their WR (REP1-001) RB Greenwich noted that such a discount is available at the Dartford Crossing.
	3.11.2 LB Newham states, on page 37, paragraph 5 of its LIR (REP1-014) that the Thames Gateway Bridge, when it was proposed, included a discounted charge for local residents, as does the Dartford Crossing, both of which have socio-economic conditions ...
	3.11.3 LB Newham (WR (REP1-013) Chapter 2 Socio Economic Impacts of The Scheme and Equity Issues Regarding Charging, paragraphs 2.1-2.3, page 6) stated:
	3.11.4 LB Lewisham said it would wish to be involved in setting the boundaries for any resident discount area (WR (REP1-023) paragraph 4.12-13).
	Applicant Response
	3.11.5 The Applicant has not assumed a residents discount in the Assessed Case for the reasons set out in the response to FWQ SE2 (REP1-176). In summary:
	3.11.6 The comment from LB Newham risks giving the misleading impression that LBN residents would not have been required to pay any charge at all for the use of the TGB. In fact, although residents of LB Newham would have been entitled to a discount u...
	3.11.7 Paragraph 4.135 (f) of the Report explains that the majority of the borough of Newham would have been included within the scheme's discount area. However, paragraph 4.140 then explains that the discounted rate that residents would have been req...
	3.11.8 All areas of Newham, including the most deprived areas, will see significant net benefits as a result of the Scheme as set out in Fig. 2.1 of the Distribution of User Benefits note (submitted at Deadline 2). This is also the case in RB Greenwic...
	3.11.9 TfL considers that the distinction being drawn between strategic or commuter trips and 'local' trips is not clear. Trips made by residents of any borough may be commuting trips, and these may be short distance ('local') or long distance ('strat...
	3.11.10 With regard to the Dartford Crossing, where a resident discount is available to residents of Dartford and Thurrock, the usage of the crossing by these residents is much lower (around 5-6% of crossings) than is the case at the Blackwall Tunnel,...
	3.11.11 STIG will have a role in setting the initial user charges and in making subsequent variations, as set out in the Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1 -123). It will be able to make recommendations with regard to discounts, although any disco...
	3.11.12 LB Tower Hamlets at paragraph 2.4 of its WR (REP1-004) said that a local business discount should be available to small local businesses and that in-vehicle devices should monitor their use for socio-economic monitoring.
	Applicant Response
	3.11.13 The Applicant considers that a discount for local businesses would not be appropriate for the same reasons given above in relation to local residents discounts. In addition it is unlikely that a business discount would comply with State Aid re...
	3.11.14 Several boroughs commented that it was unfair that residents of east London would have to pay to cross the river when crossings are free in the rest of London. For example, paragraph 10.0 of LB Newham’s LIR (REP1-014),
	Applicant Response
	3.11.15 The Applicant considers the proposals are fair and has addressed this matter in the Consultation Report (APP-018), page 12-53. In summary, the rationale is:
	3.11.16 The Regeneration and Development Impact Assessment (Document Reference 7.8, APP-102) identifies that the Scheme could result in 3,700 additional jobs in LB Newham, RB Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets. Improvements in public transport would allow...

	3.12 Construction transport issues
	3.12.1 In its WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 8.7, RB Greenwich welcomes the Applicant’s plans to remove spoil by river and sought assurance through the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (APP-092) on agreed minimums on materials imported/exported by riv...
	Applicant response
	3.12.2 Revisions to the construction traffic forecasts to incorporate the Mayor’s 55% commitment are currently underway and will be reported as soon as practical. This commitment refers to the total materials by weight transported by river throughout ...
	3.12.3 In light of RB Greenwich’s comment, it is noted that the DCO construction programme has been developed to maximise use of the river from the northern worksite (for example by removing all bored tunnel spoil in this way) and minimise the use of ...
	3.12.4 Paragraphs 3.2.3 and 3.2.4 of the revised CoCP (REP1-119) detail the Scheme’s commitments to river transport, including the commitment to 55% of construction materials being transported by river, as sought by RB Greenwich.
	3.12.5 Notwithstanding RB Greenwich’s concerns above in relation to the level of construction materials being transported by road, they have raised objection to the inclusion of Brewery Wharf as part of the construction programme, and have sought to h...
	Applicant response
	3.12.6 As the proposed worksite on the Greenwich Peninsula does not have direct access to the riverfront, utilisation of a local wharf and associated short-haul construction vehicle movements (including HGVs) would be required to transport materials t...
	3.12.7 For the purpose of presenting a ‘worst case’ assessment, Brewery Wharf was assessed in the Transport Assessment (section 6.7) (APP-086) as this was the furthest local wharf considered to be a viable option. Brewery Wharf is an existing wharf wh...
	3.12.8 There are several local wharves which could potentially be used by the appointed Contractor, and a decision on which wharf to use would be determined by the Contractor closer to the time of construction. It is reasonable to expect that the cont...
	3.12.9 Ultimately, the construction vehicle routes will be set out within Construction Traffic Management Plans (CTMPs). As stated in Section 3.1.4 of the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (REP1-119), “Detailed construction and delivery traffic rou...
	3.12.10 Based on the current assessment as set out in the Transport Assessment (APP-086), a maximum of around 20 daily short-haul HGV movements to/from a local wharf are expected over the course of the construction period (as shown in Figure 6-8).
	3.12.11 Lastly, matters which have been raised which relate to the specific local impacts on the Greenwich World Heritage Site are discussed in the Local Places and Impacts section of this report.
	3.12.12 In Section 6.1 of LB Newham’s LIR (REP1-014), it is noted that the construction of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme will “coincide with the delivery of significant strategic regeneration sites in the Royal Docks Enterprise Zone and at Canning Town...
	3.12.13 Furthermore, LB Newham’s LIR (paragraph 9 (REP1-014)) identify a number of pedestrian and cycling schemes within the borough (Leaway pedestrian and cycle scheme, Silvertown Quays scheme) for which the delivery programmes may extend into the an...
	3.12.14 In addition, Section 4.33 of LB Lewisham’s WR (REP1-023) and Section 7.8 of their LIR (REP1-024) raise that the Scheme is scheduled to be delivered at the same time as the Thames Tideway Tunnel, several large strategic sites in Lewisham, and t...
	Applicant response
	3.12.15 Consistent with the CoCP's (REP1-119) objective in setting the framework to control possible impacts arising from the construction of the Scheme, any potential conflicts in construction programmes would need to be identified and addressed thro...
	3.12.16 The CTMPs will detail how traffic will be managed at each stage of construction, including temporary and permanent road closures and diversions. The CTMPs will set out the overall approach for managing construction logistics and will encompass...
	3.12.17 It is expected that construction traffic planning for any such regeneration schemes (or other developments) would equally need to take into consideration any coinciding highway works, including the Silvertown Tunnel scheme, which may impact on...
	3.12.18 Notwithstanding this, the cumulative construction traffic impacts have been assessed within Section 6.9 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086). Relevant development sites within 2km of order limits were considered, with the list of those consid...
	3.12.19 Ultimately, and as stated within Section 3.1.4 of the CoCP (REP1-119), CTMPs are to be developed and agreed with the relevant planning authority in consultation with the local highways authority, and therefore the Council(s) will have an oppor...
	3.12.20 Section 6.1 of LB Newham’s LIR (REP1-014) identifies the area around the Silvertown worksite (including Tidal Basin Roundabout, Lower Lea Crossing and Dock Road) as parts of the local highway network which will be subject to a change in percen...
	3.12.21 Section 5 of LB Tower Hamlets’ LIR (REP1-005), a comment is made that whilst construction compounds associated with the Scheme would not be located within LB Tower Hamlets, construction traffic would use the boroughs’ highway network.
	3.12.22 Concerns relating to the potential construction traffic impacts on Evelyn Street are raised by LB Lewisham in Chapter 4 of their WR (REP1-023) and Section 7.11 of their LIR (REP1-024).
	Applicant response
	3.12.23 In relation to the matters raised by LB Newham, Section 6.9 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086) details the anticipated impacts in the vicinity of the Silvertown worksite including the increased traffic along Lower Lea Crossing during constr...
	3.12.24 Section 6.1 of LB Newham’s LIR (REP1-014) makes reference to a series of surveys being undertaken by the Applicant within Dock Road to determine the level of heavy goods vehicles currently operating within this area. TfL undertook traffic coun...
	3.12.25 If it is conservatively assumed that all HGVs accessing/egressing Dock Road from North Woolwich Road were through trips and these are subtracted from the total, that leaves over 480 daily HGV trips to/from sites located within the proposed bou...
	3.12.26 In relation to the comment made by LB Tower Hamlets, the Applicant confirms that all site compounds are located within LB Newham or RB Greenwich, and thus no site compound will be located within LB Tower Hamlets. The principal indicative const...
	3.12.27 In reference to the concerns raised by LB Lewisham, it has been anticipated that all construction vehicles would access the Greenwich Worksite via the A102/A2 corridor, and therefore would not be expected to use the Evelyn Street corridor ment...
	3.12.28 It is noted that the CoCP (REP1-119) sets the framework to control possible impacts arising from the construction of the Silvertown Tunnel, including traffic, which may affect the interests of local residents, businesses, the general public an...
	3.12.29 Within their LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph 202 and WR (REP1-001) at section 8.8, RB Greenwich have sought greater confirmation of the construction traffic routes which have been nominated within the Transport Assessment (APP-086) and Constructio...
	3.12.30 In addition to the routeing of construction traffic, other construction traffic management matters have been raised by both RB Greenwich and LB Newham, including the potential impacts on the Blackwall Tunnel (LB Newham LIR (REP1-14), section 6...
	3.12.31 The requirement for the management of construction traffic associated with the construction of the scheme is identified in Section 3 of CoCP (REP1-119). Section 3.1.2 of the CoCP requires the Contractor to develop Construction Traffic Manageme...
	3.12.32 As per the CoCP, the specified construction worksites and proposed lorry routes have been developed in consultation with local authorities to minimise the impacts of construction traffic on the road network and local communities. The main acce...
	3.12.33 The revised CoCP submitted for Deadline 1 (REP1-119) (and subsequently re-submitted at Deadline 2)) now more clearly specifies the information to be included within the CTMPs as set out in Section 3.1.4, which has been developed with reference...
	3.12.34 “Detailed construction and delivery traffic routes will be specified and agreed by the relevant planning authority in consultation with the relevant highway authority, with local roads only to be used for immediate access to the worksites or l...
	3.12.35 The revised CoCP(REP!-119) now more clearly stipulates that detailed construction and delivery traffic routes will be specified and agreed by the relevant planning authority in consultation with the relevant highway authority. Under the requir...
	3.12.36 It is anticipated during some phases of construction that there may be a need for some planned overnight / weekend closures of the Blackwall Tunnel. Such events will be planned well in advance and any necessary traffic management (such as adva...
	3.12.37 Section 3.1.4 of the CoCP (REP1-119)) specifies that the CTMPs must include commitments to ensure that the highest current standards are met in terms of construction vehicle safety, including visibility. This includes but is not limited to: FO...
	3.12.38 In terms of more localised impacts (e.g. in the immediate vicinity of work sites), Section 14.1.1 of the CoCP (REP1-119) requires that the CTMPs detail signage, fencing and diversion routes for all existing public rights of way; including revi...
	3.12.39 The CoCP requires that the CTMPs will also set out details of all construction site access points and their management and interface with the existing pedestrian and cycling network. Section 4.4 of the Construction Method Statement (APP-046) s...
	3.12.40 Section 3.1.4 of the revised CoCP submitted at Deadline 2 (REP1-119) now stipulates that the CTMPs must include a construction workers travel plan (CWTP) developed to encourage the use of sustainable modes of transport to and from the worksite...
	3.12.41 A total of 100 car parking spaces will be provided within the Silvertown worksite, with dedicated areas for disabled parking, visitor parking and essential employee parking, and is not intended to accommodate commuting construction employees. ...

	3.13 Local places and impacts
	3.13.1 Within their LIRs, a number of boroughs have made comments regarding the level of information that has been provided on local impacts of the Scheme and the way it had been reported. In particular, LB Newham (page 17 of LIR (REP1-014)) raises is...
	3.13.2 In addition RB Greenwich (WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 5.3-5.4) suggests that limited detail has been submitted regarding the potential for additional heavy vehicles to utilise the Silvertown Tunnel.
	Applicant response
	3.13.3 The RXHAM strategic highway assignment model is the primary tool used in the assessment of Scheme road network impacts because it covers in detail an extensive area of the road network. RXHAM is a very detailed traffic model which is capable of...
	3.13.4 Extensive local modelling has been undertaken to inform the Applicant’s assessment of the Scheme, as detailed in Appendix C of the Transport Assessment (Document Reference: 6.5). This included the development of a VISSIM microsimulation model c...
	3.13.5 The strategic and local modelling outputs are both reported in the Transport Assessment. In addition to this, the boroughs of Greenwich, Newham and Tower Hamlets were each provided with a Borough-focused information note in October 2016 which p...
	3.13.6 In response to the comment made by RB Greenwich regarding heavy vehicles, the Applicant accepts that limited detail was provided on this in the DCO submission. The matter of additional heavy goods vehicles using the Silvertown Tunnel has been c...
	3.13.7 LIR have been made by RB Greenwich (paragraph 134 (REP1-002)), LB Newham, LB Tower Hamlets (Appendix: Impacted Junctions (REP1-005), LB Lewisham (paragraph 6.22 (REP1-024)), LB Hackney (paragraph 5.3 (REP1-020)), LB Bexley (Appendix 1 – Impacts...
	3.13.8 In some cases these representations relate to parts of the network that the Boroughs perceive are already operating with performance issues and hence are particularly sensitive. For example RB Greenwich’s LIR (REP1-002) at paragraph 133. In oth...
	Applicant response – General
	3.13.9 As set out in the Transport Assessment (AAP-086), the principal transport impacts of the Scheme are expected to be a significant improvement in the efficiency of traffic movement on the strategic A102/A2 and A12 corridor. The capacity increase ...
	3.13.10 Based on the current assessment, it is expected that localised mitigation could be required at a limited number of locations as set out in Appendix C of the Transport Assessment (Document Reference: 6.5, APP-087). It should be noted that the R...
	3.13.11 The locations for which mitigation would be required based on the Assessed Case are Bow Roundabout (LB Tower Hamlets), Preston’s Road Roundabout (LB Tower Hamlets), A12/A13 junction (LB Tower Hamlets), Canning Town Gyratory (LB Newham) and jun...
	3.13.12 Given the extent of change expected across the local network in the next few years, the Applicant is not proposing to implement detailed mitigation measures now. Instead, it is proposed that comprehensive monitoring will be undertaken as set o...
	3.13.13 Based on this refreshed assessment, the user charges to be implemented on Scheme opening would be set and the need for any localised mitigations can be confirmed (including at the locations specified in paragraph if required). The approach to ...
	Applicant response – RB Greenwich
	3.13.14 RB Greenwich list a number of junctions that they consider could be adversely impacted by the Scheme. Appendix 1 of the RG Greenwich LIR (REP1-002) summarises the reported impacts on local junctions from several sources, namely:
	3.13.15 The Applicant’s response is that the Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (APP-099) and the Monitoring Strategy (APP-098) do not provide information on the impacts of the Scheme on local junctions. The Monitoring Strategy provides an example li...
	3.13.16 In relation to the Woolwich Ferry, RXHAM shows that the Scheme is not expected to have a significant impact on demand in the peak hours and overall impacts are limited. The SDG Assessed Case Audit, which is at Appendix I of the Response to Tra...
	3.13.17 There is not forecast to be a significant impact on the A206 Plumstead Road / Burrage Road junction, Kidbrooke Interchange and A2 Riefield Road. In all cases peak delay increases by <30 seconds per user, and much more significant changes are e...
	3.13.18 The forecast uplift in total vehicle hours at the Shooters Hill Road / Academy Road / Well Hall Road junction is 1 hour in both peak periods, such that the delay increase per user is very small indeed. Accordingly, little impact was reported b...
	3.13.19 No notable impacts are forecast at the Woolwich Road / Anchor and Hope Lane / Charlton Church Road junction.
	Applicant response – LB Newham
	3.13.20 LB Newham raises a number of issues regarding the use of strategic and local modelling in their Local Impact Report. Areas of potential concern that are mentioned in the report with specific regard to forecast increases in Volume/Capacity rati...
	3.13.21 The Scheme is not forecast to have a significant adverse impact on the performance on either of these two links. Whilst VCR increases indicate these links would operate above capacity in the PM peak hour, these links are already operating clos...
	Applicant response – LB Tower Hamlets
	3.13.22 With reference to paragraph 6.3 of LB Tower Hamlets’ LIR (REP1-005), all three of the specific locations referenced were included in the wider junctions assessment, which is summarised in Appendix C of the Transport Assessment (APP-087). Furth...
	3.13.23 Analysis undertaken as part of the aforementioned wider junctions assessment indicated that based on the Assessed Case traffic flows, Preston’s Roundabout and the A12/A13 junction would likely require some mitigation.
	3.13.24 At the A12/A13 a requirement was identified for improved lane-usage on the A12 off-slip/Brunswick Road through signage, and improved green-time allocation at the A13 East India Dock Road/Robin Hood Lane (A102 northbound off-slip) junction. At ...
	Applicant response – LB Lewisham
	3.13.25 LB Lewisham considers in its LIR that the key links that would be affected by additional traffic resulting from the Silvertown Tunnel are the A200 Evelyn Street Corridor, A2 through Blackheath and A20 either side of Lewisham.
	3.13.26 The Applicant does not consider that the Scheme would have an adverse impact on the performance of these links. Small changes in flow along the A200 are expected, mainly as a result of diversion to and from the Rotherhithe Tunnel, and over the...
	3.13.27 In the case of the A2 and the A20, no material change in traffic flows are expected as a result of the Scheme. In fact, as set out in Figure 4-31 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086) there is considered to be a strong correlation between netw...
	Applicant response – LB Hackney
	3.13.28 LB Hackney notes that the increases in junction delay are forecast at a number of junctions within Hackney. A limited number of changes in delay are forecast for junctions across Hackney, including some improvements, and in all cases these cha...
	Applicant response – LB Bexley
	3.13.29 LB Bexley notes that increases in traffic flow are forecast on the A2 in the PM peak, but no changes in VCR are forecast on the A2 within the borough boundary. TfL considers that effective mitigation measures could be implemented on the A2 to ...
	Applicant response – LB Southwark
	3.13.30 LB Southwark raises concerns regarding the impact of additional traffic routing through the borough, principally on the A200, in order to access the Rotherhithe Tunnel. Small changes in flow along the A200 are expected, mainly as a result of d...
	3.13.31 RB Greenwich has raised the matter of traffic impacts of the Scheme in the network surrounding the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site (GWHS) within both their WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 4.12 and LIR (REP1-002) at paragraphs 96 and 98.
	Applicant response
	3.13.32 Overall local roads in and around Greenwich Town Centre are not expected to experience a significant change in traffic levels or composition as a result of the Scheme, and diversion to and from other crossings (including the Rotherhithe Tunnel...
	3.13.33 Modelled traffic flows on the two key roads within or in close proximity to the World Heritage Site – the A206 Romney Road / Trafalgar Road and the A2 Shooters Hill – show that within peak hours changes are small. The biggest increase is an ad...
	3.13.34 TfL is proposing to commit to extensive future monitoring both pre- and post-opening of the Scheme, together with a refreshed assessment of potential impacts ahead of Scheme opening. Should the refreshed assessment or monitoring identify that ...
	3.13.35 A note summarising the impacts of the Scheme on the Greenwich Maritime World Heritage Site is provided at Appendix B, (‘Comments on Borough LIRs and WRs’).

	3.14 Other
	3.14.1 LB Newham (WR, paragraph 1.5 ((REP1-013))) states that further improvements could be made to reduce over-height vehicle incidents that close the Blackwall Tunnel.
	Applicant response
	3.14.2 TfL's case for the scheme is not predicated solely on the impact that the Scheme could have in reducing the frequency and impacts of incidents, the expected impacts in reducing congestion, improving journey time reliability and improving connec...
	3.14.3 LB Newham (WR (REP1-014), paragraphs 6.5-6.7, pages 20-21 and summary paragraphs 9.15 page 26) states that Emirates Air Line (EAL) must have a functional role and become part of the TfL zoning system, making fares cheaper so that this is an eff...
	Applicant response
	3.14.4 The EAL has an important role as a cycling and walking link across the Thames but it could have a greater role in future.
	3.14.5 As stated in the Consultation Report (APP-018), (page 12-35):
	3.14.6 This is in addition to TfL’s proposals for the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme, which include improvements to pedestrian and cycle access across Tidal Basin roundabout at the northern portal, designed to improve access to the EAL from the west, and en...
	3.14.7 RB Greenwich states in its WR (REP1-001) at paragraph 4.13 that it needs to be demonstrated that the junctions close to the northern portal of the Silvertown Tunnel are capable of accommodating tunnel traffic so as to avoid encouraging diversio...
	Applicant response
	3.14.8 The modelling which TfL set out within the Transport Assessment (APP-086) indicates that the Silvertown Tunnel would operate well within its capacity (carrying some 950 PCUs northbound in the morning peak hour, and some 1600 southbound during t...
	3.14.9 As set out in Chapter 7 of the Transport Assessment (APP-086) (see Figures 7-5 and 7-6), some journeys would be better served by the alignment and connections of the existing Blackwall Tunnel, while others (especially those originating or endin...
	3.14.10 LB Southwark (LIR (REP1-009), Appendix E and section 7.24 page 20) draws attention to TfL’s Road Safety Priority Links for Vulnerable Road Users 2013-15 (on a map of the borough). It notes that these areas will be ‘incredibly’ sensitive’ to ch...
	Applicant Response
	3.14.11 The Transport Assessment (APP-086) includes at paragraph 7.8 on page 82 a summary of the applicant’s analysis of future road collisions with the Scheme. Traffic demand for the crossing is reduced in the Assessed Case, leading to a marginally p...


	4.  SOCIO-ECONOMIC
	4.1.1 The Boroughs’ Local Impact Reports and Written Representations have raised a number of points in relation to economic and socio-economic issues. For the purposes of responding, the Applicant has grouped these points into the following themes:
	4.1.2 The Applicant has set out its comments on the points raised in relation to each theme below. In each case, the theme is broken down into a number of sub-themes.
	4.2 Impact of the Scheme on Businesses
	4.2.1 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 260 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that:
	4.2.2 The Scheme will result in significant benefits for businesses. Although under the Assessed Case charging schedule businesses would be required to pay a charge to use the Blackwall and Silvertown crossings, the time savings they get back in retur...
	4.2.3 LB Bexley raise concerns that the introduction of user charges could affect the financial viability of Bexley’s businesses engaging with or developing a customer-base north of the Thames (Local Impact Report (REP1-017) Appendix 1, Heading 3).
	4.2.4 The Silvertown Modelling - Changes in Public Transport Travel note demonstrates that cross-river trips will increase by 2200 per day, 430 of which will be from LB Bexley. As set out in Table 7.2 of the Regeneration and Development Impact Assessm...
	4.2.5 RB Greenwich note, in paragraph 260 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that the ‘economic case suggests that LGV and HGV vehicle movements could engender net disbenefits as a result of the user charges that will apply, suggesting the schem...
	4.2.6 Summary Table 3 in the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101) demonstrates that, including reliability benefits, the Assessed Case user charging schedule will result in disbenefits worth £-109m for HGV users. However, these are more than outweighe...
	4.2.7 LB Tower Hamlets state, at paragraph 8 on page 30 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-005), that there is some evidence that micro-businesses more typical of the Borough could be adversely affected. They go on to state that:
	4.2.8 The 2015 Business Survey surveyed 501 companies in East London, of which 82% were less than 10 employees. The survey identified that, 44% of all businesses surveyed in East London with less than 10 employees think that the Scheme, including the ...
	4.2.9 The same survey identified that 48% of businesses in Tower Hamlets had a positive view of the Scheme, including the introduction of charges, whilst only 8% had a negative view of the Scheme. 47% of businesses thought it would have a positive imp...
	4.2.10 As set out in Summary Table 3 of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101), the Scheme will result in total net benefits of £503m for businesses once user charging costs have been taking into account, including reliability benefits. These benefi...
	4.2.11 RB Greenwich state in paragraph 282 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002) that:
	4.2.12 The assessment of benefits is presented at a Borough level within Tables 5.6 and 5.7 of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101). This is because the strategic model is more robust at a larger geographical level, such as a Borough. However, in ...
	4.2.13 LB Bexley raise concerns, in Appendix A point 1 of its Local Impact Report (REP1-017), that:
	4.2.14 The Assessed Case user charge has been set at a level to maintain levels of cross-river commuting by car that are similar, or slightly below, that in the Reference Case. However, the introduction of new bus services is expected to increase the ...

	4.3 Impact of the Scheme on Residents
	4.3.1 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 129 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that the strategic model cannot fully demonstrate the complex social economic impacts of the user charge on the local population and businesses and as such fails to me...
	4.3.2 The purpose of the strategic transport model is to model changes in travel behaviour. The outputs of the transport model are subject to separate assessment processes to test the social and economic impacts resulting from the changes in travel be...
	4.3.3 The calculation of time saving benefits from the model outputs has been calculated in line with TAG guidance and, as set out in Summary Table 3 of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101), results in total net benefits of £1.3bn for residents an...
	4.3.4 The assessment of who receives this benefit is set out in Table 3.7 of the Distributional Impact Appraisal (APP-104), which shows that 75% of non-business benefits are estimated to accrue to lower income groups. Further details of the geographic...
	4.3.5 As set out in section 7.1 of the Regeneration and Development Impact Assessment (APP-102), the elimination of congestion and improved network reliability, as well as the introduction of new cross-river public transport services facilitated by th...
	4.3.6 RB Greenwich state, in page 281 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that the net benefits for non-business car drivers are relatively small.
	4.3.7 As set out in Summary Table 3 of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101), benefits for non-business car users including reliability are £41m for commuters and £147m for other trip purposes, net of user charges. This is equal to 14% of total net...
	4.3.8 It is not the purpose of the Scheme to generate significant benefits for non-business car users, which could lead to an increase in the number of non-business car trips. The Assessed Case user charges have therefore been set at a level which sup...
	4.3.9 LB Bexley, in Appendix 1, point 1 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-017), raise concerns that the introduction of user charges could affect the financial viability of crossing the river to access employment opportunities.
	4.3.10 As set out in Figure 7-2 of the Regeneration and Development Impact Assessment (APP-102), whilst the introduction of user charges could slightly reduce the number of people travelling by car to access cross-river employment opportunities, the i...
	4.3.11 RB Greenwich and LB Newham, for example in the final paragraph of 36 in their Local Impact Report (REP1-014), raise concerns that the introduction of user charges when the Blackwall Tunnel is currently free to use, could have negative impacts o...
	4.3.12 LB Tower Hamlets state, in paragraph 3 of Chapter 7 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-005) that net benefits for low income users are lower than for medium and high income users.
	4.3.13 The Scheme is expected to have positive impacts on low income residents from LB Newham, RB Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets.
	4.3.14 Table 3.2 of the Distributional Impact Appraisal (APP-104) identifies that net user benefits for low income car users will be lower than that for medium and high income car users, at £-0.2m compared to £+0.9m in 2021. However, Table 3.7 of the ...
	4.3.15 Figure 3.1 in the Distribution of User-Benefits note, demonstrates that of the 20% most deprived areas in London, all of those located within LB Newham, LB Tower Hamlets and RB Greenwich, and the vast majority in other Boroughs in East London, ...
	4.3.16 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 285 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that the analysis of the distribution of benefits in the Distributional Impact Assessment is too high level, which makes it difficult to understand the geographic dis...
	4.3.17 The assessment of benefits is presented at a Borough level within Tables 5.6 and 5.7 of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101). This is because the strategic model is more robust at a larger geographical level, such as a Borough. However, in ...
	4.3.18 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 302 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that there is no commentary that explains or verifies how the changes in public transport accessibility, as set out in the Distributional Impact Assessment, are deriv...
	4.3.19 Further details of how the change in public transport accessibility affects access to the services described in Chapter 9 of the Distributional Impact Appraisal (APP-104) and specific geographic areas of the Borough are set out within the three...
	4.3.20 LB Bexley raise concerns, in point 1 of Appendix A of their Local Impact Report (REP1-017), that ‘The increased road capacity facilitated by the Silvertown tunnel could accelerate demand for housing in Bexley as the balance between property aff...
	4.3.21 Although residents and businesses of LB Bexley stand to gain from the Scheme through faster cross-river journey times and improved network reliability, Table 3.1 of the Distribution of User-Benefits note identifies that the average impact of th...

	4.4 Calculation of Economic Benefits
	4.4.1 RB Greenwich state, in paragraphs 7.7 to 7.8 in their Written Representations (REP1-001), that the Strategic Case (within the Outline Business Case) does not present a detailed understanding of the difference in the AM and PM peak flows.  They a...
	4.4.2 There is comprehensive coverage of the existing and assessed case flow and delay data in the Transport Assessment (APP-086).
	4.4.3 Section 5.4.2 of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101) describes the factors that contribute to the PM period benefits being highest.  This paragraph notes that:
	4.4.4 RB Greenwich, in paragraph 259 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), state that the Strategic Case lacks highway capacity data in relation to alternative crossings which is considered important when considering the potential for displaced tra...
	4.4.5 The issues of the capacity of alternative crossings are covered comprehensively in the Transport Assessment (APP-084) in section 3.2 and Table 3.1.
	4.4.6 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 276 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that ‘Fixed user charges have been applied over time within the Assessed Case. These don’t seem to correlate precisely with the other quoted figures in Table 3-1 in th...
	4.4.7 The off-peak charges quoted in Table 3.1 of the Outline Business Case (APP-100) are incorrect. The correct charges are shown in Appendix A of the Charging Statement (APP-097). The latter match with those modelled after taking into account the di...
	4.4.8 RB Greenwich raise concerns, in paragraph 5 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that the outputs of the economic assessment are dependent on the traffic model, which has not been agreed.
	4.4.9 The Applicant has provided a response to questions on traffic modelling in Section 3 of this report.
	4.4.10 RB Greenwich raise concerns about the economic benefits being dependent on the operation of bus services, which are not yet secured through the DCO (Written Representation (REP1-002) paragraph 7.6). They state that this represents a considerabl...
	4.4.11 In it’s response to question PN6 from the Examining Authority for deadline one, the Applicant made clear that it is not appropriate in 2016 to specify the exact bus routes and service levels for some seven years in the future.  Normally bus rou...
	4.4.12 RB Greenwich state in paragraph 275 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002) that:
	4.4.13 The document referred to in the EAR (APP-101) in para 4.4.3 is Appendix 6D ‘Environmental Traffic Data Source’ to the Environmental Statement (APP-052), which contains full details of the calculation of the annualisation factors. The RXHAM peak...
	4.4.14 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 274 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that ‘A separate assessment of benefits from bus service improvements has been undertaken, using outputs from Railplan and LoRDM. The document does not indicate why t...
	4.4.15 The separate assessment has been undertaken using a custom-built spreadsheet specifically developed to deal with output from TfL’s public transport model, Railplan. At the time, the TUBA software was not able to deal with the number of zones in...
	4.4.16 The spreadsheet tool is based on WebTAG principles and its calculations are consistent with those performed by TUBA. It was originally set up for the 2015 appraisal update for Crossrail and was extensively reviewed and approved by the DfT in th...
	4.4.17 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 277 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that ‘In setting out the underlying calculation for a number of benefits, e.g. accident benefits, there are specific quantified numbers presented but with little disc...
	4.4.18 Appendix E of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101) makes it clear that the basis of the COBA-LT assessment of road safety is the classification of roads and volumes on links. The assessment notes that significant changes in traffic volumes ...
	4.4.19 RB Greenwich note, in paragraph 278 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that journey time reliability benefits are presented separately from the core transport economic efficiency analysis, as required by DfT procedures. They state that ‘w...
	4.4.20 The method of estimation and the magnitude of the different analyses relating to reliability and journey time improvements from incident reduction are clearly described in section 5.7 and Appendix F of the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101). ...

	4.5 Cost of the Scheme
	4.5.1 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 271 of their Local Impact Report (REP1-002), that ‘no optimism bias has been applied to the investment costs. This is considered unusual, even for a well-developed scheme. No detailed analysis of the cost breakdo...
	4.5.2 The investment costs for the project have developed over a period time with commensurate allowance for risk included from the beginning, with the amount of risk being commensurate with the stage of project development in line with the guidance s...

	4.6 Regeneration
	4.6.1 RB Greenwich state, in paragraph 7.14 of their Written Representations (REP1-001), that the assessment of regeneration impacts ‘does not consider the impact of user charges’.
	4.6.2 The analysis of regeneration impacts does consider the impact of user charges. The economic and regeneration impacts of the Scheme are summarised in Section 7.1 of the Regeneration and Development Impact Assessment (APP-102). These include:
	 User benefits for businesses, net of user charges, are estimated to be over £500m
	 The impact of the user charge will be to slightly increase the number of cross-river trips without increasing traffic flows, due to the introduction of new bus services facilitated by the Scheme. Most of these additional trips would be for business ...
	4.6.3 These benefits, which are net of user charges, are expected to create a more attractive environment for businesses to operate and lead to the creation of additional jobs in east London.


	5.  URBAN DESIGN AND ARCHITECTURE
	5.1 Requested changes to Design Principles
	5.1.1 A number of the comments made by the Royal Borough of Greenwich (‘Greenwich’) in their Local Impact Report (‘LIR’) have been addressed by amending or adding to the Design Principles (APP-096) submitted with the application for the Scheme (APP-09...
	5.1.2 The following amendments, on a theme by theme basis, are made in direct response to the Local Impact Report.
	5.1.3 At paragraph 106 of their LIR, Greenwich has requested that table 2-2 of the Design Principles should include principles in relation to noise barriers.
	5.1.4 At paragraph 107 of its LIR, Greenwich has suggested that Principle SUEN.01 should be modified to remove the word ‘consider’.
	5.1.5 The Applicant fully supports the use of low carbon technologies where appropriate and is committed to reducing carbon emissions on all of its assets.  However, as summarised at paragraph S1.9 of the Energy and Carbon Statement (APP-089) of the E...
	5.1.6 As that statement notes, there are a number of constraints associated with the Scheme when considering the installation of renewable energy technologies. However, there is potential for a small amount of solar photo voltaic panels at the Portal ...
	5.1.7 Instead, the wording of the design principle be amended to read:
	5.1.8 At paragraph 104 of its LIR, Greenwich has suggested that principle LSCP.11 should make reference to the contribution to SUDs that trees in a streetscape provide, and that reference should be made to tree planting and tree planting and tree pits...
	5.1.9 In response to RB Greenwich’s comments on the incorporation of SuDS, what was principle LSCP.11, and is now LSCP.10 has been changed to:
	5.1.10 In the ‘Additional Requirements’ section of Appendix 2 to its LIR and paragraph 4.14 of its Written Representation, Greenwich has suggested that green walls and bridges to complement noise mitigation should be included in the DCO.
	5.1.11 There is no proven link demonstrating that green walls provide mitigation for noise. However, the desire for green walls has already been included within the Scheme, through the provisions of the Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy...
	5.1.12 At paragraph 109 of its LIR, Greenwich has queried whether it is appropriate for advertising design principles to be included in the Design Principles as they would require separate consent. Greenwich also note that if they are to be retained, ...
	5.1.13 The Applicant acknowledges RB Greenwich’s request to remove the advertising design principles due to the need to gain a separate advertising consent.  However,  the Applicant believes that the inclusion of Design Principles are appropriate and ...
	5.1.14 In the ‘Further information required’ section of Appendix 2 to its LIR, Greenwich has suggested that TfL should be required to provide a lighting assessment and submit it as part of the DCO.
	5.1.15 A lighting assessment has not been carried out on the buildings as the detailed design of the buildings has not yet been developed.  The detailed design for the buildings will be developed by the Project Company once appointed and must be in ac...
	5.1.16 Appendix 4B of the ES Indicative Lighting Drawings (APP-047) provides the external lighting design for highways, with corresponding ISOLUX Contour Plans, and does not include the design of lighting for Scheme buildings.
	5.1.17 Whereas the highway lighting occupies a relatively large proportion of the above ground Scheme footprint, the building lighting would be confined to the building locations at each tunnel portal. Paragraph 15.4.6 of the ES (APP-031) identifies t...
	5.1.18 It should also be noted that, as a results of Requirement 5(2)(e), TfL will consult Greenwich on its construction lighting management plan.  As a result of  Requirement 9 of the dDCO, TfL will need to provide details to the relevant planning au...
	5.1.19 In order to provide additional assurance over the impacts of lighting the buildings, the Design Principles have been amended to make clear that they apply across the Scheme, and the following principle has been added:
	5.1.20 A lighting assessment shall be carried out for the permanent above ground buildings which should be designed in accordance with Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light GN01:2011.
	5.1.21 Comment by Royal Borough of Greenwich:  Approval for highway landscaping
	5.1.22 At paragraph 105 of its LIR, Greenwich has suggested that the landscaping principles should make it clear that specifications for landscaping agreed with the Council should include areas of adopted public highway.
	5.1.23 The draft DCO (APP-013) includes such an obligation within requirement 6 (landscaping scheme) of Schedule 2:
	5.1.24 This requirement applies to any part of the proposed development within the Order Limits, including areas of adopted highway such as Tunnel Avenue and Boord Street.  Accordingly, before the commencement of works which will become adopted highwa...
	5.1.25 At paragraph 93 of its LIR, Greenwich has suggested the addition of a design principle to reflect the statement in the DAS that the existing trees at Boord Street will be replaced following completion of the bridge works at this location.
	5.1.26 A new design principle has been added to the Design Principles at Deadline 2, which states:
	5.1.27 The detailed design of the Scheme should make provision for the replacement of the line of trees adjacent to Boord Street.
	5.1.28 At paragraph 107 of its LIR, Greenwich suggests that wildflower meadow style planting on the Greenwich side of the Scheme should be provided for in the Design Principles.
	5.1.29 The Applicant acknowledges the request for wildflower meadow style planting on the Greenwich side of the tunnel.  Based on the Scheme’s illustrative design, the Applicant considers that this is something that could be possible in certain locati...
	5.1.30 As outlined above the final landscaping scheme will be submitted to the relevant Planning Authority as required under requirement 6 of Schedule 2.
	5.1.31 The planting will be required to adhere to the Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy (BAPMS) (APP-065) that sets out a range of species the landscaping must include to ensure habitat is maintained within the development.
	5.1.32 Design Principle SUEN.02 states that all landscaping should be designed in accordance with the Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy (BAPMS) (APP-065).  Furthermore, requirement 14 of the dDCO directly secures the implementation of t...
	5.1.33 The BAPMS has proposed two different types of grassland options both with wildflower elements. Section 5.2 of the BAP MS details enriched amenity grassland mix and semi improved neutral grassland with low lying flowering plant species.
	5.1.34 The native species recommended for the semi-improved neutral grassland habitat are from the Emorsgate Seeds Composition EN1 – Special pollen and nectar meadow mixture, as presented in Table 5-2 of the BAP MS (APP-065). It would likely grow to 5...

	5.2 Enhancements to the public realm
	5.2.1 The Update Report (AS-021) provided to the ExA following the Mayoral review of the Scheme states that the Mayor has asked the Applicant to explore a set of public realm enhancements.  This includes enhancements to public realm and pedestrian and...
	5.2.2 The form and delivery mechanism for these enhancements are currently being developed in discussion with RB Greenwich.  During these discussions consideration will also be given to the proposals submitted by U+I and highlighted by Morden College ...
	5.2.3 Further confirmation of these enhancements will be provided to the Examination in due course.
	5.2.4 Discussions with LB Newham are ongoing on the public realm improvements at the following locations referred to in the Design and Access Statement (APP-95):
	5.2.5 The temporary diversion of NCN route 13 would be agreed with the borough during the construction phase, as per of the Code of Construction Practice (APP-092) and in the operational stage will be retained on the realigned Dock Road.
	5.2.6 These improvements together with the non-motorised user (NMU) routes proposed as part of the Scheme should ensure a high quality network of routes.

	5.3 Impact of the Scheme on the regeneration of Thames Wharf
	5.3.1 At section 11 of its Local Impact Report, the London Borough of Newham expresses a number of concerns as to the potential effect of the Scheme on the redevelopment potential of the Thames Wharf site.
	5.3.2 The principle of locating the Works within Thames Wharf was first established as part of the safeguarding for a new river crossing in 1995. The Silvertown Tunnel is safeguarded and provided for in the Newham Core Strategy. However, the Applicant...
	5.3.3 Further, it is a core objective of the Scheme to “integrate with local and strategic land use policies.”  All parties therefore have an obligation to work together to achieve the objectives of both the Scheme and of the Thames Wharf regeneration.
	5.3.4 The Applicant has worked closely with LB Newham and the land owners within Thames Wharf throughout the development of the proposed scheme and this has directly affected the Reference Design, Illustrative Design and proposed Works, as explained i...
	5.3.5 The proposed Scheme reflects this optimisation and the Design Principles listed in APP-096 commit to maintain this provision as the design is developed.
	5.3.6 The following Design Principles (listed in full in APP-096 ) set out the commitments that have been made in this regard:
	5.3.7 The Applicant has also sought to ensure that the proposed Scheme does not prevent the addition (by a third party) of a pedestrian and cycle bridge over the tunnel approach and an environmental canopy over the approach.  Passive provision for the...


	6.   INTRODUCTION TO ENVIRONMENT
	6.1.1 The Boroughs’ Local Impact Reports and Written Representations have raised a number of points in relation to environmental issues. For the purposes of responding, the Applicant has grouped these points into the following themes:

	7.  AIR QUALITY
	7.1 Methodology
	7.1.1 A number of Boroughs including LB Lewisham, LB Hackney, LB Bexley and LB Southwark have raised concerns about the methodology used to undertake the air quality assessment, particularly in relation to utilising the DMRB criterion of 1000 AADT to ...
	7.1.2 ‘the DMRB screening criteria used by TfL to discount any detailed assessment of impacts in Lewisham is not reasonable, nor is it realistic.’
	7.1.3 The common concern is that the air quality assessment provided by the Applicant does not adequately assess impacts within their borough. It is suggested the Institute of Air Quality Management/ Environmental Protection UK’s ‘Land-Use Planning & ...
	7.1.4 The Applicant considers that the Scheme has been assessed in accordance with the most appropriate guidance designed to assess a road scheme.  This is the guidance set out in Highways England’s Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) guidance ...
	7.1.5 The IAQM/EPUK guidance, (Appendix E) is designed to assess the impacts of new developments, typically commercial/residential, that will:  a) generate new emissions (e.g. from road traffic and boiler plant); and  b) subject the new occupants of t...
	7.1.6 The IAQM/EPUK guidance makes this clear in paragraph 1.4 on page 4:
	7.1.7 The Applicant therefore considers it entirely appropriate that this road scheme (Silvertown Tunnel) has been assessed using guidance that is designed specifically for assessing road schemes.
	7.1.8 As acknowledged by a number of the boroughs, for example LB Lewisham, LB Southwark and LB Hackney, a number of interim advice notes have been issued to update the methodology used in the assessment of road schemes.  The interim advice notes ensu...
	7.1.9  Indeed, the publication of the interim advice notes illustrates how the assessment of air quality impacts is being refined as a result of evidence and to ensure compliance with Government policy.
	7.1.10 A number of boroughs including RB Greenwich, LB Lewisham and LB Tower Hamlets consider that the Scheme should accord with the Mayor’s air quality neutral policy, for example section 2.6 of LB Tower Hamlets’ WR.
	7.1.11 As stated in the Applicant’s response to FWQ AQ2 (REP1-151):
	7.1.12 The Greater London Authority in its response to FWQ AQ2 (REP1-151) supports the Applicant’s approach to the assessment and states that an Air Quality Neutral assessment is neither necessary nor possible for this Scheme.
	7.1.13 LB Tower Hamlets states in paragraph 9.1.1 of their LIR (REP1-005) that the background data used in the air quality assessment has been adjusted to remove the road traffic component. The borough notes that, although this is a method included in...
	7.1.14 The air quality modelling has been undertaken in accordance with best practice, including that set out in Defra’s 2016 Local Air Quality Management Technical Guidance (TG16). The in-grid roadside component of major roads needs to be removed fro...
	7.1.15 Had the major road component not been removed, the model verification would have under-estimated the road traffic emission adjustment.   The adjustment would be smaller than that used.  This would have reduced the future year impacts of the Sch...
	7.1.16 Furthermore, the assessment is conservative as it has been undertaken in accordance with IAN 170/12v3 and, as a result, the modelled concentrations (including the background) have been uplifted to ensure that they are not based solely on the De...
	7.1.17 LB Tower Hamlets identified in their LIR (section 9.1.1, REP1-005) that the Applicant has undertaken a gap analysis in line with the Highways Agency Interim Advice Note IAN170/12v3 and checked this against air quality monitoring across London. ...
	7.1.18 The monitoring sites used in Figure 6-3 (AS-022) were taken from the Automatic Urban and Rural Monitoring Network (AURN) for consistency of monitoring method and quality assurance. Those London AURN sites with suitable data capture for each yea...
	7.1.19 The sites suggested by LB Tower Hamlets for use in Figure 6-3 (AS-022) were not used as they were not part of the AURN monitoring network. However, local authority automatic and passive monitoring sites were used in the dispersion modelling ver...
	7.1.20 LB Tower Hamlets in section 9.1.1 of their LIR (REP1-005) note that only changes at receptors that are exceeding the Annual Air Quality Objective have been considered in the determination of significance and believe receptors nearing the Annual...
	7.1.21 The consideration of the Scheme in terms of significance is undertaken in accordance with IAN 174/13.  Part of this judgement includes consideration of the number of receptors impacted that are above the threshold which is included in Table 6-2...
	7.1.22 Furthermore, in addition to the air quality assessment, a Health Impact Assessment (APP-090) has been undertaken which assesses the health impact of the change in pollutant concentrations regardless of whether there are exceedances of the thres...
	7.1.23 LB Lewisham noted concerns around the recent High Court Ruling regarding the Government’s optimistic modelling and failure to act on improving air quality (section 7 of LB Lewisham LIR REP1-024). LB Newham outline in paragraph 5.3 of their WR (...
	7.1.24 A response to the recent judgement has been provided setting out the Applicant’s view on the recent High Court Case.  Please refer to, Response to ExA’s Notification of Request for Further Information (Rule 17) (REP1 -093).
	7.1.25 A number of Boroughs including LB Newham, RB Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets suggest the air quality assessment should have included sensitivity testing in order to assess the potential impacts on air quality should the traffic flows modelled no...
	7.1.26 The air quality assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the DMRB which requires the  assessment to be based on the  ‘most likely’ traffic flows (Paragraph 3.8 HA207/07).  The assessed case traffic flows are considered most likely and ...
	7.1.27 Prior to the opening of the Scheme the traffic, and air quality assessments will be re run using up to date data to ensure the charge is set at a level and subject to conditions so that the Scheme in operation is not likely to give rise to sign...
	7.1.28 The Monitoring Strategy (REP1-121) outlines that a monitoring programme of traffic and environmental conditions shall be commenced three years prior to Scheme opening and shall continue for three years post Scheme opening. TfL will be responsib...

	7.2 Results
	7.2.1 RB Greenwich, in their LIR (paragraph 240-241 REP1-002) stated that Blackwall Tunnel is a significant cause of air pollution so the area is unlikely to be improved in terms of air quality and outlined that should the tunnel be used to its full c...
	7.2.2 In relation to changes in NO2 as a result of changes in traffic flows, the assessment shows that the majority of receptors across the study area experience a change that is classified as imperceptible by the relevant guidance (see ES chapter 6, ...
	7.2.3 The areas receiving the largest improvements in air quality are along the Blackwall Tunnel Approach Roads (both north and south of the river) where annual mean NO2 concentrations are reducing by up to 5.5µg/m3. These links currently have some of...
	7.2.4 The Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels are both expected to operate below maximum capacity in typical operation, and in the modelled opening year (2021) there is forecast to be a small reduction in daily cross-river highway demand. This has been a...
	7.2.5 Furthermore, the Monitoring Strategy (updated at Deadline 1 REP1-121) and Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (APP-099) would provide an appropriate mechanism for identifying and addressing any localised impacts of the Scheme including air quali...

	7.3 Impacts within AQMA’s
	7.3.1 A number of Borough’s including LB Lewisham, LB Southwark and LB Hackney raised concerns about air quality impacts within AQMA’s and AQFA’s.
	7.3.2 The air quality assessment has demonstrated that the Scheme overall will have a positive impact, especially in areas which are currently in exceedance of the AQS objectives.  The Applicant has provided a detailed response regarding the impacts o...
	7.3.3 LB Lewisham, LB Hackney and LB Southwark believe the Scheme is likely to give rise to significant social and environmental impacts on the population. For example in LB Hackney’s LIR they state ‘As demonstrated through this LIR the scheme is like...
	7.3.4 Regarding environmental impacts in Lewisham, Hackney and Southwark, the Scheme does not trigger any of the traffic change criteria as required by the DMRB:
	7.3.5 As a result, the air quality impact of the Scheme is considered to be Neutral in these areas.
	7.3.6 It should be noted that the majority of the receptors modelled in the affected road network have an imperceptible change in air quality based on the roads that trigger the DMRB criteria.  Therefore, the impacts on receptors in areas with smaller...

	7.4 Pump Tower
	7.4.1 LB Newham requested a more detailed assessment  to ensure the Pump House development adjacent to the Hoola is not also impacted (section 7.2 of LB Newham LIR REP1-014).
	7.4.2 The Pump House development has been included in the air quality assessment and concentrations in the assessed case are predicted to be well below the AQS Objective (31.1µg/m³ (receptor 88009), based on the ‘Updated Air Quality’ assessment submit...

	7.5 Mitigation
	7.5.1 A number of borough’s suggested that no mitigation has been incorporated to address air quality impacts as a result of the Scheme. For example LB Lewisham, LB Hackney and LB Southwark all outline that the Scheme does not adequately mitigate the ...
	7.5.2 LB Newham, in Section 7.2 of their LIR (REP1-014) state the air quality monitoring strategy that underpins the charging structure is not sufficient to monitor the environmental impact of the development. They suggest the monitoring protocol will...
	7.5.3 Mitigation of air quality impacts is built into the design of the Scheme, as described in Section 6.5 of the ES air quality chapter (AS-022).  Furthermore, the Applicant has also committed to all buses using routes through the Silvertown Tunnel ...
	7.5.4 The Monitoring Strategy (updated at Deadline 1 REP1-120) states at paragraph S.3.1 ‘A monitoring programme of traffic and environmental conditions will commence from three years prior to Scheme opening and shall continue for three years post Sch...
	7.5.5 It is acknowledged that there are current air quality monitoring locations, however, it is the Applicant’s view that the additional automatic monitoring stations and diffusion tubes, located where the assessment indicates the impacts will be gre...
	7.5.6 In addition to the Air Quality monitoring there will be traffic monitoring that will be undertaken to compare against the flows that were predicted in the ES.  This information can be used to determine whether the Scheme is operating as expected...
	7.5.7 The evidence from all these sources allow a conclusion to be reached as to whether the Scheme is operating as expected or whether additional targeted mitigation or an adjustment to the user charge is required.  This will be done in consultation ...
	7.5.8 The GLA suggested the Scheme consider Low Emission Neighbourhood type measures to mitigate areas receiving air quality worsenings.
	7.5.9 Whilst such mitigation is not required as part of the Scheme, the Applicant will discuss with the host boroughs the scope for Low Emission Neighbourhood type measures and if appropriate these mitigation measures would be secured by a legal agree...
	7.5.10 Mitigation for the Western Hoola building has been investigated and TfL have committed to ensuring that the buses using the Silvertown Tunnel, and therefore passing the Western Hoola building, will consist of Euro VI buses or equivalent emissio...
	7.5.11 The air quality assessment carried out within the Environmental Statement prepared by the developers and submitted as part of the original planning application (13/01873/FUL) for the Hoola Development has been reviewed. This indicates that mech...
	7.5.12 The planning officer’s committee report considers (within paragraph 3.2) ‘The detail in the ES and supporting information are considered to be sufficiently comprehensive to provide a robust EIA and allow for a full assessment of the environment...
	7.5.13 Therefore, in addition to the mitigation measures proposed as part of the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme, in accordance with the planning conditions, the building has been designed to include ventilation as part of the planning consent granted by Lon...

	7.6 Switch House
	7.6.1 LB Tower Hamlets in their LIR (REP1-005) request that appropriate mitigation be undertaken to minimise impact at ‘receptor 8’, an apartment block known as Switch House, 4 Blackwall Way, which it notes receives a deterioration in air quality (NO2...
	7.6.2 The Applicant acknowledges that Receptor 8 is representative of a large residential apartment block.
	7.6.3 The air quality modelling at representative receptors was conservative as all concentrations were modelled at a height of 1.5m to represent a receptor on the ground floor of a building nearest to the road.  The updated air quality assessment (su...
	7.6.4 The Table demonstrates that relevant receptors would be below the AQS annual mean objective for NO2 at a height of 3.5m, and that the impact of change would be imperceptible from 7.5m upwards. Therefore, at the point where there will be relevant...
	7.6.5 Tower Hamlets (section 2 WR, REP1-004) have requested an additional air quality monitor to the South West of the Leamouth Road Roundabout where the deterioration in air quality is shown in the assessed case, to monitor the impacts from the incre...

	7.7 Construction Impacts
	7.7.1 A number of Borough’s identified air quality impacts during construction as an issue, particularly construction dust. For example RB Greenwich stated that on the Greenwich Peninsula, appropriate dust mitigation measures are essential to minimise...
	7.7.2 Air quality impacts during the construction of the proposed Scheme as a result of construction dust, construction vehicle exhaust emissions, non-road mobile machinery emissions and river vessel emissions have been assessed in Chapter 6 of the ES...
	7.7.3 A comprehensive range of mitigation measures have been identified to minimise air quality impacts during construction.  An Updated Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-119), lists all the air quality mitigation mea...


	8.   NOISE AND VIBRATION
	8.1 Methodology
	8.1.1 RB Greenwich in their LIR (REP1-002) have raised a concern that the methodology used to undertake the noise assessment has not yet been developed to assign the importance/sensitivity of a resource/receptor. The sensitivity of a resource/receptor...
	8.1.2 It is the Borough’s view that the NPSE does not promote or otherwise sanction the ultimate WHO night noise target of Lnight externally of 40dB(A) as an overall policy objective. Instead it seeks to promote a more realistic and achievable target ...
	8.1.3 The RB Greenwich outline IAN 125/09 which shows that significance based upon professional judgement should not be used, and suggest that the magnitude of change should be presented and assessed in line with the DMRB. To that effect the number of...
	8.1.4 The noise assessment has been undertaken with regard to NN NPS and NPSE which seek to mitigate and minimise noise impacts from a new development. The assessment presented in the ES (APP-031) has applied a stringent significance criteria by apply...
	8.1.5 It should also be noted that the NPSE does not set specific criteria for significance. The assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the DMRB and levels of significance have been determined based upon significant observed effect levels (...
	8.1.6 Daytime noise levels of significance have been based upon the values presented in the Defra report “Possible Options for the Identification of SOAEL and LOAEL in Support of the NPSE” and aligned with the noise insulation regulations which is a c...
	8.1.7 Night time levels of significance have been based on WHO night time guideline noise levels as required by the DMRB with a night time noise level of 55dB deemed to be a SOAEL and marking the threshold above which assessment should be undertaken. ...
	8.1.8 It should also be noted that IAN125/09 has been entirely superseded by IAN 125/15 released in October 2015. As such IAN 125/09 has been rescinded and no longer applies to road schemes in the United Kingdom, nor should be referenced.  IAN125/15 n...
	8.1.9 Taking all these factors into account, the Applicant considers that the potential impacts of the Scheme operation during the overnight period has been undertaken entirely in accordance with appropriate guidance and policy, and accurately represe...

	8.2 Baseline Monitoring and Construction Noise Assessment
	8.2.1 In their Written Representation, LB Newham (REP1-013) have raised queries relating to incorrect monitors being used to assess individual locations and the results of the repeated noise monitoring data being used to justify the conclusions in the...
	8.2.2 Furthermore, and in relation to the above concerns, as set out in paragraph 5.12 of the WR, LB Newham note that night-time construction SOAEL levels are exceeded at Western Beach Apartments and SOAEL levels need to be avoided. Therefore, LB Newh...
	8.2.3 Appendix D of this report presents the baseline monitoring data collected to inform the noise assessment. It is acknowledged that the incorrect noise monitoring location was assumed at Western Beach Apartments and a subsequent technical note has...
	8.2.4 The discrepancies noted between the short term and long term noise monitoring datasets are generally accounted for by a combination of a) different monitoring positions being used as a result of safe access and security between the long and shor...
	8.2.5 It is noted that, under the terms of the CoCP (REP1-119) a significant level of additional pre-construction baseline surveys will be undertaken in consultation with LB Newham and used to subsequently redefine the construction baseline and to inf...
	8.2.6 With regard to the second point raised on this matter, it should be noted that the significance of construction noise levels presented within the ES has been concluded as per other significant NSIP Schemes following the ABC procedure described w...
	8.2.7 The measured ambient night-time noise climate of the Western Beach Apartments is represented by long term survey location D, which was surveyed continuously for a period of 24hrs.  The night-time level monitored at NML D was 60dB LAeq 8 hour (NM...
	8.2.8 Given that the existing noise levels at Western Beach Apartments are already in excess of night-time SOAEL, it is considered that the level of significance for construction noise presented in the ES based upon the guidance provided in BS 5228-1:...

	8.3 Impact Assessment
	8.3.1 LB Newham state in paragraph 5.10 of their WR (REP1-013) that noise mitigation around the Hoola and Pump House buildings is based on the use of low noise road surfacing and mitigation already in place in the development. It is the Borough’s view...
	8.3.2 The traffic data (Assessed case) for 2036 along Tidal Basin road defines HGV content as 14.9% of the total 18 hour AAWT flow, therefore it is predicted that HGVs will not be the main component in the traffic flows on Tidal Basin Roundabout.
	8.3.3 The assumptions which have been applied in the assessment are presented in Paragraph 14.3.53 of the ES (APP-031). This states “Where a thin surfacing system has been presumed, a correction of -1dB has been applied as a result of mean traffic spe...
	8.3.4 Annex 4 paragraph A4.27 of the DMRB recognises that at low speeds engine noise would be dominant rather than tyre interaction, and in that regard the comment from LB Newham is accepted. However, the DMRB assessment methodology accounts for this ...
	8.3.5 As such the assessment with regard to low noise road surfacing provision follows the recognised and appropriate guidance methodology of the DMRB and is considered to be robust.

	8.4 Mitigation Measures
	8.4.1 In Appendix 2 of their LIR (REP1-002), RB Greenwich raise a concern that there is lack of air and noise mitigation measures within the dDCO and the Applicant should provide a mitigation strategy.
	8.4.2 The noise assessment has included low noise surfacing and noise barriers around the tunnel portal as noise mitigation measures, as set out in Section 14.5 of Chapter 14 Noise and Vibration (APP-031) and as secured by Requirement 12 of the dDCO (...

	8.5 Monitoring
	8.5.1 RB Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets both request reassurance throughout their LIRs (REP1-002 and REP1-005) that air quality and noise monitoring is adequately covered during the operation of the Scheme.
	8.5.2 In particular, RB Greenwich, at paragraph 234, request noise monitoring at the Silvertown Tunnel southern approach road at location NML8 (of the baseline monitoring locations) as it is deemed that future residential receptors on both sides of th...
	8.5.3 LB Tower Hamlets identified in their LIR (section 9.2, REP1-005) that minor reductions in noise impacts within the Borough are based on the assumption that traffic will be free flowing in locations close to the Blackwall Tunnel. It is the Counci...
	8.5.4 The monitoring of noise levels is set out in Chapter 5 of the Monitoring Strategy (updated at Deadline 1, REP1-121). Once the Scheme has been opened to traffic the noise monitoring and modelling strategy will be maintained for a minimum period o...
	8.5.5 The scope of the Monitoring Strategy, including the location of monitoring points, incorporates consultation with STIG (which includes  RB Greenwich and LB Tower Hamlets as well as other boroughs), prior to the implementation and setup of the no...
	8.5.6 LB Tower Hamlets, along with the other boroughs, will be provided full ability and opportunity to drive the scope of the Monitoring Surveys and locations considered. This will therefore be fully resolved and agreed in time and a mechanism is pro...
	8.5.7 The Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (TIMS) (APP-099) sets out the process for mitigating any significant adverse localised traffic or traffic-related impacts attributable to the Scheme in operation, should these be identified during the moni...

	8.6 Construction Impacts and Mitigation
	8.6.1 RB Greenwich in paragraph 237 of their LIR accept that the TBM and associated spoil removal shall operate on a 24 hour basis. The Council requests however that spoil removal to be arranged in a way that any noise from the operation is inaudible ...
	8.6.2 During the night time, spoil removal will be undertaken via a conveyor system to the northern construction site via the new tunnel. This will require the use of a transfer conveyor which will be located within the reception shaft itself below gr...


	9.   HEALTH
	9.1 The National Networks National Policy Statement and Health Issues Raised
	9.1.1 The LB of Southwark LIR (REP1-009 para 5.11) and WR (REP1-008 para. 4.36), LB of Hackney LIR (REP1-020para. 4.11) and LB of Lewisham LIR (REP1-024 para 5.11) all outlined concerns regarding health impacts. In particular, they queried whether the...
	9.1.2 A standalone Health and Equality Impact Assessment (HEqIA) (APP- 090) has been prepared which identifies the potential effects on health, well-being and quality of life, including impacts from changes in air quality. The HEqIA  has taken the inf...
	9.1.3 The sections below summarise the information presented in the ES and HEqIA on health and air quality. They clearly demonstrate that the Scheme has been designed to minimise social and environmental impacts specifically in relation to health and ...
	Construction Air Quality and Health Effects.
	9.1.4 The potential air quality impacts of the proposed Scheme during construction have been assessed in Chapter 6 of the ES (AS-022) and are considered not significant. Chapter 11 of the HEqIA (APP-090) concludes that the residual effects on health a...
	Operational Health Effects
	9.1.5 Potential operational air quality effects are recorded in the ES (AS-022) as not significant (in accordance with IAN174/13). Mitigation measures to avoid and reduce operational air quality impacts of the Scheme are embedded in the Scheme design,...
	9.1.6 The quantitative assessment undertaken in the HEqIA in respect of the potential health effects resulting from changes in air quality, has identified that the total change in Attributable Deaths and Attributable Life Years for a range of both lon...

	9.2 Active Travel and Health
	9.2.1 The LB Lewisham and RB Greenwich raised issues on active travel.  They queried whether a road tunnel and specifically the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme would encourage people to walk and cycle.  The LB of Lewisham LIR (REP 1-024 para 7.4) referred to...
	9.2.2 The HEqIA (APP-090) sets out the policy framework for the assessment within Appendix A, this includes relevant policies of both the London Plan (Policy 3.2) and the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy (2014).  The sections below sets out t...
	The Option Selection Process
	9.2.3 The Applicant has developed the Scheme as the best option to address problems experienced at the Blackwall Tunnel. The Silvertown Tunnel is expected to introduce a range of positive social and economic impacts including shorter journey times, im...
	9.2.4 The Applicant explored the potential for walking and cycling-based solutions to address the identified needs for river crossings in east London in its 2009 studies, and considered pedestrian and cycle crossings at a number of different locations...
	9.2.5 The Applicant has continued to consider the possibility of incorporating provision for pedestrians and cyclists within the fabric of highway crossing options. Initiatives to encourage walking and cycling include:
	9.2.6 Further proposals are being developed as part of the forthcoming Mayor’s Transport Strategy.
	The Effect on Social Cohesion
	9.2.7 The importance of cohesive communities and addressing health inequalities as set out in the RB Greenwich Core Strategy is noted. The impact of the scheme on social capital and accessibility of communities across the river is assessed in Chapter ...
	9.2.8 The rapid development both sides of the river will continue, and over time, new community networks and links will gradually evolve.  The Scheme will improve access to these areas by car, and the potential increased bus networks which can use the...
	9.2.9 Chapter 7 of the HEqIA (APP-090) looks at the effect of the Scheme on severance and amenity within the local community.  Locations where a potential impact could occur have been identified and specific mitigation measures have been proposed with...
	Silvertown Tunnel approach to walking, cycling and public realm
	9.2.10 The Design Principles (APP-096), and as amended at Deadline 2, specifically make provision for public realm, cycling and walking. The Design and Access Statement (APP-095) presents a number of specific illustrative design measures for cyclists ...
	9.2.11 As outlined in the Design and Access Statement (APP-095), the Applicant has been in discussions with both RB Greenwich and LB Newham as to further measures in this regard and how this will be secured, such as through agreement. Further submissi...

	9.3 Employment/Regeneration and Health
	9.3.1 The LB of Lewisham LIR (REP 1-024 paras.7.1.4, 7.1.5) and WR (REP1-023 paras. 4.21 and 4.22) raised a need for employment opportunities, educational opportunities and apprenticeships during Scheme construction. They explained these would be of p...
	9.3.2 The effect of the Scheme on employment and training is assessed in Chapter 9 of the HEqIA (APP-090). This chapter sets out the links between employment and health (section 9.2).  Employment is also assessed in Chapter 7 of the ES (APP-031).  Nei...
	9.3.3 The ES (APP-031) and the HEqIA (APP-090) explain that the Scheme provides an opportunity to promote local employment and training for local people through the development of skills and training programmes and apprenticeship schemes.  The Contrac...
	9.3.4 The Applicant is proposing to recruit at least 25% of the non-specialist elements of the workforce from within the three host boroughs of Newham, Tower Hamlets and Greenwich.  Whilst it is fully appreciated that Evelyn and other wards throughout...

	9.4 Air quality and health
	9.4.1 LB Lewisham and RB Greenwich both raised issues relating to a lack of confidence in the traffic modelling and therefore the validity of the air quality and subsequent health assessment. LB Lewisham states (REP1-023 para. 4.3)):
	9.4.2 The RB of Greenwich state in their LIR (REP1-002 para. 242):
	9.4.3 The Applicant’s response to questions regarding the validity of the traffic modelling for the Scheme is set out in Chapter 3 of this report. The air quality and noise assessment have been undertaken in accordance with the DMRB which states that ...
	9.4.4 The HEqIA (APP-090) provides a quantitative assessment of the potential effects of air quality on health by using the output of the air quality modelling to assess the potential effects on health and looks at all receptors regardless of concentr...
	9.4.5 The LB Lewisham LIR (REP1-024 paras. 7.11 and 7.33) sets out concerns on the impact of construction lorry movements on school journeys and operational air quality impacts on primary schools in Evelyn Ward. The LB of Hackney LIR (REP1-020, para. ...
	9.4.6 As set out in the CoCP, Construction Traffic Management Plans (CTMPs) would be produced for each of the main worksites and these would specify the routes to be used by HGVs. These plans would be approved by the relevant planning authorities in a...
	Impact on Schools
	9.4.7 The Distributional Impact Assessment (APP-104) has considered the effects of changes in air quality on receptors within 200m of the affected road network.  Of schools located within 200m of the affected road network, the magnitude of most impact...
	Impact on Child Health
	9.4.8 NO2 as a result of changes in traffic flows is assessed in Chapter 6 of the ES (AS-022). The assessment shows that the majority of receptors across the study area experience a change in air quality that is classified as imperceptible by relevant...
	9.4.9 The links between air quality, health and vulnerable populations including children and people from low-income groups, are described in Chapter 11 of the HEqIA (APP-090). The HEqIA summarises the findings of the air quality assessment presented ...
	9.4.10 In relation to asthma and the prevalence of bronchitic symptoms for children specifically, suitable data to undertake a quantitative assessment was sought from Public Health England’s Local Knowledge and Intelligence Services and the Health and...

	9.5 Air Quality, Mortality and Deprivation
	9.5.1 The LB Southwark LIR (REP1-009 para 7.19) raises concerns over exposure to poor air quality being linked to increased incidence of cardiovascular diseases, cancer, coronary obstructive disorders and respiratory illness. The RB Greenwich LIR rais...
	9.5.2 The RB Greenwich LIR also set out concerns over the effect of changes in air quality on residents in more deprived areas (REP1-002 para 249) and that the relationship between these areas and poor health from air pollution is more acute.  Paras 2...
	9.5.3 The assessment of the potential effect of the Scheme on air quality during operation is reported in Chapter 6 of the ES (AS-022).  The air quality study area is not just confined to the Order Limits boundary, but was determined with reference to...
	9.5.4 The HEqIA (APP-090) identifies vulnerable groups in relation to each of the topic chapters and includes where there may be specific research linking vulnerable groups with particular health impacts (for example children, the elderly and those fr...
	9.5.5 The findings of the assessment have shown that health impacts attributable to likely changes in air quality resulting from the operation of the Scheme in terms of these metrics are expected to be negligible.  This is also true of the updated hea...

	9.6 Borough Related Impacts
	9.6.1 LB Newham’s LIR (REP1 - 020 para 5.6 and para 5.7) raises a question about the presentation of the results from the air quality, noise and health assessments in the ES and the HEqIA, noting that the impacts from the Scheme ‘have been presented f...
	9.6.2 Measures to mitigate and minimise noise impacts at the Hoola Building have been implemented into the scheme design through the use of low noise The Environmental Statement is required to assess and describe aspects of the environment likely to b...
	9.6.3 The spatial scope for the HEqIA has been designed to correspond with study areas identified in the ES to a) acknowledge the links between the environmental topics and human health; and b) ensure consistency in the assessment approach.  Although,...
	Therefore, it is not appropriate for the ES and HEqIA assessment to be considered on a Borough by Borough basis as the methodologies are intended to provide an assessment which should consider the project as a whole.


	10. FUTURE RECEPTORS
	10.1 Determination of future receptors in air quality and noise models
	10.1.1 As set out in Section 7.0, page 28 of their LIR (REP1-014), LB Newham raise concerns that modelled receptors in this area do not reflect the probable build out of consented development schemes, particularly in light of the strategic sites regen...
	10.1.2 Of particular concern to the Borough is Thames Wharf Strategic Site (S08) which is proposed through Policy S3 of the Newham Core Strategy (2012) for SIL release incorporating new employment, leisure/tourism and residential uses (Section 11.0, p...
	10.1.3 A list of proposed developments to be considered as future receptors was compiled through searches of local authority planning portals for planning applications; a review of allocated and proposed sites in local plans; and direct consultation w...
	10.1.4 Included within the future baseline information are developments that are currently under construction as well as those committed developments that have full planning permission but were not yet under construction at the time of the assessment....
	10.1.5 To determine which schemes are reasonably foreseeable developments and should be included within the assessment as receptor points, the ES refers to PINS Advice Note 17 Cumulative effects relevant to NSIPs and professional judgment. The methodo...
	10.1.6 Thames Wharf Strategic Site (S08) is a Tier 3 development, it is not a consented development scheme in planning terms and the Applicant is not aware of any planning applications being submitted for this site. Drawing 17.2 (APP-043) and Appendix...
	10.1.7 Therefore, not including it as a future receptor in the models was considered appropriate due to the high level of uncertainty about the site’s deliverability by 2021 and low level of detail (or no detail) of the design or layout of their devel...
	10.1.8 It will be for future developments to ensure that air quality and noise are considered within the design to ensure that the future use is appropriate.  It is not appropriate for the Applicant to consider developments that are not committed give...
	10.1.9 Further detail about the treatment of future development sites in the EIA is provided in Appendix A in the Comments to Land Written Representations Report (submitted Deadline 2).


	11.  CULTURAL HERITAGE
	11.1 Blackwall Tunnel Gatehouse
	11.1.1 At paragraph 96 of its LIR (REP1-002), RB Greenwich noted that the assessment has identified potential impacts to the Grade II listed Blackwall Tunnel entrance building as a result of settlement. They outline that the ES explains that appropria...
	11.1.2 In response, the Applicant considers that the Settlement Assessment and Mitigation Process which is Appendix A of the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (REP1-119) contains the details of how the Contractor will manage and implement mitigatio...
	11.1.3 Further to this, Appendix A of the CoCP contains specific considerations for listed buildings which the Contractor must take account of in the initial assessment phase as well as the detailed assessment and mitigation design phase; see Paras A....

	11.2 Greenwich World Heritage Site
	11.2.1 At paragraph 98 of its LIR (REP1-002), RB Greenwich raised concerns about the potential displacement of additional traffic through the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site and the potential negative impact of this aspect of the scheme on the ...
	11.2.2 A technical note outlining the potential for traffic to impact the Outstanding Universal Value of the WHS has been produced (Appendix B). This note has concluded that changes in traffic will not have a negative impact on the WHS. Please also re...


	12.  TERRESTRIAL ECOLOGY
	12.1.1 RB Greenwich requested further clarification in their LIR (REP1-002) on the Applicant’s Terrestrial Ecology impact assessment, the Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) and Mitigation Strategy, and the Draft Landscaping Scheme, as set out below.
	12.2 Impact Assessment
	12.2.1 RB Greenwich noted in paragraph 253 of their LIR that the description of ‘slight adverse’ is vague in its description of the impact on the biodiversity of the area. They requested further detailed estimates of what types of plants and animals a...
	12.2.2 The Terrestrial Ecology Chapter of the ES (APP-031) has provided detail on the baseline and potential significant effects upon ecological features. The impacts on Terrestrial Ecology have been assessed in accordance with the Chartered Institute...
	12.2.3 Table 9-12 and 9-15 in Chapter 9 of the ES details each affected ecological feature (i.e. type of habitat and species) along with the assessed impact description during construction and operation respectively.
	12.2.4 Table 9-17 in Chapter 9 of the ES provides a summary of impacts upon terrestrial habitats and protected species. The slight adverse residual effects are due to temporary disturbance and degradation during construction however these effects are ...
	12.2.5 As specified within section 4.1.1 of the Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy (BAP MS) (APP-065), biodiversity mitigation, enhancement and offsetting options are aligned with the important ecological features on the existing site. A...
	12.2.6 RB Greenwich requested in paragraph 252 of their LIR (REP1-002) that further details are provided on invertebrates, the habitat these species utilise on site, if these habitats are to be removed during the development, if so, will they be repla...
	12.2.7 In Section 9.4 of the ES (APP-031) and Appendix 9.C: Invertebrate Survey Report (APP-060), two Red Data Book invertebrate species toadflax brocade moth (Calophasia lunula) and the ground bug (Stictopleurus punctatonervosus) were recorded during...
	12.2.8 As stated in paragraph 9.4.8 of the ES, the semi-natural habitats constitute approximately 27% of the total area of the Order Limits (terrestrial); 17% of the terrestrial Scheme area was Open Mosaic Habitat (brownfield habitat). The habitats re...
	12.2.9 As stated in paragraph 9.5.22 of the ES, replacement habitats will include trees, shrubs, brownfield habitat, species-rich grasslands and water bodies. The mitigation would be targeted towards suitable foraging and sheltering habitat for terres...
	12.2.10 RB Greenwich stated in paragraph 256 of their LIR that they do not agree with the valuation of Japanese knotweed (and other invasive species) as having a negative ecological value. RB Greenwich believe Japanese knotweed and other invasives pro...
	12.2.11 As set out in section 6.14.2 of Annex 1 Natural Capital Assessment in Appendix 9.H Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy (BAPMS) (APP-065). Japanese knotweed has negative impact on biodiversity. Gerber et al, showed that habitats in...
	12.2.12 As set out in section 6.14.1 of Annex 1 Natural Capital Assessment in Appendix 9.H Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy (BAPMS) (APP-065) the literature review did not identify any studies that would assess the benefits or costs as...

	12.3 Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy
	12.3.1 RB Greenwich in paragraph 254 of their LIR (REP1-002) requested clarity on how connected the mitigation measures are. They also noted if mitigation is not feasible on site, RB Greenwich would not object to the funding of habitat creation off-si...
	12.3.2 RB Greenwich noted in paragraph 256 of their LIR (REP1-002) that in the design principles the provision of offsetting would be in accordance with ‘Scheme specific BAP in the Environment Statement Appendices’. RB Greenwich requested involvement ...
	12.3.3 RB Greenwich noted in paragraph 256 of their LIR (REP1-002) that it is unclear as to whether the habitat created on the northern side of the tunnel contributes to the mitigation measures for the southern side of the tunnel. RB Greenwich request...
	12.3.4 The final landscaping scheme is yet to be finalised however, Design Principle SUEN.02 states that all landscaping to be replaced or created, should be designed in accordance with the BAP MS (APP-065). It is likely that these replacement habitat...
	12.3.5 Habitat offsetting will be implemented and designed in alignment with the BAP principles and be developed in consultation with the Design Review Panel and other relevant stakeholders including RB Greenwich as specified in the BAP MS. Requiremen...
	12.3.6 As stated in paragraph 9.6.13 of Chapter 9 of the ES, the BAP proposes both mitigation within the Order Limits and offsetting residual effects outside of the Order Limits.
	12.3.7 Impacts upon Terrestrial Ecology are assessed within the Order Limits and not by the boundary of each local borough.  Table 9-14 of the ES (APP-031) shows habitat deficit in the Southern Parcel following confirmed mitigation, i.e. within the RB...
	12.3.8 As stated in paragraph 9.6.9 of the ES there will be a permanent deficit of 6,345m2 of semi-natural habitat in the southern parcel. There will be a net gain of 1,275 m2 of semi-natural habitat in the northern parcel, which will contribute to th...
	12.3.9 The shortfall in required habitats after in-Scheme mitigation, as shown in Table 9-14 of the ES, will be addressed via replacement habitats within permanent land take within the Order Limits, and offsetting outside the Order Limits, designed in...
	12.3.10 In paragraph 256 of their LIR (REP1-002), RB Greenwich outline they are supportive of using a financial offset for habitat mitigation. However, they note the calculations associated with the end value are vague or not presented transparently. ...
	12.3.11 In the same paragraph, RB Greenwich also note that the methodology for determining the constituents and proportion of the ‘brownfield mosaic’ habitat and the value attributed to this is unclear.
	12.3.12 As stated in paragraph 9.6.13 of Chapter 9 of the ES any habitat loss that cannot be mitigated within the Order Limits has been valued using Natural Capital Valuation methods (the habitats recorded within the Order Limits have been valued on t...
	12.3.13 Brownfield habitat is not a Phase 1 category however the BAP MS acknowledges its local importance as a mosaic habitat type. The methodology for determining the constituent elements (brownfield is a mixture of bare ground and ephermal/ short pe...
	12.3.14 As stated in section 6.1.1 of the BAP MS (APP-065) the Natural Capital Valuation and quanta per habitat to be lost is presented in Table 6-1 to Table 6-3. The total habitat value of the semi-natural habitats in the Scheme (including Brownfield...
	12.3.15 As stated in section 6.1.3 of the BAP MS (APP-065) there are uncertainties as to the proportion of replacement habitats within the Order Limits, to enable immediate implementation of the offsetting and to secure a guaranteed net gain, the Natu...
	12.3.16 As stated in paragraph 6.2.1 Appendix 9.H: Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation Strategy (APP-065) although the monetary value presented as a worst case scenario will be taken forward immediately for application to offsetting projects, foll...

	12.4 Draft Landscaping Scheme
	12.4.1 RB Greenwich noted in paragraph 256 of their LIR (REP1-002) that in areas where landscaping is proposed near roadways, a demonstration of the hierarchy of regulatory factors should be produced. Where measures limit the landscaping to amenity gr...
	12.4.2 Design Principle SUEN.02 states that all landscaping should be designed in accordance with the BAP MS (APP-065) and sets out a range of species the landscaping must include to ensure habitat is maintained within the development. Furthermore, re...
	12.4.3 As the landscape strategy has not been finalised, the BAP MS details the design of different habitats with regards to maximising their potential for biodiversity. The BAP MS (APP-065) has proposed two different types of grassland options both w...
	12.4.4 The native species recommended for the semi-improved neutral grassland habitat are from the Emorsgate Seeds Composition EN1 – Special pollen and nectar meadow mixture, as presented in Table 5.2 of the BAP MS (APP-065). It would likely grow to 5...


	13. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
	13.1 Construction
	13.1.1 LB Newham has concerns about the construction impacts on borough’s roads, as stated in the Chapter 6. 'Highway Impacts', section 6.1.1, p.22 of their LIR (REP1-014).
	13.1.2 LB Newham suggests that the pre-commencement highway and drainage condition surveys are required to ensure that any carriageway deterioration as a result of increased HGV traffic associated with scheme construction can be identified.
	13.1.3 LB Newham states that drainage arrangements for wheel washing units as worksite accesses must be clearly established, entirely separate to the highway drainage system. The additional dirt and dust generated by construction vehicles, and in part...
	13.1.4 The Applicant recognises the concerns of LB Newham, and would refer to the extensive consultation and stakeholder meetings that have taken place in which these and other matters of interest to LB Newham have been discussed (as scheduled in the ...
	13.1.5 As has been identified, the CTMP, which will be developed in liaison with and subsequently approved by LB Newham, will be a mechanism through which the reasonable concerns in respect of impacts on borough’s roads can be addressed by the Contrac...
	13.1.6 Minimising the impacts of construction HGV movements on borough roads is secured within the updated CoCP which is submitted at Deadline 2.  A CTMP will be produced by the Contractor for each worksite for approval by the relevant planning author...
	13.1.7 Wheel washing is secured in Table 5-1 of the updated CoCP to be submitted at Deadline 2. Any controls on discharging are secured in paragraph 15.2.1 of the CoCP
	13.1.8 Furthermore, as set out in the dDCO Part 2 14 (5) “TfL must take such steps as are reasonably practicable to secure that any water discharged into a watercourse or public sewer or drain under the powers conferred by this article is as free as m...

	13.2 Footbridge Drawing Reference
	13.2.1 LB Greenwich state in Appendix 2 of their LIR (REP1-002) that the incorrect drawing number of Boord Street Bridge has been referenced in Schedule 1 (Work 11 (d)).
	13.2.2 Schedule 1 Work No. 11 (d) references to the construction of a non-motorised user route across the proposed new Boord Street Foot and Cycle Bridge that is shown on sheet 1 of the rights of way and access plans. Therefore, the reference is consi...
	13.2.3 The engineering sections of Boord Street Foot and Cycle Bridge are shown on Sheet 20 of the Engineering Section Drawings and Plans (APP 2.8).

	13.3 Piling
	13.3.1 LB Greenwich states in the Appendix 2 of their LIR (REP1-002) that a piling statement and strategy shall be included in the DCO.
	13.3.2 The Applicant has proposed via the CoCP a range of construction management plans which will be prepared by the Contactor, to address and provide necessary control of construction activities required for all construction of the Scheme, including...

	13.4 Remediation
	13.4.1 LB Greenwich states in the Appendix 2 of their LIR (REP1-002) that a remediation strategy should be submitted for approval prior to the works commencing on site and, on completion of any remediation, and that a verification report demonstrating...
	13.4.2 The Applicant confirms that the approach of the Scheme to historic contamination is set out within Chapter 12 Geology, Soils and Hydrogeology of the Environmental Statement (REP1-105) and the CoCP REP1-119).
	13.4.3 As set out in paragraph 9.2.1 of the CoCP, mitigation measures with regard to remediation are envisaged as part of the detailed design of the Scheme prior to construction, but not as a standalone remediation. Based on the information obtained f...

	13.5 Drainage and FRA
	13.5.1 The Greater London Authority (GLA) states in paragraph 61 under the  Sustainable Drainage of their LIR (REP1-029) that the principles of the surface water drainage system are generally acceptable and compliant with London Plan Policy 5.13, and ...
	13.5.2 However GLA has concerns about the Thames Water combined sewers capacity as stated in paragraph 62 of their LIR (REP1-029).
	13.5.3 GLA also states that it is not entirely clear from the FRA where the surface water of the tunnel portals is to diverted to, and that the proposed system for collecting spillages and wash-down from within the tunnel should either be treated or d...
	13.5.4 GLA has also stated in paragraph 63 of their LIR (REP1-029) that because the exact details of the drainage system have not yet been fully worked out, it would be acceptable to apply a DCO Requirement for the surface water drainage arrangements ...
	13.5.5 The Applicant confirms that it has been considered that the surface water is to be directed to the Thames wherever possible. Where outfalls to the existing combined sewer are required, flow rates have been restricted to the existing 1 in 5 year...
	13.5.6 The Applicant also confirms that the outfall location of the tunnel portal drainage within Newham will be the River Thames via the Cut. This will be limited to a flow of 10l/s for each network through attenuation tanks.
	13.5.7 As stated in Chapter 4 of the ES (APP-031), drainage provision for spillages and firefighting wash-down within tunnel has been proposed as follows:
	 Runoff within the tunnel to be intercepted by a combined kerb and drainage system, the runoff will be conveyed by a carrier drain system located within the tunnel invert to the sump located within the tunnel.  The runoff will then be pumped to the r...
	 Attenuation provision has been specified based on the assumption that all the water from the firefighting operation will be attenuated in a way such that the discharge rate into the open watercourse (“the cut”) is restricted to 10l/s as a maximum,
	 Pollution control will be provided using Class 1 bypass petrol interceptor and manually operated penstock shutdown valve.
	13.5.8 There is a control of surface water drainage through the DCO as Requirement 8(1) requires that the surface water drainage system must be submitted, approved by the relevant planning authority, and constructed in accordance with the approved det...

	13.6 Code of Construction Practice
	13.6.1 At paragraph 54 of its Local Impact Report, The GLA indicated that  the Applicant should be mindful of commitments made to the Mayor of London.
	13.6.2 At paragraphs 235 and 236 of its Local Impact Report (REP1-002), the RB of Greenwich suggests that the Applicant should clarify and detail the topics of the CoCP and Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), and that Greenwich should a...
	13.6.3 The Applicant confirms that the Code of Construction Practice (REP-119) was updated at Deadline 1 to include the commitments made to Mayor in relation to;
	13.6.4 The Applicant confirms that the revised Code of Construction Practice submitted at Deadline 1 provides greater clarify of the topics to be covered in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and the obligations of the CoCP. The App...
	13.6.5 At paragraph 205 of its LIR (REP1-002), RB Greenwich states that the Applicant should provide further details of construction activities which may be required outside core working hours.
	13.6.6 At paragraph 203 of its LIR, the RB Greenwich states that the Applicant should amend their core working hours to be in accordance with the Royal Borough of Greenwich’s policy.
	13.6.7 The Applicant would refer to its response to First Written Question NV8 (REP1-166) on this point. It should also be noted that the CoCP was updated for Deadline 1 (REP1-119) and includes an example in Para 2.3.2 of an activity which may be requ...
	13.6.8 Additionally, Para 2.3.4 of the CoCP provides that tunnel boring works and associated supporting activities will be undertaken on a 24 hour, seven days per week basis.
	13.6.9 The Applicant notes that paragraph 2.3.1 of the CoCP was updated at Deadline 1 to state that Saturday working hours will be 08:00-13:00, in accordance with Greenwich’s policy.


	14. DRAFT DCO
	14.1.1 This report provides the Applicant’s comments on dDCO drafting-specific submissions made in Local Impact Reports (LIRs) and Written Representations (WRs) by the Boroughs at Deadline 1. These comments relate to the form of dDCO submitted alongsi...
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