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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

S.1.1 Purpose and context - This document is submitted by Transport for London 
("TfL" / "the Applicant") in connection with its application for a development 
consent order ("DCO") for the Silvertown Tunnel scheme ("the Scheme").   

S.1.2 Specifically, this document responds to submissions made by Silvertown 
Homes Limited ("SHL") in writing following Deadline 5 of the DCO 
examination (late REP5-032 submitted on 24 March 2017) and orally at the 
compulsory acquisition hearing ("CAH") held on 29 March 2017.   

S.1.3 SHL owns land (as sole owner and also as joint owner under a joint venture 
("JV") agreement with GLA Land & Property ("GLAP")) which is earmarked 
for new residential development pursuant to the Thameside West 
Masterplan (a proposal of the JV) and which is safeguarded for the 
Applicant's Scheme.   

S.1.4 The land is situated in Silvertown, within the London Borough of Newham, at 
and around Thames Wharf (which is currently safeguarded for use as an 
operational wharf) and lies at the northern end of the Applicant's Scheme.   

S.1.5 Engagement pre and post DCO application - SHL's land ownership 
appears to date from January 2017.  In 2014, when the Applicant began 
discussions with the owners and occupiers of land potentially affected by the 
Scheme, the land was owned by Quintain No.8 Limited.  It was subsequently 
transferred to Keystone, and then most recently to SHL.     

S.1.6 In consulting on the Scheme before submitting its DCO application, the 
Applicant spent approximately 2 years (2014-2016) engaging in positive, 
meaningful discussions with SHL's predecessors and GLAP.  By the time the 
DCO application was submitted in early May 2016, the Applicant had shaped 
its design and construction proposals to accommodate the development 
aspirations set out in the Thameside West Masterplan.   

S.1.7 Under that Masterplan a Phasing Plan proposed early development of the 
northern-most part of the GLAP/Quintain land, and Quintain encouraged the 
Applicant to plan its own Scheme construction programme and worksite 
strategy around that.  The Applicant did so, and also continued to negotiate 
with GLAP/Quintain/Keystone/SHL with the aim of entering into a land and 
works agreement in parallel with seeking powers of compulsory acquisition 
and temporary possession in the DCO. 
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S.1.8 In Autumn 2016, with the DCO examination underway, SHL began to devise 

a 'wish list of works', the value of which was proposed to be off-set against 
land compensation costs payable by the Applicant. This included proposals 
by SHL for the re-use of spoil arising from the Applicant's Scheme in site 
preparation works to be carried out by the Applicant on land within the 
Masterplan area, to facilitate the development aspirations of SHL and GLAP.  

S.1.9 After the DCO application was submitted and accepted in May 2016, 
Quintain announced a radical change to the Thameside West Masterplan 
development strategy, with the location of the 1st Phase of development now 
being switched from the northern end of the Masterplan area (such phasing 
strategy having informed the Applicant's DCO application) to the Carlsberg-
Tetley (“C-T”) site at the opposite end. This change of approach results in 
pressure on the Applicant to release land comprising the C-T site 
substantially earlier than had previously been agreed between the Applicant, 
Quintain and GLAP. 

S.1.10 In Autumn 2016, with the DCO examination underway, SHL and GLAP 
began to devise a 'wish list of works', the value of which was proposed to be 
off-set against land compensation costs payable by the Applicant. The aim of 
these additional works would be to facilitate SLH and GLAP’s future 
development aspirations. The aspiration is that these additional works could 
be delivered through the Applicant’s Project Agreement for the Scheme, 
subject to SHL and GLAP defining an agreed specification and obtaining the 
necessary planning consents by certain deadlines to avoid delaying overall 
delivery of the Applicant's Scheme. 

S.1.11 Amongst these additional works the re-use of spoil proposals have proved 
problematic and constitute a significant risk to the Applicant’s procurement 
due to their scale, complexity, inter-relationship with other works, impact on 
scope and nature of the contractor’s liability and impact on temporary land 
use. SHL’s spoil re-use proposals were finally received by the Applicant for 
review in February/March 2017 and were more significant in terms of scale 
and complexity than had originally been envisaged.  

S.1.12 Appraisal of SHL proposals - The Applicant has undertaken a detailed 
appraisal of SHL’s spoil re-use proposals with following conclusions:- 

• The required material volumes for site raising of the Carlsberg Tetley 
lands proposed by SHL are far in excess of the available surplus 
excavated material (suitable for land raising) generated by construction 
of the Scheme. 
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• The quantities of excavated material (suitable for land raising and 
creation of a development platform) generated by the scheme have 
been over-estimated by SHL. 

• The proposal overlooks the use of excavated material for beneficial re-
use by the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which further reduces the 
volume of available excavated material for re-use surplus to the 
Scheme.  

• Stockpiling proposals submitted by SHL do not respect the use of the 
worksite by the Applicant for construction of the Scheme, or the 
programme of Scheme works. There is no evidence that SHL have 
considered the significant impacts that these stockpiling proposals 
would have on third party stakeholders, land interests or statutory 
bodies. 

• The raising of land will require a multi-layered engineered composite 
cap of fill material; the space for filling operations (or how filling occurs 
within programme) has not been identified spatially or quantified; and 
the impact of the additional construction works required for the filling 
operation on the Scheme construction programme has not been 
considered. 

• Additional land identified for the purpose of stockpiling would require 
site clearance of an existing large concrete building of unknown 
condition and characteristics, and according to the SHL proposals the 
removal of substructures to 3m, with the generated demolition material 
diminishing the available space for stockpiling. 

• The construction methods foreseen within the SHL proposal are not 
consistent or necessarily compatible with the construction methodology 
envisaged for the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which has informed the 
environmental assessment for the DCO application.  Inclusion of the 
SHL works within the Silvertown Tunnel construction, even if separately 
consented, risks imposing construction methodologies on the 
Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which are undeliverable within the assessed 
environmental envelope. 

• The environmental benefits claimed have not been evidenced in the 
SHL proposal. In addition to the reduction in any potential 
environmental benefits associated with the correction of the over-
estimate of the quantity of surplus material available from the Scheme, 
there are a number of further potential environmental impacts, adverse 
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and beneficial, which have not been assessed and which have the 
potential to materially reduce the perceived benefits arising from a 
reduction in off-site disposal. 

• A detailed appraisal of the additional costs required to create and 
maintain a stockpile facility local to, but outside the Silvertown Tunnel 
Scheme construction worksite has identified a cost saving for the 
combined tunnel scheme and development scheme of less than £1m. 
This is significantly less than the £11m cost benefit suggested by SHL. 

S.1.13 For these reasons the SHL proposals are not considered to be feasible. Nor 
are the perceived benefits of the proposal clearly established or presented 
as justified against the potential adverse impacts on the implementation of 
the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme. 

S.1.14 Beneficial re-use via the DCO - In spite of these risks and uncertainties the 
Applicant maintains that the proposed DCO and supporting provisions do not 
preclude the beneficial re-use of excavated material on site in line with SHL’s 
and GLAP’s proposals. The contractor will be obliged to:  

• follow the waste hierarchy and manage materials locally, as per the 
proximity principle; 

• comply with the commitment of "80% (by weight) of CD&E materials to 
be re-used on site or removed from site for beneficial use with an 
aspiration to reach 95%"; and 

• undertake a Receptor Site Assessment, which would take account of 
newly consented proposals. 

S.1.15 It is clear from the provisions incorporated in the DCO application that the 
option for beneficial spoil re-use is included and indeed encouraged within 
the framework of the DCO application.  It is the Applicant's view that this 
should be sufficient to address SHL's current demands in a fair and 
proportionate manner.  Further, the effect of the inclusion of this framework 
in the Applicant's DCO application is that the Applicant's scheme is not and 
will not be legally defective in the manner which SHL alleged in the recent 
compulsory acquisition hearing. 

S.1.16 Efficient delivery processes - The Applicant considers that commencing 
the procurement process in parallel with the application for planning consent 
is a practice which accords with the purpose and spirit of the nationally 
significant infrastructure projects ("NSIPs") consenting process under the 
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Planning Act 2008, the key aims of which are to provide certainty of 
timescales and to deliver important infrastructure at the earliest opportunity 
to address recognised needs/problems and realise intended benefits. The 
procurement process has been structured and timetabled to ensure that the 
DCO decision can be captured by means of a tender amendment if required. 

S.1.17 However the risks of progressing the procurement with a requirement to 
deliver an unconsented and uncertain spoil re-use proposal would be very 
significant in the event that the consent was not secured or was delayed. 
The result would be a substantial prolongation to the procurement process 
and consequential delay to the delivery of the Scheme. This in turn would 
have a knock-on impact on all affected land interests including SHL and 
GLAP. 

S.1.18 Planning context - The Applicant's Scheme is designated as a nationally 
significant infrastructure project, pursuant to a direction issued by the 
Secretary of State on 26 June 2012 under section 35 of the Planning Act 
2008.  It is proposed to be delivered on land which has been safeguarded 
precisely for that purpose since 1997.  It has the benefit of sound policy 
support at national, regional and local levels, as is set out in detail in the 
Applicant's Case for the Scheme (APP-093) and its Planning Policy 
Compliance Statement (APP-094). 

S.1.19 In contrast, there is currently no planning policy support for the development 
which SHL is seeking to bring forward.  In addition, a number of constraints 
exist within SHL's site: it is allocated as a Strategic Industrial Location ("SIL") 
in LB Newham’s local plan; and Thames Wharf (which forms part of the site) 
is a safeguarded wharf which, at the most recent review of safeguarded 
wharves in March 2013, was recommended for retention as an operational 
wharf (and not for release for the purpose of providing residential 
development). 

S.1.20 In light of the planning policy position set out above, the Applicant considers 
it likely that any delay in SHL's proposed development coming forward is 
more likely to be caused by planning policy constraints than by the effects 
and timescales of the Applicant's DCO scheme. 

S.1.21 Compulsory acquisition - In the context of linear schemes, in particular, 
the government guidance recommends that the compulsory acquisition 
process is commenced in parallel with attempts to acquire land by 
agreement.  The rationale here is that where there are a significant number 
of affected land interests in connection with a long linear scheme, it would 
compromise the deliverability of such a scheme if ultimately only the land 
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required for part of the scheme could be assembled through agreed private 
treaty.  In effect, the powers of compulsory acquisition are sought in parallel 
with negotiations in order to provide a fall-back position in the event that 
negotiations are not successfully concluded.   

S.1.22 Therefore, in order to avoid this potential threat to deliverability, the Applicant 
confirms that it continues to seek powers of compulsory acquisition and 
temporary possession as set out in the DCO application documentation and 
in accordance with the guidance. 

S.1.23 Early release of land - the Applicant has always acknowledged that 
substantial portions of temporary land on the Silvertown site required for 
construction could be released before the end of the construction period. 
The envisaged construction programme and site phasing set out in the 
Construction Method Statement identify that the Contractor will require the 
full temporary land requirements for the first 2 years 8 months of the 
construction programme to form the main tunnels (bored and cut & cover) 
and approach ramp. Furthermore the Applicant will incentivise the efficient 
use of temporary land by charging the Contractor a rent for occupation. 
These points have been made clear in negotiations with SHL and GLAP to 
date and demonstrate the Applicant’s willingness to consider early release of 
land. 

S.1.24 Conclusions and next steps - As expressed in the SoCG agreed between 
the Applicant and GLAP and Quintain in November 2016, the Applicant has 
not been averse in principle to the idea of spoil re-use or early release hand 
back, but there are many reasons why it is not possible for the Applicant to 
meet all the technical requirements of SHL's very recently submitted 
proposals. That said, the Applicant does envisage, through the provision 
made in the DCO application documents, that it will be possible to achieve 
the beneficial re-use of materials arising from its construction works and, if 
the requisite consents have been secured by SHL and/or GLAP at the 
appropriate time, then their aspirations could be realised.   

S.1.25 The Applicant will continue to work with SHL to try and reach an Agreement 
on these matters, but it would not be appropriate for these matters to be 
mandated through the DCO for all of the reasons set out above. 

S.1.26 In effect, therefore, it is the Applicant's view that the parties are essentially 
not that far apart and that a solution will be possible which is beneficial to 
both parties and which does not involve the Examining Authority making a 
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recommendation to the Secretary of State that the DCO should include a 
requirement mandating spoil re-use on the terms sought by SHL.   

S.1.27 To that end, the Applicant has sought to recommence negotiations with SHL 
and GLAP and a meeting was held with GLAP on 30th March and with SHL 
and GLAP on Wednesday 5th April to explore options for overcoming SHL’s 
objections and moving the negotiations forward.   
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1. INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Introduction  

1.1.1 The purpose of this document is to set out the responses of Transport for 
London ("the Applicant") to the representations made by Silvertown Homes 
Limited ("SHL") (i) in writing, as submitted to the Examining Authority on 
24 March 2017 and accepted by the Examining Authority as a late 
submission following Deadline 5 (20 March) (REP5-032); and (ii) orally, 
through submissions made at the compulsory acquisition hearing held on 29 
March 2017 (together, "SHL's representations").    

1.1.2 SHL's representations have focussed on two key issues, both of which relate 
to SHL's aspirations to develop land within and in the vicinity of land within 
the Order limits of the Applicant's draft Development Consent Order 
("DCO"): 

• Issue 1: the re-use of spoil created by the Scheme to remediate and 
raise the levels of SHL's land in readiness for development; and  

• Issue 2: the early release of land to facilitate the recently revised 
phasing of SHL's development proposals. 

1.1.3 As was noted by SHL in its oral submissions at the recent compulsory 
acquisition hearing, the Applicant and SHL's predecessor in title (see below), 
together with Greater London Authority Land & Property ("GLAP") had 
previously reached agreement in principle on these two issues, as is set out 
in the Statement of Common Ground ("SoCG") (REP1-145) between the 
Applicant and Quintain (see paragraphs 4.4.1 and 4.4.2 and 4.7.1) of the 
SoCG.   

1.1.4 The Applicant confirms that it has not in any way 'resiled' from the position of 
agreement in principle evidenced in the SoCG, as SHL sought in the 
compulsory acquisition hearing, to allege that it had done.  Equally, for the 
reasons set out in detail below (in the following sections of this document), 
the Applicant refutes SHL's allegation that unless amended to include a 
requirement mandating the re-use of spoil on SHL's land, the Applicant's 
DCO would be 'legally defective'.   

1.1.5 With reference to Issue 1 above, the Applicant confirms that the DCO 
application – as currently drafted – would enable spoil re-use in accordance 
with the principles which were agreed in the SoCG as mentioned above, and 
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the legal mechanisms providing for that spoil re-use are identified, and their 
effect is explained, in section 3 below.   

1.1.6 In this context, the Applicant is willing to facilitate spoil re-use for the benefit 
of SHL's site where, and to the extent that, this is technically and legally 
feasible in the context of delivery the Applicant's own Scheme.  The 
Applicant is therefore of the view that it is neither necessary nor appropriate 
for spoil re-use on SHL's site to be 'mandated' through the DCO.  The 
detailed reasons which support the Applicant's view are set out in the 
following sections of this document (sections 2 to 6).  

1.1.7 With reference to Issue 2 above, the Applicant has always acknowledged 
that substantial portions of temporary land on the Silvertown site required for 
construction could be released before the end of the construction period. 
The envisaged construction programme and site phasing set out in the 
Construction Method Statement identify that the Contractor will require the 
full temporary land requirements for the first 2 years 8 months of the 
construction programme to form the main tunnels (bored and cut & cover) 
and approach ramp. Furthermore the Applicant will incentivise the efficient 
use of temporary land by charging the Contractor a rent for occupation.  

1.1.8 It is the Applicant's intention to continue to work with SHL to try and reach an 
Agreement on these matters, as the Applicant believes that there is still 
potential for the parties to agree a way forward which is beneficial and 
acceptable to them both. 

1.1.9 This document focusses largely on SHL’s spoil re-use proposals (Issue 1 
above) as presented recently in their written and verbal representations 
referenced above.  

1.2 Identification of the SHL Land in context 

1.1.1 The majority of the land within the Order limits on the north side of the 
scheme is owned and/or controlled by GLAP and SHL (formerly Quintain 
and then Keystone, as explained above).  The land ownership position in this 
area is as shown on the plan attached at Appendix 1 (Drawing number 
ST150030-MCO-ZZZ-ZZ-DRG-XS-0070 entitled 'GLA Quintain JV Land 
Requirement Plans – Maximum Land Take') ("the Land Ownerships Plan"). 

1.1.2 Land ownership in this area is as set out below:  

• SHL has sole ownership of the land shown cross-hatched blue on the 
Land Ownerships Plan.   
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• SHL owns jointly with GLAP the land shown cross-hatched pink on the 

Land Ownerships Plan, such land being generally known and referred to 
as "the Carlsberg-Tetley site".   

• GLAP has sole ownership of the land shown cross-hatched green, on the 
Land Ownerships Plan, such land being generally known and referred to 
as "the Thames Wharf site". 

1.1.3 In addition to having joint ownership of the Carlsberg-Tetley ("C-T") site, SHL 
and GLAP also have shared aspirations to bring forward a residential-led 
mixed-use development encompassing land in their combined ownership as 
well as some neighbouring land parcels owned by ASD, EMR and LB 
Newham (such neighbouring land ownerships being shown on the plan 
attached at Appendix 2 (Drawing number ST150030-MCO-ZZZ-ZZ-DRG-XS-
0070) which features Sheets 5 and 6 of the Land Plans (document reference 
REP4-023) with the boundary of the safeguarded wharf area overlaid in 
purple, and the boundary of land owned by GLAP and Quintain (as was) 
outlined in black) ("the Thames Wharf Safeguarding and Land 
Ownerships Plan").  

1.1.4 This aspirational development has been termed the "Thameside West 
Masterplan" and its planning status and the planning status of other relevant 
land is set out in section 5 below. 
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2. Chronology of engagement between TfL and 
owners of the SHL land  

2.1 Effect of engagement on the evolution of the Applicant's DCO Scheme 

2.1.1 As part of its on-going diligent engagement and genuine attempts to consult, 
negotiate with, and have regard to those likely to be affected by the scheme, 
the Applicant has undertaken extensive engagement with SHL (formerly 
Quintain and Keystone, as explained above) since June 2014, when the 
scheme's Land Interests Liaison Group was established. The group met 
during June and October 2014 prior to the non-statutory public consultation 
on the proposed scheme in autumn 2014.  Subsequently the Applicant has 
undertaken direct engagement with individual land interests or with groups of 
land interests where they have common interests and issues, such as with 
SHL and GLAP. 

2.2 The Applicant's engagement with SHL (formerly Quintain) and GLAP 
prior to submission of the DCO application 

2.2.1 The Applicant's engagement with SHL and GLAP is summarised in 
chronological order and by reference to key events, as set out below:  

• The Applicant has engaged proactively with GLAP and Quintain since 
June 2014. 

 
• Summer 2014 – the Thameside West Masterplan proposed development 

phasing which featured Phase 1 (the earliest phase) being located at the 
northern part of the Thames Wharf site, focused around the site of a 
proposed new Docklands Light Railway ("DLR") station (see the plan at 
Appendix 3 entitled 'Preliminary Masterplan Phasing' (May 2014) which 
was prepared for the Proposed 2014 Masterplan Feasibility Study). 

 
• Autumn 2014 – the Applicant undertook non-statutory consultation on the 

proposed scheme.  The consultation ran from October to December.  The 
consultation response received by the Applicant from Quintain (see letter 
from Quintain dated 16 December 2014 attached at Appendix 4) is 
supportive of the proposed scheme and raises issues related to traffic and 
environmental impacts, and the design and layout of the tunnel and 
associated structures.  The consultation response submitted to the 
Applicant at this stage makes no mention of spoil re-use, land 
remediation and/or land-raising. 

 
• Spring 2015 – the Applicant received a request from Quintain and GLAP 

to relocate its proposed scheme construction site southwards, so that the 
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Applicant would make full use of the C-T site during the Scheme's 
construction, and would thereby minimise any potential overlap/conflict 
with the proposed Phase 1 of the Thameside West Masterplan.  

 
• Summer 2015 – the Applicant agreed to modify its temporary land use 

proposals and relocate its proposed Scheme construction site southwards, 
in response to the above-mentioned request by Quintain and GLAP.  
Furthermore, at that stage GLAP, Quintain and the Applicant agreed that 
the overall development programme sequence in Silvertown would involve 
the prior implementation of the Silvertown Tunnel, with the Thameside 
West Masterplan following on after GLAP and Quintain had undertaken 
the necessary planning consents processes. 

 
• In autumn 2015 – the Applicant undertook statutory pre-DCO application 

consultation in October and November. The consultation response 
received by the Applicant from Quintains’s consultants AECOM (see letter 
from AECOM dated 17 November 2015 attached at Appendix 5) was 
largely supportive of the scheme with key issues raised being the layout 
and design of the tunnel and associated structures, and the need to 
minimise impact on potentially developable land.  GLAP and Quintain 
requested that the existing office building adjacent to Dock Road/North 
Woolwich Road on the C-T site be excluded from the area proposed to be 
subject to powers of temporary possession for the purposes of 
constructing and delivering the Scheme, on the basis that it had been 
earmarked for an arts-based project funded by the Mayor.  The Applicant 
agreed to modify its proposals for temporary land use to exclude the C-T 
building and its associated car parking from its scheme proposals. The 
consultation response submitted to the Applicant at this stage makes no 
mention of spoil re-use, land remediation and/or land-raising. 

 
• Autumn 2015 to April 2016 – in consultation with Quintain and GLAP, the 

Applicant modified its design proposals to minimise the impact on 
developable land (ref. Design and Access Statement (APP-095), chapters 
5 & 6) by the following means: 

 
o Relocated and reduced tunnel portal compound. 
o Relocated buried structures. 
o Re-shaped Tidal Basin roundabout. 
o Passive provision for future structures. 

The changes to Scheme proposals, including order limits, were confirmed 
by letter to each affected land interest, including Quintain and GLAP, in 
April 2016 (ref. Consultation report Appendix T5 (APP-030)). 
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• May 2016 – the Applicant submitted its DCO application, which reflected 
the temporary land use requirements and design changes agreed with 
GLAP and Quintain (as outlined above). 

 

2.3 The Applicant's continuing engagement with SHL and GLAP post-
submission of the DCO application 

2.3.1 June 2016 – the Applicant was advised by Quintain of a change to its 
corporate ownership, which resulted in name changes from 'Quintain' to 
'Keystone' and later (in January 2017) to 'Silvertown Homes Ltd' ("SHL"). 

 
• July 2016 – Keystone informed the Applicant and GLAP of a radical 

change to the Thameside West Masterplan development strategy, with the 
location of the 1st Phase of development now being switched from the 
northern end of the site (as previously proposed in the plan at Appendix 3 
entitled 'Preliminary Masterplan Phasing' (May 2014) and which had 
informed the Applicant's DCO application) to the C-T site at the opposite 
end of the Masterplan area (see revised phasing shown on the plan at 
Appendix 6 entitled 'River Views and Phasing Plan' (undated)).  This 
reallocation of phasing blocks reflects a desire by Keystone/SHL to 
implement the earlier phases of the Masterplan more quickly than 
originally planned, and results in pressure on the Applicant to release land 
comprising the C-T site substantially earlier than had previously been 
agreed between the Applicant, Quintain and GLAP. 
 

• August 2017 – the relevant representation submitted by Winckwork 
Sherwood on behalf of Quintain makes no explicit reference to spoil re-
use, land remediation and/or land raising. 

 
• Autumn 2016 – discussions on the valuation of land led to the 

development by SHL and GLAP of a 'works wish list', compromising 
enabling and site improvement works for the benefit of land proposed to 
be developed by SHL and GLAP.  The concept underlying the wish list 
was that the value of any such works should be offset against the land 
compensation costs arising from the Applicant's use or acquisition of land 
owned by SHL and GLAP.  The Applicant advised SHL and GLAP that 
these works would constitute a material change to the DCO application, 
due to their scale and likely impact.  Therefore SHL and GLAP agreed that 
they would need to obtain the necessary consents outside and separately 
from the Applicant's DCO application. 

 
• October 2016 – the parties endeavoured to shortlist items featuring on the 

long ‘works wish list’ based on discussions as to the feasibility of carrying 
out those works. The key criteria were – and remain – as follows: 
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o The works are capable of being specified to a suitable level of detail 

by a deadline to suit the Applicant's procurement programme; 
 

o The works must be capable of being removed from the Applicant's 
contract for the design, construction, finance, maintenance and 
operation of the scheme (the "Project Agreement") in the event that 
planning consent for those works is not secured by SHL/GLAP 
without significantly impacting on the structure of the Applicant's 
bidders’ proposals and the evaluation criteria for the procurement 
(i.e. they must be discrete elements of work); and 

 
o The works must not represent a material increased risk to the 

Applicant's main scheme works in terms of programme and/or cost. 
 

When applying these criteria to the above proposed works it became clear 
to the Applicant that the proposed spoil re-use would be problematic, and 
therefore this was communicated to SHL and GLAP from the outset of 
these discussions.  In short, the spoil re-use proposals (as proposed by 
SHL) would have a significant influence on the materials handling strategy 
for the Applicant's proposed works.  By contrast, proposed works such as 
the river wall replacement and jetty piles were, as discrete stand-alone 
elements of work, more compatible with the key criteria noted above, and 
therefore were more feasibly acceptable for proposed incorporation into 
the Project Agreement.  In accordance with the Statement of Common 
Ground (REP1-145) agreed between the Applicant, SHL and GLAP, the 
Applicant agreed to continue to discuss how these in-principle works 
could best be delivered.  However as the discussions became more 
protracted, these proposals became more onerous in terms of their scale 
and nature (see ‘6 February 2017’ below). 

 
• January 2017 – Heads of Terms were agreed between the parties, with 

river wall works and jetty piling works agreed in principle.  Discussions 
remained on-going regarding spoil re-use, with the Applicant awaiting SHL 
and GLAP's proposals.  It was agreed in principle that SHL and GLAP 
would prepare an agreed specification for each works element by June 
2017 and would, by June 2018, obtain the necessary planning consents to 
enable the works to dovetail with the Applicant's scheme's procurement 
timetable.  

 
• 6 February 2017 – SHL and GLAP's initial spoil re-use proposals were 

finally received by the Applicant.  The proposed re-use of spoil was more 
significant in terms of scale and complexity than had originally been 
envisaged, with the proposals now comprising a comprehensive 
remediation and land-raising strategy over the whole Thameside West 
masterplan site (including land not owned by either GLAP or SHL).  The 
Applicant expressed concerns about the scale and impact of these 
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proposals and their impact on its proposed temporary use of land and 
construction programme for the (Silvertown Tunnel) scheme.  With the aim 
of testing the feasibility of what was proposed, the Applicant requested 
further detailed information, including cut and fill quantities and proposed 
breakdown by sites/phases. 

 
• March 2017 – 
 

• SHL commenced pre-application discussions about the proposed site 
remediation works with LB Newham (in its capacity as relevant local 
planning authority) on the basis of an enabling works application. 

 
• 14 March 2017 – SHL/GLAP issued a design note prepared by Buro 

Happold and acknowledged that the arisings from the bored tunnels 
could not be readily used for land remediation and raising.  The 
Applicant noted and flagged errors in the material quantities proposed 
in a meeting between the parties on 16 March and provided related 
written feedback on 22 March. 

 
• 24 March 2017 – SHL's revised design note (Buro Happold's version 7) 

was submitted, under cover of SHL's objection letter of 24 March 2017, 
to PINS (REP5-032).  On learning that SHL had taken this unexpected 
step, the Applicant paused its negotiations with SHL to enable it to 
focus on consideration of SHL's objection.   

2.4 Summary of engagement with SHL 

2.4.1 In summary, the Applicant has proactively engaged with landowners GLAP 
and SHL (formerly Quintain and then Keystone) since June 2014 and has 
shown considerable regard for Quintain/SHL and GLAP's land use 
aspirations, by making substantial changes to the proposed design of its own 
evolving scheme prior to submitting its DCO application, with the aim of 
respecting and reflecting these parties' joint development aspirations. 

2.4.2 It is clear from the chronology set out above that after the Applicant's DCO 
application was submitted, SHL radically changed their development 
strategy, resulting in a conflict with the Applicant's temporary construction 
site requirements and envisaged construction programme and phasing as 
set out in the DCO application and supporting documents (please refer to the 
Applicant's Construction Method Statement (APP-046), Land Plans (REP4-
023) and Statement of Reasons (REP4-029)).  

2.4.3 During the negotiations for the Land & Works agreement between the 
parties, SHL and GLAP sought the delivery by the Applicant of works 
additional to the Applicant's own scheme (the subject of the DCO 
application), being works aimed at facilitating SHL's and GLAP's future 
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development aspirations. The aspiration is that these additional works could 
be delivered through the Project Agreement subject to SHL and GLAP 
defining an agreed specification and obtaining the necessary planning 
consents by certain deadlines to avoid delaying overall delivery of the 
Applicant's scheme. 

2.4.4 Amongst these additional works the re-use of spoil proposals have proved 
problematic and constitute a significant risk to the procurement due to their 
scale, complexity, inter-relationship with other works, impact on scope and 
nature of the contractors liability and impact on temporary land use (the 
Applicant's detailed appraisal of SHL's spoil re-use proposals in construction, 
environmental and cost terms is set out in section 4 below). As a result the 
Applicant considered it was unable to agree to deliver the spoil re-use 
proposals through the Project Agreement on the terms proposed by SHL.  
However, this view does not preclude the implementation of SHL's spoil re-
use proposals through direct engagement with the Applicant's project 
company once the necessary consents have been separately secured by 
SHL (and/or GLAP). 

2.4.5 In response, SHL submitted new representations / objections (in writing, as a 
late submission following Deadline 5 (REP5-032), and orally at the 
compulsory acquisition hearing held on 29 March 2017) seeking "a steer" 
from the Examining Authority directing incorporation of its spoil re-use 
proposals into the DCO, the subject of the Applicant's application.  The 
Applicant respectfully resists such an amendment to the draft DCO, on the 
basis that adding a requirement for such works to be carried out would 
constitute a significant material change to the DCO, and such works could 
not be readily defined as associated development. A change as significant 
as this would require new environmental and transport impacts assessments 
as well as additional temporary land use proposals, and would therefore 
likely necessitate a new round of statutory public consultation. 

2.4.6 The potential adverse impact of SHL's spoil re-use proposals on the delivery 
of a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project would be unacceptable to 
the Applicant.  It is important to recognise that the Applicant's scheme (the 
subject of the DCO application) was the subject of extensive pre-application 
engagement and consultation with the affected land interests and that, 
accordingly, the DCO proposals reflected a position that had been agreed 
between the parties.  It would be inappropriate and contrary to the DCO 
process to impose these proposed spoil re-use works on the Applicant's 
scheme at the end, or following the end of the examination, given the late 
timing with which these works were raised (as is illustrated by the above 
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chronology), and their current (and reasonably foreseeable) uncertain and 
unconsented status. 
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3. DCO provisions promoting beneficial re-use of 
spoil materials 

3.1.1 For the reasons set out in parts 4 and 5 of this report (below), the Applicant 
considers that the spoil re-use and land-raising proposals, in the form put 
forward by SHL, are not deliverable within the context of the Scheme 
proposals contained within the DCO application, and the procurement 
framework under which the Scheme will be delivered. 

3.1.2 However, this does not mean that the concept of spoil re-use is not possible 
or accepted within the context of the DCO application, and in fact the 
application documentation, as developed through the course of the 
Examination, actively supports the possibility of this concept being utilised. 

3.1.3 As such, it is perfectly possible that, at a future date, arrangements could be 
made between the Applicant's preferred bidder / appointed contractor and 
SHL for the re-use of spoil within the scope of the DCO application; equally it 
is feasible that such works could be undertaken in a way that would benefit 
SHL, albeit not in the exact manner that SHL is requesting at this point in 
time. 

3.1.4 Such an arrangement would be possible because the Applicant has, in 
developing the DCO application and the framework for the detailed design of 
the construction methodology, taken into account its understanding of the 
discussions with SHL as set out in the 'chronology' section above, and most 
importantly, the Applicant has applied the concept of the 'waste hierarchy' to 
its DCO application.  

3.1.5 This framework has been built into the application with reference to the 
development of the Applicant's Scheme.  SHL's own development proposals 
under the (recently revised) Thameside West Masterplan are separate from 
the Applicant's scheme.  It would therefore be inherently unfair and 
potentially discriminatory if the Applicant was now, at this very late stage in 
the DCO examination, required to modify its application proposals in order 
merely to accommodate, again but in another incarnation, the aspirations of 
SHL.  This is particularly so, given that (as is explained in the 'chronology' 
section above) these aspirations have recently been changed for the benefit 
of SHL but to the detriment of the Applicant, irrespective of what had 
previously been agreed between Quintain, GLAP and the Applicant, and 
thereafter acted upon by the Applicant.  In this context, it is sufficient that the 
Scheme proposals as they stand, conform with and will apply the waste 
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hierarchy thereby facilitating the re-use of spoil on SHL/GLAP's site under 
the terms of the waste hierarchy, which is incorporated into the Applicant's 
DCO application as follows: 

3.2 Main text of the Code of Construction Practice 

3.2.1 As the Examining Authority will be aware, one of the main concerns of the 
host boroughs for the Scheme has been to ensure that the construction road 
traffic impacts of the Scheme are limited.  The Applicant has recognised this, 
and in Chapter 3 of the Code of Construction Practice (REP4-035) ("the 
CoCP") sets out a number of commitments to the transporting by river of 
construction materials and excavated material arising from the site of the 
Scheme. 

3.2.2 At paragraph 3.2.3 of the CoCP, this takes the form of a commitment that at 
least 55% by weight of all materials associated with the Scheme shall be 
transported by river, and that 100% of suitable excavated material should be 
transported by river.  

3.2.3 Following the Applicant's negotiations/discussions with SHL, this section of 
Chapter 3 of the CoCP was modified at Deadline 1 to define "transport by 
river" as including "materials which are re-used on site".  The consequence 
of this is that the Contractor (once appointed by the Applicant) could meet its 
river transport commitment to deal with 100% of suitable excavated material 
by re-using the materials on site.  

3.2.4 The option to do so will be the Contractor's choice, taking into account its 
detailed construction methodology and space requirements within the (DCO) 
Order limits (as discussed in section 4 below) and its own commercial 
imperatives. For the reasons set out in detail below (see sections 4 and 5), it 
is not considered appropriate that such a choice should be mandated 
through the addition of a requirement to the DCO (or any other means), not 
least as it is quite clear that under the waste hierarchy, as incorporated into 
the Applicant's DCO application, elements of SHL's requests could be met, 
to the extent that it is technically and legally feasible for them to be met.  

3.2.5 However, the above commitment cannot be considered in isolation. The 
CoCP in Chapter 13 also goes on to detail how materials that are won by the 
Scheme should be managed.  Paragraph 13.1.1 of the CoCP states that "the 
Contractor will manage Construction Demolition and Excavation (CD&E) 
materials generated at worksites in accordance with the waste hierarchy to 
prevent, reduce, re-use, recycle, recover, and dispose of materials and 
within the relevant regulatory controls". 
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3.2.6 The Contractor’s choices in dealing with the material on-site therefore could 

be developed in line with SHL’s proposals if it chose to engage with them. 
The changes made to the CoCP at Deadline 6 mean that this could go even 
further, if feasible, by giving the Contractor the ability to agree with the 
relevant planning authority(s) additional circumstances in which the 
Contractor might apply for a Derogation from the commitments in paragraph 
3.2.3 of the CoCP. Any such agreement would be required to be given in 
writing by the relevant planning authority(s) and might only be given if the 
Contractor had demonstrated to the satisfaction of the relevant planning 
authority(s) that the Derogation would not give rise to any materially new or 
materially different environmental effects to those assessed in the 
Environmental Statement. Therefore, if SHL was able to gain consent for its 
land-raising scheme, including storage at a nearby location that would 
involve additional vehicle movements, the Contractor could then seek to 
discuss this with the relevant planning authority under this provision. 

3.2.7 It is therefore clear that the application of the waste hierarchy is required 
from the outset in the context of the CoCP, which provides the principle 
means of control over the management of materials within the DCO 
application. Paragraph 13.2.2 of the CoCP also states that the Contractor 
must deal with CD&E Materials in accordance with the CD&E Commitments 
set out in Appendix C to the CoCP.  In turn, Appendix C to the CoCP sets 
out in detail how the Scheme will apply and comply with the waste hierarchy 
and the process for this is explained in summary form below.  

3.3 CD&E Commitments (Appendix C to the CoCP) 

3.3.1 Appendix C to the CoCP explains (at section 3) the concept of the waste 
hierarchy. This concept is then applied in the commitments set out in section 
4 of Appendix C to the CoCP.  For the purposes of this report, the most 
important commitment is that "80% (by weight) of CD&E materials [are] to be 
re-used on site or removed from site for beneficial use with an aspiration to 
reach 95%". 

3.3.2 The term "beneficial use" is then defined in paragraph 4.2.1 of the document 
to include helping "to facilitate an approved change/alteration in land use or 
form". 

3.3.3 It is therefore clear that either in re-using spoil on site, or in a scenario where 
SHL has received consent for its proposed scheme, the Contractor would be 
actively encouraged to re-use materials arising on site for the benefit of 
proposals such as those which the Applicant expects will be put forward by 
SHL.  
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3.3.4 However, at this stage, the Applicant has not yet selected the receptor site(s) 
to which it will take its waste materials (whether on site or off site), as this will 
be determined by the Contractor in due course.  Further, it is not appropriate 
to select these sites at present as the main construction works are not 
envisaged to take place until mid 2019, and therefore the context of suitable 
facilities is quite likely to have changed by that point. To ensure that it 
achieves its commitments and compliance with environmental objectives, the 
Applicant has produced a Receptor Site Assessment ("RSA") methodology, 
which the Contractor is committed (under paragraph 13.3.4 of the CoCP) to 
employ in order to select the sites to which materials are to be taken. 

3.3.5 The RSA methodology mandates a Preliminary Viability Assessment of 
receptor site capacity, permits, availability, accessibility and other 
information (enforcement notices, court cases and cautions) in order to 
select a long list of potential sites. Each receptor site that passes the 
Preliminary Viability Assessment must then be subject to a Detailed Options 
Assessment, whereby each site will be assessed against 17 principles (each 
with equal weighting) and attributed a score. The first of these principles, as 
set out in the RSA at Appendix D to the CoCP, is for sites that enable the 
Contractor to 'follow the waste hierarchy'. 

3.3.6 Given that the SHL site does not have planning consent to re-use spoil from 
the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme on site, it would not pass the Preliminary 
Viability Assessment if the RSA methodology were to be undertaken today. 
However, the RSA methodology must be undertaken closer to the time of 
construction and, if all necessary consents are in place at that time, the SHL 
site will most likely progress to the Detailed Options Assessment stage of the 
process. 

3.3.7 It is clear at this stage that re-using the spoil on the SHL/GLAP site would 
almost certainly score very highly against a number of principles of the RSA 
(particularly: 1 To follow the waste hierarchy, and 12 To manage materials 
locally, as per the proximity principle).  However, given that the site has no 
planning consent for such land remediation and raising at present, it is not 
possible to score this potential receptor site against the principles 
methodology at this stage. 

3.3.8 Taking all of these measures into account, it is clear that the CoCP and its 
appendices positively encourage spoil re-use in a way that is fundamentally 
compatible with what SHL is demanding. Furthermore, in response to the 
arguments put forward by SHL at the compulsory acquisition hearing on 29 
March 2017, the mechanisms in this document are essentially set up on the 
basis that they operate 'subject to consents'.  
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3.3.9 Thus, if SHL was to gain consent for its proposals, the Contractor would 

potentially be able to meet the environmental commitments set through the 
DCO Examination by supporting SHL in enabling the re-use of materials. 
However, in doing so, the Contractor would need to carefully weigh up the 
benefits of these proposals with the construction programme, techniques 
and other environmental requirements of the Scheme as a whole, which 
leads to the concerns expressed in sections 4 and 5 below.  

3.3.10 Given the context set out above (in addition to the concerns set out below), it 
is not appropriate for the Contractor to be mandated to make this choice. 
However, it is clear from the summary of the framework incorporated in the 
DCO application (as set out above), that the option for beneficial spoil re-use 
is included and indeed encouraged within the framework of the DCO 
application.  It is the Applicant's view that this should be sufficient to address 
SHL's current demands in a fair and proportionate manner.  Further, the 
effect of the inclusion of this framework in the Applicant's DCO application is 
that the Applicant's scheme is not and will not be legally defective in the 
manner which SHL alleged in the recent compulsory acquisition hearing.     
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4. Applicant's appraisal of SHL's spoil re-use 
proposals and perceived associated benefits 

4.1 Description of SHL's proposal 

4.1.1 SHL have developed a proposal to re-use excavated material surplus to the 
Silvertown Tunnel Scheme, for the purpose of raising the land and creating a 
development platform on land known as the Carlsberg Tetley Site which 
forms part of the aspirational Thames Side West development. SHL 
appointed Buro Happold (BH) to undertake a study to asses the feasibility of 
this proposal. BH have reported in their Design Note of 24 March 2017 (the 
‘BH study’) on the technical aspects of re-use of excavated material for land 
raising. The BH study has been used to inform the representation submitted 
into the DCO Examination in March 2017. 

4.1.2 The BH Study draws the following conclusions which have been used to 
inform the SHL representation: 

• Excavated Material Quantities: There is a significant surplus of suitable 
excavated material from the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which can be re-
used to create the development platform for the Thames Side West 
development and thereby avoid the need to transport the material away 
from the worksite 

• Stockpiling on Silvertown Tunnel Worksite: Material for re-use on the 
Thames Side West scheme can be stockpiled within the boundaries of the 
Silvertown Tunnel worksite until it is required to create the development 
platform 

• Direct Placement: There are opportunities to place material directly from 
Silvertown Tunnel excavations to create the Thames Side West 
development platform 

• Use of Carlsberg Tetley Building for Stockpiling: During the CA Hearing on 
28 March 2017 SHL proposed the use of the area currently occupied by the 
Carlsberg Tetley Building for creation of an off-site stockpile. 

4.1.3 Drawing upon this Study, SHL have identified within their representation 
significant benefits arising from avoiding the need to remove surplus 
excavated material from the Silvertown Tunnel Site. These include: 

• Significant cost savings: a cost saving of £11m  
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• Significant environmental benefits.  

4.1.4 In the following sections the Applicant sets out its appraisal of the proposal 
put forward by SHL, commenting specifically on aspects of the proposal 
where there are errors and inconsistencies in the assumptions and data 
used in the feasibility report or where the SHL proposals are incompatible 
with the approach proposed and assessed for the Silvertown Tunnel DCO 
application. This appraisal is supported by a technical paper entitled 
‘Thames Side West, Maximum Potential Excavated Material Re-use’. This is 
included as Appendix 7 to this response. 

4.2 Appraisal of SHL’s Estimate of Excavated Material Quantities 

BH Identification of Material sources 

4.2.1 The BH study identifies three material sources on the north side of the river 
Thames: bored tunnels, the cut-and-cover and retained cut elements and the 
TBM launch chamber. 

4.2.2 The BH study recognises that material from bored tunnelling methods is 
unlikely to be suitable for re-use and that there is not a requirement for the 
on-site use of spoil arising from the bored tunnel. The BH study therefore 
focusses on re-use of materials won from the demolition of existing concrete 
hardstandings, made ground and from the naturally occurring geological 
sequence.  

BH Estimates of Total Excavated Material Volumes 

4.2.3 The assessment of excavated materials has been subject of a number of 
separate submissions by SHL (BH). These indicate that the expectations of 
the quantity of excavated material available for re-use by SHL has steadily 
reduced as errors in their estimates have been identified through technical 
engagement with the Applicant. The most recent Representation from SHL 
(Winkworth Sherwood) (REP5-032) continues to demonstrate uncertainty 
over the potential availability of material for re-use, containing references to 
available excavated material volumes ranging from 101,702m3 to 165,000m3 

4.2.4 A summary of the recent estimates submitted by SHL which have informed 
their representations is set out below. 
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Reference Date Source Quantity in situ of 
excavated material from 
open cut & cut-and-cover 
(m3) 

16 December 2016 BH design memo (rev. 0) 288,000 

9 February 2017 BH presentation to TfL  248,000 

14 March 2017 BH design memo (rev. 5) 238,000 

 

24 March 2017 

 

BH design memo (rev. 7) 

 

165,0001 or 128,0001 

Winkworth Sherwood 
Representation  

101,702 

Applicant’s current assessment of available 
excavated material (in situ volume, m3) 

102,768 

1.     The volume variation in this memo is accounted for by different assumptions 
of hardstanding removal required by the Scheme: being either site-wide or 
Scheme ‘trace’ only. 

 

4.2.5 The most recent revision to the BH study includes the following estimates of 
the volumes of available excavated material from the Scheme:-  

Strata Scheme 
retained cut and 
cut-and-cover 
excavation (m3) 

Scheme 
bored 
tunnelling 
(m3) 

Concrete 40,000 or (3,000) Nil 

Made Ground 30,000 Nil 

Alluvium 37,000 Nil 

Thames Gravel 
(RTD) 

27,000 29,000 

London Clay 31,000 100,000 
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Harwich 
Formation 

Nil 28,000 

Woolwich 
Formation 

Nil 86,000 

Reading 
Formation 

Nil 10,000 

Total 165,000 m3 (or 
(128,000m3) 

253,000m3 

 

4.2.6 Whilst the BH study acknowledges that a proportion of the material won from 
the Scheme will be re-used in the Scheme the actual quantities have not 
been explicitly estimated.  

4.2.7 BH Estimate of the Volume Available for the Development PlatformThe BH 
study identifies quantities of material necessary in order to raise the level of 
the site to 6.2mAOD (i.e. TE2100 flood defence level), as 100,000m3 for the 
entire Thameside West site and 85,000m3 for the Carlsberg-Tetley site.  
However, it acknowledges that not all cut material will be suitable for re-use 
and that an additional 0.5m of fill will be required on top of the cap, meaning 
that in total 150,000m3 of material will be required.  

4.2.8 The BH study suggests that, "it is likely that a large portion if not all of the 
spoil required to construct the engineering capping (across the entire TSW 
site) could be derived from the open/ cut-and-cover sections [of the 
Scheme]".  

4.2.9 Further the BH study suggests at page 6 that 45,000m3 of Thames Gravel 
and 52,000m3 of London Clay from the Scheme excavation will be delivered 
to and re-used on the site with the shortfall of 50,000m3 of material being 
made of suitable Made Ground.  However, the Applicant notes 
inconsistencies in the BH study in this regard, as these material quantities 
are also quoted as 27,000m3 and 31,000m3 respectively on page 4. 

4.2.10 The Applicant's estimate of the quantity of excavated material available for 
re-use 

4.2.11 In developing the DCO Application the Applicant has necessarily undertaken 
a comprehensive assessment of the excavated material volumes and 
volumes of material that are likely to be transported away from the site for 
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beneficial re-use offsite. This assessment has been used in the development 
of the Construction Method Statement which informs the environmental 
assessment of the Scheme and in the assessment of the river transport 
commitments. 

4.2.12 From this comprehensive assessment, the Applicant has calculated the 
excavated materials that would be generated during the construction of the 
principal elements of the Silvertown works on the northern worksite, which 
comprise excavations for the retained cut, cut-and-cover and TBM launch 
chamber. Table below summarises the materials’ quantities.  

4.2.13 The excavated materials will have different qualities and suitability for re-use. 
Table also summarises the quantities of materials which are potentially re-
useable, the quantities for disposal, that which is required for re-use by the 
Scheme, and that potential available for re-use by other projects, such as 
SHL’s land raising. 

Table: Applicants Estimate of Excavated Material Quantities 

Material In situ (m3) Usable (m3) Disposal 
(m3) 

Reused(1) 
(m3) 

Re-used 
Tunnel2 

Storage 
(m3) 

Crushed Concrete 3,785 3,596 189 - 3,596 
 

Made Ground 33,359 16,679 16,679 16,679 - - 

Alluvium 24,824 - 24,824 - - - 

Thames Gravel (RTD) 16,101 15,296 805 
 

15,296 - 

London Clay 24,699 23,464 1,235 1,718 - 21,747 

Total Gross 102,768 59,036 43,733 18,397 18,892 

 

21,7472 

(40,639) 

 Note: All volumes are approximate. 

1. Estimate of excavated material reused in the ramp/open cut, cut and cover and TBM access shaft works 
only. 

2. Subject to material suitability and detailed design TG/ conc. could be used as bulk fill for bored tunnels (if 
unsuitable, volume available for storage 40,639m3). 

 

4.2.14 There are three potential materials that could be stored for use during the 
future development of the Thameside West site by GLAP/SHL for the 
development platform works, these being crushed concrete obtained from 
the removal of hardstandings and structures and Thames Gravel and 
London Clay from deep excavations. 
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4.2.15 In addition 'Made Ground' may be suitable but is likely to vary in composition 

and level of contamination, which may make it unsuitable for re-use. For the 
purposes of this initial materials assessment 50% is included as suitable for 
re-use and is assumed to be suitable, with the remainder being disposed of 
offsite. The Alluvium is not considered suitable for re-use as engineering fill 
and would be disposed of offsite. 

4.2.16 Of the materials won during excavation works for the Scheme, Thames 
Gravel, London Clay, crushed concrete and some Made Ground will be 
suitable for beneficial re-use on the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme, principally 
as cut-and-cover tunnel backfill. In addition, subject to material suitability and 
detailed design, the Thames Gravels could potentially be used as free-
draining fill within the bored tunnels.  

4.2.17 It is estimated that 18,397m3 of material would be necessary for cut-and-
cover backfilling, leaving only a maximum of 40,639m3 surplus to the 
Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which could potentially be re-used to create the 
Thames Side West development platform.  

Excavated Material Quantities – Conclusion 

4.2.18 In summary SHL’s proposals estimate up to 150,000m3 of excavated 
material will be needed for its land-raising works, and that either 165,000 m3 
or 128,000m3 is available from the construction of the Scheme (depending 
on the assumption of hardstanding stripping). 

4.2.19 The Applicant estimates that a maximum of 40,639m3 of material will be 
available for re-use once the needs of the Scheme have been fulfilled. If the 
Thames Gravels are re-used as tunnel backfill then this figure reduces to 
only 21,747m3. 

4.3 Appraisal of SHL's Proposals for Stockpiling on Silvertown Tunnel 
Worksite 

Summary of SHLstockpiling proposals 

4.3.1 The BH stockpiling proposal identifies two areas of the Scheme’s worksite, 
which could be used for storage of excavated material. The timing of the use 
of these areas is not clearly set out in the BH study. Two areas are 
proposed: a northern stockpiling area, and a southern stockpiling area, these 
are described below: 
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 Northern Stockpiling Area - The stockpiling area proposed covers 
some 12,262m2. It is located on the northern side of the Scheme’s 
Silvertown worksite, bounded by the embankment and viaduct of 
the operational DLR line to the south west and by the retained cut 
and cut-and-cover tunnel sections of the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme 
to the northeast. 

 Southern Stockpiling Area - The stockpiling area proposed covers 
some 16,034m2. It is located on the south western side of the 
Scheme’s Silvertown worksite, and is bounded by the river Thames 
river walls to the southwest, the Order limits to the south east and 
worksite access roads from access point AP4 shown on The 
Silvertown Works Area Worksite Layout plans in Appendix B of the 
Construction Method Statement (APP-046). 

Review of stockpiling proposals 

 Northern Stockpiling Area 

4.3.2 This proposed stockpiling area is situated on land designated in the 
Reference Design for the main worksite construction site offices, site car 
park, site security and cyclist facilities. The area proposed is also designated 
for key internal worksite access roads to the northeast and southwest of the 
worksite offices complex.  

4.3.3 SHL’s representation (REP5-032) and the supporting BH design note identify 
that the uses for this area designated in the Reference Design could be 
relocated elsewhere. However, the proposal does not do not indicate where 
the displaced Scheme worksite facilities could be relocated, nor the time of 
the occupation of the worksite for stockpiling purposes, or how stockpiling 
and spoil placement activities would be managed and excavated material 
segregated.   

4.3.4 The stockpiling area is indicated as being at the foot of the DLR 
embankment and close to the viaduct piers. The stockpiling proposals 
require excavated material to be stockpiled ten metres high (introducing a 
maximum surface surcharge loading of the order of 200kN/m2). It is highly 
likely that this potential loading intensity would generate ground movements 
likely to impact upon the safe operation of the railway.  

4.3.5 The stockpiling area does not identify, within the area quoted, that land 
would be needed to access, lay down the excavated material or manage its 
reuse, or how segregated material will be allocated storage space. 
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4.3.6 The stockpiling area indicated conflicts with the (permanent works) water 

storage tanks for the Scheme’s active fire suppression systems, which are to 
be situated on the south-western edge of the northern portal tunnel 
approach. 

4.3.7 The stockpiling area as indicated is across land required for the relocation of 
utilities from their existing location on Dock Road to the new alignment. In 
addition to preventing statutory undertakers accessing their assets, the 
loading intensity arising from this surcharging is likely to generate 
detrimental settlement to the diverted utilities. These aspects are not 
considered in the BH study. 

4.3.8 The stockpiling area as indicated is across land reserved for the relocation of 
Dock Road.  Any delay to the removal of this stockpile would prevent this 
element of the DCO Scheme being completed.  

 Southern Stockpiling Area 

4.3.9 This proposed stockpiling area is situated on land designated in the 
Applicant's Reference Design for storage proximate to the TBM launch 
chamber, the Scheme’s main spoil classification area, and lime dosing and 
lime storage area, and is above the route of the twin bored tunnels between 
their launch chamber and the river walls.  Further comments on the 
proposals are set out below (in the paragraphs which follow). 

4.3.10 SHL’s representation (REP5-032), and the supporting BH design note, do 
not indicate where these displaced facilities would be relocated, nor the time 
of the occupation of the worksite for stockpiling purposes or how stockpiling 
and spoil placement activities are managed and excavated material 
segregated. 

4.3.11 The temporary storage area north east and southwest of the internal site 
access road from access point AP4, is required to support the preparation of 
the bored tunnelling activities. The Construction Method Statement 
envisages that this area may be used to hold the excavated material from 
construction of the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme. 

4.3.12 Along the ‘trace’ or footprint of the bored tunnels, there exist a number of 
buildings which are understood to be founded on deep (piled) foundations. 
This area must be kept clear in order that these piles can be removed so as 
to provide a clear, obstruction free passage for the TBM constructing the 
tunnels.  
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4.3.13 After the piles have been removed the trace where such development has 
taken place should remain clear and accessible from the surface, so that 
uncharted test piles (which are known to have been found on other recent 
projects of this type) can also be dealt with, rather than made inaccessible 
by a 10m high stockpile of excavated material (as proposed by SHL). 

4.3.14 Following the clearance of the buildings and their foundations the bored 
tunnels will be constructed. The stockpiles, 10m in height according to the 
BH study, would impose a surface surcharge loading to the tunnels of more 
than twice that they are designed for.  

4.3.15 The spoil classification area of the Applicant's Reference Design would be 
lost to the stockpiling area of the BH proposal. The excavated material from 
bored tunnels is proposed to be transferred to the classification area via 
conveyor (as does material to be conveyed to the adjacent spoil storage 
area for disposal), which now conflicts with the SHL stockpiling area. The 
tunnel spoil classification area is fundamental to the management of 
excavated material from the bored tunnel for disposal or re-use.  

4.3.16 The stockpiling area, indicated to be 10m in height is also proximate on three 
sides to the Emirates Air Line cable car mast. The effects of surface 
surcharge to the pier are not quantified or referred to in the representation, 
and it is reasonable to expect that the asset owner will expect a greater 
offset to his critical infrastructure than has been assumed. Furthermore, 
there are existing restrictions on any activities beneath the Emirates Air Line 
(EAL) which could prevent emergency access from below to the cable cars. 
These restrictions are likely to preclude the creation of significant stockpiles 
under the trace of the EAL. 

Stockpiling on Silvertown Tunnel Worksite– Conclusions 

4.3.17 The stockpiling proposals in the BH study comprise two sites of 28,296m2. 
These stockpiles would occupy approaching 50% of the useable worksite 
areas. The Applicant has envisaged uses for these areas which are set out 
in the Construction Method Statement which has informed the Scheme 
environmental assessment. 

4.3.18 The stockpiling areas proposed in the BH study would occupy worksite areas 
developed by the Applicant for the construction of its Scheme. The BH study 
does not propose how and where these lost areas and facilities could be re-
provided, nor does it define a programme of how long the stockpiles would 
be required for. 
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4.3.19 The excavated spoil arising from the Scheme would be won in the period 

between September 2019 and August 2020 according to the envisaged the 
construction programme. Hence, the stockpiles would be created during this 
period. This coincides with the period when the Silvertown Tunnel worksite is 
under its most intensive use and hence when there is no unused space 
available for additional on-site stockpiling.  

4.3.20 The Applicant has identified a number of significant technical and third party 
constraints upon the creation of large stockpiles in the areas proposed in the 
BH study. Creating stockpiles in the proposed locations has not been 
assessed as part of the Scheme Environmental Statement and it is likely that 
key third party stakeholders including LBN, EAL, DLR and statutory 
undertakers would raise important concerns in relation to these proposals. 

4.4 Appraisal of SHL’s Proposals for Direct Placement 

Summary of SHL Direct Placement Proposals 

4.4.1 A multi-layered engineered composite cap of fill material is proposed by SHL 
to raise the land and create a development platform. This requires the 
sequential placement and compaction of a succession of different materials 
using a range of placement treatments.  The proposal identifies that direct 
spoil placement (that is placing directly following excavation) would be 
optimum with ‘no secondary handling’, and that deposition of a development 
platform on the worksite could also take place prior to (Scheme) worksite 
activities. 

4.4.2 The SHL proposal also identifies that dealing with excavated material will 
require that considerable attention is given to planning the management of 
spoil as it arises, and that for such a programme of works to operate most 
efficiently, these earthworks should be ‘an integral part of the tunnel 
construction’. 

4.4.3 Review of SHL proposal 

4.4.4 The SHL proposal is non-specific as to where and when deposition of 
excavated material would take place; however, the SHL objective is to raise 
their existing land holdings to facilitate future development across the 
Carlsberg Tetley site, therefore including much of the Scheme worksite. 
Further comments on the proposals are as set out in the following 
paragraphs.  
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4.4.5 According to the SHL proposals, direct material placement would require 
existing hardstandings and below ground obstructions to be removed across 
the entire site including those to 3m depth. In contrast, the Silvertown Tunnel 
Scheme does not require site-wide development on land temporarily 
occupied for construction. The CMS and hence the Scheme ES only 
envisage the removal of hardstandings and below ground obstructions 
where required along the tunnel alignment.  

4.4.6 The Reference Design Scheme does not envisage site-wide property 
development-facilitating construction activity. The worksite has not been 
organised to facilitate this construction work, and the construction 
programme and methods upon which the environmental impact assessment 
is based upon also does not allow for it. 

4.4.7 The deposition of material requires space available that is not in use on the 
Scheme worksite.  As described above, the excavated material will become 
available between autumn 2019 and summer 2020.  At this time the worksite 
is in intensive use and fully occupied for construction of the Scheme, and 
specifically for preparation of the TBM bored tunnel drives. There will be no 
space available for direct placement in this period of intense tunnel 
construction activities. 

4.4.8 In line with the DCO requirements the envisaged construction methodology 
has necessarily been developed only for the works comprising the Scheme. 
Construction operations associated with land raising and creation of a 
development platform fora separate project becoming integrated into the 
tunnel construction are not part of the assessed Scheme. 

4.4.9 SHL’s proposal for direct placement of excavated material onto the Phase 
1A development area at the south side of the Scheme worksite would isolate 
this area from the Scheme during the period from autumn 2019 to summer 
2020. The isolation from the Scheme worksite of this land currently required 
for the bored tunnelling activities a development platform would lead directly 
to a delay to the commencement and completion of the bored tunnel works. 
A delay to the launch of the TBM by more than one month risks bringing the 
bored tunnels into the critical path of the construction programme. This being 
the case, any greater delay will extend the construction period and delay the 
Scheme opening. 

 Direct Placement  – Conclusions 

4.4.10 The SHL proposals are presented as objectives rather than in firm 
proposals; this is commensurate with the level of definition of SHL's land 
development proposals. The direct placement proposals assume space is 
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freely available on the Scheme worksite for land raising activities, and that 
any additional construction works can be physically accommodated, without 
impacting the works’ sequence or delivery programme. The timeframe 
proposed for direct placement corresponds to the period of maximum 
construction activity for the Scheme when no land is available for the direct 
placement work. Any direct placement in this period would therefore have a 
direct and detrimental impact on the Scheme construction programme.  

4.5 Appraisal of SHL Proposal to use Carlsberg Tetley Building for 
Stockpiling  

Description of SHL Proposal for use of Carlsberg Tetley (Building) plot 

4.5.1 Subsequent to the written representation (REP5-032), SHL advised at 
Examination (in the compulsory acquisition hearing held on 28 March 2017) 
that additional land could be made available for works associated with its 
land-raising objectives. The proposal for how this land would be used is not 
clear, however, some observations on issues arising when considering this 
potential land plot are provided below.  

Review of SHL proposal for use of Carlsberg-Tetley (Building) plot 

4.5.2 A four storey reinforced concrete building is currently located on the south 
east corner of the Carlsberg-Tetley site, and the proposed site lies outside 
the Scheme's Order limits. The condition and suitability of the building for 
occupation is not currently known, although it is understood that SHL is 
embarking on works to permit a temporary use of the facility. 

4.5.3 The building plot, if to be used for material storage, would need to be 
demolished, materials of construction separated, deep (piled) foundations 
which are likely to exist, would need to be removed, before the site could be 
used. This activity would need to take place in advance of the Scheme in 
readiness to receive excavated material. 

4.5.4 The building demolition would need to consider the need for any relevant 
planning consent (which would be obtained by SHL) and also the potential 
for asbestos, which is often used in buildings of this age, which may make 
demolition difficult or more protracted than would otherwise be the case.  

4.5.5 In order to use the plot of land, the demolition material, (including crushed 
concrete, suitable for beneficial re-use), would need to be located 
somewhere before the land could be used. In removing the demolition 
material off the site, necessarily other parts of the Carlsberg Tetley worksite 
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would be required which, as explained above, are already proposed to be in 
use for the purposes of delivering the Scheme.  

4.5.6 Furthermore the Woolwich Branch of the DLR passes directly in front of the 
Carlsberg Tetley Building on viaduct. It is likely that DLR would impose 
important restrictions on both the demolition of the Carlsberg Tetley Building 
and on the creation of a stockpile at this location in order to protect the 
operational railway.   

Use of Carlsberg-Tetley (Building) plot - Conclusion 

4.5.7 Access to additional land for stockpiling of excavated material ahead of re-
use has been identified by SHL for the purpose of facilitating land-raising 
works which SHL wish to pursue.  Whilst the plot of land currently includes a 
substantial multi-storey concrete building, such that demolition would be 
required to gain cleared land for stockpiling, the site is proximate to the 
Scheme worksite, and for that reason if the land is available for use by the 
Applicant, it could be ‘additive’ to the existing worksite footprint/boundary. 

4.5.8 Bringing the Carlsberg-Tetley site into use (by the Applicant) for storage, 
would require additional construction works, additional to those programmed 
for the Scheme, and the use of the site for storage of material would need to 
allow for the material generated by existing building construction (or 
alternatively export this crushed concrete to other available stockpiling sites). 

4.5.9 The potential use of this plot could allow SHL to commence preparatory 
works for development of the south east corner of the Carlsberg-Tetley site, 
which the Applicant understands accommodates SHL's currently preferred 
phasing plan. The footprint of the site, subject to clearance above, would 
provide some modest new additional storage space to retain Scheme 
surplus excavated material (or facilitate alternative arrangement of the 
Reference Design worksite). 

4.6 Appraisal of Environmental Benefits claimed within SHL's proposals 

4.6.1 In their Deadline 5 submission SHL (REP5-032) noted that it considers the 
increase in the beneficial reuse of spoil from the DCO Scheme on the SHL 
site presents a significant opportunity to provide environmental and cost 
benefits for the Scheme and the broader Silvertown development area.   

4.6.2 In the following paragraphs below, the Applicant sets out its consideration of 
the environmental constraints and opportunities likely to arise from the 
proposed retention of surplus excavated materials on or local to the worksite 
to create a development platform for SHL. There are three potential 
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materials that could be stored for use for works to prepare SHL's site for 
future development, these being crushed concrete from hardstandings and 
structures, Thames Gravel and London Clay from the open cut excavations. 

4.6.3 It is important to note that, given that the Applicants assertion that the BH 
study significantly over-estimates the volumes of surplus excavated material, 
any perceived consequent environmental benefits suggested would be 
similarly significantly reduced.  

Consideration of Additional Environmental Impacts associated with Onsite 
Storage 

Whilst the stockpiling onsite is deemed unfeasible within the construction site 
layout envisaged and assessed for the DCO application,  all as set out in the 
preceding sections, in the scenario put forward by SHL where additional 
stockpiling is within the Order Limits, there could be additional environmental 
impacts which have not been addressed in the SHL representation.  These 
are presented below as potential constraints or dis-benefits as well as 
potential opportunities. 

Environmental Constraints  

• Additional dust impacts as a result of stockpiling further material on 
site. 

• Additional visual disturbance from stockpiling (up to 7m in height) on 
site and longer periods of visual disturbance from extended duration of 
construction activities. 

• Additional construction plant and vehicle movements associated with 
the creation and potential double handling of the stockpiles 

• Additional surface water contamination. The temporary storage of 
crushed concrete from the removal of hardstanding and structures has 
the potential to increase raised alkalinity in surface water runoff. 
Consideration of further drainage arrangements could required. 

• Potential for impact on the structural integrity of existing third party 
assets such as DLR, and EAL and underground utilities through 
excessive surface loading from stockpiling over or adjacent to these 
assets.   
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Environmental Opportunities 

• The reduction of approximately 5% in river transport movements (which 
would equate to 1 less barge movement over a 2 week period) has the 
potential to have benefits for air quality, community and private assets, 
marine ecology, and effects on all travellers. 

• The segregation and treatment of excavated materials for its potential 
re use on the SHL/GLAP site could result in beneficial long-term effects 
on geology and soils as the potential for cross-contamination would be 
avoided and treatment would ensure the beneficial re-use of 
materials.  However, it is noted that, depending upon the receptor site 
adopted for off-site disposal, the same opportunities could be realised 
under the current Silvertown Tunnel Scheme proposals. 

• The reuse of material on site would result in the reduction of waste 
generated as part of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme. Again, depending 
upon the receptor site adopted for off-site disposal, the same 
opportunities for beneficial re-use could be realised under the current 
Silvertown Tunnel Scheme proposals. 

4.6.4 Consideration of Additional Environmental Impacts associated with Offsite 
Storage  

4.6.5 For the purposes of this study, the Applicant has assumed that the 
temporary storage area for excavated material would need to be located at a 
proximate location outside of the current Scheme Order Limits, due to the 
limited amount of storage space available within the construction site itself. 
However it is anticipated that land owned by the developer which is located 
near or adjacent to the Scheme construction site could potentially be utilised.  

4.6.6 The Applicant has undertaken a high level desk study to identify potential 
environmental constraints and opportunities that may arise and would not be 
limited to when compared against the reference design.  The areas of focus 
of this study are: 

• the excavation method which would be required in connection with 
SHL's proposals;  

• site setup of the storage offsite facility and; 

• the transportation of materials to a temporary off-site storage facility.  
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These are presented below as potential constraints or dis-benefits as well 
as potential opportunities.  

4.6.7 Environmental Constraints   

• Additional stockpiling would be required for longer periods of time. 
There is potential for an increase in dust effects from stockpiled 
material. 

• The proposed works would result in an increase in   HGV movements 
of between 2 – 3% required for transporting excavated material to a 
temporary off site facility. This has the potential for impacts upon air 
quality, effects on all travellers and noise and vibration.  

• Extending the duration of construction activities would result in longer 
periods of noise impacts associated with set up of the offsite storage 
facility and the use of construction plant.  

• Potential visual impacts from additional stockpiling (up to 7m in height) 
and longer periods of visual disturbance from extended duration of 
construction activities.    

• The creation of stock piles offsite have the potential to increase surface 
water runoff to surrounding areas. Drainage at the offsite storage area 
would require assessment and revised if required. 

• The temporary storage of crushed concrete from the removal of 
hardstanding and structures has the potential to increase raised 
alkalinity in surface water runoff. Treatment and the necessary 
approvals would be required prior to discharging into the network. 

• Potential for contamination impacts during setup of the offsite facility 
and contamination land assessments may be required.  

• The offsite storage facility would need to be surveyed for protected 
species.  In addition there is potential for disturbance upon commuting 
and foraging protected species from the provision of any additional 
lighting. 

• Potential for impact on the structural integrity of existing assets such as 
DLR, and underground utilities through excessive surface loading from 
stockpiling over or adjacent to these assets.   

Environmental Opportunities  
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• The reduction of approximately 5% in river transport movements (which 
would equate to 1 less barge movements over a 2 week period) has the 
potential to have benefits for air quality, community and private assets, 
marine ecology, effects on all travellers. 

• The segregation and treatment of excavated materials for its potential 
re use on the SHL/GLAP site could result in beneficial long-term effects 
on geology and soils as the potential for cross-contamination would be 
avoided and treatment would ensure the beneficial re-use of materials. 
However, it is noted that, depending upon the receptor site adopted for 
off-site disposal, the same opportunities could be realised under the 
current Silvertown Tunnel Scheme proposals.   

• The reuse of material on site would result in the reduction of waste 
generated as part of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme.  Again, it is noted 
that, depending upon the receptor site adopted for off-site disposal, the 
same opportunities could be realised under the current Silvertown 
Tunnel Scheme proposals. 

4.7 Appraisal of Cost Benefits claimed within SHL's proposals 

4.7.1 In their Deadline 5 submission SHL (REP5-032) noted that it considers the 
increase in the beneficial reuse of spoil from the DCO Scheme on the SHL 
site presents a significant opportunity to provide environmental and cost 
benefits for the Scheme and the broader Silvertown development area.  

4.7.2 The Applicant has undertaken a detailed appraisal of the potential cost 
impacts associated with the SHL proposal. On the basis that the SHL 
proposals for creation of stockpiles within the Scheme worksite have been 
demonstrated above as being unfeasible, the financial appraisal of the SHL 
proposal has assumed the creation of an off-site storage solution. 

4.7.3 Given that the Applicants assertion that the BH study significantly over-
estimates the volumes of surplus excavated material, any perceived 
consequent cost benefits suggested by SHL would be similarly significantly 
reduced. 

4.7.4 The Applicants detailed cost build up of the cost of creating and maintaining 
an off-site storage facility is included within Appendix X. This establishes that 
the assessed impact is a saving of approximately £1.2m against a reduction 
in off-site transport costs. This is however offset by a net cost to the SHL 
project of approximately £0.37m, giving a combined cost saving of 
approximately £0.83m. This should be compared with the cost benefits of 
£11m suggested in the SHL representation and oral evidence. 
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4.8 Re-use of Excavated Material - Appraisal of SHL Proposal  

4.8.1 Conclusions 

4.8.2 In the Applicant’s review of the SHL proposals for storage and subsequent 
re-use of excavated material on the Thameside West site, estimates of 
material quantities, provision for stockpiling, deposition of fill material and the 
use of an additional site to be made available by SHL for stockpiling, have 
been considered. The Applicant has found that:-  

• The required material volumes for site raising of the Carlsberg Tetley lands 
proposed by SHL are far in excess of the available surplus excavated 
material (suitable for land raising) generated by construction of the 
Scheme. 

• The quantities of excavated material (suitable for use for land raising and 
for the creation of a development platform) generated by the scheme have 
been over estimated by SHL. 

• The proposal overlooks the use of excavated material for beneficial re-use 
by the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which further reduces the volume of 
excavated material for re-use surplus to the Scheme.  

• Stockpiling proposals submitted by SHL do not respect the use of the 
worksite by the Applicant for construction of the Scheme, or the 
programme of Scheme works. There is no evidence that SHL have 
considered the significant impacts that these stockpiling proposals would 
have on third party stakeholders, land interests or statutory bodies. 

• The raising of land will require a multi-layered engineered composite cap 
of fill material; the space for filling operations, (or how filling occurs within 
programme) has not been identified spatially or quantified; and the impact 
of the additional construction works required for the filling operation on the 
Scheme construction programme has not been considered. 

• Additional land identified for the purpose of stockpiling, would require site 
clearance of an existing large concrete building of unknown condition and 
characteristics, and according to the SHL proposals the removal of 
substructures to 3m, with the generated demolition material diminishing 
the available space for stockpiling. 

• The construction methods foreseen within the SHL proposal are not 
consistent or necessarily compatible with the construction methodology 
envisaged for the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which has informed the 
environmental assessment for the DCO application. Inclusion of the SHL 
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works within the Silvertown Tunnel construction, even if separately 
consented, risks imposing construction methodologies on the Silvertown 
Tunnel Scheme which are undeliverable within the assessed 
environmental envelope. 

• The environmental benefits claimed have not been evidenced in the SHL 
proposal. In addition to the reduction in any potential environmental 
benefits associated with the correction of the over-estimate of the quantity 
of surplus material available from the Scheme, there are a number of 
further potential environmental impacts, adverse and beneficial, which 
have not been assessed and which have the potential to materially reduce 
the perceived benefits arising from a reduction in off-site disposal. 

• A detailed appraisal of the additional costs required to create and maintain 
a stockpile facility local to, but outside the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme 
construction worksite has identified a cost saving for the combined tunnel 
scheme and development scheme of less than £1m. This is significantly 
less than the £11m cost benefit suggested by SHL. 

4.8.3 For these reasons the SHL proposals are not considered as feasible. Nor 
are the perceived benefits of the proposal clearly established or presented 
as justified against the potential adverse impacts on the implementation of 
the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme. 

4.8.4 The Applicant maintains that the beneficial re-use of some surplus 
excavated material has been contemplated in the DCO and associated 
documentation including the CoCP, and subject to the necessary consents 
being in place to make beneficial re-use of excavated material from the 
Scheme for SHL land use admissible. Therefore some more limited re-use of 
excavated material for the Scheme for the purpose of SHL land-raising is not 
precluded. 
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5. Project delivery – including procurement, planning 
policy and powers of compulsory acquisition 

5.1 Project delivery – impact of the procurement process on Scheme 
delivery timescales 

5.1.1 In order to respond to allegations made by SHL in the compulsory 
acquisition hearing on 29 March 2017, the Applicant has explained below 
how and why it is generally considered standard good practice for public 
authorities tasked with delivering infrastructure in a timely manner to 
endeavour to run their consenting and procurement processes in parallel, 
with the overall objective being to deliver important, nationally significant 
infrastructure at the earliest opportunity to address recognised 
needs/problems and realise intended benefits. 

5.1.2 This common practice does not pre-judge the outcome of the consenting 
process; rather, it seeks to off-set the risk of delay to a project which would 
arise if the consenting and procurement processes were run sequentially.  
There are many examples of nationally significant infrastructure projects 
being brought forward in this way, both under the Planning Act 2008 regime, 
and under other consenting regimes, such as the Transport and Works Act 
1992.  The Applicant considers that commencing the procurement process in 
parallel with the application for planning consent is a practice which accords 
with the purpose and spirit of the nationally significant infrastructure projects 
("NSIPs") consenting process under the Planning Act 2008, the key aims of 
which are to provide certainty of timescales and to avoid protracted delay to 
the delivery of important infrastructure.   

5.1.3 In the case of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme,  the Project Agreement will be 
procured by the Applicant pursuant to the Public Contracts Regulations 2015 
("PCR"); the Project Agreement will be substantially based on PF2 drafting 
(being the UK Government's policy for the delivery of infrastructure and 
services through public private partnerships) and will follow a public private 
partnership ("PPP") structure. 

5.1.4 In the case of the Scheme, the procurement process has already been 
commenced by the Applicant and a short list of tenderers has been selected 
through a pre-qualification process.  It is currently intended that the Invitation 
to Negotiate ("ITN") will be issued in June 2017.  However, despite this 
process being started, the obligations that will arise under the DCO (should 
development consent be granted and the DCO made by the Secretary of 
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State) will form some of the core obligations that will be imposed on the 
project company established following the procurement. Therefore, the 
procurement process has been structured and timetabled to ensure that the 
DCO decision can be captured by the procurement and the Project 
Agreement.  Specifically, the ITN will include the ability for the Applicant to 
issue an addendum to the ITN following the Secretary of State's decision on 
the DCO, to allow the Applicant to amend and update the procurement 
documents to reflect the content of the made DCO. This part of the process 
is expected to take place in October/November 2017, if required. 

5.1.5 A flow diagram showing how the consenting and procurement processes run 
in parallel with one another is attached at Appendix 8.  This diagram also 
indicates how lengthy the procurement procedure is, thereby emphasising 
the need for procurement to be overlapped with DCO process in the 
interests of efficient programming and timely delivery.  The flow diagram 
does not, however, show the detailed design process for a scheme.   

5.1.6 The potential need to issue an addendum to the ITN does create the risk of 
some abortive work by the tenderers (or at least creates a need for the 
tenderers to re-consider some aspects of the project).  However, this risk is 
offset by the substantial benefits of earlier, timely delivery on major 
infrastructure projects such as Silvertown Tunnel.  

5.1.7 Importantly the ITN and Project Agreement will be based on the Applicant's 
final DCO submission (and third party agreements) and will therefore be as 
up to date as possible at the time it is issued to tenderers.  This adds weight 
to the considered strategy of undertaking the DCO and procurement 
processes in parallel, as it is minimises the scale of likely material change 
between the Applicant's final draft DCO and the DCO made by the Secretary 
of State, given the rigorous nature of the DCO examination process.   

5.1.8 On this basis, it is the Applicant's expectation that should an ITN addendum 
be required, it would not involve material changes to the terms of the ITN 
and Project Agreement.  In this regard, under the procurement procedure 
chosen under the PCR for the project, the Applicant's proposals/ 
requirements for the project need to be defined to a relatively high degree 
when the ITN is issued.  Therefore, to the extent that any major changes to 
the terms of the ITN or the Project Agreement were required following the 
Secretary of State's DCO decision, the Applicant would be required to 
consider whether an addendum was really appropriate or whether instead, 
the changes were of such a scale and nature that the ITN and Project 
Agreement actually needed to be completely revised. This latter scenario 
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would create a risk of severe delay to the procurement process and 
ultimately impact on the delivery of the Scheme. 

5.1.9 In this context the Applicant would not welcome the imposition of a new 
requirement in the DCO, where the purpose of such requirement was to 
mandate re-use of spoil on the SHL site.  Sections 3 and 4 above explain 
why the Applicant would not consider such an approach to be necessary, 
proportionate or equitable.    

5.2 Project delivery – impact of the planning policy context on Scheme 
delivery timescales 

5.2.1 In addition to the considerations set out above, it is relevant to have regard 
to the planning status of the Applicant's and SHL's respective schemes, 
given that this will have a bearing on both the timescale within which they 
may come forward for delivery, and the likelihood of that happening.   

5.2.2 For instance, the Applicant's scheme is designated as a nationally significant 
infrastructure project, pursuant to a direction issued by the Secretary of State 
on 26 June 2012 under section 35 of the Planning Act 2008.  It is proposed 
to be delivered on land which has been safeguarded precisely for that 
purpose since 1997.  It has the benefit of sound policy support at national, 
regional and local levels, as is set out in detail in the Applicant's Case for the 
Scheme (APP-093) and its Planning Policy Compliance Statement (APP-
094) submitted in support of the Applicant's application for development 
consent, which is currently nearing the close of a rigorous 6-month 
examination by an Examining Authority Panel appointed by the Secretary of 
State precisely for that purpose.    

5.2.3 In contrast, there is currently no planning policy support for the development 
which SHL is seeking to bring forward.  In addition, a number of constraints 
exist within SHL's site: it is allocated as a Strategic Industrial Location ("SIL") 
in LB Newham’s local plan; and Thames Wharf (which forms part of the site) 
is a safeguarded wharf which, at the most recent review of safeguarded 
wharves in March 2013, was recommended for retention as an operational 
wharf (and not for release for the purpose of providing residential 
development).  

5.2.4 The working draft Royal Docks OAPF 2016 does however identify the area 
(Thameside West) for proposed release from SIL and for the release of the 
safeguarded wharf (following the consolidation of wharves in that area) but 
no further draft of this policy document has yet been produced, such that any 
recommendations for release do not yet have effect. 
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5.2.5 LB Newham’s local plan is undergoing review and consultation on ‘Issues 
and Options’. It refers to the potential for the northern portion of the site (S08 
Thames Wharf) to be released from SIL but subject to a consolidated wharf 
being delivered; this is essentially the same position as in the 2012 Core 
Strategy. The issues and options review also suggests the potential for the 
southern end of the site Silvertown Landing (the Carlsberg-Tetley site) to be 
released from SIL and puts this forward as an option for consultation. The 
Local Plan review has an ambitious timetable which seeks adoption in 
Spring 2018.  

5.2.6 The Silvertown Landing site has a number of constraints which the issues 
and options consultation notes. These include contaminated land, flood risk, 
noise pollution and air quality issues, neighbouring industrial uses and the 
need for connectivity improvements. These are all factors which would add 
to the preparation time in connection with any planning application being 
brought forward as well as affecting the likelihood of it gaining approval. 

5.2.7 Any application for mixed use development on the Thames Wharf and 
Silvertown landing sites is likely to require an Environmental Impact 
Assessment which would mean the minimum time for an application being 
approved would be 16 weeks. This would be in addition to many months of 
preparation required in support of an application, in terms of carrying out the 
necessary environmental surveys prior to the submission of the application. 

5.2.8 The planning application process for a masterplan, such as the Thameside 
West Masterplan relating to SHL/GLAP's site, is likely to consist of both 
outline and detailed consent applications, and the need to discharge a 
number of pre-commencement planning conditions is generally likely to take 
several years in itself. Comparable masterplan applications have taken 
approximately one year to secure an outline consent, six months for 
approval of details, followed by a further 6 months to 1 year for the discharge 
of pre-commencement conditions.  However this is in cases where the 
planning policy support is already in place and established. 

5.2.9 If LB Newham’s Local Plan does decide to release the Silvertown Landing 
site from SIL it will take until at least early 2018 until this is in place. Adding 
the minimum two year consenting process onto this, it is unlikely that 
Silvertown Homes will be in a position to start on site in 2020. This is not 
taking into account the processes involved in wharf consolidation and 
releasing Thames Wharf from its safeguarding. 

5.2.10 In light of the planning policy position set out above, the Applicant considers 
it likely that any delay in SHL's proposed development coming forward is 
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more likely to be caused by planning policy constraints than by the effects 
and timescales of the Applicant's DCO scheme, notwithstanding the late 
change to SHL's phasing proposals (details of the timing of which are set out 
in section 2 above, on chronology).  In this context, the early site release 
requested by SHL may potentially be unnecessary and certainly does not 
warrant amendments to the Applicant's proposals for such purpose.   

5.3 Project delivery – the need for powers of compulsory acquisition and 
temporary possession to ensure Scheme delivery timescales 

5.3.1 As is acknowledged in government guidance on compulsory acquisition1, 
whilst being a tool of 'last resort', powers of compulsory acquisition can be 
crucial to the delivery of a project.  In the context of linear schemes, in 
particular, the guidance recommends that the compulsory acquisition is 
commenced in parallel with attempts to acquire land by agreement2.  The 
rationale here is that where there are a significant number of affected land 
interests in connection with a long linear scheme, it would compromise the 
deliverability of such a scheme if ultimately only the land required for part of 
the scheme could be assembled through agreed private treaty.  In effect, the 
powers of compulsory acquisition are sought in parallel with negotiations in 
order to provide a fall-back position in the event that negotiations are not 
successfully concluded.  

5.3.2 Whilst the Applicant is not suggesting that its negotiations with SHL will fail 
(see section 6 below, regarding 'next steps') it is the Applicant's firm view 
that excluding the land which comprises the Carlsberg-Tetley site and/or the 
Thames Wharf site from the area of land over which powers of compulsory 
acquisition (and temporary possession) are granted would potentially have 
the consequence of severely compromising the deliverability of the 
Applicant's Scheme – if, for example, despite the Applicant's best efforts, it 
turned out not to be possible to reach agreement on the use and acquisition 
of such land for the purposes of delivering the Applicant's Scheme. 

1 See paragraph 2 of the ‘Guidance on Compulsory Purchase Process and the Crichel Down Rules 
for the Disposal of Surplus Land acquired by, or under threat of, compulsion’, issued by the 
Department for Communities and Local Government in October 2015 
 
2 See paragraphs 25 and 26 of ‘Planning Act 2008: Guidance related to procedures for the 
compulsory acquisition of land’, issued by the Department for Communities and Local Government in 
September 2013 
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5.3.3 Therefore, in order to avoid this potential threat to deliverability, the Applicant 
confirms that it continues to seek powers of compulsory acquisition and 
temporary possession as set out in the DCO application documentation. 
Ideally, agreement will be achieved between the Applicant and SHL (and 
GLAP) such that these powers, if granted, would ultimately not need to be 
used.  However, as that cannot be guaranteed at this time, the Applicant 
continues to seek those powers and considers that (for reasons which are 
not detailed in this report) there is a compelling case in the public interest for 
the powers to be granted as requested by the Applicant.  

5.3.4 Incidentally, by way of response to the point made by SHL in the compulsory 
acquisition hearing on 29 March 2017, that the spoil was 'their land' and that 
they were therefore entitled to use and/or retain it (for purposes benefitting 
their land, the Applicant notes that in a scenario where such land (including 
subsoil) had been compulsorily acquired (i.e. subsoil for the tunnel) then it 
would be the Applicant's land, not SHL's land.  
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6. Conclusion and next steps 

6.1 Conclusion 

6.1.1 As expressed in the SoCG agreed between the Applicant and GLAP and 
Quintain in November 2016, the Applicant has not been averse in principle to 
the idea of spoil re-use or early release hand back, but there are many 
reasons why it is not possible for the Applicant to meet all the technical 
requirements of SHL's very recently submitted proposals.  

6.1.2 The Applicant will continue to work with SHL to try and reach an Agreement 
on these matters, but it would not be appropriate for these matters to be 
mandated through the DCO for all of the reasons set out above. 

6.1.3 As is clear from section 4 above, SHL's proposals for spoil re-use are 
unrealistic in their forecasting, potentially technically unworkable and 
signficantly over-state what is likely to be possible.  That said, the Applicant 
does envisage, through the incorporation of the waste hierarchy in its suite of 
DCO application documents - as currently drafted - that it will be possible to 
achieve the beneficial re-use of materials arising from its construction works 
and, if the requisite consents have been secured by SHL at the appropriate 
time, then SHL's site is likely to feature significantly in that beneficial re-use 
strategy.   

6.2 Next steps 

6.2.1 Notwithstanding all the differing calculations and aspirations examined 
above and set out in SHL's late written submission at Deadline 5 and oral 
representations made at the compulsory acquisition hearing on 29 March 
2017, it is the Applicant's view that the agreement in principle regarding spoil 
re-use as set out in the Statement of Common Ground between the parties 
still endures.  The Applicant has in no way resiled from that agreement in 
principle and remains committed to finding a solution which will 
accommodate the needs of both parties (as it has done previously – see 
section 2 above on chronology).   

6.2.2 On the subject of early release of land, the Applicant has always 
acknowledged that substantial portions of temporary land on the Silvertown 
site required for construction could be released before the end of the 
construction period. The envisaged construction programme and site 
phasing set out in the Construction Method Statement identify that the 
Contractor will require the full temporary land requirements for the first 2 
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years 8 months of the construction programme to form the main tunnels 
(bored and cut & cover) and approach ramp. Furthermore the Applicant will 
incentivise the efficient use of temporary land by charging the Contractor a 
rent for occupation. These points have been made clear in negotiations with 
SHL and GLAP to date and demonstrate the Applicant’s willingness to 
consider early release of land. 

6.2.3 In effect, therefore, it is the Applicant's view that the parties are essentially 
not that far apart and that a solution will be possible which is beneficial to 
both parties and which does not involve the Examining Authority making a 
recommendation to the Secretary of State that the DCO should include a 
requirement mandating spoil re-use on the terms sought by SHL.   

6.2.4 To that end, the Applicant has sought to recommence negotiations with SHL 
and GLAP and a meeting was held with GLAP on Thursday 30th March and 
with SHL and GLAP on Wednesday 5th April to explore options for 
overcoming SHL’s objections and moving the negotiations forward.   
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Appendix 1 

Drawing number ST150030-MCO-ZZZ-ZZ-DRG-XS-0070 entitled 'GLA 
Quintain JV Land Requirement Plans – Maximum Land Take' 

"the Land Ownerships Plan" 
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Appendix 2  

Drawing number ST150030-MCO-ZZZ-ZZ-DRG-XS-0070 

"the Thames Wharf Safeguarding and Land Ownerships Plan" 
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Silvertown Tunnel 

Response to representations made by Silvertown Homes Limited following Deadline 5 and 
at the Compulsory Acquisition Hearing held on 29 March 2017 

Appendix 3  

Plan entitled 'Preliminary Masterplan Phasing' (May 2014)  

(prepared for the Proposed 2014 Masterplan Feasibility Study) 
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Response to representations made by Silvertown Homes Limited following Deadline 5 and 
at the Compulsory Acquisition Hearing held on 29 March 2017 
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Letter from Quintain dated 16 December 2014  
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AECOM 
MidCity Place 
71 High Holborn 
WC1V 6QS 
United Kingdom 
www.aecom.com 

   Tel  +44 (0)20 7645 2000 

Page: 1 of 5 AECOM Limited. Registered in England  No: 1846493.   
Registered Office: AECOM House, 63-77 Victoria Street, St Albans, AL1 3ER, UK 

27 November 2015 

Transport for London 
TfL Freepost Consultations 

Dear Sirs 

PROPOSED SILVERTOWN TUNNEL - CONSULTATION RESPONSE ON BEHALF OF 
QUINTAIN 

We write in relation to the proposed Silvertown Tunnel on behalf of Quintain. Quintain and GLA 
Land & Property have a joint interest in the Carlsberg Tetley and Thames Wharf (CTTW) site 
located in the Royal Docks area to the west of London Riverside, parts of which are affected by 
the Silvertown Tunnel safeguarding direction and in particular the proposed northern tunnel 
section and its associated construction works area. 

Please note that the specific information in this letter regarding the development potential of 
CTTW is considered commercially sensitive and therefore we would request that it is not 
reproduced in any publicly available documents, including any future reports of the consultation. 

By way of background, the Carlsberg Tetley Thames Wharf (CTTW) site provides a significant 
opportunity to create a mixed-use development located in a key position within the City in the 
East, the Royal Docks Opportunity Area and along the London Borough of Newham’s ‘Arc of 
Opportunity’. The development would deliver a significant number of new homes to contribute to 
London’s pressing housing need. 

The site measures 17.7 hectares in total and is bounded by the River Thames to the south and 
by Silvertown Way, an elevated roadway constructed in 1934, to the north. The Akzo Nobel 
industrial site is located to the east and Trinity Buoy Wharf to the west. The local area is 
undergoing significant change with a number of masterplans currently under development 
including Royal Wharf, west of Barrier Park, and Silvertown Quays, northeast of Britannia Village, 
an existing residential neighbourhood constructed in the 1980s.  

In May 2014 a Masterplan Feasibility Study was carried out on behalf of Quintain and GLA Land 
& Property by a multi-disciplinary team including AECOM, John McAslan + Partners, Buro 
Happold and DBK to identify an initial strategy for the potential redevelopment of the site. 

This includes potential to deliver approximately 5,500 residential units to help meet housing 
needs with approximately 14,000 sq metres of commercial (employment generating) floorspace 
and 6,300 sq metres of related non-residential development along with substantial areas of public 
green space. The development is envisaged as medium rise development – predominantly 8-9 
storeys - set back from the river.  
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The potential of the masterplan feasibility study is underlined by the GLA’s City in the East which 
estimates that the east London Opportunity Area has a minimum capacity potential of 200,000 
homes and 280,000 jobs. This includes 5,500 homes from the site and a further 15,000 from the 
wider Royal Docks/Beckton Riverside Opportunity Area. The GLA is currently seeking to bring 
these opportunities together alongside a strategy of relocating industrial uses to areas with good 
access to the strategic road networks and the re-development of derelict and underused 
brownfield land, to provide the narrative for delivery of London’s largest remaining contiguous 
development opportunity within its current boundaries – the City in the East.  
 
In this context we wish to provide formal comments on the proposed Silvertown Tunnel. 
 
For the avoidance of doubt Quintain is supportive of developing a new tunnel crossing in principle 
and recognises the need for this important piece of infrastructure to alleviate long standing 
congestion problems associated with the existing Blackwall Tunnel crossing.  Quintain supports 
ongoing dialogue and information sharing in relation to the proposals as they progress to a formal 
submission.   
 
Quintain is however concerned to ensure that the design of the tunnel and its associated 
infrastructure is developed in the most efficient and appropriate way.  Although formal proposals 
for the development of CTTW have not been submitted, the site is recognised by all parties as a 
potential future development site and therefore the design of the Silvertown Tunnel should take 
full account of its impact on this future development opportunity.  
 
If both the tunnel and its associated infrastructure are not properly designed and constructed in a 
manner that does not fetter the future development opportunities in its immediate vicinity it could 
detrimentally affect the delivery of much needed housing, employment and infrastructure as well 
as the quality of the public realm which are key planning policy objectives. In this context, below 
we set out a number of issues that we consider must be fully addressed as the technical design 
process continues to a Development Consent Order (DCO).  
 
Future Growth Scenarios and Modelling 
 
With increasingly ambitious plans for growth now emerging for the wider area within which the 
Silvertown Tunnel and CTTW are located and nearby, we consider it important that higher level 
growth scenarios are fully considered for the tunnel traffic modelling. This should include taking 
account of the ‘City in the East’ concept and assessing the implications of higher growth 
scenarios on the capacity of the network and any associated additional traffic queuing, noise and 
air quality impacts in the vicinity of the tunnel, including CTTW. Under higher growth scenarios, 
the need for additional mitigation – such as improvements elsewhere on the network - should be 
considered alongside potential for modal shifts towards more sustainable travel i.e. walking, 
cycling and public transport. 
 
Northern Tunnel Portal Buildings 
 
It is recognised that the tunnel portal on the northern side of the river requires supporting 
structures to accommodate control and operational equipment. The Preliminary Maps, Plans and 
Drawings (October 2015), show an evolution of the design approach with an improved 
positioning of the proposed buildings compared to previous sketch options.  
 
However, the footprint of the proposed service buildings remains extensive in the latest design 
and Quintain remains concerned to ensure that the appearance, position and scale of the 
supporting buildings are carefully optimised to facilitate and preserve the development potential 
of the area. It is essential as a minimum to ensure that the buildings are scaled so as to be as 
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compact as possible and located in a way that does not affect the development potential of the 
area or lead to the area having an overly utilitarian character. Consideration should be given to 
designing buildings of more than one storey to minimise footprint and to locating the buildings 
under Silvertown Way, to maximise developable area. 
 
In order to ensure that the future development potential of the immediate area is not 
compromised, Quintain’s preferred approach would be for the buildings proposed to be 
temporary in the first instance with ‘lift and shift’ provisions in favour of future developers to allow 
for the buildings to be relocated or replaced in future. This would ensure that the tunnel buildings 
can be fully integrated with any future development and the land uses can be optimised to meet 
planning policy objectives. For example, as part of the future development, the tunnel buildings 
could be located adjacent to a compatible land use such as an energy centre. 
 
In relation to the character and appearance of the area, we note that the Preliminary 
Environmental Information Report (PEIR) chapter 15 states that the proposed built form for 
supporting structures is not at odds with that already present within the local townscape and 
views. Whilst this may represent the assessment basis to achieve minimum acceptability, the 
design of the structures must be future proofed to reflect the proposed enhanced character for 
the area that is envisaged in future rather than the existing conditions. 
 
Tunnel Ventilation Structures and Emissions 
 
Quintain requests that the need for a tunnel ventilation building and ventilation stack on the 
northern side of the river is fully assessed and justified on an ongoing basis throughout and 
leading up to the construction process. The presence of the ventilation stack is likely to restrict 
the proximity of any buildings forming part of the potential new development in the area, 
particularly residential buildings. 
 
We note that the PEIR states that allowance has been made for a passive ventilation stack in the 
scheme design but that the impact of stack emissions has not yet been assessed (PEIR, Chapter 
6 Air Quality, p6-35).  This approach creates concern that the impact of the tunnel and its 
associated works has not yet been properly considered.  As a minimum the impact of emissions 
from the stack should be modelled and assessed including showing on a plan the zone 
surrounding the stack which would be affected by reduced air quality levels and the associated 
impact on future residential development in the immediate vicinity.  
 
As has been discussed with TfL and GLA Planning, we understand that forecast improvements in 
air quality may negate the need for ventilation stacks to be provided. Quintain would strongly 
support an approach where no stack is necessary so as to minimise the impact on the 
development potential and quality of the surroundings. It should accordingly be explored whether 
exclusion of the ventilation stacks from the proposals is feasible on an ongoing basis. 
 
If a stack proves necessary however, it should be located as close to Silvertown Way as 
possible, clear of the proposed development area and its height should be sufficient to ensure 
dispersal of emissions taking account of the likelihood of mid-rise residential buildings of up to 10 
storeys in close proximity. 
 
Due to its importance as a potential constraint to future development, Quintain requests a 
dialogue with TfL about this issue. 
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Site Compound 
 
As with the buildings, the Site Compound should be designed to be as compact and discreet as 
possible. Quintain requests the ability to be able to comment on the design of the proposed Site 
Compound boundary treatment and the right to upgrade the boundary fence in the future if 
necessary, in order to ensure that the most satisfactory relationship possible can be achieved 
between the compound and any future development, which will profoundly change the character 
of the area.  
 
The proposed fencing shown on the Preliminary Plans for the northern tunnel compound appears 
to have an unnecessary element around a section of the service road at the eastern end and its 
layout should therefore be simplified. 
  
Drainage Tanks 
 
We note from the Preliminary Maps, Plans and Drawings, that three drainage attenuation tanks 
are proposed to the west of the northern tunnel section approach road.  The proposed size and 
location of these tanks is currently unacceptable as they will impose additional constraints upon 
future development opportunities near to the tunnel, given that clear access to the tanks would 
need to be maintained. The proposed position of the tanks could preclude the delivery of a 
significant number of much needed new homes on the land. The tanks should accordingly be 
kept to a minimum in terms of size and the location of the tanks reviewed, to bring them into the 
area of land within GLA ownership under Silvertown Way or under the Emirates Air Line where it 
crosses the proposed tunnel so that future development will not be so detrimentally affected. 
 
Tunnel Approach Road 
 
As has already been agreed through discussion, there is a need for the structural design of the 
tunnel approach road walls to be sufficiently future proofed to allow them to be bridged over in 
future. This measure will also ensure that the best possible quality development can be delivered 
in future including a well-designed publicly accessible park instead of exposed dual carriageway 
road. The potential build over could also provide additional land for ecological mitigation or 
enhancement, open space, pedestrian and cycle connections in this area as the Royal Docks is 
developed with associated increases in local and sustainable transport demand. 
 
Piers 
 
Quintain would request involvement in any future consultation relating to the removal of the pier 
and associated dolphins. Subject to future navigation and river safety standards, there may be an 
opportunity to incorporate these structures into the future development solution for the site or 
maximise their use during construction of the masterplan. 
 
Limit of Land Required and Tunnel Safeguarding 
 
TfL should make every effort to minimise extent of permanent land take to that which is 
absolutely necessary to undertake the tunnel construction work. Consideration should be given to 
excluding, where possible, land alongside roadways and the road servicing the portal buildings to 
ensure future development potential is not unnecessarily affected. The extent of the operational 
land required for the tunnel construction should also be regularly reviewed during the 
construction period in line with the phasing strategy in order that it can be reduced at the earliest 
opportunity. 
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Quintain requests that the current tunnel safeguarding is revised on DCO approval as per “best 
endeavours” agreement. The safeguarding, alongside Safeguarded Wharf and Strategic 
Industrial Land (SIL) designations, is a significant constraint to development of CTTW and it is 
imperative that the safeguarding is ultimately the minimum area necessary to facilitate the tunnel 
construction and operation. 
 
Quintain intends to be cooperative as a key land owner affected by the proposed tunnel in the 
compensation process, provided that any proposal represents commercial terms, taking into 
account the fact that current leases for occupiers at CTTW have been cut short by the tunnel 
proposals and potential for future leases will also be affected. 
 
In this regard, Quintain supports the reduction in the land requirement to exclude the main CT 
building to enable meanwhile / temporary uses to be provided within it. This has marked on the 
accompanying TfL General Arrangement Plan. 
 
Summary 
 
Quintain holds a joint interest in the Carlsberg Tetley and Thames Wharf (CTTW) sites which is 
affected by the Silvertown Tunnel safeguarding and proposed northern tunnel section and 
approach. Whilst Quintain supports the development of the tunnel in principle, there is an 
ongoing concern about the extent and location of supporting buildings and tunnel infrastructure 
which could have a detrimental impact on the development potential of the CTTW site. Quintain 
is also keen to ensure that the tunnel is constructed taking account of the future development 
opportunities and growth scenarios and does not create undue additional development 
constraints.   
 
As stated above, Quintain would welcome a continuing dialogue with TfL on these matters. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me or Sarah Elliott (sarah.elliott@aecom.com) should you 
require any further information. Please also include our client contact Merrik Baggallay 
(mbaggallay@quintain.co.uk) in any future correspondence. 
 
Yours sincerely 

William Smith 
Associate 
D +44 (0)20 3009 2123 
E William.Smith@aecom.com 
 
 
Enclosed: 
 
Amended TfL GA Plan  
 

mailto:sarah.elliott@aecom.com
mailto:mbaggallay@quintain.co.uk


Silvertown Tunnel 

Response to representations made by Silvertown Homes Limited following Deadline 5 and 
at the Compulsory Acquisition Hearing held on 29 March 2017 

Appendix 6  

Revised Masterplan Phasing shown on plan entitled 'River Views and 
Phasing Plan' (undated) 
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John McAslan + Partners

PHASING PLAN

PHASE 1A : 2 years for handover/release

PHASE 1B : 3 years for handover/release

PHASE 2 : 4 years for handover/release

PHASE 3 : 5 years for handover/release

PHASE 4 : 6 years for handover/release

PHASE 5 : 7 years for handover/release



RIVER VIEWS STUDY: PHASE 1A

John McAslan + Partners

100 % RIVER VIEWS

Total units: 265

Total units with river view: 
265

Total units in phase 1A: 1,813

Total units with river view: 1,307

Total units: 667

Total units with river view: 
228

Total units: 164

Total units with river view: 
98

35 % RIVER VIEWS

72 % RIVER VIEWS ON PHASE 1 A

60 % RIVER VIEWS



RIVER VIEWS STUDY: PHASE 1A

John McAslan + Partners

Total units: 242

Total units with river view: 
242

Total units: 194

Total units with river view: 
194

Total units: 280

Total units with river view: 
280

100 % RIVER VIEWS 100 % RIVER VIEWS 100 % RIVER VIEWS



Silvertown Tunnel 

Response to representations made by Silvertown Homes Limited following Deadline 5 and 
at the Compulsory Acquisition Hearing held on 29 March 2017 

Appendix 7 

Technical paper prepared by the Applicant and entitled  

‘Thames Side West, Maximum Potential Excavated Material Re-use’ 
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Memo 
To: Martin Beckett 

From: Adam Green, Ian Gee Email: adam.green@atkinsglobal.com 

Phone: - Date: 27 Mar 2017 

Ref: - cc: Modester Chawirah, Jason Saldanha 

Subject: KEYSTONE/ GLA LAND RAISING, THAMES SIDE WEST 
MAXIMUM POTENTIAL EXCVATED MATERIAL RE-USE 

Executive Summary 

 GLA and Keystone (GLA-K) wish to prepare certain parts of their site for future development by
raising the existing land form from existing to a new level of 6.2mAOD.

 The Thames Side West site (TSW) site covers 153,000m2. Land within the Scheme DCO boundary
in three land parcels referred to as the Carlsberg Tetley land parcels (land parcels 15,20 & 24) is
119,023m2.

 GLA-K estimate 100,000m3 of material could be needed to raise the whole of their proposed future
TSW development (or given the design maturity this may be up to 150,000m3) for the whole site,
depending on the nature of their final development.

 GLA-K estimate that within the Scheme DCO boundary portion of the TSW site, 85,000m3 of
material is needed for land raising.

 253,000m3 of material will be generated in the Silvertown worksite from bored tunnelling activities,
however, this material it is accepted will be unsuitable without prolonged storage to change its
characteristics, or treatment prior to beneficial reuse, and has therefore been agreed to be
discounted as unsuitable material for land raising.

 The Scheme will however generate approximately 102,768m3 of other excavated material on the
Silvertown worksite, of which approximately 59,036m3 is usable, and 18,397m3 is required to backfill
cut-and-cover and shaft works, leaving 40,639m3 of useable material potentially available for a
beneficial re-use on site.

 Of this approximately 40,639m3 of material 15,296m3 comprises Thames Gravel plus 3,596m3 of
Crushed Concrete which could be selected by the Contractor, subject to its suitability and the
detailed design, as bulk fill for the infilling of the bored tunnels to form the road. In the event that this
were the case, the surplus material from the Scheme would be only 21,747m3.

 Therefore were it possible to use all of the surplus and suitable excavated material from the Scheme,
the available material would be insufficient to raise all of the land as required by GLA-K. The excess
suitable material would fulfil 48% of the required material for the Carlsberg Tetley land parcels
portion of the TSW site (assuming all 40,639m3 is generated, and it is all recognised as surplus by
the Contractor and not reused elsewhere within the works), or less if the Thames Gravels were used
in the Scheme.

 The Scheme’s worksite has been arranged to efficiently deliver the Silvertown Tunnel works.
Retaining surplus excavated material on the Scheme’s worksite would require additional storage
space, beyond that required for construction of the Scheme, this is because at the time the
excavated material is generated, the Scheme’s worksite is at its most intense use.



Contains sensitive information 
Land Rasing at Keystone Site (1 4 17) 

Memo 
 GLA-K have attributed a cost saving to the Scheme of £11.04M, by not having to remove 184,000m3

of excavated material from the site. No allowance is made in this cost calculation for how this
storage of material could occur during the construction of the Silvertown Scheme, the practicalities of
where the material not removed from site is stored, the costs of storage (if off site) and associated
costs of bringing the material back to site for re-use. Furthermore the quantity upon which the cost
estimate was based has been reduced by approximately 80%, (or more if the Thames Gravels and
Crushed Concrete were used).

 Consideration of stockpiling has been given by GLA-K’s consultant (refer memo provided by Buro
Happold 24 March 2017) where it is suggested in turn that either the development platform could be
constructed before the worksite is used by the Scheme (which is in conflict with the Scheme’s
programme), or that proposed worksite areas are rearranged in a way incompatible with the
proposed Scheme worksite use (other arrangements for storage may be possible upon appointment
of the Contractor).

 It is recognised that some potential saving may exist in the beneficial re-use of the Scheme’s
excavated material on the GLA-K development site. This saving would be maximised by direct
engagement between the developer and future Scheme Contractor allowing optimisation of site
processes and worksite occupation, to maximise re-use. The segregation of excavated material for
from the Scheme is likely to take a little longer for cut-and-cover works than has been assumed in
the Reference Design, and is therefore likely to increase this aspect of the Scheme cost.

 This memo provides a description of the excavated materials available for re-use, along with a
description of the principle quantities and processes that must be considered in assessing the
potential cost saving associated with maximum beneficial re-use of excavated material from the
Scheme where surplus material is removed for the worksite and stored for re-use (an option
considered in the BH memo 24/3/17).

 It is estimated that where off-site storage is necessary, the costs resulting to the combined projects
could be up to £830k.
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Introduction 

This note provides details of the assumptions made for determining material quantities, method efficiency in 
recovery of excavated material for reuse, potential excavation method, potential plant and material storage 
requirements for retaining excess excavated material from the Silvertown worksite. The process involved 
would facilitate the maximum land raising works with no impact to existing site layout. 
  
A total of 83,373t (40,639m3 in situ) of material excavated from the Scheme could be removed from site to a 
remote storage site outside the current Development Consent Order (DCO) limits. This represents 95% of 
excavated London Clay, Thames Gravel and Concrete not reused within the ramp, open cut and TBM shaft. 
Protection and storage of the material during project works would be required until 2021, when material could 
be transported back to site to undertake land raising works.  

 
The above options assume land use as detailed on Silvertown Works Area Worksite Layout Stage 1 drawing 
number ST150030-ATK-ZZZ-ZZ-DR-CE-3141. No adjacent land is available from GLA-K during the works, 
and the site offices and parking remain within the Red Line Boundary. 
 
For calculation purposes it is assumed the tunnel Contractor would preferentially use suitable lower value 
materials in the works where possible. Therefore maximising the potential revenue from higher value 
material such as London Clay. It is assumed that the available Made Ground and a proportion of Thames 
Gravel (RTD), and London Clay will been reused within the Scheme. (It is possible that the Contractor may 
wish to utilise surplus Thames Gravel to contribute toward the infilling of the bored tunnels to form the 
highway, further diminishing the available ‘surplus’ material to the Scheme by approximately 18,892m3). 
 
It is assumed that no land raising works are undertaken by the Contractor only the storage of materials. 
 
Materials 

There are three potential materials that could be stored for use during the future development of the TSW 
site by GLA-K during Land Raising works. These being crushed concrete obtained from the removal of 
hardstanding and structures and Thames Gravel and London Clay from deep excavations. 
 
The Alluvium and Peat are not considered suitable for re-use as engineering fill in the Land Raising works. 
These materials may have some resale value and for the purpose of the assessment are to be disposed of 
offsite. 
 
Made Ground is likely to vary in composition and level of contamination which may make it unsuitable for 
reuse. However, a proportion may be suitable for reuse and 50% is assumed to suitable with the remainder 
being disposed of offsite. 
 
An estimation of in situ volumes of the Made Ground Alluvium, Thames Gravel (River Terrace Deposits RTD 
in BuroHappold documents) and London Clay have been made from the geological section, to understand 
the actual in situ quantities of the four main strata types. There is a significant difference between the two 
estimates, see columns 2 and 3 in Table 1 below. However, for the purpose of this assessment the Atkins’ 
volumes will be used.  
 
It is noted that the original calculated material tonnage figures provided BuroHappold were approximately 
twice the Atkins values. This difference may be down to an over estimation of the excavation dimension and 
we understand BuroHappold have since revised the figures downwards significantly following review. As 
such actual volumes available from the North side work site may be significantly less than GLA-K expect. 
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Description Insitu Volume 

(2)
BuroHappold(1) 

(estimated insitu) 
(Revised estimates 

of 24 Mar 2017) 

Thames Gravel 
(RTD) 

16,101m3 45,000m3  27,000m3 

London Clay 24,699m3 52,000m3 31,000m3 

Total volume 40,801m3 97,000m3 58,000m3 

Note: 
1. Values from Table, page 26, Presentation Thames Side West Operational Development dated 9th

February 2017.
2. Calculated from TBM access shaft, cut and cover and ramp excavations only.

Table 1: In situ material that could be reused for GLA-K Land Raising works 

Taking into account the materials available from the excavations, likely recovery and potential contamination 
Table 2 provides an estimate of the potential volumes of material in situ, usable material, material for 
disposal, material reused in the Scheme and material which could be stored on site. The storage volume 
have been used to determine the potential storage areas required.  

Material In situ 
(m3) 

Usable 
(m3) 

Disposal 
(m3) 

Reused(1) 
(m3) 

Re-
used 

Tunnel2 
Storage 

(m3) 

Crushed Concrete 3,785 3,596 189 - 3,596 

Made Ground 33,359 16,679 16,679 16,679 - - 

Alluvium 24,824 - 24,824 - - - 

Thames Gravel (RTD) 16,101 15,296 805 15,296 - 

London Clay 24,699 23,464 1,235 1,718 - 21,747 

Total Gross 102,768 59,036 43,733 18,397 18,892 21,7472 

(40,639) 

Note: All volumes are approximate. 

1. Estimate of excavated material reused in the ramp, open cut and TBM access shaft works only.
2. Subject to material suitability and detailed design TG/ conc. could be used as bulk fill for bored tunnels

(if unsuitable, volume available for storage 40,639m3).

Table 2: Estimated material volumes from excavation works and available for storage and reuse 

Contamination 

The near surface deposits may be contaminated which will include all materials down to the London Clay. 
The London Clay, due to it low permeability, acts as an aquiclude preventing the further migration of 
contamination. For the purpose of this study the London Clay will be assumed to be inert requiring no further 
treatment and the Thames Gravel condition will be considered to be no worse than presented in Table 3 
below.  

North (Silvertown) End 
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Overall excavation quants split by category 

Inert 
Non 

Hazardous Hazardous 
20.3% 52.8% 26.9% 

Table 3: Percentage split of contaminated material 

Table 2 indicates the disposal classification of excavated material based on the percentage split of material 
within Table 4-3 within Silvertown Tunnel River Transport Commitment Technical Note STWTN-ATK-GEN-
XXXX-RP-Z-3305-TN07. 

In line with the above table and for the purpose of calculating storage areas 27% of excavated Thames 
Gravel should assumed to be Hazardous and be deemed unsuitable for re-use and be disposed of offsite. 
However, for this assessment we will assume 95% of material is suitable and an allowance should be made 
for treating 27% of Thames Gravel stored.  

Crushed concrete can contain fines and produce water run-off with raised alkalinity levels. Water run-off from 
stock piles should be collected and treated before disposal to water course or sewer. 

Excavation 

Excavation of Thames Gravel and London Clay strata would need to be undertaken sequentially and with 
care to ensure material is not cross contaminated during excavation. As strata interfaces are reached it 
would be cleaned to prevent cross contamination prior to bulk excavation. While this would cause minor 
inconvenience in the shaft open cut and ramp working areas, it poses significant challenges in the top down 
cut-and-cover section. See Geological Section and Location Plan 2 of 2 drawing number STWTN-ATK-HGT-
XXXX-DR-C-0002 for approximate strata layers and thicknesses. 

Excavation of top down cut-and-cover boxes, i.e. from underground within the box, traditionally uses bulk 
excavation techniques. However, where material segregation is required these methods would not be 
appropriate for the removal of thin bands of Alluvium and Thames Gravel (RTD) found at the top of the open 
cut box section. 

Excavation in the top down cut-and-cover section would need to be undertaken sequentially in layers to 
ensure the material is not cross-contaminated and maximises the quantities material suitable for future 
reuse. Sequential excavation would greatly limit the efficiency of bulk excavation and would be impractical 
with a working height less than 3m. In zones where there is a mixed face within the first 2m immediately 
under the roof slab it is unlikely this material could be segregated and would be bulk excavated for disposal. 
However, for the purposes of the assessment it is assumed separation is achieved. 

The sequential excavation of material would therefore impede production and would be likely to increase the 
programme duration for the excavation of the twin box section significantly. An allowance of at least 6 weeks 
to the programme for concurrent working methods should be considered. This would also impact the Ramp 
construction as this working area would be used for access to the twin box excavations. No delay to the TBM 
is envisaged. 

The plant that would allow sequential excavation and maximise the separation of material is presented in 
Table 4 below. This assumes a top heading taken over each box in advance of the main bulk excavation for 
a depth of at least 3m. After 4 weeks of advance, approximately 55m, the main bulk excavation would 
commence at a rate of no greater than 13.75m a week so both operations run concurrently.  

Excavation Type Bulk Excavation Top Heading 

2 No. – 30t to 40t short arm 360o tracked excavator for full drive. 
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Bulk Excavation 
without segregation 

Plus in London Clay (part drive 30%) 1 – Caterpillar D9 or D10 with rear 
mounted ripping teeth to break up London Clay. 

5 No. – All Terrain Dump Truck Moxy M36T (rated capacity 32t ) 

1 No. – Wheeled front end Loader (e.g. Caterpillar 962M (TIER 4/STAGE 
IV) (2017) fitted with minimum 5m3 bucket.

Bulk Excavation with 
material segregation 

2 No. – 30t to 40t short 
arm 360o tracked 
excavator for full drive. 

Plus in Clay (part drive 
30%) 1 No, – 
Caterpillar D9 or D10 
with rear mounted 
ripping teeth to break 
up London Clay. 

2 No. – Minimum 
Swing Radius 
Excavators such as 
CASE – CX135 with 
0.75 m3 bucket, To 
excavate face. 

2 No. – Temporary 
extendable belt 
conveyors one per box 
heading complete with 
fixed drive end and 
moving boot end with 
loading hopper. 
Supported from roof 
during excavation. 

Screenings unit 
remove fines (Silt) 
from Thames Gravel 
deposit.  

1 No. – Wheeled front 
end Loader (e.g. 
Caterpillar 962M 
(TIER 4/STAGE IV) 
(2017) fitted with 5m3 
bucket (service 
screenings unit). 

5 – All Terrain Dump 
Truck Moxy M36T 
(rated capacity 32t ) 

1 No.– All Terrain 
Dump Truck Moxy 
M36T (rated capacity 
32t ) 

1 No. – Wheeled front 
end Loader (e.g. 
Caterpillar 962M 
(TIER 4/STAGE IV) 
(2017) fitted with 5m3 
bucket 

2 No. – JCB 406 
Wheel Loading Shovel 
with max height 2.5m 

Note: Plant types are examples only for pricing only 

Table 4: Open cut top-down potential main excavation plant requirements 

The use of a conveyor dumping to a stockpile allows material segregation and eliminates the need for a 
ramp in the excavation to access the top head which would impede the progress of the lower bulk 
excavation. However, it would require all the material from the top heading to be double handled and 
screened to ensure the Alluvium is separated. 

Table 5 below indicates the material quantities to be excavated from within the twin box sections in the 
original scheme and modified excavation required. 

Excavated material volumes cut-and-cover top down section only (approx. 
chainage 2360m to 2540m 

Original scheme excavation (for cut-and-cover tunnels) 33,937 m3 

Original scheme top-down excavation 9,369 m3 

Original scheme bulk excavation 24,568 m3 

To facilitate material segregation:- 

Top heading method 7,080 m3 

Reduced Bulk excavation 17,488 m3 
Table 5: Excavated material volumes in top-down cut-and-cover 

All the suitable excavated material could be stored for reuse. However, it is likely that the Contractor would 
use a proportion of the suitable excavated material on site rather than import. An estimate of backfill 
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requirements of approximately 18,397m3 has been made and deducted from the total excavated material 
volume.  However, there is potential for using a further 18,892m3 of suitable material within the bored tunnel 
section (import of suitable fill would still be required to complete these filing works). This would further reduce 
the amount available to GLA-K for the land raising works. 

Storage 

The storage of Crushed Concrete or Thames Gravel, in separate stockpiles, requires no special measures 
other than ensuring stability during storage. Stockpile dimensions would be limited by the nature angle of 
repose of the material which would limit slope dimensions of the stock piles. 

London Clay would ideally require protecting during storage to ensure its material properties which make it 
suitable as an engineering fill are maintained. The clay would need to be protected from desiccation and 
ingress of water which would potentially require additional conditioning measures post storage. 

As per the Highways Agency Earthwork Specification (SWH) 600 Series this material would be classified as 
a Class 2B/ 2A cohesive fill material. If the material from the Silvertown Tunnel excavation meets this 
standard the stockpile can be constructed as follows: 

 Using SWH compaction Method 1 e.g. but not limited to; 250 mm lifts of material compacted using a
deadweight tamping roller (>6000kg/m mass per wheel) with 5 passes.

 Slopes of the stockpile should be no more than 2 in 1 and no greater than 2m in height. (see Figure
1 below). This will help mitigate the potential for small rotational failures in the clay.

 Ideally the clay would be wrapped in plastic to prevent a change in the water content of the clay
during prolonged storage. This would also aid in preventing ingress of rainwater and other
contaminants into the stock pile.

 To help shed rainwater and prevent ponding and infiltration a tracked machine compacts and re-
grades the sides and top of the stockpile to form a smooth gradient.

 Stockpiles should not be positioned within the root or crown spread of trees, or adjacent to ditches,
watercourses or existing or future excavations.

 Once the stockpile has been completed the area should be cordoned off with secure fencing to
prevent any disturbance or contamination by other construction/storage activities

 Control and drainage of water in and around the stockpiles is important as pooling at the base of the
slopes may cause softening and cause local failure.

Figure 1: Cross-section of London Clay Stockpile 

In the remote storage site the London Clay could be stored as detailed above. However, to minimise the 
storage site requirement, the London Clay will be stored in standard stock piles, limited in height to 4m and 
sloped with a risk allowance for conditioning 10% of the stored material before reuse. The stockpile would 
need to be compacted and graded to ensure water runoff and minimise water seepage into the stored clay. 

Storage of Thames Gravel and crushed concrete would be in separate stock piles of no greater than 7m in 
height and slopes of no greater than 34o to the horizontal to ensure stability. 
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Where significant fines may be present such as in crushed concrete the stock pile should be covered in 
coarser material that will prevent fines (dust) being blown outside the site boundary. It would be beneficial to 
segregate crushed concrete by size (coarse and fine) and store finer material under a blanket of coarse 
material. Otherwise suitable measures such as water sprays to dampen the stock piles or protective covers 
will be required to prevent windblown debris becoming a nuisance. 

Separation Efficiency 

The efficiency of the various excavation method will vary significantly and it is assumed that the bulk 
excavation will achieve a 95% recovery. An efficiency of 95% is also assumed for the top heading, however, 
it is likely to be significantly less (potentially closer to 70% recovery). The excavation and crushing of 
concrete recovers 95% of theoretical concrete volumes the loss of volume attributable to cross contamination 
and reinforcement. These figures are used to calculate the material recovered for re-use and required 
storage areas only.  

Storage 

An offsite storage area will need to be acquired and retained until such time as the first phase of the main 
works construction site can be handed over to GLA-K (Principal dates are presented in Table 6 below). 

This option stores all available suitable material won from the Silvertown north site that could be used in the 
GLA-K Land Raising works; this equates to approximately 83,373 tonnes. 

Description Unit or date 
Area of land required for offsite 
material storage 

30 months 

Access to site required End June 2019 
Commencement of storage End October 2019 
Handover site to Keystone End 2021 

Table 6: Duration and key dates for offsite storage. 

Offsite storage requirements & cost allowances: 

The Contractor would need to undertake the following works at the offsite storage site including but not 
limited those listed below. A range of relevant cost allowances should also be made, as below:- 

 installation of security fencing, fixed service (phone line, power, water and sewerage), installation of
CCTV monitoring of the site, welfare facilities, wheel wash, water run-off treatment facility, security
office and site parking. (A suitable allowance should be made for clearing the site prior to the
commencement of works and a lump sum item for removal of invasive weeds).

 The necessary permission (planning, environmental, discharge licence etc.) to use the site will be
gained by GLA-K. However, the costs (a suitable lump sum) should be allowed for such work.

 Provision of services, CCTV monitoring, maintenance of fencing and site office during full
occupation.

 An allowance for material testing over and above waste classification should be provided to cover
mechanical testing of the stored material.

 Grade and separate material at construction site and transport segregated material to remote
storage site. At remote storage site create material stock piles. One each for Crushed Concrete,
Thames Gravel and London Clay.
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 Stockpiles of crushed concrete shall be formed in such a way, managed or protected to ensure there 

is no nuisance from dust. 
 

 The Contractor would maintain the site security on a 24/7 basis. 
 

 The Contractor would ensure that adequate and appropriate records of all excavated material 
movements include providing monthly figures for the material stored at the remote storage site. On 
handover accurate material quantities of the materials stored on site shall be agreed with Keystone 
before the site can be handed over. 

 
 Only materials won from within the Silvertown Tunnel (North) works boundary would be stored at the 

remote storage facility. 
 
Principle quantities 

Principle material quantities obtained from excavations that may be suitable for re-use during the proposed 
Land Raising works, are detailed in Table 7 below. Note these volume relate only to the material that could 
be reused from excavations (bored tunnelling excavated material will be unsuitable without prolonged 
storage or treatment). Any difference is unsuitable material or material that could not be separated 
practicably and will be disposed of.  
 

Description Insitu Volume 
(estimated 

95% recovery) 

Bulk Density Notes 

Crushed concrete 3,596 m3 2.2 Assumes a 250mm thick ground 
slab removed from over the tunnel in 
Phase 1 development site only. 

Thames Gravel 15,296m3 2.09 Estimated volume 

London Clay 21,747m3 2.0 Estimated Volume 

Total volume  40,639m3   
Table 7: Material quantities and relative densities 

 

Overall main Bill of Quantity items which should be considered are detailed below in Table 8. 

Maximum Potential Excavated Material Re-Use : Principal Quantities 

Description Quantity Unit Notes 

Crushed concrete (all) 7,911 tonnes Contractor only to clear 
exactly what is needed 
to complete the works. 

Thames Gravel 31,969 tonnes  

London Clay 43,494 tonnes  

Load and transport of 
material to site by 8 
wheel tipper (20 tonnes) 
– Alternative transport 
by River Thames to 

83,373 tonnes Load and transport to 
site within 15 miles by 
public highway. 
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Maximum Potential Excavated Material Re-Use : Principal Quantities 

Description Quantity Unit Notes 

shore side storage 
facility. 

Break concrete, crush 
and clean and locally 
store before transport. 

7,911 tonnes  

Area of storage site 
required. 

20,707 m2 Allows for fencing, 
haulage roads, offices, 
welfare, wheel wash etc. 

Storage site lease term 30 months Assume site taken over 
by Keystone at end of 
2021. 

Compaction of London 
Clay in 250mm layers. 

96,828 m2  

Treatment of Thames 
Gravel to classification 
Non-hazardous from 
hazardous. 

8,632 tonnes Assume 27% of material 
to be treated. Required 
to maximise reuse 
material. 

Installation of 300mm 
crusher run base course 
compacted in a single 
layer. 

10,104 m2 Installation of suitable 
base material to 50% of 
site. 

Installation of geotextile 
break layer  

10,104 m2 Installation of suitable 
base material to 50% of 
site. 

Creation of storage 
heaps from tipped 
material 

96,828 tonnes Extra over for regrading 
excavated material  

Installation of land drain 
around depth 500 to 
1000mm. 

405 m 150mm plastic pipe with 
drains at 20m centres 
laid to fall with rodding 
pits at end of line.  

Install wheel wash unit 
at entrance. 45 tonne 
SWL. 

30 Monthly hire Single prefabricated unit 
including pumps and 
filters. Hire to include 
monthly cleaning fee 
allowance. 

Installation of silt buster 
for cleaning run off 
water below disposal to 
sewers. 

1 Sum  

Installation of 1.8m high 
palisade security fence 
complete with two sets 

576 m  
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Maximum Potential Excavated Material Re-Use : Principal Quantities 

Description Quantity Unit Notes 

of lockable double gates 
minimum width 6m. 

Installation of services 
(power, water, phone, 
sewage) 

1 Sum  

Installation of CCTV 
monitoring system 
including 4 cameras 
with IR facility. 

1 Sum  

Clearance of site £25,000 Sum T.B.C. 

Allowance for removal 
of invasive species  

£25,000 Sum T.B.C. 

Average daily power 
requirement 

86,400 kWh Based on 900 days and 
92 kWh per day 

Utilities connection fees £10,000 Sum Based on 900 days 
Table 8: Principal quantities. 

 

The impact on the cut-and-cover top down section of the work would be to extend the excavation programme 
by approximately 6 weeks. This would also impact the commencement of the ramp permanent works 
installation date. Suitable costs should be included for this impact to the main programme and critical path. It 
is assumed all the spoil would be excavated via the Ramp and not the TBM Launch Shaft has this minimises 
the impact to the TBM programme. 
 
In addition to the above suitable allowances for Preliminary Items, Insurances, Design Variation, Risk or 
Contingency should be allowed for in line with Contract.  
 
It is assumed fuel, people and plant rates would be included in relevant unit rates. 
 
Costs 
An exercise has been undertaken in order to evaluate the savings and costs of maximum re-use of 
excavated material on site. The cost estimate has used the quantities land sums listed in Table 8, and has 
considered remote site set up and lease costs, the additional excavation costs associated with segregating 
the excavated material during construction, and for the removal of the excavated material. 
 
A summary of the cost estimate is included in Appendix A. 
 
The results of the cost estimation are summarised as follows:- 
 

Element  Approx. 
cost (£k) 

Net impact to the Silvertown 
Scheme 

1,200  

Net impact to GLA-K -370 
Combined impact to both projects 830 



 

Contains sensitive information 
Land Rasing at Keystone Site (1 4 17) 

Memo 
Table 9: Summary cost estimation. 

Conclusion 
Excavated material will be generated from a number of different construction activities required to construct 
the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme. The current landowners of the TWS site, through which the scheme will be 
built, have an aspiration to use excavated material to raise their land from its existing state to 6.2m AOD to 
enhance flood protection of the land. GLA-K estimate that up to 184,000m3 of material could be necessary 
for the whole of their land raising works. 
 
Within the wider TSW site three parcels of land forming the Carlsberg Tetley lands (15, 20 and 24) and within 
the area of the Scheme DCO boundary for construction of the Scheme (an area of 119,023m2) is estimated 
to require approximately 85,000m3 of fill material.  
 
Bored tunnelling excavated material will be produced from the Scheme at the Silvertown worksite of 
approximate (in situ) volume 253,000m3. This material, it is acknowledged, will require long term storage to 
change its characteristics, or treatment to make it suitable for land raising fill, and is not considered suitable. 
 
Other construction activities on the Silvertown site including excavation for ramp, cut-and-cover and shaft 
works will generate 102,768m3 of excavated material, of which 59,036m3 is usable, and 18,397m3 is required 
to backfill cut-and-cover and shaft works, leaving 40,639m3 of useable material potentially available for a 
beneficial re-use on site. The Contractor may choose to use some of this material such as the Thames 
Gravels and crushed concrete as backfill in the bored tunnel sections to contribute toward the required fill 
within those structures. Therefore the available quantity of fill material that can be provided by the Scheme 
could be significantly less. 
 
Suitable material would comprise crushed concrete won from clearing the hard-standing ‘trace’ of the 
surface-accessed works along the Scheme, the Thames Gravel and London Clay. Due to the envisaged cut-
and-cover construction method, usual ‘bulk excavation’ methods for removal of material in the cut-and-cover 
sections will only be permissible for part for the excavation, to enable to segregation of material for future 
use, prolonging the construction process and this aspect of the Scheme cost.  
 
Excavated Made Ground will be used along with some London Clay to backfill the cut-and-cover tunnels and 
shaft, once these structure have been built. This material is generated from the Scheme worksite while 
construction activity in this area is intense, and re-using it will require off-site storage, if not to have impact on 
the construction of the Scheme, as it has been anticipated in the Reference Design. 
 
In the absence of a worksite arrangement developed specifically for the storage of excess surplus spoil to 
the requirements of the Scheme, it is likely that significant quantities of spoil will need to be stored off site. 
Such a storage facility would require certain facilities, as described and costed in the memo. 
 
It is recognised that some potential saving may exist in the beneficial re-use of the Scheme’s excavated 
material on the GLA-K development site. This saving would be maximised by direct engagement between 
the developer and future Scheme Contractor allowing optimisation of site processes and worksite 
occupation, to maximise material re-use.  
 
Exporting surplus excavated material from the Scheme to an offsite storage area could result in low to 
neutral cost for the Contractor, and would offer the potential for cost saving to GLA-K, the savings are likely 
to be significantly lower than the £11M previously stated. 
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Appendix A 
 

Maximum potential excavated material re-use on GLA-K land -  
estimated cost of re-use of material  

 
 



Estimated Cost to Re-use Excavated Material on Keystone Land Site
Storage of Excavated Material Off Site

Duration 30 Months
Remote site

Site clearance 20,707 m2 £0.60 £12,424
Fencing 576 m £200.00 £115,200
CCTV 4 nr £10,000.00 £40,000
Wheel wash 130 wks. £45.00 £5,850
Services connections 1 ITEM £10,000.00 £10,000
Power 86,400 kWh £0.10 £8,640
Drainage 405 m £145.00 £58,725
Drainage connections 20 nr £1,000.00 £20,000
Accommodation 30 wks. £225.00 £6,750
Base course to half of site 10,104 m2 £41.18 £416,083
Geotextile to above 10,104 m2 £2.05 £20,713
Services 1 ITEM £10,000.00 £10,000
Lease of storage site 3.0 Years £891,552.31 £2,674,657

2.5
Additional Excavation costs

Minimum swing radius excavator 1 14 wks. £800.00 £11,200
Minimum swing radius excavator 2 14 wks. £800.00 £11,200
All terrain dump truck 14 wks. £1,200.00 £16,800
JCB wheel loading shovel 1 14 wks. £700.00 £9,800
JCB wheel loading shovel 2 14 wks. £700.00 £9,800
Plant operator Excavator 14 wks. £1,000.00 £28,000
Plant operator Dumper 14 wks. £910.00 £12,740
Plant operator loading shovel 14 wks. £1,000.00 £28,000
Ganger 14 wks. £897.50 £12,565
360 excavator 1 6 wks. (eo) £1,250.00 £7,500
360 excavator 2 6 wks. (eo) £1,250.00 £7,500
5No. All terrain dump trucks 6 wks. (eo) £6,000.00 £36,000
Front end loader 6 wks. (eo) £1,500.00 £9,000
Plant operator Excavator 6 wks. £1,000.00 £12,000
Plant operator Dumper 6 wks. £910.00 £27,300
Foreman 6 wks. £1,445.00 £8,670
Civil; works engineers 6 wks. £1,450.00 £8,700
Conveyors (assumed 200m long) 14 wks. £6,000.00 £84,000

£0
Removal of excavated material £0

Treatment of gravel to achieve "non hazardous" 8,880 t £26.00 £230,880
Crushing concrete 7,911 t £16.50 £130,532
Double handling of material 83,373 t £0.70 £58,361
Transport material to offsite storage facility 83,373 t £8.25 £687,827
Compaction of clay by roller 14 wks. £560.00 £7,840
Geotextile to clay stockpile 0 m2 £2.05 £0
Excavator to grade stockpiles (generally) 20 wks. £1,250.00 £25,000
Excavator to maintain clay stockpile 6 wks. £1,250.00 £7,500
Plant operator Excavator 20 wks. £1,000.00 £54,000
Ganger 20 wks. £897.50 £8,975
Transit Van for Ganger 20 wks. £175.00 £3,500

Effects upon other works
Additional imported fill requirement 0 m3 £38.00 £0
Additional duration of preliminaries 6 weeks £141,000.00 £846,000

Total cost of "saving" £5,800,232

Saving based upon off-site disposal rates in estimate: 40,639 m3 £113.15 £4,598,134
(avge rate)



Net saving to Silvertown Tunnel Project -£1,202,098

Effects upon Keystone works
Imported fill not required 40,639 m3 £38.00 £1,544,265
Lease of storage site 0.5 Year -£891,552.31 -£445,776
Site clearance 20,707 m2 -£0.60 -£12,424

Plant operator Excavator 14 wks. -£1,000.00 -£14,000
Ganger 14 wks. -£897.50 -£12,565
Transit Van for Ganger 14 wks. -£175.00 -£2,450
Transport material to site from offsite storage facility 82,629 t -£8.25 -£681,689
Security guard plus van 14 wks. £850.00 £11,900
Wheel wash 14 wks. -£45.00 -£630
Services connections 1 ITEM -£10,000.00 -£10,000
Power 9,234 kWh -£0.10 -£923
Accommodation 14 wks. -£225.00 -£3,150
Disconnection 1 Sum -£5,000.00 -£5,000

Net saving to Keystone Development Project £367,557

Combined saving to both projects -£834,541

Notes:-
The above are based upon the information and quantities contained within Atkins' memo from Adam Green 
to Martin Beckett "OPTIONS FOR LAND RAISING KEYSTONE LAND", dated 14th March 2017
No allowance has been made for any other costs in connection with the above
All costs are indicative only and are subject to minimum tolerance of -20% to +30%
The provision of these costs is not acceptance that these works are possible as described or that they would
form part of any delivery organisations proposals
These costs include no allowances for fees, permissions or any other costs in connection with the above
Plant and operator cost are ex contractor Q4 2017
No inefficiencies in material storage are considered for barge operations
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Response to representations made by Silvertown Homes Limited following Deadline 5 and 
at the Compulsory Acquisition Hearing held on 29 March 2017 
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 A flow diagram 

showing how the consenting and procurement processes 
run in parallel with one another  
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	1.  INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Introduction
	1.1.1 The purpose of this document is to set out the responses of Transport for London ("the Applicant") to the representations made by Silvertown Homes Limited ("SHL") (i) in writing, as submitted to the Examining Authority on 24 March 2017 and accep...
	1.1.2 SHL's representations have focussed on two key issues, both of which relate to SHL's aspirations to develop land within and in the vicinity of land within the Order limits of the Applicant's draft Development Consent Order ("DCO"):

	 Issue 1: the re-use of spoil created by the Scheme to remediate and raise the levels of SHL's land in readiness for development; and
	 Issue 2: the early release of land to facilitate the recently revised phasing of SHL's development proposals.
	1.1.3 As was noted by SHL in its oral submissions at the recent compulsory acquisition hearing, the Applicant and SHL's predecessor in title (see below), together with Greater London Authority Land & Property ("GLAP") had previously reached agreement ...
	1.1.4 The Applicant confirms that it has not in any way 'resiled' from the position of agreement in principle evidenced in the SoCG, as SHL sought in the compulsory acquisition hearing, to allege that it had done.  Equally, for the reasons set out in ...
	1.1.5 With reference to Issue 1 above, the Applicant confirms that the DCO application – as currently drafted – would enable spoil re-use in accordance with the principles which were agreed in the SoCG as mentioned above, and the legal mechanisms prov...
	1.1.6 In this context, the Applicant is willing to facilitate spoil re-use for the benefit of SHL's site where, and to the extent that, this is technically and legally feasible in the context of delivery the Applicant's own Scheme.  The Applicant is t...
	1.1.7 With reference to Issue 2 above, the Applicant has always acknowledged that substantial portions of temporary land on the Silvertown site required for construction could be released before the end of the construction period. The envisaged constr...
	1.1.8 It is the Applicant's intention to continue to work with SHL to try and reach an Agreement on these matters, as the Applicant believes that there is still potential for the parties to agree a way forward which is beneficial and acceptable to the...
	1.1.9 This document focusses largely on SHL’s spoil re-use proposals (Issue 1 above) as presented recently in their written and verbal representations referenced above.

	1.2 Identification of the SHL Land in context
	1.1.1 The majority of the land within the Order limits on the north side of the scheme is owned and/or controlled by GLAP and SHL (formerly Quintain and then Keystone, as explained above).  The land ownership position in this area is as shown on the p...
	1.1.2 Land ownership in this area is as set out below:
	1.1.3 In addition to having joint ownership of the Carlsberg-Tetley ("C-T") site, SHL and GLAP also have shared aspirations to bring forward a residential-led mixed-use development encompassing land in their combined ownership as well as some neighbou...
	1.1.4 This aspirational development has been termed the "Thameside West Masterplan" and its planning status and the planning status of other relevant land is set out in section 5 below.
	1.1.5


	2. Chronology of engagement between TfL and owners of the SHL land
	2.1 Effect of engagement on the evolution of the Applicant's DCO Scheme
	2.1.1 As part of its on-going diligent engagement and genuine attempts to consult, negotiate with, and have regard to those likely to be affected by the scheme, the Applicant has undertaken extensive engagement with SHL (formerly Quintain and Keystone...

	2.2 The Applicant's engagement with SHL (formerly Quintain) and GLAP prior to submission of the DCO application
	2.2.1 The Applicant's engagement with SHL and GLAP is summarised in chronological order and by reference to key events, as set out below:

	2.3 The Applicant's continuing engagement with SHL and GLAP post-submission of the DCO application
	2.3.1 June 2016 – the Applicant was advised by Quintain of a change to its corporate ownership, which resulted in name changes from 'Quintain' to 'Keystone' and later (in January 2017) to 'Silvertown Homes Ltd' ("SHL").

	2.4 Summary of engagement with SHL
	2.4.1 In summary, the Applicant has proactively engaged with landowners GLAP and SHL (formerly Quintain and then Keystone) since June 2014 and has shown considerable regard for Quintain/SHL and GLAP's land use aspirations, by making substantial change...
	2.4.2 It is clear from the chronology set out above that after the Applicant's DCO application was submitted, SHL radically changed their development strategy, resulting in a conflict with the Applicant's temporary construction site requirements and e...
	2.4.3 During the negotiations for the Land & Works agreement between the parties, SHL and GLAP sought the delivery by the Applicant of works additional to the Applicant's own scheme (the subject of the DCO application), being works aimed at facilitati...
	2.4.4 Amongst these additional works the re-use of spoil proposals have proved problematic and constitute a significant risk to the procurement due to their scale, complexity, inter-relationship with other works, impact on scope and nature of the cont...
	2.4.5 In response, SHL submitted new representations / objections (in writing, as a late submission following Deadline 5 (REP5-032), and orally at the compulsory acquisition hearing held on 29 March 2017) seeking "a steer" from the Examining Authority...
	2.4.6 The potential adverse impact of SHL's spoil re-use proposals on the delivery of a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project would be unacceptable to the Applicant.  It is important to recognise that the Applicant's scheme (the subject of the...


	3. DCO provisions promoting beneficial re-use of spoil materials
	3.1.1 For the reasons set out in parts 4 and 5 of this report (below), the Applicant considers that the spoil re-use and land-raising proposals, in the form put forward by SHL, are not deliverable within the context of the Scheme proposals contained w...
	3.1.2 However, this does not mean that the concept of spoil re-use is not possible or accepted within the context of the DCO application, and in fact the application documentation, as developed through the course of the Examination, actively supports ...
	3.1.3 As such, it is perfectly possible that, at a future date, arrangements could be made between the Applicant's preferred bidder / appointed contractor and SHL for the re-use of spoil within the scope of the DCO application; equally it is feasible ...
	3.1.4 Such an arrangement would be possible because the Applicant has, in developing the DCO application and the framework for the detailed design of the construction methodology, taken into account its understanding of the discussions with SHL as set...
	3.1.5 This framework has been built into the application with reference to the development of the Applicant's Scheme.  SHL's own development proposals under the (recently revised) Thameside West Masterplan are separate from the Applicant's scheme.  It...
	3.2 Main text of the Code of Construction Practice
	3.2.1 As the Examining Authority will be aware, one of the main concerns of the host boroughs for the Scheme has been to ensure that the construction road traffic impacts of the Scheme are limited.  The Applicant has recognised this, and in Chapter 3 ...
	3.2.2 At paragraph 3.2.3 of the CoCP, this takes the form of a commitment that at least 55% by weight of all materials associated with the Scheme shall be transported by river, and that 100% of suitable excavated material should be transported by river.
	3.2.3 Following the Applicant's negotiations/discussions with SHL, this section of Chapter 3 of the CoCP was modified at Deadline 1 to define "transport by river" as including "materials which are re-used on site".  The consequence of this is that the...
	3.2.4 The option to do so will be the Contractor's choice, taking into account its detailed construction methodology and space requirements within the (DCO) Order limits (as discussed in section 4 below) and its own commercial imperatives. For the rea...
	3.2.5 However, the above commitment cannot be considered in isolation. The CoCP in Chapter 13 also goes on to detail how materials that are won by the Scheme should be managed.  Paragraph 13.1.1 of the CoCP states that "the Contractor will manage Cons...
	3.2.6 The Contractor’s choices in dealing with the material on-site therefore could be developed in line with SHL’s proposals if it chose to engage with them. The changes made to the CoCP at Deadline 6 mean that this could go even further, if feasible...
	3.2.7 It is therefore clear that the application of the waste hierarchy is required from the outset in the context of the CoCP, which provides the principle means of control over the management of materials within the DCO application. Paragraph 13.2.2...

	3.3 CD&E Commitments (Appendix C to the CoCP)
	3.3.1 Appendix C to the CoCP explains (at section 3) the concept of the waste hierarchy. This concept is then applied in the commitments set out in section 4 of Appendix C to the CoCP.  For the purposes of this report, the most important commitment is...
	3.3.2 The term "beneficial use" is then defined in paragraph 4.2.1 of the document to include helping "to facilitate an approved change/alteration in land use or form".
	3.3.3 It is therefore clear that either in re-using spoil on site, or in a scenario where SHL has received consent for its proposed scheme, the Contractor would be actively encouraged to re-use materials arising on site for the benefit of proposals su...
	3.3.4 However, at this stage, the Applicant has not yet selected the receptor site(s) to which it will take its waste materials (whether on site or off site), as this will be determined by the Contractor in due course.  Further, it is not appropriate ...
	3.3.5 The RSA methodology mandates a Preliminary Viability Assessment of receptor site capacity, permits, availability, accessibility and other information (enforcement notices, court cases and cautions) in order to select a long list of potential sit...
	3.3.6 Given that the SHL site does not have planning consent to re-use spoil from the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme on site, it would not pass the Preliminary Viability Assessment if the RSA methodology were to be undertaken today. However, the RSA methodo...
	3.3.7 It is clear at this stage that re-using the spoil on the SHL/GLAP site would almost certainly score very highly against a number of principles of the RSA (particularly: 1 To follow the waste hierarchy, and 12 To manage materials locally, as per ...
	3.3.8 Taking all of these measures into account, it is clear that the CoCP and its appendices positively encourage spoil re-use in a way that is fundamentally compatible with what SHL is demanding. Furthermore, in response to the arguments put forward...
	3.3.9 Thus, if SHL was to gain consent for its proposals, the Contractor would potentially be able to meet the environmental commitments set through the DCO Examination by supporting SHL in enabling the re-use of materials. However, in doing so, the C...
	3.3.10 Given the context set out above (in addition to the concerns set out below), it is not appropriate for the Contractor to be mandated to make this choice. However, it is clear from the summary of the framework incorporated in the DCO application...


	4. Applicant's appraisal of SHL's spoil re-use proposals and perceived associated benefits
	4.1 Description of SHL's proposal
	4.1.1 SHL have developed a proposal to re-use excavated material surplus to the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme, for the purpose of raising the land and creating a development platform on land known as the Carlsberg Tetley Site which forms part of the aspira...
	4.1.2 The BH Study draws the following conclusions which have been used to inform the SHL representation:
	 Excavated Material Quantities: There is a significant surplus of suitable excavated material from the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which can be re-used to create the development platform for the Thames Side West development and thereby avoid the need to...
	 Stockpiling on Silvertown Tunnel Worksite: Material for re-use on the Thames Side West scheme can be stockpiled within the boundaries of the Silvertown Tunnel worksite until it is required to create the development platform
	 Direct Placement: There are opportunities to place material directly from Silvertown Tunnel excavations to create the Thames Side West development platform
	 Use of Carlsberg Tetley Building for Stockpiling: During the CA Hearing on 28 March 2017 SHL proposed the use of the area currently occupied by the Carlsberg Tetley Building for creation of an off-site stockpile.
	4.1.3 Drawing upon this Study, SHL have identified within their representation significant benefits arising from avoiding the need to remove surplus excavated material from the Silvertown Tunnel Site. These include:
	 Significant cost savings: a cost saving of £11m
	 Significant environmental benefits.
	4.1.4 In the following sections the Applicant sets out its appraisal of the proposal put forward by SHL, commenting specifically on aspects of the proposal where there are errors and inconsistencies in the assumptions and data used in the feasibility ...

	4.2 Appraisal of SHL’s Estimate of Excavated Material Quantities
	BH Identification of Material sources
	4.2.1 The BH study identifies three material sources on the north side of the river Thames: bored tunnels, the cut-and-cover and retained cut elements and the TBM launch chamber.
	4.2.2 The BH study recognises that material from bored tunnelling methods is unlikely to be suitable for re-use and that there is not a requirement for the on-site use of spoil arising from the bored tunnel. The BH study therefore focusses on re-use o...
	BH Estimates of Total Excavated Material Volumes
	4.2.3 The assessment of excavated materials has been subject of a number of separate submissions by SHL (BH). These indicate that the expectations of the quantity of excavated material available for re-use by SHL has steadily reduced as errors in thei...
	4.2.4 A summary of the recent estimates submitted by SHL which have informed their representations is set out below.
	4.2.5 The most recent revision to the BH study includes the following estimates of the volumes of available excavated material from the Scheme:-
	4.2.6 Whilst the BH study acknowledges that a proportion of the material won from the Scheme will be re-used in the Scheme the actual quantities have not been explicitly estimated.
	4.2.7 BH Estimate of the Volume Available for the Development PlatformThe BH study identifies quantities of material necessary in order to raise the level of the site to 6.2mAOD (i.e. TE2100 flood defence level), as 100,000m3 for the entire Thameside ...
	4.2.8 The BH study suggests that, "it is likely that a large portion if not all of the spoil required to construct the engineering capping (across the entire TSW site) could be derived from the open/ cut-and-cover sections [of the Scheme]".
	4.2.9 Further the BH study suggests at page 6 that 45,000m3 of Thames Gravel and 52,000m3 of London Clay from the Scheme excavation will be delivered to and re-used on the site with the shortfall of 50,000m3 of material being made of suitable Made Gro...
	4.2.10 The Applicant's estimate of the quantity of excavated material available for re-use
	4.2.11 In developing the DCO Application the Applicant has necessarily undertaken a comprehensive assessment of the excavated material volumes and volumes of material that are likely to be transported away from the site for beneficial re-use offsite. ...
	4.2.12 From this comprehensive assessment, the Applicant has calculated the excavated materials that would be generated during the construction of the principal elements of the Silvertown works on the northern worksite, which comprise excavations for ...
	4.2.13 The excavated materials will have different qualities and suitability for re-use. Table also summarises the quantities of materials which are potentially re-useable, the quantities for disposal, that which is required for re-use by the Scheme, ...
	Table: Applicants Estimate of Excavated Material Qua ntities
	4.2.14 There are three potential materials that could be stored for use during the future development of the Thameside West site by GLAP/SHL for the development platform works, these being crushed concrete obtained from the removal of hardstandings an...
	4.2.15 In addition 'Made Ground' may be suitable but is likely to vary in composition and level of contamination, which may make it unsuitable for re-use. For the purposes of this initial materials assessment 50% is included as suitable for re-use and...
	4.2.16 Of the materials won during excavation works for the Scheme, Thames Gravel, London Clay, crushed concrete and some Made Ground will be suitable for beneficial re-use on the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme, principally as cut-and-cover tunnel backfill....
	4.2.17 It is estimated that 18,397m3 of material would be necessary for cut-and-cover backfilling, leaving only a maximum of 40,639m3 surplus to the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which could potentially be re-used to create the Thames Side West development...
	Excavated Material Quantities – Conclusion
	4.2.18 In summary SHL’s proposals estimate up to 150,000m3 of excavated material will be needed for its land-raising works, and that either 165,000 m3 or 128,000m3 is available from the construction of the Scheme (depending on the assumption of hardst...
	4.2.19 The Applicant estimates that a maximum of 40,639m3 of material will be available for re-use once the needs of the Scheme have been fulfilled. If the Thames Gravels are re-used as tunnel backfill then this figure reduces to only 21,747m3.

	4.3 Appraisal of SHL's Proposals for Stockpiling on Silvertown Tunnel Worksite
	Summary of SHLstockpiling proposals
	4.3.1 The BH stockpiling proposal identifies two areas of the Scheme’s worksite, which could be used for storage of excavated material. The timing of the use of these areas is not clearly set out in the BH study. Two areas are proposed: a northern sto...
	 Northern Stockpiling Area - The stockpiling area proposed covers some 12,262m2. It is located on the northern side of the Scheme’s Silvertown worksite, bounded by the embankment and viaduct of the operational DLR line to the south west and by the re...
	 Southern Stockpiling Area - The stockpiling area proposed covers some 16,034m2. It is located on the south western side of the Scheme’s Silvertown worksite, and is bounded by the river Thames river walls to the southwest, the Order limits to the sou...
	Review of stockpiling proposals
	 Northern Stockpiling Area
	4.3.2 This proposed stockpiling area is situated on land designated in the Reference Design for the main worksite construction site offices, site car park, site security and cyclist facilities. The area proposed is also designated for key internal wor...
	4.3.3 SHL’s representation (REP5-032) and the supporting BH design note identify that the uses for this area designated in the Reference Design could be relocated elsewhere. However, the proposal does not do not indicate where the displaced Scheme wor...
	4.3.4 The stockpiling area is indicated as being at the foot of the DLR embankment and close to the viaduct piers. The stockpiling proposals require excavated material to be stockpiled ten metres high (introducing a maximum surface surcharge loading o...
	4.3.5 The stockpiling area does not identify, within the area quoted, that land would be needed to access, lay down the excavated material or manage its reuse, or how segregated material will be allocated storage space.
	4.3.6 The stockpiling area indicated conflicts with the (permanent works) water storage tanks for the Scheme’s active fire suppression systems, which are to be situated on the south-western edge of the northern portal tunnel approach.
	4.3.7 The stockpiling area as indicated is across land required for the relocation of utilities from their existing location on Dock Road to the new alignment. In addition to preventing statutory undertakers accessing their assets, the loading intensi...
	4.3.8 The stockpiling area as indicated is across land reserved for the relocation of Dock Road.  Any delay to the removal of this stockpile would prevent this element of the DCO Scheme being completed.
	 Southern Stockpiling Area
	4.3.9 This proposed stockpiling area is situated on land designated in the Applicant's Reference Design for storage proximate to the TBM launch chamber, the Scheme’s main spoil classification area, and lime dosing and lime storage area, and is above t...
	4.3.10 SHL’s representation (REP5-032), and the supporting BH design note, do not indicate where these displaced facilities would be relocated, nor the time of the occupation of the worksite for stockpiling purposes or how stockpiling and spoil placem...
	4.3.11 The temporary storage area north east and southwest of the internal site access road from access point AP4, is required to support the preparation of the bored tunnelling activities. The Construction Method Statement envisages that this area ma...
	4.3.12 Along the ‘trace’ or footprint of the bored tunnels, there exist a number of buildings which are understood to be founded on deep (piled) foundations. This area must be kept clear in order that these piles can be removed so as to provide a clea...
	4.3.13 After the piles have been removed the trace where such development has taken place should remain clear and accessible from the surface, so that uncharted test piles (which are known to have been found on other recent projects of this type) can ...
	4.3.14 Following the clearance of the buildings and their foundations the bored tunnels will be constructed. The stockpiles, 10m in height according to the BH study, would impose a surface surcharge loading to the tunnels of more than twice that they ...
	4.3.15 The spoil classification area of the Applicant's Reference Design would be lost to the stockpiling area of the BH proposal. The excavated material from bored tunnels is proposed to be transferred to the classification area via conveyor (as does...
	4.3.16 The stockpiling area, indicated to be 10m in height is also proximate on three sides to the Emirates Air Line cable car mast. The effects of surface surcharge to the pier are not quantified or referred to in the representation, and it is reason...
	Stockpiling on Silvertown Tunnel Worksite– Conclusions
	4.3.17 The stockpiling proposals in the BH study comprise two sites of 28,296m2. These stockpiles would occupy approaching 50% of the useable worksite areas. The Applicant has envisaged uses for these areas which are set out in the Construction Method...
	4.3.18 The stockpiling areas proposed in the BH study would occupy worksite areas developed by the Applicant for the construction of its Scheme. The BH study does not propose how and where these lost areas and facilities could be re-provided, nor does...
	4.3.19 The excavated spoil arising from the Scheme would be won in the period between September 2019 and August 2020 according to the envisaged the construction programme. Hence, the stockpiles would be created during this period. This coincides with ...
	4.3.20 The Applicant has identified a number of significant technical and third party constraints upon the creation of large stockpiles in the areas proposed in the BH study. Creating stockpiles in the proposed locations has not been assessed as part ...

	4.4 Appraisal of SHL’s Proposals for Direct Placement
	Summary of SHL Direct Placement Proposals
	4.4.1 A multi-layered engineered composite cap of fill material is proposed by SHL to raise the land and create a development platform. This requires the sequential placement and compaction of a succession of different materials using a range of place...
	4.4.2 The SHL proposal also identifies that dealing with excavated material will require that considerable attention is given to planning the management of spoil as it arises, and that for such a programme of works to operate most efficiently, these e...
	4.4.3 Review of SHL proposal
	4.4.4 The SHL proposal is non-specific as to where and when deposition of excavated material would take place; however, the SHL objective is to raise their existing land holdings to facilitate future development across the Carlsberg Tetley site, there...
	4.4.5 According to the SHL proposals, direct material placement would require existing hardstandings and below ground obstructions to be removed across the entire site including those to 3m depth. In contrast, the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme does not req...
	4.4.6 The Reference Design Scheme does not envisage site-wide property development-facilitating construction activity. The worksite has not been organised to facilitate this construction work, and the construction programme and methods upon which the ...
	4.4.7 The deposition of material requires space available that is not in use on the Scheme worksite.  As described above, the excavated material will become available between autumn 2019 and summer 2020.  At this time the worksite is in intensive use ...
	4.4.8 In line with the DCO requirements the envisaged construction methodology has necessarily been developed only for the works comprising the Scheme. Construction operations associated with land raising and creation of a development platform fora se...
	4.4.9 SHL’s proposal for direct placement of excavated material onto the Phase 1A development area at the south side of the Scheme worksite would isolate this area from the Scheme during the period from autumn 2019 to summer 2020. The isolation from t...
	Direct Placement  – Conclusions
	4.4.10 The SHL proposals are presented as objectives rather than in firm proposals; this is commensurate with the level of definition of SHL's land development proposals. The direct placement proposals assume space is freely available on the Scheme wo...

	4.5 Appraisal of SHL Proposal to use Carlsberg Tetley Building for Stockpiling
	Description of SHL Proposal for use of Carlsberg Tetley (Building) plot
	4.5.1 Subsequent to the written representation (REP5-032), SHL advised at Examination (in the compulsory acquisition hearing held on 28 March 2017) that additional land could be made available for works associated with its land-raising objectives. The...
	Review of SHL proposal for use of Carlsberg-Tetley (Building) plot
	4.5.2 A four storey reinforced concrete building is currently located on the south east corner of the Carlsberg-Tetley site, and the proposed site lies outside the Scheme's Order limits. The condition and suitability of the building for occupation is ...
	4.5.3 The building plot, if to be used for material storage, would need to be demolished, materials of construction separated, deep (piled) foundations which are likely to exist, would need to be removed, before the site could be used. This activity w...
	4.5.4 The building demolition would need to consider the need for any relevant planning consent (which would be obtained by SHL) and also the potential for asbestos, which is often used in buildings of this age, which may make demolition difficult or ...
	4.5.5 In order to use the plot of land, the demolition material, (including crushed concrete, suitable for beneficial re-use), would need to be located somewhere before the land could be used. In removing the demolition material off the site, necessar...
	4.5.6 Furthermore the Woolwich Branch of the DLR passes directly in front of the Carlsberg Tetley Building on viaduct. It is likely that DLR would impose important restrictions on both the demolition of the Carlsberg Tetley Building and on the creatio...
	Use of Carlsberg-Tetley (Building) plot - Conclusion
	4.5.7 Access to additional land for stockpiling of excavated material ahead of re-use has been identified by SHL for the purpose of facilitating land-raising works which SHL wish to pursue.  Whilst the plot of land currently includes a substantial mul...
	4.5.8 Bringing the Carlsberg-Tetley site into use (by the Applicant) for storage, would require additional construction works, additional to those programmed for the Scheme, and the use of the site for storage of material would need to allow for the m...
	4.5.9 The potential use of this plot could allow SHL to commence preparatory works for development of the south east corner of the Carlsberg-Tetley site, which the Applicant understands accommodates SHL's currently preferred phasing plan. The footprin...

	4.6 Appraisal of Environmental Benefits claimed within SHL's proposals
	4.6.1 In their Deadline 5 submission SHL (REP5-032) noted that it considers the increase in the beneficial reuse of spoil from the DCO Scheme on the SHL site presents a significant opportunity to provide environmental and cost benefits for the Scheme ...
	4.6.2 In the following paragraphs below, the Applicant sets out its consideration of the environmental constraints and opportunities likely to arise from the proposed retention of surplus excavated materials on or local to the worksite to create a dev...
	4.6.3 It is important to note that, given that the Applicants assertion that the BH study significantly over-estimates the volumes of surplus excavated material, any perceived consequent environmental benefits suggested would be similarly significantl...
	Consideration of Additional Environmental Impacts associated with Onsite Storage
	4.6.4 Consideration of Additional Environmental Impacts associated with Offsite Storage
	4.6.5 For the purposes of this study, the Applicant has assumed that the temporary storage area for excavated material would need to be located at a proximate location outside of the current Scheme Order Limits, due to the limited amount of storage sp...
	4.6.6 The Applicant has undertaken a high level desk study to identify potential environmental constraints and opportunities that may arise and would not be limited to when compared against the reference design.  The areas of focus of this study are:
	 the excavation method which would be required in connection with SHL's proposals;
	 site setup of the storage offsite facility and;
	 the transportation of materials to a temporary off-site storage facility.
	These are presented below as potential constraints or dis-benefits as well as potential opportunities.
	4.6.7 Environmental Constraints

	4.7 Appraisal of Cost Benefits claimed within SHL's proposals
	4.7.1 In their Deadline 5 submission SHL (REP5-032) noted that it considers the increase in the beneficial reuse of spoil from the DCO Scheme on the SHL site presents a significant opportunity to provide environmental and cost benefits for the Scheme ...
	4.7.2 The Applicant has undertaken a detailed appraisal of the potential cost impacts associated with the SHL proposal. On the basis that the SHL proposals for creation of stockpiles within the Scheme worksite have been demonstrated above as being unf...
	4.7.3 Given that the Applicants assertion that the BH study significantly over-estimates the volumes of surplus excavated material, any perceived consequent cost benefits suggested by SHL would be similarly significantly reduced.
	4.7.4 The Applicants detailed cost build up of the cost of creating and maintaining an off-site storage facility is included within Appendix X. This establishes that the assessed impact is a saving of approximately £1.2m against a reduction in off-sit...

	4.8 Re-use of Excavated Material - Appraisal of SHL Proposal
	4.8.1 Conclusions
	4.8.2 In the Applicant’s review of the SHL proposals for storage and subsequent re-use of excavated material on the Thameside West site, estimates of material quantities, provision for stockpiling, deposition of fill material and the use of an additio...

	 The required material volumes for site raising of the Carlsberg Tetley lands proposed by SHL are far in excess of the available surplus excavated material (suitable for land raising) generated by construction of the Scheme.
	 The quantities of excavated material (suitable for use for land raising and for the creation of a development platform) generated by the scheme have been over estimated by SHL.
	 The proposal overlooks the use of excavated material for beneficial re-use by the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which further reduces the volume of excavated material for re-use surplus to the Scheme.
	 Stockpiling proposals submitted by SHL do not respect the use of the worksite by the Applicant for construction of the Scheme, or the programme of Scheme works. There is no evidence that SHL have considered the significant impacts that these stockpi...
	 The raising of land will require a multi-layered engineered composite cap of fill material; the space for filling operations, (or how filling occurs within programme) has not been identified spatially or quantified; and the impact of the additional ...
	 Additional land identified for the purpose of stockpiling, would require site clearance of an existing large concrete building of unknown condition and characteristics, and according to the SHL proposals the removal of substructures to 3m, with the ...
	 The construction methods foreseen within the SHL proposal are not consistent or necessarily compatible with the construction methodology envisaged for the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme which has informed the environmental assessment for the DCO applicati...
	 The environmental benefits claimed have not been evidenced in the SHL proposal. In addition to the reduction in any potential environmental benefits associated with the correction of the over-estimate of the quantity of surplus material available fr...
	 A detailed appraisal of the additional costs required to create and maintain a stockpile facility local to, but outside the Silvertown Tunnel Scheme construction worksite has identified a cost saving for the combined tunnel scheme and development sc...
	4.8.3 For these reasons the SHL proposals are not considered as feasible. Nor are the perceived benefits of the proposal clearly established or presented as justified against the potential adverse impacts on the implementation of the Silvertown Tunnel...
	4.8.4 The Applicant maintains that the beneficial re-use of some surplus excavated material has been contemplated in the DCO and associated documentation including the CoCP, and subject to the necessary consents being in place to make beneficial re-us...


	5. Project delivery – including procurement, planning policy and powers of compulsory acquisition
	5.1 Project delivery – impact of the procurement process on Scheme delivery timescales
	5.1.1 In order to respond to allegations made by SHL in the compulsory acquisition hearing on 29 March 2017, the Applicant has explained below how and why it is generally considered standard good practice for public authorities tasked with delivering ...
	5.1.2 This common practice does not pre-judge the outcome of the consenting process; rather, it seeks to off-set the risk of delay to a project which would arise if the consenting and procurement processes were run sequentially.  There are many exampl...
	5.1.3 In the case of the Silvertown Tunnel scheme,  the Project Agreement will be procured by the Applicant pursuant to the Public Contracts Regulations 2015 ("PCR"); the Project Agreement will be substantially based on PF2 drafting (being the UK Gove...
	5.1.4 In the case of the Scheme, the procurement process has already been commenced by the Applicant and a short list of tenderers has been selected through a pre-qualification process.  It is currently intended that the Invitation to Negotiate ("ITN"...
	5.1.5 A flow diagram showing how the consenting and procurement processes run in parallel with one another is attached at Appendix 8.  This diagram also indicates how lengthy the procurement procedure is, thereby emphasising the need for procurement t...
	5.1.6 The potential need to issue an addendum to the ITN does create the risk of some abortive work by the tenderers (or at least creates a need for the tenderers to re-consider some aspects of the project).  However, this risk is offset by the substa...
	5.1.7 Importantly the ITN and Project Agreement will be based on the Applicant's final DCO submission (and third party agreements) and will therefore be as up to date as possible at the time it is issued to tenderers.  This adds weight to the consider...
	5.1.8 On this basis, it is the Applicant's expectation that should an ITN addendum be required, it would not involve material changes to the terms of the ITN and Project Agreement.  In this regard, under the procurement procedure chosen under the PCR ...
	5.1.9 In this context the Applicant would not welcome the imposition of a new requirement in the DCO, where the purpose of such requirement was to mandate re-use of spoil on the SHL site.  Sections 3 and 4 above explain why the Applicant would not con...

	5.2 Project delivery – impact of the planning policy context on Scheme delivery timescales
	5.2.1 In addition to the considerations set out above, it is relevant to have regard to the planning status of the Applicant's and SHL's respective schemes, given that this will have a bearing on both the timescale within which they may come forward f...
	5.2.2 For instance, the Applicant's scheme is designated as a nationally significant infrastructure project, pursuant to a direction issued by the Secretary of State on 26 June 2012 under section 35 of the Planning Act 2008.  It is proposed to be deli...
	5.2.3 In contrast, there is currently no planning policy support for the development which SHL is seeking to bring forward.  In addition, a number of constraints exist within SHL's site: it is allocated as a Strategic Industrial Location ("SIL") in LB...
	5.2.4 The working draft Royal Docks OAPF 2016 does however identify the area (Thameside West) for proposed release from SIL and for the release of the safeguarded wharf (following the consolidation of wharves in that area) but no further draft of this...
	5.2.5 LB Newham’s local plan is undergoing review and consultation on ‘Issues and Options’. It refers to the potential for the northern portion of the site (S08 Thames Wharf) to be released from SIL but subject to a consolidated wharf being delivered;...
	5.2.6 The Silvertown Landing site has a number of constraints which the issues and options consultation notes. These include contaminated land, flood risk, noise pollution and air quality issues, neighbouring industrial uses and the need for connectiv...
	5.2.7 Any application for mixed use development on the Thames Wharf and Silvertown landing sites is likely to require an Environmental Impact Assessment which would mean the minimum time for an application being approved would be 16 weeks. This would ...
	5.2.8 The planning application process for a masterplan, such as the Thameside West Masterplan relating to SHL/GLAP's site, is likely to consist of both outline and detailed consent applications, and the need to discharge a number of pre-commencement ...
	5.2.9 If LB Newham’s Local Plan does decide to release the Silvertown Landing site from SIL it will take until at least early 2018 until this is in place. Adding the minimum two year consenting process onto this, it is unlikely that Silvertown Homes w...
	5.2.10 In light of the planning policy position set out above, the Applicant considers it likely that any delay in SHL's proposed development coming forward is more likely to be caused by planning policy constraints than by the effects and timescales ...

	5.3 Project delivery – the need for powers of compulsory acquisition and temporary possession to ensure Scheme delivery timescales
	5.3.1 As is acknowledged in government guidance on compulsory acquisition0F , whilst being a tool of 'last resort', powers of compulsory acquisition can be crucial to the delivery of a project.  In the context of linear schemes, in particular, the gui...
	5.3.2 Whilst the Applicant is not suggesting that its negotiations with SHL will fail (see section 6 below, regarding 'next steps') it is the Applicant's firm view that excluding the land which comprises the Carlsberg-Tetley site and/or the Thames Wha...
	5.3.3 Therefore, in order to avoid this potential threat to deliverability, the Applicant confirms that it continues to seek powers of compulsory acquisition and temporary possession as set out in the DCO application documentation.  Ideally, agreement...
	5.3.4 Incidentally, by way of response to the point made by SHL in the compulsory acquisition hearing on 29 March 2017, that the spoil was 'their land' and that they were therefore entitled to use and/or retain it (for purposes benefitting their land,...


	6. Conclusion and next steps
	6.1 Conclusion
	6.1.1 As expressed in the SoCG agreed between the Applicant and GLAP and Quintain in November 2016, the Applicant has not been averse in principle to the idea of spoil re-use or early release hand back, but there are many reasons why it is not possibl...
	6.1.2 The Applicant will continue to work with SHL to try and reach an Agreement on these matters, but it would not be appropriate for these matters to be mandated through the DCO for all of the reasons set out above.
	6.1.3 As is clear from section 4 above, SHL's proposals for spoil re-use are unrealistic in their forecasting, potentially technically unworkable and signficantly over-state what is likely to be possible.  That said, the Applicant does envisage, throu...

	6.2 Next steps
	6.2.1 Notwithstanding all the differing calculations and aspirations examined above and set out in SHL's late written submission at Deadline 5 and oral representations made at the compulsory acquisition hearing on 29 March 2017, it is the Applicant's ...
	6.2.2 On the subject of early release of land, the Applicant has always acknowledged that substantial portions of temporary land on the Silvertown site required for construction could be released before the end of the construction period. The envisage...
	6.2.3 In effect, therefore, it is the Applicant's view that the parties are essentially not that far apart and that a solution will be possible which is beneficial to both parties and which does not involve the Examining Authority making a recommendat...
	6.2.4 To that end, the Applicant has sought to recommence negotiations with SHL and GLAP and a meeting was held with GLAP on Thursday 30th March and with SHL and GLAP on Wednesday 5th April to explore options for overcoming SHL’s objections and moving...
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