
 

ISSUE SPECIFIC HEARING - 28 MARCH 2017 

OUTSTANDING ISSUES INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS 

SUMMARY OF APPLICANT'S SUBMISSIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

1. This note summarises the oral submissions made by Transport for London ('TfL') at the Issue Specific Hearing on outstanding issues, including 
environmental matters, held on 28 March 2017 ('the hearing') in relation to TfL's application for development consent for the Silvertown Tunnel ('the 
scheme'). 

2. The table at the foot of this note lists the Examining Authority's action points arising from the hearing, published on 31 March 2017 ('ExA action point(s)') 
and indicates how each of these points has been addressed.  

 Agenda Item  / issue 

 

Proposed Response Relevant 
document 
references 

2. TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

2.2 Regarding SWQ TT2.1 under which the 
Applicant was asked to revisit its response 
to Action Point (AP1) from the ISH (17 
January 2017) in providing ‘a 
comprehensive note giving full borough 
distributions of car trips that are not 
suppressed but re-assigned - to include 
estimates of behaviour impacts’.  

The Panel will explore in depth responses 
and observations made by IP’s in relation 
to the question.  

A particular issue for close inspection 
relates to the behavioural and associated 

Simon Nielsen made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 

• The net impact of the Scheme (both highway and public transport impacts) 
on the cross-river travel by the host boroughs increases for the overall out-of-
work travel and low income users in particular. The evidence was presented 
in REP3-024 (Table 3.4 impact on low residents). 

• The Scheme, however, will reduce the number of out-of-work car trips as 
they shift to public transport (as shown in Table 1, changes are no greater 
than 0.5% for individual boroughs).  

• The total number of daily trips that switch mode from car to PT in the AC 
case is 1,300 person trips (0.1% of the total demand by these boroughs), 350 
(27%) of them are low income users. 
 

Response to 
SWQ TT2.1 
(REP4-055) 
 
 
Also: ‘Impact of 
the Scheme on 
Low Income 
Residents’ 
(REP3-024)  
 
 
 
 
 

82330468.1\DO03 1 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001212-TfL%208.69%20Impact%20of%20the%20Scheme%20on%20Low%20Income%20Residents.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001212-TfL%208.69%20Impact%20of%20the%20Scheme%20on%20Low%20Income%20Residents.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001212-TfL%208.69%20Impact%20of%20the%20Scheme%20on%20Low%20Income%20Residents.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001212-TfL%208.69%20Impact%20of%20the%20Scheme%20on%20Low%20Income%20Residents.pdf
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implications for lower income groups as 
referred to below. See also Agenda item 
3.4 (below) regarding Socio-economic 
Issues question TT2.7. 

 

• There is also some redistribution of cross-river car trips to the locations on 
the same side of the river to avoid the charge. However, these impacts are 
not significant as the charges are chosen to minimise such effects and the 
bus provision is increased. As shown in Tables 2-7, changes are much less 
than 1% for all brought to borough movements. 

• We estimate that the total number of daily car trips that switch their 
destination in the AC is likely to be 830 which is lower than mode shift.  180 
(22%) of them are low income users. 

• The redistribution impacts of the low income users are generally weaker 
compared to the mode shift effects as these trips are more likely to choose 
new buses as their preferred mode of travel (Tables 4 and 7). 

• The sensitivity tests suggest that the mode shift effects are primarily driven 

by the improved bus services (which represents a benefit) whilst the charges 

additionally help to prevent a stronger redistribution of car trips that would 

otherwise occur (Tables 8-9). 

ACTION POINT 1 

The Applicant’s response to SWQ TT2.1 appears to have figures and tables which 

were mis-numbered. The Applicant is requested to review the response given and 

provide a revised response, including an interpretation of the revised and re-

numbered figures, and re-issue the document. 

APPLICANT RESPONSE: 

A revised version of the Applicant’s response to the traffic and transport SWQs with 

re-numbered figures and an interpretation of the revisions is appended to this 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant’s 
Summary of ISH 
on 17 Jan 2017 
(Response to 
Action Point 16, 
pp. 35-6) (REP3-
015) 
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document.  

 

2.3 Regarding SWQ TT2.2 under which the 
Applicant was asked to address 
shortcomings in its response to the 
Panel’s AP2, the Panel will consider the 
revised information supplied by the 
Applicant in relation to the further request 
by the Panel for it to address shortcomings 
in its original response by providing ‘a 
comprehensive note showing the journey 
time and generalised cost impacts for 
those forecast to switch from car to bus’ 
[REP4-055].  

The observations offered by IP’s will also 
be examined and additional information 
sought where deemed necessary.  

The implications for selected socio-
economic groups will also be examined 
under Socio- economic Issues. 

 

Simon Nielsen made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• We understand the question is about the changes in travel times and 

generalised costs to people who shift mode from car to PT by comparing 

their journeys in the RC and the AC. 

• Although we understand that this is of key interest, this is a difficult question 

to answer given the structure of WebTAG compliant transport models and 

appraisal methodology, which attribute benefits to the mode of transport 

where the change in cost has occurred and do not directly compare journeys 

by different modes. 

• In our latest analysis we looked at the time and GC changes by mode to all 

new users (as in the rule of a half calculation) and converted those into 

changes per user to allow a comparison between modes. These are 

discussed in para TT2.2.13 onwards with the note also showing geographical 

distributions of changes in costs by mode. 

Key points in response to TT2.2 

• The analysis suggests that with the scheme an average low income user 

who ultimately has a choice to switch to PT is be presented with the option of 

2.6 min of highway journey time saving with an equivalent 6.2 min charge 

disbenefit (which is 3.5 min overall disbenefit if they were staying as a 

Response to 
SWQ TT2.2 
(REP4-055) 
 
 
‘Model 
Responsiveness’ 
Note  (REP2-
051)  

82330468.1\DO03 3 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001014-TfL%208.43%20Silvertown%20Modelling%20-%20Model%20Responsiveness.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001014-TfL%208.43%20Silvertown%20Modelling%20-%20Model%20Responsiveness.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001014-TfL%208.43%20Silvertown%20Modelling%20-%20Model%20Responsiveness.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001014-TfL%208.43%20Silvertown%20Modelling%20-%20Model%20Responsiveness.pdf


 

highway user). 

• In comparison, on average the PT journey becomes 4.4 min more attractive 

as a result of the scheme. Of course, the actual savings will vary spatially 

depending on the proximity to the tunnel and the bus route. 

• From an economic appraisal perspective these are the benefits we attribute 

to the low income users of different modes. As discussed, the model 

structure means that these values cannot be interpreted as savings relevant 

to any individual journey (there is also a long term effect of users changing 

their destination). 

• The predicted mode shift from car to PT in the AC is relatively small, less 

than 1% in relation to the total number of daily resident trips in the key 

boroughs. These will be the trips experiencing greater travel cost changes as 

a result of the scheme and contributing to the overall scheme benefits. 

However, our analysis showed that out of the total share of PT user benefits 

in the study area, 90% accrue to existing PT users and only 10% accrue to 

those that shift mode from highway.  

• This not to say that the individual users would have a quicker or lower GC 

journey compared to a journey by car without the scheme because there is a 

wide variety of reasons why people in London choose PT over other modes. 

• The sensitivity test undertaken with the bus improvements but no user 

charge indicated that even in this situation there are trips that shift to new 

bus services. 

Elena Golovenko clarified Figures 14 and 15 on page 32 of the Applicant's response 
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to TT2.2.  

• The figures show that, for low income users traveling by car, the costs of 
travel go up and that the time saving achieved as a result of the Scheme is 
outweighed by the cost of the charge. However, these users get benefits 
from improved bus services, so the disbenefits shown in the figures need to 
be set against the benefits resulting from those bus services.  

ACTION POINT 2 

The Applicant is to provide information on the proportion of trips that are currently 
carried out through the Blackwall Tunnel by low income groups, and what percentage 
of those trips would no longer be carried out if the scheme is implemented in the 
manner proposed, with charges/discounts as proposed. 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 The Applicant’s response is appended to this note.  

 

2.4 Regarding SWQ TT2.3 the Applicant was 
asked to quantify the potential 
compounding effect of uncertainties in 
inputs, specification errors and parameter 
estimates for the scale of uncertainty in 
the transport model system and to provide 
estimates of the implications of this effect 
for uncertainty in the inputs feeding into 
the environmental assessments. 

The Panel will examine the information 
proffered by the Applicant in supporting 
the conclusions presented in its document 
‘Response to ExA’s Second Written 

Simon Nielsen made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• We have submitted a large body of evidence on the robustness of our 

modelling approaches including a very detailed commentary of levels of 

uncertainty contained within it. We have provided as much information as we 

are able to on this issue. 

• The material provided in the latest note at Deadline 4  on the compounding 

effects associated with uncertainties presents uncertainties associated with 

the modelling in two categories 

o Uncertainties that are modelled: These covered uncertainty 
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Questions: 8.94 Principal Issue: Traffic 
and Transportation’ (March 2017) [REP4-
055], and request further clarification and 
information.  

The Panel will seek to establish greater 
precision in estimates of uncertainty 
attributable to the model system and 
inputs to environmental assessments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

associated with inputs such as growth levels and values of time (fully 

discussed in “Managing Uncertainty in Forecasting” note). It 

presented a compounded low and compounded high scenario which 

combined the effect of all low side and high side uncertainties 

respectively,  for those effects that could be modelled. This showed 

that flows in terms of AADT at Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels 

combined have a range of -9% to +7% without adjusted charges. 

This reduced to -3% to +1% once charges were adjusted. In addition 

flow changes at other key links were provided in the response. This 

assessment provides assurance that even in the low probability 

event of these extreme scenarios occurring, traffic impacts do not 

undermine the scheme objectives  

o Uncertainties that could not be modelled: Due to either limitations in 

data availability or practical considerations, some sensitivities could 

not be modelled. A quantitative assessment of the compounded 

effect of these on Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnel flow was 

provided. This estimated a further range of uncertainty around 

crossing flow of between -2.5% and +7.5% could be expected. It also 

concluded that these could be brought back to assessed case impact 

levels through adjustment of charges between -10% and +25%. 

• A combined estimate of the uncertainty in modelling could be reached by 

adding the two components above together. This would give a range of -11% 

to +15% before charges were adjusted. After they were adjusted, the range 

would become the same a presented above, i.e. -3% to 1%. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to 
SWQ TT2.3 
(REP4-055) p43 
– p60 
 
 
 
“Managing 
Uncertainty in 
Forecasting” 
(REP3-027)  
 
 
Response to 
SWQ TT2.3 
Table 1 and 2 
p.49 and p.54 
(REP4-055) 
 
 
 
Response to 
SWQ TT2.3  
p.57 – p.58 para 
2.3.35 to 2.3.36 
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• It should also be noted that we have modelled scenarios and considered 

assumptions that are seen as fairly extreme points in the range. The 

probability of occurrence of these points is estimated to be very low 

(illustrated as <1.5% in our response). 

• In conclusion, although uncertainty is inherent in any traffic forecasting, 

substantial evidence has been submitted to provide assurance that this can 

be managed by the design of the scheme and mitigation strategy. 

Assumptions around probability of occurrence  

• Estimating exact probabilities for each individual area of uncertainty is not 

straightforward.  However we were able to demonstrate (ref SWQ TT2.3) that 

the compounded high and low scenarios are unlikely due to the fact that they 

are reliant on a number of uncorrelated areas of uncertainty occurring 

simultaneously, rather than the individual probabilities of each area of 

uncertainty. 

• The analysis demonstrated that even if the individual probabilities of each 

“high traffic” area of uncertainty occurring are as high as 25% (which is a 

conservative overestimate) the probability of all three “high traffic” 

uncertainties occurring is just 1.5%.  This is justified as the high growth 

scenario assumes six “high traffic” areas of uncertainty, many of which are 

uncorrelated.  Some areas of uncertainty (e.g. pop/emp growth vs parking 

charges) could even be negatively correlated and so self-cancelling. 

 
Tom King made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

(REP4-055)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to 
SWQ TT2.3 
(REP4-055) p43 
– p60 
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• The Charging Policies and Procedures recognises the need for flexibility in 

charging and provides the mechanisms and controls by which the charges 

could be adjusted if necessary. The Applicant recognises the need for 

safeguards when the charges are revised and these include the use of the 

User Charging Assessment Framework. If the charges needed to be 

changed significantly, TfL would also have the ability to consider if revisions 

to the exemptions and discounts also need to be adjusted.    

Post-hearing note: At the hearing, LB Southwark suggested that the Applicant’s 

modelling did not take account of the Borough’s growth aspirations for the Old Kent 

Road. 

The Applicant’s position on this point is that the Reference Case/Assessed Case 

model (based on standard growth) reflects all committed developments in 

accordance with WebTAG guidance, the assumed population growth projections for 

the Old Kent Road corridor are +14,000 for the period 2011-2021 plus a further 7,500 

from 2021-2031.  

The full development aspirations for the Old Kent Road corridor are currently not 

committed – particularly as much of it is contingent on the Bakerloo Line Extension 

which is itself not committed, and so is correctly excluded from the standard growth 

scenario.  Development of this status is instead covered in the high growth population 

and employment forecasts which were tested as part of the compounded high 

scenario reported in SWQ TT2.3.  The high growth assumptions adopted in this 

scenario comprise an even higher growth trajectory for the Old Kent Road corridor – 
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with an assumed population growth of over 35,000 for 2011-2021 and a further 

16,000 for 2021-2031.  Consequently, the full development potential of the Old Kent 

Road corridor has been reflected in the Applicant’s modelling as part of a sensitivity 

test. 

2.5 Regarding SWQ TT2.8 Part 1  

Following on from AP17, the Applicant was 
asked to comment on the potential 
implications of user charge exemptions for 
the efficient operation of the scheme. The 
evidence on the assessment of the effect 
of exemptions on operation of the scheme 
as well as observations from other IP’s will 
be discussed further at the hearing and 
clarification sought where appropriate to 
ensure all points are addressed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tom King made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• Discounts for taxis and buses have been directly reflected in the modelling 

for the Assessed Case: 

o These amount to some 4% of daily traffic 

o Correspond directly to user classes within the model 

• There are also a number of discounts and exemptions which we have 

assumed but which are not directly modelled (don’t have to read out the 

below but just so it’s here if asked): 

a) Blue Badge holders   

b) Vehicles in disabled tax class 

c) NHS reimbursement [a to c  are biggest proportion – 4%-6% 

altogether]  

d) Private hire vehicles (minicabs) [1.0%] 

e) Low emission vehicles [1.5%] 

f) Emergency services  

g) NHS vehicles exempt from tax 

h) Military vehicles [F, G, H  combined:  0.2%] 

i) Selected partner vehicles (maintenance etc) [0.1%] 

j) Recovery vehicles / breakdown vehicles [0.1%] 

Response to 
AP17 from 17 
Jan ISH (REP3-
015) (page 33) 
 
Response to 
SWQ TT2.8 
(REP4-055) 
(page 71) 
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• These amount to some 7 - 9% of current Blackwall Tunnel traffic as noted in 

response to Action Point 17 from 17 January ISH. 

• These discounts are for very specific user groups and vehicle types such as 

Blue Badge holders, ambulances, police cars, etc, most of whom make up 

very small proportions of the fleet indeed, and for which there is very limited 

data to enable direct modelling. 

• In response to SWQ TT2.3 we estimated the impact of this at less than a 

2.5% increase in flows through the BWT and ST compared to the on 

Assessed Case  

o This estimate was based on the ‘overall’ deterrence rate observed 

across all Blackwall Tunnel users in the Assessed Case, applied to 

the 7-9% of traffic that these discounts represent;  

• Indicative modelling (which effectively assumes that discounted traffic is 

distributed evenly among the fleet) bears this out, suggesting an increase of 

1.5%. 

• The same modelling indicates that these increases would not alter the 

‘efficient operation’ of the Scheme as we understand it, with reference case 

delays effectively eliminated in this scenario, just as they are in the AC.  

Ali Inayathusein made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• The limited impact of the discounts described above doesn’t mean that this 

will be the case for all discounts.  

o Congestion impacts won’t be linear. A small increase from Assessed 

Case levels may have (almost) no impact, because the flows are 
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below capacity; 

o But at a certain point we approach the road’s carrying capacity, and 

any increase will start to very rapidly add to congestion. 

ACTION POINT 3 

In respect of the Applicant’s response to SWQ TT2.8, please could the Applicant 

provide a clarification regarding the 7% figure quoted in this answer, compared with 

the 30% provided verbally? 

APPLICANT'S RESPONSE 

• The 30% figure was provided in response to a question asked by the Panel 

on the proportion of low income users in relation to question TT2.1, which 

deals with the redistribution effects of the Scheme on non-business users.  

• There are three income segments in the model, with roughly a third of 

highway users in each. In the Applicant’s response to TT2.1, all references to 

‘low income’ users are simply all non-business highway users who are in the 

lowest of the three income segments of the model. 

• So it is correct that there are approximately 30% of non-business highway 

users who, in terms of the analysis set out in TT2.1, are labelled as ‘low 

income’. But these users are simply those on the bottom third of incomes, 

and not just those who are genuinely ‘low income’ and in need of a discount 

on the user charge 

• In the Applicant’s response to SWQ TT2.8, which requested information on 

the ‘implications of permitting lower income groups in the Host Boroughs to 
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avail a discount or exemption of the user charge’, we have calculated that 

7% of users would be eligible. 

• This is made up of 4% of Host Borough users who are in receipt of particular 

benefits and would be eligible for the low-income discount, and a further 3% 

who are low income Blue Badge holders and are exempt. 

• This 7% is the number of highway users who are genuinely low income or in 

need, and who the discounts and exemptions have been designed to target. 

• The difference between the two figures has now been explained to and 

accepted by the Host Boroughs at our meeting with them on Monday 3rd 

April.  

  
2.6 Regarding SWQ TT2.8 Part 2:  

 

• This agenda item was discussed in the context of the Socio-economic topic 

(see below) 

 

3. SOCIO-ECONOMIC ISSUES 
 
3.1 Regarding SWQ TT2.4: Under this 

question the Applicant was requested to 
expand on the material supplied in 
response to AP12 relating to the projected 
Net Present Value (NPV) without 
implementation of the proposed bus 
strategy.  

The Panel will examine the Applicant’s 
assessment of and the implications for, the 
efficacy of the Silvertown scheme under 
such a scenario, together with any 

Atholl Noon made the following points on behalf of the Applicant:  

• The response to Action point 12 from ISH 17/1/17 provided an estimate of 

the NPV without bus improvements. This did not have new modelling, but 

extracted the bus costs and benefits from the AC economic case. NPV 

reduced from £1,225 to £797 (with reliability) and £967m to £540m without 

reliability. The note said that the impact on the highways benefits was 

expected to be low. Bus operating costs in the AC were estimated at £307m 

over 60 years. 

Response to 
SWQ TT2.4 
(REP4-055) (pp. 
61-65) 
 
 
 
 
Response to 
Action point 12 
from ISH 17 Jan 
2017 (REP3-
029) 

82330468.1\DO03 12 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001217-TfL%208.74%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Points%2012%20and%2013%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001217-TfL%208.74%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Points%2012%20and%2013%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001217-TfL%208.74%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Points%2012%20and%2013%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001217-TfL%208.74%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Points%2012%20and%2013%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001217-TfL%208.74%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Points%2012%20and%2013%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf


 

observations from IP’s. • The ExA asked for more information on ‘the likely behavioural impact and 

effect on NPV’ of this scenario for Deadline 4, in TT2.4. Our response 

showed that compared to the AC: 

o There would be another 1,000 daily car trips in the model area 

o There would be an increase of 1,000 daily car trips not crossing the 

river (redistributing) 

o No significant reassignment effect. 

• Economic comparison for 2021 showed small increases in highway benefits 

in the no-bus case. In other words, the conclusions of the earlier work on no-

bus still held. 

• While the buses are an integral part of the scheme, the overall mode shift 

effect from them is relatively small in the context of all crossing movements at 

Blackwall/Silvertown, and therefore removal of the buses does not have a 

major effect on the highway outcomes.  

• The bus service improvements have a number of objectives (see the Bus 

Strategy). They provide an alternative to those who do not wish to pay the 

charge, they encourage modal shift; and they help connect the communities 

and opportunities either side of the river, providing ‘finer grained’ connectivity 

and enhanced connections to the existing bus and public transport network. 

ACTION POINT 4 

Regarding SWQ TT2.4, please can the Applicant provide a comprehensive response 

to this SWQ to include Net Present Value (NPV) details? London Borough of 

Newham also asked the Applicant to provide details regarding distributional benefits 
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of the ‘no bus’ strategy, which the Panel also agrees should be provided. 

APPLICANT RESPONSE 

A note has been prepared in response to this action point and is appended to this 

written summary.  

3.2 Regarding SWQ TT2.5: Under AP13, the 
Applicant had been asked to provide ‘a 
Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) for the scheme 
assuming without implementation of bus 
strategy and scheme funded publicly (not 
PPP)’.  

The Panel had indicated under TT2.5 that 
the Applicant’s reply to AP13 was 
insufficient and required an enhanced 
response. The Panel will explore and 
examine the Applicant’s response under 
SWQ TT2.5. 

 

John Siraut made the following points on behalf of the Applicant:  

• DfT’s WebTAG guidance has been followed in undertaking the assessment 

• The assessment has been based on the scheme being publically funded (not 

PPP) 

• Present DfT guidance treats revenues as negative costs; as revenues are 

greater than construction and O&M costs the scheme as a whole has a 

negative cost. 

• Where costs are negative use of a BCR is not applicable (it results in a 

negative BCR) 

• WebTAG guidance is that  “The NPV is a useful metric where schemes or 

options do not impact on the ‘Broad Transport Budget’ or where they 

generate significant revenues that accrue to the ‘Broad Transport Budget’, 

offsetting investment and operating costs in the PVC. This can lead to a 

negative cost estimate and, therefore, a negative BCR, which can be difficult 

to interpret and makes comparison of schemes or options difficult. However, 

the major drawback of the NPV is that it does not represent the relativity of 

benefits and costs and, therefore, its use is limited when making value for 

money judgements within a constrained budget.” 

HM Treasury 
Green Book 5.49 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to 
SWQ TT2.5 
(REP4-055) (pp. 
66-7) 
 
DfT TAG Unit 
A1.1 Cost-
Benefit Analysis 
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• The above guidance highlights the use of NPV when there is no impact on 

Broad Transport Budget – as this in case – the  table shows a negative 

value. Given that the scheme revenue covers its cost, the issue of a 

constrained budget described in the guidance does not apply 

• Pre-2004 in DfT guidance revenues were treated as benefits – if this 

approach was adopted the scheme’s NPV would be the same but benefits 

would now be £2,076m and costs would £1,109m giving a core BCR of 1.9, 

while with reliability, benefits would be £2,334m, costs remain the same and 

the BCR would be 2.1.  

• TfL is committed to providing at least 20 cross – river bus services per hour 

for the duration of the monitoring period and therefore analysis of the scheme 

without implementation of bus strategy is not a true representation of the 

proposed Scheme. 

• However, If the above no longer applicable guidance were to be used with 

the extremely unlikely scenario of no bus improvements, the resultant  

benefits would be £1,516m and the costs £977m giving a BCR of 1.6 and 

with reliability included, total benefits would be £1,774m and with the same 

costs the BCR would be 1.8.  

• However, the above BCR figures cannot be meaningfully compared with 

those of other transport schemes as their calculation does not follow present 

DfT guidance. 

• When pressed by the ExA, the Applicant suggested that in terms of the 

guidance on BCR values in Webtag, the BCR’s derived  would be classified 

as 'moderate' value for money,. However as noted above, the Applicant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to 
Action point 13 
from ISH 17 Jan 
2017 (REP3-
029) 
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contends that these BCR estimates are based on  incorrect assumptions and 

methodology.  

• It is the Applicant’s submission as set out in the  Outline Business Case 

(APP-100) that a Scheme such as this one that offers significant public 

benefit with a negative present value of costs (as costs are offset by user 

charge revenue) and a resultant high NPV is very high value for money. This 

is reinforced by the Green Book guidance (section 5.49) which states that 

“The NPV is the primary criterion for deciding whether government action can 

be justified”. 

 

3.3 In the context of Her Majesty’s Treasury’s 
(HMT) Five Case Model under SWQ 
TT2.6, the Panel requested from the 
Applicant, quantitative estimates of the 
economic impacts of alternatives to the 
preferred scheme assessed by the 
Applicant, encompassing both costs and 
benefits, including wider economic 
benefits. At the hearing the Panel will 
examine and review the response of the 
Applicant to this request within the 
framework of HMT’s Five Case Model 
Guidelines. 

 

Atholl Noon made the following points on behalf of the Applicant:  

This question has been asked twice by the EXA, as an action from the ISH on the 

17/12/16 (REP3-030) and as TT2.6 for deadline 3. 

•  

• A comprehensive option appraisal was carried out as reported in the Case 
for the Scheme, this appraisal used various types of analyses, including 
quantitative and economic analysis over various project phases to compare 
options and to develop the preferred option. These analyses had different 
scheme costs, charging assumptions and other variables, but enabled 
comparisons between options. 

•   Full economic analysis was also undertaken on, and reported on for the two 

best remaining options, a bored and immersed tunnel. The applicant was  

was of the view that further additional economic comparison was not useful 

given that other alternative options did not meet the core scheme objectives 

Response to 
SWQ TT2.6 
(REP4-055) (p. 
68) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant’s 
Response to 
AP14 from the 
ISH on 17 Jan 
2017 
(REP3-030) 

82330468.1\DO03 16 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001485-TfL%208.94%20SWQ%20Traffic%20and%20Transportation%20TT%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001218-TfL%208.75%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Point%2014%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001218-TfL%208.75%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Point%2014%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001218-TfL%208.75%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Point%2014%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001218-TfL%208.75%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Point%2014%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001218-TfL%208.75%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Point%2014%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001218-TfL%208.75%20Applicants%20response%20to%20Action%20Point%2014%20from%20the%20ISH%20on%2017%20January%202017.pdf


 

Even if other schemes had better economic outcomes, they would not 

therefore have been progressed as solutions to the Blackwall Tunnel’s 

problems (though they may well be progressed in their own right).  

• The applicant was satisfied with the achievement of project objectives of the 

preferred option compared to other options and its final value for money. The 

applicant will consider if further information on the appraisal process can be 

provided to the ExA by deadline 6. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Case for the 
Scheme (APP-
093) Section 3 
(pp. 81-120) 

3.4 Regarding SWQ TT2.7: Following on 
from AP16, under which the Applicant was 
requested to supply ‘a comprehensive 
note explaining the intended local 
benefits/enhancements to offset the dis-
benefits to some low income groups within 
the host or nearby boroughs’, the 
Applicant was asked to enhance the 
quantitative information supplied to 
differentiate between impacts for lower 
income car users and existing public 
transport users attributable to the scheme.  
 
The Panel will explore and examine the 
material provided by the Applicant and its 
adequacy in addressing what was 
requested by the Panel.  

• Discussed in context of response to SWQ TT2.1 above 
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These tasks will be undertaken in 
conjunction with agenda item 2.2 relating 
to SWQ TT2.1. 
 

3.5 Regarding SWQ TT2.8 Part 1: (see 
above under Traffic and Transportation). 

 

• Discussed in context of response to SWQ TT2.8 above   

3.6 Regarding SWQ TT2.8 Part 2: Under the 
second part of this question the Applicant 
was asked to assess the implications of 
permitting lower income groups in the host 
boroughs to avail of a discount scheme or 
exemption from the charge.  

The Panel will review the evidence 
provided by the Applicant and the 
provision offered in the draft s106 
agreements [Appendix A to REP4-052] as 
well as contributions from other IPs. 

• Discussed in context of response to SWQ TT2.8 above 

 

 

3.7 Regarding SWQ TT2.9: Under AP18 the 
Applicant was requested to provide ‘an 
update on progress towards securing a 
commitment to the enhanced bus routes 
strategy in the DCO (including 
procurement/tendering arrangements)’. 
Under SWQ TT2.9 the Applicant was 
asked to provide more details on outline 
net costs of supplying the enhancement 
and the tendering and procurement 
arrangements for securing this goal.  

David Rowe made the following points on behalf of the Applicant:  

• The approach to securing Bus Services has been developed using a similar 

rational to that which applies to setting the user charges. It is not appropriate 

to determine the specifics of the services now, but instead the Bus Strategy 

sets out the procedures by which those services will be planned with input 

from the affected Boroughs nearer to the time that the Scheme opens.  

• The Assessed Case was required to make assumptions about the likely 

Response to 
SWQ TT2.9 
(REP4-055) pp. 
75-79 
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The hearing will review the information 
provided by the Applicant on this matter 
[REP4-055], together with IP contributions 
with a view to informing an assessment of 
the level of confidence that can be placed 
in the delivery of the enhanced bus 
strategy.  

The Panel will examine and expect 
clarification of the provisions arising from 
and period over which the commitment of 
£2m revenue support is intended to apply. 

 

routes and levels of service that would apply over the 60 year appraisal 

period.  

• In response to requests during the examination to secure the level of 

assumed bus services, TfL submitted at Deadline 5 an analysis of the 

benefits associated with the minimum commitment to 20 bph which is now 

included within requirement 13 of the DCO.  

Michael Humphries QC made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• For the purposes of the ES, the Applicant had to make reasonable 

assumptions about future population and economic growth, traffic levels and 

so on. The Assessed Case also made reasonable assumptions about the 

likely bus services that would come forward over the 60 year assessment 

period and, for the purposes of the assessment, the assumption was that the 

service level would be 37.5 bph through the two tunnels. 

• TfL is not, however, able to ‘commit’ now to a service level of 37 bph and, if it 

was forced to do so, there is a risk that that commitment could be at the 

expense of bus services elsewhere.  

Atholl Noon made the following points on behalf of the Applicant:  

There has been a lot of discussion about the number of cross-river buses, either 37.5 

or 20bph; however it is not the number of buses that is important, but the outcomes 

delivered by the scheme as a whole, including the scheme, the user charge and the 

buses. The work the applicant has already supplied and will add to for Deadline 6 

shows that alternative numbers of buses can provide similar outcomes to the 
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Assessed Case, reinforcing the point that the number of buses is not the key issue.  

To provide additional assurance on this point, the Bus Strategy submitted at Deadline 

6 includes an express objective that in developing the cross-river bus services TfL 

will seek to deliver the public transport benefits of the Scheme as set out in the 

Assessed Case for the 60-year appraisal period.  

o  

4. CONSTRUCTION ON LAND 
 
4.1 The Panel understands from various 

deadline 4 (D4) representations that parts 
of the revised updated Code of 
Construction Practice (CoCP), revision 3 
[REP4-036], are still not agreed with IPs, 
including Port of London Authority (PLA); 
London Borough (LB) of Newham, LB of 
Tower Hamlets and Royal Borough (RB) 
of Greenwich.  
 
• Please can those IPs that raised issues 
regarding the updated CoCP at D4 give a 
short update to the Panel on whether the 
CoCP matters identified are now resolved, 
or are likely to be resolved before the end 
of the Examination?  
 
• Please can the Applicant also provide an 
update on how it intends to address 
outstanding matters?  
 

The Boroughs and the PLA confirmed that discussions are ongoing and that they 
anticipate reaching agreement on these matters.  

Michael Humphries QC noted these comments and advised that the Applicant 
would submit a revised CoCP at Deadline 6 that has taken into account these 
comments. This has now been undertaken and is submitted at Deadline 6.  

6.10.4 CoCP 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 
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4.2 Further to the Applicant’s response to 
SWQ CL2.7 regarding the use of the 
concept ‘Not Environmentally Worse Than’ 
(NEWT) [REP4-054], please could the 
host authorities provide their views on the 
Applicant’s response to this SWQ? In 
particular, the Applicant states that the 
Contractor would assess the likely 
significance of any change which would be 
approved by the Applicant and details of 
these changes would be included in the 
CoCP, which itself would be secured by 
Requirement (R)5 of the draft DCO 
(dDCO). 
 

Michael Humphries QC made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• The term 'NEWT' is not actually used in the Applicant's documents. The 
response to the SWQ used this term as it was referred to in the question.  

• The Applicant notes that a more 'standard' formulation of 'not materially new or 
materially different' effects has been used in recent DCOs. The Applicant will 
consider this formulation, but had used the term 'not materially worse than' as 
the standard formulation could have the unintended consequence of preventing 
an improvement in impacts.  

Caroline Soubry Smith made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• It is not the case that the Applicant ‘approves’ the NEWT test. The response to 
SWQ CL2.7 actually refers to the CEMP and the fact that, once all the subsidiary 
plans are approved, the detailed controls will be approved by TfL to ensure that 
those plans and the CoCP have been complied with. However, this is after the 
relevant bodies have approved the subsidiary plans.  

• The approving role of the LPAs relating to the subsidiary plans, and their 
interaction with the NEWT test was set out in paragraphs 1.4.9 and 1.4.10 of the 
CoCP submitted at Deadline 4. This has been clarified further in the CoCP to be 
submitted at Deadline 6. In summary, in developing the environmental methods 
for the Scheme that will be explained in these plans, the Contractor will need to 
show the LPAs that they do not lead to effects which are materially new or 
materially worse than those reported in the ES. 

• The plans approved by the LPAs or the relevant statutory bodies through the 

REP4-054 
Applicant’s 
Response to 
SWQ CL2.8 

6.10.4 CoCP 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 

3.1.6 DCO 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 

8.84.2 
Monitoring and 
Mitigation 
Strategy 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 
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CoCP and DCO provide total coverage for the different topic areas. For those 
plans that are only consulted upon, concern should not arise because:  

o the Fire Plan and Emergency Plan deal with practical operational 
measures and do not control environmental effects per se and thus 
would not be subject to ‘NEWT’ testing by the Contractor; 

o the SWMP is essentially a ‘numbers’ document (as seen in the example 
appended to the CoCP), and does not contain environmental ‘controls’ 
as such and thus wouldn’t be subject to ‘NEWT’ testing by the 
Contractor; 

o the Construction Site River Strategy is only the ‘output’ of controls that 
are already in the CoCP through the River Transport Commitments in 
Chapter 3 (and the related approvals set out in the Deadline 6 version of 
that document) and thus wouldn’t be subject to ‘NEWT’ testing by the 
Contractor; 

o as argued elsewhere (e.g. the response to FWQ DC94 (REP1-177)), the 
CEMP is a contractual document which sets out the procedures the 
Contractor will employ to actually undertake the controls already 
approved by the LPA through the other subsidiary plans; 

o the Lighting Management Plan is stated to need to reflect relevant 
industry guidance, so as such would not be subject to NEWT testing by 
the Contractor;  

o marine ecology issues will be subject to ultimate control by the relevant 
statutory bodies through the DCO and DML and the NEWT tests within 
that;  

o flood issues are dealt with through the FRA and surface water drainage 
DCO Requirements; and 

o contamination will be dealt with by the statutory bodies/EA (either 
through the DCO (as explained below in this note) 
 

• In relation to terminology, the Applicant recognises that there is some 
inconsistency between the documents, and with the exception of the MMS and 
Requirement 7 (in which the term ‘material worsening’ is specifically defined) 
proposes that the term ‘not materially new and not materially worse 
environmental effects than those reported in the ES’, will be used, including in 
the DCO and CoCP. These amendments have been made to the various 

82330468.1\DO03 22 



 

documents at Deadline 6. 

4.3 In relation to the Applicant’s details on 
NEWT, please can the Applicant provide 
its views on RB of Greenwich’s proposed 
wording, that the consequences of the 
scheme should result in the monitoring 
and mitigation strategy maintaining 
conditions which are equal to/or better 
than those forecast in the ES (The Panel 
has modified the proposed wording slightly 
for clarity). If the Applicant does not agree 
with this wording, what is its reasoning? 
 

Caroline Soubry Smith made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• As discussed above, the Applicant proposes the wording ‘not materially new 
or not materially worse than’ across all of its documents. The Applicant 
considers that this leads to fundamentally the same outcome as is proposed 
by RBG, and that through the operation of the CoCP and the DCO 
requirements, RBG will be able to see that the outcome it is seeking is met. 

 

Greenwich 
Deadline 4 
Response to 
CL2.8 (page 5) 
REP4-014  

4.4 LB of Southwark [REP4-017] and LB of 
Hackney [REP4-019] raise concerns about 
what is the difference between the terms 
‘not materially worse than’ and ‘not 
environmentally worse than’.  
 
Please can the Applicant provide 
clarification on this point? 
 

See discussion under agenda item 4.2 

 

 

 

4.5 Further to the response from LB of 
Newham in relation to SWQ CL2.4 [REP4-
012], regarding the two new environmental 
appraisals submitted at D3, please can the 
Applicant respond to LB of Newham’s 
concerns about the character of any noise 
produced during the concrete segment 
manufacturing process and whether this 
has been considered? In addition, please 

Rupert Thornley Taylor made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 

• The noise associated with the concrete segment manufacturing facility is not 
expected to have the characteristics such as tonal or impulsive character that 
are referred to in BS 5228-1:2009-A1:2014 as being capable of making the noise 
less acceptable.  
 

• If there were such characteristics that necessitated further mitigation, there 
would be scope for further mitigation in that the sound insulation of the building 

REP3-030 PCC 
Plan Appraisal 
pages 31-47 
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can the Applicant explain whether effects 
of any identified characteristics could be 
mitigated at source? This is particularly 
important given the aspiration to work 24/7 
at this facility. 
 

which will house the plant has, in the assessment, been assumed to be the 
standard cladding found on industrial buildings. A greater degree of sound 
insulation would be achievable with a cladding of greater weight. 
 

• As this facility forms part of the construction site it comes within the scope of 
Sections 60 and Section 61 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974, and the local 
authority therefore has the power, when the contractor makes a prior consent 
application according to S61, to require additional mitigation if it considers that 
further best practicable means can be employed to reduce the noise. 
Alternatively similar powers can be used through S60. 

 
• It will also be able to be controlled through the Noise and Vibration Management 

Plan required under the CoCP. 
 

ACTION POINT 5 

Please can the Applicant provide confirmation that the characteristics of noise 
emanating from the proposed concrete segment manufacturing plant would not 
cause any noise issues, together with the technical justification for this conclusion? 
 
APPLICANT RESPONSE 
 
As described in Section 4.5 above, the proposed concrete segment manufacturing 
plant is not expected to emit noise with a tonal or impulsive character. However, 
noise characteristics would be covered in the Section 61 application which would 
accord with BS5228 that requires the consideration of character. The cladding of the 
building will be selected to ensure that noise levels do not result in materially new or 
materially different environmental effects than those reported in the ES. Should 
sound insulation be required in addition to the standard cladding proposed, this would 
be approved by the London Borough of Newham as the LPA. 
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5. AIR QUALITY  

5.1 Without discussing detailed drafting of 
various parts of the requirement (which 
can be considered at the DCO Hearing on 
Wednesday 29 March), please can the 
host authorities provide a summary of their 
views on new R7 in the dDCO [REP4-026] 
(as far as they address air quality impacts 
arising from traffic and air quality 
monitoring and mitigation)? 
 
 

Michael Humphries QC noted the Boroughs' comments and advised that these 
points would be picked up in the ongoing discussions. These are also discussed in 
the Written Summary for the DCO hearing of 29 March. 

 

 

3.1.6 DCO 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 

 

5.2 Please can the neighbouring authorities 
provide their views on the 
updated/combined Monitoring and 
Mitigation Strategy [REP4-046], initially in 
relation to whether the proposed 
monitoring locations now cover all of the 
areas that they have raised as being of 
concern, including Old Kent Road, New 
Kent Road and Tower Bridge (LB of 
Southwark); Wick Road, Kenworthy Road, 
Cassland Road, Victoria Park Road as 
well as the A12 (LB of Hackney); B218, 
A21, A2212 (LB of Lewisham). 
 
 

Stephen Pyatt and Professor Duncan Laxen made the following points on behalf 
of the Applicant: 

• The Assessed Case indicates that the Scheme would have very small changes in 
traffic flows on these roads. 

• In all cases the changes would be 1% or less – with the exception of the A12 and 
Tower Bridge (2%). The roads are some distance from the site of the Scheme 
(4.8 km to 9.6km, by road) and the effects on traffic and air quality will be 
minimal.  

• Monitoring of traffic flows is planned at some of these locations in response to 
stakeholder requests, namely Old Kent Road and Tower Bridge (LB Southwark) 
and Wick Road, Kenworthy Road, Cassland Road, Victoria Park Road and the 
A12 (LB Hackney). No further air quality monitoring is planned as forecast 
changes are so small and in the event of any impacts being experienced on the 
remaining locations they would also be picked up elsewhere at other monitoring 
sites along the A12 as shown in appendix B of the M&MS. 

• The proposed air quality monitoring covers the main routes which will be 
sufficient to determine the scheme performance; it is not necessary to undertake 
monitoring on all roads on the network to determine whether the scheme is 

8.84.2 
Monitoring and 
Mitigation 
Strategy 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 
Figure A-1 and 
Table A-1 
monitoring 
locations 

 

REP3-032 Air 
Quality 
Modelling in 
Southwark and 
Lewisham note. 
Appendix 8 
(pages 12-22) 
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operating as expected. The air quality monitoring along with traffic information will 
be used in the review of the scheme impacts which will ultimately determine 
whether the scheme has led to a material worsening of air quality. 

• The air quality monitoring will not be capable of picking up very small changes in 
traffic flows. There would be changes in measured concentrations at monitoring 
sites from year to year as a result of variations in meteorological conditions 
alone.  The impact of year to year variation in meteorological conditions would 
have a much greater impact on monitored concentrations than small changes in 
traffic flows.  Accordingly, in many cases it is more effective to monitor traffic 
conditions, as this is a more accurate means to identify whether the scheme is 
performing as anticipated.  

• Paragraph 3.7.4 of the M&MS outlines the rationale of where air quality 
monitoring are to be located (as listed below).  The locations of the air quality 
monitors within Appendix B of the M&MS therefore reflect this guidance.  
 
a) where the Scheme is forecast to bring about a change in air quality in excess 
of 0.4 µg/m3 where annual mean concentrations are above the national air quality 
objective value;  
b) where the Scheme could lead to traffic diverting to alternative routes which 
were not foreseen in the original assessment; and  
c) to ensure the monitoring locations are representative of relevant exposure at 
sensitive receptors. 

• The applicant does not consider it necessary to monitor air quality on all roads 
particularly where the scheme impacts on traffic flows are small. Should the 
scheme not be operating as anticipated this would be shown as a result of the 
traffic flows on the Silvertown and Blackwall tunnels, much more clearly than the 
wider road network. 

• Notwithstanding this, the M&MS is not fixed; if the refreshed assessment prior to 
Scheme opening showed that there was an impact in the locations the boroughs 
have requested, these locations would be added to the monitoring programme. 
Furthermore paragraph 3.11 of the M&MS states that when reviewing annual 
monitoring reports, STIG will review the monitoring programme and make 
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recommendations to TfL for changes where appropriate. 

• As detailed in the MMS the air quality monitoring is one part of the evidence base 
that will be used to determine whether the Scheme is operating as 
anticipating.  The monitoring along with traffic information will be used in the 
review of the Scheme impacts which will ultimately determine whether the 
Scheme has led to a material worsening of air quality. 

• The Applicant does not consider it necessary to monitor air quality on all roads 
particularly where the Scheme impacts on traffic flows are small. Should the 
Scheme not be operating as anticipated this would be shown as a result of the 
traffic flows on the Silvertown and Blackwall tunnels, much more clearly than the 
wider road network. 

• It is therefore not considered likely that there would be significant traffic changes 
and hence emissions on roads outside of the those the applicant has proposed to 
monitor air quality.   

In response to queries from Rebecca Moore raised at the Open Floor Hearing as to 
whether the pollution levels are 2.5 times higher than EU limits on Siebert Road, the 
Applicant responds as follows:  

• In terms of the figure quoted, the Applicant understands that the No to Silvertown 
group carried out monitoring over one month in January 2014 on the road on the 
other side of the A102 from Siebert Road (Bramshot Avenue) where the nitrogen 
dioxide concentration was 102ug/m3. Whilst this is undoubtedly high, current 
monitoring guidance (Diffusion Tubes for Ambient NO2 Monitoring: Practical 
Guidance) issued by DEFRA suggests that a minimum of 6 months monitoring 
must be carried out in order to produce reliable results. Best practice detailed in 
LAQM TG.16 suggests monitoring results should be bias-adjusted as well as 
annualised (if the survey is less than 9 months in duration) to allow comparison 
with the annual mean objective.  

• Winter time concentrations of NO2 are significantly higher than summertime 
concentrations, and a six month bias adjusted survey at this location would have 
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undoubtedly shown lower concentrations.  

• In addition, monitoring undertaken by RB Greenwich and published in their ‘Air 
Quality Annual Status Report for 2015’ indicates that annual mean 
concentrations of NO2 measured at Siebert Road (Monitor ID: GW23) between 
2010 and 2015 ranged between 39.4 to 48.6 ug/m3. 

 

5.3 Please could the Applicant and LB of 
Southwark provide an update to the Panel 
explaining whether LB of Southwark's 
concerns that Chapter 2 of the draft 
Monitoring and Mitigation Strategy [REP4-
046], which includes a feasibility study for 
the pre-opening mitigation measures 
would be expanded to include the area 
which is of concern to the LB of Southwark 
(along the A200)? 
 
 

Billy Parr made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• The measures outlined in the M&MS at Appendix F are not an exhaustive list and 
represent some of the measures that could be used to mitigate Air Quality 
impacts.  

• It is not consider necessary to undertake a feasibility study of pre-opening 
mitigation. The traffic management measures have all been implemented on the 
network previously and their impacts on traffic flows are well understood; these 
measures have the potential to improve air quality. We have tested the impacts of 
variations to the user charge (and will continue to do so as part of the refreshed 
assessment).  

• Localised measures around junctions which improve the flow reduce congestion 
could potentially be to mitigate impacts locally, these are well understood traffic 
measures which have the potential to improve air quality.  

• Where mitigation is required to address an adverse scheme impact, TfL will 
undertake an assessment of the form of mitigation to be implemented and its likely 
impacts in conjunction with the affected STIG member/s. This applies to mitigation 
pre- and post-opening, for all locations (hence included the A200 if appropriate).  

• In addition, we have included monitoring on the A200 in the form of three diffusion 
tube sites (identification DT20, DT21, DT22). 

8.84.2 
Monitoring and 
Mitigation 
Strategy 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 
Appendix F and 
Figure B-1 AQ 
monitoring 
locations 

 

 

5.4 Please can the neighbouring authorities 
(LBs of Southwark; Hackney; Lewisham 

Michael Humphries QC made the following points on behalf of the Applicant in REP3-016 
Written 
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and Bexley), provide an update to the 
Panel regarding whether there is 
agreement over the additional modelling 
work provided by the Applicant, which was 
the subject of the Panel’s SWQ AQ2.4, in 
respect of whether the new information 
provides any comfort in relation to whether 
the proposed development would impact 
their ability to achieve EU Limit Values?  
 
LBs of Southwark and Lewisham stated at 
D4 that the scheme would affect their 
LAQM and EU responsibilities. 
 
 

response to comments from Jenny Bates / Friends of the Earth and the Panel: 

• An exceedance of the EU limit value at a single receptor which is the result of the 
Scheme does not mean that the Scheme is illegal as claimed by Ms Bates. If that 
interpretation was correct, it would prevent any regeneration Scheme from coming 
forward in East London. The Applicant would also refer to its response to item 
4.12 of the January Environmental ISH on this topic. 

• The NPS NN requires the Applicant's to provide evidence of the carbon 
impact of the project and an assessment against the Government’s carbon 
budgets (para. 5.16-5.19). This assessment is reported in the Applicant's 
Energy and Carbon Statement (APP-098) 

Professor Duncan Laxen made the following point on behalf of the Applicant: 

• The Applicant acknowledges that health impact can occur at levels below 40 
micograms. This was taken into account in the Health and Equalities Impact 
Assessment (APP-090), including the Update to that document submitted at 
Deadline 2 (REP2-041) 

ACTION POINT 6 

East Greenwich Residents sought information on local monitoring plans said to be 
completed by Easter and No to Silvertown asked the Applicant, in respect of the Ultra 
Low Emission Zone (ULEZ), to clarify suggestions that the approach roads to the 
Blackwall Tunnel would be exempted from this designated area. Please can the 
Applicant provide a response to these requests? 

APPLICANT RESPONSE 

Extended ULEZ 

The Applicant will be working with London boroughs to develop the boundary for the 
extended ULEZ in detail over the summer, including in relation to the Blackwall 
Tunnel, as such no decision on this suggestion has yet been made. Furthermore, a 
consultation including detailed plans will be held in Autumn 2017 and a decision early 

Summary for Air 
Quality, Noise 
and other 
Environmental 
Issues ISH on 18 
January 2017  

REP3-032 Air 
Quality 
Modelling in 
Southwark and 
Lewisham note. 
Appendix 8 
(pages 12-22) 

APP-098 Energy 
and Carbon 
Statement  
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2018 on the final Scheme.  The Applicant also wishes to re-emphasis the fact that the 
extended ULEZ is a separate, currently undefined future Scheme. 

Regardless of the outcome of the final extended ULEZ proposals, it is to be expected 
that London, and particularly the east and south east sub-region, will change 
significantly over the coming years. This is one of the reasons that TfL has developed 
a flexible approach to setting and varying the user charges, as set out in Charging 
Policies and Procedures (CPAP) (REP4-039). As set out in section 3.2 of CPAP , TfL 
will refresh its assessment of the Scheme around 2 years before Scheme opening in 
order to set the initial charges in line with the Policies set out in that section. In 
refreshing this assessment, TfL would take account of changes to the Reference 
Case including any ULEZ impacts.  
 

Neighbourhood Enhancement Area 

The GLA, in their Local Impact Report (REP1-029) suggested that Low Emission 
Neighbourhood type measures be considered for the Scheme to mitigate the impacts 
on areas experiencing a deterioration in air quality.  
The applicant responded to this point within Comments on Borough Local Impact 
Reports and Written Representations (REP2-035) stating that, whilst such mitigation 
is not required as part of the Scheme, the Applicant will discuss with the host 
boroughs the scope for Low Emission Neighbourhood type measures and if 
appropriate these mitigation measures would be secured by a legal agreement with 
the relevant boroughs and implemented alongside the Scheme. 
  
The applicant has since progressed a study (lead by Arup consultants) to investigate 
measures to enhance air quality and improve the neighbourhood environments in 
both LB Newham and RB Greenwich. This study has involved a site visit by 
specialists, review of the scheme traffic and air quality data, consideration of local 
planning policy and outline planning applications/masterplan developments within the 
area. Workshop sessions and consultation with local borough officers and community 
groups has also been undertaken to get views on a range of suggested 
neighbourhood enhancement measures. 
 
The study is now concluding and the recommended measures have been identified. 
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The legal agreement with LB Newham and RB Greenwich will be updated to include 
scope for Neighbourhood Enhancements relating to air quality, subject to the 
agreement of the boroughs.  
 

ACTION POINT 7 

LB Newham has raised the need for air quality mitigation for flats at first floor level in 
the Hoola building. Please provide a justification for not undertaking any feasibility 
work for such mitigation.  

The London Borough of Newham (LB Newham) has raised on a number of occasions 
the need to further mitigate the Hoola development in terms of air quality. In their 
Local Impact Report (REP1-014) the LB Newham suggested that a form of 
specialised ventilation system be installed at the Hoola development as a site specific 
mitigation.   
 
Firstly, it should be noted that the Scheme has embedded air quality mitigation in the 
form of the user charge and a commitment has been made to only use Euro VI buses 
through the tunnel.  
 
However, in response to these concerns raised by LB Newham, the applicant 
undertook additional detailed air quality modelling and submitted a technical note 
outlining the impact of the scheme on the Hoola development at Deadline 3 (REP3-
031, Appendix 5 of Appendices 1-6 to Written, Summary for Air Quality, noise and 
other Environmental Issues ISH of 18 January 2017).  
 
The note highlighted that the air quality modelling undertaken at the Hoola 
development as reported in the Environmental Statement is a conservative 
assessment. This is because the roads in the air quality model were assumed to be 
at ground level and receptor height was assumed to be 1.5m above ground floor level 
in accordance with best practice assumptions. 
 
However, in reality the residential receptors within the Hoola Development are 
located at first floor level (above a reception and gym) at a height of approximately 
5m above Tidal Basin Road Roundabout. The emissions from the Tidal Basin Road 
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Roundabout have therefore been modelled as being significantly closer to residential 
receptors than will be the case in practice. Increased distance from the source of 
emissions to the receptor would result in increased dispersion and lower 
concentrations. 
 
In addition, whilst the Environmental Statement assumes an opening year of 2021, it 
is considered likely that this would be nearer to 2023 (as explained in the 
Environmental Statement. Background concentrations are predicted to be lower in 
2023 (compared with 2021).  
 
Therefore, the note concluded that by adopting receptor heights that reflect the reality 
and a more realistic opening year, it is unlikely that there would be any exceedances 
of the AQS Objectives at the Hoola as a result of the Scheme.  
 
In response to REP3-031, LB Newham has highlighted that there are no controls 
imposed through the DCO that would prevent the scheme opening earlier than 2023. 
The Applicant acknowledges that with the adjusted receptor heights (which the 
applicant considers is still conservative given the road layout around Hoola), the first 
floor receptors are predicted to exceed the AQS objectives in 2021. However, given 
the evidence provided by the Applicant that the length of the exceedance period is 
predicted to be short (approximately two years if the Scheme opened in 2021) and 
the scheme does not lead to an overall significant impact on air quality, the 
installation of ventilation at the Hoola development is not considered a proportionate 
or reasonable mitigation measure.  
 
The table below sets out the modelled annual mean concentrations based on the 5m 
first floor height.  
 
Modelled annual mean NO2 at first floor height (5m) on the West Tower of the Hoola 
Development with the Silvertown Tunnel (Assessed Case).  
 

Year  Assessed Case 
Annual Mean NO2 
(μg/m³) at 5m  

2021 41.5 
2023 39.6 
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It should also be noted that the assessment is based on current air quality forecast 
information and does not consider the impact of any measures that the Mayor, Defra 
or the local authority may put forward to improve air quality more generally in the 
future to comply with AQS Objectives or EU Limit Values as a result of the high court 
challenge. This also illustrates why the applicant believes the assessment is 
conservative. 
 
 
 
  
 

6. GEOLOGY, SOILS AND CONTAMINATED LAND  

6.1 The host authorities and the EA consider 
that the approval by the Local Planning 
Authorities (LPAs), of a remediation 
statement prior to commencing 
construction should be the subject of a 
requirement, as well as the approval of a 
verification report prior to the various parts 
of the proposed development becoming 
operational. The EA have proposed draft 
wording for the requirement. The Panel 
notes the reasons why the Applicant has 
not included it in its D4 dDCO [REP4-026], 
as provided in [REP4-057], but notes that 
the agreement of the EA to include these 
details within the CoCP/Protective 
Provisions had not been obtained by D4. 
Has agreement been obtained?  
 
The Panel notes also the view of host 
boroughs that a specific requirement 

Further to ongoing discussions with the Boroughs and the EA, the Applicant has 
agreed that provision in relation to these matters can be incorporated into the DCO 
and has presented its preferred version of the wording for this requirement at 
Deadline 6.  

This continues to be discussed with the Boroughs and the EA, and it is anticipated 
that the wording can be presented as an agreed position at Deadline 7. 

3.1.6 DCO 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 
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would be preferable so that they can be 
sure that verification requirements are 
met. For the avoidance of doubt, the Panel 
has included a suggested requirement 
based upon the EA’s wording for the 
remediation statement and verification 
report in its recommended DCO being 
published at D5. 
 

7. NOISE AND VIBRATION 

7.1 Please can the host authorities provide 
their views on the draft noise and vibration 
mitigation scheme, Appendix H of the 
updated CoCP [REP4-036]? 

 

• The Applicant had no furthers comments in response to the points made by 
the host boroughs. 

3.1.6 DCO 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 

 

7.2 

 

Further to the Applicant’s report on the 
520 Overheight Vehicles (OHV) Scenario 
Noise Impacts [REP4-047], please can the 
Applicant explain where the dwellings that 
would experience a minor increase in 
night-time road traffic noise and the 
dwellings that would experience a minor 
increase in night-time noise are located? 
Is any mitigation being proposed in the 
event that this higher number of Heavy 
Good Vehicles (HGVs) does indeed travel 
northbound through the proposed 
development, should the Order be made? 

 

Rupert Thornely Taylor made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• The following has been presented across the ES (Chapter 14 [APP 031]) and the 

520 OHV note [REP 4-047] in relation to the noise impacts associated with the 
520 Overheight Vehicle scenario.  

 
Assessment 
Case 

No 
Change 

0.1 - 2.9 
increase 

(Negligible) 

3.0 - 4.9 
increas
e 

(Minor) 

4.0 – 9.9 
increase 

(Moderate) 

ES Data 230 2,563 6 0 
520 OHV 798 2,784 9 0 

 

 In summary, the difference between the ES and 520 OHV results is as follows:  

REP4-047 
520 Over-Height 
Vehicles (OHV) 
Scenario Noise 
Impacts  
 
 
 
REP1-166 
Appendix E to 
FWQ NV Report 
Appendix E: 
Hoola Noise 
Technical Note 
pages 89-90 
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 No change additional 568 receptors in band,  
 0.1 – 2.9 additional 221 receptors in band 
 3.0 – 4.9 additional 3 (Minor) receptors in band 

 
• In the 520 OHV scenario 3 additional dwellings (over the ES case) experience a 

Minor increase in road traffic noise and these are located in the Hoola Building 
(Eastern Tower) 
 

• The additional dwellings are flats 305,405 and 506 in the Hoola Eastern tower 
which are on the southern elevation of the 3rd, 4th and 5th floors. 

 
• The other 6 receptors represented in both the ES and the 520 OHV scenarios 

are 105, 106, 205, 206, 306 and 406 on the 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th floors of the 
Hoola Eastern Tower. 

 
• The existing mitigation implemented into the design of the Hoola Development 

would be sufficient for the internal noise levels specified within the Hoola 
developments planning conditions (Application number 14/01128/VAR 
Conditions 33 and 34) to be met as detailed in Technical Note Noise and 
Vibration Noise Impact upon Hoola Development [REP 1-166] even with the 
Scheme and with 520 OHVs. 

 
• On this basis, no additional mitigation is identified to be necessary through the 

assessments undertaken of the 520 OHV’s. 
 

 
7.3 Please can the Applicant define the terms 

used in R12(5) “materially new” and 
“materially worse adverse environmental 
effects” in the Interpretation (Requirement 
1)? There are various terms (including 
these and those addressed in agenda 
items 4.3 and 4.4 above) that the 
Applicant is currently using in the dDCO 

See response to agenda item 4.2. 
. 
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and various schemes and plans and the 
Panel requires the terms to be 
standardised throughout, with 
explanations and clarification regarding 
why different terms are used in different 
contexts. 

 
7.4 Please can the Applicant and LB of 

Newham provide an update to the Panel 
on whether there is agreement regarding 
the need for noise monitoring and 
mitigation for the potentially adversely 
affected flats at the Hoola Development?  

Are these flats likely to be the subject of 
the sound-proofing insulation schemes or 
re-housing mitigation proposed in the draft 
Construction Noise and Vibration 
Scheme? 

 

Rupert Thornely Taylor made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• The Hoola development has been constructed with a façade providing a modern 

standard of high quality sound insulation. The need for this has arisen not only 
from the presence of road traffic noise outside the buildings, but also the 
proximity of the approach and departure routes of aircraft using London City 
Airport.  
 

• The location of City Airport so close to the development is also why monitoring at 
this location for effects of the Scheme would not be possible, as any results 
would be affected by noise from the airport. 
  

• In this context, it is not predicted that the buildings in the Hoola Development will 
not be eligible for noise insulation in the Silvertown Tunnel scheme (which is 
assessed on the basis of outdoor noise predictions), but even if they were, the 
buildings already have the sound insulation and ventilation provision that such a 
scheme would provide. 

 
• This has been considered in detail in the Applicant’s technical note on noise 

impacts at Hoola submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-166). 
 

 

REP1-166 
Appendix E to 
FWQ NV Report 
Appendix E: 
Hoola Noise 
Technical Note 
pages 89-90 

8. HEALTH, SAFETY AND SECURITY 
 
8.1 Please can RB of Greenwich provide an 

update on when the Brenntag application 
to modify its Hazardous Substances 

Michael Humphries QC made the following points on behalf of the Applicant:  
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Consent (HSC) is likely to be determined? • The Applicant currently understands that Brenntag are discussing the 

conditions proposed by HSE on this site, so there may be further delay in the 

2012 consent being decided. 

• The Applicant's position was set out in the Update Note at Deadline 5.  

• The Secretary of State is entitled to grant consent taking account of the risks 

and giving careful consideration to HSE's advice. At the Brenntag site it is 

relevant that the hazardous materials are not actually stored in a location that 

gives rise to a hazardous substance risk, but with the storage location is not 

constrained by the terms of the current deemed hazardous substances 

consent.  

• The Applicant has indicated it will submit further information at Deadline 6 to 

enable the Secretary of State to consider the extent to which the Scheme 

materially alters the current number of people using the A102 that are 

exposed to the risks associated with the Brenntag site.  

8.2 Further to the Health and Safety Executive 
(HSE)’s response to the Panel’s SWQs 
[REP4-002], please could the Applicant 
and HSE provide an update regarding 
whether there is yet agreement in respect 
of the draft wording for the Grampian style 
Requirements that would be required, in 
view of HSE’s ongoing advice in respect of 
this application? 

 

Michael Humphries QC made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• The Applicant’s revisions to first limb of the requirement in the Update Note 

at DL5 (REP5-004) reflects HSE’s own suggestion that the proposed 

requirement should prevent the tunnel from opening until the HSC has been 

modified or revoked.  (See the HSE’s Written Rep. para 6.14 (REP1-080)). 

• The Applicant maintains that the second limb of the requirement is necessary 

so that the Secretary of State can take the ultimate decision as to whether it 

is safe for the tunnel to open in the event that the hazardous substances are 

Applicant’s 
Update Note 
(section 4, pp. 9-
14) (REP5-004) 
 
 
HSE’s 
submission at 
DL5 (REP5-015) 
 
 
HSE’s Written 
Rep. paragraphs 
6.11 and 6.14) 
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still in place in their current form by the time the scheme is ready to open.  

 This matter is discussed further in the Written Summary of Case from the DCO 

Hearing of 29 March also submitted at Deadline 6. 

ACTION POINT 11 

Whilst this point was not raised in the ISH, the Panel would be grateful if the HSE 

could explain why, as they state that their advice regarding the East Greenwich 

Gasholder (EGG) site is provided in accordance with government stated policy, (as 

contained in Planning Practice Guidance on hazardous substances paragraph 068), 

whether (a) any change to this document is likely to occur in the foreseeable future; 

(b) why do they consider it to be “policy” as it appears to be entitled “guidance” on the 

gov.uk website; and (c) as their advice is based on guidance/(policy?), not legislation, 

whether, in their view, in the light of the discussions that have been held at the ISHs 

for the Silvertown Tunnel project, they consider that their interpretation of this 

paragraph of the planning guidance document may be too restrictive in terms of the 

advice that they can offer in situations such as this? 

APPLICANT RESPONSE 

Although this Action Point is directed to the HSE, the Applicant wishes to comment 

as follows: 

The Applicant has made submissions on why it considers the HSE's guidance has 

resulted in advice against the Scheme which overestimates the risks associated with 

the EGGS and Brenntag sites (see the Applicant's Update Note (REP5-004 pages 9 

(REP1-080). 
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– 14)). Two further points are particularly relevant to the HSE's assessment of the 

risks associated with the Brenntag site.  

Basis of Consultation Zone 

The consultation zone (CZ) for the Brenntag site has been drawn on the basis of the 

current deemed hazardous substance consent (HSC) for the site. This is explained in 

paragraphs 3.7 to 3.19 of the HSE's written representation (REP1-080). We 

recognise that this approach is consistent with the HSE's Land Use Planning 

Methodology, but the Applicant considers that, in this instance, this approach results 

in an overly pessimistic conclusion.  As noted in the Applicant's Update Note, the 

deemed HSC for the site does not reflect the reality of the locations in which the 

hazardous substances are actually stored on the site, and therefore the Applicant 

questions whether it is the most appropriate basis on which to determine the 

consultation zone.  

Application of HSE's Development Typology 

For the purposes of its assessment, the HSE has treated the proposed development 

as 'Development type DT2.3 (major transport links – motorway, dual carriageway). - 

see paragraph 3.27 of the HSE's written representation and Table 2 of the HSE's 

Land Use Planning Methodology. This results in the Scheme being given a 'Level 2' 

sensitivity level.  

The Applicant considers this approach is overly restrictive as it effectively treats the 

Scheme as if it were a new dual carriageway being constructed immediately adjacent 
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to the Brenntag site. In fact, the Scheme in this location would be more accurately 

described as an alteration to the existing A102 which runs adjacent to the Brenntag 

site. For this reason, the Applicant considers it would have been more appropriate in 

this context to apply Rule 4b of the HSE's Land Use Planning Methodology (see 

paragraph 51 of Appendix 9 of the HSE's written representation (REP1-086)).  

Rule 4b states:  

" If the proposal is for an extension to an existing development, and the 

proposed extension is of the same Development Type as the existing 

development that is going to be extended. And the population at the 

development will not increase by more than 10% (or, if the population data 

is not readily available, the total floor area will not increase by more than 

10%), the consultation should be treated as though the proposed extension 

had a Sensitivity Level one less than the Sensitivity Level of the existing 

(i.e. not that of the proposed) development. 

If this results in a reduced Sensitivity Level, which combined with the zone 

that the extension is in, produces a Do Not Advise Against response, then 

this will replace the initial Advise Against response." 

Had this rule been applied, it would have resulted in the Scheme being given a 'Level 

1' sensitivity which, according to the decision matrix, would have resulted in a Do Not 

Advise Against.  

The HSE's guidance appears to requires the HSE to treat the development as type 
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DT2.3 as if it were a new highway, but the Applicant considers this illustrates the 

overly restrictive nature of that guidance in the present circumstances. It is for this 

reason that the Applicant considers the Secretary of State has grounds to come to a 

different conclusion to the HSE when determining the DCO application.  

Notwithstanding this position, the Applicant has provided its preferred drafting for a 

Grampian-style requirement if the Secretary of State considers development consent 

should be granted subject to such a requirement. 

8.3 Please could HSE provide an update and 
clarification to the Panel on its advice to 
the LPA in respect of the Studio 338 
application to re-build the night club, 
recommending that it is refused on public 
safety grounds? 

n/a  

8.4 Please could the Applicant and HSE 
provide an update in respect of the 
licensed explosive storage site at (or near) 
Thames Wharf. Has agreement now been 
obtained on this matter, in terms of 
whether the facility would have to cease 
operating during construction and/or 
whether it would be re-located? 

Michael Humphries QC made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• An explosive licence is personal to a license holder rather than a site. 

• In this case, the relevant licence is held by General Marine Ltd.  

• Some time before the application for the Scheme, General Marine Ltd sold the 

freehold of the site and took back a short term tenancy. 

• General Marine Ltd is currently in the process of relocating their operations.  

 

9. TERRESTRIAL ECOLOGY  

9.1 Please can the Applicant and RB of 
Greenwich provide an update on progress 
regarding the proposed s106 agreement 
that would secure the funds required for 
providing the offsite ecological mitigation, 

Michael Humphries QC made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 

• The financial contribution for the biodiversity offsetting itself is agreed in the legal 
agreement between RBG and TfL. This legal agreement sets out that RBG must 
distribute these funds in line with the Biodiversity Action Plan and Mitigation 

 
Legal agreement 
Schedule 3, 
1.1.1 and 1.1.2 
[REP4-052 

82330468.1\DO03 41 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001482-TfL%208.91%20SWQ%20DCO%20Wording%20DC%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001482-TfL%208.91%20SWQ%20DCO%20Wording%20DC%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001482-TfL%208.91%20SWQ%20DCO%20Wording%20DC%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001482-TfL%208.91%20SWQ%20DCO%20Wording%20DC%20Report.pdf


 

including its maintenance and 
management? The Panel notes that the 
draft s106 was submitted by the Applicant 
as part of its responses to the Panel’s 
SWQs on DCO matters [REP4-052]. 

 

Strategy (BAP MS) 
 

• TfL and RBG are working to agree an additional sum for the purposes of 
administrating the biodiversity offsetting contribution.  
 

Discussions are on-going with the boroughs in relation to these agreements, as is 
explained in the Written Summary of Case from the DCO Hearing of 29 March.  
 
 

Appendix A] 
 
 
BAP MS REP4-
033, Annex 1, 
page 49 

9.2 Further to Natural England (NE)’s 
response to SWQ TE2.2 [REP4-011], 
please can the Applicant and NE provide 
an update regarding whether there is 
agreement on how ecological mitigation 
could be retained in-situ on land that is 
subject to temporary possession and/or 
off-site, in the long term? 

 

Caroline Soubry Smith made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• This matter is agreed with Natural England as can be seen from the Statement 

of Common Ground submitted at Deadline 5.  
• There are two different aspects being discussed in this question – “land that is 

subject to temporary possession” and “off-site ecological mitigation”. 
 
Temporary Land Take 

• Landscaping on temporary land does not mitigate the effects of permanent 
residual habitat loss as result of the Scheme. 

• Temporary land take would be returned to landowners in its previous state and 
condition and will be examined by a Suitably Qualified Ecologist (SQE). This is 
secured in the revised Outline Ecology Management Plan submitted at DL6. 
 
On site permanent land take 

• The Landscaping Plan secured in the DCO sets out the permanent habitat 
creation within the Order Limits in both Silvertown and Greenwich.  

• Landscaping that is within the highway boundary of the Transport for London 
Network (present and future) following construction of the Scheme will be 
maintained as part of TFL’s general highways management duties.  

• The BAP MS includes management techniques for the habitats that are 
implemented. 
 
Off Site mitigation 

• The BAP MS project checklist and application form requires the biodiversity 
offsetting project applicant to implement, manage and maintain the biodiversity 
offsetting project.  

SocG REP5-
005, Section 4.5, 
page 30 
 
Applicants 
Update Note 
[REP5-004 
Section 3.1.9, 
page 8] 
 
8.88 
Landscaping 
Plan REP4-049 
 
BAP MS REP4-
033, Annex 1, 
page 49 
 
6.10.4 CoCP 
Appendix H: 
Outline 
Environmental 
Management 
Plan submitted 
at Deadline 6 
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9.3 Further to the Applicant’s revised CoCP 

[REP4-036], please can the host boroughs 
and NE provide their views on the content 
and level of detail within the outline 
ecology management plan (Appendix G to 
this document)? 

 

Caroline Soubry Smith made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• NE reviewed the OEMP submitted at Deadline 4 and requested some minor 

amendments.  
• The OEMP has been accordingly amended at Deadline 6 and the OEMP is 

therefore agreed with NE. 
 

6.10.4 CoCP 
Appendix H: 
Outline 
Environmental 
Management 
Plan submitted 
at Deadline 6 

 
10. MARINE ECOLOGY  

10.1 Further to the EA’s response to SWQ 
ME2.1 [REP4-001], please can the EA 
provide their views on the adequacy and 
conclusions of the TfL report that was 
submitted to them on 24 February 2017 
regarding the likely ecological impacts of 
the NAABSA refurbishment works? 

 

N/A 
 

 
 
 

10.2 Further to NE’s response to SWQ ME2.5 
[REP4-001] regarding the recommended 
Marine Conservation Zone (rMCZ), please 
can the Applicant and NE provide an 
update regarding the matter of the surveys 
that would be conducted six months prior 
to construction commencing, in order to 
determine the presence of potential 
suitable habitat for Lagoon Sea Slug? 
Have these matters now been agreed and 
if so where are they secured? 
 

Natalie Frost made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• This matter is agreed with Natural England as set out in the Statement of 

Common Ground submitted at Deadline 5.  
 

• This demonstrates that there is agreement between the parties that there is an 
error in NE’s WR submitted at DL4. Lagoon sea slug is not a cited feature of the 
rMCZ. 
 

• The requirement to undertake further invertebrate survey/benthic surveys is now 
secured as condition 4 in the revised DML submitted at Deadline 4. 

 
 

SoCG REP5-
005, Section 4.8 
on page 40 
 
NE WR REP4-
011, ME2.5.1 
 
3.1.6 DCO 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 
Deemed Marine 
Licence 
condition 4  
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10.3 Please can the Applicant and the MMO 
provide an update on whether there would 
be a need for additional suspended 
sediment modelling and whether a scour 
and accretion monitoring and mitigation 
strategy would be necessary to be 
provided/agreed/secured? 

 

Caroline Soubry-Smith made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
  
• Further to discussions between the Applicant, the MMO and Cefas, it has been 

agreed that no further suspended sediment modelling is required. However 
MMO and Cefas requested additional information about the characteristics of the 
dredge material and method of dredging and this has been provided to them by 
the Applicant in a technical note which is also appended at xxx. 
  

• TfL believe that due to the level of design at this stage, the requirement for any 
monitoring and mitigation would best be determined when the detailed 
construction method of the dredging and marine elements of the scheme are 
submitted for approval to the MMO as required by condition 5 of the Deemed 
Marine Licence.  
This will ensure any monitoring/mitigation is proportionate and relevant to the 
scale of the works. 
 

 
 
 
3.1.6 DCO 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 
Deemed Marine 
Licence 
condition 5 

 

11. DREDGING AND NAVIGATION  
 
11.1 Further to the EA’s response to SWQ DN1 

[REP4-001], please can the Applicant and 
the EA provide an update regarding 
progress on committing to a maximum 
length of dredge excavation at any one 
time, and the placing of crushed stone on 
that section, before moving onto the next 
section? Where is this secured in the 
dDCO? 

 

Ian Gee made the following points on behalf of the Applicant, which also serve as a 
reply to Action Point 9: 
 
Any dredging activities (and the placing of materials) in the marine area as mentioned 
in agenda item 11.1 would be subject to a host of controls proposed to be secured by 
the dDCO. 

• Firstly, these activities would be ‘licensable marine activities’ and would therefore 
be subject to the controls contained in the dDML (Schedule 12 to the dDCO). The 
Applicant would need to submit to the MMO a method statement for approval 
under condition 5 of the dDML, setting out the detailed construction methodology 
for the proposed activities and comply with the approved details. The MMO can 
attach conditions to such approval. 

• In addition, the activities would also qualify as ‘specified works’ for the purposes 
of the protective provisions for the benefit of the Environment Agency (Part 5 of 
Schedule 13 to the dDCO) by virtue of being works or operations in a main river. 
As such, the Environment Agency would also have a ‘plan approval’ role in 
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relation to the proposed activities under paragraph 55 of Schedule 13 to the 
dDCO. It too can attach conditions to any approvals (paragraph 56 of Schedule 
13).  

• In conclusion, both the MMO and the Environment Agency would have sufficient 
controls so that any dredge excavation lengths they deem appropriate could be 
secured, together with sufficient safeguards over the placing of any crushed 
stone. 

11.2 Please can the Applicant and the EA 
provide an update regarding whether the 
investigative work/strengthening work that 
may be required on the three sections of 
river wall (zones 3, 6 and 7) have been 
agreed and secured in the dDCO? 

 

Ian Gee made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• In the Applicant’s assessment of existing river wall stability, specifically on the 

northern side of the river, existing asset record data has been used to investigate 
the impact of the proposed works. The asset record data is very poor and in 
some cases entirely missing. 

• In certain sections of river wall (zones 2,6,7 and 8), there is not enough record 
information available on the flood defences’ construction to demonstrate the 
stability of the walls at this point in time. 

• The applicant expects that in the event the Contractor wishes to use land in the 
way assumed in the Reference Design, then further assessments of wall stability 
may be necessary in areas where records may be deficient. In these 
circumstances it will be necessary to supplement missing asset record 
information via localised inspection, this will be undertaken to inform the 
assessment. 

• The proposed Protective Provisions provide that the Applicant must carry out 
certain surveys and assessments in respect of the river walls prior to 
commencing works which are likely to impact a river wall. 

• The proposed Protective Provisions also provide a mechanism by which the EA 
has ‘plan approval’ rights for works classified as ‘specified works’. The EA can, 
as part of giving any approvals, attach reasonable conditions which would 
include a requirement to implement any necessary protective works.  

Paragraphs 54 
and 56(2) of 
Schedule 13 to 
the dDCO 
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• These parts of the Protective Provisions are agreed with the EA. 

• The Applicant would also wish to clarify that the existence of missing asset 
records does not by itself suggest that strengthening works will be required. 

 

12. SURFACE WATER AND FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT  
 
12.1 Further to the EA’s response to SWQ 

SW2.2 [REP4-001], and the Applicant’s 
responses to SWQs on Surface Water and 
Flood Risk [REP4-062], which included a 
summary note on the feasibility and 
concepts for raising the river walls, please 
can the EA/Applicant provide an update on 
whether discussions with the Riparian 
Owner of Zone 12 of the river wall have 
resolved issues in relation to the rebuilding 
of this zone prior to construction work 
commencing? If so, is this the 
responsibility of the Applicant or the 
Riparian Owner? 

 

Ian Gee made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• As per the Applicant’s comments in its Deadline 5 Update Note (REP5-004) – 

the Applicant’s position is that it should only be responsible for maintenance to 
its existing condition, and not improvement, given the EA’s inaction in compelling 
landowners to bring their river walls up to standard before TfL get on site. 

• The Applicant maintains that the responsibility of rebuilding a deficient flood 
defence river wall in this part of the Thames remains with the riparian owner. 

• The Applicant understands that the EA is working with riparian owner to effect 
some repair work to the existing wall deficiencies in river wall zone 12. The 
details of the repair works have not been provided to the Applicant at the time of 
writing, however, it is our understanding that it is the Riparian Owner’s intention 
that these works will be completed prior to Scheme construction. 

• The Applicant also wishes to confirm that whilst it is in discussions with the 
Riparian Owner of river wall zone 12 for the Applicant to carry out these works, 
this would only be undertaken in lieu of compensation payment to that land 
interest, and would not be undertaken on any other basis. 

• As set out in the note, the Applicant believes it should be responsible only for 
maintenance of the river walls, and not for their rebuilding. Damage caused by 
the Scheme will be repaired by the Applicant. 

Following the hearing, and in response to Action Point 10, discussions between the 
EA and the Applicant have continued in respect of the river walls, and ensuring fit for 

Applicant’s 
Deadline 5 
Update Note 
REP5-004 pages 
16-19 

82330468.1\DO03 46 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001549-TfL%208.105%20Applicant's%20Update%20Note.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001549-TfL%208.105%20Applicant's%20Update%20Note.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001549-TfL%208.105%20Applicant's%20Update%20Note.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001549-TfL%208.105%20Applicant's%20Update%20Note.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010021/TR010021-001549-TfL%208.105%20Applicant's%20Update%20Note.pdf


 

purpose flood defence throughout the construction of the Scheme. The latest 
position is as follows:  

• The EA and the Applicant have, since the hearing, held a number of telephone 
conferences to discuss the issue of the river walls and the possibility of the 
Applicant implementing temporary  measures instead of bringing any deficient 
structures it takes possession of ‘up to standard’. The Applicant welcomes this 
in principle, but agreement depends on the nature of the obligation the EA is 
seeking in this regard. 

• The parties have not yet reached agreement on this point, but discussions will 
continue past Deadline 6 with a view to making progress before Deadline 7. A 
further update will be provided at that point. 

12.2 Please can the Applicant inform the Panel 
regarding when the assessment of the 4m 
stretch of this part of the river wall (that 
was missing from the river wall survey) will 
be carried out and made available to the 
Examination/the EA? 

 

Ian Gee made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• As identified by the Applicant’s survey, this section of wall is one which has been 

subject to a localised and bespoke repair by the landowner. Details of the repair 
have not been made available by the EA. This lack of information meant this 
section of wall was excluded from the assessment work.  

• The Applicant has attempted to obtain records of the nature of the repair from 
the landowner, and this information may or may not be forthcoming.  

• In common with sections of the wall further north, where full asset records are 
not available, any subsequent assessment works which are required to be 
undertaken prior to construction, to satisfy the EA, will be informed by further 
local inspection and exploratory investigation as necessary, in order to confirm 
the wall’s stability. 

• The proposed protective provisions allow for this subsequent assessment work, 
prior to construction, however, this will not be done prior to the close of the DCO 
Examination. This part of the Protective Provisions is agreed with the EA. 

 

Deadline 5 
Update Note 
REP5-004 
 
Paragraph 54 of 
Schedule 13 to 
the dDCO. 

12.3 Further to LB of Newham’s D4 response to 
SWQ SW2.4 [REP4-012], please can LB 

Ian Gee made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
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of Newham give an update to the Panel in 
respect of the Applicant’s proposals in 
relation to flood risk that do not meet LB of 
Newham’s standards? What matters are 
not agreed and is an acceptable solution 
likely to be agreed? 

 

• A Technical note has been provided to Newham on the drainage design 
proposals for the Scheme. 

• The Applicant concurs with Newham that this issue should be satisfactorily 
concluded. 

• Furthermore, Newham will have ultimate approval of the drainage design 
through Requirement 8 to the DCO. 

 
12.4 Further to RB of Greenwich’s response to 

SWQ SW2.4 [REP4-014], regarding the 
flood risk documents within the ES, please 
can RB of Greenwich and the Applicant 
provide an update in respect of the 
matters that RB of Greenwich identified 
remained the subject of the queries 
identified? 

 

Ian Gee made the point that Greenwich are in the same position as Newham in item 
12.3 above. 

 

12.5 Please can the Applicant and the EA 
provide an update in respect of 
outstanding flood risk matters that have 
not been agreed? 

 

Michael Humphries QC confirmed that the only issues outstanding with the EA are 
as set out in item 12.1 above. 

 

13. HERITAGE AND TOWNSCAPE 

13.1 Further to RB of Greenwich’s response to 
SWQ HT2.2 [REP4-014], please can RB 
of Greenwich and the Applicant provide an 
update on progress regarding the 
agreement of mitigation triggers for 
Greenwich Town Centre (including the 
Greenwich Maritime World Heritage Site) 
in the event that traffic diverts to the free 

Billy Parr made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• The Applicant’s assessment is that the Scheme would have a minimal impact on 

traffic levels, air quality and noise in the proximity of the World Heritage Site 
(‘WHS’) and Greenwich Town Centre. This is set out in the Applicant’s response 
to SWQ HT2.2 (REP4-060) and in the Summary of Traffic Impacts on Greenwich 
WHS note submitted at D2 (Appendix B of REP2-036).  
 

8.84.2 
Monitoring and 
Mitigation 
Strategy 
submitted at 
Deadline 6 

REP4-060 
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Rotherhithe tunnel. How would such 
unforeseen mitigation be funded? 

 

• The Applicant acknowledges that RB Greenwich has concerns about the impacts 
of the Scheme on the Town Centre and the WHS. Through Requirement 7 to the 
DCO and the Monitoring and Mitigation Strategy (MMS), the Applicant is 
committing to a refreshed assessment of impacts prior to opening, based on the 
latest available data, and to implementing mitigation to address any adverse 
impacts ahead of opening. This would include mitigation to address any impacts 
on the Town Centre or the WHS if this is determined to be necessary.   
 

• The Applicant is also committing to extensive monitoring of Scheme impacts 
once operational. Additional monitoring locations have been added to the MMS to 
ensure good coverage of this area, including traffic monitoring on the A200 Lower 
Road and A206 Romney Road and an air quality monitor in College Approach 
(Greenwich Town Centre). The MMS makes clear that relevant additional AQ and 
noise data collected by local authorities will be utilised.  

 
• The results of this monitoring will be included in the monitoring reports, which will 

be made available to all STIG members. In addition, mitigation triggers have 
been set for adjacent river crossings and local roads and the air quality data will 
be subject to an independent review. Should significant diversion to the 
Rotherhithe Tunnel occur, or Greenwich Town Centre or the WHS be otherwise 
adversely affected as a result of the Scheme, this will be very apparent and 
appropriate mitigation will be duly developed. 

 
• The MMS sets out at Appendix F a range of potential mitigation measures which 

could be implemented to address adverse Scheme impacts. This list is not 
exhaustive and additional measures of the type identified by RBG (such as 
improvements to pedestrian and cycling infrastructure) will be added to the next 
version of the document to ensure it is clear these measures could be delivered if 
there is an identified need.    

 
• RB Greenwich’s proposals for a specific Sustainable Transport type fund is not 

considered to be justified because the MMS already provides a robust basis for 
identifying and addressing adverse Scheme impacts, including at Greenwich 
Town Centre and the WHS. There is no evidence that is required and it would 
duplicate the processes set out in the MMS and is hence not considered to be 
deliverable.    

Applicant’s 
response to 
SWQ HT2.2 
 
REP2-036 
Appendix B: 
Summary of 
Traffic impacts 
on Greenwich 
WHS  
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• For these reasons, the Applicant also considers that providing for the Applicant to 

fund this through a legal agreement would not meet the planning tests for such 
contributions. 

 
14. ANY OTHER REMAINING COMMERCIAL ISSUES 

 
14.1 Further to the Applicant’s report on 

wharves (Wharves Access Impact 
Technical Note) [REP4-048], please can 
the Applicant and the PLA provide an 
update to the Panel regarding which 
existing wharf operators/wharf-side 
businesses would be adversely affected 
by the proposed development, due to the 
expiry of their existing short term lease(s), 
with little or no prospect of being relocated 
onto a similar site with wharf facilities? 

 
 

Richard Caten made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• Euromix do not operate from part of the wharf that is safeguarded. The company 

are also on a lease which expires in Summer 2017, and after this period, the 
Applicant understands that they are on a rolling lease. 

 
• Keltbray does operate from part of the wharf that is safeguarded but their lease 

expires in January 2018. 
 
• General Marine also operate from part of the wharf that is safeguarded, but sold 

their site on to a third party, who have subsequently sold it on to Quintain / GLA. 
General Marine have subsequently been decanting from their site in 
consequence of the rolling break option within the lease. 

 
• The Applicant understands that the PLA have been in talks with both Euromix 

and Keltbray, and that one or both of these companies may be able to be brought 
into the Peruvian Wharf site. It also understands that Euromix and Keltbray are 
taking active steps to relocate. As set out in paragraph 7.6.2 of the Environmental 
Statement, the Applicant will also provide assistance for businesses required to 
relocate, on a case by case basis where requested. 

 
• Whilst the Applicant recognises that these businesses are relocating in 

anticipation of the Scheme, it contends that these businesses have always been 
aware of the planning context of this location, and their landlord and tenant 
position reflects this. The Applicant discusses the planning context (both in the 
safeguarding of land for the Scheme, and in the local planning context for the 
area) in its response to SWQ GA2.3.  

 

REP4-051 
Applicant 
response to 
SWQ GA2.3  
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14.2 Further to PLA’s D4 representations 
regarding Article 47, please can the 
Applicant/PLA provide an update on 
whether the matter of the potential for TfL 
to gain commercial benefits from the 
installation of other apparatus by third 
parties (such as wires or cables) through 
the tunnel, if the Order is made, has been 
resolved? 

 

Michael Humphries made the following points on behalf of the Applicant: 
 
• The Applicant included in its Deadline 5 Update Note (REP5-004; para 5.1.3) a 

statement setting out that agreement is anticipated not to be reached between 
the parties on this point. 
 

• The provision included in article 47 has a number of precedents 
 

• The Applicant also notes that the PLA will be compensated at the open market 
value for the land compulsorily acquired from them as a result of the Scheme and 
any loss in value of their retained land caused as a direct consequence of the 
acquisition as well as the recovery of costs caused by their removal (the PLA’s 
disturbance) from the land.  As there is no media service existing or proposed by 
the PLA in the land to be acquired for the TfL scheme, the value of land will be 
assessed accordingly at its current market value. 
 

Applicant’s 
Deadline 5 
Update Note 
REP5-004 
 
Part 4 of 
Schedule 13 to 
the dDCO. 
 

 

ACTION POINTS 

 Action Point Response 

1 The Applicant’s response to SWQ TT2.1 appears to have figures and 
tables which were mis-numbered. The Applicant is requested to review 
the response given and provide a revised response, including an 
interpretation of the revised and re-numbered figures, and re-issue the 
document. 

A revised response, including an interpretation of the revised and re-
numbered figures, is appended to this note. 

2 The Applicant is to provide information on the proportion of trips that are 
currently carried out through the Blackwall Tunnel by low income groups, 
and what percentage of those trips would no longer be carried out if the 
scheme is implemented in the manner proposed, with charges/discounts 

The Applicant’s response is appended to this note.  
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as proposed. 

3 In respect of the Applicant’s response to SWQ TT2.8, please could the 
Applicant provide a clarification regarding the 7% figure quoted in this 
answer, compared with the 30% provided verbally? 

Response included in agenda item 2.5 above.  

4 Regarding SWQ TT2.4, please can the Applicant provide a 
comprehensive response to this SWQ to include Net Present Value (NPV) 
details? London Borough of Newham also asked the Applicant to provide 
details regarding distributional benefits of the ‘no bus’ strategy, which the 
Panel also agrees should be provided. 

Response included in agenda item 3.1 above.  

5 Please can the Applicant provide confirmation that the characteristics of 
noise emanating from the proposed concrete segment manufacturing 
plant would not cause any noise issues, together with the technical 
justification for this conclusion? 

Response included in agenda item 4.5 above. 

6 East Greenwich Residents sought information on local monitoring plans 
said to be completed by Easter and No to Silvertown asked the Applicant, 
in respect of the Ultra Low Emission Zone (ULEZ), to clarify suggestions 
that the approach roads to the Blackwall Tunnel would be exempted from 
this designated area. Please can the Applicant provide a response to 
these requests? 

Response included in agenda item 5.4 above. 

7 LB Newham has raised the need for air quality mitigation for flats at first 
floor level in the Hoola building. Please provide a justification for not 
undertaking any feasibility work for such mitigation. 

Response included in agenda item 5.4 above. 

8 With regard to agenda item 10.3 further information was referred to (from 
the Centre for Fisheries and Aquaculture Science -Cefas) in the light of 
which the MMO indicated that they could be satisfied that condition 5 of 
the dDML would cover their concerns. Please clarify. 

Response included in agenda item 10.3 above. 

11 Whilst this point was not raised in the ISH, the Panel would be grateful if 
the HSE could explain why, as they state that their advice regarding the 
East Greenwich Gasholder (EGG) site is provided in accordance with 

Whilst this Action Point is directed at the HSE, the Applicant has 
commented in response in relation to Agenda item 8.2 above.  
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government stated policy, (as contained in Planning Practice Guidance on 
hazardous substances paragraph 068), whether (a) any change to this 
document is likely to occur in the foreseeable future; (b) why do they 
consider it to be “policy” as it appears to be entitled “guidance” on the 
gov.uk website; and (c) as their advice is based on guidance/(policy?), not 
legislation, whether, in their view, in the light of the discussions that have 
been held at the ISHs for the Silvertown Tunnel project, they consider that 
their interpretation of this paragraph of the planning guidance document 
may be too restrictive in terms of the advice that they can offer in 
situations such as this? 
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TT2 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

TT2.1 Question 

Regarding Action Point (AP) 1 from the Issue Specific Hearing held 
on the 17 January 2017, The Applicant was asked to provide ‘a 
comprehensive note giving full borough distributions of car trips 
that are not suppressed but re-assigned for Deadline 3 (D3). This 
should include detailed estimates of the projected behaviour 
impacts’ 

In relation to distribution of car trips that are not suppressed but 
reassigned, the information provided [REP3-025] does not address 
the issue of potential redistribution of trip origins and destinations. 
The Applicant notes that the assignment model does not have the 
capability of providing insights into this very important aspect of the 
spatial implications of the scheme for and the ability of selected 
population groups, in particular less well-off people, to avail of new 
opportunities. The Applicant is asked to revisit this request and 
exploit the capabilities of the overall model system including the 
demand model. 

Response 

Introduction 

TT2.1.1 The note (REP3-025) submitted for Deadline 3 summarised the impact of 
the Scheme in the Assessed Case in 2021 on the re-assignment (i.e. re-
routing) of trips. The previously presented analysis used the information 
extracted from the highway assignment model (RXHAM) which did not 
allow a straightforward presentation of the changes to trips that change 
both their route and their origin or destination. 

TT2.1.2 In their original request the ExA requested as part of Action Point 1 “…a 
comprehensive note giving full borough distributions of car trips that are 
not suppressed but re-assigned…”. This was understood to be asking 
about the ‘re-assignment’ of trips. Consequently, the primary focus of the 
original note (REP3-025) was on car trips that were re-assigned (i.e. that 
change route), rather than on responses of the demand model.  

TT2.1.3 Question TT2.1 has clarified that the Examining Authority would also like 
information on the “potential redistribution of trip origins and destination”. 
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This note provides information from the LoRDM demand model about the 
Scheme responses relating to mode shift and to the redistribution of trip 
origins and destinations. The analysis focuses on changes to out-of-work 
travel (i.e. non-business users, with a particular focus on low income car 
users ) and covers the same boroughs as the analysis of the Scheme 
impact on Low Income Residents (REP3-024). The results are presented 
for the two key areas: 

 ‘South of the river’ including the ‘Host Borough - Greenwich’ and 
‘Other Boroughs south of the river’ - Southwark, Lewisham, Bexley 
and Bromley. 

 ‘North of the river’ including the ‘Host Boroughs - Newham and 
Tower Hamlets’ and ‘Other Boroughs north of the river’ - Hackney, 
Waltham Forest, Redbridge and Barking & Dagenham. 

TT2.1.4 The study area is shown in Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1: Study Area 
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TT2.1.5 The analysis presented in the note demonstrates that the scheme in the 
Assessed Case does not lead to any significant redistribution of the 
origins and destinations of car trips as the demand is managed through 
road user charges and the provision of a cross-river bus alternative. To 
further illustrate the mode shift and redistribution responses of car trips, 
two sensitivity tests are presented at the end of this note and compared to 
the Assessed Case. These demonstrate the alternative demand 
responses of car trips in a scenario with no additional bus services across 
the river (compared with today’s provision) and in a scenario with no road 
user charges applied for cross-river journeys. 

Demand Model Responses – Assessed Case 

TT2.1.6 The demand model (LoRDM) used in the appraisal of the Silvertown 
Tunnel Scheme is of a nested logit form with the mode shift response 
located above the trip redistribution in the model hierarchy. This structure 
is compliant with the advice provided in TAG Unit M2 (chapter 4.5) and 
described in detail in response to TT1 and in AECOM’s report “Application 
of LoRDM in East London, August 2015” (Response to TT FWQs, 
Appendix B). 

TT2.1.7 The model responds to changes in the combined cost of travel accounting 
for journey time, congestion and money costs by car, public transport and 
active modes. In the context of the Scheme, the demand changes can 
occur due to the following factors: 

 The Silvertown Tunnel providing a new and improved connection 
across the River Thames by road and reducing highway delays; 

 The user charges that are introduced to offset the reduction in 
highway travel time and manage demand; and 

 Improved travel times by public transport due to the addition of new 
cross-river bus services. 

TT2.1.8 Demand changes will also be affected by secondary effects flowing from 
the above such as changes to network-wide highway congestion or public 
transport crowding. 

TT2.1.9 Although this note focusses on the behaviour of car trips, it should be 
noted that the predicted demand changes represent the combined effect 
of the mode shift (a transfer between car and public transport modes) and 
a redistribution response (changes in trip destinations) to all aspects of 
the Scheme including the new bus services. 
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TT2.1.10 As demonstrated in REP3-024 the net impact of the Scheme (taking into 
account both highway and public transport impacts) on the cross-river- 
demand in the Study area is likely to be positive for the overall out-of-work 
travel and low income users in particular. The Scheme, however, will 
slightly reduce the number of out-of-work car trips crossing the river as 
they shift to public transport. 

TT2.1.11 Table 1 demonstrates the impact of the Scheme on the out-of-work car 
demand (total and low income trips) within the Study area. It compares 
the 2021 Assessed Case to the 2021 Reference Case trip matrices and 
shows the actual and percentage changes in: 

• The total number of daily car person trips made by the borough 
residents to destinations within the Study area including trips that 
cross the river and those that do not (shown in part (a) of the table). 
The negative values indicate a shift from car to public transport; and 

• The total demand crossing the river by car, which, in addition to 
mode shift, reflects the redistribution impacts (shown in part (b) of 
the table).  

TT2.1.12 As shown in Table 1, the reductions in the overall number of car trips 
shifting mode represent a relatively small percentage change in relation to 
the total number of daily resident trips made within the study area 
(changes are no greater than -0.5%).  
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Table 1 Changes in daily 2021 Car out-of-work demand by borough of 
residence, person trips 
 

Borough of 
residence 

Total car trips 
(a) mode shift 

Cross-river car trips 
(b) mode shift and 

redistribution 
Low 

Income 
OWT 

Total 
OWT 

% change 
Total 
OWT 

Low 
Income 
OWT 

Total 
OWT 

% change 
Total 
OWT 

South of the river 

Southwark -20  -90  -0.2% -10  -50  -2% 

Lewisham -60  -240  -0.2% -40  -160  -5% 
Greenwich  (Host 
Borough) -100  -350  -0.3% -130  -470  -10% 

Bexley -20  -100  -0.1% -70  -310  -9% 

Bromley 0  0  0.0% -20  -90  -7% 
Total 'South  of the 
river' -210  -770 -0.1% -280  -1,080  -7% 

North of the river 
Tower Hamlets (Host 
Borough) 0  0  0.0% -80  -290  -6% 

Newham  (Host 
Borough) -110  -360  -0.5% -40  -140  -4% 

Barking and Dagenham -10  -50  -0.1% -30  -130  -7% 
Hackney -10  -20  -0.1% -20  -90  -8% 
Waltham Forest -10  -40  -0.1% -40  -170  -14% 

Redbridge -10  -50  0.0% -50  -220  -11% 
Total 'North  of the 
river' -150  -520  -0.1% -270  -1,030  -7% 

Total East London -350  -1,300  -0.1% -550  -2,110  -7% 
*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips 

TT2.1.13 The majority of mode shift occurs in response to the charge and also the 
new bus service provision.  Figure 2 and Figure 3 illustrate the mode shift 
impacts spatially, at a zonal level.  The figures show changes in total car 
productions firstly for the total out-of-work demand and then separately for 
low income trips.  It can be seen that the mode shift towards public 
transport is most significant in those zones which are served by the the 
bus network enabled by the Scheme.  Therefore, the new bus services 
would support a shift from car to public transport for those users 
experiencing increases in travel cost and will improve accessibility for 
those without access to a car. . 
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Figure 2 Mode Shift Impact of Scheme on trips made by residents 
crossing the river in Reference Case - Changes in 24hr car out of 
work trips by production zone 
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Figure 3 Mode Shift Impact of Scheme on trips made by residents 
crossing the river in Reference Case - Changes in 24hr low income 
car out of work trips by production zone 

 

TT2.1.14 The analysis presented in Table 1 suggests that the reductions in the 
cross-river demand by car are generally higher than the shift from car to 
public transport mode, indicating that there is also some redistribution of 
car trips away from the charged crossings. The changes in trip patterns, 
i.e. origins and destinations, of car users who decide to no longer cross 
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the river in the Assessed Case are examined in the next section of this 
note. 

Changes in Car Trip Patterns – South of the River 

Analysis of Redistribution - All Residents 

TT2.1.15 The analysis presented below aims to explain the changes in travel 
patterns (redistribution of origins and destinations) resulting from the 
Scheme by comparing the Assessed Case daily car demand matrices in 
person trips to those in the Reference Case scenario. Table 2 and Table 3 
show actual and percentage changes in daily trip attractions for the 
residents of the boroughs south of the river. 

TT2.1.16 To aid understanding of the results, the total changes in the overall car 
demand and river-crossing travel presented in Table 1 are also repeated 
here. The reductions in car river crossing travel over and above the mode 
shift represent the redistribution impact, i.e. trips that continue to use car 
mode but change their destination in the Assessed Case. Changes in trips 
that previously crossed the river are presented by origin and destination 
boroughs with the last column showing the total change in trip attracted to 
the destinations south of the river.  

 
Table 2 Redistribution of Car out-of-work trips made by South 
London residents, actual change in daily person trips in 2021 

 

Residents of South London 
Boroughs 
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Changes in Car Attractions South of 
the river (redistribution effect) 
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Southwark -90 -50 -30 -20 10 0 0 -40 
Lewisham -240 -160 -30 -20 -10 -20 0 -80 
Greenwich (Host Borough) -350 -470 20 -10 20 20 70 120 
Bexley -100 -310 10 -10 10 120 80 210 
Bromley 0 -90 -10 -10 70 50 -20 80 
Total 'South of the river' -770 -1080 -30 -70 110 170 130 310 
*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips hence totals may not always sum 

 

Page 16 of 81 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

  Response to ExA’s Second Written Questions: 

Principal Issue: Traffic and Transportation 

 

Table 3 Redistribution of Car out-of-work trips made by South 
London residents, percentage change in daily person trips in 2021 

 

Residents of South London 
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Southwark 0% -2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Lewisham 0% -5% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 
Greenwich (Host Borough) 0% -10% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
Bexley 0% -9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
Bromley 0% -7% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
Total 'South of the river' 0% -7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

TT2.1.17 The reduction of cross-river trips by residents of Greenwich (470 trips) 
results from 120 car trips changing their destinations and 350 transferring 
to public transport. The redistribution impact is slightly stronger for Bexley 
residents with 210 car trips redistributing and only 100 transferring to 
public transport. This is because the Assessed Case modelling has not 
included any bus services that serve Bexley. 

TT2.1.18 There is also a small number of Bromley residents (80 trips) that change 
their destinations to the same side of the river with no increase in non-
river crossing trips by residents of Southwark and Lewisham.  

TT2.1.19 The overall cross-river out-of-work-time travel made by the boroughs 
south of the river reduces by 1,080 trips in the Assessed Case with 770 
trips changing mode and 310 trips choosing other destinations in south 
London. The scheme results in 110 additional daily car trips attracted to 
Greenwich, 170 trips to Bexley and 130 trips to Bromley destinations. As 
shown in Table 3, the redistribution impacts on the overall trips attracted 
to the south London destinations are small in percentage terms, i.e. less 
than 1% for all movements.   

TT2.1.20 These borough-level changes in out-of-work trips attractions are illustrated 
spatially at a zonal level in Figure 4. These are the trips made by the 
residents of the south London boroughs that used to cross the river in the 
Reference case. 
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TT2.1.21 It can be seen that the redistribution of trips towards Greenwich, Bexley, 
and Bromley outlined previously is spread across a wide area, and not 
focused on any particular set of zones.  The level of redistribution to or 
from any specific area is therefore very small. 

Figure 4 Redistribution Impact of Scheme on trips made by residents 
of South London Boroughs - Changes in 24hr car out of work trips 
by attraction zone 
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Analysis of Redistribution – Low Income Residents 

TT2.1.22 Table 4 shows actual changes in daily trip attractions for the residents of 
the boroughs south of the river, this time for low income residents only, 
with the zonal level changes illustrated spatially in Figure 5. 

Table 4 Redistribution of Low Income Car out-of-work trips made by 
South London residents, actual change in daily person trips in 2021 
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Southwark -20 -10 -10 -10 0 0 0 -20 
Lewisham -60 -40 -10 -10 0 0 0 -20 
Greenwich (Host Borough) -100 -130 10 0 10 0 20 40 
Bexley -20 -70 0 0 0 30 20 50 
Bromley 0 -20 0 0 20 10 0 30 
Total 'South of the river' -210 -280 -10 -20 20 40 30 60 

*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips hence totals may not always sum 

TT2.1.23 The overall pattern of changes is similar to those for the total out-of-work 
time demand seen previously. However, the mode shift is stronger than 
the redistribution for all boroughs except Bexley, as these trips are more 
likely to choose new buses as their preferred mode of travel. For example, 
the reduction of 130 cross-river car trips made by low income residents of 
Greenwich is mainly due to a transfer to public transport with only 40 car 
trips redistributing to other destinations. 

TT2.1.24 Regarding the spatial redistribution of trips by low income residents, the 
changes in trips attraction zone are again spread across a wide area 
rather than towards any specific area.  It should also be noted that this 
redistribution amongst low income residents is very small and is expected 
to be significantly reduced if a discount for low income users is introduced 
which will be of benefit to low income residents of RB Greenwich. 
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Figure 5 Redistribution Impact of Scheme on trips made by residents 
of South London Boroughs - Changes in 24hr low income car out of 
work trips by attraction zone 

 

 

 

Page 20 of 81 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

  Response to ExA’s Second Written Questions: 

Principal Issue: Traffic and Transportation 

 

Changes in Car Trip Patterns – North of the River 

Analysis of Redistribution – All Residents 

TT2.1.25 The same analysis looking at the redistribution impacts of the Scheme 
was undertaken for the boroughs north of the river.  Table 5 and Table 6 
show actual and percentage changes in daily car trips for the selected 
boroughs. 

Table 5 Redistribution of Car out-of-work trips made by North 
London residents, actual change in daily person trips in 2021 
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Boroughs 
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Tower Hamlets (Host Borough) 0 -290 180 10 10 30 10 50 290 

Newham (Host Borough) -360 -140 30 
-

190 -50 0 -20 0 -230 
Barking and Dagenham -50 -130 30 -60 130 0 10 -20 90 
Hackney -20 -90 30 10 0 20 10 10 80 
Waltham Forest -40 -170 30 20 -20 10 30 70 140 
Redbridge -50 -220 30 -10 -20 20 70 70 160 

Total 'North of the river' -520 -1030 330 
-

230 50 70 120 180 520 
*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips hence totals may not always sum 
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Table 6 Redistribution of Car out-of-work trips made by North 
London residents, percentage change in daily person trips in 2021 

Residents of North London 
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Tower Hamlets (Host Borough) 0% -6% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 

Newham (Host Borough) 0% -4% 0% 0% 
-

1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Barking and Dagenham 0% -7% 1% 
-

1% 0% 0% 0% 
-

1% 0% 
Hackney 0% -8% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Waltham Forest 0% -14% 1% 0% 
-

1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Redbridge 0% -11% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 
Total 'North of the river' 0% -7% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

TT2.1.26 As for the southern boroughs, the overall cross-river car out-of-work travel 
made by the north London residents reduces by 1,030 trips following the 
introduction of the scheme. 520 car trips change mode to public transport 
with the remaining 510 trips continuing to use car as their mode of travel 
but switching to the destinations north of the river.  

TT2.1.27 All boroughs (except Newham) see some minor increases in car trips with 
origin and destinations north of the river resulting from the redistribution of 
the cross-river trips. Although the overall number of car trip made by 
Tower Hamlets residents remains unchanged, 290 person trips stop 
crossing the river in the Assessed Case. Redbridge, Waltham Forest, 
Barking and Dagenham and Hackney show both mode shift and 
redistribution affects that lead to the reduction of the cross river travel. 
The mode shift appears to be the strongest response for the residents of 
Newham who benefit from the bus enhancements with car trips reductions 
occurring on both sides of the river. As with south London, none of these 
changes are significant when looking at the percentage change. 

TT2.1.28 These borough-level changes in out-of-work trips attractions are illustrated 
spatially at a zonal level in Figure 6 below. These are the trips made by 
the residents of the north London boroughs that used to cross the river in 
the Reference case. 
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TT2.1.29 It can be seen that the redistribution outlined previously is spread across a 
wide area, and not focused on any particular set of zones.  Furthermore, 
there is a decrease in trip attractions across the Royal Docks area.  In 
each case, the level of redistribution to or from any specific area is very 
small. 
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Figure 6 Redistribution Impact of Scheme on trips made by residents 
of North London Boroughs - Changes in 24hr car out of work trips by 
attraction zone 
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Analysis of Redistribution – Low income Residents 

TT2.1.30 Table 7 shows actual changes in daily trip attractions for the residents of 
the boroughs north of the river, this time for low income residents only.  
The overall pattern of changes is similar to those seen previously for the 
total out-of-work time demand with the negligible changes over the course 
of the day. 

Table 7 Redistribution of Low Income Car out-of-work trips made by 
North London residents, actual change in daily person trips in 2021 
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Tower Hamlets (Host Borough) 0 -80 50 0 0 10 0 10 70 
Newham (Host Borough) -110 -40 10 -60 -10 0 0 0 -60 
Barking and Dagenham -10 -30 10 -10 30 0 0 -10 20 
Hackney -10 -20 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 
Waltham Forest -10 -40 10 0 -10 0 10 20 30 
Redbridge -10 -50 10 0 0 0 20 20 50 
Total 'North of the river' -150 -270 90 -70 10 20 30 40 120 

*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips hence totals may not always sum 

TT2.1.31 The overall cross-river car out-of-work travel made by low income 
residents of the northern boroughs reduces by 270 trips in the Assessed 
Case with 150 trips changing mode to public transport and the remaining 
120 trips switching to the destinations north of the river. 

TT2.1.32 The redistribution of out of work car trips for low income users at a zone 
level for the whole day for residents of north London who used to cross 
the river by car in the Reference case is illustrated spatially in Figure 7. 

TT2.1.33 The increases by attraction zone are again spread across a wide area 
rather than towards any specific area, and once again there is a decrease 
in trips with attractions across the Royal Docks area.  It should also be 
noted that this redistribution amongst low income residents is very small 
and is expected to be significantly reduced if a discount for low income 
users is introduced which will be of benefit to low income residents of LB 
Newham and LB Tower Hamlets. 
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Figure 7 Redistribution Impact of Scheme on trips made by residents 
of North London Boroughs - Changes in 24hr low income car out of 
work trips by attraction zone 
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Demand Model Responses in the Sensitivity Tests 

TT2.1.34 The mode and distribution impacts were also analysed for the sensitivity 
tests of the Assessed Case with no cross-river buses, and also the 
Assessed Case without the user charge.  In both cases the modelled year 
is 2021. Table 8 shows the changes in daily car trips in the Assessed 
Case without bus for the boroughs north and south of the river and 
compares these to the responses in the standard Assessed Case. As 
expected, the mode shift is lower in the scenario with no additional cross-
river buses and leads to a greater redistribution of trips toward the 
locations on the same side of the river. 

TT2.1.35 Table 9 shows the same statistics for the Assessed Case without the 
charges and compares the responses to those in the standard Assessed 
Case. If the travel time savings brought by the additional highway river-
crossing capacity are not offset by charges, the scheme is likely to result 
in a lower mode shift to public transport by north London residents, whilst 
south London residents even experience a shift from public transport to 
car. There are also significant redistribution effects for car travel 
increasing the cross-river travel by car in both directions. 

Table 8 Sensitivity test without bus improvements - Changes in daily 
2021 Car out-of-work demand by borough of residence, person trips 
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A s s es s ed C as e vs  R eferenc e C as e 
Total 'South  of the river' -770 -1,080 310 -210 -280 60 
Total 'North  of the river' -520 -1,030 520 -150 -270 120 
A s s es s ed C as e without bus es  vs  R eferenc e C as e 
Total 'South  of the river' -210 -1,030 820 -60 -260 210 
Total 'North  of the river' -50 -970 920 -10 -260 250 
Differenc e (A s s es s ed C as e without bus es  minus  A s s es s ed C as e) 
Total 'South  of the river' 560 50 510 150 20 150 
Total 'North  of the river' 470 60 400 140 10 130 

*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips hence totals may not always sum 
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Table 9 Sensitivity test without user charges - Changes in daily 2021 
Car out-of-work demand by borough of residence, person trips 

Total Residents 
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A s s es s ed C as e vs  R eferenc e C as e 
Total 'South  of the river' -770 -1,080 310 -210 -280 60 
Total 'North  of the river' -520 -1,030 520 -150 -270 120 
A s s es s ed C as e without c harg es  vs  R eferenc e C as e 
Total 'South  of the river' 490 3,530 -3,040 120 900 -780 

Total 'North  of the river' -300 2,350 -2,650 -90 660 -750 
Differenc e (A s s es s ed C as e without c harg es  minus  A s s es s ed C as e) 
Total 'South  of the river' 1260 4,610 -3,350 330 1,180 -840 
Total 'North  of the river' 220 3,380 -3,170 60 930 -870 

*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips hence totals may not always sum 

Summary and Conclusions 

TT2.1.36 The scheme will lead to an overall reduction in the out-of-work cross-river 
trips by car with some of these trips changing mode and other changing 
their destination. Both mode and redistribution impacts are relatively small 
in the Assessed Case. The redistribution impacts of the low income uses 
are generally weaker compared to the mode shift effects as these trips are 
more likely to choose new buses as their preferred mode of travel. 

TT2.1.37 The comparison of the Assessed Case results to the sensitivity tests with 
no buses and charges suggest that the mode shift effects are primarily 
driven by the improved bus services (which represents a benefit) whilst  
the charges additionally help to prevent a stronger redistribution of car 
trips that would otherwise occur.
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TT2.2 Question 

Regarding AP 2, the Applicant was requested to supply ‘a 
comprehensive note showing the journey time and generalised cost 
impacts for those forecast to switch from car to bus for D3 (to 
include disaggregated data for population sub-groups and also 
displayed in the form of maps)’.  

The information supplied [REP3-025] does not adequately address 
the question posed by the ExA; the Applicant is now asked to review 
the information supplied and fully address the request while 
acknowledging any limitations in the material supplied. 

Response  

TT2.2.1 The initial response focused on total time and cost changes for the 
highlighted Boroughs. Having reviewed the information provided, further 
information is presented within this response.  

TT2.2.2 Paragraph TT2.2.4 onwards shows the spatial distribution of the 
generalised cost and journey time benefits for those that are estimated to 
switch from car to bus. It also presents spatially the highway disbenefits 
that would have resulted had the users not chosen to shift mode.  

TT2.2.3 Paragraph TT2.2.10 onwards presents an analysis of the average 
generalised costs saving per low income user. 

Spatial Distribution of Generalised Cost Based Benefits 

TT2.2.4 Figure 8 shows the full generalised cost based benefits accruing to each 
transport zone spatially for those users that are estimated to have 
switched mode from car to bus. Origin movements in the morning peak 
are shown as these will be a strong proxy for benefits accruing to 
residents that tend to have their home as the origin. Figure 9 also shows 
destination data for completeness. 
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Figure 8 OWT Public Transport Benefits by Origin Zone for Users Switching 
Mode, 2021 AM peak (in minutes)   

 

Figure 9: OWT Public Transport Benefits by Destination Zone for Users 
Switching Mode, 2021 AM peak (in minutes) 
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TT2.2.5 Figure 10 to Figure 15 show the highway benefits/ disbenefits that would 
have resulted had those users not chosen to change travel mode. These 
are broken down into time benefits and charge disbenefits for the low 
income Out of Work Time (OWT) users, i.e. low income Commuting and 
other non-business purpose users, as these are the users that will be 
most sensitive to the impacts of the user charge. Further analysis is 
presented in this section to look at the social composition of the areas 
where these shifts take place. Time benefits are shown in Figure 10 and 
Figure 11, with charge disbenefits shown in Figure 12 and Figure 13. The 
total of these components is shown in Figure 14 and Figure 15. They 
indicate the disbenefits that would have resulted had these users not 
shifted from car to bus. 

TT2.2.6 This analysis shows a pattern of fairly localised benefits in line with the 
bus route improvements provided. This is consistent with the 
corresponding analysis in our response to TT2.1 that show mode shift and 
redistribution effects in the same locations as these benefits. 

TT2.2.7 Benefits are predominantly focussed on Newham and Greenwich with 
some benefits also occurring in Lewisham and to a lesser extent in Tower 
Hamlets and Barking & Dagenham. 
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Figure 10 Low Income OWT Highway Time Benefits by Origin Zone for Users 
Switching Mode, 2021 AM peak (in minutes)   

 

Figure 11 Low income OWT Highway Time Benefits by Destination Zone for 
Users Switching Mode, 2021 AM peak (in minutes)   
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Figure 12 Low Income OWT Highway User Charge Disbenefits by Origin Zone 
for Users Switching Mode, 2021 AM peak (in minutes)   

 

Figure 13 Low Income OWT Highway User Charge Disbenefits by Destination 
Zone for Users Switching Mode, 2021 AM peak (in minutes) 
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Figure 14 Low Income OWT Highway Generalised Cost Disbenefits by Origin 
Zone for Users Switching Mode, 2021 AM peak (in minutes) 

 

Figure 15 Low Income OWT Highway Generalised Cost Disbenefits by 
Destination Zone for Users Switching Mode, 2021 AM peak (in minutes) 
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TT2.2.8 The areas which see benefits as shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9 can be 
compared with distribution maps for population sub groups from the 
Distributional Impacts Appraisal (APP-104). 

TT2.2.9 This indicates that particularly large public transport benefits accrue in 
areas with higher concentrations of the following population groups: 

• At North Greenwich, Beckton and Canning Town where the 
concentration of people under 16 is high; 

• In parts of Greenwich which has a higher than average concentration of 
people aged 70+; 

• In the Royal Docks and Beckton where the concentration of people with 
a disability or long term health issues is high; 

• At Custom House and Beckton which have higher than average 
concentration of Black and Minority Ethnic residents; 

• At Custom House where a high proportion of residents have no access 
to a car or van; and 

• At North Greenwich, Eltham, Custom House, Silvertown, and North 
Woolwich, areas that have high levels of deprivation. 

Average Generalised Cost Saving per User 

TT2.2.10 An analysis of the of the average generalised cost saving per user for 
those estimated to have switched mode from low income car OWT to bus 
is presented to give an indication of the net change that is likely to be 
experienced by low income users. 

TT2.2.11 In the modelling, generalised costs are expressed in generalised minutes 
and we have used this unit in our reporting below. This analysis was 
undertaken for a single year (2021) for out-of-work time (OWT) trips and 
focussed on cross-river movements.  

TT2.2.12 We have sought to quantify the benefits in terms of an average benefit per 
user. As shown in our original response (REP3-025), public transport 
users who have switched mode experience an average generalised time 
benefit of 4.4 minutes on public transport compared to a public transport 
network without the cross-river bus network in place.  

TT2.2.13 This benefit is one aspect of their mode choice behaviour. Another is the 
benefit or disbenefit they would have incurred on the highway network. 
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TT2.2.14 We can therefore estimate that, on average, a traveller switching mode 
(from car to public transport) experiences: 

• A highway time benefit of 2.6 minutes 

• A highway user charge disbenefit of 6.1 minutes  

• A public transport generalised time benefit of 4.4 minutes 

TT2.2.15 This means that on average a user shifting mode from car to public 
transport gets a benefit of 4.4 minutes of generalised time which is 7.9 
minutes greater on average than it would have been had they chosen to 
travel by car. 

Conclusions and Discussion 

TT2.2.16 The analysis undertaken here by the Applicant has shown that when 
users (in particular, out-of-work travellers) change mode from car to public 
transport, the majority of the user benefits are found in those corridors 
served by the proposed new bus services. 

TT2.2.17 This is reinforced by the analysis of the benefits per user (including low 
income users), where it was seen that any disbenefit arising from the 
introduction of the user charge is more than outweighed by the highway 
journey time benefits as well as the generalised time benefits arising from 
the provision of the new bus services. 

TT2.2.18 The applicant highlights that the modelling system does not represent 
individual people making decisions but instead aggregate groups.  We 
cannot, therefore, trace individual trips through from the demand model 
via their change in mode (driven by the balance of highway and public 
transport generalised cost) to their respective costs on highway or public 
transport networks.  

TT2.2.19 Nothing these difficulties, the Applicant is however, confident that, despite 
the limitations outlined here, the analysis presented in this response 
sufficiently demonstrates the benefits that occur to those users who switch 
mode from car to public transport. 

Socio-economic profiles in the locality of the scheme 

TT2.2.20 Children aged under 16 are a key demographic group considered in six 
out of eight distributional impacts assessments. Figure 16 shows the 
percentage of the population aged under 16 in each census output area 
against the average of 21% across the Host Boroughs. The 
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concentrations of children in the areas closest to the Scheme tend to be in 
line with or lower than the average. 

Figure 16 :  Population aged under 16  

 

TT2.2.21 Young adults aged 16-25 are a key demographic group considered in the 
assessment of distributional impacts of accidents and accessibility. Figure 
17 shows the percentage of population aged 16-25 in each LSOA against 
the average across the three boroughs. There is a higher than average 
concentration of young people close to the Scheme in the Greenwich 
Peninsula. 
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Figure 17 :  Population aged 16-25 

 

TT2.2.22 Older people are a key demographic group considered in the assessment 
of distributional impacts of accidents, security, severance and 
accessibility. Figure 18 shows the percentage of population aged 70 plus 
in each census output area against the average of 5% across the Host 
Boroughs. In most areas the concentration of older people is in line with 
the average, however there is a relatively high concentration of older 
people close to the Silvertown Tunnel north portal. 
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Figure 18 :  Population aged 70 plus 

 

TT2.2.23 Registered and self-reported within the census disabled people are a key 
demographic group considered in the assessment of distributional impacts 
of security, severance and accessibility. Figure 19 shows the percentage 
of the population in each output area whose day-to-day activities are 
limited a little or a lot by a disability or long term health issue, compared 
with an average of 14% across the Host Boroughs. The proportion of the 
population with a disability in areas closest to the Scheme tends to be in 
line with the average. 
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Figure 19 : Population with a disability or long term health issue 

 

TT2.2.24 People of Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) origin is a key 
demographic group considered in the assessment of distributional impacts 
of security and accessibility. Figure 20 shows the percentage of the 
population in each output area of BAME origin, compared with the 
average of 56% across the Host Boroughs. Most of the areas closest to 
the Scheme are in line with or lower than the average; there are high 
concentrations of population of BAME origin across parts of LB Newham 
and LB Tower Hamlets. 
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Figure 20 :  Population of BAME origin 

 

TT2.2.25 Households without access to a car are a key demographic group 
considered in the assessment of severance and accessibility impacts. 
Figure 21 shows the percentage of households in each output area with 
no access to a car or van compared to the average of 52% across the 
Host Boroughs. The areas closest to the Scheme are in line with or lower 
than the average. Large parts of LB Tower Hamlets have high 
concentrations of households without access to a car. As well as being 
taken into account explicitly in two distributional impact assessments, the 
proportion of residents with no access to a car is also an indicator of 
economic deprivation, which is considered in a further six distributional 
impact assessments. 
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Figure 21 : Proportion of households with no access to a car or van 

 

TT2.2.26 Figure 22 shows areas with high levels of deprivation close to the 
Scheme, as measured by the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IoMD) 2015. 
Although this is not explicitly analysed within the distributional impacts 
appraisals it provides useful background information and is a key 
consideration in the Wider Impacts analysis, part of the EAR. There are 
several areas close to the Scheme that fall within the 20% most deprived, 
including parts of LB Newham, LB Tower Hamlets and RB Greenwich. 
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Figure 22 :  High levels of deprivation close to Silvertown Tunnel 

 

TT2.2.27 Income distribution is a key indicator in the assessments of the 
distributional impacts of user benefits, personal affordability, noise and air 
quality. Since income distribution data is not readily available at a small 
area level the proportions of population experiencing income deprivation 
in an area are used as a proxy. The English Indices of Deprivation (IoD) 
income domain provides a measure of income deprivation based on the 
proportion of residents on means tested benefits. Figure 23 shows how 
the areas close to the Silvertown Tunnel rank on the IoD 2015 income 
domain score. Large parts of LB Newham and LB Tower Hamlets are 
among the most income deprived areas in 2015. 
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Figure 23 :  IoD income for areas close to Silvertown 
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TT2.3 Question 

Regarding AP 7, the Applicant was asked to provide ‘a 
comprehensive note on the uncertainty and associated level of 
confidence that can be afforded to the traffic forecasts that feed into 
the environmental assessments, whether numerically or in 
qualitative terms for D3’. 

The response [REP3-027] is a comprehensive description of the 
matters of interest. However, the ExA requests that the Applicant 
quantifies the potential compounding effect of uncertainties in 
inputs, specification errors and parameter estimates for the scale of 
uncertainty in the transport model system. The Applicant is also 
asked to provide estimates of the implications of this effect for 
uncertainty in the inputs feeding into the environmental 
assessments. 

Response  

Compounding Effects of Uncertainties 

TT2.3.1 The note ‘Managing Uncertainty in Forecasting’ (REP3-027) set out the 
Applicant’s assessments of various effects that are uncertain in terms of 
model inputs, specification errors, and parameter estimates and the scope 
and scale of propagation of uncertainty between model stages and links to 
environmental tools (noise and air quality). The effect of compounding of 
uncertainty was discussed in sections 3 and 4 of that note but is covered 
in more detail within this response. 

TT2.3.2 Each individual effect, or “area of uncertainty” identified by the Applicant 
was assessed in terms of its potential effect on the Assessed Case 
forecasts that underpinned the DCO Application. 

TT2.3.3 These areas of uncertainty can be further categorised into those that have 
been modelled through sensitivity testing and those for which such 
assessment is not practical or possible. The compounding effects of these 
are discussed in subsequent sections. 

Uncertainties Covered by Sensitivity Testing 

TT2.3.4 Those areas of uncertainty that were subject to sensitivity testing were: 

• Values of Time 
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• Population and Employment Growth 

• GDP Growth 

• Car Ownership 

• Parking Costs 

• Vehicle Operating Cost 

TT2.3.5 As outlined in the Managing Uncertainty note (REP3-027), sensitivity tests 
were designed to provide an envelope that incorporates the most 
“extreme” outcomes for the Scheme in terms of traffic impacts and 
economics.   

TT2.3.6 At the “high” end of this envelope is an extreme “high” scenario test 
whereby each of the areas of uncertainty listed in paragraph TT2.3.4 
above were adjusted in a manner that would each be expected to produce 
higher overall levels of traffic across the network than the standard 
scenario (Reference Case and Assessed Case). 

TT2.3.7 Similarly, at the “low” end of this envelope is an extreme “low” scenario 
whereby each area of uncertainty was adjusted in a manner that would be 
expected to produce lower levels of traffic than the standard scenario. 

TT2.3.8 Consequently, the maximum potential compounding effects of all areas of 
uncertainty listed above in paragraph TT2.3.4 are covered by these two 
extreme scenarios. In this note, these two scenarios will thereafter be 
referred to as the compounded high and compounded low scenarios. 

TT2.3.9 The results from these two scenarios, including their potential implications 
on the inputs feeding into the environmental assessments, are discussed 
in more detail in the next section, where it can be seen that applying 
adjustments to the user charges can effectively mitigate any effects that 
are likely to arise from the materialisation of these compounded areas of 
uncertainty. 

TT2.3.10 It should also be noted that, as outlined in the uncertainty note (REP3-
027), the DfT has communicated its intention to update the VOTs for 
appraisal and modelling.  At the time of writing these updated values have 
still not been adopted. 

TT2.3.11 Nonetheless, the proposed new VOTs fall within the range of the low 
VOTs adopted in the compounded low scenario, and the WebTAG VOTs 
adopted in the Reference and Assessed Case.  Therefore, any uncertain 
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effects relating to the DfT’s proposed new VOTs are covered by the 
envelope of uncertainty and hence, has been covered in the Applicant’s 
sensitivity testing. 

Uncertainties Not Covered by Sensitivity Testing 

TT2.3.12 The remaining areas of uncertainty set out in the Managing Uncertainty in 
Forecasting note (REP3-027) were not incorporated in the sensitivity 
testing either because they could not be quantified or because a practical 
way of modelling these could not be implemented. As discussed in the 
Managing Uncertainty in Forecasting note (REP3-027), these areas of 
uncertainty were not estimated to impact scheme objectives in a material 
way. However, given the emphasis requested on the compounding effects 
of these, an assessment is presented in paragraph TT2.3.34 onwards.  
The areas of uncertainty considered here are: 

• Count data 

• Journey Time Data 

• Base Year Trip Patterns 

• Vehicle Charge Exemptions 

• Time of day and trip frequency response not modelled 

• Model Convergence 

• Variable Demand Model Parameters 

• Charge Response 

TT2.3.13 For description of each of the areas above, see section 4 of the Managing 
Uncertainty in Forecasting note (REP3-027). 

Uncertainty Around Inputs Feeding Into the Environmental 
Assessments 

Compounded High Scenario 

TT2.3.14 The compounded high scenario was defined with the following inputs 
which reflect the areas of uncertainty identified previously: 

• High (London) Values of Time: Higher values of time would lead to a 
lower perceived cost associated with user charging, leading to higher 
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flows through the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels for a given 
charging level.  

• Population and Employment Growth higher than projections set out 
in the Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP): Greater 
background growth will lead to more traffic and more congestion, 
and therefore the new charged crossings will be relatively more 
attractive. 

• Higher than expected GDP Growth (reflected by the high population 
and employment growth and VOT growth outlined above)  

• High Car Ownership growth: No reduction in the rate of car 
ownership per person/household over time is assumed despite trend 
data showing this is most likely (as assumed in the standard 
Reference and Assessed cases). This higher car ownership would 
lead to increased trip-making and more congestion and hence, 
higher flows through the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels for a given 
charging level. 

• Low Parking Costs: Parking costs are increased in line with GDP 
only. This has the effect of making car usage relatively cheaper and 
thus would lead to increased trip-making and more congestion and 
hence, higher flows through the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels for 
a given charging level. 

• Low Vehicle Operating Cost: Vehicle operating costs are lower, 
thereby reducing the cost of car usage. As with parking costs, this 
would lead to increased trip-making and more congestion and 
hence, higher flows through the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels for 
a given charging level. 

TT2.3.15 The impact of implementing the Silvertown scheme has been assessed in 
terms of all day traffic flows (Annual Average Daily Traffic - AADT).  The 
focus is on all day flows as it forms the main input to the environmental 
assessments.  The AADT impacts have been considered for the following 
three scenarios: 

• Assessed Case vs Reference Case 

• Compounded high scenario with-scheme and unadjusted charges 
(i.e. charges same as for Assessed Case) vs Compounded high 
scenario without-scheme 
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• Compounded high scenario with-scheme and higher charges (i.e. 
charges higher than Assessed Case - +50% peak, +20% off peak) 
vs Compounded high scenario without-scheme 

TT2.3.16 Figure 24 and Figure 25 together with Table 10 summarise the AADT 
changes associated with the scheme both before and after adjusted 
charges have been applied:  

TT2.3.17 Table 10 summarises AADT changes for the following links 

• All river Crossings throughout East London 

• Other key strategic routes nearby (e.g. A12 East Cross Route, A13 
East India Dock Road) 

• Other locations of interest including the Royal Docks, the A200 
corridor,  and North Greenwich 

TT2.3.18 The analysis shows that in the compounded high scenario, the changes in 
AADT associated with the scheme are not significantly different to the 
AADT used in the Assessed Case environmental assessment. 

TT2.3.19 This analysis demonstrates that adjustments of the user charge can 
mitigate all day traffic effects.  Hence, the traffic-related inputs to the 
environmental assessment for a high scenario would be close to the 
traffic-related inputs for the Assessed Case (in terms of the impact that 
the Scheme has on traffic distribution) as reported in the Environmental 
statement. 
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Figure 24 AADT Impact of Silvertown Tunnel Scheme – Assessed Case 
vs Reference Case 

 

 

Figure 25 AADT Impact of Silvertown Tunnel Scheme – High Scenario 
with-scheme & adjusted user charges vs High Scenario without-
scheme 
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Table 10 AADT Analysis – Compounded High Scenario 

 
R eferenc e 

C as e 
A s s es s ed 

C as e 

Hig h 
S c enario  

R eference 
C as e 

Hig h 
S c enario 

S cheme 
with AC  

C harges  

Hig h 
S c enario 

S cheme 
with Higher 

C harges  

C hang e - 
R ef vs  

A s s es s ed 

C hang e - 
Hig h 

S c enario 
(A C  

C harg es ) 

C hang e - 
Hig h 

S c enario 
(Hig her 

C harg es ) 

%  C hang e 
- R ef vs  

A s s es s ed 

%  C hang e 
- Hig h 

S c enario 
(A C  

C harg es ) 

%  C hang e 
- Hig h 

S c enario 
(Hig her 

C harg es ) 
Southwark Bridge 5,530 5,490 5,880 5,800 5,820 -40 -80 -60 -0.8% -1.4% -1.0% 
London Bridge 22,710 22,590 22,660 22,470 22,570 -110 -190 -90 -0.5% -0.8% -0.4% 
Tower Bridge 22,030 21,730 22,750 22,360 22,470 -300 -390 -270 -1.4% -1.7% -1.2% 
Rotherhithe Tunnel 31,870 32,850 31,680 32,130 32,510 970 450 830 3.1% 1.4% 2.6% 
Blackwall Tunnel 93,950 95,810 93,540 102,930 96,800 1,860 9,390 3,260 2.0% 10.0% 3.5% 
Woolwich Ferry 4,460 4,450 4,100 4,090 4,140 -10 -10 40 -0.3% -0.2% 1.0% 
Dartford Crossing 151,860 152,210 153,070 153,070 153,190 350 0 120 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 
A12 East Cross Route 32,340 32,190 31,870 32,070 32,210 -150 200 340 -0.5% 0.6% 1.1% 
A13 E India Dock Road 89,200 88,520 89,610 91,150 89,750 -680 1,540 130 -0.8% 1.7% 0.1% 
A200 Lower Road 22,930 23,550 23,080 23,070 23,740 620 -10 660 2.7% -0.1% 2.8% 
Prince Regent Lane 15,260 14,910 16,110 15,590 15,550 -350 -530 -560 -2.3% -3.3% -3.5% 
Prince of Wales Road 10,590 10,400 10,700 10,600 10,520 -190 -100 -180 -1.8% -0.9% -1.7% 
Millennium Way South of 
EHW 19,510 19,670 23,400 23,590 23,560 160 190 160 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 

Freemasons Road 5,220 5,270 5,300 5,330 5,380 50 30 80 1.0% 0.6% 1.5% 
Albert Road 5,330 5,420 4,750 4,930 4,890 80 180 150 1.5% 3.8% 3.1% 
Silvertown Way 15,050 16,240 17,090 18,510 18,090 1,190 1,430 1,000 7.9% 8.4% 5.9% 
Connaught Bridge 20,690 21,940 23,010 24,840 24,540 1,240 1,830 1,530 6.0% 7.9% 6.7% 
Victoria Dock Road East of 
PRL 11,190 11,520 12,360 12,500 12,610 330 140 250 3.0% 1.2% 2.0% 

North Woolwich Road 
Eastern end 24,320 25,800 27,280 30,080 29,550 1,480 2,790 2,260 6.1% 10.2% 8.3% 

North Woolwich Road 
Western end 22,470 24,320 26,650 29,400 28,920 1,850 2,760 2,280 8.3% 10.4% 8.5% 

West Parkside 1,160 1,460 1,160 1,460 1,460 300 300 300 26.3% 26.1% 26.2% 
Bugsby's Way 12,060 12,310 14,120 14,270 14,140 260 160 30 2.1% 1.1% 0.2% 
A206 East of Blackwall Lane 20,000 20,390 21,560 21,520 21,740 390 -40 170 1.9% -0.2% 0.8% 
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Compounded Low Scenario 

TT2.3.20 This scenario is the converse of the compounded high scenario outlined 
above i.e. it assesses the impacts of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme 
against the compounded impacts of the following areas of uncertainty: 

• Low Values of Time: These values are taken as the minimum value in 
each user class from across local SP surveys, the current WebTAG 
values, and the updated WebTAG values that are yet to be adopted. 

• Population and Employment Growth lower than FALP projections 

• Lower than expected GDP Growth 

• Low Car Ownership growth  

• High Parking Costs 

• High Vehicle Operating Cost 

TT2.3.21 The AADT-based analysis undertaken previously for the compounded 
high scenario has been repeated here for the compounded low scenario, 
as presented in Figure 26, Figure 27, and Table 11 below  

TT2.3.22 For the compounded low scenario with adjusted charges, the charging 
reductions that were applied were -35% for peak and -15% for off peak. 
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Figure 26 AADT Impact of Silvertown Tunnel Scheme – Assessed Case 
vs Reference Case 

 

Figure 27 AADT Impact of Silvertown Tunnel Scheme – Low Scenario 
with-scheme & adjusted user charges vs Low Scenario without-scheme 
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TT2.3.23 The analysis shows that in the compounded low scenario, the changes in 
AADT associated with the scheme are not significantly different to the 
AADT used in the Assessed Case environmental assessment. 

TT2.3.24 Wherever mitigation is deemed necessary this analysis demonstrates that 
the user charges can be adjusted to mitigate the impact of the all-day 
traffic effects.  Hence, the traffic-related inputs to the environmental 
assessment for a low scenario would be close to the traffic-related inputs 
for the Assessed Case (in terms of the impact that the Scheme has on 
traffic distribution) as reported in the Environmental statement. 
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Table 11 AADT Analysis – Compounded Low Scenario 

 
R eferenc e 

C as e 
A s s es s ed 

C as e 

L ow 
S c enario  
R eference 

C as e 

L ow 
S c enario 
S cheme 
with AC  
C harges  

L ow 
S c enario 
S cheme 

with Higher 
C harges  

C hang e - 
R ef vs  

A s s es s ed 

C hang e - 
L ow 

S c enario 
(A C  

C harg es ) 

C hang e - 
L ow 

S c enario 
(L ower 

C harg es ) 

%  C hang e 
- R ef vs  

A s s es s ed 

%  C hang e 
- L ow 

S c enario 
(A C  

C harg es ) 

%  C hang e 
- L ow 

S c enario 
(L ower 

C harg es ) 
Southwark Bridge 5,530 5,490 5,320 5,340 5,320 -40 20 0 -0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 
London Bridge 22,710 22,590 22,620 22,710 22,630 -110 90 10 -0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 
Tower Bridge 22,030 21,730 21,970 21,680 21,710 -300 -300 -270 -1.4% -1.4% -1.2% 
Rotherhithe Tunnel 31,870 32,850 31,230 32,660 32,220 970 1,430 990 3.1% 4.6% 3.2% 
Blackwall Tunnel 93,950 95,810 93,910 87,290 93,800 1,860 -6,620 -110 2.0% -7.0% -0.1% 
Woolwich Ferry 4,460 4,450 4,880 4,900 4,910 -10 20 30 -0.3% 0.3% 0.6% 
Dartford Crossing 151,860 152,210 149,460 150,730 150,570 350 1,270 1,110 0.2% 0.9% 0.7% 
A12 East Cross Route 32,340 32,190 31,380 30,920 30,940 -150 -460 -450 -0.5% -1.5% -1.4% 
A13 E India Dock Road 89,200 88,520 87,960 84,760 86,530 -680 -3,200 -1,420 -0.8% -3.6% -1.6% 
A200 Lower Road 22,930 23,550 22,080 23,290 22,580 620 1,200 490 2.7% 5.4% 2.2% 
Prince Regent Lane 15,260 14,910 14,430 14,250 14,200 -350 -180 -230 -2.3% -1.2% -1.6% 
Prince of Wales Road 10,590 10,400 10,050 9,870 9,830 -190 -180 -220 -1.8% -1.7% -2.2% 
Millennium Way South of EHW 19,510 19,670 16,340 16,470 16,510 160 130 170 0.8% 0.8% 1.0% 
Freemasons Road 5,220 5,270 5,210 5,310 5,330 50 110 120 1.0% 2.1% 2.3% 
Albert Road 5,330 5,420 5,530 5,600 5,630 80 70 100 1.5% 1.2% 1.7% 
Silvertown Way 15,050 16,240 13,680 14,480 14,880 1,190 800 1,200 7.9% 5.8% 8.8% 
Connaught Bridge 20,690 21,940 19,130 20,280 20,400 1,240 1,150 1,270 6.0% 6.0% 6.6% 
Victoria Dock Road East of 
PRL 11,190 11,520 10,310 10,690 10,690 330 370 380 3.0% 3.6% 3.7% 

North Woolwich Road Eastern 
end 24,320 25,800 23,190 24,140 24,510 1,480 950 1,320 6.1% 4.1% 5.7% 

North Woolwich Road 
Western end 22,470 24,320 21,160 22,440 22,880 1,850 1,280 1,730 8.3% 6.1% 8.2% 

West Parkside 1,160 1,460 1,160 1,460 1,460 300 300 300 26.3% 26.2% 26.2% 
Bugsby's Way 12,060 12,310 10,890 10,940 11,090 260 50 200 2.1% 0.5% 1.8% 
A206 East of Blackwall Lane 20,000 20,390 18,600 19,080 18,870 390 480 270 1.9% 2.6% 1.4% 
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Probability of Occurrence of Compounded High and Low Scenarios 

TT2.3.25 The analysis presented earlier has demonstrated that, at the extreme high 
and low ends of our envelope of uncertainty, the all day traffic impacts of 
the scheme (which form the inputs for Environmental Assessments) are 
expected be similar to those seen for the Assessed Case, aided by the 
ability to adjust the user charge to mitigate any impacts. 

TT2.3.26 It should be noted that these extreme compounded high and low ends of 
the envelope represent outcomes that have very low probabilities of 
occurring in the first place.  In other words, the Applicant is confident that 
even if some of the various areas of uncertainty assessed were higher or 
lower than expected, the outturn level of traffic demand on the network as 
a whole – and in particular on the new charged crossings, would still fall 
well within the envelope of uncertainty. 

TT2.3.27 For example, the probability of occurrence of the compounded high 
scenario will be equal to that of the combined probability of the six areas 
of uncertainty listed in paragraph TT2.3.14 all simultaneously occurring - 
some of which are not correlated.  For example, a higher than expected 
rate of employment growth will not necessarily occur alongside a higher 
than expected rate of car ownership per household. 

TT2.3.28 Whilst it is difficult to evaluate the individual probabilities of each of the 
areas of uncertainty listed in paragraph TT2.3.14 occurring, nonetheless it 
is possible to illustrate that the compounded high scenario is likely to have 
a low probability of occurrence, on the basis that : 

• It would be reasonable to expect that the high population and 
employment growth tested as part of the compounded high 
scenario could have a probability of occurrence that is no higher than 
0.251. 

• On the same basis, it would also be reasonable to expect that the 
high car ownership growth and the low parking costs tested as 

1 The population and employment assumptions adopted in the Reference Case and Assessed Case 
scenarios are based on the GLA’s Further Alterations to the London plan and so represents their best 
estimate of the likely growth projections.  A significantly higher growth rate, in line with the modelled 
high growth population and employment projections, is therefore highly unlikely.  Consequently, an 
assumed probability of 0.25 for this outcome is most likely an overestimate but has been adopted in 
this analysis as a prudent assumption. 
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part of the compounded high scenario could also each have a 
probability of occurrence of no greater than 0.25. 

• On this basis, the probability that these three areas of uncertainty will 
all occur simultaneously would be no greater than 0.253 = 0.015626 
i.e. around 1.6% 

TT2.3.29 As well as these three areas of uncertainty, the compounded high 
scenario also tested other areas of uncertainty including a higher value of 
time as well as low vehicle operating costs as listed in paragraph 
TT2.3.14.  Therefore, based on the above, the probability of all areas of 
uncertainty from the compounded high scenario occurring simultaneously 
would be somewhat lower than the 1.6% figure (most likely significantly 
lower than 1%) for the three areas of uncertainty quoted previously 

TT2.3.30 A similar logic could also be analogously applied to the compounded low 
scenario to illustrate that this scenario, too, has a very low probability of 
occurring. 

TT2.3.31 As mentioned previously, the individual areas of uncertainty that were 
tested are not all correlated.  Therefore it is reasonable to expect that 
even if one or two of these areas of uncertainty materialised as per the 
compounded high scenario, this could be offset by other areas of 
uncertainty materialising as per the compounded low scenario, resulting in 
an outturn level of demand across the network that is closer to the 
reference or assessed case.  

TT2.3.32 As a consequence, some of these areas of uncertainty would cancel out 
resulting in an overall level of traffic that is still close to that of the central 
case.  Therefore, the compounding effect of the various areas of 
uncertainty means that the outturn overall level of traffic across the 
network is still more likely to be closer to that of the Reference Case (and 
hence, the Assessed Case) than the compounded high or low scenarios. 

TT2.3.33 To illustrate this in terms of a probability distribution,  assuming a normal 
distribution around assessed case values, i.e. that the assessed case is 
the most likely   the range of possible outcomes in terms of overall level of 
outturn traffic across the network would be expected to follow a pattern 
similar to the one shown in the figure below. 
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Figure 28 Probability Distribution 

 

Compounding effects of non-modelled uncertainties 

TT2.3.34 Error! Reference source not found. below summarises the additional 
uncertainty which would be likely to result from other elements of 
uncertainty listed in Paragraph TT2.3.12. Uncertainty is quantified as the 
likely change in traffic flow changes at Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels 
as a result of the scheme. These would be a proxy for any other impacts. 

Table 12 - Summary of areas of uncertainty not modelled through 
sensitivity tests 

Number Area of 
Uncertainty 

Level of 
Uncertainty 

Rationale 

1 Count data Likely not 
significant 

An equal distribution of 
those over and under 
estimated is expected 
geographically. Similar 
impact on reference case 
and with scheme scenario 
expected. This is 
discussed further in 

2 Journey 
Time Data 

Likely not 
significant 

3 Base Year Likely not 

C ompounded 
High 

S cenario 

C ompounded 
L ow S cenario 

R eference C as e 
(C entral) 
S cenario 
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Trip Patterns significant section 4.4 of REP3-027 

4 Vehicle 
Charge 
Exemptions 

<+2.5% 7-9% exemptions, with 
22% of these expected to 
be diverted, resulting in 
2.5% impact. This is 
discussed further in 
section 4.4 of REP3-027 

5 Time of day 
and trip 
frequency 

Likely not 
significant 

This was discussed in the 
response to FWQ TT9 
(REP-174) and is not 
expected to have a 
significant impact. 

6 Model 
Convergence 

~0 High degree of 
convergence achieved and 
impact in ‘Reference’ and 
‘Assessed’ case likely to 
be the same 

7 Variable 
Demand 
Model 
Parameters 

+/- 5% Maximum expected impact 
based on WebTAG 
sensitivity test criteria. See 
section 4.5.1 of REP3-027 
for more discussion.  

8 Charge 
Response 

Covered by 
other 
sensitivities 

Key drivers of this already 
tested through VoT and 
other sensitivities. 

TT2.3.35 As can be seen from the summary table above, if the values above are 
compounded (added), we could have a range between -2.5% (-5% + 
2.5%) and + 7.5% (+5% + 2.5%). In order to fully mitigate these flow 
changes and bring them back to assessed case levels, a change in the 
average charge of between approximately -10% and +25% would be 
required (based on the average outturn model elasticities benchmarked 
against international studies and discussed in the model responsiveness 
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note (REP2-051)).  In practice however, the probability of this occurring is 
very low as we are assuming the worst outcome. 

Conclusion  

TT2.3.36 This note has considered the compounding effects of different areas of 
uncertainty in terms of two broad categories, namely: 

• Modelled areas of uncertainty, as incorporated in the compounded 
high and compounded low scenarios. 

• Non-modelled areas of uncertainty.  

Conclusions – Modelled Areas of Uncertainty 

TT2.3.37 Regarding the areas of uncertainty which were modelled, the analysis of 
the compounded low and compounded high scenarios show that the 
traffic-related inputs to the environmental assessment would remain 
similar to those seen for the Assessed Case (in terms of the scheme 
impact on traffic distribution) particularly when an appropriate adjustment 
to the user charge is applied, namely: 

• Compounded high scenario:  An increase in peak charges by 50% 
and off-peak charges by 20% compared to the Assessed Case 
Scenario. 

• Compounded low scenario:  A decrease in peak charges by 35% 
and off-peak charges by 20% compared to the Assessed Case 
Scenario. 

TT2.3.38 Furthermore, these two scenarios represent the “extreme points” of the 
uncertainty envelope, where the probability that the overall outturn level of 
traffic will reach either of these points in the first place (and hence, the 
need to adjust the charges in line with the levels outlined above) is very 
low (no greater than 1%).   

Conclusions – Non-Modelled Areas of Uncertainty 

TT2.3.39 The compounded effect of these has been estimated to lead to a 
maximum change in Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnel traffic flows of 
between -2.5% and 7.5%. Using charge elasticities from the model which 
have been benchmarked against international studies, it is estimated that 
charges would have to be adjusted by between -10% and +25% to return 
flows to Assessed Case levels. It is of note however, that the probability of 
this occurring is likely to be very low as it assumes the worst case.   
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TT2.3.40 Furthermore, the additional uncertainties that were not subjected to 
sensitivity testing are unlikely to have a significant impact, and any impact 
can be mitigated by a slight amendment to the user charges and also via 
the localised mitigation measures outlined in the Monitoring and Mitigation 
Strategy. 

Overall Conclusions  

TT2.3.41  Bringing together both the modelled and non-modelled areas of 
uncertainty summarised above, it was seen that each respective 
“maximum upside” scenario is highly unlikely to occur (paragraphs 
TT2.3.38 and TT2.3.40).   

TT2.3.42 Therefore, the compounded probability of both upsides occurring 
simultaneously (evaluated by multiplying together these two low 
probabilities), will be even lower. 

TT2.3.43 The Applicant is therefore confident that any traffic impacts of the scheme, 
as input into the Environmental Assessment, can be controlled to the 
levels reported in the TA and ES, without the need for a prohibitive 
increase in the user charge.  Furthermore, the proposed low income 
discount will mitigate any increase in the charge for low income users. 
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TT2.4 Question 

Regarding AP 12, the Applicant was requested to supply ‘a detailed 
analysis of projected Net Present Value (NPV) without 
implementation of bus strategy for D3’.  

Can the Applicant expand on the material supplied [REP3-029], in 
particular taking account of the likely behavioural implications of 
such a scenario and the implications of those effects on the ultimate 
NPV. 

Response 

TT2.4.1 Our previous response (REP3-029) highlighted the likely effect on the 
NPV without implementation of a bus strategy – this removed the bus-
based public transport benefits, which resulted in a significant reduction in 
overall economic benefits, but also showed that the value for money of the 
scheme would remain very high. We provide below further information on 
the potential behavioural changes due to this sensitivity test, and show 
that the additional effect of these changes on the NPV is likely to be very 
small. 

Mode shift and redistribution behaviour change 

TT2.4.2 Table 13 shows the change in daily modelled trips between the Assessed 
Case and the No Bus Change scenario for the key East London 
boroughs. As expected, in respect of the mode shift effect, there are lower 
reductions in car travel in East London in the No Bus Scenario than in the 
Assessed Case, and consequently some 1,100 more daily car trips in the 
modelled area as a whole in comparison with the Assessed Case. We 
note that there are however approximately 1m daily car trips in the 
Assessed Case, so this represents an extremely small change i.e. 0.01%..  
The results also indicate that most of the ‘mode shift’ effect of the 
Assessed Case is due to the bus provision, rather than any changes to 
highway generalised cost.  
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Table 13 Comparison of mode shift and redistribution effect between 
No Bus and Assessed Case scenarios (2021, daily trips, change from 
Ref Case) 
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O ut of work total trips  618  -2,087  -1,469    112  1,941  2,053  
In work time total trips  -1,447  2,250  803    -206  144  -61  
  No B us  S c enario 
O ut of work total trips  1,541  -1,980  -439    699  72  771  
In work time total trips  -1,366  2,273  907    -233  -78  -311  
  D ifferenc e 
O ut of work total trips  923  107  1,030    587  -1,869  -1,282  
In work time total trips  81  23  104    -28  -222  -250  

TT2.4.3 The data also indicates that there are some redistribution effects in the No 
Bus Change scenario compared to the Assessed Case - there is an 
increase of some 1,000 daily car trips completing their journey entirely on 
one side of the river. Finally, and given the other conclusions above, there 
are some 1,500 less public transport/active travel trips in the No Bus 
scenario compared to the Assessed Case. The buses encourage more 
cross-river travel although overall the volumes involved are extremely 
small in relation to total cross-river travel. 

Cross-river public transport travel.  

TT2.4.4 There are no significant changes to cross-river passenger volumes on the 
existing 108 bus service (see Figure 29), but there is higher use of the 
Jubilee Line (see Figure 30), indicating that many of these users that 
moved to buses in the Assessed Case remain using rail for their cross-
river journeys in the No-Bus scenario. 
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Figure 29 Route 108 total bus boarders for different scenarios - 2021 

 

 

 

Figure 30 Total number of passengers crossing the river NB and SB 
on Jubilee Line for different scenarios - 2021 
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Reassignment to other crossings  

TT2.4.5 There are no significant changes to other crossing volumes between the 
Assessed Case and the No Bus Change scenario. 

TT2.4.6 In summary, the No Bus Change scenario results in several behavioural 
changes from the Assessed Case. There is less mode shift to public 
transport, and some more daily car trips on the model network than in the 
Assessed Case as a result, but these are an extremely small proportion of 
overall trips. There is no reassignment of vehicle trips to other crossings 
and very little change in vehicle flows across the Blackwall/Silvertown 
crossings, but some redistribution of trips to destinations on the same side 
of the river, again a very small proportion of total trips. The next section 
estimates the economic impact of these changes. 

Implications of No Bus Change Scenario on the scheme NPV 

TT2.4.7 Table 14 shows the estimated impact of the no-bus scenario on the 
scheme NPV, by comparing the highway user benefits with the Assessed 
Case outcome for the 2021 modelled year only.  There is no change in the 
user charge impacts between the scenarios. The table shows that there is 
a small improvement in highway user benefits with the No Bus scenario, 
due to a higher number of highway users - however, these additional 
highway users are foregoing additional public transport benefit they would 
receive in the Assessed Case. 

TT2.4.8 In our response, REP 3-029 we showed that, by just removing bus 
benefits in a No Bus scenario, there would be significant decreases in the 
NPV compared to the Assessed Case, although the scheme would remain 
high value for money. This latest analysis shows that there would no 
additional highway disbenefits affecting the NPV due to the behavioural 
changes described above. 

Page 66 of 81 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

  Response to ExA’s Second Written Questions 

Principal Issue: Traffic and Transportation 

 

Table 14 Highway user benefits2– 2021- Assessed Case and No Bus 
scenarios £m, PV 2010 

 Assessed Case (£m) No Bus Scenario (£m) 

Business £20.8 £21.5 

Commuting £3.8 £3.9 

Other £8.6 £8.7 

Total £33.2 £34.1 

 

 

2 Highway user journey time and vehicle operating cost benefits 

   Page 67 of 81 

 

                                            

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

Response to ExA’s Second Written Questions 

Principal Issue: Traffic and Transportation 

 

TT2.5 Question 

Re. AP 13, the Applicant was asked to provide ‘a BCR for the scheme 
assuming without implementation of bus strategy and scheme 
funded publicly (not PPP) for D3’.  

The claim in the Applicant’s response [REP3- 029] ‘A BCR 
calculation is not appropriate for the Scheme as it has a negative 
cost…’ needs further clarification given the question concerns 
alternative funding mechanisms and scope of measures. The matter 
of hypothecation of any revenue and economic benefits to users and 
non-users should be taken into consideration in addressing this 
request. Can the Applicant revisit its response to this question? 

Response 

TT2.5.1 The economic assessment undertaken for the Scheme and presented in 
the Economic Appraisal Report (APP-101) is based on the assumption 
that it is publicly funded. No economic assessment has been made of 
alternative funding mechanisms such as PPP or PFI type arrangements. 
The analysis provided in Applicant’s Response to Action Points 12 and 13 
from ISH 17/01/17 which provided an NPV without implementation of the 
bus strategy is based on the same approach. 

TT2.5.2 The scheme shows a negative cost because the revenue from charges is 
netted off against the construction, operation and maintenance of the 
scheme. This approach is in line with DfT’s TAG guidance3 and would 
apply regardless of whether the monies were hypothecated to the 
provision and operation of the tunnel, were available to TfL for other 
purposes or flowed direct to the public exchequer. 

TT2.5.3 Prior to around 2004 revenues were treated differently, that is as a benefit 
rather than a negative cost. If this previous guidance4 was still in place 
then the scheme’s NPV would be the same but benefits would now be 
£2,076m and costs would £1,109m giving a core BCR of 1.9, while with 

3 TAG Guidance Unit A1.1 “The general principle is that the PVC should only include impacts on the 
‘Broad Transport Budget’, that is costs and revenues which directly affect the public budget available 
for transport”. Hence revenues for the charge are treated as negative costs and are netted off the 
cost. 
4. The guidance on the methodology for multi-modal studies Vol2 DETR 2000 table 6.1 shows 
revenues are treated as benefits. 
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reliability, benefits would be £2,334m, costs remain the same and the 
BCR would be 2.1. The NPV, benefits and costs are as stated in the 
Economic Appraisal Report (APP-101). 

TT2.5.4 Without the implementation of the bus strategy and in line with the 
approach taken in the Applicant’s Response to Action Points 12 and 13 
from ISH 17/01/17 but treating revenue as a benefit then the total benefits 
would be £1,516m and the costs £977m giving a BCR of 1.6 and with 
reliability included, total benefits would be £1,774m and with the same 
costs the BCR would be 1.8. Again the NPV would remain the same as 
presented in the Economic Appraisal Report (APP-101). 

TT2.5.5 However, the above BCR figures cannot be meaningfully compared with 
those of other transport schemes as their calculation does not follow 
present DfT guidance. The Applicant remains of the view that it is not in 
line with present guidance to present a BCR. 
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TT2.6 Question 

Regarding AP 14, the Applicant was asked to provide economic 
assessments ‘of any alternatives* that were taken through to 
comparative assessment for D3 to include monetary valuation of 
costs and benefits (*to include performance of preferred scheme at 
comparable stage of scheme development)’  

The detailed response [REP3-030] is comprehensive in its 
description of alternatives considered/assessed. In line with the 
HMT’s Five Case Model Guidelines, can the Applicant provide 
quantitative estimates of the economic impacts of these alternatives, 
encompassing both costs and benefits, including any estimates of 
wider economic benefits? 

Response 

TT2.6.1 No further quantitative estimates of the economic impacts of alternative 
options are available beyond these referenced in REP3-030 and such 
analysis would not be appropriate, given that, following a comprehensive 
options analysis, the Silvertown Tunnel scheme was shown to be the only 
one able to meet the core project objectives. A do-minimum analysis was 
presented in the Economic Assessment Report (APP-101). 

TT2.6.2 The Case for the Scheme (APP-093) and REP3-030 explains that a 
comprehensive option appraisal process was carried out to develop the 
preferred option at Blackwall/Silvertown. Figure 3.1 of that report shows 
that following an identification of clear problems, a variety of options were 
identified and evaluated prior to the inclusion of a fixed link at Silvertown 
in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, 2010. 

TT2.6.3 Further assessment of options was then carried out before inclusion of a 
road tunnel in the 2011 London Plan. This then led to further work on the 
detail of the user charging and tunnel options of the current Assessed 
Case scheme.  
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TT2.7 Question 

Regarding AP 16, the Applicant was requested to supply ‘a 
comprehensive note explaining the intended local 
benefits/enhancements to offset the dis-benefits to some low income 
groups within the host or nearby boroughs for D3. This should 
include detailed figures by socio-economic group by borough and 
also displayed in map form’.  

The material supplied is comprehensive [REP3-024]. The Applicant is 
however asked to enhance the quantitative information supplied to 
differentiate between lower income car users and existing public 
transport users in its description of impacts of the scheme. It is also 
noted that Figure 3-4 illustrates the trip origins of low income 
groups.  

Can the Applicant review this information and data for other 
scenarios in the light of its response to AP 1 (TT1). 

Response 

TT2.7.1 The material supplied in relation to AP16 (REP3-024) presents 
quantitative information on the impact of the Scheme on low income 
highway users and public transport users in relation to: 

• The reassignment effect of Scheme (Figure 3-2) under the Assessed 
Case; 

• The distribution of net user benefits for non-business users (Table 3-
5) under the Assessed Case; and 

• The distribution of net user benefits for non-business users under a 
high-growth scenario (Table 4-1) and a high-growth, higher value of 
time scenario (Table 4-3) 

TT2.7.2 Figure 3-2 demonstrates how the Scheme results in a slightly larger 
reassignment effect for lower income highway users compared to other 
highway users, with more of this group diverting to alternative crossings 
such as the Rotherhithe Tunnel and Dartford Crossing to avoid the user 
charges and the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels. This is consistent with 
the Applicant’s response to AP1 arising from the Traffic and Transport 
Issue Specific Hearing on 17th January 2017. 
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TT2.7.3 Table 3-5 in the material supplied (REP3-024) demonstrates that low 
income highway users will see disbenefits of £-0.2m in 2021, taking into 
account the decongestion benefits they receive and the charges they pay. 
However, low income public transport users are estimated to see benefits 
of £12.5m, facilitated by the introduction of new public transport, resulting 
in total net user benefits for low income groups of £12.2m. 

TT2.7.4 The total disbenefits for low income highway users of £-0.2m in 2021 are 
relatively small within the context of the scale of cross-river movement by 
low income users. There is expected to be over 4.4 million cross-river 
person highway trips by low income highway users in 2021, which means 
that the figure above amounts to an average disbenefit of -5.5p per cross-
river highway trip. 

TT2.7.5 The calculation of impacts on low income users described above is 
calculated from the outputs of the assignment models, ie it does not 
directly take into account the cost/benefit impacts of mode shift and 
redistribution effects which take place in the Assessed Case.  

TT2.7.6 However, these mode shift and redistribution effects are likely to be 
relatively minor and would not be expected to materially change the 
balance of user benefits between low income highway users and low 
income public transport users, as set out in Tables 3-5, 4-1 and 4-3 in the 
material supplied (REP3-024).  

TT2.7.7 The Applicant’s response to SWQ TT2.1 demonstrates that mode shift 
resulting from the Scheme amounts to a reduction in highway trips in East 
London by 0.1%, whilst the combined effects of mode shift and 
redistribution reduce cross-river highway trips in East London by 7%. 
Further details of the distribution of these effects are set out within the 
Applicant’s response to SWQ TT2.1.  

TT2.7.8 Where mode shift does take place, users receive time benefits from doing 
so. Further details of the distribution of those mode shift benefits are set 
out within the Applicant’s response to SWQ TT2.2. 
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TT2.8 Question Part 1 

Regarding AP 17, the Applicant was asked to provide ‘a note to 
explain the modelling undertaken of categories proposed for 
exemption from charge for D3.’ The extent of exemptions is noted 
[REP3-015]. The Applicant is asked to comment on the potential 
implications of these exemptions for the efficient operation of the 
scheme. 

Response Part 1  

TT2.8.1 The table provided in response to AP17 shown on page 33 of the 
Applicant’s Written Summary of the ISH on 17 January (REP3-015) sets 
out the proportion of traffic that would qualify for a 100% discount or an 
exemption from the Scheme user charges using the categories applied in 
the Assessed Case. Around 4 per cent of this traffic is already accounted 
for in the modelling. A further 7-9 per cent of traffic may also be eligible for 
a discount or exemption, but has not been included in the modelling.  

TT2.8.2 Although this means there is some uncertainty as to the impacts of these 
discounts and exemptions, this and other uncertainties have been 
explicitly addressed in the Scheme’s design, as set out in the Applicant’s 
Response to AP 6, 7 and 8.1 (Managing Uncertainty in Forecasting) 
(REP3-027)5: 

… the Silvertown Tunnel scheme has been designed with a deliberate 
intention to maximise its ability to deliver positive outcomes and meet the 
Project Objectives under a variety of outturn conditions. The key to this is 
the proposed adaptive approach to user charging, monitoring, and 
mitigation. 
Through this approach, the Applicant has demonstrated that the key 
strategic sources of uncertainty in transport forecasting can be directly 
managed through changes to user charges, across the range of plausibly 
foreseeable scenarios. 

TT2.8.3 The impacts of discounts and exemptions (and other aspects of the 
Scheme) can be carefully managed by means of setting the initial user 
charges and if necessary making subsequent variations, following the 
approach set out in Charging Policies and Procedures (REP1-123).  

5 Paragraphs 9.1.3-4 
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TT2.8.4 Many of the non charge-paying trips which are not already included in the 
model are likely to be off-peak, which itself limits the traffic impacts. 
Additionally, it should be noted that most of these trips would occur 
regardless of whether a discount or exemption is applied: they do not take 
place as a direct consequence of the discount or exemption.   

TT2.8.5 Because of the flexible approach to charging, it would be possible to make 
adjustments to the charging regime to mitigate any effects (on traffic or on 
other factors such as the environment, for example) which were expected 
to arise as a result of this traffic, or which were shown in monitored data. 
This mitigation could take the form of limiting the discounts and 
exemptions (by tightening the criteria or removing the discount) or making 
adjustments to the charges applied to other vehicles.  

TT2.8.6 It should also be noted that some of the vehicles for which a discount or 
exemption has been assumed perform a vital social function, such as 
emergency services vehicles. This not only means that the numbers are 
likely to remain relatively small, limiting any adverse impacts, but that the 
impact of not having a discount would have a much greater social cost 
than any potential traffic impact.  

TT2.8.7 Please see also the Applicant’s response to TT2.3.  

Question Part 2 

Can the Applicant provide an assessment of the implications of 
permitting lower income groups in the host boroughs to avail of a 
discount scheme or exemption from the charge. See also questions 
GA2.1 and GA2.4. 

Response Part 2 

TT2.8.8 Model outputs suggest that around 7% of Blackwall Tunnel users 
(including business users) from the host boroughs have a low income.  

TT2.8.9 As demonstrated in the Applicant’s paper ‘Impact of the Scheme on Low 
Income Residents’ (REP3-024) the biggest share of the user benefits from 
the Scheme accrues to low income groups, mostly as a consequence of 
the enhanced public transport opportunities it provides.  
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TT2.8.10 As set out in that document, most low-income residents in the host 
boroughs do not have access to a car6, and are more reliant on buses. 
Additionally, cross-river trips are a small proportion of all trips, and low 
income groups make fewer Blackwall Tunnel trips than other income 
groups. Low income public transport users will benefit from the Scheme, 
with 1,620 additional public transport trips forecast in the Assessed Case, 
with a greater share likely to be by low income travellers.  

TT2.8.11 The Scheme will reduce the number of cross-river highway trips, as user 
reassign to public transport. The effect on low income highway users is 
proportionately the same as it is on other income groups, although this 
group is more likely to shift to an alternative crossing.   

TT2.8.12 For low income groups in the host boroughs, there is a reduction of just 
260 low income cross-river trips, offset by an increase of 1,620 public 
transport trips, meaning an overall benefit. Low income groups are 
expected to receive 71% of total benefits. This is made up of £-0.2m of 
disbenefit for low income highway users, mostly because of the 
reassignment impacts, which is offset by the majority of the public 
transport benefits (£12.5m) due to the greater reliance on buses by low 
income groups.  

TT2.8.13 Nevertheless it is acknowledged that there will be a small number of low 
income users who do not make the switch to public transport or make 
other changes to car trips and are therefore adversely affected by the 
imposition of the user charges. TfL has therefore developed an approach 
which will mitigate the impact on this small group.   

TT2.8.14 TfL already provides a concessionary travelcard for London residents in 
receipt of certain benefits. This entitles people in receipt of Income 
Support, Jobseekers’ Allowance or Employment and Support Allowance 
to claim a 50% discount on bus and tram services.7  

TT2.8.15 TfL will adopt an equivalent approach for the user charges at the 
Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels. The eligibility criteria used for this 
concessionary travelcard will apply; and a 50% discount on the user 
charges will be applied for recipients of the same benefits. This 

6 Low income households with no access to a car: Royal Borough of Greenwich 55%; LB Newham 
69%; LB Tower Hamlets 71%, quoted in REP3-024  
7 https://tfl.gov.uk/fares-and-payments/adult-discounts-and-concessions/bus-and-tram-discount 
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commitment is set out in the updated Charging Policies and Procedures 
submitted at Deadline 4.  

TT2.8.16 Residents of the Host Boroughs of Greenwich, Newham and Tower 
Hamlets who meet the specified criteria will be eligible for this discount. .  

TT2.8.17 This approach aligns well with the existing public transport concession 
offered by TfL. It also aligns with other concessions offered to Host 
Borough residents related to the Scheme, such as the registration fee 
waiver and the bus concession described in the response to GA2.1, and 
the transitional business support described in GA2.2. Together these 
arrangements will help to lessen the impacts on low income users (of 
public and private transport), and serve to accustom local residents to the 
new Scheme as both bus users and account-holders.  

TT2.8.18 The approach outlined here has the advantage of using criteria which are 
already independently established and which are well-understood, and 
which would allow the Applicant to implement the discount without 
excessive additional bureaucracy.  

TT2.8.19 Like all aspects of the user charges, this low income discount would be 
kept under review, as set out in Policy 9 of the Charging Policies and 
Procedures document. 

TT2.8.20 This concession would represent only around 2 per cent of car trips and 
therefore the impacts on traffic flow and the environment are likely to be 
very small and unlikely to result in a change to the Scheme’s overall 
impacts.  There is also unlikely to be a significant impact on revenue, and 
a small adjustment to the standard user charges could be made to 
compensate if necessary.   

TT2.8.21 It should also be noted in this context that other discounts and exemptions 
which are part of the Scheme will be of particular benefit to some low 
income groups. The 100% discount for Blue Badge holders and the 
exemption for vehicles in the disabled tax class are relevant here, for 
example, because there is a correlation between disability and lower 
incomes8. Users of public transport will also benefit from the bus 
concession described in GA2.1.  

8 20% of low-income Londoners report that they are disabled, compared to 11% of all Londoners, 
cited page 273 in  Understanding our diverse communities- a Travel in London Report, TfL, 2015 
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TT2.9 Question 

Regarding AP 18, the Applicant was requested to provide ‘an update 
on progress towards securing a commitment to the enhanced bus 
routes strategy in the DCO (including procurement/tendering 
arrangements) for D3’. 

The Applicant has outlined its commitment to the bus enhancements 
and its intentions to provide a commitment to securing its 
implementation [REP3-014] The Applicant is asked to provide more 
details on outline net costs of supplying the enhancement and the 
tendering and procurement arrangements for securing this goal. See 
also questions GA2.1 and DC2.9. 

Response 

Update on securing a commitment in the DCO 

TT2.9.1 As highlighted in REP3-014 (responding to the AP 18 from the 17 January 
ISH), the Applicant submitted at Deadline 3 a revised dDCO which 
included a new Requirement securing the implementation of the Bus 
Strategy.  

TT2.9.2 Also in REP3-014, the Applicant confirmed its intention to revise the Bus 
Strategy at Deadline 4 and this revised document has now been 
submitted at Deadline 4. In addition, the key commitments in that Strategy 
have now been set out in Requirement 13 of the dDCO, including a 
commitment to the minimum frequency for the services that will operate 
from the date on which the Scheme opens. The revised Bus Strategy is 
objective-led and sets out clear commitments for planning bus services in 
collaboration with the boroughs, in order to provide confidence that the 
Applicant will proactively capitalise upon the significant opportunities 
presented by the Scheme.  

Tendering, procurement, and costs 

TT2.9.3 In relation to tendering and procurement arrangements, the Applicant 
routinely procures and tenders for bus services in the course of its duties 
as public transport authority for London. These duties are set out in the 

http://content.tfl.gov.uk/travel-in-london-understanding-our-diverse-communities.pdf 
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GLA Act 1999, Chapter V, in particular section 181-3.  In this process, bus 
operators compete for contracts for specified routes which are put forward 
by London Bus Services Limited (LBSL), a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
TfL. 

TT2.9.4 The process of service specification includes defining: 

• The route and its terminus arrangements 

• The proposed frequency of services for different times of day and 
week 

• The type and capacity of vehicles to be used 

• The Minimum Performance Standard 

TT2.9.5 Prior to tendering, LBSL reviews the transport needs that bus services are 
intended to address, taking into account views from the London Boroughs, 
London TravelWatch, and other interested parties in accordance with 
section 183(2) of the GLA Act.  

TT2.9.6 Routes are tendered individually, but often simultaneously with other 
routes in the same area to facilitate service changes. Prospective 
operators provide a schedule with the total cost, plus profit margin, when 
putting forward their proposals. Tender evaluation prioritises value for 
money, quality, and safety.  

TT2.9.7 Bus operating contracts run for up to seven years (five years with a 
possibility of performance-related two-year extension). Contracts since 
2000 have aimed to give operators a direct financial incentive to provide 
high-quality service, and contract payments are therefore related to 
mileage operated and service reliability. 

TT2.9.8 The Applicant would follow these well-established arrangements in 
implementing the new services facilitated by the Silvertown Tunnel 
scheme. 

TT2.9.9 The specific costs associated with the implementation of new bus services 
will be dependent on the precise route changes and new services which 
are implemented, and therefore the Applicant is not in a position to set 
these out at this stage.  

TT2.9.10 Bus services are funded in three broad ways. First, from fare income. 
Second, from direct subsidy. The third source of funding is from third party 
developers, in the form of section 106 contributions. These exist to ensure 
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that developers whose projects give rise to unmet needs for travel 
provision, or exacerbate existing service level deficits, are able to directly 
contribute towards the cost of meeting them. Different services require 
different balances of these sources, and the same service may have a 
different funding profile over the course of time. 

Approach to delivering bus services 

TT2.9.11 The Applicant’s intention to implement bus services through the 
Silvertown Tunnel is set out clearly in its most recent Business Plan, 
reflecting the Mayor’s commitment to maximise the use of the new tunnel 
to support this vital mode of transport. 

TT2.9.12 As the public transport authority for London, the Applicant has a duty 
under the Greater London Authority Act 1999 to determine which London 
local bus services are required for the purpose of providing safe, 
integrated, efficient and economic transport services in Greater London, 
and to keep this determination under review.  

TT2.9.13 To ensure that bus services are efficient, integrated and economic, the 
Applicant must take detailed account of transport needs. This requires a 
full appreciation of the location and scale of trip generating and trip 
attracting sites. While the broad scale and pattern of growth anticipated in 
east and south east London reflected in the Applicant’s Reference Case is 
generally accepted, there is acknowledged to be uncertainty over the 
delivery of regeneration schemes in the years leading up to Scheme 
opening (see for example REP1-002 para 126, REP1-014 section 5.1.2, 
and REP1-005 section 6.2.2), and even the overall quantum of growth is 
subject to uncertainty (see REP3-027).  

TT2.9.14 This uncertainty means that, for example, a bus route change which 
appears promising on the basis of current forecasts may prove to be less 
suitable in future, if the specific developments that it was intended to 
serve do not come forward, or if the form of those developments differs 
substantively from that currently assumed in accordance with the GLA’s 
Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) projections. It also means 
that overall demand for bus travel in a given location may be higher or 
lower than presently forecast. It is for such reasons that the Applicant’s 
planning of bus services, which are contracted for a minimum of five 
years, is routinely undertaken within a time horizon of around two years, 
governed by an established set of Bus Service Planning Guidelines. 
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TT2.9.15 There is here a clear parallel with the Applicant’s proposed approach to 
user charges. On this issue, there appears to be broad acceptance that 
the probability of beneficial outcomes is maximised by retaining scope to 
tailor charges to the prevailing conditions at Scheme opening, and 
beyond, while identifying required outcomes and safeguards in the 
Charging Policies and Procedures (to which it is bound by a DCO 
requirement) which ensure that the Environmental Statement can be 
relied upon and that the impacts of future potential changes are fully 
considered.  

TT2.9.16 In a similar way, committing to a specific quantum of bus service without 
retaining the ability to respond to the reality of London’s transport needs 
would constrain TfL’s ability to carry out its duty to bring forward efficient, 
economic, and integrated bus services. One foreseeable outcome would 
be the misallocation of constrained public funds towards sub-optimal 
services, which would naturally come at the expense of other services for 
which a better case could be made, not only by the Applicant itself but by 
the London Boroughs and other stakeholders too. 

TT2.9.17 A further risk of a commitment in the DCO to the secure the provision of 
specific bus services is that it could undermine the Applicant’s ability to 
secure appropriate contributions for bus enhancements from developers 
through s. 106 agreements, which would in turn affect the ability to bring 
forward other needed service improvements.  

TT2.9.18 Notwithstanding these issues, and further to discussions on this issue 
through the examination and with the local authorities, the Applicant has 
provided a commitment in Requirement 13 of the DCO to a minimum level 
of service which provides assurance that forecast demand will be met and 
the opportunity provided by the Silvertown Tunnel scheme will be 
capitalised upon. An assessment of the outputs of the Assessed Case 
demonstrates that the expected demand in the Scheme’s opening year 
could be accommodated with a level of service of around 20 buses per 
hour during peak periods. Accordingly, the Applicant is committing to a 
minimum base level of service on the opening of the Silvertown Tunnel of 
not less than 20 buses per hour in each direction during peak periods 
from the date on which the Scheme opens for public use. More 
information on the assumptions for this minimum commitment will be set 
out in a submission for DL5 based on further work the Applicant is 
carrying out.  

TT2.9.19 To guide the full development of the routes and services, the Applicant is 
committing through the revised Bus Strategy to plan bus services to 
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support the Project Objectives and other local priorities (such as the 
Convergence Agenda of the London Growth Boroughs (comprising LB 
Barking & Dagenham, RB Greenwich, and LBs Hackney, Newham, Tower 
Hamlets and Waltham Forest)). The Strategy also commits TfL to take a 
proactive approach to the specification and implementation of buses so 
that these are planned and delivered in a timely fashion and at a level 
which is commensurate with demand.  

TT2.9.20 Providing specific impetus to bring forward services in this way, and 
relating TfL’s service planning directly to the delivery of the objectives the 
Growth Boroughs, is a significant extension of TfL’s established bus 
planning approach, while retaining the essential ability to deliver its bus 
planning obligations under the GLA Act.  

TT2.9.21 In putting forward its revised Bus Strategy and a minimum commitment for 
the opening year, secured by means of a Requirement in the dDCO, the 
Applicant is providing a very significant level of assurance that it will 
capitalise on the opportunities provided by the new crossing for bus 
services. This assurance reflects the commitment made by the Mayor of 
London, Sadiq Khan, to make the Silvertown Tunnel a ‘cleaner, greener’ 
and more public transport-focused scheme.  
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AP ACTION POINT 2 RESPONSE 

AP.2 Question  

The Applicant is to provide information on the proportion of trips 
that are currently carried out through the Blackwall Tunnel by low 
income groups, and what percentage of those trips would no longer 
be carried out if the scheme is implemented in the manner proposed, 
with charges/discounts as proposed. 

Response 

Introduction 

AP.2.1 This note summarises potential impacts of the Scheme on car travel by 
low income groups that use the Blackwall Tunnel in the Reference Case. 
The reference to ‘low income’ users in this answer refers to users within 
the bottom third of incomes (£0k - £20k) out of all non-business highway 
users, i.e. out-of-work travel (OWT), which are represented as a separate 
segment in the model. 

AP.2.2 The analysis covers the same boroughs as the analysis of the Scheme 
impact on Low Income Residents (REP3-024) and the response to SWQ 
TT2.1. To answer this question, the predicted mode, redistribution and 
reassignment responses have been compared for the following scenarios 
in 2021: 

• Assessed Case assuming 37.5 buses per hour 

• Assessed Case assuming 37.5 buses per hour and a discount to 
the lowest income1 residents of the three Host boroughs.   

• Assessed Case assuming 20 buses per hour combined with the 
same resident discount to the same low income group in the Host 
boroughs as in the second scenario outlined above.   

1 The discount applies to trips that are genuinely low income, rather than simply those with the bottom 
third of incomes. Therefore the current proposals have been developed to be consistent with TfL’s 
Bus and Tram discount card, which ties eligibility of the discount to the receipt of particular benefits. 
We estimate that, in the Host Boroughs, 4% of residents are in receipt of these benefits and are 
therefore eligible for the low income discount. 
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Assessed Case 

AP.2.3 The analysis presented in response to SWQ TT2.1 demonstrates that the 
scheme in the Assessed Case does not lead to any significant 
redistribution of the origins and destinations of car trips as the demand is 
managed through road user charges and the provision of a cross-river bus 
alternative.  Redistribution of car trips specifically amongst low income 
users is also not significant. 

AP.2.4 Table 1 summarises the changes in the trip patterns resulting from the 
Scheme by comparing the Assessed Case daily car demand matrices in 
person trips to those in the Reference Case scenario. The reductions in 
cross-river car travel over and above the mode shift represent the 
redistribution impact, i.e. trips that continue to use car mode but change 
their destination in the Assessed Case. The first column in the table 
shows the mode shift effects, the second column is mode shift plus 
redistribution, and therefore the third column (a-b) gives the net 
redistribution effects. 

AP.2.5 It should be noted that the analysis below summarises the changes in trip 
patterns separately for all out-of-work users as well as those in the 
model’s low income group.  For the purposes of the analysis presented in 
the tables, the low income group comprises the lowest-income third of all 
users. 

Table 1 Assessed Case – Changes in daily 2021 Car out-of-work 
demand by borough of residence, person trips 
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A s s es s ed C as e vs  R eferenc e C as e   
Total 'South  of the river' -770 -1080 310 -210 -280 60 27% 26% 19% 
Total 'North  of the river' -520 -1030 520 -150 -270 120 29% 26% 23% 
Total (‘South’ + ’North’) -1290 -2110 830 -360 -550 180 28% 26% 22% 
 
% Change in Cross-river trips 
(vs RC) -4.4% -7.0% 2.7% -4.5% -7.0% 2.5% - - - 

*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips 
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AP.2.6 The key impacts on low income car trips in the Assessed Case are 
discussed below: 

• Following the introduction of the Scheme, 1290 OWT car trips will 
shift to PT, 360 (28%) of them will be low income trips. The mode 
shift will lead to a 4.5% reduction to the total cross-river car 
demand for the low income group. 

• 830 OWT car trips will redistribute to avoid the charged crossings 
in the Assessed case. These trips will change their destinations to 
stay on the same side of the river. The corresponding reduction in 
low income trips is 180 (22% of the total OWT demand change), 
which will contribute a further 2.5% to the reduction in low income 
cross-river trips. 

• The mode shift and redistribution lead to 7% reduction in OWT 
cross river trips made by car, which is around 2110 total OWT daily 
trips with 550 (26%) of which being low income. 

AP.2.7 In addition to the choice of modes and destinations, the Blackwall Tunnel 
users have an option of rerouting via different crossings. All these 
responses contribute to the changes in Blackwall Tunnel daily users, 
which are shown in Table 2. The table compares actual flows on the 
Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels in the Assessed Case to the Blackwall 
Tunnel flows in the Reference case. The key impacts are: 

• The low income trips using the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels in 
the Assessed Case reduce by 12.4%, which is higher than a 7.0% 
reduction in demand (as shown in Table 1) indicating some 
reassignment of low income trips to the alternative crossings and 
so are not suppressed from crossing the river. 

The proportion of low income trips out of the total non-business (i.e. total 
OWT) Blackwall Tunnel traffic drops by 2.3% from 29.6% in the Reference 
case to 27.3% with the Scheme. 
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Table 2 Assessed Case - Blackwall Tunnel and Silvertown Tunnel 
daily trips, vehicles 

  

Car OWT 
low 

income 

Car OWT 
 

total 

All  
 

Vehicles 

% of low 
income 
out of 
total 
OWT 

% of low 
income 
out of 
total 

Highway 
trips 

A: Reference case 15880 53640 93950 29.6%  16.9%  

B: Assessed Case 13910 50890 95810 27.3%  14.5%  

C: Assessed Case vs Reference Case 
(B minus A) 

-1970 -2750 1860 -2.3%  -2.4%  

Change in Low Income demand as % 
of Reference Case 

-12.4%  -5.1%  2.0%  - - 

*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips 
 

Assessed Case with Low Income Discount 

AP.2.8 This section presents a similar analysis to that seen previously, but this 
time based on the scenario that additionally comprises the 50% discount 
for the lowest income group. 

AP.2.9 Table 3 demonstrates the potential impact of this discount to the lowest 
income group, which as mentioned previously is different from the 
definition of ‘low income’ used in the model. It is assumed that the 
discount will apply to the 4% of residents of the Host boroughs that are 
currently in receipt of benefits which would make them eligible for TfL’s 
existing Bus and Tram discount. 

AP.2.10 For the purposes of the analysis presented in the tables, the low income 
group comprises the lowest-income third of all users – not all of whom are 
eligible for the low income discount. 
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Table 3 Assessed Case with low income discount - Changes in daily 
2021 Car out-of-work demand by borough of residence, person trips 

Total Residents 
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A s s es s ed C as e (A C ) with low inc ome dis c ount vs  R eferenc e C as e   
Total 'South  of the river' -790 -990 200 -230 -190 -50 29% 19% -25% 
Total 'North  of the river' -410 -940 540 -40 -180 140 10% 19% 26% 
Total (‘South’ + ’North’) -1200 -1930 740 -270 -370 90 23% 19% 12% 
% Change vs RC cross river 
demand -4.1% -6.5% 2.4% -3.2% -4.6% 1.4% - - - 
A C  with low inc ome dis c ount minus  A C     
Total 'South  of the river' -20 90 -110 -20 90 -110 

  
  
   

  
  

Total 'North  of the river' 110 90 20 110 90 20 
Total (‘South’ + ’North’) 90 180 -90 90 180 -90 
% Change vs RC cross river 
demand 0.3% 0.6% -0.3% 1.2% 2.4% -1.1% 

*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips 
 

AP.2.11 A comparison of the resultant changes in daily car demand matrices to the 
Reference Case and the Assessed Case demand profiles illustrates that 
the discount leads to a small increase in the low income cross-river 
demand but the overall changes in travel patterns remain similar to those 
in the Assessed case.  

AP.2.12 The key impacts on low income car trips are discussed below: 

• The mode shift responses are of the same level of magnitude as in 
the Assessed Case and indicate the overall reduction in OWT 
travel made by car. In the scenario with the discount, 1200 OWT 
car trips will still shift to PT with 270 (23%) of them being low 
income trips. Compared to the Assessed Case this represents a 
modestly reduced impact (90 more car daily trips made by the low 
income group). 

• The redistribution will lead to 740 OWT car trips changing their 
destinations to stay on the same side of the river, 90 (12%) of them 
will be low income users. This suggests a weaker redistribution of 
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the low income travel compared to 180 trips in the Assessed Case.  
The introduction of the low income discount halves the number of 
low income trips that no longer cross the river, which represents 
just 1.4% of all low income cross-river trips. 

• The reduction in OWT cross-river trips made by car in the scenario 
with the discount is 1930, 370 (19%) of them are low income trips. 
This is 180 more low income trips crossing the river compared to 
the Assessed Case.  

• The overall reduction of 4.6% in cross-river low income trips (vs. 
the Reference Case) is lower compared to 7.0% in the Assessed 
Case. 

AP.2.13 The changes to the users of the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels are 
summarised Table 4. 

AP.2.14 The key impacts are: 

• Although the total low income trips using the Blackwall and 
Silvertown Tunnels reduce by 11.0% in scenario with the discount, 
the reduction is 1.4% less than in the Assessed Case. 

• The proportion of low income trips out of the total non-business (i.e. 
total OWT) Blackwall Tunnel traffic reduces by 1.6%, which is 0.7% 
less compared to the Assessed case due to more low income trips 
using the crossing following the introduction of the discount. 

• This demonstrates that the introduction of the low income discount 
will be effective in terms of facilitating cross-river travel amongst 
the lowest income group.  However, the traffic impact of this 
change on the whole network will be immaterial as this change 
affects a very small percentage of overall demand through the 
Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels.  
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Table 4 Assessed Case with low income discount - Blackwall Tunnel 
and Silvertown Tunnel daily trips, vehicles 

  

Car OWT 
low 

income 

Car OWT 
 

total 

All  
 

Vehicles 

% of low 
income 
out of 
total 
OWT 

% of low 
income 
out of 
total 

Highway 
trips 

A: Reference case 15,880 53,640 93,950 29.6%  16.9%  

B: Assessed Case 14,340 51,130 96,050 28.0%  14.9%  

C: Assessed Case vs Reference Case 
(B minus A) 

-1,750 -2,520 2,100 -1.6%  -2.0%  

Change in Low Income demand as % 
of Reference Case 

-11.0%  -4.7%  2.2%  - - 

*Rounded to the nearest 10 trips 
 

Assessed Case with 20bhp and Low Income Discount  

AP.2.15 The same analysis looking at the mode and redistribution impacts was 
undertaken for the Assessed case that, in addition to the low income 
discount discussed in the previous section, assumes a lower but 
optimised bus provision, according with the proposed minimum opening 
year service commitment i.e. 20 buses per hour (bph) instead of the 37.5 
assumed in the Assessed Case.  The analysis of the user benefits for this 
scenario presented in our response to Bus Issues Raised at dDCO ISH 29 
March 2017 (Document Reference: 8.118) requested in the DCO hearing 
shows that the proposed 20bph deliver the level of service and time 
saving just marginally lower than in the bus Scheme in the Assessed 
Case.  

AP.2.16 Table 5 compares the resultant changes in daily car demand matrices to 
the Reference Case, the Assessed Case and to the Assessed Case with 
the discount. The overall changes in car travel patterns for this scenario 
are similar to those in the Assessed case with the discount and suggest 
that the bus changes have a negligible impact on the total out-of-work car 
travel and on the low income in particular. 
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Table 5 Assessed Case with 20bph and low income discount - 
Changes in daily 2021 Car out-of-work demand by borough of 
residence, person trips 

Total Residents 
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A s s es s ed C as e (A C ) with 20bph and low inc ome dis c ount vs  
R eferenc e C as e       
Total 'South  of the river' -700 -980 280 -200 -180 -20 29% 18% -7% 
Total 'North  of the river' -470 -920 460 -50 -180 130 11% 20% 28% 
Total (‘South’ + ’North’) -1170 -1900 740 -250 -360 110 21% 19% 15% 
% Change vs RC cross river 
demand -3.9% -6.4% 2.5% -3.1% -4.5% 1.4% - - - 
A C  with 20bph and low inc ome dis c ount minus  A C          
Total 'South  of the river' 70 100 -30 10 100 -80       

Total 'North  of the river' 50 110 -60 100 90 10       
Total (‘South’ + ’North’) 120 210 -90 110 190 -70       
% Change vs RC cross river 
demand 0.5% 0.7% -0.3% 1.4% 2.5% -1.1%       
A C  with 20bph and low inc ome dis c ount minus  A C  with low  inc ome dis c ount 
Total 'South  of the river' 90 10 80 30 10 30       
Total 'North  of the river' -60 20 -80 -10 0 -10       
Total (‘South’ + ’North’) 30 30 0 20 10 20       
% Change vs RC cross river 
demand 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%       

AP.2.17 The key impacts on low income car trips are discussed below: 

• The changes to the bus services will lead to a small increase of 20 
low income trips (0.1%) made by car. 

• The cross river car trips will also increase slightly (30 OWT trips 
with 10 being low income trips).    

• The overall reduction in cross-river low income trips (vs. the 
Reference Case) is 4.5%, which is almost unchanged from 4.6% in 
the Assessed Case with the low income discount and 37bph. 
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AP.2.18 The changes to the Blackwall and Silvertown traffic in this scenario are 
almost identical to those the Assessed case with the low income discount 
and 37bph (as presented in Table 4). 

Summary and Conclusions 

AP.2.19  The scenarios with the low income discount and the revised bus package 
show similar overall mode and redistribution impacts to those in the 
Assessed case. This confirms that overall, the scheme proposed does not 
lead to any significant redistribution of the origins and destinations of car 
trips as the demand is managed through road user charges and the 
provision of a cross-river bus alternative.  

AP.2.20 In relation to low income trips, the introduction of the low income discount 
halves the number of low income trips that no longer cross the river. The 
redistribution impact in the scenario with the discount reduces to just 90 
trips compared to 180 trips in the Assessed Case. At the same time the 
cross-river low income demand increases by 180 trips. Compared to the 
Reference Case, the reduction in the low income trips as a proportion of 
the total non-business Blackwall Tunnel users is estimated to be 1.6% 
with the low income discount and 2.3% without. This suggests that the 
discount will increase the low income traffic share by 0.7% compared to 
the Assessed case. 

AP.2.21 The comparison of the scenario with 20 buses per hour and the low 
income discount to the corresponding run with the discount only, suggests 
that the bus changes a likely to have a minimal impact on the total out-of-
work car demand and the low income group travel by car. 
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1. Analysis of projected Net Present Value (NPV) – 
No-bus Scenario  

The Applicant to provide a comprehensive response to include NPV 
details. London borough of Newham also asked the applicant to 
provide details regarding the distributional benefits of a ‘No-bus’ 
scenario. 

General  

Improvement in cross-river public transport is a core project objective and an 
integral part of the scheme and this is set out in the Case for the Scheme 
(APP-093).  A ‘No-bus’ scenario is a theoretical scenario which is not part of 
the Applicants submission, and indeed would amount to a breach of the 
DCO (if made) given the requirement on cross-river bus services set out in 
Schedule 2 of the DCO and the requirement to implement the Monitoring 
and Mitigation Strategy (Ref 8.84, REP4-046) and the Bus Strategy (8.82, 
REP4-044).  

In this respect, the economic, traffic and distributional impacts of the DCO 
commitment for a minimum opening year bus network in Schedule 2 is 
provided in the note on the Minimum Opening year Bus Network response  
to the ISH on the 28th March 2017. This shows that outcomes very close to 
the Assessed Case can be achieved with this scenario; but the overriding 
commitment by the applicant remains the Assessed Case outcomes, as 
specified in the updated Bus Strategy submitted at DL6 and Schedule 2. 

NPV of the No-bus scenario 

In order to respond to AP4, a full model run of the 2021 assessment year 
was undertaken for a ‘No-bus’ scenario. A revised NPV estimate has been 
made and is reported below. 

Table 1 sets out the results of the economic changes if bus improvements 
are no excluded from the Scheme, in the form of the Analysis of Monetised 
Costs and Benefits (AMCB) table with NPV. The supporting Transport 
Economic Efficiency and Public Accounts table for both cases are included 
in Appendix A. The NPV has been derived from the 2021 economic results, 
and no changes were made to the noise, air quality, accident and reliability 
estimates for this revised NPV, but no significant changes are expected in 
these values.  
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The main conclusions from this comparison are: 

• The hypothetical No-bus scenario results in no public transport benefits 
apart from coach users; highway benefits increase marginally, due to 
more highway users obtaining benefit (although they forego the greater 
public transport benefit they receive in the scenarios with bus 
improvements) and the reduction in traffic of 37.5 buses per hour 
(75 pcu) in each direction, which reduces delays slightly. 

• This leads in turn in a significant reduction in overall user benefit 
compared to the Assessed Case and other scenarios with bus 
improvements, particularly for non-business users, as fewer travellers 
gain the benefit from greater accessibility with the new bus services; 
however business users retain nearly all their Assessed Case benefit. 

• There is also a significant reduction in the operational costs of the 
Scheme compared to the Assessed Case, as TfL would no longer need 
to fund the new bus services (revenue from these services do not cover 
costs). The net ‘surplus’ of revenue less investment and operational 
costs therefore increases from £9m in the Assessed Case to some 
£142m in the case with no bus improvements. 

The overall outcome of these changes is as expected, with the removal of the 
bus improvements from the scheme having a significant effect on the NPV, 
reducing this  from £1,225m to £838m including reliability benefits (and from 
£967m-£587m without reliability). However the NPV remains high in both 
cases and given that there are no net investment or operating costs as these 
are covered by user charge revenue, the scheme remains in the Applicants 
view very high value for money.  

We also note that, if removal of the bus improvements was a serious 
consideration, TfL would consider other scheme adjustments, including the 
user charge, to optimise the achievement of the scheme objectives, or to 
implement other transport improvements which offer benefits.  
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Table 1 - NPV – Assessed Case compared to Case with No- bus improvements1 – Analysis of Monetised Costs and Benefits £000’s 

 Assessed  Case  No bus improvements 

 
Initial  With reliability 

 
Initial  With  Reliability 

Noise (12) -£5,592 -£5,592 
 

-£5,592 -£5,592 
Local Air Quality (13) -£2,976 -£2,976 

 
-£2,976 -£2,976 

Greenhouse Gases (14) £12,100 £12,100 
 

£12,100 £12,100 
Journey Quality (15)     

 
    

Physical Activity (16)     
 

    
Accidents (17) £12,440 £12,440 

 
£12,440 £12,440 

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Commuting) (1a) £262,629 £291,097 
 

£143,475 £165,280 
Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Other) (1b) £477,288 £548,978 

 
£80,466 £152,156 

Economic Efficiency: Business Users and Providers (5) £345,398 £503,045 
 

£317,312 £474,959 
Wider Public Finances (Indirect Taxation Revenues) -(11) - sign changed from 
PA table, as PA table represents costs, not benefits -£143,184 -£143,184 

 
-£112,053 -£112,052 

Present Value of Benefits (see notes) (PVB), 
PVB=(12)+(13)+(14)+(15)+(16)+(17)+(1a)+(1b)+(5)+(11) £958,103 £1,215,908   £445,172 £696,315 
      

 
    

Broad Transport Budget (10) -£9,090 -£9,090   -£142,090 -£142,090 
      

 
    

Present Value of Costs (see notes) (PVC) (10) -£9,090 -£9,090   -£142,090 -£142,090 
      

 
    

OVERALL IMPACTS           

Net Present Value (NPV) NPV=PVB-PVC £967,193 £1,224,998   £587,262 £838,405 

1 The previous NPV estimate prepared for D3 in response to SWQ 13 included some £30m of loss of indirect taxation benefit from public transport from 
the Assessed Case estimate; this was not appropriate for the ‘No-bus’ scenario and has been removed from the revised NPV estimates. 
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Distributional impacts of the ‘no-bus’ scenario  

As requested, the key distributional impacts of the ‘No-bus’ scenario are also 
set out in Appendix B for ‘ Out of Work Time’ trips only.  The removal of all 
public transport user benefits has a significant effect on total net user 
benefits and on those attributable to the low income user group.  

The figures show the net user benefits graphically – the main benefits are 
focused around the tunnels and environs, in Newham and Greenwich.  
There are other business-related benefits not included in this assessment. 
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Appendix A. Supporting TEE and PA tables  

1. Assessed Case – TEE Table (Initial)  

Non-Business: COMMUTING: User Benefits All Modes
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other
Travel time £400,824 £121,713 £128,334 £0
Vehicle operating costs £13,356 £0 £0 £0
User charges -£149,902 £0 £0 £0
During Construction & Maintenance -£1,649 £0 -£43 £0

Net non-business benefits: COMMUTING (1a) £262,629 £121,713 £128,291 £0

Non-Business: OTHER: User Benefits All Modes
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other
Travel time £738,066 £0 £402,638 £0
Vehicle operating costs £22,316 £0 £0 £0
User charges -£278,255 £0 £0 £0
During Construction & Maintenance -£4,839 £0 -£161 £0

Net non-business benefits: OTHER (1b) £477,288 £0 £402,477 £0

BUSINESS: User Benefits All Modes

Goods 
Vehicles 
(OGVs & 

LGVs)
Business 

Cars
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other
Travel time £973,332 £353,166 £560,612 £0 £59,554 £0
Vehicle operating costs £67,576 £43,817 £23,759 £0 £0 £0
User charges -£690,447 -£559,352 -£131,095 £0 £0 £0
During Construction & Maintenance -£5,063 -£3,073 -£1,938 £0 -£52 £0

Subtotal-BUSINESS (2) £345,398 -£165,442 £451,338 £0 £59,502 £0

Private Sector Provider Impacts All Modes

Goods 
Vehicles 
(OGVs & 

LGVs)
Business 

Cars
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other

Revenue £307,000 £0 £307,000 £0
Operating costs -£276,300 £0 -£276,300 £0
Investment costs £0 £0 £0 £0

Grant/subsidy £0 £0 £0 £0

Subtotal (3) £30,700 £0 £30,700 £0
Other business impacts

Developer contributions (4) £0 £0 £0 £0
NET BUSINESS IMPACT (5)=(2)+(3)+(4) £376,098

TOTAL

Present Value of Transport Economic Efficiency 
Benefits (TEE) (6)=(1a)+(1b)+(5) £1,116,015

Economic Efficiency of the Transport System (TEE), £000s

Notes: Benefits appear as positive numbers, while costs appear as 
negative numbers. All entries are discounted present values, in 2010 
prices and values

£0

£335,428
£22,316

-£278,255
-£4,678

£74,811

Road-Private Cars
£150,777
£13,356

-£149,902
-£1,606

£12,625

Road-Private Cars
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2. Assessed Case– PA Table (Initial) 

All Modes Road 
Infrastructure Coach Bus Other

Local Government Funding: Transport

Revenue -£1,400,690 -£1,226,690 £0 -£174,000 £0
Operating Costs £658,700 £351,700 £0 £307,000 £0
Investment Costs £732,900 £732,900 £0 £0 £0
Developer and Other Contributions £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Grant/Subsidy Payments £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

          NET  IMPACT (7) -£9,090 -£142,090 £0 £133,000 £0

Central Government Funding: Transport

Revenue £0

Operating Costs £0
Investment Costs £0
Developer and Other Contributions £0
Grant/Subsidy Payments £0

          NET  IMPACT (8) £0
Central Government Funding: Non-Transport
Indirect Tax Revenue (9) £143,184 £113,184 0 £30,000 £0

TOTALS

Broad Transport Budget (10)=(7)+(8) -£9,090

Wider Public Finances (11)=(9) £143,184

Notes: Costs appear as positive numbers, while 
revenues and 'Developer and Other Contributions' 
appear as negative numbers. All entries are 
discounted present values in 2010 prices and values.  
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3. Assessed Case– TEE Table (Adjusted for reliability) 

 

Non-Business: COMMUTING: User Benefits All Modes
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other

Travel time £400,824 £121,713 £128,334 £0

Vehicle operating costs £13,356 £0 £0 £0

User charges -£149,902 £0 £0 £0

During Construction & Maintenance -£1,649 £0 -£43 £0

Reliability £28,469 £0 £0

Net non-business benefits: COMMUTING (1a) £291,097 £121,713 £128,291 £0

Non-Business: OTHER: User Benefits All Modes
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other

Travel time £738,066 £0 £402,638 £0

Vehicle operating costs £22,316 £0 £0 £0

User charges -£278,255 £0 £0 £0

During Construction & Maintenance -£4,839 £0 -£161 £0

Reliability £71,690 £0 £0 £0

Net non-business benefits: OTHER (1b) £548,978 £0 £402,477 £0

BUSINESS: User Benefits All Modes

Goods 
Vehicles 
(OGVs & 

LGVs)
Business 

Cars
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other

Travel time £973,332 £353,166 £560,612 £0 £59,554 £0

Vehicle operating costs £67,576 £43,817 £23,759 £0 £0 £0

User charges -£690,447 -£559,352 -£131,095 £0 £0 £0

During Construction & Maintenance -£5,063 -£3,073 -£1,938 £0 -£52 £0

Reliability £157,647 £77,507 £80,140 £0 £0 £0

Subtotal-BUSINESS (2) £503,045 -£87,935 £531,478 £0 £59,502 £0

Private Sector Provider Impacts All Modes

Goods 
Vehicles 
(OGVs & 

LGVs)
Business 

Cars
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other

Revenue £307,000 £0 £307,000 £0

Operating costs -£276,300 £0 -£276,300 £0
Investment costs £0 £0 £0 £0

Grant/subsidy £0 £0 £0 £0

Subtotal (3) £30,700 £0 £30,700 £0

Other business impacts

Developer contributions (4) £0 £0 £0 £0

NET BUSINESS IMPACT (5)=(2)+(3)+(4) £533,745

TOTAL
Present Value of Transport Economic Efficiency 

Benefits (TEE) (6)=(1a)+(1b)+(5) £1,373,820

£335,428

Road-Private Cars

£28,469

£22,316

Road-Private Cars

£150,777

£13,356

-£149,902

-£1,606

£41,093

£71,690

-£278,255

-£4,678

£146,501

£0

Notes: Benefits appear as positive numbers, while costs appear as 
negative numbers. All entries are discounted present values, in 2010 
prices and values  
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4. Assessed Case PA Table (Adjusted for reliability) 

All Modes Road 
Infrastructure Coach Bus Other

Local Government Funding: Transport

Revenue -£1,400,690 -£1,226,690 £0 -£174,000 £0
Operating Costs £658,700 £351,700 £0 £307,000 £0
Investment Costs £732,900 £732,900 £0 £0 £0
Developer and Other Contributions £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Grant/Subsidy Payments £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

          NET  IMPACT (7) -£9,090 -£142,090 £0 £133,000 £0

Central Government Funding: Transport

Revenue £0

Operating Costs £0
Investment Costs £0
Developer and Other Contributions £0
Grant/Subsidy Payments £0

          NET  IMPACT (8) £0

Central Government Funding: Non-Transport

Indirect Tax Revenue (9) £143,184 £113,184 0 £30,000 £0

TOTALS

Broad Transport Budget (10)=(7)+(8) -£9,090

Wider Public Finances (11)=(9) £143,184

Notes: Costs appear as positive numbers, while revenues 
and 'Developer and Other Contributions' appear as negative 
numbers. All entries are discounted present values in 2010 
prices and values.  

Page 14 of 22 

 



Silvertown Tunnel 

Applicant’s Response to Action Point 4 from ISH 28/3/17 

 

 

5. Assessed Case No Bus Improvements – TEE Table (Initial) 

Non-Business: COMMUTING: User 
Benefits All Modes

Coach 
Passenger

Bus 
Passenger Other

Travel time £281,537 £121,713 £0 £0
Vehicle operating costs £13,490 £0 £0 £0
User charges -£149,902 £0 £0 £0
During Construction & Maintenance -£1,649 £0 -£43 £0

Net non-business benefits: COMMUTING 
(1a) £143,475 £121,713 -£43 £0

Non-Business: OTHER: User Benefits All Modes
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other
Travel time £342,137 £0 £0 £0
Vehicle operating costs £21,423 £0 £0 £0
User charges -£278,255 £0 £0 £0
During Construction & Maintenance -£4,839 £0 -£161 £0

Net non-business benefits: OTHER (1b) £80,466 £0 -£161 £0

BUSINESS: User Benefits All Modes

Goods 
Vehicles 
(OGVs & 

LGVs)
Business 

Cars
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other
Travel time £941,191 £363,761 £577,430 £0 £0 £0
Vehicle operating costs £71,631 £46,446 £25,185 £0 £0 £0
User charges -£690,447 -£559,352 -£131,095 £0 £0 £0
During Construction & Maintenance -£5,063 -£3,073 -£1,938 £0 -£52 £0

Subtotal-BUSINESS (2) £317,312 -£152,218 £469,582 £0 -£52 £0

Private Sector Provider Impacts All Modes

Goods 
Vehicles 
(OGVs & 

LGVs)
Business 

Cars
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other

Revenue £0 £0 £0 £0
Operating costs £0 £0 £0 £0
Investment costs £0 £0 £0 £0

Grant/subsidy £0 £0 £0 £0

Subtotal (3) £0 £0 £0 £0
Other business impacts

Developer contributions (4) £0 £0 £0 £0
NET BUSINESS IMPACT (5)=(2)+(3)+(4) £317,312

TOTAL

Present Value of Transport Economic 
Efficiency Benefits (TEE) (6)=(1a)+(1b)+(5) £541,253

Economic Efficiency of the Transport System (TEE), £000s

Notes: Benefits appear as positive numbers, while costs appear as 
negative numbers. All entries are discounted present values, in 
2010 prices and values

£0

£342,137
£21,423

-£278,255
-£4,678

£80,627

Road-Private Cars
£159,823
£13,490

-£149,902
-£1,606

£21,805

Road-Private Cars
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6. Assessed Case No Bus Improvements – Public Accounts Table (Initial) 

Public Accounts (PA) Table, £000s

All Modes Road 
Infrastructure Coach Bus Other

Local Government Funding: Transport

Revenue -£1,226,690 -£1,226,690 £0 £0 £0
Operating Costs £351,700 £351,700 £0 £0 £0
Investment Costs £732,900 £732,900 £0 £0 £0
Developer and Other Contributions £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Grant/Subsidy Payments £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

          NET  IMPACT (7) -£142,090 -£142,090 £0 £0 £0

Central Government Funding: Transport

Revenue £0

Operating Costs £0
Investment Costs £0
Developer and Other Contributions £0
Grant/Subsidy Payments £0

          NET  IMPACT (8) £0
Central Government Funding: Non-Transport
Indirect Tax Revenue (9) £112,053 £112,052.56 0 £0 £0

TOTALS

Broad Transport Budget (10)=(7)+(8) -£142,090

Wider Public Finances (11)=(9) £112,053

Notes: Costs appear as positive numbers, while 
revenues and 'Developer and Other Contributions' 
appear as negative numbers. All entries are 
discounted present values in 2010 prices and values.  
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7. Assessed Case No Bus Improvements – TEE Table (adjusted for 
reliability) 

Non-Business: COMMUTING: User Benefits All Modes
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other

Travel time £281,537 £121,713 £0 £0

Vehicle operating costs £13,490 £0 £0 £0

User charges -£149,902 £0 £0 £0

During Construction & Maintenance -£1,649 £0 -£43 £0

Reliability £21,805 £0 £0

Net non-business benefits: COMMUTING (1a) £165,280 £121,713 -£43 £0

Non-Business: OTHER: User Benefits All Modes
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other

Travel time £342,137 £0 £0 £0

Vehicle operating costs £21,423 £0 £0 £0

User charges -£278,255 £0 £0 £0

During Construction & Maintenance -£4,839 £0 -£161 £0

Reliability £71,690 £0 £0 £0

Net non-business benefits: OTHER (1b) £152,156 £0 -£161 £0

BUSINESS: User Benefits All Modes

Goods 
Vehicles 
(OGVs & 

LGVs)
Business 

Cars
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other

Travel time £941,191 £363,761 £577,430 £0 £0 £0

Vehicle operating costs £71,631 £46,446 £25,185 £0 £0 £0

User charges -£690,447 -£559,352 -£131,095 £0 £0 £0

During Construction & Maintenance -£5,063 -£3,073 -£1,938 £0 -£52 £0

Reliability £157,647 £77,507 £80,140 £0 £0 £0

Subtotal-BUSINESS (2) £474,959 -£74,711 £549,722 £0 -£52 £0

Private Sector Provider Impacts All Modes

Goods 
Vehicles 
(OGVs & 

LGVs)
Business 

Cars
Coach 

Passenger
Bus 

Passenger Other

Revenue £0 £0 £0 £0

Operating costs £0 £0 £0 £0
Investment costs £0 £0 £0 £0

Grant/subsidy £0 £0 £0 £0

Subtotal (3) £0 £0 £0 £0

Other business impacts

Developer contributions (4) £0 £0 £0 £0

NET BUSINESS IMPACT (5)=(2)+(3)+(4) £474,959

TOTAL
Present Value of Transport Economic Efficiency 

Benefits (TEE) (6)=(1a)+(1b)+(5) £792,395

Economic Efficiency of the Transport System (TEE), £000s

£342,137

Road-Private Cars

£21,805

£21,423

Road-Private Cars

£159,823

£13,490

-£149,902

-£1,606

£43,610

£71,690

-£278,255

-£4,678

£152,317

£0

Notes: Benefits appear as positive numbers, while costs appear 
as negative numbers. All entries are discounted present values, 
in 2010 prices and values  
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8. Assessed Case No Bus Improvements – Public Accounts Table 
(adjusted for reliability) 

Public Accounts (PA) Table, £000s

All Modes Road 
Infrastructure Coach Bus Other

Local Government Funding: Transport

Revenue -£1,226,690 -£1,226,690 £0 £0 £0
Operating Costs £351,700 £351,700 £0 £0 £0
Investment Costs £732,900 £732,900 £0 £0 £0
Developer and Other Contributions £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Grant/Subsidy Payments £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

          NET  IMPACT (7) -£142,090 -£142,090 £0 £0 £0

Central Government Funding: Transport

Revenue £0

Operating Costs £0
Investment Costs £0
Developer and Other Contributions £0
Grant/Subsidy Payments £0

          NET  IMPACT (8) £0

Central Government Funding: Non-Transport

Indirect Tax Revenue (9) £112,052 £112,052 0 £0 £0

TOTALS

Broad Transport Budget (10)=(7)+(8) -£142,090

Wider Public Finances (11)=(9) £112,052

Notes: Costs appear as positive numbers, while revenues 
and 'Developer and Other Contributions' appear as 
negative numbers. All entries are discounted present 
values in 2010 prices and values.  
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Appendix B. Distributional Benefits2, 2021, Out of Work Time 
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Net user benefits  £m, 2010 prices  (road users ) -0.7 -0.7 -1.3 
 

-0.6 -0.6 -1.2 

Net us er benefits  £m, 2010 prices  (public transport) 12.5 4.2 16.7 
 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

T otal net user benefits  £m, 2010 prices  11.8 3.5 15.3 
 

-0.6 -0.6 -1.2 

%  benefits  77%  23%   
 

50%  50%    
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Med / high 
income 

T otal 
  

 
  

Net user benefits  £m, 2010 prices  (road users ) -0.3 0.9 0.7 
 

-0.2 1.0 0.8 

Net us er benefits  £m, 2010 prices  (public transport) 12.5 4.2 16.6 
 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

T otal net user benefits  £m, 2010 prices  12.2 5.1 17.3 
 

-0.2 1.0 0.8 

%  benefits  71%  29%   
 

-24%  124%    

2 For Distributional Impact report study area 
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	8.109 Post-hearing Submission Document (Outstanding Issues)
	AP1
	TT2  TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION
	TT2.1 Question
	Regarding Action Point (AP) 1 from the Issue Specific Hearing held on the 17 January 2017, The Applicant was asked to provide ‘a comprehensive note giving full borough distributions of car trips that are not suppressed but re-assigned for Deadline 3 (...
	In relation to distribution of car trips that are not suppressed but reassigned, the information provided [REP3-025] does not address the issue of potential redistribution of trip origins and destinations. The Applicant notes that the assignment model...

	Response
	Introduction
	TT2.1.1 The note (REP3-025) submitted for Deadline 3 summarised the impact of the Scheme in the Assessed Case in 2021 on the re-assignment (i.e. re-routing) of trips. The previously presented analysis used the information extracted from the highway as...
	TT2.1.2 In their original request the ExA requested as part of Action Point 1 “…a comprehensive note giving full borough distributions of car trips that are not suppressed but re-assigned…”. This was understood to be asking about the ‘re-assignment’ o...
	TT2.1.3 Question TT2.1 has clarified that the Examining Authority would also like information on the “potential redistribution of trip origins and destination”. This note provides information from the LoRDM demand model about the Scheme responses rela...
	 ‘South of the river’ including the ‘Host Borough - Greenwich’ and ‘Other Boroughs south of the river’ - Southwark, Lewisham, Bexley and Bromley.
	 ‘North of the river’ including the ‘Host Boroughs - Newham and Tower Hamlets’ and ‘Other Boroughs north of the river’ - Hackney, Waltham Forest, Redbridge and Barking & Dagenham.
	TT2.1.4 The study area is shown in Figure 1 below.
	TT2.1.5 The analysis presented in the note demonstrates that the scheme in the Assessed Case does not lead to any significant redistribution of the origins and destinations of car trips as the demand is managed through road user charges and the provis...
	Demand Model Responses – Assessed Case
	TT2.1.6 The demand model (LoRDM) used in the appraisal of the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme is of a nested logit form with the mode shift response located above the trip redistribution in the model hierarchy. This structure is compliant with the advice pro...
	TT2.1.7 The model responds to changes in the combined cost of travel accounting for journey time, congestion and money costs by car, public transport and active modes. In the context of the Scheme, the demand changes can occur due to the following fac...
	 The Silvertown Tunnel providing a new and improved connection across the River Thames by road and reducing highway delays;
	 The user charges that are introduced to offset the reduction in highway travel time and manage demand; and
	 Improved travel times by public transport due to the addition of new cross-river bus services.
	TT2.1.8 Demand changes will also be affected by secondary effects flowing from the above such as changes to network-wide highway congestion or public transport crowding.
	TT2.1.9 Although this note focusses on the behaviour of car trips, it should be noted that the predicted demand changes represent the combined effect of the mode shift (a transfer between car and public transport modes) and a redistribution response (...
	TT2.1.10 As demonstrated in REP3-024 the net impact of the Scheme (taking into account both highway and public transport impacts) on the cross-river- demand in the Study area is likely to be positive for the overall out-of-work travel and low income u...
	TT2.1.11 Table 1 demonstrates the impact of the Scheme on the out-of-work car demand (total and low income trips) within the Study area. It compares the 2021 Assessed Case to the 2021 Reference Case trip matrices and shows the actual and percentage ch...
	 The total number of daily car person trips made by the borough residents to destinations within the Study area including trips that cross the river and those that do not (shown in part (a) of the table). The negative values indicate a shift from car...
	 The total demand crossing the river by car, which, in addition to mode shift, reflects the redistribution impacts (shown in part (b) of the table).
	TT2.1.12 As shown in Table 1, the reductions in the overall number of car trips shifting mode represent a relatively small percentage change in relation to the total number of daily resident trips made within the study area (changes are no greater tha...
	TT2.1.13 The majority of mode shift occurs in response to the charge and also the new bus service provision.  Figure 2 and Figure 3 illustrate the mode shift impacts spatially, at a zonal level.  The figures show changes in total car productions first...
	TT2.1.14 The analysis presented in Table 1 suggests that the reductions in the cross-river demand by car are generally higher than the shift from car to public transport mode, indicating that there is also some redistribution of car trips away from th...
	Changes in Car Trip Patterns – South of the River
	TT2.1.15 The analysis presented below aims to explain the changes in travel patterns (redistribution of origins and destinations) resulting from the Scheme by comparing the Assessed Case daily car demand matrices in person trips to those in the Refere...
	TT2.1.16 To aid understanding of the results, the total changes in the overall car demand and river-crossing travel presented in Table 1 are also repeated here. The reductions in car river crossing travel over and above the mode shift represent the re...
	TT2.1.17 The reduction of cross-river trips by residents of Greenwich (470 trips) results from 120 car trips changing their destinations and 350 transferring to public transport. The redistribution impact is slightly stronger for Bexley residents with...
	TT2.1.18 There is also a small number of Bromley residents (80 trips) that change their destinations to the same side of the river with no increase in non-river crossing trips by residents of Southwark and Lewisham.
	TT2.1.19 The overall cross-river out-of-work-time travel made by the boroughs south of the river reduces by 1,080 trips in the Assessed Case with 770 trips changing mode and 310 trips choosing other destinations in south London. The scheme results in ...
	TT2.1.20 These borough-level changes in out-of-work trips attractions are illustrated spatially at a zonal level in Figure 4. These are the trips made by the residents of the south London boroughs that used to cross the river in the Reference case.
	TT2.1.21 It can be seen that the redistribution of trips towards Greenwich, Bexley, and Bromley outlined previously is spread across a wide area, and not focused on any particular set of zones.  The level of redistribution to or from any specific area...
	Analysis of Redistribution – Low Income Residents
	TT2.1.22 Table 4 shows actual changes in daily trip attractions for the residents of the boroughs south of the river, this time for low income residents only, with the zonal level changes illustrated spatially in Figure 5.
	TT2.1.23 The overall pattern of changes is similar to those for the total out-of-work time demand seen previously. However, the mode shift is stronger than the redistribution for all boroughs except Bexley, as these trips are more likely to choose new...
	TT2.1.24 Regarding the spatial redistribution of trips by low income residents, the changes in trips attraction zone are again spread across a wide area rather than towards any specific area.  It should also be noted that this redistribution amongst l...
	Changes in Car Trip Patterns – North of the River
	TT2.1.25 The same analysis looking at the redistribution impacts of the Scheme was undertaken for the boroughs north of the river.  Table 5 and Table 6 show actual and percentage changes in daily car trips for the selected boroughs.
	TT2.1.26 As for the southern boroughs, the overall cross-river car out-of-work travel made by the north London residents reduces by 1,030 trips following the introduction of the scheme. 520 car trips change mode to public transport with the remaining ...
	TT2.1.27 All boroughs (except Newham) see some minor increases in car trips with origin and destinations north of the river resulting from the redistribution of the cross-river trips. Although the overall number of car trip made by Tower Hamlets resid...
	TT2.1.28 These borough-level changes in out-of-work trips attractions are illustrated spatially at a zonal level in Figure 6 below. These are the trips made by the residents of the north London boroughs that used to cross the river in the Reference case.
	TT2.1.29 It can be seen that the redistribution outlined previously is spread across a wide area, and not focused on any particular set of zones.  Furthermore, there is a decrease in trip attractions across the Royal Docks area.  In each case, the lev...
	TT2.1.30 Table 7 shows actual changes in daily trip attractions for the residents of the boroughs north of the river, this time for low income residents only.  The overall pattern of changes is similar to those seen previously for the total out-of-wor...
	TT2.1.31 The overall cross-river car out-of-work travel made by low income residents of the northern boroughs reduces by 270 trips in the Assessed Case with 150 trips changing mode to public transport and the remaining 120 trips switching to the desti...
	TT2.1.32 The redistribution of out of work car trips for low income users at a zone level for the whole day for residents of north London who used to cross the river by car in the Reference case is illustrated spatially in Figure 7.
	TT2.1.33 The increases by attraction zone are again spread across a wide area rather than towards any specific area, and once again there is a decrease in trips with attractions across the Royal Docks area.  It should also be noted that this redistrib...
	Demand Model Responses in the Sensitivity Tests
	TT2.1.34 The mode and distribution impacts were also analysed for the sensitivity tests of the Assessed Case with no cross-river buses, and also the Assessed Case without the user charge.  In both cases the modelled year is 2021. Table 8 shows the cha...
	TT2.1.35 Table 9 shows the same statistics for the Assessed Case without the charges and compares the responses to those in the standard Assessed Case. If the travel time savings brought by the additional highway river-crossing capacity are not offset...
	Summary and Conclusions
	TT2.1.36 The scheme will lead to an overall reduction in the out-of-work cross-river trips by car with some of these trips changing mode and other changing their destination. Both mode and redistribution impacts are relatively small in the Assessed Ca...
	TT2.1.37 The comparison of the Assessed Case results to the sensitivity tests with no buses and charges suggest that the mode shift effects are primarily driven by the improved bus services (which represents a benefit) whilst  the charges additionally...

	TT2.2 Question
	Regarding AP 2, the Applicant was requested to supply ‘a comprehensive note showing the journey time and generalised cost impacts for those forecast to switch from car to bus for D3 (to include disaggregated data for population sub-groups and also dis...
	The information supplied [REP3-025] does not adequately address the question posed by the ExA; the Applicant is now asked to review the information supplied and fully address the request while acknowledging any limitations in the material supplied.

	Response
	TT2.2.1 The initial response focused on total time and cost changes for the highlighted Boroughs. Having reviewed the information provided, further information is presented within this response.
	TT2.2.2 Paragraph TT2.2.4 onwards shows the spatial distribution of the generalised cost and journey time benefits for those that are estimated to switch from car to bus. It also presents spatially the highway disbenefits that would have resulted had ...
	TT2.2.3 Paragraph TT2.2.10 onwards presents an analysis of the average generalised costs saving per low income user.
	Spatial Distribution of Generalised Cost Based Benefits
	TT2.2.4 Figure 8 shows the full generalised cost based benefits accruing to each transport zone spatially for those users that are estimated to have switched mode from car to bus. Origin movements in the morning peak are shown as these will be a stron...
	TT2.2.5 Figure 10 to Figure 15 show the highway benefits/ disbenefits that would have resulted had those users not chosen to change travel mode. These are broken down into time benefits and charge disbenefits for the low income Out of Work Time (OWT) ...
	TT2.2.6 This analysis shows a pattern of fairly localised benefits in line with the bus route improvements provided. This is consistent with the corresponding analysis in our response to TT2.1 that show mode shift and redistribution effects in the sam...
	TT2.2.7 Benefits are predominantly focussed on Newham and Greenwich with some benefits also occurring in Lewisham and to a lesser extent in Tower Hamlets and Barking & Dagenham.
	TT2.2.8 The areas which see benefits as shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9 can be compared with distribution maps for population sub groups from the Distributional Impacts Appraisal (APP-104).
	TT2.2.9 This indicates that particularly large public transport benefits accrue in areas with higher concentrations of the following population groups:
	Average Generalised Cost Saving per User
	TT2.2.10 An analysis of the of the average generalised cost saving per user for those estimated to have switched mode from low income car OWT to bus is presented to give an indication of the net change that is likely to be experienced by low income us...
	TT2.2.11 In the modelling, generalised costs are expressed in generalised minutes and we have used this unit in our reporting below. This analysis was undertaken for a single year (2021) for out-of-work time (OWT) trips and focussed on cross-river mov...
	TT2.2.12 We have sought to quantify the benefits in terms of an average benefit per user. As shown in our original response (REP3-025), public transport users who have switched mode experience an average generalised time benefit of 4.4 minutes on publ...
	TT2.2.13 This benefit is one aspect of their mode choice behaviour. Another is the benefit or disbenefit they would have incurred on the highway network.
	TT2.2.14 We can therefore estimate that, on average, a traveller switching mode (from car to public transport) experiences:
	TT2.2.15 This means that on average a user shifting mode from car to public transport gets a benefit of 4.4 minutes of generalised time which is 7.9 minutes greater on average than it would have been had they chosen to travel by car.
	Conclusions and Discussion
	TT2.2.16 The analysis undertaken here by the Applicant has shown that when users (in particular, out-of-work travellers) change mode from car to public transport, the majority of the user benefits are found in those corridors served by the proposed ne...
	TT2.2.17 This is reinforced by the analysis of the benefits per user (including low income users), where it was seen that any disbenefit arising from the introduction of the user charge is more than outweighed by the highway journey time benefits as w...
	TT2.2.18 The applicant highlights that the modelling system does not represent individual people making decisions but instead aggregate groups.  We cannot, therefore, trace individual trips through from the demand model via their change in mode (drive...
	TT2.2.19 Nothing these difficulties, the Applicant is however, confident that, despite the limitations outlined here, the analysis presented in this response sufficiently demonstrates the benefits that occur to those users who switch mode from car to ...
	Socio-economic profiles in the locality of the scheme
	TT2.2.20 Children aged under 16 are a key demographic group considered in six out of eight distributional impacts assessments. Figure 16 shows the percentage of the population aged under 16 in each census output area against the average of 21% across ...
	TT2.2.21 Young adults aged 16-25 are a key demographic group considered in the assessment of distributional impacts of accidents and accessibility. Figure 17 shows the percentage of population aged 16-25 in each LSOA against the average across the thr...
	TT2.2.22 Older people are a key demographic group considered in the assessment of distributional impacts of accidents, security, severance and accessibility. Figure 18 shows the percentage of population aged 70 plus in each census output area against ...
	TT2.2.23 Registered and self-reported within the census disabled people are a key demographic group considered in the assessment of distributional impacts of security, severance and accessibility. Figure 19 shows the percentage of the population in ea...
	TT2.2.24 People of Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) origin is a key demographic group considered in the assessment of distributional impacts of security and accessibility. Figure 20 shows the percentage of the population in each output area of ...
	TT2.2.25 Households without access to a car are a key demographic group considered in the assessment of severance and accessibility impacts. Figure 21 shows the percentage of households in each output area with no access to a car or van compared to th...
	TT2.2.26 Figure 22 shows areas with high levels of deprivation close to the Scheme, as measured by the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IoMD) 2015. Although this is not explicitly analysed within the distributional impacts appraisals it provides useful ...
	TT2.2.27 Income distribution is a key indicator in the assessments of the distributional impacts of user benefits, personal affordability, noise and air quality. Since income distribution data is not readily available at a small area level the proport...

	TT2.3  Question
	Regarding AP 7, the Applicant was asked to provide ‘a comprehensive note on the uncertainty and associated level of confidence that can be afforded to the traffic forecasts that feed into the environmental assessments, whether numerically or in qualit...
	The response [REP3-027] is a comprehensive description of the matters of interest. However, the ExA requests that the Applicant quantifies the potential compounding effect of uncertainties in inputs, specification errors and parameter estimates for th...

	Response
	Compounding Effects of Uncertainties
	TT2.3.1 The note ‘Managing Uncertainty in Forecasting’ (REP3-027) set out the Applicant’s assessments of various effects that are uncertain in terms of model inputs, specification errors, and parameter estimates and the scope and scale of propagation ...
	TT2.3.2 Each individual effect, or “area of uncertainty” identified by the Applicant was assessed in terms of its potential effect on the Assessed Case forecasts that underpinned the DCO Application.
	TT2.3.3 These areas of uncertainty can be further categorised into those that have been modelled through sensitivity testing and those for which such assessment is not practical or possible. The compounding effects of these are discussed in subsequent...
	Uncertainties Covered by Sensitivity Testing
	TT2.3.4 Those areas of uncertainty that were subject to sensitivity testing were:
	TT2.3.5 As outlined in the Managing Uncertainty note (REP3-027), sensitivity tests were designed to provide an envelope that incorporates the most “extreme” outcomes for the Scheme in terms of traffic impacts and economics.
	TT2.3.6 At the “high” end of this envelope is an extreme “high” scenario test whereby each of the areas of uncertainty listed in paragraph TT2.3.4 above were adjusted in a manner that would each be expected to produce higher overall levels of traffic ...
	TT2.3.7 Similarly, at the “low” end of this envelope is an extreme “low” scenario whereby each area of uncertainty was adjusted in a manner that would be expected to produce lower levels of traffic than the standard scenario.
	TT2.3.8 Consequently, the maximum potential compounding effects of all areas of uncertainty listed above in paragraph TT2.3.4 are covered by these two extreme scenarios. In this note, these two scenarios will thereafter be referred to as the compounde...
	TT2.3.9 The results from these two scenarios, including their potential implications on the inputs feeding into the environmental assessments, are discussed in more detail in the next section, where it can be seen that applying adjustments to the user...
	TT2.3.10 It should also be noted that, as outlined in the uncertainty note (REP3-027), the DfT has communicated its intention to update the VOTs for appraisal and modelling.  At the time of writing these updated values have still not been adopted.
	TT2.3.11 Nonetheless, the proposed new VOTs fall within the range of the low VOTs adopted in the compounded low scenario, and the WebTAG VOTs adopted in the Reference and Assessed Case.  Therefore, any uncertain effects relating to the DfT’s proposed ...
	Uncertainties Not Covered by Sensitivity Testing
	TT2.3.12 The remaining areas of uncertainty set out in the Managing Uncertainty in Forecasting note (REP3-027) were not incorporated in the sensitivity testing either because they could not be quantified or because a practical way of modelling these c...
	TT2.3.13 For description of each of the areas above, see section 4 of the Managing Uncertainty in Forecasting note (REP3-027).
	Uncertainty Around Inputs Feeding Into the Environmental Assessments
	Compounded High Scenario
	TT2.3.14 The compounded high scenario was defined with the following inputs which reflect the areas of uncertainty identified previously:
	TT2.3.15 The impact of implementing the Silvertown scheme has been assessed in terms of all day traffic flows (Annual Average Daily Traffic - AADT).  The focus is on all day flows as it forms the main input to the environmental assessments.  The AADT ...
	TT2.3.16 Figure 24 and Figure 25 together with Table 10 summarise the AADT changes associated with the scheme both before and after adjusted charges have been applied:
	TT2.3.17 Table 10 summarises AADT changes for the following links
	TT2.3.18 The analysis shows that in the compounded high scenario, the changes in AADT associated with the scheme are not significantly different to the AADT used in the Assessed Case environmental assessment.
	TT2.3.19 This analysis demonstrates that adjustments of the user charge can mitigate all day traffic effects.  Hence, the traffic-related inputs to the environmental assessment for a high scenario would be close to the traffic-related inputs for the A...
	Table 10 AADT Analysis – Compounded High Scenario
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	Compounded Low Scenario
	TT2.3.20 This scenario is the converse of the compounded high scenario outlined above i.e. it assesses the impacts of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme against the compounded impacts of the following areas of uncertainty:
	TT2.3.21 The AADT-based analysis undertaken previously for the compounded high scenario has been repeated here for the compounded low scenario, as presented in Figure 26, Figure 27, and Table 11 below
	TT2.3.22 For the compounded low scenario with adjusted charges, the charging reductions that were applied were -35% for peak and -15% for off peak.
	TT2.3.23 The analysis shows that in the compounded low scenario, the changes in AADT associated with the scheme are not significantly different to the AADT used in the Assessed Case environmental assessment.
	TT2.3.24 Wherever mitigation is deemed necessary this analysis demonstrates that the user charges can be adjusted to mitigate the impact of the all-day traffic effects.  Hence, the traffic-related inputs to the environmental assessment for a low scena...
	Probability of Occurrence of Compounded High and Low Scenarios
	TT2.3.25 The analysis presented earlier has demonstrated that, at the extreme high and low ends of our envelope of uncertainty, the all day traffic impacts of the scheme (which form the inputs for Environmental Assessments) are expected be similar to ...
	TT2.3.26 It should be noted that these extreme compounded high and low ends of the envelope represent outcomes that have very low probabilities of occurring in the first place.  In other words, the Applicant is confident that even if some of the vario...
	TT2.3.27 For example, the probability of occurrence of the compounded high scenario will be equal to that of the combined probability of the six areas of uncertainty listed in paragraph TT2.3.14 all simultaneously occurring - some of which are not cor...
	TT2.3.28 Whilst it is difficult to evaluate the individual probabilities of each of the areas of uncertainty listed in paragraph TT2.3.14 occurring, nonetheless it is possible to illustrate that the compounded high scenario is likely to have a low pro...
	TT2.3.29 As well as these three areas of uncertainty, the compounded high scenario also tested other areas of uncertainty including a higher value of time as well as low vehicle operating costs as listed in paragraph TT2.3.14.  Therefore, based on the...
	TT2.3.30 A similar logic could also be analogously applied to the compounded low scenario to illustrate that this scenario, too, has a very low probability of occurring.
	TT2.3.31 As mentioned previously, the individual areas of uncertainty that were tested are not all correlated.  Therefore it is reasonable to expect that even if one or two of these areas of uncertainty materialised as per the compounded high scenario...
	TT2.3.32 As a consequence, some of these areas of uncertainty would cancel out resulting in an overall level of traffic that is still close to that of the central case.  Therefore, the compounding effect of the various areas of uncertainty means that ...
	TT2.3.33 To illustrate this in terms of a probability distribution,  assuming a normal distribution around assessed case values, i.e. that the assessed case is the most likely   the range of possible outcomes in terms of overall level of outturn traff...
	Compounding effects of non-modelled uncertainties
	TT2.3.34 Error! Reference source not found. below summarises the additional uncertainty which would be likely to result from other elements of uncertainty listed in Paragraph TT2.3.12. Uncertainty is quantified as the likely change in traffic flow cha...
	TT2.3.35 As can be seen from the summary table above, if the values above are compounded (added), we could have a range between -2.5% (-5% + 2.5%) and + 7.5% (+5% + 2.5%). In order to fully mitigate these flow changes and bring them back to assessed c...
	Conclusion
	TT2.3.36 This note has considered the compounding effects of different areas of uncertainty in terms of two broad categories, namely:
	Conclusions – Modelled Areas of Uncertainty
	TT2.3.37 Regarding the areas of uncertainty which were modelled, the analysis of the compounded low and compounded high scenarios show that the traffic-related inputs to the environmental assessment would remain similar to those seen for the Assessed ...
	TT2.3.38 Furthermore, these two scenarios represent the “extreme points” of the uncertainty envelope, where the probability that the overall outturn level of traffic will reach either of these points in the first place (and hence, the need to adjust t...
	Conclusions – Non-Modelled Areas of Uncertainty
	TT2.3.39 The compounded effect of these has been estimated to lead to a maximum change in Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnel traffic flows of between -2.5% and 7.5%. Using charge elasticities from the model which have been benchmarked against internation...
	TT2.3.40 Furthermore, the additional uncertainties that were not subjected to sensitivity testing are unlikely to have a significant impact, and any impact can be mitigated by a slight amendment to the user charges and also via the localised mitigatio...
	Overall Conclusions
	TT2.3.41  Bringing together both the modelled and non-modelled areas of uncertainty summarised above, it was seen that each respective “maximum upside” scenario is highly unlikely to occur (paragraphs TT2.3.38 and TT2.3.40).
	TT2.3.42 Therefore, the compounded probability of both upsides occurring simultaneously (evaluated by multiplying together these two low probabilities), will be even lower.
	TT2.3.43 The Applicant is therefore confident that any traffic impacts of the scheme, as input into the Environmental Assessment, can be controlled to the levels reported in the TA and ES, without the need for a prohibitive increase in the user charge...

	TT2.4  Question
	Regarding AP 12, the Applicant was requested to supply ‘a detailed analysis of projected Net Present Value (NPV) without implementation of bus strategy for D3’.
	Can the Applicant expand on the material supplied [REP3-029], in particular taking account of the likely behavioural implications of such a scenario and the implications of those effects on the ultimate NPV.

	Response
	TT2.4.1 Our previous response (REP3-029) highlighted the likely effect on the NPV without implementation of a bus strategy – this removed the bus-based public transport benefits, which resulted in a significant reduction in overall economic benefits, ...
	Mode shift and redistribution behaviour change
	TT2.4.2 Table 13 shows the change in daily modelled trips between the Assessed Case and the No Bus Change scenario for the key East London boroughs. As expected, in respect of the mode shift effect, there are lower reductions in car travel in East Lon...
	TT2.4.3 The data also indicates that there are some redistribution effects in the No Bus Change scenario compared to the Assessed Case - there is an increase of some 1,000 daily car trips completing their journey entirely on one side of the river. Fin...
	TT2.4.4 There are no significant changes to cross-river passenger volumes on the existing 108 bus service (see Figure 29), but there is higher use of the Jubilee Line (see Figure 30), indicating that many of these users that moved to buses in the Asse...
	TT2.4.5 There are no significant changes to other crossing volumes between the Assessed Case and the No Bus Change scenario.
	TT2.4.6 In summary, the No Bus Change scenario results in several behavioural changes from the Assessed Case. There is less mode shift to public transport, and some more daily car trips on the model network than in the Assessed Case as a result, but t...
	Implications of No Bus Change Scenario on the scheme NPV
	TT2.4.7 Table 14 shows the estimated impact of the no-bus scenario on the scheme NPV, by comparing the highway user benefits with the Assessed Case outcome for the 2021 modelled year only.  There is no change in the user charge impacts between the sce...
	TT2.4.8 In our response, REP 3-029 we showed that, by just removing bus benefits in a No Bus scenario, there would be significant decreases in the NPV compared to the Assessed Case, although the scheme would remain high value for money. This latest an...

	TT2.5  Question
	Re. AP 13, the Applicant was asked to provide ‘a BCR for the scheme assuming without implementation of bus strategy and scheme funded publicly (not PPP) for D3’.
	The claim in the Applicant’s response [REP3- 029] ‘A BCR calculation is not appropriate for the Scheme as it has a negative cost…’ needs further clarification given the question concerns alternative funding mechanisms and scope of measures. The matter...

	Response
	TT2.5.1 The economic assessment undertaken for the Scheme and presented in the Economic Appraisal Report (APP-101) is based on the assumption that it is publicly funded. No economic assessment has been made of alternative funding mechanisms such as PP...
	TT2.5.2 The scheme shows a negative cost because the revenue from charges is netted off against the construction, operation and maintenance of the scheme. This approach is in line with DfT’s TAG guidance2F  and would apply regardless of whether the mo...
	TT2.5.3 Prior to around 2004 revenues were treated differently, that is as a benefit rather than a negative cost. If this previous guidance3F  was still in place then the scheme’s NPV would be the same but benefits would now be £2,076m and costs would...
	TT2.5.4 Without the implementation of the bus strategy and in line with the approach taken in the Applicant’s Response to Action Points 12 and 13 from ISH 17/01/17 but treating revenue as a benefit then the total benefits would be £1,516m and the cost...
	TT2.5.5 However, the above BCR figures cannot be meaningfully compared with those of other transport schemes as their calculation does not follow present DfT guidance. The Applicant remains of the view that it is not in line with present guidance to p...

	TT2.6  Question
	Regarding AP 14, the Applicant was asked to provide economic assessments ‘of any alternatives* that were taken through to comparative assessment for D3 to include monetary valuation of costs and benefits (*to include performance of preferred scheme at...
	The detailed response [REP3-030] is comprehensive in its description of alternatives considered/assessed. In line with the HMT’s Five Case Model Guidelines, can the Applicant provide quantitative estimates of the economic impacts of these alternatives...

	Response
	TT2.6.1 No further quantitative estimates of the economic impacts of alternative options are available beyond these referenced in REP3-030 and such analysis would not be appropriate, given that, following a comprehensive options analysis, the Silverto...
	TT2.6.2 The Case for the Scheme (APP-093) and REP3-030 explains that a comprehensive option appraisal process was carried out to develop the preferred option at Blackwall/Silvertown. Figure 3.1 of that report shows that following an identification of ...
	TT2.6.3 Further assessment of options was then carried out before inclusion of a road tunnel in the 2011 London Plan. This then led to further work on the detail of the user charging and tunnel options of the current Assessed Case scheme.

	TT2.7  Question
	Regarding AP 16, the Applicant was requested to supply ‘a comprehensive note explaining the intended local benefits/enhancements to offset the dis-benefits to some low income groups within the host or nearby boroughs for D3. This should include detail...
	The material supplied is comprehensive [REP3-024]. The Applicant is however asked to enhance the quantitative information supplied to differentiate between lower income car users and existing public transport users in its description of impacts of the...
	Can the Applicant review this information and data for other scenarios in the light of its response to AP 1 (TT1).

	Response
	TT2.7.1 The material supplied in relation to AP16 (REP3-024) presents quantitative information on the impact of the Scheme on low income highway users and public transport users in relation to:
	TT2.7.2 Figure 3-2 demonstrates how the Scheme results in a slightly larger reassignment effect for lower income highway users compared to other highway users, with more of this group diverting to alternative crossings such as the Rotherhithe Tunnel a...
	TT2.7.3 Table 3-5 in the material supplied (REP3-024) demonstrates that low income highway users will see disbenefits of £-0.2m in 2021, taking into account the decongestion benefits they receive and the charges they pay. However, low income public tr...
	TT2.7.4 The total disbenefits for low income highway users of £-0.2m in 2021 are relatively small within the context of the scale of cross-river movement by low income users. There is expected to be over 4.4 million cross-river person highway trips by...
	TT2.7.5 The calculation of impacts on low income users described above is calculated from the outputs of the assignment models, ie it does not directly take into account the cost/benefit impacts of mode shift and redistribution effects which take plac...
	TT2.7.6 However, these mode shift and redistribution effects are likely to be relatively minor and would not be expected to materially change the balance of user benefits between low income highway users and low income public transport users, as set o...
	TT2.7.7 The Applicant’s response to SWQ TT2.1 demonstrates that mode shift resulting from the Scheme amounts to a reduction in highway trips in East London by 0.1%, whilst the combined effects of mode shift and redistribution reduce cross-river highwa...
	TT2.7.8 Where mode shift does take place, users receive time benefits from doing so. Further details of the distribution of those mode shift benefits are set out within the Applicant’s response to SWQ TT2.2.

	TT2.8  Question Part 1
	Regarding AP 17, the Applicant was asked to provide ‘a note to explain the modelling undertaken of categories proposed for exemption from charge for D3.’ The extent of exemptions is noted [REP3-015]. The Applicant is asked to comment on the potential ...

	Response Part 1
	TT2.8.1 The table provided in response to AP17 shown on page 33 of the Applicant’s Written Summary of the ISH on 17 January (REP3-015) sets out the proportion of traffic that would qualify for a 100% discount or an exemption from the Scheme user charg...
	TT2.8.2 Although this means there is some uncertainty as to the impacts of these discounts and exemptions, this and other uncertainties have been explicitly addressed in the Scheme’s design, as set out in the Applicant’s Response to AP 6, 7 and 8.1 (M...
	TT2.8.3 The impacts of discounts and exemptions (and other aspects of the Scheme) can be carefully managed by means of setting the initial user charges and if necessary making subsequent variations, following the approach set out in Charging Policies ...
	TT2.8.4 Many of the non charge-paying trips which are not already included in the model are likely to be off-peak, which itself limits the traffic impacts. Additionally, it should be noted that most of these trips would occur regardless of whether a d...
	TT2.8.5 Because of the flexible approach to charging, it would be possible to make adjustments to the charging regime to mitigate any effects (on traffic or on other factors such as the environment, for example) which were expected to arise as a resul...
	TT2.8.6 It should also be noted that some of the vehicles for which a discount or exemption has been assumed perform a vital social function, such as emergency services vehicles. This not only means that the numbers are likely to remain relatively sma...
	TT2.8.7 Please see also the Applicant’s response to TT2.3.

	Question Part 2
	Can the Applicant provide an assessment of the implications of permitting lower income groups in the host boroughs to avail of a discount scheme or exemption from the charge. See also questions GA2.1 and GA2.4.

	Response Part 2
	TT2.8.8 Model outputs suggest that around 7% of Blackwall Tunnel users (including business users) from the host boroughs have a low income.
	TT2.8.9 As demonstrated in the Applicant’s paper ‘Impact of the Scheme on Low Income Residents’ (REP3-024) the biggest share of the user benefits from the Scheme accrues to low income groups, mostly as a consequence of the enhanced public transport op...
	TT2.8.10 As set out in that document, most low-income residents in the host boroughs do not have access to a car5F , and are more reliant on buses. Additionally, cross-river trips are a small proportion of all trips, and low income groups make fewer B...
	TT2.8.11 The Scheme will reduce the number of cross-river highway trips, as user reassign to public transport. The effect on low income highway users is proportionately the same as it is on other income groups, although this group is more likely to sh...
	TT2.8.12 For low income groups in the host boroughs, there is a reduction of just 260 low income cross-river trips, offset by an increase of 1,620 public transport trips, meaning an overall benefit. Low income groups are expected to receive 71% of tot...
	TT2.8.13 Nevertheless it is acknowledged that there will be a small number of low income users who do not make the switch to public transport or make other changes to car trips and are therefore adversely affected by the imposition of the user charges...
	TT2.8.14 TfL already provides a concessionary travelcard for London residents in receipt of certain benefits. This entitles people in receipt of Income Support, Jobseekers’ Allowance or Employment and Support Allowance to claim a 50% discount on bus a...
	TT2.8.15 TfL will adopt an equivalent approach for the user charges at the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels. The eligibility criteria used for this concessionary travelcard will apply; and a 50% discount on the user charges will be applied for recipie...
	TT2.8.16 Residents of the Host Boroughs of Greenwich, Newham and Tower Hamlets who meet the specified criteria will be eligible for this discount. .
	TT2.8.17 This approach aligns well with the existing public transport concession offered by TfL. It also aligns with other concessions offered to Host Borough residents related to the Scheme, such as the registration fee waiver and the bus concession ...
	TT2.8.18 The approach outlined here has the advantage of using criteria which are already independently established and which are well-understood, and which would allow the Applicant to implement the discount without excessive additional bureaucracy.
	TT2.8.19 Like all aspects of the user charges, this low income discount would be kept under review, as set out in Policy 9 of the Charging Policies and Procedures document.
	TT2.8.20 This concession would represent only around 2 per cent of car trips and therefore the impacts on traffic flow and the environment are likely to be very small and unlikely to result in a change to the Scheme’s overall impacts.  There is also u...
	TT2.8.21 It should also be noted in this context that other discounts and exemptions which are part of the Scheme will be of particular benefit to some low income groups. The 100% discount for Blue Badge holders and the exemption for vehicles in the d...

	TT2.9  Question
	Regarding AP 18, the Applicant was requested to provide ‘an update on progress towards securing a commitment to the enhanced bus routes strategy in the DCO (including procurement/tendering arrangements) for D3’.
	The Applicant has outlined its commitment to the bus enhancements and its intentions to provide a commitment to securing its implementation [REP3-014] The Applicant is asked to provide more details on outline net costs of supplying the enhancement and...

	Response
	Update on securing a commitment in the DCO
	TT2.9.1 As highlighted in REP3-014 (responding to the AP 18 from the 17 January ISH), the Applicant submitted at Deadline 3 a revised dDCO which included a new Requirement securing the implementation of the Bus Strategy.
	TT2.9.2 Also in REP3-014, the Applicant confirmed its intention to revise the Bus Strategy at Deadline 4 and this revised document has now been submitted at Deadline 4. In addition, the key commitments in that Strategy have now been set out in Require...
	Tendering, procurement, and costs
	TT2.9.3 In relation to tendering and procurement arrangements, the Applicant routinely procures and tenders for bus services in the course of its duties as public transport authority for London. These duties are set out in the GLA Act 1999, Chapter V,...
	TT2.9.4 The process of service specification includes defining:
	TT2.9.5 Prior to tendering, LBSL reviews the transport needs that bus services are intended to address, taking into account views from the London Boroughs, London TravelWatch, and other interested parties in accordance with section 183(2) of the GLA A...
	TT2.9.6 Routes are tendered individually, but often simultaneously with other routes in the same area to facilitate service changes. Prospective operators provide a schedule with the total cost, plus profit margin, when putting forward their proposals...
	TT2.9.7 Bus operating contracts run for up to seven years (five years with a possibility of performance-related two-year extension). Contracts since 2000 have aimed to give operators a direct financial incentive to provide high-quality service, and co...
	TT2.9.8 The Applicant would follow these well-established arrangements in implementing the new services facilitated by the Silvertown Tunnel scheme.
	TT2.9.9 The specific costs associated with the implementation of new bus services will be dependent on the precise route changes and new services which are implemented, and therefore the Applicant is not in a position to set these out at this stage.
	TT2.9.10 Bus services are funded in three broad ways. First, from fare income. Second, from direct subsidy. The third source of funding is from third party developers, in the form of section 106 contributions. These exist to ensure that developers who...
	Approach to delivering bus services
	TT2.9.11 The Applicant’s intention to implement bus services through the Silvertown Tunnel is set out clearly in its most recent Business Plan, reflecting the Mayor’s commitment to maximise the use of the new tunnel to support this vital mode of trans...
	TT2.9.12 As the public transport authority for London, the Applicant has a duty under the Greater London Authority Act 1999 to determine which London local bus services are required for the purpose of providing safe, integrated, efficient and economic...
	TT2.9.13 To ensure that bus services are efficient, integrated and economic, the Applicant must take detailed account of transport needs. This requires a full appreciation of the location and scale of trip generating and trip attracting sites. While t...
	TT2.9.14 This uncertainty means that, for example, a bus route change which appears promising on the basis of current forecasts may prove to be less suitable in future, if the specific developments that it was intended to serve do not come forward, or...
	TT2.9.15 There is here a clear parallel with the Applicant’s proposed approach to user charges. On this issue, there appears to be broad acceptance that the probability of beneficial outcomes is maximised by retaining scope to tailor charges to the pr...
	TT2.9.16 In a similar way, committing to a specific quantum of bus service without retaining the ability to respond to the reality of London’s transport needs would constrain TfL’s ability to carry out its duty to bring forward efficient, economic, an...
	TT2.9.17 A further risk of a commitment in the DCO to the secure the provision of specific bus services is that it could undermine the Applicant’s ability to secure appropriate contributions for bus enhancements from developers through s. 106 agreemen...
	TT2.9.18 Notwithstanding these issues, and further to discussions on this issue through the examination and with the local authorities, the Applicant has provided a commitment in Requirement 13 of the DCO to a minimum level of service which provides a...
	TT2.9.19 To guide the full development of the routes and services, the Applicant is committing through the revised Bus Strategy to plan bus services to support the Project Objectives and other local priorities (such as the Convergence Agenda of the Lo...
	TT2.9.20 Providing specific impetus to bring forward services in this way, and relating TfL’s service planning directly to the delivery of the objectives the Growth Boroughs, is a significant extension of TfL’s established bus planning approach, while...
	TT2.9.21 In putting forward its revised Bus Strategy and a minimum commitment for the opening year, secured by means of a Requirement in the dDCO, the Applicant is providing a very significant level of assurance that it will capitalise on the opportun...



	AP2
	AP  ACTION POINT 2 RESPONSE
	AP.2 Question
	The Applicant is to provide information on the proportion of trips that are currently carried out through the Blackwall Tunnel by low income groups, and what percentage of those trips would no longer be carried out if the scheme is implemented in the ...

	Response
	Introduction
	AP.2.1 This note summarises potential impacts of the Scheme on car travel by low income groups that use the Blackwall Tunnel in the Reference Case. The reference to ‘low income’ users in this answer refers to users within the bottom third of incomes (...
	AP.2.2 The analysis covers the same boroughs as the analysis of the Scheme impact on Low Income Residents (REP3-024) and the response to SWQ TT2.1. To answer this question, the predicted mode, redistribution and reassignment responses have been compar...
	 Assessed Case assuming 37.5 buses per hour
	 Assessed Case assuming 37.5 buses per hour and a discount to the lowest income0F  residents of the three Host boroughs.
	 Assessed Case assuming 20 buses per hour combined with the same resident discount to the same low income group in the Host boroughs as in the second scenario outlined above.
	Assessed Case
	AP.2.3 The analysis presented in response to SWQ TT2.1 demonstrates that the scheme in the Assessed Case does not lead to any significant redistribution of the origins and destinations of car trips as the demand is managed through road user charges an...
	AP.2.4 Table 1 summarises the changes in the trip patterns resulting from the Scheme by comparing the Assessed Case daily car demand matrices in person trips to those in the Reference Case scenario. The reductions in cross-river car travel over and ab...
	AP.2.5 It should be noted that the analysis below summarises the changes in trip patterns separately for all out-of-work users as well as those in the model’s low income group.  For the purposes of the analysis presented in the tables, the low income ...
	AP.2.6 The key impacts on low income car trips in the Assessed Case are discussed below:
	 Following the introduction of the Scheme, 1290 OWT car trips will shift to PT, 360 (28%) of them will be low income trips. The mode shift will lead to a 4.5% reduction to the total cross-river car demand for the low income group.
	 830 OWT car trips will redistribute to avoid the charged crossings in the Assessed case. These trips will change their destinations to stay on the same side of the river. The corresponding reduction in low income trips is 180 (22% of the total OWT d...
	 The mode shift and redistribution lead to 7% reduction in OWT cross river trips made by car, which is around 2110 total OWT daily trips with 550 (26%) of which being low income.
	AP.2.7 In addition to the choice of modes and destinations, the Blackwall Tunnel users have an option of rerouting via different crossings. All these responses contribute to the changes in Blackwall Tunnel daily users, which are shown in Table 2. The ...
	 The low income trips using the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels in the Assessed Case reduce by 12.4%, which is higher than a 7.0% reduction in demand (as shown in Table 1) indicating some reassignment of low income trips to the alternative crossings...
	The proportion of low income trips out of the total non-business (i.e. total OWT) Blackwall Tunnel traffic drops by 2.3% from 29.6% in the Reference case to 27.3% with the Scheme.
	Assessed Case with Low Income Discount
	AP.2.8 This section presents a similar analysis to that seen previously, but this time based on the scenario that additionally comprises the 50% discount for the lowest income group.
	AP.2.9 Table 3 demonstrates the potential impact of this discount to the lowest income group, which as mentioned previously is different from the definition of ‘low income’ used in the model. It is assumed that the discount will apply to the 4% of res...
	AP.2.10 For the purposes of the analysis presented in the tables, the low income group comprises the lowest-income third of all users – not all of whom are eligible for the low income discount.
	AP.2.11 A comparison of the resultant changes in daily car demand matrices to the Reference Case and the Assessed Case demand profiles illustrates that the discount leads to a small increase in the low income cross-river demand but the overall changes...
	AP.2.12 The key impacts on low income car trips are discussed below:
	 The mode shift responses are of the same level of magnitude as in the Assessed Case and indicate the overall reduction in OWT travel made by car. In the scenario with the discount, 1200 OWT car trips will still shift to PT with 270 (23%) of them bei...
	 The redistribution will lead to 740 OWT car trips changing their destinations to stay on the same side of the river, 90 (12%) of them will be low income users. This suggests a weaker redistribution of the low income travel compared to 180 trips in t...
	 The reduction in OWT cross-river trips made by car in the scenario with the discount is 1930, 370 (19%) of them are low income trips. This is 180 more low income trips crossing the river compared to the Assessed Case.
	 The overall reduction of 4.6% in cross-river low income trips (vs. the Reference Case) is lower compared to 7.0% in the Assessed Case.
	AP.2.13 The changes to the users of the Blackwall and Silvertown tunnels are summarised Table 4.
	AP.2.14 The key impacts are:
	 Although the total low income trips using the Blackwall and Silvertown Tunnels reduce by 11.0% in scenario with the discount, the reduction is 1.4% less than in the Assessed Case.
	 The proportion of low income trips out of the total non-business (i.e. total OWT) Blackwall Tunnel traffic reduces by 1.6%, which is 0.7% less compared to the Assessed case due to more low income trips using the crossing following the introduction o...
	 This demonstrates that the introduction of the low income discount will be effective in terms of facilitating cross-river travel amongst the lowest income group.  However, the traffic impact of this change on the whole network will be immaterial as ...
	Assessed Case with 20bhp and Low Income Discount
	AP.2.15 The same analysis looking at the mode and redistribution impacts was undertaken for the Assessed case that, in addition to the low income discount discussed in the previous section, assumes a lower but optimised bus provision, according with t...
	AP.2.16 Table 5 compares the resultant changes in daily car demand matrices to the Reference Case, the Assessed Case and to the Assessed Case with the discount. The overall changes in car travel patterns for this scenario are similar to those in the A...
	AP.2.17 The key impacts on low income car trips are discussed below:
	 The changes to the bus services will lead to a small increase of 20 low income trips (0.1%) made by car.
	 The cross river car trips will also increase slightly (30 OWT trips with 10 being low income trips).
	 The overall reduction in cross-river low income trips (vs. the Reference Case) is 4.5%, which is almost unchanged from 4.6% in the Assessed Case with the low income discount and 37bph.
	AP.2.18 The changes to the Blackwall and Silvertown traffic in this scenario are almost identical to those the Assessed case with the low income discount and 37bph (as presented in Table 4).
	Summary and Conclusions
	AP.2.19  The scenarios with the low income discount and the revised bus package show similar overall mode and redistribution impacts to those in the Assessed case. This confirms that overall, the scheme proposed does not lead to any significant redist...
	AP.2.20 In relation to low income trips, the introduction of the low income discount halves the number of low income trips that no longer cross the river. The redistribution impact in the scenario with the discount reduces to just 90 trips compared to...
	AP.2.21 The comparison of the scenario with 20 buses per hour and the low income discount to the corresponding run with the discount only, suggests that the bus changes a likely to have a minimal impact on the total out-of-work car demand and the low ...



	AP4
	1.  Analysis of projected Net Present Value (NPV) – No-bus Scenario
	The Applicant to provide a comprehensive response to include NPV details. London borough of Newham also asked the applicant to provide details regarding the distributional benefits of a ‘No-bus’ scenario.
	General
	Improvement in cross-river public transport is a core project objective and an integral part of the scheme and this is set out in the Case for the Scheme (APP-093).  A ‘No-bus’ scenario is a theoretical scenario which is not part of the Applicants sub...
	In this respect, the economic, traffic and distributional impacts of the DCO commitment for a minimum opening year bus network in Schedule 2 is provided in the note on the Minimum Opening year Bus Network response  to the ISH on the 28th March 2017. T...
	NPV of the No-bus scenario
	In order to respond to AP4, a full model run of the 2021 assessment year was undertaken for a ‘No-bus’ scenario. A revised NPV estimate has been made and is reported below.
	Table 1 sets out the results of the economic changes if bus improvements are no excluded from the Scheme, in the form of the Analysis of Monetised Costs and Benefits (AMCB) table with NPV. The supporting Transport Economic Efficiency and Public Accoun...
	The main conclusions from this comparison are:

	As requested, the key distributional impacts of the ‘No-bus’ scenario are also set out in Appendix B for ‘ Out of Work Time’ trips only.  The removal of all public transport user benefits has a significant effect on total net user benefits and on thos...
	The figures show the net user benefits graphically – the main benefits are focused around the tunnels and environs, in Newham and Greenwich.  There are other business-related benefits not included in this assessment.
	Appendix A.  Supporting TEE and PA tables
	Appendix B. Distributional Benefits1F , 2021, Out of Work Time
	No Bus Highway and PT Benefits (Initial)
	No Bus Highway and PT Benefits (with Reliability benefits)






