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1. INTRODUCTION 


1.1 The Examining Authority (“ExA”) held an Issue Specific Hearing (“ISH)” on Air 


Quality, Noise and Other Environmental Issues for the Silvertown Tunnel 


Development Consent Order (“DCO”) on 18 January 2017. The London 


Borough of Southwark (“LB Southwark”) attended this ISH and made oral 


representations based on its Written Representation [REP1-008], its Local 


Impact Report [REP1-009] and its Submission for Deadline 2 [REP2-013]. 


 


1.2 As specified in the Rule 8 letter, it is understood that the Examination will 


principally be undertaken through a written process. LB Southwark therefore 


provides this written post-hearing submission to summarise and to supplement 


the oral representations made on 18 January.  
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2. LB SOUTHWARK’S REQUIREMENT FOR FURTHER ASSESSMENT 


2.1 LB Southwark requires the following, which it does not currently consider have 


been provided by TfL: 


 robust assessment of the Silvertown Tunnel’s impacts on Southwark’s key air 
pollution hotspots, which include; 


o congested routes close to the Rotherhithe tunnel entrance;  


o sensitive receptors along Lower Road; and 


 assurance that necessary mitigation measures will deliver air quality 
improvements in these hotspots. 


 


3. KEY CONCERNS 


Use of DMRB and IANs 


3.1 TfL has used professional judgement throughout its air quality assessment for 


the Silvertown Tunnel scheme (such as is summarised in Table 6-21 of the ES 


[APP-031] on page 6-123). However, LB Southwark considers that this 


professional judgement was not reasonably applied to the screening nor 


significance criteria used in the air quality assessment. TfL has said in the ES 


that they consider their use of the DMRB assessment methodology to be 


appropriate. This, they state, is because the Silvertown Tunnel is a major road 


scheme and as such is adequately considered by the DMRB and Interim Advice 


Notes (IANs) issued by Highways England. However, this indicates that TfL 


considers the air quality impacts from the Silvertown Tunnel scheme to be 


different to those experienced from any other type of development that 


generates traffic. LB Southwark would argue that the air quality impacts of the 


scheme should be assessed more sensitively than this.  


 


3.2 The scale and location of the Silvertown Tunnel in a complex road network in a 


densely populated area where many people will be exposed to worsening air 


quality, marks the scheme as different to those road schemes typically assessed 


using the DMRB methodology and IANs. It seems unreasonable to LB 


Southwark that, for example, a comparable retail superstore development 
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generating less traffic in the same geographic area as the Silvertown Tunnel 


would be assessed using a more sensitive assessment approach with more 


onerous significance criteria (i.e. those in the IAQM & EPUK guidance – 


reproduced in Appendix A). Considering the scale of the Silvertown Tunnel’s 


traffic impacts and the sensitivity of the area affected by it, LB Southwark argues 


that TfL should have used more reasonable and sensitive professional 


judgement in their assessment of the air quality effects of their scheme. If they 


had used the more reasonable IAQM & EPUK screening and significance 


criteria they would have appropriately assessed impacts in Southwark and 


would have found more significant impacts across the Affected Road Network 


(ARN) than they have using the IAN criteria of a <0.4µg.m-3 increase in annual 


mean NO2 concentrations as being ‘Imperceptible’.  


 


3.3 The inappropriateness of TfL’s use of the DMRB and IANs in assessing air 


quality impacts for their scheme is highlighted by the following, which outline 


potentially significant air quality effects revealed in TfL’s recent submissions to 


support their scheme.  


 
3.4 Firstly, significant scheme-generated traffic, potentially greater than the DMRB 


screening criterion of 1,000 vehicles per day1, has been predicted by the 


applicant in their adjacent River Crossings report [REP2-049] to enter 


Southwark via the Rotherhithe tunnel. If, as appears to be the case, the DMRB 


criterion is exceeded, then TfL’s assertion in their Comments on Responses to 


the ExA’s First Written Questions ([REP2-034] page 164) that “As there are no 


links that trigger the DMRB change criteria in Southwark the scheme can be 


considered to have a neutral impact on air quality in Southwark” is false. In any 


event this uncertainty clearly calls for further assessment of the impact at the 


Rotherhithe Tunnel as, even on TfL’s case, it would appear that the stated 


threshold is exceeded. 


 


                                                 
1 The report includes a value of 900 vehicles in the text at paragraph 3.2.2 on page 15, and 1,100 vehicles in Figure3‐1 
on the same page (bars in chart: 35,200‐34,100=1,100). Additionally, values are stated as being in AAWT, presumably 
over 18‐hours, whereas 24‐hour AADT values would be expected to be greater.  
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3.5 Secondly, TfL’s updated air quality assessment, submitted at Deadline 2 [REP2-


041], shows that a relatively small increase in traffic (400 HGVs) would result in 


a relatively large (0.8µg.m-3) increase in annual average NO2 concentrations at 


the Hoola development. This issue was raised at the ISH by LB Newham as a 


significant concern, as it suggests that modelled impacts elsewhere might be 


particularly sensitive to any changes in traffic model inputs, either resulting from 


current uncertainty or from user charging adjustments in the future. LB 


Southwark is therefore concerned that any changes to traffic flows through 


Southwark might have seemingly disproportionate negative impacts on local air 


quality that should be assessed, and, if need be, mitigated.  


 


Impact on children 


3.6 Children are particularly vulnerable to the impacts of breathing polluted air. The 


significance of London’s schools in poor air quality areas resulting in elevated 


exposure of children to pollution has recently been highlighted in several 


reports2,3,4,5. It is one reason why improving air quality is a mayoral priority issue. 


 


3.7 Recent monitoring undertaken by Southwark (unpublished – presented in 


Appendix B) shows that monitoring close to St Joseph’s Primary School on 


Lower Road indicates that annual mean NO2 concentrations are currently more 


than 20% above the air quality standard. As Lower Road connects with the 


roundabout junction at the entrance to the Rotherhithe Tunnel, St Joseph’s 


would be affected by the circa 1,000 additional vehicles predicted in TfL’s recent 


Adjacent River Crossings report [REP2-049] to flow across the river through 


Rotherhithe.  


 


                                                 
2 Royal College of Physicians. 2016. Every Breath we Take: The Lifeline Impact of Air Pollution. Suffolk. The Lavenham 
Press: Suffolk. 
3 UK Health Alliance on Climate Change. 2016. A Breath of Fresh Air: Addressing Climate Change and Air Pollution 
Together for Health. UK Health Alliance on Climate Change: London.  
4
 Howard R, Beevers S and Dajnak D. 2016. Up in The Air How to Solve London’s Air Quality Crisis: Part 2 


5
 King K and Healy S. 2013 (released to public 2016). Analysing Air Pollution Exposure in London. Aether: Oxford. 
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Model uncertainty 


3.8 A significant concern raised by the ExA and the Host and Neighbouring 


Boroughs, amongst other Interested Parties, is that the inherent uncertainties in 


the traffic data used by TfL make any conclusions drawn from them weak. LB 


Southwark’s concerns with the traffic data are outlined in the borough’s post 


hearing submission on traffic. As these data are a fundamental input to the air 


dispersion modelling assessment, they need to be robust. If they are not, 


uncertainty/errors in the subsequent environmental assessments (e.g. for air 


and noise) could be compounded.  


 


3.9 The fact that significant uncertainty remains makes it more significant that TfL 


did not use appropriate professional judgement to adopt the more reasonable 


and robust IAQM & EPUK screening and significance criteria presented in 


Appendix A. If this had been done, detailed assessment of local air pollution 


effects in Southwark would likely have been undertaken.  


 


Mitigation measures 


3.10 The principal air quality mitigation measure put forward by TfL is the adjustment 


of user charges. However, even putting to one side LB Southwark’s concerns in 


relation to traffic and air dispersion modelling uncertainties, it is not at all clear 


how the charging scheme will effectively deliver air quality improvements where 


they might be needed.  


 


3.11 Several air monitoring points have been included in the Monitoring Strategy 


Revision 1 [REP1-121] but it is not clear how the information provided by these 


will lead to improving air quality impacts from the scheme’s operation. In any 


case, none of these are proposed to be in Southwark. If it can be shown that the 


data provided from air quality monitoring will result in improvements in air quality 


from adjustments to the charging scheme, then LB Southwark requests that TfL 


establish further monitoring points within their relevant air pollution hotspots, 


such as close to the Rotherhithe Tunnel access and along Lower Road. It is 


appreciated that the ExA asked LB Southwark at the ISH whether such inclusion 
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of monitoring points in the borough would be welcomed. It is confirmed here that 


it would.  


 


3.12 LB Southwark also requests that appropriate air quality triggers are included in 


the Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy Revision 1 [REP2-031] and welcomes the 


ExA’s comments following the ISH that this will be considered. Currently, only 


traffic metrics are provided and, being much greater than those thresholds of 


significance presented in the IAQM & EPUK guidance (Appendix A, Table 6.2), 


TfL should, in their responding to the ExA’s comments, provide robust triggers 


for effective mitigation based on NO2 monitoring data.  


 
3.13 LB Southwark also agrees with comments made by LB Newham at the ISH that 


the monitoring and mitigation strategy should aim to deliver a scheme whereby 


monitoring data show that air quality impacts from the operational Silvertown 


Tunnel are no worse than those presented in the ES.   


 
Response to Agenda item 4.12 


3.14 The ISH Agenda item that the ExA reserved for the neighbouring boroughs is as 


follows: 


“Please could the neighbouring authorities (including, but not limited to LB 
Lewisham, LB Southwark and LB Hackney) provide updates as to whether 
there is agreement with the Applicant on whether the proposed development 
would affect their LAQM work towards improving air quality against the EU 
limit values, and whether there is a way forward in terms of assessing how 
much more difficult achieving the limit values would be if the proposed 
development went ahead?” 


 
3.15 With reference to this, and due to the uncertainties and other concerns above, 


LB Southwark cannot agree that the scheme would not make it harder for it to 


work towards its LAQM objectives nor to improve its air quality with regard to the 


EU limit values.  


 


3.16 With regards to a way forward, LB Southwark’s requirements are listed in 


paragraph 2.1. 
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Appendix A: Extract from IAQM and EPUK guidance showing significance criteria  
 


The following Tables are extracts from IAQM and EPUK guidance6. Although the guidance 


was updated in 2017, the Tables are not materially different to those published in earlier 


editions.  


The guidance provides indicative criteria for establishing the need for an air quality 


assessment (i.e. ‘screening’ Table 6.2) and then Impact Descriptors (Table 6.3) to 


apportion the significance of assessed effects.  


                                                 
6
 IAQM & EPUK. 2017. Land‐Use Planning & Development Control: Planning for Air Quality. IAQM: London.  
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Appendix B: LB Southwark NO2 diffusion tube mointoring results at Lower Road 
from October 2016 to date  
 


The following monitoring close to St Joseph’s RC Primary School on Lower Road has 
been undertaken by LB Southwark as part of their ongoing LAQM work.  


 


 
Period Month Start of 


Period 
End of 
Period 


Duration 
(weeks) 


NO2 concentration 
(µg.m-3) 


SDT65 SDT66 
9 Sept 24/08/2016 29/09/2016 4 74.03 39.01 


10 Oct 29/09/2016 26/10/2016 5 84.71 54.02 
11 Nov 26/10/2016 30/11/2016 5 72.66 55.21 
12 Dec 30/11/2016 04/01/2017 4   


Period Average 77.13 49.41 
SDT 65 is situated adjacent to Courthope House Lower Road 
SDT 66 is situated adjacent to Prince of Orange Lower Road 
The locations are shown on the map attached above 
 


St Joseph’s School 
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1. Introduction 


 


This document considers the draft Development Consent Order (dDCO) as 


amended by Transport for London (TfL) in December 2016 and builds on the 


previous comments submitted by this authority in respect of the document 


including oral comments made at the dDCO ISH held on 19 January 2017. 


The paragraphs below reiterate and amplify submissions made previously 


which are yet to be addressed by TfL. 


 


2. dDCO definitions 


  


Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy means the document of that description set 


out in Schedule 14 certified by the Secretary of State as the traffic impacts 


mitigation strategy for the purposes of this Order and which sets out the 


process for mitigating any significant adverse localised traffic or traffic-related 


impacts attributable to the operation of the authorised development, should 


these be identified during the monitoring activities secured by the monitoring 


strategy. 


 


2.1 The Council believes this definition should be amended so that it clearly 


relates to the operation of both tunnels.  At the moment, the definition just 


refers to impacts ‘attributable to the operation of the authorised development,’ 


which mainly relates to Silvertown Tunnel.  Given the dDCO relates to both 


Silvertown Tunnel and the Blackwall Tunnel, any mitigation should be 


assessed based on both the impact on the operation of Silvertown Tunnel and 


the revised operation of the Blackwall Tunnel. 


 


2.2 The Council believes it would be more appropriate for TfL to commit to 


mitigating any material, as opposed to significant, adverse affect. 


 


2.3 The words ‘or otherwise’ should be added at the end of the definition to 


ensure mitigation is not only limited to those issues identified during the 


‘monitoring activities secured by the monitoring strategy’ which is 


unnecessarily restrictive.  If TfL or a borough identify a material or significant 
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adverse affect, the Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy should extend to 


include an obligation on TfL to mitigate any such impact. 


 


2.4 The definition could, for example, be amended to read:- 


 


‘means the document of that description set out in Schedule 14 certified by 


the Secretary of State as the traffic impacts mitigation strategy for the 


purposes of this Order and which sets out the process for mitigating any 


significant material adverse localised traffic or traffic related impacts 


attributable to the construction and/or operation of the tunnels and associated 


authorised development should these be identified during the monitoring 


activities secured by the monitoring strategy or otherwise.’ 


 


3. Article 38 (application of Part 4) 


 


(1) Articles 41 44 to 46, 48 and 49 apply— 


(a) to the Blackwall Tunnel area on the date of the commencement of 


construction of the Silvertown Tunnel; and 


(b) to the Silvertown Tunnel area from the date the Silvertown Tunnel is 


first open to the public. 


(2) For the purposes of this article the date of commencement of construction 


of the Silvertown Tunnel is the date specified in a notice published by TfL 


in The London Gazette. 


 


 TfL have amended this article to exclude reference to article 41 (power to 


operate and use the tunnels), 42 (protection of the tunnels) and 43 (closing 


the tunnels).  This amendment indicates TfL may close Blackwall Tunnel 


pursuant to this DCO from the date the Order is confirmed.  The Council 


question whether or not TfL should have the ability to close the Blackwall 


Tunnel pursuant to this DCO before the date Silvertown Tunnel is first open to 


the public.   


 


4. Article 43 (closing the tunnels) 
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 (1) TfL may, whenever in its opinion it is necessary to do so, close the Silvertown 


Tunnel or the Blackwall Tunnel either or both of the tunnels, whether wholly or 


partially. 


(2) Where TfL proposes to close any part of the Silvertown Tunnel or the Blackwall 


Tunnel either or both of the tunnels, it must except in an emergency— 


(a) give not less than 7 days’ notice in such manner as TfL considers 


appropriate; and 


(b) throughout the period of such closure display signs at convenient situations 


on the roads communicating with the Silvertown Tunnel or the Blackwall 


Tunnel (as the case may be) tunnels giving warning of the closure. 


 


4.1 Given the impact any closure is likely to have on Southwark, the Council 


believe this article should be amended to require TfL to provide Southwark 


(and other boroughs) with not less than 7 days notification where TfL plan to 


close one tunnel and 4 weeks notification where they plan to close both 


tunnels at the same time. Subparagraph 2(a) should be amended to specify to 


whom notification will be given. TfL’s response to this point (see p.161 of TfL 


8.27) was that London boroughs would receive notification. There is therefore 


no reason not to include this as a requirement within the DCO in order to 


remove any doubt as to the intended recipients of the notification and the time 


scales of any such notification.   


  


4.2 Sub-paragraph 2 (b) should be amended to require TfL to provide advance 


warning of the proposed closure and to display signage in appropriate 


location.  The paragraph could, for example, be amended to read:- 


  


Prior to and throughout the period of such closure display signs at appropriate 


convenient situations on the roads network communicating with the tunnels 


giving warning of the closure. 


 


4.3 An additional obligation could be added requiring TfL to consider the impact of 


the closure and to prepare and carry out a suitable traffic impact mitigation 


strategy. 
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5. Article 48 (Bylaws relating to the Silvertown Tunnel area and the 


Blackwall Tunnel area) 


 


This article permits the bylaw contained at Schedule 9 to take effect on 


commencement of the construction of Silvertown Tunnel.  The Council query 


whether or not the Blackwall Tunnel Bylaw 1968 should remain in place until 


Silvertown Tunnel is first open to the public.  Although the Council does not 


specifically object to this, it appears more appropriate for the existing bylaw to 


remain in place until the new tunnel has been opened. 


 


6. Article 52 (the charging policy) 


 


 See paragraph 12 below. 


 


7. Article 56 (Application by TfL of charges levied) 


 


7.1. The Council believe article 56 should be amended to enable TfL to apply 


funds towards mitigating any adverse impact of the construction of Silvertown 


Tunnel and/or operation of Silvertown Tunnel and/or Blackwall Tunnel 


identified either pursuant to the monitoring strategy or otherwise.  Although it 


may be beneficial to set these out in priority order, the Council does not want 


to unintentionally restrict the ability of TfL to apply any charges received 


towards additional crossings in the future. 


 


7.2. For clarity, LB Southwark considers that mitigation could arguably, as 


presently drafted fall within Art.56(a) and/or (b) as is relevant. However, the 


wording ought to be amended to include express reference to mitigation in 


order to remove any element of ambiguity.  


 


7.3. Additionally, TfL’s response to the ExA’s written question on this topic (p.81 of 


TfL document 8.26, Question DC76 table 3-24) was that funds would only be 


applied to TfL’s general fund in the event of a surplus. There is no reason why 


this should not form part of the DCO wording to ensure that the funds are 
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applied to TfL’s general fund only in the event of a surplus and not in priority 


to funding mitigation or operational matters, for example.  


 


8. Article 60 (Traffic regulation measures) 


 


 See paragraph 12 below. 


 


9. Article 65 (Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group) 


 


9.1 The Council welcomes the acceptance by TfL that Art.65 requires additional 


amendments in order to provide for a body capable of meaningfully assisting 


with the operation of the Tunnels. The Council also welcomes the opportunity 


to meet with TfL to discuss the next iteration of this provision. The Council 


shares the concern expressed by TfL at the ISH on Tuesday 17 January 2017 


that STIG does not provide for an effective mechanism for effecting speedy 


change to the operation of the tunnel or to the mitigation of any adverse 


effects. The Applicant therefore indicated that additional powers may be 


sought within the dDCO in order to provide for a “short cut” in case of severe 


effects which require rapid mitigation. This is precisely the reason why, in the 


Council’s view, STIG, at present is unwieldy and unworkable. LB Southwark 


consider that STIG could operate well as a mechanism for sharing information 


but that a straightforward consultation exercise would be preferable as part of 


any mechanism for bringing about change in the operation of the charges, for 


example.  


 


9.2 As presently drafted, the Council does not consider that STIG can form an 


effective consultation body given it is not independent. Instead it is 


established, chaired and funded by TfL who have the ability to appoint ‘any 


other person or body TfL considers appropriate.’  Article 65(3) is unusual 


because it provides an obligation on the relevant bodies to notify TfL, at an 


unspecified time, the identity of its nominated representative.  There is also no 


requirement to disclose background documents, such as transport 


assessments, which the group may reasonably require as part of the dDCO.  


The issues which the group may consider are also limited to the 
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implementation of the monitoring strategy, the implementation of the traffic 


impacts mitigation strategy, the level of charges from time to time required to 


be paid, any proposed revisions to the charging policy and to reviewing TfL’s 


proposals for cross-river bus services.  There is however no ability for 


members to call a meeting or to legitimately influence an issue that it is not 


permitted to consider in the Order.  TfL also just need to have ‘regard’ to any 


recommendation made by the group. 


 


9.3 The Council believe that TfL should as a minimum be under an obligation to 


actively invite the ‘stated bodies’ to join the group at an appropriate time and 


once formed to provide any background documents 4 weeks before a meeting 


is due to be held.  STIG members should also have the ability to require TfL to 


call a meeting and to consider an issue which the group consider expedient.  


The ‘issues’ that STIG may consider should therefore be extended to include 


‘proposed amendments to tunnel bylaws, traffic regulation measures and any 


other issue considered by the majority of the group in attendance to be 


expedient.’ 


 


9.4 LB Southwark met with the Applicant on 25 January 2017 to discuss concerns 


raised in the borough’s Deadline 1 and Deadline 2 submissions and those 


raised at the ISH on 17, 18 and 19 January 2017.  From discussion with the 


applicant we understand that the borough meeting referred to by Mr Owen on 


behalf of the applicant when discussing further changes to STIG is a monthly 


meeting that the applicant holds with the host boroughs of which Southwark 


Council, as a neighbouring borough, is not invited.  As such it was agreed at 


our meeting that a future meeting between the applicant and the council 


would be held prior to Deadline 4 to further discuss our concerns with the 


Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group. We will update the Examining 


Authority at Deadline 4 with the outcome of these discussions. LB Southwark 


remain concerned STIG, even with a revised role, will not provide an effective 


forum. 
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10. Schedule 2, Part 1, paragraph 5 (Code of construction practice and 


related plans and strategies) 


 


The Council believe it would be beneficial for the Air Quality Management 


Plan and the Construction Traffic Management Plan to be approved by the 


relevant LPA in consultation with STIG.  This is considered appropriate given 


the impact of these documents will extend beyond the relevant LPA boundary. 


 


11. Schedule 2, Part 1, paragraph 7 (Monitoring and mitigation strategies) 


 


7. In carrying out the authorised development, TfL must implement and act in 


accordance with— 


(a) the monitoring strategy; and 


(b) the traffic impacts mitigation strategy 


 


 This clause should be amended to read:- 


 


‘In carrying out and operating the tunnels authorised and associated the 


development, TfL must implement and act in accordance with…’ 


 


12. Protective Provision   


 


The Council believe that even if article 65 is amended and that STIG does 


become an independent and more robust forum, the group will still not provide 


an appropriate mechanism for Southwark to address any issues specific to its 


locality.  As set out within our Written Representations and Local Impact 


Report, the borough is home to the only free alternative crossings within 


central London.  This makes the north of the borough, which is already 


congested, extremely susceptible to any change in fee, bylaw or traffic 


management order.  As such, the Council requests a protective provision 


requiring TfL to specifically consult with the Council whenever it proposed to 


set and subsequently change the level of fee charged or where it proposes to 


change a bylaw or traffic management order which is considered likely to 


result in an increase in vehicular movements through the borough.  This 
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protective provision should also require TfL to assess the potential impact of 


any change at a local level within Southwark and to monitor this for a 


reasonable period thereafter.  If an adverse impact is subsequently identified, 


the Council would expect TfL to work with the Council to mitigate any such 


impact. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 


1.1 The Examining Authority (“ExA”) held an Issue Specific Hearing (“ISH)” on traffic 


modelling, forecasting, user charging and economic issues for the proposed 


Silvertown Tunnel Development Consent Order (“DCO”) on 17 January 2017. 


The London Borough of Southwark (“LB Southwark”) attended this ISH and 


made oral representations based on its Written Representation (PINS document 


reference number REP1-008), its Local Impact Report (PINS document 


reference number REP1-009) and its Submission for Deadline 2 (PINS 


document reference number REP2-013). 


 


1.2 In accordance with the Rule 8 letter for the Silvertown Tunnel DCO published on 


18 October 2016, LB Southwark’s post-hearing submissions are set out below 


for Deadline 3. These include:- 


 


 Written summary of oral case made at the 17 January 2017 ISH; 


 Reinforcement of previous points raised which have not been considered; 


and 


 LB Southwark’s concerns in relation to the Transport for London (TfL) 


document titled ‘Silvertown Tunnel - Adjacent river crossings’. 
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1.3 As specified in the Rule 8 letter, it is understood that the Examination will 


principally be undertaken through a written process. Thus LB Southwark cross 


referred to its Written Representation (reference number REP1-008), Local 


Impact Report (reference number REP1-009) and Submission for Deadline 2 


(reference number REP2-013) in making its oral case and requests that these 


be read alongside this post hearing submission. LB Southwark’s summaries of 


the oral case made on the council’s behalf at the Air Quality and dDCO hearings 


on 18 and 19 January 2017 (to be submitted at Deadline 3) should also be taken 


into account. 


 


2. MODELLING 


Local modelling / interface between strategic and local modelling 


 


2.1 In relation to the invitation from the ExA to Interested Parties to make short initial 


contributions on general points in response to agenda item 3, LB Southwark set 


out a short summary of its concerns in relation to the local modelling and the 


sensitivity of the network. LB Southwark set out that many of its concerns are 


shared by its neighbouring borough, the London Borough of Lewisham (“LB 


Lewisham”). Both boroughs have consistently raised the issue that the outputs 


of the reference case model do not reflect the council’s understanding of the 


network relating to queueing and network utilisation at present.  The local 


highway network in their boroughs has not been the subject of local modelling 


and therefore this puts in to doubt the validity of the modelling relied upon by the 


Applicant. As highlighted at Deadline 2 (reference number REP2-013 Appendix 


A), these sensitive routes are:- 


 Tower Bridge and Rotherhithe Tunnel; 


 A 200 Lower Road; 


 Old Kent Road; and 


 New Kent Road. 


 


2.2 LB Southwark has taken the advice of Mr Meekings, an Associate Director of 


Project Centre and a specialist transport planning consultant. Mr Meekings, and 
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therefore the council, is of the opinion that local modelling is essential to inform 


the strategic modelling and referred to TfL’s own modelling guidelines 


Assignment Models, which in paragraph 9.4 sets out that for schemes with 


considerable or wide-reaching network impacts an assignment model can be 


used in conjunction with localised models and micro-simulation models to inform 


the process.  


 


2.3 The scheme can be considered to have “considerable or wide reaching network 


impacts” and as such local modelling should have taken place, particularly as 


the existing network is congested, as highlighted by LB Southwark throughout 


the consultation process and specified in their Deadline 2 submission (reference 


number REP2-013 (paragraph 2.11)). 


 


2.4 LB Southwark acknowledge the Applicant’s reliance upon the SDG review of the 


strategic model, however,  LB Southwark has serious concerns that the models 


do not capture the characteristics of the highway network and this therefore 


brings in to question the accuracy of the assessment overall and particularly 


within the borough.  


 


Adjacent Crossing Report  


2.5 At the previous hearing (7 December 2016) and in their Deadline 2 submission, 


LB Southwark referred to the Adjacent Crossing report (“the Report”), which was 


submitted to the ExA at Deadline 2 (Document ref REP2-049). 


 


2.6 LB Southwark raised a series of related questions at Deadline 2 (Document ref 


REP2-049) (para 2.27)) which have not been addressed by the Applicant. LB 


Southwark requests that these are addressed by as soon as practicable or at 


the latest at Deadline 4. 


 


2.7 One of the key issues is the number of vehicles predicted to use the Rotherhithe 


Tunnel as a result of the scheme. The Report contains an error relating to the 


number of additional vehicles per day forecasted to use the Rotherhithe Tunnel 


in the assessed case; paragraph 3.3.2 of the Report states 900 additional 
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vehicles whilst Figure 3.1 shows 1,100.  The council understand that difference 


relates to demand flow in comparison to an actual flow and await a clarification 


note from the Applicant. This was raised in LB Southwark’s response to FWQ’s.   


TfL has confirmed to LB Southwark that it will provide a written note to LB 


Southwark explaining this and this is expected shortly after Deadline 3. It should 


be noted that the figures provided are AAWT (rather than the AADT) and one 


would expect the daily flow to be slightly higher than a weekday flow.  The 


AAWT provided is very close to / above the DMRB threshold TfL are using and 


should therefore trigger the need for air quality monitoring but TfL have not 


proposed any air quality assessment.  


 


2.8 LB Southwark is of the opinion that the effect of traffic and resulting air quality in 


the borough has not been thoroughly considered.  The Applicant has shown that 


there will be an increase in traffic using routes to Rotherhithe Tunnel, the full 


extent of which is unclear.  Given the uncertainty surrounding the impacts on the 


borough, the Applicant should be required to satisfy LB Southwark, the 


Examining Authority and ultimately the Secretary of State through 


comprehensive modelling that no significant increase in traffic through the 


borough will occur. Impacts should be properly assessed and understood prior 


to development being consented, particularly where the ability to mitigate any 


potential effects is also subject to objections and legitimate questions as to its 


efficacy (this is a matter returned to below). LB Southwark’s primary case is that 


further and better local modelling should be undertaken. However, without 


prejudice to this,  LB Southwark recognises the advanced stage of the process 


and the council’s secondary case is that the ExA should only recommend to the 


Secretary of State that consent is granted for the scheme where the mechanism 


for securing mitigation of effects after construction are demonstrably robust and 


effective.  


 


3. TRAFFIC IMPACTS & MITIGATION  


Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (TIMS) 
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3.1 LB Southwark understands that the Applicant has been requested to review 


TIMS in light of the numerous points raised by the boroughs and other 


Interested Parties. The borough looks forward to reviewing the next version of 


this document.  LB Southwark is also aware that during the dDCO hearing on 19 


January RB Greenwich raised the issue and there was discussion about the 


monitoring, mitigation and charging elements being spread over numerous 


documents and how this can lead to confusion and lack of clarity in 


understanding the proposals. LB Southwark support RB Greenwich and would 


welcome a revised document from the Applicant which is clearer in setting out 


the proposals. 


 


3.2 The ExA invited comments at the ISHs as to “transparency and accountability”. 


LB Southwark’s clear view is that the model provided by TIMS is not robust in 


terms of transparency or accountability. When the structure provided by TIMS is 


considered against the background of a borough seeking to activate a trigger 


and secure mitigation for the scheme within their area, it is plain that the model 


provided for is not an effective one. There are a number of hurdles which such a 


borough must overcome in order to secure the necessary mitigation, as set out 


within Paragraph 2.2.8 of TIMS onwards and figure 2-2. For example, the 


borough must establish that there is an adverse impact which is “solely or 


largely” attributable to the scheme. There are number of criticisms of this: 


 
3.2.1 First, this is only established where STIG “reasonably concludes” that it is 


so. Presumably, although it is not stated, it will be for the Applicant to 


judge what is reasonable, even putting aside the fact that at present, STIG 


is a body chaired by TfL where a TfL member has the casting vote, this is 


not in any real sense independent.  


3.2.2 Second, there is no definition of “largely”. TIMS is intended to be certified 


as part of the DCO and ought therefore to be worded in a precise and 


easily comprehensible way. The document must be capable of being 


interpreted and applied by the boroughs, TfL and STIG and ambiguity in 


the wording of operative paragraphs is not appropriate.  
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3.2.3 Third, whilst the acceptance by TfL that mitigation may be appropriate 


even where the scheme is not the sole cause of the effect, there is no 


meaningful provision for a proportionate contribution to in-combination 


effects. For instance, if it could be established that the scheme was 50% 


responsible for an effect and another scheme was 50% responsible, there 


is no provision for the cost of mitigation to be shared in proportion to the 


causation. Therefore, mitigation would fall to the boroughs to fund.  


 


3.3 Figure 2-2 sets out a number of other hurdles such as whether the scheme of 


mitigation is “proportionate” or “cost effective”, again, a decision for TfL alone 


without scrutiny by STIG and without any further definition within TIMS. The 


boroughs would have no real mechanism for challenging any decision by TfL 


that the mitigation which, by this stage is accepted to be needed to mitigate the 


effects of the scheme, was not “cost effective”. This again would leave the 


boroughs funding mitigation of the effects of the scheme should TfL decide that 


the proposed mitigation is too costly.  


 


3.4 LB Southwark has general issues with the proposed monitoring and mitigation 


strategy and although there is the potential for the documents to be changed 


they are identified here as a matter of record. LB Southwark’s opinion is that as 


the monitoring is informed by inaccurate modelling, it is questionable at best. 


 


3.5 TIMS includes possible mitigations and at page 26 suggests geometry changes 


at junctions. Whilst this may be beneficial for easing congestion, it is likely that 


such changes will be of detriment to cyclists and lead to segregation for 


pedestrians. LB Southwark could not accept such mitigation if the effects on 


other highway users was compromised, which calls in to question the proposed 


mitigation considered by TfL.  


Trigger Points 


3.6 There was discussion at the ISH about the trigger points and it is understood 


that these are likely to change, however, LB Southwark’s concerns are again set 


out here as a matter of record. 
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3.7 TIMS at A.2 and Figure A-1 shows key routes (A200 Lower Road, A2 Old Kent 


Road, A201 New Kent Road) within the borough to be classed as Strategic 


Corridors. Within TIMS this means the triggers are very high, especially for 


HGV’s, where an increase of >25% would be needed to trigger as RED for 


consideration by STIG.  


 


3.8 Relating this 25% to traffic flows on these corridors means that a significant 


number of HGV’s could be experienced before even needing consideration. The 


figures for these are set out below 


  A200 25% = 170 HGV’s  


 A2 25% = 348 HGV’s 


 A102 25%  = 480 HGV’s 


 


3.9 As these routes run through densely populated areas and proposed Opportunity 


Areas they cater for high numbers of pedestrians and cyclists. The A200 will be 


the route for Cycle Superhighway 4 so a significant increase of HGV’s will be 


especially acute. Lower Road and Jamaica Road currently carry over 3,000 


cyclists per day (TfL, AADT 2015 for cycle superhighway 4). 


 


3.10 LB Southwark explained at the ISH that HGV’s are involved in a higher 


percentage of the most serious road accidents; they are involved in 1 in 5 fatal 


accidents on A roads; and are five times more likely to be involved in fatal 


accidents on minor roads. 


 
3.11 HGV’s also have a significant detrimental effect on air quality, the proposed 


trigger point of 25% is too high and would allow for a significant deterioration in 


air quality without activating the trigger point. As a comparison the Institute of Air 


Quality Management guidelines identifies an increase in 25 HGV’s as triggering 


the need for an Air Quality Assessment in or adjacent to air quality management 


areas, which is applicable on the routes discussed in LB Southwark.  
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3.12 Road safety is more than just traffic numbers and relates to a number of factors 


including traffic composition and network interactions. The number of KSI’s 


should be monitored as is standard for London and across the country and be 


extended to include the strategic corridors identified in the monitoring strategy. 


 


3.13 LB Southwark welcomes that bus routes are to be monitored.  Given the 


potential increase in traffic on the A200 corridor, LB Southwark request that all 


bus routes operating along this corridor are monitored. 


 


 
Junctions and Routes for Monitoring 


3.14 Within TIMS there are some inconsistencies relating to the junctions / routes for 


modelling as set out in the following paragraphs. In addition, LB Southwark has 


previously raised in their WR and LIR that additional routes should be included 


within the monitoring; and whilst the A200 / Rotherhithe Tunnel has been added, 


there are other routes which have still not been included. These routes are 


reiterated in this document. 


 


3.15 TIMS Figure A-1 (ATC sites in the Area of Influence), shows the area of 


influence is now larger than illustrated in the Monitoring Strategy (Fig 3-1). LB 


Southwark assume the newer version is correct and seek clarification of this 


from TfL together with an update of all figures to show consistency. 


 


3.16 Related to this, the Monitoring Strategy (Figures 3-1 and A-1) need to be 


reviewed and updated to show the new monitoring sites as they do not reflect 


those within Table A-1 (Initial Traffic Monitoring Plan).  


 


3.17 As highlighted in their previous submissions, LB Southwark consider that the 


routes leading to free crossings at Rotherhithe Tunnel and Tower Bridge need to 


be added to the Monitoring Strategy as they are already sensitive and in the 


future will be serving key regeneration areas  These include:  


 A201 New Kent Road; and 


 A2 Old Kent Road. 
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Growth Assumptions and Opportunity Areas 


3.18 The borough would like to clarify the figures provided within our LIR  - Canada 


Water Opportunity Area is due to accommodate at least 4,000 additional homes 


and 2,000 new jobs.  This is provided as additional growth taking into account 


the current uses of the development sites, contrary to TfL’s comments in 3.1.13 


of Document Reference 8.48 (Growth Assumptions).   


 


3.19 Furthermore, LB Southwark is in the initial procurement stages with TfL to 


undertake a transport study of the Canada Water Opportunity Area, 


encompassing the ownership of British Land and others.  Transport for London 


is also in discussion with British Land to establish a Planning Performance 


Agreement to progress the assessment of the development. It remains unclear 


what assessment TfL has undertaken to conclude that the employment growth 


in Canada Water will be ‘significantly less than the 2,000 jobs mentioned in 


Southwark’s LIR. 


 


3.20 At the hearing LB Southwark raised that significant development is expected in 


the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area. Chapter 5 of the Transport Assessment 


(Document Reference 6.5) states that the Transport Assessment utilised the 


Mayor’s 2013 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 


population projections and were then scaled for consistency with the central 


trend projection for the Further Alternations to the London Plan.   The Old Kent 


Road Opportunity Area was first designated by the GLA through the draft 


Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) in January 2014 for consultation 


which was then confirmed and adopted by the Mayor of London in March 2015. 


It is clear that the Mayor of London/GLA expects significant levels of growth at 


Old Kent Road. 


 
3.21 Southwark Council has been working with the GLA and TfL to develop the Old 


Kent Road Area Action Plan/Opportunity Area Planning Framework alongside 


the proposal to extend the Bakerloo Line from Elephant and Castle to Lewisham 


along the Old Kent Road corridor.   
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3.22 The GLA’s consultation response to the draft Area Action Plan notes that: “The 


Old Kent Road is designated in the London Plan as an Opportunity Area with 


significant potential for residential-led development along the Old Kent Road 


corridor…” Up to 20,000 new homes and an additional 5,000 additional jobs are 


to be created in the Opportunity Area.   


 
3.23 Therefore the borough wide figures and projections do not reflect the substantial 


increase in new homes within the borough as a result of the designation of the 


Old Kent Road Opportunity Area and the development of the Area Action Plan. 


Initial work undertaken by Transport for London in assessment of the transport 


impacts of the development of the Old Kent Road indicates a potential impact on 


the A200 corridor. The council believe that given the proximity, the policy 


support for the Opportunity Area and the possible cumulative impact, the 


Applicant should further consider the impact of the growth within this area in the 


growth assumptions underpinning the transport modelling. 


 
Silvertown Implementation Group (STIG) 


 
3.24 LB Southwark met with the Applicant on 25 January 2017 to discuss concerns 


raised in the borough’s Deadline 1 and Deadline 2 submissions and those 


raised at the ISH on 17, 18 and 19 January 2017.  From discussion with the 


applicant we understand that the borough meeting referred to by Mr Owen on 


behalf of the applicant when discussing further changes to STIG is a monthly 


meeting that the applicant holds with the host boroughs of which Southwark 


Council, as a neighbouring borough, is not invited.  As such it was agreed at our 


meeting that a future meeting between the applicant and the council would be 


held prior to Deadline 4 to further discuss our concerns with the Silvertown 


Tunnel Implementation Group. We will update the Examining Authority at 


Deadline 4 with the outcome of these discussions. LB Southwark remain 


concerned STIG, even with a revised role, will not provide an effective forum. 


 


3.25 Further detailed comments on STIG are set out in LB Southwark’s document 


titled Comments on the draft Development Consent Order Revision 2 (LB 
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Southwark reference number LBS Legal Services 002), which is being 


submitted alongside this submission at Deadline 3.  


Other Issues 


3.26 Action Point 2 requested by the Examining Authority from the ISH on Traffic and 


transport modelling requested journey time and cost  impacts for those forecast 


to switch from car to bus, the council would request this information be 


disaggregated by borough.   


 


3.27 Distribution of User Benefits (Document reference 8.34) Table 3-1, shows a 


significant positive PT benefit (£13.6m) and negative highway benefit (-£3.3m) 


for Southwark. As none of the proposed cross river bus services are proposed 


to serve the London Borough of Southwark, therefore the borough questions 


how this positive benefit will be realised within the borough.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 


1.1 The Examining Authority (“ExA”) held an Issue Specific Hearing (“ISH)” on traffic 


modelling, forecasting, user charging and economic issues for the proposed 


Silvertown Tunnel Development Consent Order (“DCO”) on 17 January 2017. 


The London Borough of Southwark (“LB Southwark”) attended this ISH and 


made oral representations based on its Written Representation (PINS document 


reference number REP1-008), its Local Impact Report (PINS document 


reference number REP1-009) and its Submission for Deadline 2 (PINS 


document reference number REP2-013). 


 


1.2 In accordance with the Rule 8 letter for the Silvertown Tunnel DCO published on 


18 October 2016, LB Southwark’s post-hearing submissions are set out below 


for Deadline 3. These include:- 


 


 Written summary of oral case made at the 17 January 2017 ISH; 


 Reinforcement of previous points raised which have not been considered; 


and 


 LB Southwark’s concerns in relation to the Transport for London (TfL) 


document titled ‘Silvertown Tunnel - Adjacent river crossings’. 
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1.3 As specified in the Rule 8 letter, it is understood that the Examination will 


principally be undertaken through a written process. Thus LB Southwark cross 


referred to its Written Representation (reference number REP1-008), Local 


Impact Report (reference number REP1-009) and Submission for Deadline 2 


(reference number REP2-013) in making its oral case and requests that these 


be read alongside this post hearing submission. LB Southwark’s summaries of 


the oral case made on the council’s behalf at the Air Quality and dDCO hearings 


on 18 and 19 January 2017 (to be submitted at Deadline 3) should also be taken 


into account. 


 


2. MODELLING 


Local modelling / interface between strategic and local modelling 


 


2.1 In relation to the invitation from the ExA to Interested Parties to make short initial 


contributions on general points in response to agenda item 3, LB Southwark set 


out a short summary of its concerns in relation to the local modelling and the 


sensitivity of the network. LB Southwark set out that many of its concerns are 


shared by its neighbouring borough, the London Borough of Lewisham (“LB 


Lewisham”). Both boroughs have consistently raised the issue that the outputs 


of the reference case model do not reflect the council’s understanding of the 


network relating to queueing and network utilisation at present.  The local 


highway network in their boroughs has not been the subject of local modelling 


and therefore this puts in to doubt the validity of the modelling relied upon by the 


Applicant. As highlighted at Deadline 2 (reference number REP2-013 Appendix 


A), these sensitive routes are:- 


 Tower Bridge and Rotherhithe Tunnel; 


 A 200 Lower Road; 


 Old Kent Road; and 


 New Kent Road. 


 


2.2 LB Southwark has taken the advice of Mr Meekings, an Associate Director of 


Project Centre and a specialist transport planning consultant. Mr Meekings, and 
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therefore the council, is of the opinion that local modelling is essential to inform 


the strategic modelling and referred to TfL’s own modelling guidelines 


Assignment Models, which in paragraph 9.4 sets out that for schemes with 


considerable or wide-reaching network impacts an assignment model can be 


used in conjunction with localised models and micro-simulation models to inform 


the process.  


 


2.3 The scheme can be considered to have “considerable or wide reaching network 


impacts” and as such local modelling should have taken place, particularly as 


the existing network is congested, as highlighted by LB Southwark throughout 


the consultation process and specified in their Deadline 2 submission (reference 


number REP2-013 (paragraph 2.11)). 


 


2.4 LB Southwark acknowledge the Applicant’s reliance upon the SDG review of the 


strategic model, however,  LB Southwark has serious concerns that the models 


do not capture the characteristics of the highway network and this therefore 


brings in to question the accuracy of the assessment overall and particularly 


within the borough.  


 


Adjacent Crossing Report  


2.5 At the previous hearing (7 December 2016) and in their Deadline 2 submission, 


LB Southwark referred to the Adjacent Crossing report (“the Report”), which was 


submitted to the ExA at Deadline 2 (Document ref REP2-049). 


 


2.6 LB Southwark raised a series of related questions at Deadline 2 (Document ref 


REP2-049) (para 2.27)) which have not been addressed by the Applicant. LB 


Southwark requests that these are addressed by as soon as practicable or at 


the latest at Deadline 4. 


 


2.7 One of the key issues is the number of vehicles predicted to use the Rotherhithe 


Tunnel as a result of the scheme. The Report contains an error relating to the 


number of additional vehicles per day forecasted to use the Rotherhithe Tunnel 


in the assessed case; paragraph 3.3.2 of the Report states 900 additional 
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vehicles whilst Figure 3.1 shows 1,100.  The council understand that difference 


relates to demand flow in comparison to an actual flow and await a clarification 


note from the Applicant. This was raised in LB Southwark’s response to FWQ’s.   


TfL has confirmed to LB Southwark that it will provide a written note to LB 


Southwark explaining this and this is expected shortly after Deadline 3. It should 


be noted that the figures provided are AAWT (rather than the AADT) and one 


would expect the daily flow to be slightly higher than a weekday flow.  The 


AAWT provided is very close to / above the DMRB threshold TfL are using and 


should therefore trigger the need for air quality monitoring but TfL have not 


proposed any air quality assessment.  


 


2.8 LB Southwark is of the opinion that the effect of traffic and resulting air quality in 


the borough has not been thoroughly considered.  The Applicant has shown that 


there will be an increase in traffic using routes to Rotherhithe Tunnel, the full 


extent of which is unclear.  Given the uncertainty surrounding the impacts on the 


borough, the Applicant should be required to satisfy LB Southwark, the 


Examining Authority and ultimately the Secretary of State through 


comprehensive modelling that no significant increase in traffic through the 


borough will occur. Impacts should be properly assessed and understood prior 


to development being consented, particularly where the ability to mitigate any 


potential effects is also subject to objections and legitimate questions as to its 


efficacy (this is a matter returned to below). LB Southwark’s primary case is that 


further and better local modelling should be undertaken. However, without 


prejudice to this,  LB Southwark recognises the advanced stage of the process 


and the council’s secondary case is that the ExA should only recommend to the 


Secretary of State that consent is granted for the scheme where the mechanism 


for securing mitigation of effects after construction are demonstrably robust and 


effective.  


 


3. TRAFFIC IMPACTS & MITIGATION  


Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (TIMS) 
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3.1 LB Southwark understands that the Applicant has been requested to review 


TIMS in light of the numerous points raised by the boroughs and other 


Interested Parties. The borough looks forward to reviewing the next version of 


this document.  LB Southwark is also aware that during the dDCO hearing on 19 


January RB Greenwich raised the issue and there was discussion about the 


monitoring, mitigation and charging elements being spread over numerous 


documents and how this can lead to confusion and lack of clarity in 


understanding the proposals. LB Southwark support RB Greenwich and would 


welcome a revised document from the Applicant which is clearer in setting out 


the proposals. 


 


3.2 The ExA invited comments at the ISHs as to “transparency and accountability”. 


LB Southwark’s clear view is that the model provided by TIMS is not robust in 


terms of transparency or accountability. When the structure provided by TIMS is 


considered against the background of a borough seeking to activate a trigger 


and secure mitigation for the scheme within their area, it is plain that the model 


provided for is not an effective one. There are a number of hurdles which such a 


borough must overcome in order to secure the necessary mitigation, as set out 


within Paragraph 2.2.8 of TIMS onwards and figure 2-2. For example, the 


borough must establish that there is an adverse impact which is “solely or 


largely” attributable to the scheme. There are number of criticisms of this: 


 
3.2.1 First, this is only established where STIG “reasonably concludes” that it is 


so. Presumably, although it is not stated, it will be for the Applicant to 


judge what is reasonable, even putting aside the fact that at present, STIG 


is a body chaired by TfL where a TfL member has the casting vote, this is 


not in any real sense independent.  


3.2.2 Second, there is no definition of “largely”. TIMS is intended to be certified 


as part of the DCO and ought therefore to be worded in a precise and 


easily comprehensible way. The document must be capable of being 


interpreted and applied by the boroughs, TfL and STIG and ambiguity in 


the wording of operative paragraphs is not appropriate.  
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3.2.3 Third, whilst the acceptance by TfL that mitigation may be appropriate 


even where the scheme is not the sole cause of the effect, there is no 


meaningful provision for a proportionate contribution to in-combination 


effects. For instance, if it could be established that the scheme was 50% 


responsible for an effect and another scheme was 50% responsible, there 


is no provision for the cost of mitigation to be shared in proportion to the 


causation. Therefore, mitigation would fall to the boroughs to fund.  


 


3.3 Figure 2-2 sets out a number of other hurdles such as whether the scheme of 


mitigation is “proportionate” or “cost effective”, again, a decision for TfL alone 


without scrutiny by STIG and without any further definition within TIMS. The 


boroughs would have no real mechanism for challenging any decision by TfL 


that the mitigation which, by this stage is accepted to be needed to mitigate the 


effects of the scheme, was not “cost effective”. This again would leave the 


boroughs funding mitigation of the effects of the scheme should TfL decide that 


the proposed mitigation is too costly.  


 


3.4 LB Southwark has general issues with the proposed monitoring and mitigation 


strategy and although there is the potential for the documents to be changed 


they are identified here as a matter of record. LB Southwark’s opinion is that as 


the monitoring is informed by inaccurate modelling, it is questionable at best. 


 


3.5 TIMS includes possible mitigations and at page 26 suggests geometry changes 


at junctions. Whilst this may be beneficial for easing congestion, it is likely that 


such changes will be of detriment to cyclists and lead to segregation for 


pedestrians. LB Southwark could not accept such mitigation if the effects on 


other highway users was compromised, which calls in to question the proposed 


mitigation considered by TfL.  


Trigger Points 


3.6 There was discussion at the ISH about the trigger points and it is understood 


that these are likely to change, however, LB Southwark’s concerns are again set 


out here as a matter of record. 
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3.7 TIMS at A.2 and Figure A-1 shows key routes (A200 Lower Road, A2 Old Kent 


Road, A201 New Kent Road) within the borough to be classed as Strategic 


Corridors. Within TIMS this means the triggers are very high, especially for 


HGV’s, where an increase of >25% would be needed to trigger as RED for 


consideration by STIG.  


 


3.8 Relating this 25% to traffic flows on these corridors means that a significant 


number of HGV’s could be experienced before even needing consideration. The 


figures for these are set out below 


  A200 25% = 170 HGV’s  


 A2 25% = 348 HGV’s 


 A102 25%  = 480 HGV’s 


 


3.9 As these routes run through densely populated areas and proposed Opportunity 


Areas they cater for high numbers of pedestrians and cyclists. The A200 will be 


the route for Cycle Superhighway 4 so a significant increase of HGV’s will be 


especially acute. Lower Road and Jamaica Road currently carry over 3,000 


cyclists per day (TfL, AADT 2015 for cycle superhighway 4). 


 


3.10 LB Southwark explained at the ISH that HGV’s are involved in a higher 


percentage of the most serious road accidents; they are involved in 1 in 5 fatal 


accidents on A roads; and are five times more likely to be involved in fatal 


accidents on minor roads. 


 
3.11 HGV’s also have a significant detrimental effect on air quality, the proposed 


trigger point of 25% is too high and would allow for a significant deterioration in 


air quality without activating the trigger point. As a comparison the Institute of Air 


Quality Management guidelines identifies an increase in 25 HGV’s as triggering 


the need for an Air Quality Assessment in or adjacent to air quality management 


areas, which is applicable on the routes discussed in LB Southwark.  
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3.12 Road safety is more than just traffic numbers and relates to a number of factors 


including traffic composition and network interactions. The number of KSI’s 


should be monitored as is standard for London and across the country and be 


extended to include the strategic corridors identified in the monitoring strategy. 


 


3.13 LB Southwark welcomes that bus routes are to be monitored.  Given the 


potential increase in traffic on the A200 corridor, LB Southwark request that all 


bus routes operating along this corridor are monitored. 


 


 
Junctions and Routes for Monitoring 


3.14 Within TIMS there are some inconsistencies relating to the junctions / routes for 


modelling as set out in the following paragraphs. In addition, LB Southwark has 


previously raised in their WR and LIR that additional routes should be included 


within the monitoring; and whilst the A200 / Rotherhithe Tunnel has been added, 


there are other routes which have still not been included. These routes are 


reiterated in this document. 


 


3.15 TIMS Figure A-1 (ATC sites in the Area of Influence), shows the area of 


influence is now larger than illustrated in the Monitoring Strategy (Fig 3-1). LB 


Southwark assume the newer version is correct and seek clarification of this 


from TfL together with an update of all figures to show consistency. 


 


3.16 Related to this, the Monitoring Strategy (Figures 3-1 and A-1) need to be 


reviewed and updated to show the new monitoring sites as they do not reflect 


those within Table A-1 (Initial Traffic Monitoring Plan).  


 


3.17 As highlighted in their previous submissions, LB Southwark consider that the 


routes leading to free crossings at Rotherhithe Tunnel and Tower Bridge need to 


be added to the Monitoring Strategy as they are already sensitive and in the 


future will be serving key regeneration areas  These include:  


 A201 New Kent Road; and 


 A2 Old Kent Road. 
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Growth Assumptions and Opportunity Areas 


3.18 The borough would like to clarify the figures provided within our LIR  - Canada 


Water Opportunity Area is due to accommodate at least 4,000 additional homes 


and 2,000 new jobs.  This is provided as additional growth taking into account 


the current uses of the development sites, contrary to TfL’s comments in 3.1.13 


of Document Reference 8.48 (Growth Assumptions).   


 


3.19 Furthermore, LB Southwark is in the initial procurement stages with TfL to 


undertake a transport study of the Canada Water Opportunity Area, 


encompassing the ownership of British Land and others.  Transport for London 


is also in discussion with British Land to establish a Planning Performance 


Agreement to progress the assessment of the development. It remains unclear 


what assessment TfL has undertaken to conclude that the employment growth 


in Canada Water will be ‘significantly less than the 2,000 jobs mentioned in 


Southwark’s LIR. 


 


3.20 At the hearing LB Southwark raised that significant development is expected in 


the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area. Chapter 5 of the Transport Assessment 


(Document Reference 6.5) states that the Transport Assessment utilised the 


Mayor’s 2013 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 


population projections and were then scaled for consistency with the central 


trend projection for the Further Alternations to the London Plan.   The Old Kent 


Road Opportunity Area was first designated by the GLA through the draft 


Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) in January 2014 for consultation 


which was then confirmed and adopted by the Mayor of London in March 2015. 


It is clear that the Mayor of London/GLA expects significant levels of growth at 


Old Kent Road. 


 
3.21 Southwark Council has been working with the GLA and TfL to develop the Old 


Kent Road Area Action Plan/Opportunity Area Planning Framework alongside 


the proposal to extend the Bakerloo Line from Elephant and Castle to Lewisham 


along the Old Kent Road corridor.   
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3.22 The GLA’s consultation response to the draft Area Action Plan notes that: “The 


Old Kent Road is designated in the London Plan as an Opportunity Area with 


significant potential for residential-led development along the Old Kent Road 


corridor…” Up to 20,000 new homes and an additional 5,000 additional jobs are 


to be created in the Opportunity Area.   


 
3.23 Therefore the borough wide figures and projections do not reflect the substantial 


increase in new homes within the borough as a result of the designation of the 


Old Kent Road Opportunity Area and the development of the Area Action Plan. 


Initial work undertaken by Transport for London in assessment of the transport 


impacts of the development of the Old Kent Road indicates a potential impact on 


the A200 corridor. The council believe that given the proximity, the policy 


support for the Opportunity Area and the possible cumulative impact, the 


Applicant should further consider the impact of the growth within this area in the 


growth assumptions underpinning the transport modelling. 


 
Silvertown Implementation Group (STIG) 


 
3.24 LB Southwark met with the Applicant on 25 January 2017 to discuss concerns 


raised in the borough’s Deadline 1 and Deadline 2 submissions and those 


raised at the ISH on 17, 18 and 19 January 2017.  From discussion with the 


applicant we understand that the borough meeting referred to by Mr Owen on 


behalf of the applicant when discussing further changes to STIG is a monthly 


meeting that the applicant holds with the host boroughs of which Southwark 


Council, as a neighbouring borough, is not invited.  As such it was agreed at our 


meeting that a future meeting between the applicant and the council would be 


held prior to Deadline 4 to further discuss our concerns with the Silvertown 


Tunnel Implementation Group. We will update the Examining Authority at 


Deadline 4 with the outcome of these discussions. LB Southwark remain 


concerned STIG, even with a revised role, will not provide an effective forum. 


 


3.25 Further detailed comments on STIG are set out in LB Southwark’s document 


titled Comments on the draft Development Consent Order Revision 2 (LB 







Silvertown Tunnel Development Consent Order 


London Borough of Southwark: Post hearing submissions including written submission of oral case in relation to the Issue Specific 


Hearing on Traffic and Transport Modelling 


 


 
12 


Southwark reference number LBS Legal Services 002), which is being 


submitted alongside this submission at Deadline 3.  


Other Issues 


3.26 Action Point 2 requested by the Examining Authority from the ISH on Traffic and 


transport modelling requested journey time and cost  impacts for those forecast 


to switch from car to bus, the council would request this information be 


disaggregated by borough.   


 


3.27 Distribution of User Benefits (Document reference 8.34) Table 3-1, shows a 


significant positive PT benefit (£13.6m) and negative highway benefit (-£3.3m) 


for Southwark. As none of the proposed cross river bus services are proposed 


to serve the London Borough of Southwark, therefore the borough questions 


how this positive benefit will be realised within the borough.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Examining Authority (“ExA”) held an Issue Specific Hearing (“ISH)” on traffic 

modelling, forecasting, user charging and economic issues for the proposed 

Silvertown Tunnel Development Consent Order (“DCO”) on 17 January 2017. 

The London Borough of Southwark (“LB Southwark”) attended this ISH and 

made oral representations based on its Written Representation (PINS document 

reference number REP1-008), its Local Impact Report (PINS document 

reference number REP1-009) and its Submission for Deadline 2 (PINS 

document reference number REP2-013). 

 

1.2 In accordance with the Rule 8 letter for the Silvertown Tunnel DCO published on 

18 October 2016, LB Southwark’s post-hearing submissions are set out below 

for Deadline 3. These include:- 

 

 Written summary of oral case made at the 17 January 2017 ISH; 

 Reinforcement of previous points raised which have not been considered; 

and 

 LB Southwark’s concerns in relation to the Transport for London (TfL) 

document titled ‘Silvertown Tunnel - Adjacent river crossings’. 
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1.3 As specified in the Rule 8 letter, it is understood that the Examination will 

principally be undertaken through a written process. Thus LB Southwark cross 

referred to its Written Representation (reference number REP1-008), Local 

Impact Report (reference number REP1-009) and Submission for Deadline 2 

(reference number REP2-013) in making its oral case and requests that these 

be read alongside this post hearing submission. LB Southwark’s summaries of 

the oral case made on the council’s behalf at the Air Quality and dDCO hearings 

on 18 and 19 January 2017 (to be submitted at Deadline 3) should also be taken 

into account. 

 

2. MODELLING 

Local modelling / interface between strategic and local modelling 

 

2.1 In relation to the invitation from the ExA to Interested Parties to make short initial 

contributions on general points in response to agenda item 3, LB Southwark set 

out a short summary of its concerns in relation to the local modelling and the 

sensitivity of the network. LB Southwark set out that many of its concerns are 

shared by its neighbouring borough, the London Borough of Lewisham (“LB 

Lewisham”). Both boroughs have consistently raised the issue that the outputs 

of the reference case model do not reflect the council’s understanding of the 

network relating to queueing and network utilisation at present.  The local 

highway network in their boroughs has not been the subject of local modelling 

and therefore this puts in to doubt the validity of the modelling relied upon by the 

Applicant. As highlighted at Deadline 2 (reference number REP2-013 Appendix 

A), these sensitive routes are:- 

 Tower Bridge and Rotherhithe Tunnel; 

 A 200 Lower Road; 

 Old Kent Road; and 

 New Kent Road. 

 

2.2 LB Southwark has taken the advice of Mr Meekings, an Associate Director of 

Project Centre and a specialist transport planning consultant. Mr Meekings, and 
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therefore the council, is of the opinion that local modelling is essential to inform 

the strategic modelling and referred to TfL’s own modelling guidelines 

Assignment Models, which in paragraph 9.4 sets out that for schemes with 

considerable or wide-reaching network impacts an assignment model can be 

used in conjunction with localised models and micro-simulation models to inform 

the process.  

 

2.3 The scheme can be considered to have “considerable or wide reaching network 

impacts” and as such local modelling should have taken place, particularly as 

the existing network is congested, as highlighted by LB Southwark throughout 

the consultation process and specified in their Deadline 2 submission (reference 

number REP2-013 (paragraph 2.11)). 

 

2.4 LB Southwark acknowledge the Applicant’s reliance upon the SDG review of the 

strategic model, however,  LB Southwark has serious concerns that the models 

do not capture the characteristics of the highway network and this therefore 

brings in to question the accuracy of the assessment overall and particularly 

within the borough.  

 

Adjacent Crossing Report  

2.5 At the previous hearing (7 December 2016) and in their Deadline 2 submission, 

LB Southwark referred to the Adjacent Crossing report (“the Report”), which was 

submitted to the ExA at Deadline 2 (Document ref REP2-049). 

 

2.6 LB Southwark raised a series of related questions at Deadline 2 (Document ref 

REP2-049) (para 2.27)) which have not been addressed by the Applicant. LB 

Southwark requests that these are addressed by as soon as practicable or at 

the latest at Deadline 4. 

 

2.7 One of the key issues is the number of vehicles predicted to use the Rotherhithe 

Tunnel as a result of the scheme. The Report contains an error relating to the 

number of additional vehicles per day forecasted to use the Rotherhithe Tunnel 

in the assessed case; paragraph 3.3.2 of the Report states 900 additional 
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vehicles whilst Figure 3.1 shows 1,100.  The council understand that difference 

relates to demand flow in comparison to an actual flow and await a clarification 

note from the Applicant. This was raised in LB Southwark’s response to FWQ’s.   

TfL has confirmed to LB Southwark that it will provide a written note to LB 

Southwark explaining this and this is expected shortly after Deadline 3. It should 

be noted that the figures provided are AAWT (rather than the AADT) and one 

would expect the daily flow to be slightly higher than a weekday flow.  The 

AAWT provided is very close to / above the DMRB threshold TfL are using and 

should therefore trigger the need for air quality monitoring but TfL have not 

proposed any air quality assessment.  

 

2.8 LB Southwark is of the opinion that the effect of traffic and resulting air quality in 

the borough has not been thoroughly considered.  The Applicant has shown that 

there will be an increase in traffic using routes to Rotherhithe Tunnel, the full 

extent of which is unclear.  Given the uncertainty surrounding the impacts on the 

borough, the Applicant should be required to satisfy LB Southwark, the 

Examining Authority and ultimately the Secretary of State through 

comprehensive modelling that no significant increase in traffic through the 

borough will occur. Impacts should be properly assessed and understood prior 

to development being consented, particularly where the ability to mitigate any 

potential effects is also subject to objections and legitimate questions as to its 

efficacy (this is a matter returned to below). LB Southwark’s primary case is that 

further and better local modelling should be undertaken. However, without 

prejudice to this,  LB Southwark recognises the advanced stage of the process 

and the council’s secondary case is that the ExA should only recommend to the 

Secretary of State that consent is granted for the scheme where the mechanism 

for securing mitigation of effects after construction are demonstrably robust and 

effective.  

 

3. TRAFFIC IMPACTS & MITIGATION  

Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy (TIMS) 
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3.1 LB Southwark understands that the Applicant has been requested to review 

TIMS in light of the numerous points raised by the boroughs and other 

Interested Parties. The borough looks forward to reviewing the next version of 

this document.  LB Southwark is also aware that during the dDCO hearing on 19 

January RB Greenwich raised the issue and there was discussion about the 

monitoring, mitigation and charging elements being spread over numerous 

documents and how this can lead to confusion and lack of clarity in 

understanding the proposals. LB Southwark support RB Greenwich and would 

welcome a revised document from the Applicant which is clearer in setting out 

the proposals. 

 

3.2 The ExA invited comments at the ISHs as to “transparency and accountability”. 

LB Southwark’s clear view is that the model provided by TIMS is not robust in 

terms of transparency or accountability. When the structure provided by TIMS is 

considered against the background of a borough seeking to activate a trigger 

and secure mitigation for the scheme within their area, it is plain that the model 

provided for is not an effective one. There are a number of hurdles which such a 

borough must overcome in order to secure the necessary mitigation, as set out 

within Paragraph 2.2.8 of TIMS onwards and figure 2-2. For example, the 

borough must establish that there is an adverse impact which is “solely or 

largely” attributable to the scheme. There are number of criticisms of this: 

 
3.2.1 First, this is only established where STIG “reasonably concludes” that it is 

so. Presumably, although it is not stated, it will be for the Applicant to 

judge what is reasonable, even putting aside the fact that at present, STIG 

is a body chaired by TfL where a TfL member has the casting vote, this is 

not in any real sense independent.  

3.2.2 Second, there is no definition of “largely”. TIMS is intended to be certified 

as part of the DCO and ought therefore to be worded in a precise and 

easily comprehensible way. The document must be capable of being 

interpreted and applied by the boroughs, TfL and STIG and ambiguity in 

the wording of operative paragraphs is not appropriate.  
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3.2.3 Third, whilst the acceptance by TfL that mitigation may be appropriate 

even where the scheme is not the sole cause of the effect, there is no 

meaningful provision for a proportionate contribution to in-combination 

effects. For instance, if it could be established that the scheme was 50% 

responsible for an effect and another scheme was 50% responsible, there 

is no provision for the cost of mitigation to be shared in proportion to the 

causation. Therefore, mitigation would fall to the boroughs to fund.  

 

3.3 Figure 2-2 sets out a number of other hurdles such as whether the scheme of 

mitigation is “proportionate” or “cost effective”, again, a decision for TfL alone 

without scrutiny by STIG and without any further definition within TIMS. The 

boroughs would have no real mechanism for challenging any decision by TfL 

that the mitigation which, by this stage is accepted to be needed to mitigate the 

effects of the scheme, was not “cost effective”. This again would leave the 

boroughs funding mitigation of the effects of the scheme should TfL decide that 

the proposed mitigation is too costly.  

 

3.4 LB Southwark has general issues with the proposed monitoring and mitigation 

strategy and although there is the potential for the documents to be changed 

they are identified here as a matter of record. LB Southwark’s opinion is that as 

the monitoring is informed by inaccurate modelling, it is questionable at best. 

 

3.5 TIMS includes possible mitigations and at page 26 suggests geometry changes 

at junctions. Whilst this may be beneficial for easing congestion, it is likely that 

such changes will be of detriment to cyclists and lead to segregation for 

pedestrians. LB Southwark could not accept such mitigation if the effects on 

other highway users was compromised, which calls in to question the proposed 

mitigation considered by TfL.  

Trigger Points 

3.6 There was discussion at the ISH about the trigger points and it is understood 

that these are likely to change, however, LB Southwark’s concerns are again set 

out here as a matter of record. 
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3.7 TIMS at A.2 and Figure A-1 shows key routes (A200 Lower Road, A2 Old Kent 

Road, A201 New Kent Road) within the borough to be classed as Strategic 

Corridors. Within TIMS this means the triggers are very high, especially for 

HGV’s, where an increase of >25% would be needed to trigger as RED for 

consideration by STIG.  

 

3.8 Relating this 25% to traffic flows on these corridors means that a significant 

number of HGV’s could be experienced before even needing consideration. The 

figures for these are set out below 

  A200 25% = 170 HGV’s  

 A2 25% = 348 HGV’s 

 A102 25%  = 480 HGV’s 

 

3.9 As these routes run through densely populated areas and proposed Opportunity 

Areas they cater for high numbers of pedestrians and cyclists. The A200 will be 

the route for Cycle Superhighway 4 so a significant increase of HGV’s will be 

especially acute. Lower Road and Jamaica Road currently carry over 3,000 

cyclists per day (TfL, AADT 2015 for cycle superhighway 4). 

 

3.10 LB Southwark explained at the ISH that HGV’s are involved in a higher 

percentage of the most serious road accidents; they are involved in 1 in 5 fatal 

accidents on A roads; and are five times more likely to be involved in fatal 

accidents on minor roads. 

 
3.11 HGV’s also have a significant detrimental effect on air quality, the proposed 

trigger point of 25% is too high and would allow for a significant deterioration in 

air quality without activating the trigger point. As a comparison the Institute of Air 

Quality Management guidelines identifies an increase in 25 HGV’s as triggering 

the need for an Air Quality Assessment in or adjacent to air quality management 

areas, which is applicable on the routes discussed in LB Southwark.  
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3.12 Road safety is more than just traffic numbers and relates to a number of factors 

including traffic composition and network interactions. The number of KSI’s 

should be monitored as is standard for London and across the country and be 

extended to include the strategic corridors identified in the monitoring strategy. 

 

3.13 LB Southwark welcomes that bus routes are to be monitored.  Given the 

potential increase in traffic on the A200 corridor, LB Southwark request that all 

bus routes operating along this corridor are monitored. 

 

 
Junctions and Routes for Monitoring 

3.14 Within TIMS there are some inconsistencies relating to the junctions / routes for 

modelling as set out in the following paragraphs. In addition, LB Southwark has 

previously raised in their WR and LIR that additional routes should be included 

within the monitoring; and whilst the A200 / Rotherhithe Tunnel has been added, 

there are other routes which have still not been included. These routes are 

reiterated in this document. 

 

3.15 TIMS Figure A-1 (ATC sites in the Area of Influence), shows the area of 

influence is now larger than illustrated in the Monitoring Strategy (Fig 3-1). LB 

Southwark assume the newer version is correct and seek clarification of this 

from TfL together with an update of all figures to show consistency. 

 

3.16 Related to this, the Monitoring Strategy (Figures 3-1 and A-1) need to be 

reviewed and updated to show the new monitoring sites as they do not reflect 

those within Table A-1 (Initial Traffic Monitoring Plan).  

 

3.17 As highlighted in their previous submissions, LB Southwark consider that the 

routes leading to free crossings at Rotherhithe Tunnel and Tower Bridge need to 

be added to the Monitoring Strategy as they are already sensitive and in the 

future will be serving key regeneration areas  These include:  

 A201 New Kent Road; and 

 A2 Old Kent Road. 
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Growth Assumptions and Opportunity Areas 

3.18 The borough would like to clarify the figures provided within our LIR  - Canada 

Water Opportunity Area is due to accommodate at least 4,000 additional homes 

and 2,000 new jobs.  This is provided as additional growth taking into account 

the current uses of the development sites, contrary to TfL’s comments in 3.1.13 

of Document Reference 8.48 (Growth Assumptions).   

 

3.19 Furthermore, LB Southwark is in the initial procurement stages with TfL to 

undertake a transport study of the Canada Water Opportunity Area, 

encompassing the ownership of British Land and others.  Transport for London 

is also in discussion with British Land to establish a Planning Performance 

Agreement to progress the assessment of the development. It remains unclear 

what assessment TfL has undertaken to conclude that the employment growth 

in Canada Water will be ‘significantly less than the 2,000 jobs mentioned in 

Southwark’s LIR. 

 

3.20 At the hearing LB Southwark raised that significant development is expected in 

the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area. Chapter 5 of the Transport Assessment 

(Document Reference 6.5) states that the Transport Assessment utilised the 

Mayor’s 2013 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 

population projections and were then scaled for consistency with the central 

trend projection for the Further Alternations to the London Plan.   The Old Kent 

Road Opportunity Area was first designated by the GLA through the draft 

Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) in January 2014 for consultation 

which was then confirmed and adopted by the Mayor of London in March 2015. 

It is clear that the Mayor of London/GLA expects significant levels of growth at 

Old Kent Road. 

 
3.21 Southwark Council has been working with the GLA and TfL to develop the Old 

Kent Road Area Action Plan/Opportunity Area Planning Framework alongside 

the proposal to extend the Bakerloo Line from Elephant and Castle to Lewisham 

along the Old Kent Road corridor.   
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3.22 The GLA’s consultation response to the draft Area Action Plan notes that: “The 

Old Kent Road is designated in the London Plan as an Opportunity Area with 

significant potential for residential-led development along the Old Kent Road 

corridor…” Up to 20,000 new homes and an additional 5,000 additional jobs are 

to be created in the Opportunity Area.   

 
3.23 Therefore the borough wide figures and projections do not reflect the substantial 

increase in new homes within the borough as a result of the designation of the 

Old Kent Road Opportunity Area and the development of the Area Action Plan. 

Initial work undertaken by Transport for London in assessment of the transport 

impacts of the development of the Old Kent Road indicates a potential impact on 

the A200 corridor. The council believe that given the proximity, the policy 

support for the Opportunity Area and the possible cumulative impact, the 

Applicant should further consider the impact of the growth within this area in the 

growth assumptions underpinning the transport modelling. 

 
Silvertown Implementation Group (STIG) 

 
3.24 LB Southwark met with the Applicant on 25 January 2017 to discuss concerns 

raised in the borough’s Deadline 1 and Deadline 2 submissions and those 

raised at the ISH on 17, 18 and 19 January 2017.  From discussion with the 

applicant we understand that the borough meeting referred to by Mr Owen on 

behalf of the applicant when discussing further changes to STIG is a monthly 

meeting that the applicant holds with the host boroughs of which Southwark 

Council, as a neighbouring borough, is not invited.  As such it was agreed at our 

meeting that a future meeting between the applicant and the council would be 

held prior to Deadline 4 to further discuss our concerns with the Silvertown 

Tunnel Implementation Group. We will update the Examining Authority at 

Deadline 4 with the outcome of these discussions. LB Southwark remain 

concerned STIG, even with a revised role, will not provide an effective forum. 

 

3.25 Further detailed comments on STIG are set out in LB Southwark’s document 

titled Comments on the draft Development Consent Order Revision 2 (LB 
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Southwark reference number LBS Legal Services 002), which is being 

submitted alongside this submission at Deadline 3.  

Other Issues 

3.26 Action Point 2 requested by the Examining Authority from the ISH on Traffic and 

transport modelling requested journey time and cost  impacts for those forecast 

to switch from car to bus, the council would request this information be 

disaggregated by borough.   

 

3.27 Distribution of User Benefits (Document reference 8.34) Table 3-1, shows a 

significant positive PT benefit (£13.6m) and negative highway benefit (-£3.3m) 

for Southwark. As none of the proposed cross river bus services are proposed 

to serve the London Borough of Southwark, therefore the borough questions 

how this positive benefit will be realised within the borough.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Examining Authority (“ExA”) held an Issue Specific Hearing (“ISH)” on Air 

Quality, Noise and Other Environmental Issues for the Silvertown Tunnel 

Development Consent Order (“DCO”) on 18 January 2017. The London 

Borough of Southwark (“LB Southwark”) attended this ISH and made oral 

representations based on its Written Representation [REP1-008], its Local 

Impact Report [REP1-009] and its Submission for Deadline 2 [REP2-013]. 

 

1.2 As specified in the Rule 8 letter, it is understood that the Examination will 

principally be undertaken through a written process. LB Southwark therefore 

provides this written post-hearing submission to summarise and to supplement 

the oral representations made on 18 January.  
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2. LB SOUTHWARK’S REQUIREMENT FOR FURTHER ASSESSMENT 

2.1 LB Southwark requires the following, which it does not currently consider have 

been provided by TfL: 

 robust assessment of the Silvertown Tunnel’s impacts on Southwark’s key air 
pollution hotspots, which include; 

o congested routes close to the Rotherhithe tunnel entrance;  

o sensitive receptors along Lower Road; and 

 assurance that necessary mitigation measures will deliver air quality 
improvements in these hotspots. 

 

3. KEY CONCERNS 

Use of DMRB and IANs 

3.1 TfL has used professional judgement throughout its air quality assessment for 

the Silvertown Tunnel scheme (such as is summarised in Table 6-21 of the ES 

[APP-031] on page 6-123). However, LB Southwark considers that this 

professional judgement was not reasonably applied to the screening nor 

significance criteria used in the air quality assessment. TfL has said in the ES 

that they consider their use of the DMRB assessment methodology to be 

appropriate. This, they state, is because the Silvertown Tunnel is a major road 

scheme and as such is adequately considered by the DMRB and Interim Advice 

Notes (IANs) issued by Highways England. However, this indicates that TfL 

considers the air quality impacts from the Silvertown Tunnel scheme to be 

different to those experienced from any other type of development that 

generates traffic. LB Southwark would argue that the air quality impacts of the 

scheme should be assessed more sensitively than this.  

 

3.2 The scale and location of the Silvertown Tunnel in a complex road network in a 

densely populated area where many people will be exposed to worsening air 

quality, marks the scheme as different to those road schemes typically assessed 

using the DMRB methodology and IANs. It seems unreasonable to LB 

Southwark that, for example, a comparable retail superstore development 
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generating less traffic in the same geographic area as the Silvertown Tunnel 

would be assessed using a more sensitive assessment approach with more 

onerous significance criteria (i.e. those in the IAQM & EPUK guidance – 

reproduced in Appendix A). Considering the scale of the Silvertown Tunnel’s 

traffic impacts and the sensitivity of the area affected by it, LB Southwark argues 

that TfL should have used more reasonable and sensitive professional 

judgement in their assessment of the air quality effects of their scheme. If they 

had used the more reasonable IAQM & EPUK screening and significance 

criteria they would have appropriately assessed impacts in Southwark and 

would have found more significant impacts across the Affected Road Network 

(ARN) than they have using the IAN criteria of a <0.4µg.m-3 increase in annual 

mean NO2 concentrations as being ‘Imperceptible’.  

 

3.3 The inappropriateness of TfL’s use of the DMRB and IANs in assessing air 

quality impacts for their scheme is highlighted by the following, which outline 

potentially significant air quality effects revealed in TfL’s recent submissions to 

support their scheme.  

 
3.4 Firstly, significant scheme-generated traffic, potentially greater than the DMRB 

screening criterion of 1,000 vehicles per day1, has been predicted by the 

applicant in their adjacent River Crossings report [REP2-049] to enter 

Southwark via the Rotherhithe tunnel. If, as appears to be the case, the DMRB 

criterion is exceeded, then TfL’s assertion in their Comments on Responses to 

the ExA’s First Written Questions ([REP2-034] page 164) that “As there are no 

links that trigger the DMRB change criteria in Southwark the scheme can be 

considered to have a neutral impact on air quality in Southwark” is false. In any 

event this uncertainty clearly calls for further assessment of the impact at the 

Rotherhithe Tunnel as, even on TfL’s case, it would appear that the stated 

threshold is exceeded. 

 

                                                 
1 The report includes a value of 900 vehicles in the text at paragraph 3.2.2 on page 15, and 1,100 vehicles in Figure3‐1 
on the same page (bars in chart: 35,200‐34,100=1,100). Additionally, values are stated as being in AAWT, presumably 
over 18‐hours, whereas 24‐hour AADT values would be expected to be greater.  
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3.5 Secondly, TfL’s updated air quality assessment, submitted at Deadline 2 [REP2-

041], shows that a relatively small increase in traffic (400 HGVs) would result in 

a relatively large (0.8µg.m-3) increase in annual average NO2 concentrations at 

the Hoola development. This issue was raised at the ISH by LB Newham as a 

significant concern, as it suggests that modelled impacts elsewhere might be 

particularly sensitive to any changes in traffic model inputs, either resulting from 

current uncertainty or from user charging adjustments in the future. LB 

Southwark is therefore concerned that any changes to traffic flows through 

Southwark might have seemingly disproportionate negative impacts on local air 

quality that should be assessed, and, if need be, mitigated.  

 

Impact on children 

3.6 Children are particularly vulnerable to the impacts of breathing polluted air. The 

significance of London’s schools in poor air quality areas resulting in elevated 

exposure of children to pollution has recently been highlighted in several 

reports2,3,4,5. It is one reason why improving air quality is a mayoral priority issue. 

 

3.7 Recent monitoring undertaken by Southwark (unpublished – presented in 

Appendix B) shows that monitoring close to St Joseph’s Primary School on 

Lower Road indicates that annual mean NO2 concentrations are currently more 

than 20% above the air quality standard. As Lower Road connects with the 

roundabout junction at the entrance to the Rotherhithe Tunnel, St Joseph’s 

would be affected by the circa 1,000 additional vehicles predicted in TfL’s recent 

Adjacent River Crossings report [REP2-049] to flow across the river through 

Rotherhithe.  

 

                                                 
2 Royal College of Physicians. 2016. Every Breath we Take: The Lifeline Impact of Air Pollution. Suffolk. The Lavenham 
Press: Suffolk. 
3 UK Health Alliance on Climate Change. 2016. A Breath of Fresh Air: Addressing Climate Change and Air Pollution 
Together for Health. UK Health Alliance on Climate Change: London.  
4
 Howard R, Beevers S and Dajnak D. 2016. Up in The Air How to Solve London’s Air Quality Crisis: Part 2 

5
 King K and Healy S. 2013 (released to public 2016). Analysing Air Pollution Exposure in London. Aether: Oxford. 



Silvertown Tunnel Development Consent Order 

London Borough of Southwark: Post hearing submissions including written submission of oral case in relation to the Issue Specific 

Hearing on Traffic and Transport Modelling 

 

 
6 

Model uncertainty 

3.8 A significant concern raised by the ExA and the Host and Neighbouring 

Boroughs, amongst other Interested Parties, is that the inherent uncertainties in 

the traffic data used by TfL make any conclusions drawn from them weak. LB 

Southwark’s concerns with the traffic data are outlined in the borough’s post 

hearing submission on traffic. As these data are a fundamental input to the air 

dispersion modelling assessment, they need to be robust. If they are not, 

uncertainty/errors in the subsequent environmental assessments (e.g. for air 

and noise) could be compounded.  

 

3.9 The fact that significant uncertainty remains makes it more significant that TfL 

did not use appropriate professional judgement to adopt the more reasonable 

and robust IAQM & EPUK screening and significance criteria presented in 

Appendix A. If this had been done, detailed assessment of local air pollution 

effects in Southwark would likely have been undertaken.  

 

Mitigation measures 

3.10 The principal air quality mitigation measure put forward by TfL is the adjustment 

of user charges. However, even putting to one side LB Southwark’s concerns in 

relation to traffic and air dispersion modelling uncertainties, it is not at all clear 

how the charging scheme will effectively deliver air quality improvements where 

they might be needed.  

 

3.11 Several air monitoring points have been included in the Monitoring Strategy 

Revision 1 [REP1-121] but it is not clear how the information provided by these 

will lead to improving air quality impacts from the scheme’s operation. In any 

case, none of these are proposed to be in Southwark. If it can be shown that the 

data provided from air quality monitoring will result in improvements in air quality 

from adjustments to the charging scheme, then LB Southwark requests that TfL 

establish further monitoring points within their relevant air pollution hotspots, 

such as close to the Rotherhithe Tunnel access and along Lower Road. It is 

appreciated that the ExA asked LB Southwark at the ISH whether such inclusion 
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of monitoring points in the borough would be welcomed. It is confirmed here that 

it would.  

 

3.12 LB Southwark also requests that appropriate air quality triggers are included in 

the Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy Revision 1 [REP2-031] and welcomes the 

ExA’s comments following the ISH that this will be considered. Currently, only 

traffic metrics are provided and, being much greater than those thresholds of 

significance presented in the IAQM & EPUK guidance (Appendix A, Table 6.2), 

TfL should, in their responding to the ExA’s comments, provide robust triggers 

for effective mitigation based on NO2 monitoring data.  

 
3.13 LB Southwark also agrees with comments made by LB Newham at the ISH that 

the monitoring and mitigation strategy should aim to deliver a scheme whereby 

monitoring data show that air quality impacts from the operational Silvertown 

Tunnel are no worse than those presented in the ES.   

 
Response to Agenda item 4.12 

3.14 The ISH Agenda item that the ExA reserved for the neighbouring boroughs is as 

follows: 

“Please could the neighbouring authorities (including, but not limited to LB 
Lewisham, LB Southwark and LB Hackney) provide updates as to whether 
there is agreement with the Applicant on whether the proposed development 
would affect their LAQM work towards improving air quality against the EU 
limit values, and whether there is a way forward in terms of assessing how 
much more difficult achieving the limit values would be if the proposed 
development went ahead?” 

 
3.15 With reference to this, and due to the uncertainties and other concerns above, 

LB Southwark cannot agree that the scheme would not make it harder for it to 

work towards its LAQM objectives nor to improve its air quality with regard to the 

EU limit values.  

 

3.16 With regards to a way forward, LB Southwark’s requirements are listed in 

paragraph 2.1. 
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Appendix A: Extract from IAQM and EPUK guidance showing significance criteria  
 

The following Tables are extracts from IAQM and EPUK guidance6. Although the guidance 

was updated in 2017, the Tables are not materially different to those published in earlier 

editions.  

The guidance provides indicative criteria for establishing the need for an air quality 

assessment (i.e. ‘screening’ Table 6.2) and then Impact Descriptors (Table 6.3) to 

apportion the significance of assessed effects.  

                                                 
6
 IAQM & EPUK. 2017. Land‐Use Planning & Development Control: Planning for Air Quality. IAQM: London.  
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Appendix B: LB Southwark NO2 diffusion tube mointoring results at Lower Road 
from October 2016 to date  
 

The following monitoring close to St Joseph’s RC Primary School on Lower Road has 
been undertaken by LB Southwark as part of their ongoing LAQM work.  

 

 
Period Month Start of 

Period 
End of 
Period 

Duration 
(weeks) 

NO2 concentration 
(µg.m-3) 

SDT65 SDT66 
9 Sept 24/08/2016 29/09/2016 4 74.03 39.01 

10 Oct 29/09/2016 26/10/2016 5 84.71 54.02 
11 Nov 26/10/2016 30/11/2016 5 72.66 55.21 
12 Dec 30/11/2016 04/01/2017 4   

Period Average 77.13 49.41 
SDT 65 is situated adjacent to Courthope House Lower Road 
SDT 66 is situated adjacent to Prince of Orange Lower Road 
The locations are shown on the map attached above 
 

St Joseph’s School 
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1. Introduction 

 

This document considers the draft Development Consent Order (dDCO) as 

amended by Transport for London (TfL) in December 2016 and builds on the 

previous comments submitted by this authority in respect of the document 

including oral comments made at the dDCO ISH held on 19 January 2017. 

The paragraphs below reiterate and amplify submissions made previously 

which are yet to be addressed by TfL. 

 

2. dDCO definitions 

  

Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy means the document of that description set 

out in Schedule 14 certified by the Secretary of State as the traffic impacts 

mitigation strategy for the purposes of this Order and which sets out the 

process for mitigating any significant adverse localised traffic or traffic-related 

impacts attributable to the operation of the authorised development, should 

these be identified during the monitoring activities secured by the monitoring 

strategy. 

 

2.1 The Council believes this definition should be amended so that it clearly 

relates to the operation of both tunnels.  At the moment, the definition just 

refers to impacts ‘attributable to the operation of the authorised development,’ 

which mainly relates to Silvertown Tunnel.  Given the dDCO relates to both 

Silvertown Tunnel and the Blackwall Tunnel, any mitigation should be 

assessed based on both the impact on the operation of Silvertown Tunnel and 

the revised operation of the Blackwall Tunnel. 

 

2.2 The Council believes it would be more appropriate for TfL to commit to 

mitigating any material, as opposed to significant, adverse affect. 

 

2.3 The words ‘or otherwise’ should be added at the end of the definition to 

ensure mitigation is not only limited to those issues identified during the 

‘monitoring activities secured by the monitoring strategy’ which is 

unnecessarily restrictive.  If TfL or a borough identify a material or significant 
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adverse affect, the Traffic Impacts Mitigation Strategy should extend to 

include an obligation on TfL to mitigate any such impact. 

 

2.4 The definition could, for example, be amended to read:- 

 

‘means the document of that description set out in Schedule 14 certified by 

the Secretary of State as the traffic impacts mitigation strategy for the 

purposes of this Order and which sets out the process for mitigating any 

significant material adverse localised traffic or traffic related impacts 

attributable to the construction and/or operation of the tunnels and associated 

authorised development should these be identified during the monitoring 

activities secured by the monitoring strategy or otherwise.’ 

 

3. Article 38 (application of Part 4) 

 

(1) Articles 41 44 to 46, 48 and 49 apply— 

(a) to the Blackwall Tunnel area on the date of the commencement of 

construction of the Silvertown Tunnel; and 

(b) to the Silvertown Tunnel area from the date the Silvertown Tunnel is 

first open to the public. 

(2) For the purposes of this article the date of commencement of construction 

of the Silvertown Tunnel is the date specified in a notice published by TfL 

in The London Gazette. 

 

 TfL have amended this article to exclude reference to article 41 (power to 

operate and use the tunnels), 42 (protection of the tunnels) and 43 (closing 

the tunnels).  This amendment indicates TfL may close Blackwall Tunnel 

pursuant to this DCO from the date the Order is confirmed.  The Council 

question whether or not TfL should have the ability to close the Blackwall 

Tunnel pursuant to this DCO before the date Silvertown Tunnel is first open to 

the public.   

 

4. Article 43 (closing the tunnels) 

 



Silvertown Tunnel Development Consent Order 
London Borough of Southwark: Comments on the draft Development Consent Order 

4 
 

 (1) TfL may, whenever in its opinion it is necessary to do so, close the Silvertown 

Tunnel or the Blackwall Tunnel either or both of the tunnels, whether wholly or 

partially. 

(2) Where TfL proposes to close any part of the Silvertown Tunnel or the Blackwall 

Tunnel either or both of the tunnels, it must except in an emergency— 

(a) give not less than 7 days’ notice in such manner as TfL considers 

appropriate; and 

(b) throughout the period of such closure display signs at convenient situations 

on the roads communicating with the Silvertown Tunnel or the Blackwall 

Tunnel (as the case may be) tunnels giving warning of the closure. 

 

4.1 Given the impact any closure is likely to have on Southwark, the Council 

believe this article should be amended to require TfL to provide Southwark 

(and other boroughs) with not less than 7 days notification where TfL plan to 

close one tunnel and 4 weeks notification where they plan to close both 

tunnels at the same time. Subparagraph 2(a) should be amended to specify to 

whom notification will be given. TfL’s response to this point (see p.161 of TfL 

8.27) was that London boroughs would receive notification. There is therefore 

no reason not to include this as a requirement within the DCO in order to 

remove any doubt as to the intended recipients of the notification and the time 

scales of any such notification.   

  

4.2 Sub-paragraph 2 (b) should be amended to require TfL to provide advance 

warning of the proposed closure and to display signage in appropriate 

location.  The paragraph could, for example, be amended to read:- 

  

Prior to and throughout the period of such closure display signs at appropriate 

convenient situations on the roads network communicating with the tunnels 

giving warning of the closure. 

 

4.3 An additional obligation could be added requiring TfL to consider the impact of 

the closure and to prepare and carry out a suitable traffic impact mitigation 

strategy. 
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5. Article 48 (Bylaws relating to the Silvertown Tunnel area and the 

Blackwall Tunnel area) 

 

This article permits the bylaw contained at Schedule 9 to take effect on 

commencement of the construction of Silvertown Tunnel.  The Council query 

whether or not the Blackwall Tunnel Bylaw 1968 should remain in place until 

Silvertown Tunnel is first open to the public.  Although the Council does not 

specifically object to this, it appears more appropriate for the existing bylaw to 

remain in place until the new tunnel has been opened. 

 

6. Article 52 (the charging policy) 

 

 See paragraph 12 below. 

 

7. Article 56 (Application by TfL of charges levied) 

 

7.1. The Council believe article 56 should be amended to enable TfL to apply 

funds towards mitigating any adverse impact of the construction of Silvertown 

Tunnel and/or operation of Silvertown Tunnel and/or Blackwall Tunnel 

identified either pursuant to the monitoring strategy or otherwise.  Although it 

may be beneficial to set these out in priority order, the Council does not want 

to unintentionally restrict the ability of TfL to apply any charges received 

towards additional crossings in the future. 

 

7.2. For clarity, LB Southwark considers that mitigation could arguably, as 

presently drafted fall within Art.56(a) and/or (b) as is relevant. However, the 

wording ought to be amended to include express reference to mitigation in 

order to remove any element of ambiguity.  

 

7.3. Additionally, TfL’s response to the ExA’s written question on this topic (p.81 of 

TfL document 8.26, Question DC76 table 3-24) was that funds would only be 

applied to TfL’s general fund in the event of a surplus. There is no reason why 

this should not form part of the DCO wording to ensure that the funds are 
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applied to TfL’s general fund only in the event of a surplus and not in priority 

to funding mitigation or operational matters, for example.  

 

8. Article 60 (Traffic regulation measures) 

 

 See paragraph 12 below. 

 

9. Article 65 (Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group) 

 

9.1 The Council welcomes the acceptance by TfL that Art.65 requires additional 

amendments in order to provide for a body capable of meaningfully assisting 

with the operation of the Tunnels. The Council also welcomes the opportunity 

to meet with TfL to discuss the next iteration of this provision. The Council 

shares the concern expressed by TfL at the ISH on Tuesday 17 January 2017 

that STIG does not provide for an effective mechanism for effecting speedy 

change to the operation of the tunnel or to the mitigation of any adverse 

effects. The Applicant therefore indicated that additional powers may be 

sought within the dDCO in order to provide for a “short cut” in case of severe 

effects which require rapid mitigation. This is precisely the reason why, in the 

Council’s view, STIG, at present is unwieldy and unworkable. LB Southwark 

consider that STIG could operate well as a mechanism for sharing information 

but that a straightforward consultation exercise would be preferable as part of 

any mechanism for bringing about change in the operation of the charges, for 

example.  

 

9.2 As presently drafted, the Council does not consider that STIG can form an 

effective consultation body given it is not independent. Instead it is 

established, chaired and funded by TfL who have the ability to appoint ‘any 

other person or body TfL considers appropriate.’  Article 65(3) is unusual 

because it provides an obligation on the relevant bodies to notify TfL, at an 

unspecified time, the identity of its nominated representative.  There is also no 

requirement to disclose background documents, such as transport 

assessments, which the group may reasonably require as part of the dDCO.  

The issues which the group may consider are also limited to the 
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implementation of the monitoring strategy, the implementation of the traffic 

impacts mitigation strategy, the level of charges from time to time required to 

be paid, any proposed revisions to the charging policy and to reviewing TfL’s 

proposals for cross-river bus services.  There is however no ability for 

members to call a meeting or to legitimately influence an issue that it is not 

permitted to consider in the Order.  TfL also just need to have ‘regard’ to any 

recommendation made by the group. 

 

9.3 The Council believe that TfL should as a minimum be under an obligation to 

actively invite the ‘stated bodies’ to join the group at an appropriate time and 

once formed to provide any background documents 4 weeks before a meeting 

is due to be held.  STIG members should also have the ability to require TfL to 

call a meeting and to consider an issue which the group consider expedient.  

The ‘issues’ that STIG may consider should therefore be extended to include 

‘proposed amendments to tunnel bylaws, traffic regulation measures and any 

other issue considered by the majority of the group in attendance to be 

expedient.’ 

 

9.4 LB Southwark met with the Applicant on 25 January 2017 to discuss concerns 

raised in the borough’s Deadline 1 and Deadline 2 submissions and those 

raised at the ISH on 17, 18 and 19 January 2017.  From discussion with the 

applicant we understand that the borough meeting referred to by Mr Owen on 

behalf of the applicant when discussing further changes to STIG is a monthly 

meeting that the applicant holds with the host boroughs of which Southwark 

Council, as a neighbouring borough, is not invited.  As such it was agreed at 

our meeting that a future meeting between the applicant and the council 

would be held prior to Deadline 4 to further discuss our concerns with the 

Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group. We will update the Examining 

Authority at Deadline 4 with the outcome of these discussions. LB Southwark 

remain concerned STIG, even with a revised role, will not provide an effective 

forum. 
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10. Schedule 2, Part 1, paragraph 5 (Code of construction practice and 

related plans and strategies) 

 

The Council believe it would be beneficial for the Air Quality Management 

Plan and the Construction Traffic Management Plan to be approved by the 

relevant LPA in consultation with STIG.  This is considered appropriate given 

the impact of these documents will extend beyond the relevant LPA boundary. 

 

11. Schedule 2, Part 1, paragraph 7 (Monitoring and mitigation strategies) 

 

7. In carrying out the authorised development, TfL must implement and act in 

accordance with— 

(a) the monitoring strategy; and 

(b) the traffic impacts mitigation strategy 

 

 This clause should be amended to read:- 

 

‘In carrying out and operating the tunnels authorised and associated the 

development, TfL must implement and act in accordance with…’ 

 

12. Protective Provision   

 

The Council believe that even if article 65 is amended and that STIG does 

become an independent and more robust forum, the group will still not provide 

an appropriate mechanism for Southwark to address any issues specific to its 

locality.  As set out within our Written Representations and Local Impact 

Report, the borough is home to the only free alternative crossings within 

central London.  This makes the north of the borough, which is already 

congested, extremely susceptible to any change in fee, bylaw or traffic 

management order.  As such, the Council requests a protective provision 

requiring TfL to specifically consult with the Council whenever it proposed to 

set and subsequently change the level of fee charged or where it proposes to 

change a bylaw or traffic management order which is considered likely to 

result in an increase in vehicular movements through the borough.  This 
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protective provision should also require TfL to assess the potential impact of 

any change at a local level within Southwark and to monitor this for a 

reasonable period thereafter.  If an adverse impact is subsequently identified, 

the Council would expect TfL to work with the Council to mitigate any such 

impact. 

 


