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Introduction

The following information is provided by the Port of London Authority (“the PLA") in
respect of an application for Development Consent submitted by Transport for
London (“TfL") for the Silvertown Tunnel Order (“the DCO”). It comments on the
Wharves Access Impact Technical Note (‘Note”) [REP4-048] submitted by the
Applicant at DL4 and the Applicant’s response to the ExA’s Second Written Question
GA2.3 [REP4-052]. It also comments on three aspects of the PLA’s continuing
discussions with TfL on which there are (or may be) outstanding disagreements of

principle.

Wharves Access Impact Technical Note

The purpose of the Note as stated at paragraph 1.1.1 is “fo identify any potential
construction stage impacts on physical access by road and river to the safequarded

wharves.”

The PLA welcomes the production of the Note but is disappointed that it only relates
to safeguarded wharves. As repeatedly stated by the PLA the Scheme will also

impact on the non-safeguarded Dock Entrance Wharf.

The report does not assess the impacts on the safeguarded Tunnel Glucose and the

reason for this omission is unclear.

At paragraph 1.8.3 of the Note it is stated that the NAABSA berth will be returned to
the existing land owner. The Applicant must clarify who they consider to be the
landowner. The PLA owns the riverbed in this location but it will not be the owner of
the NAABSA berth. It would not be appropriate to return the NAABSA berth fo the
PLA. As set out in the PLA’s DL3 submission [REP3-039], as a result of the need to
vacate the land that they currently occupy for the construction period, the user of the
NAABSA berth, Keltbray, would have to seek an alternative operating base. If they
do manage to relocate to a site within the area, it is questionable that it would be to a
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safeguarded wharf and there may be no option other than to relocate outside of the
relevant section of the river Thames and/or to transport the cargoes by road. If they
do not return to Thames Wharf then it needs to be made clear who would take

ongoing responsibility for the NAABSA berth. It cannot be left unlicensed in the river.
The Note states at paragraph 1.10.1 that the Passage Plan will be prepared in
consultation with the PLA. This contradicts both the dDCO [REP4-026] and CoCP
[REP4-036] submitted by the Applicant at DL4 which state that the Passage Plan will
be produced by the Contractor for approval by the PLA.

Potential impact on accesses to wharves along the northemn side of the river Thames

The PLA has no comments on the information submitted in relation to

Northumberland, Orchard, Manhatten and Sunshine Wharves.

Thames Wharf

Thames Wharf is located inside the Order Limits — forming part of the Silvertown

construction worksite.

The PLA agrees that Instone Wharf and the north-east extent of Thames Wharf used
by ASD Metal Services would not be impacted by the Scheme. However, ASD do
not use the river so the PLA questions why the impacts of construction related to

river traffic will need to be managed.

The PLA also agrees that on completion of the project the new access from the re-
aligned Dock Road will ensure that appropriate road access is reinstated to the

safeguarded wharf.

However, as stated by the Applicant at paragraph 1.13.12, landowners with a
frontage onto the River Thames will not be able to use the wharf during the
construction period. Leaseholders whose leases expire prior to Scheme

commencement will not have their leases renewed.

Keltbray will therefore need to vacate the land that they currently occupy at Thames

Wharf for the construction period. Due to Keltbray operating on a lease basis and
3
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the lease expiring prior to Scheme commencement, the Applicant appears to
consider the impact on Thames Wharf to be low. The PLA fundamentally disagrees.
As non-renewal of leases is entirely due to the Scheme, far from there being only a
low impact, the non-renewal is in itself a significant impact of the scheme on Keltbray

and all other affected leaseholders.

The PLA has set out at paragraph 13.6 of its Written Representation [REP1-053]
details of the waterborne cargo handling operations that currently take place on
Thames Wharf along with recent average tonnages. In its DL3 submission [REP3-
039] the PLA set out how there are no options to relocate Keltbray’s operations to a
safeguarded wharf within the relevant section of the River Thames within the

required timeframe.

Peruvian Wharf

Peruvian Wharf will be re-activated for waterborne cargo handling uses in 2017.
Appropriate road access must be maintained during construction. Closure of Dock
Road during the construction period means that the main road access to Peruvian
Wharf will be via the A1020 North Woolwich Road/Silvertown Way.

At paragraph 1.14.14 of the Note the Applicant states that due to the temporary
closure of Dock Road and under the approved access arrangement there is a
potential that two vehicles could meet in conflict at or near the access road junction.
Given this potential for conflict it is questioned how the Applicant concluded at

1.14.18 that the impact on the Wharf is considered to be very low.

The operator of Peruvian Wharf, Brett Aggregates Limited (BAL) has reviewed the
PLA’s DL3 submission and the Applicant's Wharf Access Technical Note. Their
comments are attached at Annex 1. The PLA would draw the following points from
the BAL note to the ExA’s attention:

e Paragraph 7 — the information in the BAL ES is an assessment of the impact of
traffic from the intended use of the Wharf on the local highway network and not
an assessment of the closure of Dock Road on the intended operation of the

wharf. This assessment is missing from the Applicant’s submission
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e Paragraph 14 — the conflicting HGV movements are exacerbated by the closure
of Dock Road as all vehicles will need to enter and leave to the east.

e Paragraph 23 - the request that the Applicant undertakes specific modelling to
show that undue delay is not caused

e Paragraph 29 - the need for parking control to allow for continued access in a

safe manner.
Potential impact on accesses to wharves along the southern side of the river Thames
The PLA has no comments on the information submitted in relation to Victoria Deep
Water Terminal, Angerstein Wharf and Murphy’s Wharf. It is noted that no

assessment has taken place of Tunnel Glucose.

Brewery Wharf

The PLA has no comments on the assessment that has been undertaken in relation
to Brewery Wharf but would comment again that whilst the PLA is supportive in
principle of maximising the use of the River during construction, such use should not
be allowed to give rise to undesirable increases in associated transport by road. The
proposed haulage route from Brewery Wharf to the Greenwich worksite is
approximately 10km. The PLA does not consider use of a wharf sensible where the
wharf in question is more than 4km from the worksite by road or if the resuiting use of
the highways for the purpose of the Scheme would take Scheme generated traffic

through already congested areas.

Applicant’s response to ExA’s SWQ GA2.3

The PLA notes the Applicant’s response regarding the procurement and delivery

strategy for the Scheme.

At GA2.3.5 the Applicant states that the Euromix and Hanson plants and their logistic
arrangements, whilst currently affected by the envisaged construction methodology
(including by the use of their wharf facilities), could potentially be utilised by moving
them to fit the needs of the construction worksites; if they were successful in bidding
to be a supplier to the scheme. It is not clear whether, if successful, Euromix would

still be able to use the river to deliver by water to the northern worksite the
5
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aggregates required for the concrete. Clearly if they could then this would represent

a significant contribution towards the Applicant’s river transport commitments.

Planning policy protects wharves from the National level downwards:

0] National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

The NPPF at paragraph 143, bullet point 4 expressly requires Local Planning
Authority’s to safeguard:

Existing, planned and potential rail heads....wharfage and associated storage,
handling and processing facilities for the bulk transport by rail, sea or inland
waterways of minerals, including recycled, secondary and marine dredged materials;

and

Existing, planned and potential sites for concrete batching, the manufacture of coated
materials, other concrete products and the handling, processing and distribution of

substitute, recycled and secondary aggregate material.

Policy 7.26 of the London Plan provides the policy context for safeguarding wharves
both at a strategic level and in making planning decisions. It is a clear requirement
that safeguarded wharves should only be used for waterborne freight handling use.
The redevelopment of safeguarded wharves for other land uses should only be
accepted if the wharf is no longer viable or capable of being made viable for

waterborne freight handling.

The Working Draft Royal Docks and Beckion Riverside OAPF
(https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2016 working draft royal docks oapf

web.pdf) referred to by the Applicant at GA2.3.11 and GA2.3.12 proposes the
consolidation of a number of existing wharves at Peruvian Wharf. The PLA and
wharf operators responded to the consultation on the draft OAPF demonstrating how
it is not physically possible to accommodate the capacity and operational
requirements of three wharves (Thames, Manhatten and Sunshine) onto Peruvian
Wharf. Despite the GLA’s website indicating that a final draft of the OAPF will go out

for consultation towards the end of 2016 this has not occurred. Given the working
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draft status of the document and the strong extant policy protection afforded to

safeguarded wharves, very little weight can be afforded to the document.

Newham’s Core Strategy refers at Spatial Policy 7 Royal Docks and Spatial Site S08
to wharf consolidation / reconfiguration. This is subject to there being no net loss of

functionality or wharf capacity.

It is clear that there is strong extant policy protection for safeguarded wharves and
there are aspirations by Newham Council and the GLA to consolidate wharves.
However this must be subject to there being no net loss of functionality or wharf

capacity.

No evidence has been submitted to demonstrate that Thames Wharf is not viable for
waterborne cargo handling and in the SoCG it is clear that “Both Tfl. and PLA agree
that the safeguarded Thames Wharf (proposed to be used by the Scheme for
transportation of construction materials) will be returned in a condition that is viable

for waterborne cargo handling.”

The Applicant’s commitment to providing assistance to those businesses needing to
relocate even where they have no compensateable interest in noted. The PLA has

set out in its DL3 submission its views on the matter
Outstanding matters of principle on the DCO
Article 47

The PLA’s response to SWQ C3 and C4 explained its detailed objection to Tfl'’s
article 47 proposals so far as authorising the use of the tunnel for the non-highway
purpose of providing, for payment, a conduit for apparatus unconnected with the
tunnel. As part of continuing discussions with TfL the PLA sought agreement to
amendments limiting the apparatus permitted in the tunnel to that required for its
operation and preventing TfL from demanding payment for apparatus in the tunnel.
TfL does not agree the principle of these amendments and so the PLA’s objection
stands for the reasons set out in the SWQ response. “The PLA will wish to address
the ExA on this issue at the ISH on the DCO on 29 March 2017. (Alternatively, as

the issue revolves around the extent of the compulsory acquisition of river bed or
7
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rights in it, the issue could be dealt with as part of the Compulsory Acquisition ISH on
that day.)

Article 69

4.2 TfL has invited the PLA to agree amendments to article 69(4) as appearing‘ in
Revision 4 of the dDCO. The intention of these amendments is understood to be to
ensure that where the river Thames increases in width, the PLA will not grant any
dredging licence over the land newly within the river without TfL’s consent. The PLA
has no difficulty with that proposal in principle but does not believe it is given effect to
in the amendments it has seen. The expectation is that amendments can be agreed,

but if that proves impossible the PLA will wish to address the ExA on this matter, too.
Schedule 13, paragraph 49

4.3 Paragraph 49 of Schedule 13

The principle of this paragraph, that compensation for temporary works in the river
should be assessed on the same basis as consideration for a works licence under
the Port of London Act 1968, is agreed in principle. Discussion continues as to how
properly to give effect to this so as to reflect the valuation principles in section 67 of
that Act.
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