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Non-kéy Executive Decision

The subject matter of this report deals with the following Council
Objectives '

Havering will be clean and its environment will be cared for 1
People will be safe, in their homes and in the community 1
Residents will be proud to live in Havering [x]



Non-key Executive Decision

Part A — Report seeking decision

DETAIL OF THE DECISION REQUESTED AND RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approval of the recommended response from the London Borough of Havering (as set out in
Appendix 1) to the Highways England Lower Thames Crossing consultation.

AUTHORITY UNDER WHICH DECISION IS MADE

Delegation to individual cabinet member 2.5 (b) — where there implications for policies
of the Council, to agree members of staff's responses to consultation papers from:
(i) the Government
(ii) the London Council, GLA, LGA and all other bodies where those papers
affect the services allocated

STATEMENT OF THE REASONS FOR THE DECISION
1. Background to the Lower Thames Crossing project
The Government has launched a public consultation on further proposals for a new Lower
Thames Crossing. The proposal would be a major infrastructure project in the wider Thames
Gateway.
The consultation seeks views on work by the Government / Highways England to identify a
location for, and provide, a new river crossing to supplement the existing Dartford tunnel /
bridge crossing.

This project has had extensive media coverage including television and national press.
Highways England (HE) is holding extensive events and displays linked to the project.

Details can be found at : www.lower-thames-crossing.co.uk.

The consultation material consists of several technical documents looking at a wide range of
issues linked to the project. A helpful summary document is available at :

https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/cip/lower-thames-crossing-
consultation/user uploads/lower-thames-crossing-consultation-booklet.pdf

Details about the consultation were included in the Calendar Brief published on February 1
2016. Copies of the main consultation documents have been in the Members' Resource
Room.
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The focus of this report is to consider how Havering should respond to the consultation.
2. Key facts and figures about the current crossing(s) at Dartford
HE has published the following information as context for the project, :

The Dartford Crossing is the only road crossing of the Thames Estuary east of London

e The crossing is one of the busiest roads in the country, used 50 million times a year by
commuters, business travellers, haulage companies, emergency services and holiday
makers

e The crossing was designed for 135,000 vehicle crossings a day — it regularly operates
at capacity

o Traffic volumes are increasing — currently 25 per cent of customer journeys are heavy
and light goods vehicles. This is predicted to increase to 34 per cent by 2041.

e There has been no significant improvement in capacity of the existing crossing for
nearly 25 years — during which time there have been major developments such as
Lakeside in 1990 and Bluewater in 1999.

e The crossing is one of the least reliable sections of the UK's strategic road network of
motorways and major roads, having one of the highest incident rates on the network.
Road users regularly experience delays and unreliable journeys.

e When there are incidents the congestion at the crossing quickly causes congestion on
local roads and arterial roads in and out of London.

¢ The crossing is partially or fully closed for around half an hour more than 300 times a
year (on average) )

o After a closure it typically takes three to five hours for the roads to clear
When the crossing closes, local roads are badly affected and users have no alternative
but to :

‘wait it out’
use the Blackwall Tunnel — approximately a 30 mile detour

go the other way around the M25 — equivalent to an additional
journey of over 100 miles.
e For much of a typical day, air quality in many areas close to the crossing does not
meet current air quality standards
e Dart Charge has improved journey times over the last twelve months but increased
usage of the crossing means it only provides a short-term solution. Congestion will
return to pre-Dart Charge levels within the next ten years.

3. Why Highways England is taking the Lower Thames Crossing project forward

The existing crossing is a critical part of the UK’'s major road network carrying local, national
and international travel.

Congestion and closure of the existing crossing occur frequently and this, together with a lack
of alternative transport links, creates significant disruption and pollution.

Removing the payment barriers and introducing electronic payments have improved traffic
flow and journey times but have not increased capacity. With traffic volumes forecast to
increase major improvements to the road network are needed to provide a long-lasting
solution.

HE says that a new crossing is needed to reduce congestion, to unlock economic growth and
to support the development of new homes and jobs in the region. It says that a new crossing |
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could transform the region by providing a vital new connection across the Thames. It would
stimulate economic growth by unlocking access to housing and job opportunities which would
benefit not only the region but the whole of the UK.

4. Timetable and milestones for the Lower Thames Crossing project

Over recent years central and local government have conducted studies on tackling
congestion and potential locations for a new crossing :

2009 - Department for Transport (DfT) looked at five location options (A-E). Two (D and
E) were not taken forward as they would be too far east to alleviate congestion at the
existing crossing, did not offer value for money, would have been very expensive because
of their length and would have harmed ecology.

2012 - DfT commissioned a review to assess the merits of the remaining location options
(A, Band C).

2013 (May) - Public consultation set out the case for additional crossings in the Lower
Thames ,area and the relative merits of potential crossings at locations A, B and C
together with one ‘variant' option for location C More than 5,700 responses to the
consultation were received. Havering responded to this consultation and the details are
set out in Section 5 (below).

2013 (December) - The Secretary of State for Transport announced sufficient grounds to
discard option B (a route over the Swanscombe Peninsular) because of the impact on
local development plans and the limited transport benefits. Further advice was obtained to
assist Government in considering the consultation feedback and weigh up the relative
merits of options A and C (and C Variant).

2014 - Government published its response to the public consultation stating that a new
crossing is “a vital part of our aspirations for a better future” but said there was no
consensus about its location. It also set out next steps confirming that Highways England
(formerly Highways Agency) were leading on developing and appraising route options and
working closely with stakeholders to develop the proposal in the current consultation.

2016-2020 - Public consultation on options to select the preferred route, followed by more
detailed consultation on the proposals prior to the submission of a Development Consent
Order application.

2020 - 2025 — Construction planned

5. How has Havering been involved in the Lower Thames Crossing project

Havering responded to the 2013 consultation giving qualified support for a new crossing at the
site of the existing crossing (Location A). In summary, the response :

e highlighted Havering’s support for the Green Belt (thus precluding the route options
that joined the M25 after passing through it)

e noted that Location A was the most deliverable / least costly option and so provided
the greatest likelihood of effectively tackling congestion within a reasonable timescale

e commented that a crossing at Location A would need linked improvements in the wider
strategic road network including the A13 and wanted further work done to review these
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6. The current proposals from Highways England
(a) What has Highways England done

HE's technical work since the 2013 consultation has focussed on identifying potential
solutions to meet economic, transport and community and environment objectives. It tested
these against the scheme objectives taking into account traffic flow forecasts and using
modelling to calculate reductions in congestion and journey times. The outcome was a
shortlist comprising two locations for a new crossing (identified as Locations A and C). Routes
and options for the crossing (bridge, immersed and bored tunnel) were considered.

Location A would be at the site of the current crossing and Location C would be further to the
east. At Location C, three potential .route options to / from the new crossing have been
identified north of the river (in Essex) and two south of the river (in Kent).

In assessing the shortlist, HE has had three main considerations: location, the type of crossing
(bridge or tunnel) and routes and junctions.

For both locations, HE developed engineering solutions and assessed them in terms of their
economic, traffic, environmental and community impacts. It also took into account the
significant growth and development plans for the wider region.

(b) What is the current proposal recommended by Highways England

HE has identified Location C as its recommended location for a crossing of the River
Thames. It is east of Tilbury and Gravesend.

HE says that there are limited options for a crossing here due to constraints such as impact on
residents, property and environmentally sensitive sites. Its proposal is for the crossing to
comprise a bored tunnel as this would generate the least noise and visual impact. It would
also have least impact on protected habitats and species by minimising disturbance over
much of its length. ‘

New dual carriage-way road links would connect the new tunnel north to the M25 and south to
either the A2 or the M2.

HE has identified a specific proposed route (which is called its ‘proposed’ option) to link the
new tunnel to the M25 in Essex and the A2 / the M2 in Kent. This is Route 3. This is the
shortest route identified and HE says it has the lowest environmental impact of the three
options considered.

Route 3 wouid be a completely new road and join the M25 in Havering between Junctions 29
and 30 (A127 and A13, respectively) by means of a new junction.

“South of the river, HE has identified two options for linking to the A2 or the M2 by means of a
western or eastern southern link road.

HE says that Location C / Route 3 would offer far greater benefits than Location A. It would
unlock significant wider economic growth and offers higher transport performance in terms of
safety, capacity and resilience. It calculates that it could add over £7bn to the economy by
stimulating investment and business opportunities and create over 5,000 jobs nationally.

In summary, HE says that Route 3 would :
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e offer a modern ‘motorway to motorway’, 70mph road and provide a high quality, safer
transport solution with the greatest improvement to journey times

¢ enable the highest quality solution with the lowest environmental impact of the three
routes being consulted upon
increase crossing capacity by 70% in the opening year
could be constructed without impacting the already congested Dartford corridor
reduce traffic volumes at the existing Dartford Crossing. Traffic volumes on the existing
crossing would be approximately 14% lower in 2025 and 7% lower in 2041 compared
to the ‘Without Scheme’ scenario

e would improve northbound journey times in the morning peak in 2025 by: a) up to 5
minutes between Junctions 3 and 28 of the M25 using the existing crossing; and b) by
up to 12 minutes for trips from M2 Junction 4 in Kent to Junction 28 of the M25 using
the new crossing. -

e enable significant wider economic growth and regeneration, delivering benefits for
generations to come, by connecting key areas (such as Ebbsfleet and Swanscombe)

The estimated costs of the recommended proposal (Location C and Route 3) are between
£4.3 and £5.9bn. User charges (tolls) would be applied in line with Government policy.

HE considers that with necessary funding and planning approvals, the new crossing could be
open in 2025 if publicly funded and 2027 if it uses private funding.

(c) What else has Highways England done

HE examined two more routes north of the river linked to Location C. These are referred to as
Routes 2 and 4.

Both these are part of the consultation and HE is inviting views on them even though it does
not intend to take them forward.

Route 2 would be closest to existing urban areas. It would involve upgrading an existing road
(A1089) and it would join the M25 in the same place as Route 3 — it differs only in how it
reaches the A13 at Orsett from the tunnel entrance at Tilbury. This route is constrained by
closely spaced junctions and would mix local and long distance traffic. Its junction with the
M25 raises the same issues as the proposed route (Route 3).

Route 4 would be further east and join the A13 to the east of Orsett and then head north as a
parallel to the A128 before joining the A127 and heading east to Junction 29 of the M25. This
route is longer than Routes 2 and 3 and it would involve a new road and significant upgrading
of the A127.

7. What is the impact of the recommended route and the other routes on Havering

The proposed tunnel at Location C would have no direct impact on Havering by reason of its
location beneath the river to the east of Gravesend and Tilbury. :

Route 3 (the proposed route) would have an impact on Upminster ward because its
proposed junction with the M25 would be in this ward. (Route 2 would also join the M25 here
and raises the same issues).

Route 4 would have an impact on the Harold Wood and Cranham wards because of the
junction arrangements linked to Junction 29 of the M25 motorway.

HE says it is unlikely that traffic using the new crossing would enter Havering and make use of
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roads other than the M25 as this would take traffic off the strategic network. In practice,
longstanding experience in Havering suggests that this may not be the case (for example, if
there were problems on the M25 itself).

This report does not deal with issues south of the A13.
(a) Highway England route 3 which joins the M25 between Junctions 29 and 30

The section of new road to / from the tunnel to the junction would be between north and south
Ockendon in Thurrock. This junction including the slip roads on to and from the M25
would be in the Green Belt in Havering (see attached plan).

Details are show on page 44 of Volume 3 (Identification and Description of Shortlist routes) in
para. 5.4.1 and Appendix 3.17 of Volume 3 Appendices.

The route would join the M25 near Ockendon Road (near to properties at Manor and Hall
Farms, Denises Cottages, Manor Farm Cottages, Bridge Cottages and Grafton).

The surrounding area to the proposed junction includes the North Ockendon and Cranham
Conservation Areas which include a number of heritage assets including several listed
buildings (Volume 2 Introduction and Existing Conditions Appendix 2.9 Historic Environment
Constraints).

HE say that the new road would join / leave the M25 in a simple ‘free flow’ junction comprising
north and south bound slip roads to and from the motorway (Para. 5.3.80 Volume 3
Identification and Description of Shortlist routes).

North-bound traffic would join the M25 using a slip road in the form of a viaduct (810m long)
above the motorway, the Upminster - Grays railway line, Pea Lane and Ockendon Road. HE
says that this would be the most significant single structure associated with this route and
suggests that it would need to be 17m above existing ground level because the M25 is
already elevated 8m above ground here (Volume 3 Identification and Description of Shortlist
routes para.5.3.85).

The new junction would allow south-bound traffic on the M25 heading towards the new river
crossing to leave the motorway using a left hand slip-road which would cross above
Ockendon Road before joining the new route to the tunnel.

Traffic on the new road would not be able to join the M25 motorway to head south towards the
A13 and / or the Dartford Crossing. HE considers that traffic would not wish to do this.

The remainder of this route is outside Havering and does not raise issues for Havering.
(b) Highways England route 2 which joins the M25 between Junctions 29 and 30

Route 2 joins the M25 in Havering at the same location as route 3. It raises the same
issues in regard to its junction with the M25 as route 3 (above).

As above, the remainder of the route is outside Havering and does not raise issues for
Havering.

(c) Highways England route 4 which makes use of the A127 and Junction 29 on the M25

Route 4 would make use of the A127 and junction 29 of the M25. The approach to the junction
is outside of Havering but the reconfiguration of the motorway roundabout to
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accommodate a new north-bound slip-road would involve land in in the Green Belt in
Havering close to homes in Cranham (see attached plan).

This route would join the A127 west of the existing A127 / A128 junction and thereafter join
the M25 motorway in a significantly upgraded intersection with the motorway at Junction 29.

HE's Executive Summary document says that this route would require upgrading of the A127
to four lanes in each direction and an upgraded junction with a viaduct where the new road
joins the M25 at Junction 29. It says that the north-bound slip road on to the M25 at this
junction would affect an ancient woodland, a registered park and garden (para.5.2.5). Details
are in paras. 5.5.14 - 5.5.19 on pages 50-51 of Volume 3 (ldentification and Descrlptlon of
Shortlist routes) and Appendix 3.23 of Volume 3 Appendices.

The diagram in Appendix 3.23 shows :

e a new link road on a viaduct south west of the existing junction over the existing road
network that would take traffic onto the northbound M25. The new slip road would be
to the east of properties at Folkes Farm, Woodcroft and Woodlands and skirt alongside
an ancient woodland (which is a site of nature conservation importance) as it joins the
M25.

e a new dedicated link road from the motorway to the north east of the existing junction
to take traffic from the M25 onto the A127 east bound and thereafter to the new road to
the crossing. The A127 would be four lanes in each direction.

e two new ‘local’ roads are shown north and south of the A127 to serve the B186
(because its junctions with the A127 would be closed). These would link to the re-
modelled Junction 29 (south of the A127) and to the A127 via the A128 (north of the
A127).

Homes in the north-east corner of Cranham (such as those in Queens Gardens, Moor Lane,
Fairholme / Acacia/ Queens and Laburnham Gardens) would be in relatively close proximity to
the re-worked Junction 29. In particular, the new north-bound slip road joining the M25 would
be within 250m of the nearest of these.

The new slip road for southbound traffic leaving the M25 to join the A127 would be outside
Havering (as would be the proposed new ‘local’ roads serving the B186).

HE notes that Route 4 would support future development including the possible housing
development proposals being considered jointly by Basildon and Brentwood Councils at
Dunton Garden Suburb (Executive Summary para. 5.2.5).

At the request of Havering officers, HE have commented on the accuracy and status of the
junction drawings for each of the route options so that a clearer understanding could be
secured as to how these proposals may affect Havering. '

HE says that the proposed junctions are illustrative layouts at this stage and may be subject to
change in later stages of the scheme development (see Section 11 below).

HE will only finalise junction design (and exact location) once it is clear which route is being
progressed. Informally, HE officers have indicated that there may be scope to adjust the form
of the junctions as the scheme is ‘worked up. Officers consider this may provide some limited
scope to optimise the location of the junctions and the slip roads as far as safeguarding
residential amenity is concerned.
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8. Highways England conclusions about Location C

HE considers that the recommended proposal of a new river crossing with a bored tunnel at
Location C incorporating Route 3 and the eastern southern link road to the A2 / M2 best
meets the scheme objectives and balances the needs of road users, the community, the
environment and business.

It says Location C offers far greater benefits than Location A because it :

provides the best economic benefits

offers higher transport performance in terms of safety and capacity

reduces traffic at Dartford and reduces congestion

can be constructed ‘off-line’

provides network resilence

provides a ‘motorway to motorway' experience and a new strategic link

reduces air and noise pollution along the A282 whilst recognising that there are
environmental and community impacts elsewhere

9. How does Location A fit in with this
The consultation documents set out HE’s work in regard to a crossing at Location A.

Whilst HE provide extensive detail about this option, it says that it does not intend to take
this route option forward because it considers that it ‘performs poorly’.

Nevertheless, it will be helpful for this report to review what this option involves because :

e Havering in its 2013 response to the Lower Thames Crossing consultation set out its
preference for a new crossing close to the existing one (Location A); and

¢ both the Transport Minister and HE have recently confirmed that comments may be
made about Location A in response to the consultation

Section 3 of the Executive Summary sets out in para. 3.1.1 that initially five locations
(identified as Locations A — E) were under consideration but the most easterly locations (D
and E) were eliminated because they were too far from the existing crossing to ease the
problems at Dartford.

Para. 3.1.4 says that Location B was eliminated in 2013 due to limited public support, the
potential impact on local development plans and limited transport benefits. Location B
connected the A2 and the A1089.

Para. 3.1.5 says that the Government published its response to the 2013 consultation in 2014
indicating that :

o there was a need for an additional crossing between Essex and Kent
e at that stage there was no preference on location between Locations A and C.
Location A was at the existing crossing and Location C was east of Gravesend and

Tilbury.

o further work would be done to develop and appraise route options for both Location A
and C before choosing where to site a new crossing.
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Section 4 of the Executive Summary sets out the reasoning why HE are not proposing to take
Location A forward. The conclusions say it :

o performed poorly against the traffic related objectives

o does not provide an alternative route meaning that traffic would still be funnelled
through the existing corridor from Junctions 2 to 29 and incidents at Dartford would still
potentially cause long delays and severe.congestion on local roads

e would provide asset resilience by providing additional lanes but not wider network
resilience

e give rise to additional traffic congestion on the A2 and the A13

e construction would take at least 6 years and cause considerable disruption to the
existing crossing

HE has concluded that a crossing at Location A would offer poor value for money and would
perform poorly against other scheme objectives. It says : ‘A new crossing at Location A
would not meet the transport and economic objectives and should not therefore be
taken forward for the public consultation’.

10. The further work that Highways England will do

HE acknowledges in the consultation documents that there is considerable further work to be
done to fully understand the potential implications of each of the proposals. It recognises, for
example, that both locations (A and C) have the potential to directly or indirectly affect
European and nationally designated sites within the vicinity of the River Thames and it notes
that the southern limits of Location C are within the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB).

HE says that a new crossing at Location C would improve air quality and noise impacts in the
vicinity of the current crossing at Dartford. It says that a bored tunnel proposal significantly
reduces visual and noise impacts for nearby people as well as significantly reducing the
impacts on landscape, protected species and habitats.

Notwithstanding the benefits for the economy, transport, communities and the environment,
from a new crossing, HE recognise that there would be environmental impacts generated in
the vicinity of the scheme it proposes to recommend to the Government (Location C and route
3).

Once a location and route option is confirmed, HE will undertake more detailed design and
planning for that specific option including looking at: noise, air quality, land and property
impacts, cultural heritage, bio-diversity, landscape, water resources, construction impacts,
costs and charging. It will :

look to minimise impacts on local communities and the environment.
work closely with local communities, local authorities, environmental bodies and major
employers

e seek to mitigate impacts (as it has done successfully on other HE schemes)
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11. How does the Lower Thames Crossing project relate to TfL’s river crossings and
other initiatives

The HE and TflL. projects are entirely separate but each project takes account of the work
progressing on the other.

Staff from both TfL and HE are involved in necessary meetings and Havering officers have
supported both projects through attendance at meetings and informal liaison with other
stakeholders.

HE says that TfL's proposals for further river crossings would reduce congestion and improve
the reliability and resilience of the local road network in London but would not provide
significant improvement at the Dartford Crossing.

Havering continues to be involved in the TfL river crossings work and submitted a response to
the latest consultation earlier this year. (having also responded to earlier consultation
proposals).

The Thames Gateway Strategic Group (made up of stakeholders from across the wider region
and including involvement from the Transport Minister) has recently initiated work to identify
transport priorities to support the development of the Thames Gateway. It supports the
provision of further river crossings in east London and in the wider Thames Gateway
(including this project) as part of a comprehensive package of transport investment.

12. Comments from other stakeholders (where available)

Essex County Council strongly agrees with Location C and strongly supports route 3. This is
because of the potential economic benefits, network resilience and strategic transport benefits
from them. It wants further work done on the impacts on the wider highways network and
considers that other network improvements will also be necessary (such as at Junction 28 of
the M25, and junctions of the A12 / A130 in Essex).

Thurrock Council has ‘implacable’ opposition to all route options through Thurrock. It
considers that the funding for the project should be reviewed as the available evidence fails to
demonstrate that the economic and transport benefits outweigh harm to the environment. It
will undertake further work regarding pollution impacts.

The Thames Chase Community Forest organisation (through the ‘Land of the Fanns’
Landscape Partnership) will support Location A and the associated route 1 (based on the
existing crossing and road network). It raises concerns about HE’s recommended location and
route because of:

¢ the adverse impact on the Thames Chase Community Forest (including the ‘Land of
the Fanns’ landscape partnership scheme) by cutting through the forest and the wider
landscape ‘

o the severance effect of the new road on proposed recreational routes within the forest.

e adverse impact of the new junction with the M25 on nearby Broadfields Farm which
acts as a ‘shop window’ for the Forest and is a significant visitor attraction

The landscape partnership includes the Forestry Commission, local authorities including
Havering and other environment-themed partners. It has offered to work with HE to progress
the project.
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13. Points to consider for a Havering response

Officers consider that in considering Havering's response the following should be taken into
account :

there is currently a focus on‘improving river crossings in east London and further afield
in the Thames Estuary and identifying transport infrastructure improvement priorities
because of the potential transport and economic benefits that may follow

since the launch of this consultation, the Transport Minister (and HE) have said that
comments can be made on each of the options mentioned in the consultation
documents

Havering’s comments in 2013 supported Location A but were ‘qualified’. They said a
new crossing at / or close to the current location would require improvements to the
wider highway network. Concern was expressed at the likelihood of the resilience of
the A13 being affected and this having the potential to jeopardise the regeneration of
London Riverside. It may be considered that this is even more important given the
crucial stage that London Riverside regeneration and the Rainham Housing Zone has
reached

Location C / Route 3 is the proposal recommended by HE

Location A, with improvements to the wider network, may have the potential to assist
in the regeneration of London Riverside and avoids introducing transport infrastructure
into the Green Belt

there are potential adverse environmental and traffic implications from each of routes
2,3 and 4 which would be likely to affect homes, businesses and the appearance of the
countryside but the impacts with routes 2 and 3 may be less than with route 4

provision of the new road and junctions may be regarded as ‘engineering operations’
and as such would be compatible with Green Belt policy as set out in the national
planning policy framework

much of the supporting technical information so far follows desk-based assessments.
HE acknowledges the need to do further detailed work to understand detailed impacts
and develop mitigation strategies for the options selected by Government

HE will be preparing more detailed proposals for the ‘final’ route and these will be the

subject of further consultation. This may provide the scope for discussion with HE

about the detailed location, alignment and format of proposed junction(s) with the M25
and this may enable more satisfactory relationships with existing properties / uses to
be achieved

the Thames Chase Community Forest organisation supports Location A and route 1
and may have an important role in mitigating the impact of the proposals on the wider
environment

HE expect any new crossing to be ‘tolled’ to help fund it

15. The recommended response from Havering

A recommended response from Havering is attached as Appendix 1.

The recommended response :

acknowledges the importance of further river crossings being provided because of
their potential to benefit businesses and residents and confirms Havering’s ‘in
principle’ support for these

says that Havering has previously supported proposals for a new crossing at, or close
to, the existing one (Location A) because this would safeguard the Green Belt, be the
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most deliverable / least costly option and, with improvements across the network, may
have the potential to assist in the regeneration of the wider area including the London
Riverside ,

e re-affirms Havering's support for a new crossing at the current location (Location A)
because it could be provided within the built-up area and existing transport corridors,
avoids the Green Belt having to accommodate transport infrastructure linked to the
crossing and has the potential (if linked to wider network improvements) to support
regeneration including at London Riverside

e notes that routes 2, 3 and 4 linked to Location C would introduce significant transport
infrastructure into Havering’s open countryside which is Green Belt and this would be
out of character with its surroundings and, in some cases, prominent in the outlook
from properties

¢ notes that route 4 would be likely to add to current congestion on the A127 and would
exacerbate the existing congestion and safety issues at Gallows Corner

e notes that routes 2, 3 and 4 would be likely to have an adverse impact on residential
amenity for homes in Havering in terms of matters like noise, disturbance and vibration

¢ identifies that routes 2 and 3 would be close to the North Ockendon and Cranham
Conservation Areas in Havering which include important heritage assets including
several listed buildings

e seeks discounts for Havering residents and businesses from the toll charges at any
new crossing (as in previous consultation responses on this project)

e notes that Thames Chase Community Forest organisation supports provision of a new
crossing at Location A and says that the recommended proposals would have an
adverse impact on the environment, landscape and recreation

The response says that if Location A is not viable, then it is a finely balanced matter for
Havering to determine. In this situation, Havering would reluctantly suggest that routes 2 and
3 should be the subject of further appraisal rather than route 4. This is because :

e routes 2 and 3 have a mainly rural setting and, as a result, fewer homes and residents
may be affected by them in comparison to route 4

e the environmental and traffic impact of these routes is likely to be less than route 4
which has the potential to result in significant noise and disturbance to homes north-
east of Cranham

e routes 2 and 3 are less likely to add traffic to the A127 and Gallows Corner

It sets out that Havering will want to work with Highways England when Highways England :

¢ selects a location for a new crossing and identifies routes to / from it; and
e undertakes more detailed assessments of impacts and develops mitigation strategies

It says that Havering will also wish to work with Highways England to ensure that the next
stages of design work takes full account of the need to ensure that residential amenity is
safeguarded.

16. Next steps

Subject to Member approval, a formal response will be submitted to HE. It has indicated that it
will review the consultation responses and advise Government of its recommendations by
summer 2016. Government is expected to confirm the route, location and type of crossing
later in the year.
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OTHER OPTIONS CONSIDERED AND REJECTED

Not responding was rejected because it is important that the Council comments on proposals
to improve major transport infrastructure. Additionally, Havering has commented on the earlier
consultation for a new Lower Thames Crossing and commented recently on TfL’s proposals
for further river crossings in east London. '

PRE-DECISION CONSULTATION

The Highways England project team has presented the consultation proposals to the Leader
and some Cabinet Members. Officers have undertaken informal consultation with the Leader
and Cabinet Members.

Members and officers attended the local exhibition (Upminster) for the consultation proposals.

NAME AND JOB TITLE OF STAFF MEMBER ADVISING THE DECISION-MAKER

Name: Martyn Thomas

Designation: Development and Transport Planning Manager

signature: f/ . W M llor Date: March 24 2016




Non-key Executive Decision

Part B - Assessment of implications and risks

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS AND RISKS
There are no legal implications.

Cleared by Michelle Hoque : Senior Planning Lawyer : Team Leader : Legal : March 20 2016

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS AND RISKS

There are no direct financial implications.

The response suggests that Havering residents and businesses should be able to benefit from
discounted toll charges as Thurrock residents currently do with the existing Dartford Crossing.

Cleared by Comie Campbell : Interim Strategic Finance Business Partner : March 21 2016

HUMAN RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS AND RISKS
(AND ACCOMMODATION IMPLICATIONS WHERE RELEVANT)

There are no implications in terms of human resources.

Cleared by Geraldine Minchin Strategic : HR Business Partner : March 18 2016

EQUALITIES AND SOCIAL INCLUSION IMPLICATIONS AND RISKS

There are no direct equalities and social inclusion implications and risks arising from this
consultation response. ‘

However, Havering Council recognises that these options could potentially have significant
impacts on people living in the proposed locations for an additional crossing to be built has
therefore reiterated that the final Department for Transport decision needs to be informed by a
full equality analysis on the potential / likely impact of the proposed changes on people with
protected characteristics and socio-economic groups.

The Council also understands that the proposed options could have significant adverse
impacts on environmentally sensitive areas and therefore strongly encourages Department for
Transport to carefully plan and effectively manager any potential/likely adverse effects on the
environment.

Cleared by Diane Egan : Community Safety and Development Manager : March 21 2016

BACKGROUND PAPERS




Non-key Executive Decision

None.




Non-key Executive Decision

Part C — Record of decision

I have made this executive decision in accordance with authority delegated to
me by the Leader of the Council and in compliance with the requirements of
the Constitution.

Decision

Proposal agreed /

Delete as applicable
Proposal M&T agreed because

Details of decision maker

Signed : 'ﬁgf/g/%

Name: Councillor Robert Benham

Cabinet Portfolio held: Lead Member for Environment

CMT Member title: Deputy Chief Executive

Head of Service title : Head of Regulatory Services

Other manager title: Development and Transport Planning Manager

Date: March7(.2016

Lodging this notice

The signed decision notice must be delivered to the proper officer, Andrew
Beesley, Committee Administration & Interim Member Support Manager in
the Town Hall.

For use by Committee Administration

This notice was lodged with me on 1 S Rl "’V( k ‘h Ll m&

7

v

h ”




H Councillor Robert Benham
Refl a Ve ” n q Cabinet Member
i LONDON BOROUGH for the Environment

London Borough of Havering
Town Hall, Main Road,
Romford RM1 3BD

Office: 01708 432037

Mobile: 07960747197

Date: March 24 2016

FREPOST RTTH-GRYG-SCXZ
Lower Thames Crossing Consultation
PO Box 1188

Harrow

HA1 9NU

Dear Sir/Madam

Lower Thames Crossing Consultation — response from London Borough of
Havering

Thank you for consulting London Borough of Havering on the Lower Thames
Crossing proposals.

This is a formal response from Havering that has been approved by Members.
Havering has not completed the on-line consultation survey.

Havering responded to the previous consultation on proposa|s for a new Lower
Thames Crossing in 2013.

Havering’s response in 2013 was for a new crossing to be provided close to the
existing crossing (at Location A) because :

e it is committed to protecting the Green Belt and this location would avoid
routgs to / from the crossing passing through the Green Belt
e anew crossing here would be the most deliverable and least costly option.

Havering’s support for Location A was ‘qualified’ with the comment that a new
crossing would need to be complemented by improvements on the adjoining strategic
highway network. The A13 was highlighted in this regard and the response noted its
importance to the successful regeneration of the London Riverside area which is a
national, Mayoral and borough priority.

Havering continues to support ‘in principle’ that additional capacity for road vehicles
crossing the river Thames should be created as soon as possible. Havering
recognises that :

o further adjustments to the current facilities at the Dartford Crossing will not
achieve the necessary increases in capacity for crossing the river. The
recent improvements (secured through remodelling the toll plazas and using



automatic tolling) will not increase capacity for the growth planned for the
wider region

¢ the significant growth identified for the area around the existing crossing and
further afield in the wider Thames Gateway (including London Riverside in
Havering) will require the provision ol major new transport infrastructure.
Proposals that would heip support economic growth and the development of
the Thames Gateway including the parts of London Riverside in Havering will
be welcome

e a new Lower Thames Crossing will enhance the resilience of the wider
strategic highway network. This is strongly supported since there are regular
instances currently where Havering’s roads are adversely affected by traffic
‘displaced’ from the M25 motorway because of delays at the Dartford
Crossing or incidents on the motorway itself. These situations impact
adversely on Havering by creating further congestion on its roads and
causing environmental problems such as noise, vibration and increased air
pollution

e new river crossings may have a positive impact on the economy (both local
and beyond). Local businesses and residents in Havering who need to cross
the river Thames will benefit from improved crossing provision. Havering has
supported ‘in principle’ the provision of further river crossings in east London
as currently being considered by the London Mayor and it supports the
Thames Gateway Strategic Group in identifying transport infrastructure
improvement priorities

Havering notes that Location C and route 3 is now the recommended proposal by
Highways England.

Havering welcomes that the Transport Minister has recently confirmed that
responses on each of the locations and routes in the consultation documents may be
submitted.

As comments can be made on location A or C and on any route, Havering strongly
re-affirms its support for a new crossing at Location A. This is because :

e a new crossing at Location A may be provided within the existing built-up
areas including established transport ‘corridors’ and will avoid the Green Belt
from having to accommodate infrastructure linked to the crossing

e provided it was part of a comprehensive package of improvements to the
highway network across the wider area, a new crossing at Location A has the
potential to support and facilitate the delivery of regeneration in the London
Riverside area. London Riverside is the largest regeneration opportunity in
the Thames Gateway. The latest London Plan (2015) and supporting
strategies identify the potential of this area to accommodate some 16,000
jobs and 26,500 new homes. Development opportunities in London Riverside
are currently constrained by the poor performance of the transport network,
particularly the strategic highway network and a new crossing would support



the significant increase in jobs and homes expected in East London over the
coming decades

the A127 in Havering is already very heavily trafficked. The route 4 option
would add to this. There is a strong likelihood that once north-bound traffic
from the new link road is on the A127 it may continue west-bound rather than
join the M25 (especially if there were delays on the M25). This would add to
existing congestion on the A127 and have an adverse impact for homes
adjoining the A127 in Havering in regard to noise, disturbance and vibration.
The important Gallows Corner junction where the A127 meets the A12 is
already a congestion ‘hot-spot’ with a history of accidents. Traffic from route 4
would be likely to exacerbate the existing congestion and road safety issues

routes linked to Location C will introduce significant transport infrastructure in
the form of new roads, structures such as bridges and junctions into the open
countryside (including in Havering’s Green Belt). These would be significant
features in the landscape by reason of their scale and height (some of it
especially so). The proposed viaduct for the new slip-road to join the M25
near north Ockendon, for example, may be up to 810m long and up to 17m
above surrounding ground. The surrounding topography in the vicinity of north
Ockendon is very flat and this would be an intrusive feature in the open
landscape. Such features would be out of character with the Green Belt and
have an adverse impact on its open nature. The same considerations apply to
the new links to and from Junction 29 associated with route 4 because the
new bridge and slip road joining the M25 at Junction 29 from the A127 would
be elevated above the existing roads including the motorway and the A127

each of the routes would be likely to have an adverse impact on amenity for
existing homes and businesses by reason of factors such as noise,
disturbance and vibration. Some of the features such as the viaduct (above)
may be prominent features in the outlook from properties. Routes 2 and 3 will
be in close proximity to existing homes / businesses at North Ockendon and
Cranham where they join the M25 in Havering. The new, elevated slip road to
enable traffic on routes 2 and 3 to join the M25 would be in close proximity to
properties near Ockendon Road such as Manor and Hall Farms, Denises
Cottages, Manor Farm Cottages, Bridge Cottages and Grafton. Route 4
would join the M25 at Junction 29 and homes in the north-east corner of
Cranham (such as Queens Gardens, Moor Lane, Fairholme / Acacia /
Queens and Laburnham Gardens) would be in close proximity to the new slip
road for north-bound traffic at the re-modelled Junction 29 (within 2560m at its
closest)

the junction and slip roads for routes 2 and 3 where they join the M25 would
have an adverse impact on the character and appearance of the North
Ockendon and Cranham Conservation Areas and the setting of the listed
buildings within them. This is because the new junction would be located
close to the boundaries of these Conservation Areas. The Conservation
Areas include several listed buildings (both Grade 1 and Grade 2)



Havering has considered carefully what its position may be if Location A is not viable:
It is a finely balanced matter but under these circumstances, Havering would
reluctantly suggest that routes 2 and 3 be the subject of further appraisal rather than
route 4.

This is because Havering considers that :

e routes 2 and 3 have a mainly rural setting and, in comparison to route 4,
fewer homes and residents may be affected by them

* the environmental impact of the routes and their traffic is likely to be less than
route 4 which has the potential to result in significant noise and disturbance to
homes to the north-east of Cranham where this route joins the M25

e routes 2 and 3 may be less likely to create additional traffic on the A127 in
Havering. As a result, congestion and road safety issues at the already very
busy Gallows Corner junction may be less likely to be exacerbated by traffic
from the new crossing

Havering notes that the details shown in the consultation information are indicative /
illustrative at this stage and that Highways England will do further work on .the
detailed design of the new route and junctions. It is welcomed that Highways England
intends to assess in detail the impacts arising from the proposal taken forward and
that mitigation strategies and packages will be developed for it. Havering will wish to
work with Highways England and other stakeholders to ensure that location, design
and layout take full account of the need to ensure that residential amenity ‘is
safeguarded.

In general, Havering opposes the use of tolls but it is accepted that in the current
financial climate, it is very likely that the new crossing will need to be tolled. Havering
would want a full range of alternative funding sources for the crossing to be explored
so as to reduce the financial burden on the individual user particularly businesses
(and the public purse), given the strategic importance of the crossing to the national
economy. Once the costs of construction have been recovered, the application of
tolls at the crossing should cease.

It will be imperative that consideration is given to the compatibility of charging
arrangements between this crossing and other crossings to prevent any crossing
becoming more attractive by reason of a charging advantage. The charging regime
should be consistent with the existing Dartford Crossing and any new East London
Thames crossings. Havering would wish to see residents discounts offered to
Havering residents for both the new crossing and the existing crossing so as not to
stifle economic activity.

Havering is a partner in the Thames Chase Community Forest (including the Land of
the Fanns Landscape Partnership) and it is noted that this stakeholder also supports
Location A and route1 based on the existing crossing. Havering notes too that this
stakeholder's response has highlighted the potential adverse implications from the
recommended proposal for the environment, landscape and recreation provision.

Havering recognises that the proposal could have significant impacts on people and
their communities. It strongly considers that the final route decision needs to be
informed by a full equality analysis on the potential / likely impact of the proposed
changes on people with protected characteristics and socio-economic groups.



Havering wishes to remain fully involved in this . project as the Government and
Highways England take it forward.

Yours sincerely,

Councillor Robert Benham
Cabinet Member for the Environment
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