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24 December 2013 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Planning Act 2008 
Thames Water Utilities Limited 
Application for development consent for the Thames Tideway Tunnel  
 

1 Purpose of this letter 

The purpose of this letter is to raise two specific matters arising out of the Examining 
Authority’s (ExA) second round of written questions issued on 19 December 2013.  The 
letter relates to compulsory acquisition and noise and disturbance issues.  

 

2 Compulsory Acquisition  

2.1.1 On our initial reading we were concerned about the scope of question 23.5 and raised 
these concerns at the beginning of the compulsory acquisition hearing on 20 December 
2013.  

2.1.2 It appeared to us that the question was asking  us to provide ‘land plans’,  ‘books of 
reference’ and Statements of Reasons in relation to alternative sites or schemes, 
including use of Abbey Mills as a drive site and Chambers Wharf as a reception site, the 
use of Heckford Street and part of King Edward Memorial Park as a replacement for the 
KEMP foreshore site, replacing Carnwath Road Riverside as a drive site with Barn Elms, 
and Deptford Church Street being removed as a worksite and flows instead being picked 
up at Greenwich Pumping Station.  You will be aware that we expressed concern about 
the extent of that activity in the context of the 13 January 2014 deadline and also 
generally with respect to the scope of the examination of the submitted application.   
That position was reiterated in the written confirmation of our submissions on 20 
December 2013 that we submitted on 23 December 2013. 

2.1.3 We were however grateful for the advice from the ExA on 20 December 2013 that the 
intention of the question was narrower, and that we should contact the Planning 
Inspectorate staff who would confirm the intended scope of question 23.5. 
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2.1.4 On further review of the questions we now believe that the intention of the question is 
not to require us to prepare new land plans, Books of Reference and Statements of 
Reasons for the options at paragraphs (a) to (d) of question 23.5 but to outline the tasks 
that it would involve and to give an indication as to how long the work would take.   

2.1.5 We would however be grateful if you could confirm that this is the information you are 
seeking through question 23.5 so that we provide an answer that meets the Examining 
Authorities expectations.     

2.2 Of course were we to make a change to one of the options listed in question 23.5 (a) to 
(d) then new environmental impact assessment work and the preparation of an 
environmental statement would be necessary and we would need to undertake 
consultation on the revised proposals but we assume that is outside the scope of 
question 23.5 as the questions in section 23 are related to compulsory acquisition.  
Again we would be grateful for your confirmation in that respect as well.  

 

3 Noise and Disturbance. 

3.1.1 We also have a number of issues with the noise and disturbance questions which we set 
out below, along with our proposed approach. 

Question 29.1 

3.1.2 With regard to the last part question 29.1: it is not appropriate to consider effects of 
road and river traffic noise using the ABC methodology.   The methodology was not 
developed for the assessment of traffic noise and BS5228-1 itself only makes reference 
to the prediction and assessment of HGVs when they are moving around a site, for 
example on ‘haul roads’.  The two sources (noise generated directly from construction 
activities and indirect noise from, for example, HGVs moving to and from construction 
sites) should be considered separately partly because there are different legislative 
controls that apply to noise effects from on-site activity and from off-site activity (e.g. 
such as changes in traffic on existing transport corridors be they road, rail, or water).  It 
is also inappropriate to consider road and river traffic effects with site effects because 
the EIA Regulations require the separate reporting of direct effects, i.e from 
construction sites, and indirect effects, i.e from changes in existing sources such as road 
and river traffic as a consequence of a scheme.  

3.1.3 We therefore will respond to the last item in the question by confirming the different 
direct and indirect noise effects at each receptor and whether these effects taken 
together could give rise to combined effects.  We believe that this is the preferred 
approach rather than providing a revised set of calculated combined noise levels and 
assessing these using the ABC method.  The consideration of potential combined effects 
will be reported both in terms of time (i.e. whether the effect occurs at the same time 
and therefore could be additive) and in terms of noise level. 

Question 29.2 

3.1.4 There are four methods in the informative annex to BS 5228-1 (it is an informative so no 
method is prescribed by the standard).  From those that are based on noise change, 
example method 1 (the ABC method) has been used for more large, urban 
infrastructure projects than example method 2 (5 dB change).  The Environmental 
Statements for projects using the ABC method have been extensively scrutinised (by, 
for example, government select committees, planning inquiries) without modification.  
The ABC method has been used successfully to deliver these projects without 
appreciable adverse comment from neighbouring residential communities.  It is 
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important to note that example method 1 (ABC) can identify significant effects where 
method 2 does not, and vice versa.  We will evidence this in our response.   

3.1.5 It is therefore considered that undertaking a re-assessment using another method 
(method 2) where the assessment outcomes will be different, rather than just better or 
worse, would not assist the examination process, could lead to confusion and would not 
result in any additional mitigation being incorporated into the scheme over and above 
that now included in CoCP. 

Question 29.8 

3.1.6 We believe that the provenance of the time periods in this question, and similarly in 
questions 29.9 and 29.11, are the criteria within a British Standard for the operation of 
permanent, steady operating industrial plant (BS4142).  There is no precedent or 
guidance for the application of these time periods to fluctuating construction noise.  We 
accept that consideration and control of peak noise levels (especially short term 
impulsive clashes and bangs) are important to the communities around the construction 
sites.  There is precedent for monitoring, managing and controlling instantaneous 
maximum noise levels on large infrastructure projects.  Our response to these questions 
will therefore set out how this best practice would be included in the updated CoCP 
rather than respond to the questions in the manner requested.   

 

3.1.7 I hope you find this information of assistance.  If there are any queries arising from the 
above, please do not hesitate to contact me or Ian Fletcher on 020 8792 5568 or 
ian.fletcher@thameswater.co.uk.   

 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
 
Phil Stride 
Head of Thames Tideway Tunnel 


