
 
(By email) 

Our Ref: MGLA200220-3238    

21 April 2020 

Dear  

Thank you for your request for information which the Greater London Authority (GLA) received 
on 19 February 2020.  Your request has been dealt with under Environmental Information 
Regulations (EIR) 2004. 

You asked for: 

Please make public all internal emails and internal correspondence, and correspondence 
with TfL, relating specifically to action on and answering of letters/emails from the Stop 
Silvertown Tunnel Coalition sent to the Mayor on 15th August, 4th October and 7th 
November 2019. 

Our response to your request is as follows: 

Please find attached the information we have identified as within scope of your request. 

The GLA holds further communications within scope of your request and they fall under the 

exception to disclose at Regulation 12 (5)(b) (The course of justice and inquiries exception – 

client lawyer email chains not included).  

Regulation 12 (5)(b) is very wide in coverage, in this instance it is used to cover material 

covered by legal professional privilege (LPP). LPP exists in this instance to protect advice from 

lawyer to client.  

For the exception to be engaged, disclosure of the requested information must have an adverse 

effect on the course of justice. Disclosure of the exchange between client and lawyer would 

undermine the public confidence in the efficacy of LPP.  

Regulation 12(5)(b) constitute as qualified exemptions from our duty to disclose information 

under the EIR, and consideration must be given as to whether the public interest favouring 

disclosure of the information covered by this exemption outweighs the public interest 

considerations favouring maintaining the exemption and withholding the information.  



 
 

 

The GLA acknowledges that there is a public interest in transparency in relation to planning and 

development matters, disclosure would enable the local community to understand more fully the 

decision-making process.   

 

The client / lawyer communications also took place in circumstances where a relationship of 

confidence was implied, and it is in the public interest to protect the principle of Legal 

Professional Privilege by allowing clients to have discussions with their lawyers in confidence. 

The best interest of the public – i.e. the public interest – is best served by ensuring that public 

authorities continue to debate robustly and comprehensively, considering all options and their 

potential impacts, for the best possible decisions to be taken. 
 
Please note that some names of members of staff are exempt from disclosure under Regulation 
13 (Personal information) of the EIR. Information that identifies specific employees constitutes 
as personal data which is defined by Article 4(1) of the General Data Protection Regulation 
(GDPR) to mean any information relating to an identified or identifiable living individual. It is 
considered that disclosure of this information would contravene the first data protection 
principle under Article 5(1) of GDPR which states that Personal data must be processed lawfully, 
fairly and in a transparent manner in relation to the data subject. 
 
If you have any further questions relating to this matter, please contact me, quoting the 
reference at the top of this letter.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
 

 
Information Governance Officer  
 
If you are unhappy with the way the GLA has handled your request, you may complain using the 
GLA’s FOI complaints and internal review procedure, available at: 
 
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-
information/freedom-information  
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Dr Rupert Read – Extinction Rebellion national spokesperson, Reader in Philosophy at the University of East Anglia 
and former Green Party spokesperson on Transport. 

Dr   Boswell ‐ Natural scientist and computer scientist, consultant at Climate Emergency Planning and Policy 

Stephen Joseph ‐ Independent transport policy consultant & visiting professor at the University of Hertfordshire, 
former Chief Executive of Campaign for Better Transport 

Chris Todd – Director, Transport Action Network 

George Monbiot ‐ Journalist and activist.  

 Pirani ‐ Senior Research Fellow, Oxford Institute for Energy Studies 

Sian Berry ‐ Green Party candidate for Mayor of London and Green Party London Assembly Member 

Siobhan Benita, Liberal Democrat London Mayoral candidate 

Benjamin Knowles ‐ Director, PedalMe 

Rob King, Co‐Founder & Director, Zedify 

 Birkett, Founder & Director, Clean Air in London 

Jemima Hartshorn ‐ Founder, ‘Mums for Lungs’. 

Rosamund Adoo‐Kissi‐Debrah ‐ Founder, Ella Roberta Family Foundation, and children & young people’s advocate 

Karen Janody, Co‐ordinator, Extinction Rebellion Greenwich 

Clare Burke‐McDonald ‐ Greenwich Labour Youth & Students Officer 

Richard Lufkin, Labour Councillor, Hackney 

John Edwards, Labour Party member in Greenwich and Woolwich, and Chair, Speak Out Woolwich 

Caroline Pidgeon ‐ Liberal Democrat London Assembly Member 

David Smith ‐ Founder, Little Ninja UK 

Mark Philpotts, Founder, City Infinity 

Caroline Russell ‐ Green Party London Assembly Member 

Jonathan Bartley ‐ Co‐Leader of the Green Party 

Scott Ainslie, MEP, Green Party, London. 

Christian Wolmar ‐ Shortlisted for Labour candidate for 2016 mayoral election 

Pamela   ‐ Women’s Equality Party London Assembly candidate & Greenwich resident. 

Adetokunbo Fatukasi ‐ Liberal Democrat London Assembly Candidate for Greenwich and Lewisham. 

Rhian O’Connor ‐ Liberal Democrat PPC for Greenwich and Woolwich 
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Rodrigues < london.gov.uk>; Patrick Hennessy 
< london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Samantha Hart 
< london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; 

 < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Nick 
Bowes < london.gov.uk>; Leah Kreitzman < london.gov.uk>; David 
Bellamy < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Jack Stenner 
< london.gov.uk>; Tim Steer < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: Re: Silvertown Tunnel  

I am fine with this with   change  

Ta  

H 

From:     < london.gov.uk> 
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 10:53:59 AM 
To:     < london.gov.uk>; Heidi Alexander < london.gov.uk>; 
Shirley Rodrigues < london.gov.uk>; Patrick Hennessy 
< london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Samantha Hart 
< london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; 

 < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Nick 
Bowes < london.gov.uk>; Leah Kreitzman < london.gov.uk>; David 
Bellamy < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Jack Stenner 
< london.gov.uk>; Tim Steer < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Silvertown Tunnel  

Hi   – I’ve slightly adjusted the text in red below to align with lines from our recent briefings – 
it’s better to say that there is that there is no overall increase in traffic rather than that the scheme 
will not generate additional traffic. This is because the scheme may generate additional traffic 
locally BUT overall, there is no increase. 

From:     < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 15 August 2019 10:10 
To: Heidi Alexander < london.gov.uk>; Shirley Rodrigues 
< london.gov.uk>; Patrick Hennessy < london.gov.uk>; 

 < london.gov.uk>; Samantha Hart < london.gov.uk>; 
 < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk> 

Cc:   < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Nick 
Bowes < london.gov.uk>; Leah Kreitzman < london.gov.uk>; David 
Bellamy < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Jack Stenner 
< london.gov.uk>; Tim Steer < london.gov.uk>; 
< london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Silvertown Tunnel  

I’ve added a para to the notes, in red below – 

From: Heidi Alexander < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 15 August 2019 10:07 
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To: Shirley Rodrigues < london.gov.uk>; 
< london.gov.uk>; Patrick Hennessy < london.gov.uk>; 
< london.gov.uk>; Samantha Hart < london.gov.uk>; 

 < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Nick 
Bowes < london.gov.uk>; Leah Kreitzman < london.gov.uk>; David 
Bellamy < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Jack Stenner 
< london.gov.uk>; Tim Steer < london.gov.uk>; 
< london.gov.uk> 
Subject: Re: Silvertown Tunnel  

Happy for   proposed line to be augmented in the way Shirley suggests 

H 

From: Shirley Rodrigues < london.gov.uk> 
Sent: 15 August 2019 09:45:40 
To:     < london.gov.uk>; Patrick Hennessy 
< london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Samantha Hart 
< london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; 

 < london.gov.uk>; Heidi Alexander < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Nick 
Bowes < london.gov.uk>; Leah Kreitzman < london.gov.uk>; David 
Bellamy < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Jack Stenner 
< london.gov.uk>; Tim Steer < london.gov.uk>; 
< london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Silvertown Tunnel  

Think we need to add something on AQ and carbon from our standard line too as that’s 
what their asks are majoring on whilst the teams and TfL dig into this and prepae a more 
detailed answer. Certainly on one of their asks that the LES and the MTS need to be 
reviewed against delivering a Paris‐aligned carbon budget that is consistent with your 
Climate Emergency declaration. We have done this – our 1.5C plan included policies from 
LES and MTS and LP and independently assessed by C40 as consistent with 1.5C objective 

S 

From:     < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 15 August 2019 09:25 
To: Shirley Rodrigues < london.gov.uk>; Patrick Hennessy 
< london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Samantha Hart 
< london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; 

 < london.gov.uk>; Heidi Alexander < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Nick 
Bowes < london.gov.uk>; Leah Kreitzman < london.gov.uk>; David 
Bellamy < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Jack Stenner 
< london.gov.uk>; Tim Steer < london.gov.uk>; 
< london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Silvertown Tunnel  

Re‐arranging our latest lines a bit, how about – 
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Spokesperson - 

“The Mayor has put tackling the climate emergency at the heart of his work as 
Mayor. That’s why when Sadiq became Mayor, he worked with TfL to make 
significant changes to the Silvertown Tunnel scheme to better protect the 
environment and ensure there is a greater focus on walking, cycling and public 
transport.  

“The Silvertown Tunnel will tackle congestion, reduce idling cars standing in traffic, 
and importantly increase cross-river bus services. Bus crossings are currently 
severely restricted by the Blackwall Tunnel, built over a 100 years ago. Plans for the 
Silvertown Tunnel have a clear focus on cleaner transport, with buses using the 
tunnel expected to be zero emission from launch, and the crossing being located 
within the extended Ultra Low Emission Zone.”  

Notes 

The proposed user charges at both the Blackwall and Silvertown crossings ensure 
the scheme will not that there is no overall increase in traffic generate additional 
traffic, will not lead to an overall change in CO2 emissions, and will deliver an overall 
improvement in air quality. There will also be extensive monitoring of noise and air 
quality during and after construction. 

Silvertown is being paid for by a toll, not TfL cash. Or to put it another way, if 
Silvertown hypothetically weren’t to proceed, there would not be a penny available to 
reinvest in anything else – whether that’s a cycle route or anything else. Because 
with procurement approach we have followed on Silvertown, it is additional 
investment that sits separate from all other TfL budgets. 

Sadiq is leading from the front on climate change and environmental issues – he has 
declared a climate emergency in London, is opposing the Government’s plans to 
expand Heathrow and is delivering world-leading initiatives like the Ultra Low 
Emission Zone. His transport strategy sets ambitious targets to reduce car 
dependency in London and he is investing £2.3bn over the next 5 years in his 
healthy streets programme, with record levels of funding committed to new cycling 
infrastructure.  

From: Shirley Rodrigues < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 15 August 2019 09:18 
To: Patrick Hennessy < london.gov.uk>;   
< london.gov.uk>; Samantha Hart < london.gov.uk>;   

 < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; Heidi 
Alexander < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:     < london.gov.uk>;     < london.gov.uk>;   

 < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: Re: Silvertown Tunnel  

We do ‐ and we can follow up with some of these signatories. 
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Get Outlook for iOS 

From: Patrick Hennessy < london.gov.uk> 

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 9:12 am 

To:   Samantha Hart;     Heidi Alexander; Shirley 

Rodrigues 

Cc:         

Subject: FW: Silvertown Tunnel  

As Nick says…amazed if this hasn’t been given to the media . 

We will need lines (which we have, to be fair) 

From: Nick Bowes < london.gov.uk> 

Sent: 15 August 2019 09:10 

To: Patrick Hennessy < london.gov.uk>; Jack Stenner 

< london.gov.uk>; Leah Kreitzman < london.gov.uk> 

Cc:  @london.gov.uk> 

Subject: FW: Silvertown Tunnel  

See below. I’d be surprised if this hasn’t been given to the media 

From: VICTORIA RANCE <  

Sent: 15 August 2019 08:52 

To: Mayor <mayor@london.gov.uk>; Nick Bowes < london.gov.uk>; Heidi Alexander 

< london.gov.uk>; Shirley Rodrigues < london.gov.uk>; Jules 

Pipe < london.gov.uk>; tfl.gov.uk; Florence Eshalomi 

<Florence.Eshalomi@london.gov.uk>; tfl.gov.uk; Will Norman 

< london.gov.uk> 

Subject: Silvertown Tunnel  

Dear Mayor Khan, 

On behalf of the Silvertown Tunnel Coalition I attach a letter and briefing document outlining the 

environmental and economic case for halting and re‐thinking the Silvertown Tunnel. 

The letter has been signed by top climate policy, environmental health, and transport experts.  

Another letter from our colleagues at active travel charities and other NGOs will be following ours. 

With best wishes, 
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Stop the Silvertown Tunnel Coalition (Victoria Rance, Coordinator) 

and 

Frank Kelly ‐ Professor of Environmental Health, King’s College London 

Dr Peter Strachan ‐ Professor in Energy Policy, Robert Gordon University, Aberdeen 

Dr Ian Mudway ‐ Air pollution toxicologist at King’s College London, working on the health impacts 

of air quality in London. 

Tim Jackson ‐ Professor of Sustainable Development, Surrey University 

Phil Goodwin ‐ Emeritus Professor of Transport Policy, UCL & UWE. 

Professor John Whitelegg ‐ Editor, World Transport Policy and Practice 

Dr Audrey de Nazelle, Centre for Environmental Policy, Imperial College 

Dr Rupert Read – Extinction Rebellion national spokesperson, Reader in Philosophy at the University 

of East Anglia and former Green Party spokesperson on Transport. 

Dr   Boswell ‐ Natural scientist and computer scientist, consultant at Climate Emergency 

Planning and Policy 

Stephen Joseph ‐ Independent transport policy consultant & visiting professor at the University of 

Hertfordshire, former Chief Executive of Campaign for Better Transport 

Chris Todd – Director, Transport Action Network 

George Monbiot ‐ Journalist and activist.  

 Pirani ‐ Senior Research Fellow, Oxford Institute for Energy Studies 

Sian Berry ‐ Green Party candidate for Mayor of London and Green Party London Assembly Member 

Siobhan Benita, Liberal Democrat London Mayoral candidate 

Benjamin Knowles ‐ Director, PedalMe 

Rob King, Co‐Founder & Director, Zedify 

 Birkett, Founder & Director, Clean Air in London 

Jemima Hartshorn ‐ Founder, ‘Mums for Lungs’. 

Rosamund Adoo‐Kissi‐Debrah ‐ Founder, Ella Roberta Family Foundation, and children & young 

people’s advocate 

Karen Janody, Co‐ordinator, Extinction Rebellion Greenwich 

Clare Burke‐McDonald ‐ Greenwich Labour Youth & Students Officer 

Richard Lufkin, Labour Councillor, Hackney 

John Edwards, Labour Party member in Greenwich and Woolwich, and Chair, Speak Out Woolwich 

Caroline Pidgeon ‐ Liberal Democrat London Assembly Member 

David Smith ‐ Founder, Little Ninja UK 

Mark Philpotts, Founder, City Infinity 

Caroline Russell ‐ Green Party London Assembly Member 

Jonathan Bartley ‐ Co‐Leader of the Green Party 

Scott Ainslie, MEP, Green Party, London. 
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‐ The IPCC 1.5C report says that to have 50% chance of limiting temperature rise to 1.5C above pre‐industrial 
levels, the world needs to bring its carbon emissions to zero by the middle of the century. The CCC’s 2019 
net zero report reiterates this and goes into detail explaining why reaching net zero by 2050 is what the UK 
should currently aim for 

‐ We have developed a trajectory for London’s emissions that brings them to “net zero” by 2050. (They are 
modelled to reach 90% below 1990 levels, with the remaining 10% being offset through negative emissions 
technologies) 

‐ London’s first three carbon budgets align with this zero carbon trajectory. 
‐ Our London Environment Strategy and the underlying plans have been independently assessed by C40 to be 

compatible with the highest ambition of the Paris Agreement, i.e. the ambition to limit temperature rise to 
1.5C above pre‐industrial levels. 

We recognise that there are other approaches to developing carbon budgets, such as those taken by the Tyndall 
Centre for Manchester, which do not, unlike the CCC, consider any contribution of carbon removal technologies by 
2050. The Tyndall centre approach also takes a top down approach by allocating a global carbon emission budget to 
different countries and cities. This is not the approach taken by the UN at Paris, which instead deliberately took a 
bottom up approach and asked countries to put forward their nationally determined contributions. It is therefore 
not correct to say that the approach taken by London, because it does not match the Tyndall Centre approach, is not 
compatible with the Paris Agreement. 

That said, we know that the issue is urgent and that we need to take action now. This is why we are focusing our 
efforts and resources on working with Londoners and businesses to drive down our emissions, rather than 
remodelling our budgets one year after they were set.  

Finally, the emissions associated with the operation of the Silvertown tunnel were included in the Mayor’s Transport 
Strategy, and also the London Environment Strategy and are therefore already factored in to our plans for targeting 
net zero carbon in London by 2050. 

From:     < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 15 August 2019 10:40 
To:     < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; 

 < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>;   

 < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Silvertown Tunnel  

Hi all ‐ if you need any of the latest lines or correspondence, we can help out.  

Please see recent correspondence and Heidi’s briefing attached. 

 

From:     < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 15 August 2019 10:12 
To:   < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>;   
< london.gov.uk> 
Cc:     < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>;   

 < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: Silvertown Tunnel  

Hi   
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See email chain below and attachments. I assume the press team has the relevant lines on Silvertown. Please see 
Shirley’s request about following up with signatories that we know. Can you work up a plan to do this for AQ and 
climate please? I think we will need to make contact in the next day or so. 

Thanks 

  

From: Shirley Rodrigues < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 15 August 2019 09:20 
To:   < london.gov.uk>;     < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:     < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: Fwd: Silvertown Tunnel  

FYI. We have usual lines but think helpful for the team to follow up with some of the signatories we know ‐ 
Kelly,Mudway in particular on AQ to explore why they’ve signed/ what their specific issues are. Ditto on climate 
side. 

S 

Get Outlook for iOS 

[Email chain duplicated above]
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Heidi agreed the general approach, but none of the correspondence has gone out yet, it’s all just holding. She is in 
the process of clearing a series of general lines which can then be used to draft responses to the outstanding cases. 
The model response I sent you is an example of that. 
 
The odd letter has been sent, to higher profile/vocal groups such as the Stop the Silvertown Tunnel Coalition (who 
Heidi and Shirley met with a week or so ago) as well as to Caroline Pigeon AM a couple of months ago. But the bulk 
of local resident emails which have been received over the past 4 weeks or so remain unanswered at this stage. 
 
Thanks 

 
 

From:   < london.gov.uk> 
Date: Tuesday, 13 August 2019 at 16:43 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Silvertown PLU Response 
 
Thanks  . Do you know who cleared? Was it Heidi? 
 

 
 

 

Senior Personal Assistant to Shirley Rodrigues, Deputy Mayor for Environment & Energy 
MAYOR OF LONDON 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
020 7983  

 

london.gov.uk 
london.gov.uk  

 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 13 August 2019 16:07 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: Re: Silvertown PLU Response 
 
Hi   
 
There’s been a fair few cases coming through about Silvertown and Heidi decided it was best that these be handled 
by the Transport Team and sent out as officer responses rather than by PLU. 
 
Attached is typical incoming correspondence and a model response. 
 
Happy to discuss of course. 
 
Thanks 

 
Principal Policy Officer, Transport Team 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
T:  
 

london.gov.uk 
london.gov.uk 
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3. New air quality assessments that include the effects of new land use i.e. the two new planned freight depots on
each side of the tunnel. These should also show clearly how air quality varies if future Mayors reduce or abolish the
Silvertown and Blackwall tolls, as they have authority to do.

The Mayor is up for election in May 2020.  

The Stop The Silvertown Tunnel Coalition campaign. 

Silvertown is a four lane road tunnel under the Thames between Greenwich and Newham with dedicated HGV lanes. 
Transport for London has announced Riverlinx International Consortium as the preferred bidder and intends to sign 
the contract for the PFI project to build, run and maintain the Silvertown Tunnel very shortly. The £1bn project , will be 
paid for with tolls on both Silvertown and Blackwall Tunnels, and will be completed in 2025. 

On May 15th Greenwich residents handed the Mayor of London a letter signed by local 15 school heads and over 250 
parents, children, local people and Extinction Rebellion groups opposing the planned new tunnel.  

Construction of the tunnel alone will emit 153,000 tonnes of CO2, and it will lock in existing travel patterns based on 
carbon intensive heavy motor traffic for decades. The importance of carbon emissions in the climate crisis was not 
considered at the public enquiry for the scheme. TfL and claim that the new tunnel, with its dedicated HGV lane for 
bigger vehicles which can’t use the smaller Blackwall Tunnel, will lead to “a small reduction in HGV traffic” because 
the tunnel will be tolled. Campaigners find this claim illogical.  

Dr  Boswell, Climate Emergency Consultant, says: "It is outrageous that under Mayor Boris Johnson, TfL 
lobbied the Planning Inspectorate to take traffic carbon emissions out of the Environmental Statement. It is equally 
outrageous that the Planning Inspectorate agreed. By colluding with TfL's "see no evil, hear no evil" approach to 
carbon, the most important issue of our time was effectively censored from the Inquiry. Sadiq Khan has declared a 
Climate Emergency: he must now act on it and entirely rethink London's transport based on a proper carbon 
modelling. Once he does this, the Silvertown Tunnel will be seen to have no place in Climate Emergency policy.” 

Greenwich teacher and mother of three and a spokesperson for Stop The Silvertown Tunnel Coalition Victoria 
Rance says: "We applaud the Mayor for declaring a climate emergency, and as an asthmatic himself, he has been 
vocal about the need to clean up London's polluted air. However the Mayor and TfL must admit that this new tunnel is 
deliberately designed in response to pressure from Canary Wharf businesses and the freight industry to allow larger, 
heavier, more polluting HGVs to route through heavily populated areas of South East & East London, near where 
children live, play and go to school. If the Mayor truly cares about children's developing lungs and brains, he should 
be acting to reduce HGV traffic. This new tunnel encourages it." 

Residents on both sides of the river alongside local Extinction Rebellion groups are asking the Mayor to halt the 
Silvertown scheme before contracts are signed, and to fully re-evaluate the plans in light of the climate emergency. 

Karen Janody, Greenwich mother of two says: 

"Even if you think London needs new river crossings, this scheme doesn't make sense." She added: "TfL's own 
figures show that if the new road capacity is actually used, traffic goes up, and pollution and congestion rises across 
South-East & East London. Tolling both tunnels takes money from residents to pay back the constructors and 
financiers building this pointless white elephant. Any income from road charging should be invested in public 
transport, and safer cycling and walking. With eleven years left to avoid complete climate breakdown we need climate 
action from a London Mayor, not an HGV tunnel.” 
This email and any attachments to it are confidential and intended solely for the individual or organisation 
to whom they are addressed.  
You must not copy or retransmit this e-mail or its attachments in whole or in part to anyone else without our 
permission. The views expressed in them are those of the individual author and do not necessarily represent 
the views of this Company. 

Whilst we would never knowingly transmit anything containing a virus we cannot guarantee that this e-mail 
is virus-free and you should take all steps that you can to protect your systems against viruses. 

Archant Community Media Limited, is registered in England under Company Registration Number 19300, 
and the Registered Office is Prospect House, Rouen Road, Norwich NR1 1RE.  

Please Note: 
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Where you have provided us with personal data we will process this in accordance with our privacy policy 
which can be found here: https://www.archant.co.uk/articles/privacy-policy/ 

If you have sent through a Contribution (e.g. written, audio, visual, video or audiovisual material) Archant 
Community Media Ltd’s use of that content will be subject to its Rights Holder Charter at 
https://www.archant.co.uk/articles/archant-community-media-limited-rights-holder-char/. Please ensure that 
you have read and understand this Charter. If you have any questions with regards to this Charter please 
contact us as soon as possible. If we do not hear from you will be deemed to have accepted the Charter 
terms. 

Click here to report this email as SPAM. 

*********************************************************************************** 

The contents of this e-mail and any attached files are confidential. If you have received this email in error, 
please notify us immediately at postmaster@tfl.gov.uk and remove it from your system. If received in error, 
please do not use, disseminate, forward, print or copy this email or its content. Transport for London 
excludes any warranty and any liability as to the quality or accuracy of the contents of this email and any 
attached files.  

Transport for London is a statutory corporation whose principal office is at 55 Broadway, London, SW1H 
0DB. Further information about Transport for London’s subsidiary companies can be found on the 
following link: http://www.tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about-tfl/ 

Although TfL have scanned this email (including attachments) for viruses, recipients are advised to carry 
out their own virus check before opening any attachments, as TfL accepts no liability for any loss, or 
damage which may be caused by viruses. 

*********************************************************************************** 

This email and any attachments to it are confidential and intended solely for the individual or organisation 
to whom they are addressed.  
You must not copy or retransmit this e-mail or its attachments in whole or in part to anyone else without our 
permission. The views expressed in them are those of the individual author and do not necessarily represent 
the views of this Company. 

Whilst we would never knowingly transmit anything containing a virus we cannot guarantee that this e-mail 
is virus-free and you should take all steps that you can to protect your systems against viruses. 

Archant Community Media Limited, is registered in England under Company Registration Number 19300, 
and the Registered Office is Prospect House, Rouen Road, Norwich NR1 1RE.  

Please Note: 
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“We are a cross-party coalition, and we are not opposing the Tunnel to make a political point, but 

because we believe both the environmental case and the economic case for the project are 

deeply flawed.” 

It comes following TfL being suspended from signing off on the tunnel after one bidder, Silver 

Thames Connect, legally challenging the contracts awarded to Riverlinx earlier this year. 

STSTC and Greenwich mother of three, Victoria Rance, says: “We are very glad the procurement 

process has been paused. 

“It will give Mayor Khan and his advisors a chance to take another look at the evidence that shows 

that this scheme is a massive economic and environmental mistake that would end up defining his 

term as Mayor. 

“According to TfL’s own figures, the Silvertown project will increase traffic, increase carbon 

emissions, and worsen already serious local air pollution. There’s no way for him to justify 

spending £1bn of SE London residents’ money on a major new road in a climate emergency.” 

Pressure has mounted for a rethink on the tunnel with local councils, such as Hackney, appearing 

to side with campaigners. 

Greenwich has historically supported new river crossings and is backing the new road despite 

local Labour branches passing motions for leadership to change stance. 

Supporters of the tunnel say it will cut congestion at the Blackwall Tunnel, which is closed 

hundreds of times a year. 

The tunnel will have a lane for public transport, which backers say will play a key role in driving 

pollution down. 

A spokesman for the Mayor told the Local Democracy Reporting Service today: “The Mayor has 

put tackling the climate emergency at the heart of his work as Mayor. That’s why when Sadiq 

became Mayor, he worked with TfL to make significant changes to the Silvertown Tunnel scheme 

to better protect the environment and ensure there is a greater focus on walking, cycling and 

public transport. 

“The Silvertown Tunnel will tackle congestion, reduce idling cars standing in traffic, and 

importantly increase cross-river bus services. Bus crossings are currently severely restricted by 

the Blackwall Tunnel, built over a 100 years ago. 

“Plans for the Silvertown Tunnel have a clear focus on cleaner transport, with buses using the 

tunnel expected to be zero emission from launch, and the crossing being located within the 

extended Ultra Low Emission Zone.” 
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Delays in seeking consent to build the tunnel have seen its opening pushed back from 2023 to 

2025. 

  

Press Officer, Mayor of London’s Press Office 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
020 7983  |  

london.gov.uk 
london.gov.uk 











  

City Hall, London, SE1 2AA - london.gov.uk - mayor@london.gov.uk - 020 7983 4000 

Dear Victoria, 

It was nice to meet you on 2 August and thank you for your further correspondence dated 7 August 
and your letter and briefing note to the Mayor dated 15 August. 

As the Mayor and I have made very clear previously, we are in full support of the Silvertown Tunnel. 
Building a new tunnel with an associated user charge, as well as introducing a user charge at 
the Blackwall Tunnel, will effectively eliminate existing congestion, lead to an overall improvement in 
air quality and allow TfL to operate frequent and reliable cross-river bus services. The scheme will 
improve our environment, encourager more sustainable transport choices and support growth in east 
and south east London. 

Again, as I have previously outlined, TfL assessed a wide range of alternative options and its work was 
subject to public scrutiny through a detailed sixth month public examination and four public 
consultations. This work clearly demonstrates that the Silvertown Tunnel is the right approach and I 
fully support them progressing this vital project. 

I know you hold very strong views about the scheme, however, I have made my own views and those 
of TfL very clear now on a number of occasions. As such, I don’t intend to enter into any further 
correspondence with you personally in relation to this scheme. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Heidi Alexander 
Deputy Mayor for Transport 

Victoria Rance 
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City Hall, London, SE1 2AA - london.gov.uk - mayor@london.gov.uk - 020 7983 4000 

Dear Victoria, 

It was nice to meet you on 2 August and thank you for your further correspondence dated 7 August 
and your letter and briefing note to the Mayor dated 15 August. 

As the Mayor and I have made very clear previously, we are in full support of the Silvertown Tunnel. 
Building a new tunnel with an associated user charge, as well as introducing a user charge at 
the Blackwall Tunnel, will effectively eliminate existing congestion, lead to an overall improvement in 
air quality and allow TfL to operate frequent and reliable cross-river bus services. The scheme will 
improve our environment, encourager more sustainable transport choices and support growth in east 
and south east London. 

Again, as I have previously outlined, TfL assessed a wide range of alternative options and its work was 
subject to public scrutiny through a detailed sixth month public examination and four public 
consultations. This work clearly demonstrates that the Silvertown Tunnel is the right approach and I 
fully support them progressing this vital project. 

I know you hold very strong views about the scheme, however, I have made my own views and those 
of TfL very clear now on a number of occasions. As such, I don’t intend to enter into any further 
correspondence with you personally in relation to this scheme. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Heidi Alexander 
Deputy Mayor for Transport 

Victoria Rance 
 

Ref: MGLA070819-9567 

Date: 

[Attachment 20190916_1304]













3

1. A new carbon impact assessment of the whole TfL transport policy (with/without Silvertown tunnel) based on not breaching
London's share of the IPCC global carbon budget for limiting climate heating to 1.5 degrees centigrade above pre‐industrial
levels. This approach is supported by the Mayor's recent climate emergency declaration. 

2. A review of the business case and traffic forecasts for the Silvertown Tunnel, to take account of the climate emergency and
the London‐wide actions needed to achieve our carbon reduction goals. This should also include an assessment of the traffic
and economic effects of using price mechanisms to fully de‐congest the Blackwall Tunnel without building Silvertown Tunnel,
and of a London‐wide smart charging scheme. DAVID

3. New air quality assessments that show clearly how air quality varies if future Mayors reduce or abolish the Silvertown and
Blackwall tolls, as they have authority to do ‐ and that include the effects of new land use i.e. the two new planned freight
depots on each side of the tunnel. DAVID



  

City Hall, London, SE1 2AA - london.gov.uk - mayor@london.gov.uk - 020 7983 4000 

Dear Victoria, 

It was nice to meet you on 2 August and thank you for your further correspondence dated 7 August 
and your letter and briefing note to the Mayor dated 15 August. 

As the Mayor and I have made very clear previously, we are in full support of the Silvertown Tunnel. 
Building a new tunnel with an associated user charge, as well as introducing a user charge at 
the Blackwall Tunnel, will effectively eliminate existing congestion, lead to an overall improvement in 
air quality and allow TfL to operate frequent and reliable cross-river bus services. The scheme will 
improve our environment, encourager more sustainable transport choices and support growth in east 
and south east London. 

Again, as I have previously outlined, TfL assessed a wide range of alternative options and its work was 
subject to public scrutiny through a detailed sixth month public examination and four public 
consultations. This work clearly demonstrates that the Silvertown Tunnel is the right approach and I 
fully support them progressing this vital project. 

Turning to the points you have raised in your letter, you believe that a new carbon impact assessment 
TfL’s transport policy should be carried out. London’s 1.5C trajectory has been developed using 
detailed bottom up modelling of the carbon emissions from transport and buildings and other sectors, 
and takes into account the impact of planned developments such as the Silvertown tunnel and 
London wide policies such as ULEZ. The trajectory has been independently assessed by C40 to be in 
line with the advice of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change on the level of carbon 
emission reduction required to put us on track to staying within 1.5C global warming. The new user 
charging scheme being introduced will ensure that the Silvertown tunnel does not result in increased 
carbon emissions and isn’t therefore expected to undermine the overall carbon reduction required 
across the wider transport sector. I do not therefore agree that we need to reassess London’s carbon 
trajectory and would rather continue to focus on the near-term action required to achieve the current 
targets.  

In your letter, you say that the business case and traffic forecasts for the Silvertown Tunnel should be 
reviewed. To be clear, the business case has been produced in line with Treasury and DfT guidance, as 
required for any scheme of this size.  We discussed when we met the alternative options considered 
for reducing congestion and tackling the issues of poor reliability, together with improving cross river 

Victoria Rance 
 

Ref: MGLA070819-9567 

Date: 



public transport links in this part of east London and the fact these options are set out in the 
accompanying Case for the Scheme that formed part of the suite of documents that TfL submitted for 
the Development Consent Order (DCO) application.  We also discussed at the meeting the option of 
charging users at Blackwall and that the results show this is not nearly as effective in tackling the issue 
of congestion, does not address the day-to-day reliability issues that plague Blackwall and does not 
allow for a significant improvement in cross river bus connectivity.  It is also important to understand 
that you cannot simply increase the user charges to a point that removes congestion at Blackwall, as 
this will result in an unacceptable displacement of traffic on to other unsuitable river crossings over 
longer distances, which would have significant negative effects on the economy and environment in 
east and south east London.  In respect of London-wide charges, there are no firm proposals for such 
a scheme at present and therefore it is not a solution that can be considered to address the issues at 
the Blackwall Tunnel or elsewhere in the Capital at the current time.     

You also said in your letter that new air quality assessments should be undertaken to show how air 
quality would change if the tolls were ever removed. As you are already aware, the introduction of 
user charging at Blackwall and Silvertown are an integral part of the scheme. There is a very clear 
process that has been established through the DCO that set out for how the charges must be initially 
set and how any variations must be considered by the TfL Board and the engagement process that 
must be followed. It is incorrect to suggest that a future Mayor can simply vary or abolish the user 
charges – they must have regard to the views of key stakeholders such as the London boroughs who 
are members of the Silvertown Tunnel Users Group, they must be able to demonstrate that any 
decision is rational and lawful and in line with wider legislation and policy (e.g. air quality legislation 
requirements) and must be in line with the evidence submitted as part of the DCO, particularly the 
Charging Policy and associated environmental assessments.  Failure of a future Mayor to do so could 
be subject to a legal challenge as a breach of the DCO.   

I know you hold very strong views about the scheme, however, I have made my own views and those 
of TfL very clear now on a number of occasions. As such, I don’t intend to enter into any further 
correspondence with you personally in relation to this scheme. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Heidi Alexander 
Deputy Mayor for Transport 









  

City Hall, London, SE1 2AA - london.gov.uk - mayor@london.gov.uk - 020 7983 4000 

Dear Victoria, 

I am writing further to our meeting last month and your subsequent correspondence dated 7 August 
and your letter and briefing note to the Mayor dated 15 August. 

As the Mayor and I have made very clear previously, we are in full support of the Silvertown Tunnel. 
Building a new tunnel with an associated user charge, as well as introducing a user charge at 
the Blackwall Tunnel, will effectively eliminate existing congestion, lead to an overall improvement in 
air quality and allow TfL to operate frequent and reliable cross-river bus services. The scheme will 
improve our environment, encourager more sustainable transport choices and support growth in east 
and south east London. 

Again, as I have previously outlined, TfL assessed a wide range of alternative options and its work was 
subject to public scrutiny through a detailed sixth month public examination and four public 
consultations. This work clearly demonstrates that the Silvertown Tunnel is the right approach and I 
fully support them progressing this vital project. 

Turning to the points you have raised in your letter, you believe that a new carbon impact assessment 
of TfL’s transport policy should be carried out. London’s 1.5C trajectory has been developed using 
detailed bottom up modelling of the carbon emissions from transport and buildings and other sectors, 
and takes into account planned developments such as the Silvertown tunnel and London wide policies 
such as ULEZ. The trajectory has been independently assessed by C40 to be in line with the advice of 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change on the level of carbon emission reduction required to 
put us on track to staying within 1.5C global warming. The new user charging scheme being 
introduced will ensure that the Silvertown tunnel does not result in increased operational carbon 
emissions as the total number of vehicles crossing the Thames is not forecast to increase. Silvertown 
tunnel will not undermine the overall carbon reduction required across the wider transport sector from 
either direct emissions or when factoring in embodied carbon. I do not therefore agree that it is 
necessary to reassess London’s carbon trajectory and will continue to focus on the near-term action 
required given the urgency needed to achieve the current targets. 

In your letter, you say that the business case and traffic forecasts for the Silvertown Tunnel should be 
reviewed. To be clear, the business case has been produced in line with Treasury and DfT guidance, as 
required for any scheme of this size.  We discussed when we met the alternative options considered 

Victoria Rance 
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for reducing congestion and tackling the issues of poor reliability, together with improving cross river 
public transport links in this part of east London and the fact these options are set out in the 
accompanying Case for the Scheme that formed part of the suite of documents that TfL submitted for 
the Development Consent Order (DCO) application.  We also discussed at the meeting the option of 
charging users at Blackwall and that the results show this is not nearly as effective in tackling the issue 
of congestion, does not address the day-to-day reliability issues that plague Blackwall and does not 
allow for a significant improvement in cross river bus connectivity.  It is also important to understand 
that you cannot simply increase the user charges to a point that removes congestion at Blackwall, as 
this will result in an unacceptable displacement of traffic on to other unsuitable river crossings over 
longer distances, which would have significant negative effects on the economy and environment in 
east and south east London.  In respect of London-wide charges, there are no firm proposals for such 
a scheme at present and therefore it is not a solution that can be considered to address the issues at 
the Blackwall Tunnel or elsewhere in the Capital at the current time.     

You also said in your letter that new air quality assessments should be undertaken to show how air 
quality would change if the tolls were ever removed. As you are already aware, the introduction of 
user charging at Blackwall and Silvertown are an integral part of the scheme. There is a very clear 
process that has been established through the DCO that set out for how the charges must be initially 
set and how any variations must be considered by the TfL Board and the engagement process that 
must be followed. It is incorrect to suggest that a future Mayor can simply vary or abolish the user 
charges – they must have regard to the views of key stakeholders such as the London boroughs who 
are members of the Silvertown Tunnel Users Group, they must be able to demonstrate that any 
decision is rational and lawful and in line with wider legislation and policy (e.g. air quality legislation 
requirements) and must be in line with the evidence submitted as part of the DCO, particularly the 
Charging Policy and associated environmental assessments.  Failure of a future Mayor to do so could 
be subject to a legal challenge as a breach of the DCO.   

I know you hold very strong views about the scheme, however, I have made my own views and those 
of TfL very clear now on a number of occasions (letters dated XXX, XXXX, XXXX). I must therefore 
advise you that unless there are substantively new and different points that you wish to raise with me, 
I am not convinced of the merits of further written exchanges between us of this nature. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Heidi Alexander 
Deputy Mayor for Transport 





  

City Hall, London, SE1 2AA - london.gov.uk - mayor@london.gov.uk - 020 7983 4000 

Dear Victoria, 

It was nice to meet you on 2 August and thank you for your further correspondence dated 7 August 
and your letter and briefing note to the Mayor dated 15 August. 

As the Mayor and I have made very clear previously, we are in full support of the Silvertown Tunnel. 
Building a new tunnel with an associated user charge, as well as introducing a user charge at 
the Blackwall Tunnel, will effectively eliminate existing congestion, lead to an overall improvement in 
air quality and allow TfL to operate frequent and reliable cross-river bus services. The scheme will 
improve our environment, encourager more sustainable transport choices and support growth in east 
and south east London. 

Again, as I have previously outlined, TfL assessed a wide range of alternative options and its work was 
subject to public scrutiny through a detailed sixth month public examination and four public 
consultations. This work clearly demonstrates that the Silvertown Tunnel is the right approach and I 
fully support them progressing this vital project. 

Turning to the points you have raised in your letter, you believe that a new carbon impact assessment 
TfL’s transport policy should be carried out. London’s 1.5C trajectory has been developed using 
detailed bottom up modelling of the carbon emissions from transport and buildings and other sectors, 
and takes into account planned developments such as the Silvertown tunnel and London wide policies 
such as ULEZ. The trajectory has been independently assessed by C40 to be in line with the advice of 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change on the level of carbon emission reduction required to 
put us on track to staying within 1.5C global warming. The new user charging scheme being 
introduced will ensure that the Silvertown tunnel does not result in increased operational carbon 
emissions as the total number of vehicles crossing the Thames is not forecast to increase. Silvertown 
tunnel will not undermine the overall carbon reduction required across the wider transport sector from 
either direct emissions or when factoring in embodied carbon. I do not therefore agree that it is 
necessary to reassess London’s carbon trajectory and will continue to focus on the near-term action 
required given the urgency needed to achieve the current targets. 

In your letter, you say that the business case and traffic forecasts for the Silvertown Tunnel should be 
reviewed. To be clear, the business case has been produced in line with Treasury and DfT guidance, as 
required for any scheme of this size.  We discussed when we met the alternative options considered 
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for reducing congestion and tackling the issues of poor reliability, together with improving cross river 
public transport links in this part of east London and the fact these options are set out in the 
accompanying Case for the Scheme that formed part of the suite of documents that TfL submitted for 
the Development Consent Order (DCO) application.  We also discussed at the meeting the option of 
charging users at Blackwall and that the results show this is not nearly as effective in tackling the issue 
of congestion, does not address the day-to-day reliability issues that plague Blackwall and does not 
allow for a significant improvement in cross river bus connectivity.  It is also important to understand 
that you cannot simply increase the user charges to a point that removes congestion at Blackwall, as 
this will result in an unacceptable displacement of traffic on to other unsuitable river crossings over 
longer distances, which would have significant negative effects on the economy and environment in 
east and south east London.  In respect of London-wide charges, there are no firm proposals for such 
a scheme at present and therefore it is not a solution that can be considered to address the issues at 
the Blackwall Tunnel or elsewhere in the Capital at the current time.     

You also said in your letter that new air quality assessments should be undertaken to show how air 
quality would change if the tolls were ever removed. As you are already aware, the introduction of 
user charging at Blackwall and Silvertown are an integral part of the scheme. There is a very clear 
process that has been established through the DCO that set out for how the charges must be initially 
set and how any variations must be considered by the TfL Board and the engagement process that 
must be followed. It is incorrect to suggest that a future Mayor can simply vary or abolish the user 
charges – they must have regard to the views of key stakeholders such as the London boroughs who 
are members of the Silvertown Tunnel Users Group, they must be able to demonstrate that any 
decision is rational and lawful and in line with wider legislation and policy (e.g. air quality legislation 
requirements) and must be in line with the evidence submitted as part of the DCO, particularly the 
Charging Policy and associated environmental assessments.  Failure of a future Mayor to do so could 
be subject to a legal challenge as a breach of the DCO.   

I know you hold very strong views about the scheme, however, I have made my own views and those 
of TfL very clear now on a number of occasions. As such, I don’t intend to enter into any further 
correspondence with you personally in relation to this scheme. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Heidi Alexander 
Deputy Mayor for Transport 

















Sadiq Khan 

Mayor of London 

City Hall 

The Queen’s Walk 

London SE1 2AA 

3rd September 2019  

Dear Mayor, 

Open letter, re: pausing Silvertown Tunnel 

Thank you for your letter of 4th June in response to our letter 26th March on the Silvertown Tunnel. 

We write to urge you, given the pause on the project currently enforced on you by the legal case on 

contractors, to use this time to further evaluate this project against alternative solutions, in light of 

recent developments. We also request a meeting to discuss these alternatives. 

As leading active travel and environmental NGOs, we are your allies in improving conditions for 

walking and cycling through the Healthy Streets approach. We support your determination to 

address London’s air quality and climate crises. We strongly back your Mayor’s Transport Strategy’s 

aims to reduce motor traffic levels and the proportion of trips made in London by private motor 

vehicles. Yet we consider the Silvertown Tunnel is incompatible with these laudable policies, indeed 

it is likely to work directly against them. 

We do appreciate the previous review of east London river crossings you undertook, and revisions to 

the Silvertown scheme to the extent it is now asserted that tolls would control traffic such that the 

scheme would result in no overall increase (or even a slight decrease), in traffic, air pollution or 

carbon emissions. However even this scenario presents problems, and we do not consider this 

scenario an adequate contribution to London’s sustainable development. 

Given the scale of London’s air pollution and climate crises, their impacts on residents and your own 

policies, we believe all new transport schemes should properly contribute to addressing these 

problems rather than ignoring them, or even risk exacerbating them. This is the only likely way that 

not only will we be able to clean up our air and avoid the worst of the climate crisis, but that you will 

achieve your stated policy aims. 

The Silvertown Tunnel risks doing the opposite. 

1. Even assuming TfL’s assertion that the Silvertown Tunnel will result in no additional motor
traffic journeys (due to tolling), the negative impacts to congestion and thus air quality
where traffic is redistributed to new areas would be serious and unacceptable.
Indeed TfL acknowledges that, while slightly improving air pollution in some areas, the
scheme would worsen air pollution in other areas where it would already be over legal
limits.
The Silvertown Tunnel must not be a hugely expensive method of simply redistributing
existing road traffic, congestion and air pollution.

2. The evidence on “induced demand” is however that increases in road capacity almost
invariably generate new traffic, particularly in already-congested areas such as East London.
TfL asserts that tolling will be used to restrain trips at approximately current levels overall.
But TfL’s traffic modelling does not, we understand, assume that any actual new trips or
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demand will be generated by the tunnel, nor any from any subsequent land use change. 
Yet we have recently seen an application for a lorry park, in anticipation it seems of 
Silvertown being built, which would bring more HGV traffic to the area (as well as raising 
concerns about the potential negative impact for the safety of people who walk and cycle in 
the area). 
If the tunnel does, as history would suggest, result in further additional trips over time, then 
it would also result in more overall traffic, pollution and emissions. Alternatively, tolling 
would have to be increased after the tunnel opens, which could prove hard to do at all (let 
alone rapidly) once the fee structure is established. 

3. The Silvertown Tunnel is predicated on keeping motor vehicle flows from north-south
London and vice versa in the area broadly static. That stands in stark contrast with your
Mayor’s Transport Strategy’s stated aim to effectively halve the proportion of motor vehicle
journeys made (removing millions of them from London, overall, daily) by 2041. It also
ignores the elasticity in current mode share that is identified by TfL that shows millions of
daily car journeys that could easily be done by other modes.
Further, the current trajectory of your strategy documents is not bold enough to achieve
emission cuts that would see London holding up its end of the Paris climate change
Agreement.
In other words, you must make even more rapid and deep cuts to private motor traffic
volumes to achieve your policy ambitions and deal with the climate crisis, yet Silvertown
Tunnel will not play its part.

While it is clear current problems at Blackwall need addressing, the above warrant a careful 

consideration of viable alternatives prior to commencing with Silvertown. A full package of whatever 

combination of measures is needed must be evaluated. So far, this has not happened: 

a. TfL has confirmed its “max” alternatives package did not include considering measures to

“throttle back” private motor traffic at the Blackwall Tunnel approaches, which could be

done in stages - even back to the M25. This could include reallocating road space to a bus

priority scheme at the Blackwall Tunnel approaches, improving bus services through

Blackwall Tunnel.

This would likely trigger “modal shift” as well as reducing private motor traffic capacity

there. Reduction in private motor traffic capacity there would lead to “traffic evaporation”,

reducing emissions and pollution levels – a “road diet”, as this approach is known.

b. We also understand that tolling the Blackwall Tunnel (without building the Silvertown

Tunnel) wasn’t modelled to a level to address the current problems.

c. There has also been no assessment that we can ascertain which includes the impact of any

likely future London-wide road-user charging schemes on the levels of motor traffic using

Blackwall and other east London crossings.



We believe these are ample reasons for you and TfL to re-evaluate the Silvertown Tunnel. But more, 

allowing the tunnel to move forward while the proposed walking and cycling bridge from 

Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf is paused due to costs, despite both being set out as part of the same 

package, seems additionally problematic. The bridge has potential benefits for the city’s health, 

economy and environment, the Silvertown tunnel could well have the opposite effects; yet currently 

one moves forward and the other doesn’t. 

In conclusion, growing travel demand in East London should be catered for sustainably, as must the 

resolution of existing congestion. This proposed major road scheme is completely inappropriate 

considering the transport and environmental challenges facing London - and, if allowed to move 

forward, risks seriously damaging your own stated policies and ambitions for our great city, and 

would be an unfortunate legacy. 

We urge you to at least evaluate the scheme against a fuller package of alternatives, although we 

think the reasons to scrap Silvertown Tunnel entirely are clear. 

We therefore urge you to meet us to discuss these proposals and the alternatives available to you. 

Yours, 

Joe Irvin 

Chief Executive, Living Streets 

Xavier Brice 

Chief Executive, Sustrans 

Jenny Bates 

Clean Air Campaigner, Friends of the Earth 

Jemima Hartshorn 

Founder, Mums for Lungs 

Paul Tuohy 

Chief Executive, Cycling UK 

Dr Ashok Sinha 

Chief Executive, London Cycling Campaign 

Chris Barker 

Secretary, Campaign for Better Transport 













  

City Hall, London, SE1 2AA - london.gov.uk - mayor@london.gov.uk - 020 7983 4000 

Dear Victoria, 

I am writing further to our meeting last month and your subsequent correspondence dated 7 August 
and your letter and briefing note to the Mayor dated 15 August. 

As the Mayor and I have made very clear previously, we are in full support of the Silvertown Tunnel. 
Building a new tunnel with an associated user charge, as well as introducing a user charge at 
the Blackwall Tunnel, will effectively eliminate existing congestion, lead to an overall improvement in 
air quality and allow TfL to operate frequent and reliable cross-river bus services. The scheme will 
improve our environment, encourage more sustainable transport choices and support growth in east 
and south east London. 

Again, as I have previously outlined, TfL assessed a wide range of alternative options and its work was 
subject to public scrutiny through a detailed sixth month public examination and four public 
consultations. This work clearly demonstrates that the Silvertown Tunnel is the right approach and I 
fully support them progressing this vital project. 

Turning to the points you have raised in your letter, you believe that a new carbon impact assessment 
of TfL’s transport policy should be carried out. London’s 1.5C trajectory has been developed using 
detailed bottom up modelling of the carbon emissions from transport and buildings and other sectors, 
and takes into account planned developments such as the Silvertown tunnel and London wide policies 
such as ULEZ. The trajectory has been independently assessed by C40 to be in line with the advice of 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change on the level of carbon emission reduction required to 
put us on track to staying within 1.5C global warming. The new user charging scheme being 
introduced will ensure that the Silvertown tunnel does not result in increased operational carbon 
emissions as the total number of vehicles crossing the Thames is not forecast to increase. Silvertown 
tunnel will not undermine the overall carbon reduction required across the wider transport sector from 
either direct emissions or when factoring in embodied carbon. I do not therefore agree that it is 
necessary to reassess London’s carbon trajectory and will continue to focus on the near-term action 
required given the urgency needed to achieve the current targets. 
 In your letter, you say that the business case and traffic forecasts for the Silvertown Tunnel should be 
reviewed. To be clear, the business case has been produced in line with Treasury and DfT guidance, as 
required for any scheme of this size.  We discussed when we met the alternative options considered 
for reducing congestion and tackling the issues of poor reliability, together with improving cross river 
public transport links in this part of east London and the fact these options are set out in the 
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accompanying Case for the Scheme that formed part of the suite of documents that TfL submitted for 
the Development Consent Order (DCO) application.  We also discussed at the meeting the option of 
charging users at Blackwall and that the results show this is not nearly as effective in tackling the issue 
of congestion, does not address the day-to-day reliability issues that plague Blackwall and does not 
allow for a significant improvement in cross river bus connectivity.  It is also important to understand 
that you cannot simply increase the user charges to a point that removes congestion at Blackwall, as 
this will result in an unacceptable displacement of traffic on to other unsuitable river crossings over 
longer distances, which would have significant negative effects on the economy and environment in 
east and south east London.  In respect of London-wide charges, there are no mayoral proposals for 
such a scheme at present and therefore it is not a solution that can be considered to address the 
issues at the Blackwall Tunnel or elsewhere in the Capital at the current time.     

You also said in your letter that new air quality assessments should be undertaken to show how air 
quality would change if the tolls were ever removed. As you are already aware, the introduction of 
user charging at Blackwall and Silvertown are an integral part of the scheme. There is a very clear 
process that has been established through the DCO that set out for how the charges must be initially 
set and how any variations must be considered by the TfL Board and the engagement process that 
must be followed. It is incorrect to suggest that a future Mayor can simply vary or abolish the user 
charges – they must have regard to the views of key stakeholders such as the London boroughs who 
are members of the Silvertown Tunnel Users Group, they must be able to demonstrate that any 
decision is rational and lawful and in line with wider legislation and policy (e.g. air quality legislation 
requirements) and must be in line with the evidence submitted as part of the DCO, particularly the 
Charging Policy and associated environmental assessments.  Failure of a future Mayor to do so could 
be subject to a legal challenge as a breach of the DCO, which could potentially be a criminal offence. 

I know you hold very strong views about the scheme, however, I have made my own views and those 
of TfL very clear now on a number of occasions (my letters dated 30 May 2019, 18 June 2019, our 
meeting on 02 August 2019 and in our response to the Change.org petition on 13 September 2019). 
Unless there are substantively new and different points that you wish to raise, I feel additional 
correspondence on this issue is unlikely to add anything further to the topic. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Heidi Alexander 
Deputy Mayor for Transport 













anything else about decarbonisation of transport network etc. Are we able to provide the 
c40 independent assessment letter? 

In concluding your letter, you say that you believe public policy should be made on the 
basis of the best possible analysis of value for money, air quality and carbon emissions. I 
can assure you that this has been the case for the Silvertown scheme and I would not be 
endorsing it if I thought otherwise. 

I know you hold very strong views on the scheme, and I share your passion for protecting our 
environment for future generations. However, unless there are substantively new and different points 
you wish to raise, I feel additional correspondence on this issue is unlikely to add anything further. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Sadiq Khan  
Mayor of London
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From: Rowe David (ST) < TfL.gov.uk>
Sent: 10 October 2019 14:38
To:   
Subject: RE: MoL Letter to Victoria Rance - Request for lines
Attachments: MGLA071019-4151 - MoL to Victoria Rance - STT.docx

 
Proposed lines included in the attached. 
David  

From:  [mailto: london.gov.uk]  
Sent: 09 October 2019 11:07 
To:   Rowe David (ST) 
Subject: MoL Letter to Victoria Rance - Request for lines 
Hi David,   
Victoria Rance has responded to Heidi’s letter of 20 September. See attached. 
Heidi wants us to draft one more letter to come from the Mayor attempting to draw a line under it. She wants to 
keep it reasonably brief but respond to a couple of key points and for it to be sent prior to the contract being signed 
at the end of the month. 
I’ve drafted the attached skeleton and highlighted a couple of areas which I need a bit of help responding to. Could 
you both have a look and feed in some lines? As this will need to go through the Mayoral correspondence sign off 
process, it would be good if I could have your lines back by the end of this week if possible. 
Thanks, 

 

Principal Policy Officer, Transport Team 

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
T:  

london.gov.uk 
london.gov.uk 

#LondonIsOpen 



  

Thank you for your writing to me about the Silvertown Tunnel, most recently on 4 
October. I know my Deputy Mayor for Transport, Heidi Alexander, has written to you on 
my behalf several times over the last few months and has also met with you to discuss 
your concerns in more detail. I’d like to take this opportunity to reiterate my views on the 
scheme, and also to respond to some key matters. 

I am committed to reducing car dominance, improving air quality and addressing the 
climate emergency. The current situation at the Blackwall Tunnel cannot continue as it 
fundamentally undermines these goals. The regular congestion and tailbacks that occur 
when the tunnel needs to close means the approach roads are some of the most polluted 
in London. Meanwhile, the lack of resilience means Transport for London (TfL) is not 
able to run a reliable cross-river bus service and encourage people to travel by more 
sustainable means. Building the Silvertown Tunnel with an associated user charge, and 
introducing a new user charge at Blackwall, is the best solution. 

I reject the assertion that the information presented by TfL through the public 
consultation and to the Planning Inspectorate was incorrect and misleading.  

The option of tolling the Blackwall Tunnel and not constructing the Silvertown Tunnel shows 
that, based on the same user charges assumed for the Silvertown Tunnel ‘assessed case’, demand 
would increase at adjacent, less suitable river crossings such as the Woolwich Ferry and 
Rotherhithe Tunnel, thereby exacerbating congestion and air quality issues across the network. 

Further increasing the charge to reduce congestion at the Blackwall Tunnel corridor to a level 
akin to that expected for the Silvertown Tunnel scheme means that – coupled with the fact that 
no new crossing capacity would be provided – a significant proportion of traffic would re-route 
from Blackwall bringing unacceptable levels of congestion and worsened air quality to other river 
crossings and elsewhere on the network. 

Furthermore, a Blackwall only charge scenario wouldn’t address the inherent constraints 
associated with the design of the crossing which means that the tunnel experiences a 
disproportionately higher number of incidents and closures compared to other major UK highway 
tunnels. It also would not allow us to run double deck buses and make a step change in public 
transport provision. 

Victoria Rance 
 

Our ref: MGLA071019-4151 

Date: 













C40 CITIES CLIMATE LEADERSHIP GROUP 
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CONTACT 
contact@c40.org 

SEE 
C40.org 
@c40cities 
#Cities4Climate 

April 2018 

Dear Mayor Khan, 

Re: Confirmation of Paris Agreement Compatible Climate Action Plan 

I would like to congratulate London on its commitments to help deliver the goals of the 
Paris Climate Agreement. Cities can make a significant contribution to limiting 
temperature rise to no more than 1.5 degrees Celsius above the preindustrial average, 
to do so global city emissions have to peak by 2020, then decline to an average of three 
metric tonnes CO2e per capita by 2030, and hit zero by 2050. 

The London Environment Strategy and associated documents detail how the GLA will 
deliver, partner and collaborate to achieve net zero emissions on 1990 levels by 2050. 
With collaboration with national government and implementation by the private 
sector, by 2030, London will be on pathway to bring per capita emissions down to well 
below 2 metric tonnes CO2e per capita, and even under 3 tonnes CO2e per capita as 
early as 2020.  

Achieving this will bring tangible benefits such as: jobs, economic savings and better 
health and well-being to Londoners. C40 and stakeholders look forward to seeing the 
results from implementing actions and will track London’s contribution the global 
carbon budget.  

We welcome London’s leadership on C40's Deadline 2020 pilot programme. We look 
forward to London sharing its great work with the network of C40 cities. 

Your sincerely, 

Mark Watts 
Executive Director 
C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group 
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Hi   I’ve added two paras to address the points made on climate. Can this be sent to Shirley as part of review 
process? Thanks 

 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 09 October 2019 11:07 
To:     < london.gov.uk>; Rowe David (ST) < TfL.gov.uk> 
Subject: MoL Letter to Victoria Rance ‐ Request for lines 

Hi David,   

Victoria Rance has responded to Heidi’s letter of 20 September. See attached. 

Heidi wants us to draft one more letter to come from the Mayor attempting to draw a line under it. She wants to 
keep it reasonably brief but respond to a couple of key points and for it to be sent prior to the contract being signed 
at the end of the month. 

I’ve drafted the attached skeleton and highlighted a couple of areas which I need a bit of help responding to. Could 
you both have a look and feed in some lines? As this will need to go through the Mayoral correspondence sign off 
process, it would be good if I could have your lines back by the end of this week if possible. 

Thanks, 

 
Principal Policy Officer, Transport Team 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
T:  

london.gov.uk 
london.gov.uk 
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Hi again on another thread! 

Wondering if you have a link to the C40 letter that   has referred to in the attached (highlighted)? 

Thanks 
 

From:    
Sent: 11 October 2019 12:01 
To:     < london.gov.uk>; Rowe David (ST) < TfL.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: MoL Letter to Victoria Rance ‐ Request for lines 

Thanks both. 

 – Do you have the link to the C40 letter? And yes, I will flag that this should go through Shirley for sign off 
also. 

Thanks 
 

From:     < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 10 October 2019 17:10 
To:   < london.gov.uk>; Rowe David (ST) < TfL.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: MoL Letter to Victoria Rance ‐ Request for lines 

Hi  I’ve added two paras to address the points made on climate. Can this be sent to Shirley as part of review 
process? Thanks 

 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 09 October 2019 11:07 
To:     < london.gov.uk>; Rowe David (ST) < TfL.gov.uk> 
Subject: MoL Letter to Victoria Rance ‐ Request for lines 

Hi David,   

Victoria Rance has responded to Heidi’s letter of 20 September. See attached. 

Heidi wants us to draft one more letter to come from the Mayor attempting to draw a line under it. She wants to 
keep it reasonably brief but respond to a couple of key points and for it to be sent prior to the contract being signed 
at the end of the month. 

I’ve drafted the attached skeleton and highlighted a couple of areas which I need a bit of help responding to. Could 
you both have a look and feed in some lines? As this will need to go through the Mayoral correspondence sign off 
process, it would be good if I could have your lines back by the end of this week if possible. 

Thanks, 

 
Principal Policy Officer, Transport Team 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
T:  
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Thanks 
Tim 
 

From:     < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 10 October 2019 17:10 
To:   < london.gov.uk>; Rowe David (ST) < TfL.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: MoL Letter to Victoria Rance ‐ Request for lines 
 
Hi Tim I’ve added two paras to address the points made on climate. Can this be sent to Shirley as part of review 
process? Thanks 
 

 
 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 09 October 2019 11:07 
To:     < london.gov.uk>; Rowe David (ST) < TfL.gov.uk> 
Subject: MoL Letter to Victoria Rance ‐ Request for lines 
 
Hi David,   
 
Victoria Rance has responded to Heidi’s letter of 20 September. See attached. 
 
Heidi wants us to draft one more letter to come from the Mayor attempting to draw a line under it. She wants to 
keep it reasonably brief but respond to a couple of key points and for it to be sent prior to the contract being signed 
at the end of the month. 
 
I’ve drafted the attached skeleton and highlighted a couple of areas which I need a bit of help responding to. Could 
you both have a look and feed in some lines? As this will need to go through the Mayoral correspondence sign off 
process, it would be good if I could have your lines back by the end of this week if possible. 
 
Thanks, 
 

 

Principal Policy Officer, Transport Team 

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
T:  

 

london.gov.uk 
london.gov.uk 

 







  

Thank you for your writing to me about the Silvertown Tunnel, most recently on 4 
October. I know my Deputy Mayor for Transport, Heidi Alexander, has written to you on 
my behalf on a number of occasions and has also met with you to discuss your concerns. 
I’d like to take this opportunity to reiterate my views on the scheme, and also to respond 
to some key matters you raise. 

I am committed to reducing car dominance, improving air quality and addressing the 
climate emergency. The current situation at the Blackwall Tunnel cannot continue as it 
fundamentally undermines these goals. The regular congestion and tailbacks that occur 
when the tunnel needs to close means the approach roads are some of the most polluted 
in London. Meanwhile, the lack of resilience means Transport for London (TfL) is not 
able to run a reliable cross-river bus service which would encourage people to travel by 
more sustainable means. Building the Silvertown Tunnel with an associated user charge, 
and introducing a new user charge at Blackwall, is the best solution to this problem. 

I reject the assertion that the information presented by TfL through the public 
consultation and to the Planning Inspectorate was incorrect and misleading. Specifically, 
a Blackwall-only charge option (including not constructing a tunnel at Silvertown), has 
been explored in detail. In a scenario where the same user charges were introduced at 
Blackwall as are assumed for the Silvertown Tunnel ‘assessed case’, the result would be 
increased demand at adjacent less suitable crossings such as the Woolwich Ferry and 
Rotherhithe Tunnel, and increased congestion and air quality issues across the network. 
Further increasing the charge to reduce congestion at the Blackwall corridor to a level 
similar to that expected for the Silvertown Tunnel scheme means that, coupled with the 
fact that no new crossing would be provided, a significant proportion of traffic would re-
route from Blackwall bringing even higher levels of congestion and worsened air quality 
to other river crossings and elsewhere on the network. 

Furthermore, a Blackwall-only charge option wouldn’t address the inherent constraints 
associated with the design of the current crossing which means that the tunnel 
experiences a disproportionately higher number of incidents and closures compared to 
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other major UK highway tunnels. It also would not allow TfL to run double deck buses 
and make a step change in public transport provision. 

Finally, in response to your assertion that traffic would be displaced onto other roads 
such as the A102, TfL’s modelling has detailed that overall, there is a significant 
reduction in travel time (i.e. congestion), particularly in the peaks, as a result of the 
scheme. 

As Heidi outlined in her letter to you of 20 September, London’s 1.5C trajectory takes 
the Silvertown Tunnel into consideration as it is based on modelling of London’s entire 
transport system. London’s carbon reduction pathway is in line with the Committee on 
Climate Change’s pathway and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s 
trajectories consistent with a limited probability of overshooting 1.5C warming. The letter 
from C40 confirming that London’s 1.5C plan is consistent with the carbon reductions 
required by the Paris Agreement and a copy is enclosed. 

Transport emissions in the 1.5C pathway fall firstly from modal shift as it assumes 80 per 
cent of trips are made by foot, cycle or public transport by 2041. The modelling by 
Element Energy then assessed how the remaining road transport could be moved to 
either electric or hydrogen energy supply. London’s zero carbon pathway only assumes 
hydrogen is used for certain transport applications such as Heavy Goods Vehicles that 
may not be possible to electrify. Importantly, the pathway is not based on the scenario 
that is heavily reliant on hydrogen given our shared concern over the future widespread 
availability of low carbon hydrogen.  

Instead, London’s zero carbon pathway relies heavily on electric vehicles as they will 
result in significant carbon savings, not only due to their increased efficiency (compared 
to petrol and diesel vehicles) but as they run on increasingly low carbon electricity. Even 
with current electricity grid intensity and considering the embodied carbon associated 
with their production, electric vehicles already save significant amounts of carbon over 
their lifetime and this benefit will grow in future as the grid decarbonises further.  

In concluding your letter, you say that you believe public policy should be made on the 
basis of the best possible analysis of value for money, air quality and carbon emissions. I 
can assure you that this has been the case for the Silvertown scheme, and I would not be 
endorsing it otherwise. I know you hold very strong views on the scheme, and I share 
your passion for protecting our environment for future generations. However, unless 
there are substantively new and different points you wish to raise, I feel additional 
correspondence on this issue is unlikely to be productive. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Sadiq Khan  
Mayor of London
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transport policy should be carried out. London’s 1.5C trajectory has been developed using detailed bottom up 
modelling of the carbon emissions from transport and buildings and other sectors, and takes into account planned 
developments such as the Silvertown tunnel and London wide policies such as ULEZ. The trajectory has been 
independently assessed by C40 to be in line with the advice of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change on 
the level of carbon emission reduction required to put us on track to staying within 1.5C global warming.” 

We would like to see the independent assessment you refer to. 
Please could you send us a copy? 

Thank you, 
With best wishes 
Victoria Rance 
On behalf of Stop the Silvertown Tunnel Coalition  
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From:  
Sent: 21 October 2019 17:46
To:  
Subject: Re: Silvertown

Here’s our latest line if it’s useful    
 
Spokesperson for the Mayor ‐ 
 
“The Mayor has put tackling the climate emergency at the heart of his work as Mayor. That’s why when Sadiq 
became Mayor, he worked with TfL to make significant changes to the Silvertown Tunnel scheme to protect the 
environment better and to ensure there is a greater focus on walking, cycling and public transport.  
 
“The Silvertown Tunnel will tackle congestion, reduce idling cars standing in traffic, and importantly increase cross‐
river bus services. Bus crossings are currently severely restricted by the Blackwall Tunnel, built more than 100 years 
ago. Plans for the Silvertown Tunnel have a clear focus on cleaner transport, with at least 20 zero‐emission buses 
running in either direction from the day the tunnel opens, and the crossing being located within the extended Ultra 
Low Emission Zone.”   
 
 
 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From:    @hackneycitizen.co.uk> 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 5:41 pm 
To:   
Subject: Silvertown 
  
Hi,    
 
Thanks for putting me on to   at TfL! Much appreciated. 
 
I know you said your statement remained unchanged, but wanted to offer you right of reply based on what we're 
using from Stop Silvertown Tunnel Coalition (included below). Article will have Mayor Khan's June position on the 
tunnel included for balance, but if there's anything else you want to add based on the below, don't hesitate to drop 
me a line and I'll update the online copy. 
 
All the best, 
 
 

 
Relevant Passage 

A Stop Silvertown Tunnel Coalition spokesperson accused Mayor Khan of "astonishing hypocrisy and doublethink" 
for highlighting the health costs of dirty air while supporting the £1bn project. 

 The spokesperson said: "We now know that TfL made very significant errors in their initial examination of options 
for this project, and that it has not been reevaluated in light of new findings on air quality, or of the climate 
emergency.  

"Council leaders across south‐east London have asked the Mayor to halt and review the project ‐ as have local 
residents, climate, traffic and environmental health experts, and active travel NGOs.  
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I assume the note on this one is from you? 

Can I confirm you are drafting the response? 

Thanks 
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Regards 

 



  

Thank you for your writing to me about the Silvertown Tunnel, most recently on 4 October. I know my 
Deputy Mayor for Transport, Heidi Alexander, has written to you on my behalf on a number of 
occasions and has also met with you to discuss your concerns. I’d like to take this opportunity to 
reiterate my views on the scheme, and also to respond to some key matters you raise. 

I am committed to reducing car dominance, improving air quality and addressing the climate 
emergency. The current situation at the Blackwall Tunnel cannot continue as it fundamentally 
undermines these goals. The regular congestion and tailbacks that occur when the tunnel closes 
means the approach roads are some of the most polluted in London. Meanwhile, the lack of resilience 
means Transport for London (TfL) is not able to run a reliable cross-river bus service, which would 
encourage people to travel by more sustainable means. Building the Silvertown Tunnel with an 
associated user charge, and introducing a new user charge at Blackwall, is the best solution to this 
problem. 

I reject the assertion that the information presented by TfL through the public consultation and to the 
Planning Inspectorate was incorrect and misleading. Specifically, a Blackwall-only charge option 
(including not constructing a tunnel at Silvertown), has been explored in detail. In a scenario where 
the same user charges were introduced at Blackwall as are assumed for the Silvertown Tunnel 
‘assessed case’, there would be increased demand at adjacent, less suitable crossings such as the 
Woolwich Ferry and Rotherhithe Tunnel, and increased congestion and air quality issues across the 
network. Further increasing the charge to reduce congestion at the Blackwall corridor to a level similar 
to that expected for the Silvertown Tunnel scheme, coupled with the fact that no new crossing would 
be provided, would mean a significant proportion of traffic would re-route from Blackwall. This would 
bring even higher levels of congestion and worsened air quality to other river crossings and elsewhere 
on the network. 

Furthermore, a Blackwall-only charge option wouldn’t address the inherent constraints associated with 
the design of the current crossing. This design means that the tunnel experiences a disproportionately 
higher number of incidents and closures compared to other major UK highway tunnels. It would not 
allow TfL to run double deck buses that will help make a step change in public transport provision. 

In response to your assertion that traffic would be displaced onto other roads such as the A102, TfL’s 
modelling has detailed that overall there is a significant reduction in travel time (i.e. congestion), 
particularly in the peaks, as a result of the scheme. 

As Heidi outlined in her letter to you of 20 September, London’s 1.5C trajectory takes the Silvertown 
Tunnel into consideration as it is based on modelling of London’s entire transport system. London’s 
carbon reduction pathway is in line with the Committee on Climate Change’s pathway and the 
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Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s trajectories consistent with a limited probability of 
overshooting 1.5C warming. The letter from C40 confirming that London’s 1.5C plan is consistent with 
the carbon reductions required by the Paris Agreement and a copy is enclosed. 

Transport emissions in the 1.5C pathway fall firstly from modal shift as it assumes 80 per cent of trips 
are made by foot, cycle or public transport by 2041. The modelling by Element Energy then assessed 
how the remaining road transport could be moved to either electric or hydrogen energy supply. 
London’s zero carbon pathway only assumes hydrogen is used for certain transport applications such 
as Heavy Goods Vehicles that it may not be possible to electrify. The pathway is not based on the 
scenario that is heavily reliant on hydrogen given our shared concern over the future widespread 
availability of low carbon hydrogen.  

Instead, London’s zero carbon pathway relies heavily on electric vehicles. They will result in significant 
carbon savings, not only due to their increased efficiency (compared to petrol and diesel vehicles) but 
as they run on increasingly low carbon electricity. Even with current electricity grid intensity and 
considering the embodied carbon associated with their production, electric vehicles already save 
significant amounts of carbon over their lifetime. This benefit will grow in future as the grid 
decarbonises further.  

In concluding your letter, you say that you believe public policy should be made on the basis of the 
best possible analysis of value for money, air quality and carbon emissions. I can assure you that this 
has been the case for the Silvertown scheme, and I would not be endorsing it otherwise. I know you 
hold very strong views on the scheme, and I share your passion for protecting our environment for 
future generations. However, unless there are substantively new and different points you wish to 
raise, I feel additional correspondence on this issue is unlikely to be productive. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Sadiq Khan  
Mayor of London
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From:   < london.gov.uk> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 11:15:38 AM 
To: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < london.gov.uk>; Tim Steer < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: MGLA241019‐5558 Caroline Russell AM  
 
Ah, didn’t know we had had this back 
 

 can we draft the Caroline response in house using this draft? 
 

  
 

From: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 29 October 2019 11:14 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < london.gov.uk>; Tim Steer < london.gov.uk>; TT Correspondence 
< london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: MGLA241019‐5558 Caroline Russell AM 
 
Hi   
 
I can forward to TfL. It would be good to have our final edited version so they don’t use their draft as the one to 
align with. 
 
TimS – did you have anything to add to  draft (attached)? 
 
Thanks 
 

 
 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 28 October 2019 16:07 
To: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < london.gov.uk>; Tim Steer < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: MGLA241019‐5558 Caroline Russell AM 
 
Hi team, this now OK to go to TfL for commissioning response please. Could you ask them to progress alongside the 
response to Cllr Danny Thorpe (ref MGLA171019‐5133) – the responses should align and be sent back to the same 
timelines please 
 
Thanks 
 

  
 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 24 October 2019 09:58 
To: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; 
Tim Steer < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: MGLA241019‐5558 Caroline Russell AM 
 
Hi 
 
I think it might be worth discussing approach to this one with Heidi at 1:1 on Monday if there is time.  
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Thanks 
 

 

From:    @london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 24 October 2019 09:42 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Cc: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: MGLA241019‐5558 Caroline Russell AM 
 
Hi  
 
Should we send this to TfL to draft, or would you like to? 
 
Many thanks 
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Cc: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: MGLA301019‐5961 FW: Silvertown Tunnel Siobhan Benita 
 
Hi  ,  
 
Another one on Silvertown, this is from the Lib Dems so please confirm if Mayoral or Heidi reply needed. 
 
Thanks 
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A spokesperson for the mayor said the scheme would “effectively eliminate congestion” by reducing the number of 
idling cars and improving overall air quality. “As the number of cars is not expected to increase there is no forecast 
increase in carbon emissions. There will also be extensive monitoring of noise and air quality during and after 
construction.” The consortium also said it would work with local flood authorities and build a new river wall to 
maximise flood defences. 
 
Caroline Russell, a Green party member of the London assembly, said the tunnel was a “dinosaur” project. “The 
mayor is locking in high levels of traffic pumping through south‐east London, which is completely inappropriate if 
you are trying to fix the air pollution crisis and tackle a climate emergency.” 
 
The project is being privately funded by Riverlinx, with TfL repaying the costs using revenue from tolling its future 
users, a funding model that Russell says will tie the area into further emissions. “Future mayors will need that traffic 
to pay off the construction debt.” 
 
She warned that, if rushed through, the tunnel could end up like the Garden Bridge saga, in which £43m of public 
money was spent on an abandoned project. 
 
Three candidates for the 2020 London mayoral election, Siân Berry from the Green party, Siobhan Benita from the 
Liberal Democrats and independent candidate Rosalind Readhead, have written to Khan asking him to pause the 
development and allow time for alternatives to be discussed during the election. 
 
Lewisham, Newham, Southwark and Hackney councils oppose the plans, and Greenwich council’s ruling Labour 
group called for the project to be paused after discussions last month. 
 
Victoria Rance, the coordinator of the Stop the Silvertown Tunnel Coalition, branded the project “hypocritical”. She 
said: “To be putting a tunnel between two boroughs who don’t want it is unbelievable really – who’s it for?” The 
coalition, set up in May, has the backing of local residents groups, Extinction Rebellion and Rosamund Kissi‐Debrah, 
whose daughter died of an asthma attack possibly linked to air pollution. 
 
They are calling on councils to back a judicial review into the project if the contract signing goes ahead, claiming TfL 
did not fully explore the option of tolling Blackwall Tunnel to reduce congestion without building the Silvertown 
Tunnel. 
 
Tfl disputed these claims, saying “only charging Blackwall would offer much lower benefits but at a much lower cost 
… this option would not achieve the core project objective of improving the resilience of the local network, would be 
less effective at reducing Blackwall Tunnel congestion and would offer significantly lower potential for public 
transport improvements”. 
 
The Blackwall Tunnel, built more than 120 years ago, was closed more than 700 times in 2017‐18, and a six‐minute 
closure in peak time causes a tailback of three miles, affecting commuters, deliveries and bus routes. 
 
Danny Thorpe, a Labour councillor and leader of Greenwich council, has asked Khan to explore better public 
transport options for the project, such as extending the DLR to Thamesmead and Eltham, and improving walking and 
cycling routes, as well as experimenting with tolling on the Blackwall and Rotherhithe tunnels to try to ease traffic. 
 
Plans for a pedestrian and cycle bridge from Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf were dropped earlier this year due to the 
cost, and there are no plans for walking or cycling facilities in the Silvertown Tunnel. 
 
Before the tunnel opens, TfL is required to set up the Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group, which will hold TfL 
to account for the impact of the tunnel and will include representatives from all the affected local boroughs. 
 
A TfL spokesperson said: “We are absolutely committed to ensuring that the project is delivered with minimal 
impact to local residents. We will be undertaking further modelling, monitoring and, if required, appropriate 
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mitigation, of the effects of the scheme to ensure the outcomes are not materially worse than we forecast in our 
environmental statement.” 
 
 
 
 
*********************************************************************************** 
The contents of this e‐mail and any attached files are confidential. If you have received this email in error, please 
notify us immediately at postmaster@tfl.gov.uk and remove it from your system. If received in error, please do not 
use, disseminate, forward, print or copy this email or its content. Transport for London excludes any warranty and 
any liability as to the quality or accuracy of the contents of this email and any attached files.  
  
Transport for London is a statutory corporation whose principal office is at 55 Broadway, London, SW1H 0DB. 
Further information about Transport for London’s subsidiary companies can be found on the following link: 
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about‐tfl/ 
  
Although TfL have scanned this email (including attachments) for viruses, recipients are advised to carry out their 
own virus check before opening any attachments, as TfL accepts no liability for any loss, or damage which may be 
caused by viruses. 
*********************************************************************************** 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority. 
 
Click https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/yxPaiU‐
OZa_GX2PQPOmvUgny0_6zNmYYlqF9PhEu886NfSEsgzQTB4dtVEahYiKTFF1a6JT15Vdm4uq9tqSB7g==  to report this 
email as spam. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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funding model that Russell says will tie the area into further emissions. “Future mayors will need that traffic to pay off the 
construction debt.” 
 
She warned that, if rushed through, the tunnel could end up like the Garden Bridge saga, in which £43m of public money was 
spent on an abandoned project. 
 
Three candidates for the 2020 London mayoral election, Siân Berry from the Green party, Siobhan Benita from the Liberal 
Democrats and independent candidate Rosalind Readhead, have written to Khan asking him to pause the development and allow 
time for alternatives to be discussed during the election. 
 
Lewisham, Newham, Southwark and Hackney councils oppose the plans, and Greenwich council’s ruling Labour group called for 
the project to be paused after discussions last month. 
 
Victoria Rance, the coordinator of the Stop the Silvertown Tunnel Coalition, branded the project “hypocritical”. She said: “To be 
putting a tunnel between two boroughs who don’t want it is unbelievable really – who’s it for?” The coalition, set up in May, has 
the backing of local residents groups, Extinction Rebellion and Rosamund Kissi-Debrah, whose daughter died of an asthma attack 
possibly linked to air pollution. 
 
They are calling on councils to back a judicial review into the project if the contract signing goes ahead, claiming TfL did not 
fully explore the option of tolling Blackwall Tunnel to reduce congestion without building the Silvertown Tunnel. 
 
Tfl disputed these claims, saying “only charging Blackwall would offer much lower benefits but at a much lower cost … this 
option would not achieve the core project objective of improving the resilience of the local network, would be less effective at 
reducing Blackwall Tunnel congestion and would offer significantly lower potential for public transport improvements”. 
 
The Blackwall Tunnel, built more than 120 years ago, was closed more than 700 times in 2017-18, and a six-minute closure in 
peak time causes a tailback of three miles, affecting commuters, deliveries and bus routes. 
 
Danny Thorpe, a Labour councillor and leader of Greenwich council, has asked Khan to explore better public transport options 
for the project, such as extending the DLR to Thamesmead and Eltham, and improving walking and cycling routes, as well as 
experimenting with tolling on the Blackwall and Rotherhithe tunnels to try to ease traffic. 
 
Plans for a pedestrian and cycle bridge from Rotherhithe to Canary Wharf were dropped earlier this year due to the cost, and there 
are no plans for walking or cycling facilities in the Silvertown Tunnel. 
 
Before the tunnel opens, TfL is required to set up the Silvertown Tunnel Implementation Group, which will hold TfL to account 
for the impact of the tunnel and will include representatives from all the affected local boroughs. 
 
A TfL spokesperson said: “We are absolutely committed to ensuring that the project is delivered with minimal impact to local 
residents. We will be undertaking further modelling, monitoring and, if required, appropriate mitigation, of the effects of the 
scheme to ensure the outcomes are not materially worse than we forecast in our environmental statement.” 
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

Thanks, 

Principal Policy Officer, Transport Team 

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
T: 
london.gov.uk 

london.gov.uk 
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Thank you 
 

From: TT Correspondence  
Sent: 17 October 2019 09:42 
To:     < london.gov.uk> 
Cc: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: MGLA071019‐4151 FW: Silvertown Tunnel Victoria Rance 

Hi   

I'm relatively new to the team, covering   role. 

Please find attached draft response for Shirley to review/clear before it goes to Heidi, I have attached the 
incoming and case details. 

Heidi would like the response to go out around 22nd October 2019 ideally. 

Thank you 

 (on behalf of TT correspondence) 



  

Thank you for your writing to me about the Silvertown Tunnel, most recently on 4 October. I know my 
Deputy Mayor for Transport, Heidi Alexander, has written to you on my behalf on a number of 
occasions and has also met with you to discuss your concerns. I’d like to take this opportunity to 
reiterate my views on the scheme, and also to respond to some key matters you raise. 

I am committed to reducing car dominance, improving air quality and addressing the climate 
emergency. The current situation at the Blackwall Tunnel cannot continue as it fundamentally 
undermines these goals. The regular congestion and tailbacks that occur when the tunnel closes 
means the approach roads are some of the most polluted in London. Meanwhile, the lack of resilience 
means Transport for London (TfL) is not able to run a reliable cross-river bus service, which would 
encourage people to travel by more sustainable means. Building the Silvertown Tunnel with an 
associated user charge, and introducing a new user charge at Blackwall, is the best solution to this 
problem. 

I reject the assertion that the information presented by TfL through the public consultation and to the 
Planning Inspectorate was incorrect and misleading. Specifically, a Blackwall-only charge option 
(including not constructing a tunnel at Silvertown), has been explored in detail. In a scenario where 
the same user charges were introduced at Blackwall as are assumed for the Silvertown Tunnel 
‘assessed case’, there would be increased demand at adjacent, less suitable crossings such as the 
Woolwich Ferry and Rotherhithe Tunnel, and increased congestion and air quality issues across the 
network. Further increasing the charge to reduce congestion at the Blackwall corridor to a level similar 
to that expected for the Silvertown Tunnel scheme, coupled with the fact that no new crossing would 
be provided, would mean a significant proportion of traffic would re-route from Blackwall. This would 
bring even higher levels of congestion and worsened air quality to other river crossings and elsewhere 
on the network. 

Furthermore, a Blackwall-only charge option wouldn’t address the inherent constraints associated with 
the design of the current crossing. This design means that the tunnel experiences a disproportionately 
higher number of incidents and closures compared to other major UK highway tunnels. It would not 
allow TfL to run double deck buses that will help make a step change in public transport provision. 

In response to your assertion that traffic would be displaced onto other roads such as the A102, TfL’s 
modelling has detailed that overall there is a significant reduction in travel time (i.e. congestion), 
particularly in the peaks, as a result of the scheme. 

As Heidi outlined in her letter to you of 20 September, London’s 1.5C trajectory takes the Silvertown 
Tunnel into consideration as it is based on modelling of London’s entire transport system. London’s 
carbon reduction pathway is in line with the Committee on Climate Change’s pathway and the 
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Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s trajectories consistent with a limited probability of 
overshooting 1.5C warming. The letter from C40 confirming that London’s 1.5C plan is consistent with 
the carbon reductions required by the Paris Agreement and a copy is enclosed. 

Transport emissions in the 1.5C pathway fall firstly from modal shift as it assumes 80 per cent of trips 
are made by foot, cycle or public transport by 2041. The modelling by Element Energy then assessed 
how the remaining road transport could be moved to either electric or hydrogen energy supply. 
London’s zero carbon pathway only assumes hydrogen is used for certain transport applications such 
as Heavy Goods Vehicles that it may not be possible to electrify. The pathway is not based on the 
scenario that is heavily reliant on hydrogen given our shared concern over the future widespread 
availability of low carbon hydrogen.  

Instead, London’s zero carbon pathway relies heavily on electric vehicles. They will result in significant 
carbon savings, not only due to their increased efficiency (compared to petrol and diesel vehicles) but 
as they run on increasingly low carbon electricity. Even with current electricity grid intensity and 
considering the embodied carbon associated with their production, electric vehicles already save 
significant amounts of carbon over their lifetime. This benefit will grow in future as the grid 
decarbonises further.  

In concluding your letter, you say that you believe public policy should be made on the basis of the 
best possible analysis of value for money, air quality and carbon emissions. I can assure you that this 
has been the case for the Silvertown scheme, and I would not be endorsing it otherwise. I know you 
hold very strong views on the scheme, and I share your passion for protecting our environment for 
future generations. However, unless there are substantively new and different points you wish to 
raise, I feel additional correspondence on this issue is unlikely to be productive. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Sadiq Khan  
Mayor of London
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From:   < london.gov.uk> 
Date: Tuesday, 5 November 2019 at 11:23 
To:   < london.gov.uk>, TT Correspondence 
< london.gov.uk> 
Cc:     < london.gov.uk>,   < london.gov.uk>, 

 < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: MGLA071019‐4151 FW: Silvertown Tunnel Victoria Rance ‐ HEIDI WANTS SHIRLEY'S 
CLEARANCE BY 22ND OCT 

Not yes,  . I have made her aware of the situation and urgency. 

Senior Personal Assistant to Shirley Rodrigues, Deputy Mayor for Environment & Energy 
MAYOR OF LONDON 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
020 7983 

london.gov.uk 
london.gov.uk 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 05 November 2019 10:30 
To:   < london.gov.uk>; TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:     < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; 
< london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: MGLA071019‐4151 FW: Silvertown Tunnel Victoria Rance ‐ HEIDI WANTS SHIRLEY'S CLEARANCE BY 
22ND OCT 
Importance: High 

Hi all 

Did   and Shirley manage to speak on this yesterday? We really need to tie up these cases ready to go ASAP.  

From: 
Sent: 04 November 2019 10:32 
To:   < london.gov.uk>; TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:     < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk>; 
< london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: MGLA071019‐4151 FW: Silvertown Tunnel Victoria Rance ‐ HEIDI WANTS SHIRLEY'S CLEARANCE BY 
22ND OCT 

Thanks for the update. We may be trying to get these out before pre‐election period (Weds) so it’s really key this 
gets resolved ASAP please! 

Thanks 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 04 November 2019 10:23 

[Reg 13 - Personal Information]







  

Thank you for your writing to me about the Silvertown Tunnel, most recently on 4 October. I know my 
Deputy Mayor for Transport, Heidi Alexander, has written to you on my behalf on a number of 
occasions and has also met with you to discuss your concerns. I’d like to take this opportunity to 
reiterate my views on the scheme, and also to respond to some key matters you raise. 

I am committed to reducing car dominance, improving air quality and addressing the climate 
emergency. The current situation at the Blackwall Tunnel cannot continue as it fundamentally 
undermines these goals. The regular congestion and tailbacks that occur when the tunnel closes 
means the approach roads are some of the most polluted in London. Meanwhile, the lack of resilience 
means Transport for London (TfL) is not able to run a reliable cross-river bus service, which would 
encourage people to travel by more sustainable means. Building the Silvertown Tunnel with an 
associated user charge, and introducing a new user charge at Blackwall, is the best solution to this 
problem. 

I reject the assertion that the information presented by TfL through the public consultation and to the 
Planning Inspectorate was incorrect and misleading. Specifically, a Blackwall-only charge option 
(including not constructing a tunnel at Silvertown), has been explored in detail. In a scenario where 
the same user charges were introduced at Blackwall as are assumed for the Silvertown Tunnel 
‘assessed case’, there would be increased demand at adjacent, less suitable crossings such as the 
Woolwich Ferry and Rotherhithe Tunnel, and increased congestion and air quality issues across the 
network. Further increasing the charge to reduce congestion at the Blackwall corridor to a level similar 
to that expected for the Silvertown Tunnel scheme, coupled with the fact that no new crossing would 
be provided, would mean a significant proportion of traffic would re-route from Blackwall. This would 
bring even higher levels of congestion and worsened air quality to other river crossings and elsewhere 
on the network. 

Furthermore, a Blackwall-only charge option wouldn’t address the inherent constraints associated with 
the design of the current crossing. This design means that the tunnel experiences a disproportionately 
higher number of incidents and closures compared to other major UK highway tunnels. It would not 
allow TfL to run double deck buses that will help make a step change in public transport provision. 

In response to your assertion that traffic would be displaced onto other roads such as the A102, TfL’s 
modelling has detailed that overall there is a significant reduction in travel time (i.e. congestion), 
particularly in the peaks, as a result of the scheme. 

As Heidi outlined in her letter to you of 20 September, London’s 1.5C trajectory takes the Silvertown 
Tunnel into consideration as it is based on modelling of London’s entire transport system. London’s 
carbon reduction pathway is in line with the Committee on Climate Change’s pathway and the 
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Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s trajectories consistent with a limited probability of 
overshooting 1.5C warming. The independent assessment of our climate action plan is available on our 
website, along with the letter from C40 confirming that London has developed a Paris Agreement 
compatible climate action plan. These documents can be accessed on the following webpage, under 
the heading “Related documents”, and listed as Appendix 6 (Final Climate Action Plan Assessment) 
and Appendix 7 (C40 Climate Action Plan Letter): https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/environment/london-environment-strategy 

Transport emissions in the 1.5C pathway fall firstly from modal shift as it assumes 80 per cent of trips 
are made by foot, cycle or public transport by 2041. The modelling by Element Energy then assessed 
how the remaining road transport could be moved to either electric or hydrogen energy supply. 
London’s zero carbon pathway only assumes hydrogen is used for certain transport applications such 
as Heavy Goods Vehicles that it may not be possible to electrify. The pathway is not based on the 
scenario that is heavily reliant on hydrogen given our shared concern over the future widespread 
availability of low carbon hydrogen.  

Instead, London’s zero carbon pathway relies heavily on electric vehicles. They will result in significant 
carbon savings, not only due to their increased efficiency (compared to petrol and diesel vehicles) but 
as they run on increasingly low carbon electricity. Even with current electricity grid intensity and 
considering the embodied carbon associated with their production, electric vehicles already save 
significant amounts of carbon over their lifetime. This benefit will grow in future as the grid 
decarbonises further.  

In concluding your letter, you say that you believe public policy should be made on the basis of the 
best possible analysis of value for money, air quality and carbon emissions. I can assure you that this 
has been the case for the Silvertown scheme, and I would not be endorsing it otherwise. I know you 
hold very strong views on the scheme, and I share your passion for protecting our environment for 
future generations. However, unless there are substantively new and different points you wish to 
raise, I feel additional correspondence on this issue is unlikely to be productive. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Sadiq Khan  
Mayor of London
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From:
Sent: 08 November 2019 09:53
To:  TT Correspondence
Subject: RE: Silvertown Tunnel Judicial Review
Attachments: MGLA071019-4151 - MoL to Victoria Rance - Silvertown Tunnel.docx

Attached 

  

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 08 November 2019 09:49 
To: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Silvertown Tunnel Judicial Review 

Hi 

Could you forward me the latest draft of the Victoria Rance Silvertown letter that you have so I can add in content 
from TfL later today? This was the one that Shirley recently cleared and I think is now back with you? 

Thanks 
  

From: Rowe David (ST) < TfL.gov.uk>  
Sent: 08 November 2019 09:41 
To:     < tfl.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk> 
Cc: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Silvertown Tunnel Judicial Review 

   
We should also ensure that Legal review any draft response. 
Thanks. David  

From:    
Sent: 08 November 2019 08:53 
To:  
Cc: Rowe David (ST); TT Correspondence;  
Subject: Re: Silvertown Tunnel Judicial Review 

Morning , 

Yes will get back to you today. Have put in a question with legal too around exactly what they would seek a 
judicial review for. 

Thanks, 
 

On 8 Nov 2019, at 08:44,  < london.gov.uk> wrote: 

Hi  David 
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Heidi received the attached yesterday. We have a letter drafted to Victoria already that hasn't 
been sent. Could you help out with providing some responses to the new points she raises in 
this letter that we can integrate into the existing letter today if possible? Sorry for all the 
urgent requests recently! 

Thanks 
 

#LondonIsOpen 





  

Thank you for writing to me about the Silvertown Tunnel.  I know my Deputy Mayor for Transport, 
Heidi Alexander, has written to you on my behalf on a number of occasions and has also met with you 
to discuss your concerns. I’d like to take this opportunity to reiterate my views on the scheme, and 
also to respond to some key matters you raise in your most recent letters of 4 October and 7 
November. 

I am committed to reducing car dominance, improving air quality and addressing the climate 
emergency. The current situation at the Blackwall Tunnel cannot continue as it fundamentally 
undermines these goals. The regular congestion and tailbacks that occur when the tunnel closes 
means the approach roads are some of the most polluted in London. Meanwhile, the lack of resilience 
means Transport for London (TfL) is not able to run a reliable cross-river bus service, which would 
encourage people to travel by more sustainable means. Building the Silvertown Tunnel with an 
associated user charge, and introducing a new user charge at Blackwall, is the best solution to this 
problem. 

I reject the assertion that the information presented by TfL through the public consultation and to the 
Planning Inspectorate was incorrect and misleading or known to be false.  

Detailed comparison of assessed scheme v Blackwall Tolls, wider pricing to fully congest Blackwall, 
single bore option. 

Spending of toll/pricing income on other infra or PT. 

TfL failure to give economic value to carbon reductions or local air pollution improvements in 
comparison of schemes. 

In your letter of 4 October, you ask detailed questions about the potential to introduce a user charge 
at the Blackwall Tunnel. This option, including not constructing a tunnel at Silvertown, has been 
explored in detail. In a scenario where the same user charges were introduced at Blackwall as are 
assumed for the Silvertown Tunnel ‘assessed case’, there would be increased demand at adjacent, less 
suitable crossings such as the Woolwich Ferry and Rotherhithe Tunnel, and increased congestion and 
air quality issues across the network. Further increasing the charge to reduce congestion at the 
Blackwall corridor to a level similar to that expected for the Silvertown Tunnel scheme, coupled with 
the fact that no new crossing would be provided, would mean a significant proportion of traffic would 
re-route from Blackwall. This would bring even higher levels of congestion and worsened air quality to 
other river crossings and elsewhere on the network. 
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Furthermore, a Blackwall-only charge option wouldn’t address the inherent constraints associated with 
the design of the current crossing. This design means that the tunnel experiences a disproportionately 
higher number of incidents and closures compared to other major UK highway tunnels. It would not 
allow TfL to run double deck buses that will help make a step change in public transport provision. 

In response to your assertion that traffic would be displaced onto other roads such as the A102, TfL’s 
modelling has detailed that overall there is a significant reduction in travel time (i.e. congestion), 
particularly in the peaks, as a result of the scheme. 

As Heidi outlined in her letter to you of 20 September, London’s 1.5C trajectory takes the Silvertown 
Tunnel into consideration as it is based on modelling of London’s entire transport system. London’s 
carbon reduction pathway is in line with the Committee on Climate Change’s pathway and the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s trajectories consistent with a limited probability of 
overshooting 1.5C warming. The independent assessment of our climate action plan is available on our 
website, along with the letter from C40 confirming that London has developed a Paris Agreement 
compatible climate action plan. These documents can be accessed on the following webpage, under 
the heading “Related documents”, and listed as Appendix 6 (Final Climate Action Plan Assessment) 
and Appendix 7 (C40 Climate Action Plan Letter): https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/environment/london-environment-strategy 

Transport emissions in the 1.5C pathway fall firstly from modal shift as it assumes 80 per cent of trips 
are made by foot, cycle or public transport by 2041. The modelling by Element Energy then assessed 
how the remaining road transport could be moved to either electric or hydrogen energy supply. 
London’s zero carbon pathway only assumes hydrogen is used for certain transport applications such 
as Heavy Goods Vehicles that it may not be possible to electrify. The pathway is not based on the 
scenario that is heavily reliant on hydrogen given our shared concern over the future widespread 
availability of low carbon hydrogen.  

Instead, London’s zero carbon pathway relies heavily on electric vehicles. They will result in significant 
carbon savings, not only due to their increased efficiency (compared to petrol and diesel vehicles) but 
as they run on increasingly low carbon electricity. Even with current electricity grid intensity and 
considering the embodied carbon associated with their production, electric vehicles already save 
significant amounts of carbon over their lifetime. This benefit will grow in future as the grid 
decarbonises further.  

Carbon emission targets in future – would these undermine business case for tunnel and mechanism 
for repayment? 

Ability of future Mayor to remove or reduce the toll and how this would impact AQ. 

In concluding your letter, you say that you believe public policy should be made on the basis of the 
best possible analysis of value for money, air quality and carbon emissions. I can assure you that this 
has been the case for the Silvertown scheme, and I would not be endorsing it otherwise. I know you 
hold very strong views on the scheme, and I share your passion for protecting our environment for 
future generations. However, unless there are substantively new and different points you wish to 
raise, I feel additional correspondence on this issue is unlikely to be productive. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 



Sadiq Khan  
Mayor of London

MAYOR’S OFFICE ADVICE NOTES 
(TO BE COMPLETED BY DRAFTING OFFICER AND UPLOADED WITH DRAFT FOR MAYOR TO SIGN) 

Drafted By:  

Or (delete either option as appropriate) 

Drafted by: XXXX obo XXXX (enter name of team 
or officer) 
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  GLA Environment 
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 has flagged this to mayor’s team and that we hope for a quick turnaround – Heidi was hoping they would be 
sent on Tuesday. This is subject to the update Heidi gets at the Mike meeting on Tuesday, but we suggest getting 
them routing through the mayor’s team ASAP. With that in mind, do you think Heidi will be able to review over the 
weekend? 

Any questions,   is the expert! 

 you’ll need to prioritise these on Monday if Heidi clears –   could you perhaps speak to   on Monday as I 
am on leave and I know she will also be trying to process MQs.  

  







  

Thank you for writing to me about the Silvertown Tunnel. I know my Deputy Mayor for Transport, 
Heidi Alexander, has written to you on my behalf on a number of occasions and has also met with you 
to discuss your concerns. I’d like to take this opportunity to reiterate my views on the scheme, and 
also to respond to some key matters you raise in your most recent letters of 4 October and 7 
November. 

I am committed to reducing car dominance, improving air quality and addressing climate change. The 
current situation at the Blackwall Tunnel cannot continue as it fundamentally undermines these goals. 
The regular congestion and tailbacks that occur when the tunnel closes means the approach roads are 
some of the most polluted in London. This problem is only exacerbated during the regular incidents 
that occur at the Blackwall Tunnel and this means Transport for London (TfL) is not able to run a 
reliable cross-river bus service, which would encourage people to travel by more sustainable means. 
Building the Silvertown Tunnel with an associated user charge, and introducing a new user charge at 
Blackwall, is the best solution to these problems. 

I reject the assertion that the information presented by TfL through the public consultation and to the 
Planning Inspectorate was incorrect and misleading or known to be false. TfL has undertaken a 
comprehensive assessment of options to address these problems and I understand my Deputy Mayor 
for Transport and TfL have explained this process to you. Options assessment was a key consideration 
in the Development Consent Order (DCO) process, is thoroughly explained in TfL’s submissions to the 
Planning Inspectorate, and was recognised in the Secretary of State’s decision letter which states: 

“The Secretary of State notes that while concerns were raised from some interested parties… there 
was no challenge to the fact that there are existing problems in relation to the Blackwall Tunnel and its 
approaches that demonstrate that there is a need to be addressed. The Secretary of State agrees with 
the Panel at PR 4.5.23 that there are no reasons to disagree with the objectives set by the Applicant 
for identifying a solution. 

The Secretary of State notes the options appraised and alternatives canvassed (PR 4.6.12-35) and he 
agrees with the Panel that there has been sufficient assessment of alternatives” 

Revenue from user charging will initially be used to pay off the cost of building the Silvertown Tunnel 
but you are wrong to suggest ‘the success of the scheme depends on TfL maintaining existing levels of 
heavy motor traffic across the river, in order to pay off the construction loan’. The Charging Policy 
makes explicitly clear that TfL’s ability to repay is a secondary consideration to traffic, environmental 
and economic factors. That being said, TfL quickly anticipates a surplus from the user charging 
revenue after a relatively short period which, in addition to paying the costs of building the tunnel, 
would be reinvested in the transport network. 
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In your letter of 4 October, you ask detailed questions about the potential to introduce a user charge 
at the Blackwall Tunnel. This option, including not constructing a tunnel at Silvertown, has been 
explored in detail. In a scenario where the same user charges were introduced at Blackwall as are 
assumed for the Silvertown Tunnel ‘assessed case’, there would be increased demand at adjacent, less 
suitable crossings such as the Woolwich Ferry and Rotherhithe Tunnel, and increased congestion and 
air quality issues across the network. Further increasing the charge to reduce congestion at the 
Blackwall corridor to a level similar to that expected for the Silvertown Tunnel scheme, coupled with 
the fact that no new crossing would be provided, would mean a significant proportion of traffic would 
re-route from Blackwall. This would bring even higher levels of congestion and worsened air quality to 
other river crossings and elsewhere on the network. 

Furthermore, a Blackwall-only charge option wouldn’t address the inherent constraints associated with 
the design of the current crossing. This design means that the tunnel experiences a disproportionately 
higher number of incidents and closures compared to other major UK highway tunnels. It would not 
allow TfL to run double deck buses that will help make a step change in public transport provision. 

In response to your assertion that traffic would be displaced onto other roads such as the A102, TfL’s 
modelling has detailed that overall there is a significant reduction in travel time (i.e. congestion), 
particularly in the peaks, as a result of the scheme. 

As Heidi outlined in her letter to you of 20 September, London’s 1.5C trajectory takes the Silvertown 
Tunnel into consideration as it is based on modelling of London’s entire transport system. London’s 
carbon reduction pathway is in line with the Committee on Climate Change’s pathway and the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s trajectories consistent with a limited probability of 
overshooting 1.5C warming. The independent assessment of our climate action plan is available on our 
website, along with the letter from C40 confirming that London has developed a Paris Agreement 
compatible climate action plan. These documents can be accessed on the following webpage, under 
the heading “Related documents”, and listed as Appendix 6 (Final Climate Action Plan Assessment) 
and Appendix 7 (C40 Climate Action Plan Letter): https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/environment/london-environment-strategy 

Transport emissions in the 1.5C pathway fall firstly from modal shift as it assumes 80 per cent of trips 
are made by foot, cycle or public transport by 2041. The modelling by Element Energy then assessed 
how the remaining road transport could be moved to either electric or hydrogen energy supply. 
London’s zero carbon pathway only assumes hydrogen is used for certain transport applications such 
as Heavy Goods Vehicles that it may not be possible to electrify. The pathway is not based on the 
scenario that is heavily reliant on hydrogen given our shared concern over the future widespread 
availability of low carbon hydrogen.  

Instead, London’s zero carbon pathway relies heavily on electric vehicles. They will result in significant 
carbon savings, not only due to their increased efficiency (compared to petrol and diesel vehicles) but 
as they run on increasingly low carbon electricity. Even with current electricity grid intensity and 
considering the embodied carbon associated with their production, electric vehicles already save 
significant amounts of carbon over their lifetime. This benefit will grow in future as the grid 
decarbonises further.  

While the Silvertown Tunnel proposals have been fully considered in our current plans, I can also 
assure you that the scheme has the flexibility to co-exist with any subsequent policy developments. 
How exactly the Silvertown Tunnel and its user charge may be affected clearly depends on the specific 
objectives and impacts of any new policy or development, but the Charging Policies and Procedures 
provide flexibility to cope with this. In setting and varying the user charge, TfL is required to re-assess 



impacts taking any contextual developments into account, and make changes to satisfy the 
environmental, economic and other objectives set out within the DCO. Again it’s important to note 
that TfL’s ability to repay construction costs is a secondary consideration in the Charging Policy.  

Heidi and TfL have repeatedly explained how the setting and varying of the user charge is a decision 
for the TfL board following substantial analysis and consultation by TfL. It must all be in compliance 
with the Charging Policy which will ensure the commitments in terms of traffic, environmental and 
economic impacts are met. Amending the Charging Policy is a decision for the Mayor but it is certainly 
not a political decision. Any Mayor would need to have regard for relevant policy at the time, the DCO 
assessments and would need to consult on any proposals having regard for the views of Londoners. 
Any breach of a DCO is in fact a criminal offence. 

In concluding your letter, you say that you believe public policy should be made on the basis of the 
best possible analysis of value for money, air quality and carbon emissions. I can assure you that this 
has been the case for the Silvertown scheme, and I would not be endorsing it otherwise. I know you 
hold very strong views on the scheme, and I share your passion for protecting our environment for 
future generations. However, unless there are substantively new and different points you wish to 
raise, I feel additional correspondence on this issue is unlikely to be productive. 

Thank you again for writing to me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Sadiq Khan  
Mayor of London 









    
  

  

   

  

  

    
 
 
 
Thank you for writing to me about the Silvertown Tunnel. I know my Deputy Mayor for Transport, 
Heidi Alexander, has written to you on my behalf on a number of occasions and has also met with you 
to discuss your concerns. I’d like to take this opportunity to reiterate my views on the scheme, and 
also to respond to some key matters you raise in your most recent letters of 4 October and 7 
November. 
 
I am committed to reducing car dominance, improving air quality and addressing climate change. The 
current situation at the Blackwall Tunnel cannot continue as it fundamentally undermines these goals. 
The regular congestion and tailbacks that occur when the tunnel closes means the approach roads are 
some of the most polluted in London. This problem is only exacerbated during the regular incidents 
that occur at the Blackwall Tunnel and this means Transport for London (TfL) is not able to run a 
reliable cross-river bus service, which would encourage people to travel by more sustainable means. 
Building the Silvertown Tunnel with an associated user charge, and introducing a new user charge at 
Blackwall, is the best solution to these problems. 
 
I reject the assertion that the information presented by TfL through the public consultation and to the 
Planning Inspectorate was incorrect and misleading or known to be false. TfL has undertaken a 
comprehensive assessment of options to address these problems and I understand my Deputy Mayor 
for Transport and TfL have explained this process to you. Options assessment was a key consideration 
in the Development Consent Order (DCO) process, is thoroughly explained in TfL’s submissions to the 
Planning Inspectorate, and was recognised in the Secretary of State’s decision letter which states: 
 
“The Secretary of State notes that while concerns were raised from some interested parties… there 
was no challenge to the fact that there are existing problems in relation to the Blackwall Tunnel and its 
approaches that demonstrate that there is a need to be addressed. The Secretary of State agrees with 
the Panel at PR 4.5.23 that there are no reasons to disagree with the objectives set by the Applicant 
for identifying a solution. 
 
The Secretary of State notes the options appraised and alternatives canvassed (PR 4.6.12-35) and he 
agrees with the Panel that there has been sufficient assessment of alternatives” 
 
Revenue from user charging will initially be used to pay off the cost of building the Silvertown Tunnel 
but you are wrong to suggest ‘the success of the scheme depends on TfL maintaining existing levels of 
heavy motor traffic across the river, in order to pay off the construction loan’. The Charging Policy 
makes explicitly clear that TfL’s ability to repay is a secondary consideration to traffic, environmental 
and economic factors. That being said, TfL quickly anticipates a surplus from the user charging 
revenue after a relatively short period which, in addition to paying the costs of building the tunnel, 
would be reinvested in the transport network. 
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In your letter of 4 October, you ask detailed questions about the potential to introduce a user charge 
at the Blackwall Tunnel. This option, including not constructing a tunnel at Silvertown, has been 
explored in detail. In a scenario where the same user charges were introduced at Blackwall as are 
assumed for the Silvertown Tunnel ‘assessed case’, there would be increased demand at adjacent, less 
suitable crossings such as the Woolwich Ferry and Rotherhithe Tunnel, and increased congestion and 
air quality issues across the network. Further increasing the charge to reduce congestion at the 
Blackwall corridor to a level similar to that expected for the Silvertown Tunnel scheme, coupled with 
the fact that no new crossing would be provided, would mean a significant proportion of traffic would 
re-route from Blackwall. This would bring even higher levels of congestion and worsened air quality to 
other river crossings and elsewhere on the network. 
 
Furthermore, a Blackwall-only charge option wouldn’t address the inherent constraints associated with 
the design of the current crossing. This design means that the tunnel experiences a disproportionately 
higher number of incidents and closures compared to other major UK highway tunnels. It would not 
allow TfL to run double deck buses that will help make a step change in public transport provision. 
 
In response to your assertion that traffic would be displaced onto other roads such as the A102, TfL’s 
modelling has detailed that overall there is a significant reduction in travel time (i.e. congestion), 
particularly in the peaks, as a result of the scheme. 
 
As Heidi outlined in her letter to you of 20 September, London’s 1.5C trajectory takes the Silvertown 
Tunnel into consideration as it is based on modelling of London’s entire transport system. London’s 
carbon reduction pathway is in line with the Committee on Climate Change’s pathway and the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s trajectories consistent with a limited probability of 
overshooting 1.5C warming. The independent assessment of our climate action plan is available on our 
website, along with the letter from C40 confirming that London has developed a Paris Agreement 
compatible climate action plan. These documents can be accessed on the following webpage, under 
the heading “Related documents”, and listed as Appendix 6 (Final Climate Action Plan Assessment) 
and Appendix 7 (C40 Climate Action Plan Letter): https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/environment/london-environment-strategy 
 
Transport emissions in the 1.5C pathway fall firstly from modal shift as it assumes 80 per cent of trips 
are made by foot, cycle or public transport by 2041. The modelling by Element Energy then assessed 
how the remaining road transport could be moved to either electric or hydrogen energy supply. 
London’s zero carbon pathway only assumes hydrogen is used for certain transport applications such 
as Heavy Goods Vehicles that it may not be possible to electrify. The pathway is not based on the 
scenario that is heavily reliant on hydrogen given our shared concern over the future widespread 
availability of low carbon hydrogen.  
 
Instead, London’s zero carbon pathway relies heavily on electric vehicles. They will result in significant 
carbon savings, not only due to their increased efficiency (compared to petrol and diesel vehicles) but 
as they run on increasingly low carbon electricity. Even with current electricity grid intensity and 
considering the embodied carbon associated with their production, electric vehicles already save 
significant amounts of carbon over their lifetime. This benefit will grow in future as the grid 
decarbonises further.  
 
While the Silvertown Tunnel proposals have been fully considered in our current plans, I can also 
assure you that the scheme has the flexibility to co-exist with any subsequent policy developments. 
How exactly the Silvertown Tunnel and its user charge may be affected clearly depends on the specific 
objectives and impacts of any new policy or development, but the Charging Policies and Procedures 
provide flexibility to cope with this. In setting and varying the user charge, TfL is required to re-assess 



 

 
 

 

impacts taking any contextual developments into account, and make changes to satisfy the 
environmental, economic and other objectives set out within the DCO. Again it’s important to note 
that TfL’s ability to repay construction costs is a secondary consideration in the Charging Policy.  
 
Heidi and TfL have repeatedly explained how the setting and varying of the user charge is a decision 
for the TfL board following substantial analysis and consultation by TfL. It must all be in compliance 
with the Charging Policy which will ensure the commitments in terms of traffic, environmental and 
economic impacts are met. Amending the Charging Policy is a decision for the Mayor but it is certainly 
not a political decision. Any Mayor would need to have regard for relevant policy at the time, the DCO 
assessments and would need to consult on any proposals having regard for the views of Londoners. 
Any breach of a DCO is in fact a criminal offence. 
 
In concluding your letter, you say that you believe public policy should be made on the basis of the 
best possible analysis of value for money, air quality and carbon emissions. I can assure you that this 
has been the case for the Silvertown scheme, and I would not be endorsing it otherwise. I know you 
hold very strong views on the scheme, and I share your passion for protecting our environment for 
future generations. However, unless there are substantively new and different points you wish to 
raise, I feel additional correspondence on this issue is unlikely to be productive. 
 
Thank you again for writing to me.  
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 
Sadiq Khan  
Mayor of London 
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From: Leah Kreitzman
Sent: 10 November 2019 20:51
To:  
Cc: Tom Middleton; Jack Stenner; Patrick Hennessy; london.gov.uk; Shirley Rodrigues; 

Aram Wood; 
Subject: Re: URGENT TO CLEAR: Silvertown tunnel JR - City AM

No issues from me.  

Our line is obvs a lot more extensive, but don’t think that’s a problem.  

Thanks  

L 

Sent from my iPhone ‐ apologies for any typos while on the run!  

On 10 Nov 2019, at 18:20,     < london.gov.uk> wrote: 

Hi again all, 

TfL have also been approached ‐ their line cleared by their legal team is below.  

Please shout if any issues.  

Thanks, 
 

A TfL spokesperson said: “A response to the letter will be issued in due course. The Silvertown 
tunnel scheme was subject to significant scrutiny as part of the development process, including a 
six‐month public enquiry.” 

   
Senior Press Officer, Mayor of London’s Press Office 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 

 
london.gov.uk 

london.gov.uk 
@LDN_pressoffice 
Out‐of‐hours: 0207 983 4000 

From: Tom Middleton < london.gov.uk> 
Sent: Sunday, November 10, 2019 5:30:50 PM 
To: Jack Stenner < london.gov.uk>; Patrick Hennessy 
< london.gov.uk>;     < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:  london.gov.uk < london.gov.uk>; Shirley Rodrigues 
< london.gov.uk>; Aram Wood < london.gov.uk>;   
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From:  
Sent: 11 November 2019 07:16
To: Media Overview
Subject: NEWS: City AM (P7) - Silvertown Tunnel campaign group threatens Khan with a court review

Silvertown Tunnel campaign group threatens Khan with a court 
review 

Stefan Boscia 

CAMPAIGNERS against the Silvertown Tunnel have sent a letter to Sadiq Khan threatening to seek a judicial 
review of the project if it is approved. 
 
The No To Silvertown Tunnel coalition sent a letter to the London mayor claiming that modelling from Transport 
for London (TfL) on the project is "insufficient to make a well-informed decision", and that the courts should 
review the project. 
 
Campaigners claim that TfL modelling for the £1bn road tunnel which would run across the Thames from 
Greenwich to the Royal Docks shows congestion would decrease at the tunnel mouth, but increase in 
surrounding areas. 
 
They say this would increase air pollution. A spokesperson for the mayor said the tunnel is essential. 
 
They added: "Extensive modelling on the impacts on traffic, air quality and carbon emissions has been 
undertaken and has been subject to thorough examination in public, as well as rigorous peer review." 
 
The project is expected to get final approval from TfL within a matter of weeks, following the drawn out battle 
with anti-tunnel campaigners. 
 









 

 
 

 

impacts taking any contextual developments into account, and make changes to satisfy the 
environmental, economic and other objectives set out within the DCO. Again it’s important to note 
that TfL’s ability to repay construction costs is a secondary consideration in the Charging Policy.  
 
Heidi and TfL have repeatedly explained how the setting and varying of the user charge is a decision 
for the TfL board following substantial analysis and consultation by TfL. It must all be in compliance 
with the Charging Policy which will ensure the commitments in terms of traffic, environmental and 
economic impacts are met. Amending the Charging Policy is a decision for the Mayor but it is certainly 
not a political decision. Any Mayor would need to have regard for relevant policy at the time, the DCO 
assessments and would need to consult on any proposals having regard for the views of Londoners. 
Any breach of a DCO is in fact a criminal offence. 
 
In concluding your letter, you say that you believe public policy should be made on the basis of the 
best possible analysis of value for money, air quality and carbon emissions. I can assure you that this 
has been the case for the Silvertown scheme, and I would not be endorsing it otherwise. 
hold very strong views on the scheme, and I share your passion for protecting our environment for 
future generations. However, unless there are substantively new and different points you wish to 
 
 
Thank you again for writing to me.  
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 
Sadiq Khan  
Mayor of London 
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From:
Sent: 11 November 2019 11:46
To: TT Correspondence;  Turek
Cc:
Subject: RE: Silvertown correspondence - cleared
Attachments: MGLA071019-4151 - Victoria Rance.docx

One more cleared by Heidi for Mayoral sign off, same note on deadline applies. Three more to come. 

Thanks 
 

From: 
Sent: 11 November 2019 11:32 
To: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk>;    @london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: Silvertown correspondence ‐ cleared 

Hi 

These five letters on Silvertown have been cleared by Heidi. There’s a further four which Heidi has some changes to 
and I’ll get them across to you asap. In the meantime could you please get these up the chain for Mayoral sign off? 

Note for Mayoral Corro Team – As flagged in the advice notes, these need to be sent out before the Silvertown 
Contract is signed, currently scheduled for 14 November but subject to change. Please check in with Transport Team 
before sending. 

Thanks 
 

From:   < tfl.gov.uk>  
Sent: 11 November 2019 11:25 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: Silvertown correspondence ‐ cleared 

Hi   

These are all good to go. No changes from Heidi 

Executive Assistant to Heidi Alexander
Deputy Mayor for Transport 
& Deputy Chair, Transport for London
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These new services are forecast to increase the proportion of trips by bus and coach crossing the river from the 10% 
today to 30% once the new buses are operational.  

Plans for the Silvertown Tunnel will also have a clear focus on cleaner transport, with zero‐emission buses expected 
to be running in either direction from the day the tunnel opens, and the crossing being located within the extended 
Ultra Low Emission Zone. These routes will link places such as Stratford and Canary Wharf to Eltham, Grove Park and 
Charlton for the first time, unlocking new journey options and supporting wider regeneration across the Greenwich 
Peninsula and Royal Docks.  

There will also be further pedestrian and cycling improvements on both sides of the river to better connect local 
communities, including upgrades to Boord Street and Tunnel Avenue in the south and Silvertown Way and the area 
around Tidal Basin Roundabout in the north. 

Press Officer, Mayor of London’s Press Office 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
020 7983  | 

london.gov.uk 
london.gov.uk 
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From: MO Correspondence Team
Sent: 14 November 2019 10:56
To: TT Correspondence; 
Cc:  MO Correspondence Team
Subject: RE: Silvertown correspondence
Attachments: 171019-5133.doc; 311019-6036.doc; 071019-4151.docx; 281019-5803.doc; 071019-4151.docx; 

301019-5932.doc; 301019-5961.doc; 241019-5558.doc; 6036 - edits.doc

Importance: High

Hi Transport Team and  , 
 
The attached drafts are going in for signature today.  
 
We have made a few formatting edits and the drafts containing text about London’s 1.5C trajectory have had 
changes as per Shirley’s instruction. See *6036 – edits attachment with these changes tracked for info. 
 
 
Thanks   
 
 
 

 
 
Correspondence Manager, Mayor’s Office 
MAYOR OF LONDON 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
020 7983   
 
london.gov.uk  

london.gov.uk  
 

 

From: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 12 November 2019 12:36 
To: MO Correspondence Team < london.gov.uk> 
Cc: TT Correspondence < london.gov.uk>;   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: Silvertown correspondence 
 

Hi ladies, 
 
Further to  email below,   has said that the 'Silvertown' Mayoral responses can be sent 
out at the later date of Monday 18 November (not 14 Nov as suggested previous).  
 

 has also asked if we can see the signed copies before they go out? 
 
If you have any queries please let me know. 
 
Many thanks, 
 





    
  

  

   

  

  

    
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for writing to me on behalf of Stop the Silvertown Coalition about the Silvertown 
Tunnel. I know my Deputy Mayor for Transport, Heidi Alexander, has written to you on my behalf 
on a number of occasions and has also met with you to discuss your concerns. I would like to take 
this opportunity to reiterate my views on the scheme, and also to respond to some key matters you 
raise in your most recent letters of 4 October and 7 November. 
 
I am committed to reducing car dominance, improving air quality and addressing climate change. 
The current situation at the Blackwall Tunnel cannot continue, as it fundamentally undermines 
these goals. The regular congestion and tailbacks that occur when the tunnel closes means the 
approach roads are some of the most polluted in London. The problem is only exacerbated during 
the regular incidents that occur at the Blackwall Tunnel and this means Transport for London (TfL) 
is not able to run a reliable cross-river bus service, which would encourage people to travel by more 
sustainable means. Building the Silvertown Tunnel with an associated user charge, and introducing 
a new user charge at Blackwall, is the best solution to these problems. 
 
I reject the assertion that the information presented by TfL through the public consultation and to 
the Planning Inspectorate was incorrect and misleading or known to be false. TfL has undertaken a 
comprehensive assessment of options to address these problems and I understand my Deputy 
Mayor for Transport and TfL have explained this process to you. Options assessment was a key 
consideration in the Development Consent Order (DCO) process, and is thoroughly explained in 
TfL’s submissions to the Planning Inspectorate, and was recognised in the Secretary of State’s 
decision letter which states: 
 
“The Secretary of State notes that while concerns were raised from some interested parties… there 
was no challenge to the fact that there are existing problems in relation to the Blackwall Tunnel 
and its approaches that demonstrate that there is a need to be addressed. The Secretary of State 
agrees with the Panel at PR 4.5.23 that there are no reasons to disagree with the objectives set by 
the Applicant for identifying a solution. 
 
The Secretary of State notes the options appraised and alternatives canvassed (PR 4.6.12-35) and 
he agrees with the Panel that there has been sufficient assessment of alternatives.” 
 
Revenue from user charging will initially be used to pay off the cost of building the Silvertown 
Tunnel but you are wrong to suggest ‘the success of the scheme depends on TfL maintaining 
existing levels of heavy motor traffic across the river, in order to pay off the construction loan’. The  

Victoria Rance 
 

 
 

Our ref: MGLA071019-4151 
 
 
Date:  



 

 
 

 

Charging Policy makes explicitly clear that TfL’s ability to repay is a secondary consideration to 
traffic, environmental and economic factors. That being said, TfL quickly anticipates a surplus from 
the user charging revenue after a relatively short period which, in addition to paying the costs of 
building the tunnel, would be reinvested in the transport network. 
 
In your letter of 4 October, you ask detailed questions about the potential to introduce a user 
charge at the Blackwall Tunnel. This option, including not constructing a tunnel at Silvertown, has 
been explored in detail. In a scenario where the same user charges were introduced at Blackwall as 
are assumed for the Silvertown Tunnel ‘assessed case’, there would be increased demand at 
adjacent, less suitable crossings such as the Woolwich Ferry and Rotherhithe Tunnel, and increased 
congestion and air quality issues across the network. Further increasing the charge to reduce 
congestion at the Blackwall corridor to a level similar to that expected for the Silvertown Tunnel 
scheme, coupled with the fact that no new crossing would be provided, would mean a significant 
proportion of traffic would re-route from Blackwall. This would bring even higher levels of 
congestion and worsened air quality to other river crossings, as well as elsewhere on the network. 
 
Furthermore, a Blackwall-only charge option would not address the inherent constraints associated 
with the design of the current crossing. This design means that the tunnel experiences a 
disproportionately higher number of incidents and closures compared to other major UK highway 
tunnels. It would not allow TfL to run double deck buses that will help make a step change in 
public transport provision. 
 
In response to your assertion that traffic would be displaced onto other roads such as the A102, 
TfL’s modelling has detailed that overall there is a significant reduction in travel time (i.e. 
congestion), particularly in the peaks, as a result of the scheme. 
 
As Heidi outlined in her letter to you of 20 September, London’s 1.5C trajectory takes the 
Silvertown Tunnel into consideration as it is based on modelling of London’s entire transport 
system. London’s carbon reduction pathway is in line with the Committee on Climate Change’s 
pathway and Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s trajectories that are consistent with a 
limited probability of overshooting 1.5C warming. The independent assessment of our climate 
action plan is available on our website, along with the letter from C40 confirming that London has 
developed a Paris Agreement compatible climate action plan. These documents can be accessed on 
the following webpage, under the heading “Related documents”, and listed as Appendix 6 (Final 
Climate Action Plan Assessment) and Appendix 7 (C40 Climate Action Plan Letter): 
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/environment/london-environment-strategy. 
 
Transport emissions in the 1.5C pathway fall firstly from modal shift, as it assumes 80 per cent of 
trips are made on foot, by cycle or using public transport by 2041. The modelling by Element 
Energy then assessed how the remaining road transport could be moved to either electric or 
hydrogen energy supply. London’s zero carbon pathway only assumes hydrogen is used for certain 
transport applications, such as Heavy Goods Vehicles, that it may not be possible to electrify. The 
pathway is not based on the scenario that is heavily reliant on hydrogen given our shared concern 
over the future widespread availability of low carbon hydrogen.  
 
Instead, London’s zero carbon pathway relies heavily on electric vehicles. They will result in 
significant carbon savings, not only due to their increased efficiency (compared to petrol and diesel 
vehicles) but as they run on increasingly low carbon electricity. Even with current electricity grid 
intensity and considering the embodied carbon associated with their production, electric vehicles 
already save significant amounts of carbon over their lifetime. This benefit will grow in future as 
the grid decarbonises further.  



 

 
 

 

 
While the Silvertown Tunnel proposals have been fully considered in our current plans, I can also 
assure you that the scheme has the flexibility to co-exist with any subsequent policy developments. 
How exactly the Silvertown Tunnel and its user charge may be affected clearly depends on the 
specific objectives and impacts of any new policy or development, but the Charging Policies and 
Procedures provide flexibility to cope with this. In setting and varying the user charge, TfL is 
required to re-assess impacts taking any contextual developments into account, and make changes 
to satisfy the environmental, economic and other objectives set out within the DCO. Again, it is 
important to note that TfL’s ability to repay construction costs is a secondary consideration in the 
Charging Policy.  
 
Heidi and TfL have repeatedly explained how the setting and varying of the user charge is a 
decision for the TfL board following substantial analysis and consultation by TfL. It must all be in 
compliance with the Charging Policy, which will ensure the commitments in terms of traffic, 
environmental and economic impacts are met. Amending the Charging Policy is a decision for the 
Mayor but it is certainly not a political decision. Any Mayor would need to have regard for relevant 
policy at the time, as well as the DCO assessments, and would need to consult on any proposals 
having regard for the views of Londoners. Any breach of a DCO is in fact a criminal offence. 
 
In concluding your letter, you say that you believe public policy should be made on the basis of the 
best possible analysis of value for money, air quality and carbon emissions. I can assure you that 
this has been the case for the Silvertown scheme, and I would not be endorsing it otherwise.  
 
Thank you again for writing to me.  
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Sadiq Khan  
Mayor of London 
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H  
 
Is there any update as I am aware that the signing of the contract may not now take place until next week? 
 
Thanks   
 
 
 

 
 
Correspondence Manager, Mayor’s Office 
MAYOR OF LONDON 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
020 7983   
 
london.gov.uk  

london.gov.uk  
 

 

From: MO Correspondence Team < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 19 November 2019 10:19 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Cc: MO Correspondence Team < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Silvertown 
 
Hi   
 
We are still able to hold the letters – please keep us updated. 
 
Thanks   
 

 
 
Correspondence Manager, Mayor’s Office 
MAYOR OF LONDON 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
020 7983   
 
london.gov.uk  

london.gov.uk  
 

 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 19 November 2019 10:17 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: Silvertown 
 
Hi   
 
Sorry, things are still up in the air. I hope to have a further update this afternoon. Are you able to hold those letters 
still? Do let me know if that is going to cause any problems for you. 
 
Thanks 
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Principal Policy Officer, Transport Team 
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY 
City Hall, The Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA 
T:  
 
london.gov.uk 

london.gov.uk 
 






