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Introduction
In March 2019, Stratford Garden Development Limited (a wholly owned subsidiary of The Madison
Square Garden Company) (hereinafter referred to as 'the Applicant') submitted a full (detailed)
planning application for the redevelopment of an area of land within Stratford, located to the east of
the Westfield Stratford City Shopping Centre (Planning Reference 19/00097/FUL). A separate
application for consent to display advertisements under the Town and Country Planning (Control of
Advertisement) Regulations 2007 was also submitted (Planning Reference 19/00098/ADV)
alongside the full planning application.
The site is located within the London Borough of Newham (‘the LBN’) however it falls within the
administrative boundary of the London Legacy Development Corporation (‘the LLDC’), who are the
planning authority in respect of this site and any development proposed.
The Applicant is proposing to develop the site to provide:
“Development of a multi-use entertainment and leisure building comprising sphere, terraces,
podium, plaza, ground and basement levels with an illuminated external display (sui generis use
including flexible entertainment, assembly and leisure venue with an illuminated internal display,
music venue, restaurant / members’ lounge / nightclub, bars, restaurants, cafés, retail and
merchandising, hospitality and catering facilities, box office, security facilities, rehearsal spaces,
back of house event facilities, offices, storage, vehicle parking, servicing and loading, external
terraces with landscaping and café, bar, retail and open air entertainment facilities, and all supporting
and complementary facilities for such uses) and the construction of new pedestrian and vehicular
bridges, highway and access works, servicing, open space, hard and soft landscaping, demolition
of existing structures, associated infrastructure, plant, utilities and other works incidental to such
development.”
The proposed scheme (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Proposed Development’) will be capable of
hosting a wide range of events – including but not limited to immersive productions and attractions,
screenings, concerts, sports events, artist residencies, family shows, award shows, corporate events
and product launches.
The Proposed Development falls within the classification of Schedule 2, 10(b) (Infrastructure
Projects – Urban Development Projects) to the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017 (as amended) 1 (the ‘EIA Regulations’). An Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) of the Proposed Development was undertaken and the results and conclusions
of the EIA were presented within an Environmental Statement (ES) (hereinafter referred to as the
‘March 2019 ES’) that was submitted in support of the full planning application and advertisement
consent application. The ES was prepared by Trium Environmental Consulting LLP (hereinafter
referred to as ‘Trium’), an environmental consultancy specialising in urban regeneration and property
development projects in the UK, with a specific focus in London.
Regulation 25 of the EIA Regulations allows a local planning authority, when dealing with a planning
application which is supported by an ES, to request “further information” if the local planning authority
is of the opinion that supplementary additional information is required to allow them to reach a
reasoned conclusion on the likely significant effects of the development proposed. The local planning
authority must notify the applicant in writing, and the applicant must provide that additional
information for further consultation.
The LLDC wrote to Stratford Garden Development Limited on 23rd August (via letter addressed to
DP9 Ltd.). The letter confirmed that the LLDC required further information to allow them to reach a
reasoned conclusion on the likely significant environmental effects of the proposed development.
1

Statutory Instruments, 2017, No. 571, Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017
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The letter was supported by two reports i) MSG Sphere – High Level Review of Traffic and Transport
- prepared by Jacobs dated 22nd August 2019; and ii) Environmental Statement Review – prepared
by Arup dated 23rd August 2019. Collectively, the letter and the Environmental Statement Review
comprise the LLDC’s request for “further information” from Stratford Garden Development Limited
under Regulation 25 of the EIA Regulations. The LLDC’s letter and Environmental Statement High
Level Review Report (that has been prepared by Arup on behalf of the LLDC and which is dated
23rd August 2019) are provided in Appendix A of this report.
In respect of the ES, Stratford Garden Development Limited has reviewed the request for “further
information” and has provided a response to the ‘gaps and omissions’ and ‘items for clarification’
identified in the Environmental Statement Review.
The “further information” is provided by way of an updated November 2019 ES (Volumes 1, 2, 3, 4
and 5) and Non-Technical Summary (NTS). Each chapter of the ES starts with an ‘Summary of
Changes’ section to explain to the reader what the updated chapter addresses – the focus being the
‘gaps and omissions’ and ‘items for clarification’ raised by Arup but also where the chapter has been
updated to address other consultee comments on the planning application, the design amendments
made by the Applicant as described in ES Volume 1, Chapter 3 the Proposed Development and
other pertinent considerations. For ease of identification updates to each chapter are shown in grey
text and, in some cases, text is struck through with replacement text provided to highlight particular
changes.
This Regulation 25 and Clarifications Report has been prepared by Trium and acts as a ‘wayfinding’
document to direct the reader to where in the ES the ‘gaps and omissions’ and ‘items for clarification’
have been addressed. Where a gap or omission or an item for clarification does not require any
update to the ES, the response to the gap or omission or item for clarification is provided within this
Regulation 25 and Clarifications Report.
For the purpose of the EIA Regulations 2, the contents of this Regulation 25 and Clarification Report
and the updated (November 2019) ES (Volumes 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5) and NTS comprise further
information that will form part of the environmental information to be examined by the LLDC as the
planning authority when reaching a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the Proposed
Development on the environment. The LLDC are to consider all the environmental information in
deciding whether planning permission should be granted and, if so, considering whether it is
appropriate to impose monitoring measures.

2

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (as amended) – Regulation 26
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LLDC PPDT Environmental Statement High Level Review
The following section of this Report responds to Section 1 Introduction, Methodology, Alternatives
of the LLDC MSG Sphere Environmental Statement High Level Review Report (23rd August 2019).

Section 1 – Introduction, Methodology, Alternatives
Gaps and Omissions
1.1 Alternative site locations
Provide details as to why London, and subsequently why Stratford, has been selected as the
preferred location. This explanation should cover an overview of other sites considered and the
comparative assessment for each alternative, including environmental considerations, and the
reason for selecting the proposed location.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 2: Alternatives and Design Evolution
– paragraphs 2.28 – 2.51.
1.3 Alternative sphere designs
A comparative analysis should be provided of the three sphere designs, which includes a
comparative analysis of each alternative (including environmental considerations) and the reasons
for selecting the preferred sphere design.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 2: Alternatives and Design Evolution
– paragraphs 2.61 – 2.75.
1.5 Alternative external structure designs
A comparative analysis should be provided of the podium design options and number / location of
bridges (including why a bridge option landing on Montfichet Road has not been considered), which
includes a comparative analysis of each alternative, any relevant environmental considerations and
the reasons for selecting the preferred design option.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 2: Alternatives and Design Evolution
– paragraphs 2.76 – 2.85.
1.7 Alternative lighting options
Provide further information on any alternative LED screen technologies to minimise lighting impacts
on sensitive receptors.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 2: Alternatives and Design Evolution
– paragraphs 2.86 – 2.89.

3
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Items for Clarification
1.9 Technical assessment scenarios
Clarify the assessment scenarios used for each technical discipline to ensure that they are
consistent, and referred to with consistent terminology, throughout the ES.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 1 Introduction and EIA Methodology
– paragraphs 1.132 – 1.136 and Table 1.1.
1.11 Cumulative effects
Clarify the cumulative schemes assumed to be completed and operational in both 2022 and 2031.
These assumptions should be consistent for each of the technical assessments, throughout the ES;
Clarify the criteria used by each technical discipline (including study area, proximity to the site etc)
to select the cumulative schemes for assessment.
The updated (November 2019) ES Volume 3, Appendix EIA Methodology Annex 5 Schedule of
Developments provides a schedule of the 46 surrounding cumulative schemes that have been
reviewed and factored into either the Future Baseline Conditions 2023 or assessed within the
Cumulative Effects Assessment (hereafter referred to as the ‘Schedule of Developments’.
The Schedule of Developments presents the site address / reference, whether the application made
in respect of the scheme was a full application or an outline application and indicates when the
scheme is anticipated to be fully constructed and occupied – either by 2023 or by 2031. If the scheme
is anticipated to be fully constructed and occupied by 2023, the scheme sits within the Future
Baseline 2023 scenario. If the scheme is anticipated to be fully constructed and occupied after 2023
and by 2031, the scheme has been factored into the Cumulative Effects Assessment.
The Schedule of Developments has been updated to show which assessment scenario each
scheme has been included in for each of the technical topics of the EIA. The schedule should be
referred to when reading the following sections of this report. The following sections of this report
provide an explanation for any differences between the assessment scenarios adopted across the
technical topics of the EIA (in terms of the schemes accounted for within the Future Baseline 2023
scenario and those accounted for within the Cumulative Effects Assessment).
Socio Economics and Health
The schemes included within the socio-economics and health Future Baseline Conditions 2023 or
assessed within the socio-economics and health Cumulative Effects Assessment are consistent with
the anticipated timeframes for when the schemes will come forward, as defined within the Schedule
of Developments, with the exception of the following five schemes which have been considered
within the Cumulative Effects Assessment instead of the Future Baseline Conditions 2023 where
the Schedule of Developments indicates that these five schemes will come forward by 2023:
•
•
•
•
•

(7) Chobham Farm Zone 2;
(23) PDZ 1 and PDZ 2 UCL East – LCS (Phase 1)
(25) Land at Cooks Road;
(36) Neptune Wharf; and
(39) 415 Wick Lane.

The reclassification of the above schemes from the socio-economics and health Cumulative Effects
Assessment to the socio-economics and health Future Baseline Conditions 2023 scenario does not
change the conclusions presented within the (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5 Socio
Economics. The potential effects of the above five schemes in terms of residential units, population,
employment, retail/F&B floorspace and social infrastructure are considered negligible in the context

4
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of the overall combined effect of the other accounted for schemes in either the Future Baseline
Conditions 2023 scenario or the Cumulative Effects Assessment.
The (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5 Socio Economics chapter has removed the Health
Impact Assessment (HIA) component and included the detailed standalone HIA within ES Volume
3, Appendix Socio Economics Annex 4.
Highways, Transport and Movement
The schemes accounted for in the assessment of highways transport and movement effects have
been determined through the use of the 2031 Railplan and ELHAM data from the Stratford
Waterfront planning application which was submitted to the LLDC in 2018 (planning reference
18/00470/OUT). This approach was agreed with TfL and the LLDC as part of the Transport
Assessment (TA) and EIA scoping process. No alternative criteria have been used to select the
schemes for inclusion / exclusion from the list of 46 schemes in the Schedule of Developments.
As a result of this, the schemes accounted for within the 2031 Railplan and ELHAM data differ slightly
from those defined in the Schedule of Developments.
The redevelopment of scheme (45) Cart and Horses pub to create 29 new dwellings has not been
included within the 2031 Railplan and ELHAM data, however the inclusion of this scheme would not
materially alter the results and conclusions of the highways transport and movement impact
assessment.
It should be noted that the schemes included or excluded from the 2031 Railplan and ELHAM data
are as a result of the consultation undertaken by the Stratford Waterfront project team and applicant
with the LLDC and TfL during the Stratford Waterfront pre planning application process.
Importantly, major redevelopment schemes in the surrounding area including but not limited to
scheme (14) Cherry Park, (1) Manhattan Loft Gardens and (24) Stratford Waterfront itself are
included within the 2031 Railplan and ELHAM data.
The Stratford Centre and Morgan House 2014 application (14/02289/FUL) was superseded by a
revised application (18/03088/FUL) that was submitted to the LBN in 2018 and approved in
September 2019. The 2014 scheme proposed 587 residential units with retail and office uses and
has been factored into the 2031 Railplan and ELHAM data. The new approved scheme reduces the
number of residential units to 439 and adds a 200 room hotel. Given the development is car free,
any changes in highways and transport impacts arising from the newly approved scheme compared
to the 2014 scheme are expected to be negligible, not significant and immaterial to the results and
conclusions of the highways transport and movement impact assessment.
In conclusion, the differences between the schemes factored into the 2031 Railplan and ELHAM
data and those scoped as part of the EIA scoping process for the EIA (and as presented within the
Schedule of Developments will not change the overall conclusions and results of the highways
transport and movement impact assessment, as reported in the updated (November 2019) ES
Volume 1, Chapter 6 Highways, Transport and Movement or (November 2019) ES Volume 4,
Transport Assessment.
Noise and Vibration
The noise and vibration assessment uses the road traffic data generated from the 2031 Railplan and
ELHAM data for the 2031 ‘Without Scheme’ and 2031 ‘With Scheme’ scenarios incorporating traffic
flows from the surrounding schemes as agreed with the LLDC and TfL as part of the TA and EIA
scoping process. No alternative criteria have been used to select the schemes for inclusion /
exclusion from the list of 46 schemes provided in the Schedule of Developments.

5
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Air Quality
The air quality assessment uses the road traffic data generated from the 2031 Railplan and ELHAM
data for the 2031 ‘Without Scheme’ and 2031 ‘With Scheme’ scenarios incorporating traffic flows
from the surrounding cumulative schemes as agreed with the LLDC and TfL as part of the TA and
EIA scoping process. No alternative criteria have been used to select the schemes for inclusion /
exclusion from the list of 46 schemes provided in the Schedule of Developments.
Wind Microclimate
The wind microclimate impact assessment takes into consideration other surrounding developments
that are located within a 360m radius from the centre of the site (the study area). To reduce the
number of wind tunnel test configurations, the wind tunnel assessments tested a model configuration
that reflects the following:
•

The existing site with Future Surrounding Buildings (Current Baseline Conditions 2019) in
addition to all surrounding development schemes that are anticipated to have come forward by
2023, and post 2023 (i.e. be present within the surrounding area and within a 360m radius of
the centre of the site.

The future surrounding buildings that have been captured within the wind tunnel model are:
•
•
•
•
•

•

(12) Angel Lane Tower (located approximately 190m south of the site) (Planning Ref:
16/00524/FUL);
(14) Cherry Park, Stratford City Zone 1 (located approximately 350m south-west of the site)
(Planning Ref: 15/00358/OUT - 18/00061/REM - 18/00067/NMA);
(7, 8, 9) Chobham Farm Masterplan (Zones 2, 3 and 4 (located approximately 180m north of
the site) (Planning Ref: 12/00146/FUM / 17/00175/REM - 12/00146/FUM - 15/00266/REM);
(13) Stratford Centre and Morgan House (located approximately 200m south-east of the site)
(Planning Ref: 14/02289/FUL);
(26) International Quarter London – North (N20, N21, N22 & N23) (located approximately 280m
north-west of the site) (Planning Ref: N20, N21 & 23: 10/90641/EXTODA - N22:
17/00050/REM); and
(10) The Railway Tavern (located approximately 160m north-east of the site) (Planning Ref:
16/02650/FUL).

The above developments have all been granted planning consent at the time of completing the wind
tunnel tests.
The assessment within the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 9 Wind Microclimate
deals with the September 2019 approval of the revised scheme for Stratford Centre and Morgan
House (Ref: 18/03088/FUL).
No further assessment of cumulative effects was necessary as the assessment of the wind
microclimate effects of the Proposed Development has been set in the context of the other
surrounding development / cumulative schemes.
Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing
All surrounding development schemes that are relevant to the assessment of daylight, sunlight and
overshadowing effects (i.e. the surrounding schemes that introduce receptors into the environment
surrounding the site) have been accounted for in the Future Baseline Conditions 2023 due to their
proximity to the site. The criteria used to define the study area is based on the Building Research
Establishment (BRE) guidelines. Therefore, no further assessment of cumulative effects is required
as the assessment of the daylight, sunlight and overshadowing effects of the Proposed Development
has been set in the context of the other surrounding developments / cumulative schemes.

6
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Light Intrusion and Upward Sky Glow
The assessment of potential light intrusion and upward sky glow effects inherently considers the
other surrounding cumulative schemes regardless if they fall within the Future Baseline 2023 or the
Cumulative Effects Assessment (2031). The assessment has considered those developments
closest to the site as if impacts and effects on these schemes are acceptable or adequately
mitigated, impact and effects on other schemes located a greater distance from the site will also be
acceptable or adequately mitigated.
Solar Glare
The Solar Glare assessment confirms that the cumulative schemes are not located in positions
which would mitigate the instances of solar glare from the Proposed Development. The cumulative
schemes will also not obscure the solar glare instances from the Proposed Development. An
assessment of the solar glare effects in a cumulative scenario with the Proposed Development is
not, therefore, necessary.
Geoenvironmental
Sites where contamination may be present are required to undertake intrusive site investigation,
carry out risk assessments and devise and implement an appropriate Remediation Strategy to meet
standard planning conditions. A verification report then needs to be prepared to confirm that the
remediation works have been undertaken and have met the objectives of the Remediation Strategy.
In addition, the relevant planning authority would also require a site-specific Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), to avoid detrimental effects to sensitive receptors
throughout construction works.
As all new developments are required to meet these requirements; the cumulative impact of sitespecific remediation will improve general ground conditions at the local scale, leading to either
negligible or insignificant beneficial cumulative effects. This conclusion is applicable regardless of
the specifics of the schemes in question; there is no need therefore for the geoenvironmental
assessment to be specific on the schemes considered within the Future Baseline 2023 scenario or
the Cumulative Effects Assessment.
Archaeology
The assessment of archaeological effects considers the cumulative schemes that are in proximity to
the site and so most likely to result in cumulative archaeological effects. It was identified that scheme
(13) Stratford Centre / Morgan House was the only cumulative scheme to have potential cumulative
effects with the Proposed Development due to its location and previous land uses housing 19th
century terraced houses. Regardless, no significant residual / cumulative effects were identified on
buried heritage assets as a result of the enabling and construction of the Proposed Development
and this other development. Buried heritage assets are generally site-specific and following the
successful implementation of an agreed programme of mitigation by all proposed schemes
(reviewed and agreed by the local planning authority and its archaeological advisors), it is
considered that there would be a negligible cumulative impact with regard to buried heritage assets.
1.11 Cumulative effects
Clarify which cumulative schemes have been considered in the peak construction (2020) cumulative
effects assessment, particularly in terms of their contribution to construction traffic, for each technical
discipline.
Cumulative Construction Effects
During the EIA scoping process, it was considered that the EIA needed to address the potential for
cumulative construction effects; specifically, an assessment of the likely cumulative effects arising

7
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from the peak construction works associated with the Proposed Development coinciding with
construction works associated with other cumulative schemes which overlap in terms of construction
timings.
To facilitate this assessment, a scoping exercise was undertaken by Trium that identified, from the
list of 46 cumulative schemes presented in the Schedule of Developments, the cumulative schemes
that are likely to be under construction at the same time as the Proposed Development. The location
of these cumulative schemes and their expected HGV traffic routing were then reviewed in the
context of the location of the Proposed Development and the anticipated Proposed Development’s
HGV traffic routing throughout the Proposed Development’s construction phase. This was
undertaken so that an understanding could be gained on the cumulative schemes which are
expected to use similar HGV traffic routes to those of the Proposed Development (and therefore
have the potential for cumulative HGV traffic related effects), or are located in close enough proximity
for cumulative effects relating to onsite works (e.g. noise, vibration, dust) to occur.
As presented in the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1: Chapter 1 Introduction and EIA
Methodology the following was considered when undertaking the scoping exercise:
•
•
•

The likelihood of the other cumulative schemes being constructed concurrently with the
Proposed Development;
The likelihood that the same or similar HGV traffic routes as the Proposed Development will be
used for the cumulative schemes;
The proximity of the cumulative schemes to the Proposed Development site and the potential
for surrounding receptors to experience ‘in combination’ or ‘cumulative’ effects as a result of
the Proposed Development being constructed concurrently with the cumulative schemes.

The schemes identified are either currently under construction where works won’t have been
completed prior to the start of construction for the Proposed Development or schemes that comprise
part of the Future Baseline Conditions 2023 (i.e. schemes not yet under construction but those that
are anticipated to be fully constructed and in use by 2023).
The following cumulative schemes were identified:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

(1) Manhattan Loft Gardens (10/90285/FUMODA and 13/00579/VAR)
(3) Chobham Farm Zone 4 (15/00266/REM);
(7) Chobham Farm Zone 2 (12/00146/FUM / 17/00175/REM);
(10) The Railway Tavern (16/02650/FUL);
(12) Angel Lane Tower (16/00524/FUL);
(15) Plot M7, Zone 1, Stratford City / Westfield (16/00653/REM and 16/00654/REM);
(26) Stratford City Masterplan International Quarter London (North) (10/90641/EXTODA);
(27) Stratford City Masterplan International Quarter London (South) (S5, S6, S7, S8 and S9)
(10/90641/EXTODA);
(29) Stratford City Masterplan International Quarter London (South) S4 and Pavilion
(10/90641/EXTODA); and
(32) Stratford City Plot N17, Zone 3 (16/00212/REM).

It was evident from the scoping exercise that there is very little publicly accessible information
relating to the construction programmes, peak periods of work activity, HGV routing and HGV traffic
volumes / contribution to construction traffic for the cumulative schemes. There is insufficient
information available to undertake a quantitative assessment of potential cumulative construction
effects. As such, a conservative approach to the consideration of these effects has been adopted.
It was considered that, in light of the significant amount of surrounding redevelopment, there is the
potential for significant adverse cumulative construction effects relating to HGV traffic volumes (road
traffic noise) and construction activities (noise, dust, equipment emissions).
8
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The peak period of construction works for the Proposed Development is expected to be in March
2021. As enabling and construction activities associated with the Proposed Development are
predicted to result in effects ranging from negligible to major adverse for noise, air quality, HGV
traffic and dust emissions, it is reasonable to predict that there will be significant adverse cumulative
construction effects on nearby sensitive receptors. The effects could be moderate or major adverse
at the most sensitive receptors. The receptors considered most sensitive to cumulative impacts
during the enabling and construction works are pedestrians, motorists and cyclists on the
surrounding rights of way; nearby residences; local schools; and those employees of nearby
commercial premises (as detailed in (November 2019) Volume 1: Chapter 1 Introduction and EIA
Methodology). These effects will be temporary in nature (i.e. reversible), lasting for the duration of
the enabling and construction programme. It is considered that the benefits to the local community
and wider area once all the developments are complete will outweigh the temporary adverse
nuisance effects experienced through the construction works.
It is not unusual for construction to take place on more than one site in close proximity to each other,
particularly in London. With regard to mitigation, the Applicant will undertake regular liaison meetings
and reviews with neighbouring sites to plan works so that they do not cause unnecessary disruption.
Specifically, the Applicant will attend the Construction Transport Management Group (CTMG). The
CTMG is a group that was set up as a requirement of the Legacy Communities Scheme Section 106
Agreement. Developers of major schemes may be required, through Section 106 Agreements or
Planning Conditions, to attend this group in order to manage and coordinate the cumulative
construction impact of their and other developments.
In addition to the CTMG, the EIA has identified other mitigation and management commitments to
reduce the potential for significant adverse construction effects. The mitigation commitments stated
within the (November 2019) ES Volume 1: Chapter 17 Mitigation and Monitoring Schedule will be
incorporated into a CEMP for the Proposed Development. A commitment will be made to periodically
review the CEMPs and undertake regular environmental audits of its implementation during the
enabling and construction programme.
In conclusion, mitigation and management measures will be put in place throughout the duration of
the enabling and construction works to reduce the potential for significant adverse enabling and
construction related effects to the Proposed Development’s construction works. These measures
will in turn, help to reduce the potential for significant adverse cumulative construction effects. To
maintain a conservative conclusion, it is recognised that there remains the potential for significant
adverse cumulative construction / nuisance effects and that this conclusion is not uncommon,
especially in light of the extensive regeneration being undertaken within Stratford at present and
forecast to be undertaken over the course of the remaining plan period (up to 2031).
(November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration and (November 2019) ES Volume
1, Chapter 8 Air Quality also considered effects for peak cumulative construction activities.
(November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration considered the following cumulative
schemes as part of the peak cumulative construction assessment:
•
•
•
•
•
•

(1) Manhattan Loft Gardens (10/90285/FUMODA and 13/00579/VAR);
(10) The Railway Tavern (16/02650/FUL).
(11) Telford Tower/Stratford Central (13/00322/FUL);
(12) Angel Lane Tower (16/00524/FUL);
(13) Stratford Centre and Morgan House (14/02289/FUL; and
(14) Cherry Park Stratford City Zone 1 (Westfield Phase 2) (15/00358/OUT, 18/00061/REM,
18/00067/NMA).

It is recognised that the above schemes fall across both the Future Baseline Conditions 2023 and
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Cumulative Effects Assessment scenarios as described within the Schedule of Developments.
However, the above schemes were identified to assess a worst-case scenario from a noise
perspective to consider the potential for cumulative road traffic and construction related noise and
vibration effects.
Further commentary on the schemes that were included within the peak cumulative construction
assessment but which were not considered within the (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7
Noise and Vibration is provided below:
•

•

•

•

(3) Chobham Farm Zone 4 (15/00266/REM) is the closest receptor to the north of the site and
has been considered as part of the main Noise and Vibration assessments presented within
the chapter. It was not considered within the peak cumulative construction assessment as all
noisy works/peak construction traffic movements will already have been completed prior to
construction commencing for the Proposed Development.
(15) Plot M7, Zone 1, Stratford City / Westfield (16/00653/REM and 16/00654/REM) is located
a greater distance from the Proposed Development than (14) Cherry Park Stratford City Zone
1 (Westfield Phase 2) (15/00358/OUT, 18/00061/REM, 18/00067/NMA) which was included as
part of the peak cumulative construction assessment. Therefore, cumulative effects in relation
to noise and vibration were captured. (15) Plot M7, Zone 1, Stratford City / Westfield
(16/00653/REM and 16/00654/REM) would not result in cumulative construction effects greater
than what was identified as part of the main cumulative assessment.
(27) Stratford City Masterplan International Quarter London (South) (S5, S6, S7, S8 and S9)
(10/90641/EXTODA) and (29) Stratford City Masterplan International Quarter London (South)
S4 and Pavilion (10/90641/EXTODA) are located sufficiently far enough away to avoid any
cumulative construction noise and vibration effects.
(7) Chobham Farm Zone 2 (12/00146/FUM / 17/00175/REM), (26) Stratford City Masterplan
International Quarter London (North) (10/90641/EXTODA) and (32) Stratford City Plot N17,
Zone 3 (16/00212/REM) are located adjacent to East Village (an existing residential area) and
(1) Manhattan Loft Gardens (10/90285/FUMODA and 13/00579/VAR). As construction noise
calculations were included for (1) Manhattan Loft Gardens (10/90285/FUMODA and
13/00579/VAR) as part of the cumulative construction assessment any cumulative effects as a
result of schemes (7), (26) and (32) are not considered to be affected by construction activities
occurring concurrently for the Proposed Development.

The February 2019 ES Volume 1, Chapter 8 Air Quality considered the following cumulative
schemes as part of the cumulative effects construction assessment. The following schemes were
identified based on their proximity to the site (within 500m) or because they are likely to be
constructed within a similar period as the Proposed Development:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

(1) Manhattan Loft Gardens (10/90285/FUMODA and 13/00579/VAR)
(2) Chobham Farm (12/00146/FUM);
(3) Chobham Farm Zone 4 (15/00266/REM);
(4) Plot N08 East Village (14/00034/REM);
(7) Chobham Farm Zone 2 (12/00146/FUM / 17/00175/REM);
(10) The Railway Tavern (16/02650/FUL);
(12) Angel Lane Tower (16/00524/FUL);
(15) Plot M7, Zone 1, Stratford City / Westfield (16/00653/REM and 16/00654/REM);
(26) Stratford City Masterplan International Quarter London (North) (10/90641/EXTODA);
(27) Stratford City Masterplan International Quarter London (South) (S5, S6, S7, S8 and S9)
(10/90641/EXTODA);
(29) Stratford City Masterplan International Quarter London (South) S4 and Pavilion
(10/90641/EXTODA); and
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•

(32) Stratford City Plot N17, Zone 3 (16/00212/REM).

The cumulative construction assessment for air quality also included an additional two schemes
based on their proximity to the site:
•
•

(2) Chobham Farm (12/00146/FUM); and
(4) Plot N08 East Village (14/00034/REM).

(2) Chobham Farm (12/00146/FUM) and (4) Plot N08 East Village (14/00034/REM) were excluded
from the main peak cumulative construction assessment because both schemes are fully
constructed, so there is no potential for cumulative construction effects with the Proposed
Development.
It should be noted that the IAQM guidance is clear that, with appropriate mitigation measures in
place, any residual construction dust effects from an individual site will be ‘not significant’. The
guidance also suggests that cumulative construction dust impacts are only likely where sites are
within 500 m of each other. Work would also have to be taking place in areas of both sites that are
close to a receptor in order for cumulative effects to occur.
In accordance with the mitigation measures set out in (November 2019) ES Volume 3: Appendix Air
Quality - Annex 9, if there is concurrent construction work on sites within 500 m of each other, the
construction contractors should “hold regular liaison meetings with other high-risk construction sites
within 500 m of the site boundary, to ensure plans are co-ordinated and dust and particulate matter
emissions are minimised”.
It is anticipated that all construction sites will adopt appropriate mitigation measures to limit
emissions of dust, will hold the liaison meetings recommended above and will ensure that plans are
co-ordinated to minimise impacts upon the most sensitive receptors. With these measures in place,
the cumulative effect of construction activities should be ‘not significant’.
The February 2019 ES Volume 1, Chapter 6 Highways, Transport and Movement considers the
cumulative effects associated with the construction of the Proposed Development on the
surrounding transport network related to construction traffic. Due to the limited availability of publicly
available construction data on the surrounding cumulative developments that are considered likely
to be under construction at the same time as the Proposed Development, a qualitative assessment
of the ten schemes identified above was not completed. However, it is reasonable to predict that
there will be significant adverse cumulative construction effects on nearby sensitive receptors as a
result of HGV traffic on the surrounding road network. These effects will temporary in nature (i.e.
reversible), lasting for the duration of the enabling and construction programme.
Attendance at CTMG meetings will allow the Applicant to engage with construction contractors of
the above listed schemes, to manage and coordinate activities with the intention of minimising
impacts to potentially affected sensitive receptors as a result of construction traffic. With this
measure in place, the cumulative effects of construction traffic should be ‘not significant’.’
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1.15 Justification of assessment study area
Further justification of the assessment study areas used for each of the technical topics should be
provided, in particular wind (see Paragraph 8.11 of this report) and archaeology (see Paragraph
13.2 of this report).
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 1 Introduction and EIA Methodology
– paragraph 1.198 and Table 1.3.
1.17 Influence of the EIA process on the design
Clarify how the EIA process and the identification of environmental impacts/effects have informed
the design development.
The February 2019 ES Volume 1, Chapter 2 Alternatives and Design Evolution states within the
introduction to the chapter that (paragraph 2.8):
“As part of the narrative on alternative designs, this chapter describes the main reasons for selecting
the chosen option, which maybe environmental or otherwise. As part of this narrative, the influence
of the EIA process and consultee responses (including public consultation) on the design process
that has led to the Proposed Development is explained. Specifically, how the Proposed Development
has responded to anticipated environmental effects or consultee comments is outlined.”
Specifically, early impact assessment work in relation to overshadowing, wind microclimate,
townscape views, transport, acoustics and pedestrian accessibility helped inform the design
development. In addition, further impact assessment work has helped the selection process for the
sphere façade material in respect of minimising solar glare effects. These aspects are all discussed
in the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 2 Alternatives and Design Evolution.
1.19 Biodiversity benefits of the Proposed Development
Clarify the biodiversity benefits embedded in the Proposed Development
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 3 Proposed Development –
paragraphs 3.120 - 3.132.
1.21 Heights above ground level
Clarify all heights in metres Above Ordnance Datum (AOD).
References to heights within the ES have been identified and listed in Table 1.1. Where appropriate,
the height in mAOD has been provided in the last column.
Table 1.1
ES Chapter

Chapter 2

Chapter 3

Heights Above Ordnance Datum (AOD)
Paragraph
No.

Reference in chapter

Clarification of AOD

2.40

50m above ground level

56.5m AOD

2.43

sit below ground level hence reducing the overall height
of the structure to 90m

96.5m AOD

2.46

10 storeys in height and approximately 90m high

96.5m AOD

2.53

raised 9.9m off grade / ground level

16.4m AOD

2.55

other land bridges require ramps/stairs as the landings
are around 2.5m lower than the TCLB.

13.9m AOD

2.69

The podium is 9.9m high to accommodate a connection
into the existing TCLB

16.4m AOD

3.12

The podium is 2.9m higher than the A112 Angel Lane

16.65 mAOD
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Paragraph
No.

Reference in chapter

Clarification of AOD

3.30

sphere is at its highest point is +96.50m Above
Ordnance Datum (AOD) at the top centre of the site, at
its widest point the sphere is +51.30 AOD.

-

3.31

To the north of the site the stage box roof is +31.55m
AOD and the North Terrace is 22.40m AOD. The podium
to the north of the sphere is 16.40m AOD and the wide
stairs and accessibility ramp heads down to Angel Lane
at 11.09m AOD.

-

3.32

To the south of the sphere the South Terrace is 22.40m
AOD and the podium where it connects to the new
bridge that connects to the Town Centre Link Bridge is
16.40m AOD

-

3.33

The basement level (Level B1) is expected to extend to
a depth of 2.5m AOD

-

3.121

piling works to a depth of -21m AOD. As the existing
surface level is 6.5m AOD, the piling depths will reach a
maximum of 28m below the existing surface level.

-

3.190

flue will discharge at 3.5m above the podium level

19.9m AOD

3.214

groundwater levels measured at approximately 26.5m
below the site ground levels, or -20mAOD

-

3.215

groundwater between 2.5 and 4.5m below ground level

groundwater between 4m
AOD and 2m AOD

Chapter 4

4.39

basement (Level B1) is a single level at +2.50 AOD

-

Chapter 5

-

No references to height.

-

Chapter 6

-

No references to height.

-

7.24

tower cranes which have been modelled 25m above the
ground

31.5m AOD

ES Chapter

The monitoring locations are shown in Figure 7.3 and
are as follows:
7.99

•

A – 1.2-1.5 m above ground to the north of the
site; and
•

Chapter 7

B – 3.0 – 3.5 m above ground to the south of
the site.

A: 7.7 - 8m AOD
B: 9.5 - 10m AOD

7.111

predicted noise levels at a height of 1.5 m above the
existing ground level

8m AOD

Figures 7.57.11, 7.18

Grid at 1.5 m above Ground

8m AOD

7.127

predicted noise levels at 1.5 m above ground level

8m AOD

8.135

concentrations have been predicted across a grid of
receptors at a height of 1.5 m above podium level (11.4
m) in order

17.9m AOD

Chapter 9

9.61

The meteorological data was corrected to standard
conditions of 10m above open flat level country terrain.
The meteorological model was then adjusted to the site
conditions taking account of the terrain roughness using
the BREVe3 software package which models the wind
characteristics caused by changes in the terrain
roughness at the stated reference height of 120m above
the surface.

16.5m AOD, 126.5m AOD

Chapter 10

10.3

three times the highest point (90m from ground) of the
Proposed Development

Height AOD not appropriate
as this is in relation to
calculating study area.

Chapter 11

-

No references to height.

-

Chapter 12

-

No references to height.

-

Chapter 13

-

No references to height.

-

Chapter 8
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Paragraph
No.

Reference in chapter

Clarification of AOD

14.31

Modern ground level within the site is at 6.4–6.7m above
Ordnance Datum (OD).

-

14.32

natural gravels is recorded within the centre of the site at
3.0m AOD to 2.0m AOD, with truncated gravel to the
north-east up to 5.7m AOD, and in the wider area at
c.5.41m AOD to –0.51m AOD. This is overlain by
floodplain alluvium up to c 3.0–4.0m AOD

-

14.40

depot extending to 5.2m OD

-

Chapter 15

-

No references to height.

-

Chapter 16

-

No references to height.

-

Chapter 17

-

No references to height.

ES Chapter

Chapter 14

-

1.23 Clarity of figures within the reporting
Ensure all figures and drawings provided are clear and include a suitable scale and legend to avoid
misinterpretation.
The LLDC during their review identified that a number of the figures presented in the ES (within ES
Volume 1, Chapters 1 – 3) were difficult to read and interpret due to their size and legibility. In
addition, some of the figures were identified a missing a scale and/or suitable legend / key.
Table 1.2 below identifies the figures that are included within (November 2019) ES Volume 1,
Chapters 1 – 3.
All the figures comprise planning application drawings and so were also submitted separately as
part of the planning application.
For ease of reference, these drawings have been re provided in the (November 2019) ES Volume
3, Appendix The Proposed Development, Annex 1.
Table 1.2
Chapter

Figure References
ES Figure Reference

Chapter 1

Figure 1.2 Planning Application Boundary

Chapter 2

No figures requiring clarification identified.
Figure 3.3 General Site Layout – 3D View South East
Figure 3.4 General Site Layout – 3D View North West
Figure 3.6 (Bridge 1), 3.7 (Bridge 2), 3.8 (Bridge 3), 3.9 (Bridge 4)
Figure 3.12 Level 01 The Stage, the Plaza, Smaller Music Venue, Pub/Restaurant, Retail, Event Floor,
Internal Concourse, Stage Loading Area, and access into the sphere

Chapter 3

Figure 3.13 Level 02 Podium Level (The Square, The North Hub, VIP areas, Internal Concourses, Entry
to the Sphere, and Ramp to the Stage Loading Area off Angel Lane)
Figure 3.14 Level 03 North and South Terraces, Members Club / Restaurant, VIP areas, Entrance to
the Sphere and Internal Concourses
Figure 3.15 Landscaping General Arrangement Drawing, Level 02 Podium
Figure 3.16 Landscape General Arrangement Plans, Level 03 Terrace
Figure 3.17 Landscape General Arrangement Plan, Green Roof (L02 and L05)
Figure 3.24 Internal Service Yard (Level 00)
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Section 2 – The Proposed Development
Gaps and Omissions
2.1 Hours of operation and event timings
Provide an assessment of likely significant effects of the proposed indicative event timings, including
overnight events, for each relevant technical discipline.
It has been clarified with the Applicant, that the planning application does not seek planning
permission for the hosting of events (full capacity or otherwise) within the sphere that run over night
and finish at 05:00. There is therefore no requirement for an assessment to be undertaken of the
effects of a full capacity crowd leaving the sphere at 05:00.
In terms of events within the entertainment venue, the doors opening, and event start and finish
timings are set out below. The timings have been considered by the EIA and, as necessary within
the subsequent assessment work undertaken pursuant to the LLDC’s Regulation 25 requests for
further environmental information and/or items for clarification, as set out within this report.
Table 1.3

Main Entertainment Venue (MSG Sphere)
November 2019

March 2019 Application

18:00 and 19:30

No change

Evening Show
Doors Open between:

20:00 and 21:00
Event Start Time between:

(Monday – Saturday)
19:30 and 20:30
(Sunday)
23:30
(Monday - Thursday)

Event Finish:

00:15
(Friday and Saturday)
22:45
(Sunday)

No change
previously 20:00 and 21:00
previously 00:00
No change
previously 23:30

Matinee Shows
Doors Open between:
Event Start Time between:
Event Finish between:

10:00 and 13:00
(Monday – Sunday)
12:00 and 14:00
(Monday – Sunday)
15:00 and 16:00
(Monday – Sunday)

previously 11:00 and 14:00
previously 12:00 and 15:00
previously 15:00 and 18:00

The smaller music venue located within the Plaza has a maximum capacity of 1,500 people. The
timings for the smaller music venue located within the Plaza are either 22:00 to 04:00 Monday –
Sunday or 10:00 to 00:00 Monday – Sunday depending on the type of event being held.
The in sphere members’ lounge is located on levels 3, 4, 6 and 7 of the sphere and has a seated
capacity of 450, which increases to a maximum of 1,000 in ‘standing’ layout. The public opening
timings for this space are 10:00 to 03:00 with restaurant bookings in the earlier part of the evening
and arrivals for the members’ lounge when in nightclub mode later on. The other Plaza level
bar/restaurant and retail unit on site will both open at 10:00. The bar/restaurant will close at 00:00
Monday to Thursday, 00:15 Friday and Saturday and 23:30 Sunday. The retail unit will close at
20:00 (Monday – Sunday) on non-event days. On event days, the retail unit will close at 00:00
Monday to Thursday, 0:45 Friday and Saturday and 23:15 on Sunday. The café within the North
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Hub will open at 07:00 (subject to local demand) and close at 20:00 (Monday – Sunday).
Start and end times of each uses will be coordinated with the Sphere to avoid direct coincidences.
Access and egress to each use will be via all bridges until curfew in which visitors will be directed
off the site via the TCLB
Further environmental assessment of the potential for noise and transport related effects associated
with these two uses has been undertaken. The further noise and transport assessment work is
presented within the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 6 Highways, Transport and
Movements and (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration.
2.3 Embedded and additional mitigation measures
Provide a clear distinction between those mitigation measures considered to be embedded within
the design for both event days and coincident events Provide an assessment of scenarios where
additional mitigation measures, including coordination with third parties, cannot be achieved.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 3 The Proposed Development –
paragraph 3.358. This sets out the mitigation that is embedded into the design of the Proposed
Development. All other mitigation that is cited within the CONOPS and the (November 2019) ES
Volume 1, Chapter 17: Mitigation and Monitoring Schedule is additional.
The Transport Assessment (TA) addresses the traffic, transport and pedestrian movement effects
associated with coincident events with other venues, specifically the London Stadium. The results
of this work have been used to define appropriate mitigation measures for coincident events – the
principal measures being i) adjustment of the Proposed Development’s operational hours and event
capacities; and ii) the proposed improvements to Stratford Station.
The Applicant understands the impact on the guest experience of high volumes of pedestrian and
vehicle movement in the Stratford area and the potential for congestion at Stratford Station. The
Applicant is fully committed to mitigating this impact for its guests and to avoid nuisance to residents
and other background users.
The Applicant is committed to working with neighbouring businesses, in particular the London
Stadium, Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park (QEOP), Westfield Stratford City and Stratford Station to
forward plan the event programme. The Applicant is supportive of existing forums to discuss forward
planning and will help establish, facilitate and maintain any relevant additional forward planning
forum/s as agreed with the Licensing Authority.
The Applicant is committed to attending the following existing forums:
•
•
•

LOPSG - QEOP Licensing, Operational Planning and Safety Group;
Standalone LBN Safety Advisory Group meetings for first months of opening until agreed no
longer required; and
STRIM - Stratford Transport and Rail Interface Meeting (every 6 weeks).

In addition to the above, the Applicant proposes that a specific forward planning forum is created to
proactively manage the programming of the Proposed Development, London Stadium and QEOP
venues, mindful of the peaks of activity at both Westfield Stratford City and Stratford Station (refer
to ES Volume 1, Chapter 17 Mitigation and Monitoring Schedule for further details).
The forward planning forum shall report to the London Borough of Newham Licensing team and
support the safety management of the venues individually and collectively in a manner to be agreed
during the Premises Licensing application process.
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Confirm how the embedded and additional mitigation measures are likely to be secured, delivered
and monitored.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 17 Mitigation and Monitoring
Schedule.

Items for Clarification
2.6 Occupancy of the podium
Confirm whether the maximum occupancy of the podium, plaza and upper terrace is realistic. If there
is potential for more than 550 occupants, an assessment should be made of the potential significant
effects, in particular noise.
A bar/restaurant and retail component are proposed to be located within the Plaza to be used by
visitors to the site not attending an event within the entertainment venue. Other night-time uses
include the in sphere members’ lounge (which can operate as a night club) and the smaller music
venue located within the Plaza both of which can be used by visitors to the site not necessarily
associated with an event within the entertainment venue. In addition, three external DSA have been
identified.
To assess the potential for noise generated from people using the external areas during night-time
periods (23:00–07:00) not associated with events within the entertainment venue, assumptions
regarding the number of people using these external areas have been made. The number of people
within the external areas at any one time who could be travelling to and from the proposed uses at
night has been assumed to be 800 people. This includes the following:
•

The maximum occupancy of the Plaza bar / restaurant (400 people) along with the maximum
occupancy of the Plaza retail component (50 people);

•

A worst case that between the hours of 23:00-01:00 the queue for the smaller music venue
located within the Plaza could consist of 100 people (appropriate queue management by
members of staff associated with the smaller music venue would mean that the queue would
not exceed 100 people). The queue would be at Podium level.

•

A worst case that between the hours of 23:00-01:00 the queue for the members’ lounge (in
night club mode) could consist of 100 people (appropriate queue management by members of
staff associated with the night club would mean that the queue would not exceed 100 people).
The queue would be on the South Terrace.

•

The queues are expected to contain up to 100 people at any one time. There will be operational
mechanisms in place for managing queues during operation. As such the queue length would
not exceed 100 as entry into the smaller music venue and members’ lounge (when in night club
mode) would be controlled. The crowd / queue control mechanism would also facilitate good
club management and as such it is assumed that the people in the queue will be managed such
that noise associated with the queue will be limited to people talking with raised voices.

•

50 people in each of the three DSA (Podium, North Hub and South Terrace).

Therefore, a total of 800 people has been assessed as being present within the external areas during
night-time periods (23:00 – 07:00) associated with the Plaza bar / restaurant and retail use, the
smaller music venue, the in sphere members’ lounge / night club and DSA. This assumption has
been used for the assessment of people noise from the external areas and does not consider the
noise generated by crowds attending events (as this is assessed under crowd dispersion).
In summary, the worst case assessment is based on the following assumptions:
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•
•
•
•

100 people in the queue for the smaller music venue (queue would be at Podium level);
100 people in the queue for the in sphere members’ lounge / night club (queue would be on
the South Terrace);
50 people in each of the three DSA (located on the Podium, North Hub and South Terrace)
(150 people in total); and
450 people in the Plaza (associated with the Plaza bar/restaurant and retail uses).

During the daytime (07:00 – 23:00), up to 3,000 people within the external areas has been
considered. 3,000 people is considered to be a reasonable assumption on the background usage of
the external areas during the daytime period.
The potential for noise effects to surrounding receptors as a result of the night-time use of the
external areas has been modelled and reported on within the updated (November 2019) ES Volume
1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration.
Noise associated with patrons to the sphere itself has been modelled separately. Crowd dispersion
modelling has been completed for a maximum capacity event within the sphere (21,500 people)
finishing at 00:15 and the associated effects to surrounding receptors as a result of crowds leaving
the venue at this time have been identified – this has been undertaken for a 15 minute egress period
and a longer 45 minute egress period to account for a coincident event with the London Stadium.
Further crowd dispersion modelling has been completed to model the potential noise and transport
effects as a result of the smaller music venue closing at 04:00 and the members’ lounge
(restaurant/night club) within the entertainment venue closing at 03:00. It has been assumed that at
these times the maximum capacity of each use (1500 smaller music venue and 1000 members’
lounge (restaurant/night club)) would be travelling across the podium, plaza and upper terraces
leaving the respective venue. The venues have been assessed individually as well as coincidently
finishing together. This is very much a worst case as it is unlikely that events will be planned that
result in coincident event finishing times from the smaller music venue and the members’ lounge
(restaurant/night club) and that the full capacity of each of these uses would be unlikely to be exiting
the venue at these times. Instead users are more likely to disperse over the course of the venue’s
operating hours. The assessment has been completed with and without the night tube operating.
The results of these assessments are reported within the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1,
Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration.
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Section 3 – Enabling and Construction
Gaps and Omissions
No omissions were identified within this chapter.

Items for Clarification
3.2 Length of the construction programme
Clarify how many months the construction programme will last.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction – paragraph
4.15.
Confirm the programme used for the assessment of likely significant effects.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction – paragraph
4.15 and Figure 4.1.
3.4 Stages of the MSG Sphere construction
Provide an updated construction programme.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction – Figure
4.1.
Provide further details of the stages of ‘Sphere Construction’.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction – Figure 4.1
and paragraphs 4.56 – 4.72 and Figures 4.16, 4.17. 4.18, 4.19, 4.20, 4.21 and 4.22.
3.6 Consultation with London Borough of Newham
Provide details of consultation with statutory consultees, including LBN, regarding construction
logistics.
Discussions have been had with Network Rail and HS1 regarding bridge design and construction.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction – paragraph
4.18 – 4.19 and 4.37 for further information.
Discussions have been had with the LLDC and LBN regarding the construction programme and
construction logistics. Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume1, Chapter 4 Enabling and
Construction – paragraphs 4.17 and 4.38 – 4.39 for further information.
3.8 Limited details on site layout and logistics
State why vehicles will be required to wait in this location and consider whether a booking system
for construction vehicles would be appropriate.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction – paragraph
4.30
Confirm the proposed location of site accommodation or update the programme.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction –
paragraphs 4.24 and 4.25 and Figures 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8 and 4.10.
3.11 Location of construction site access and egress
Clarify the location of the site egress for vehicles during the construction phase.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction – paragraph
4.86 – 4.88 and Figure 4.23.
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3.13 Extent of proposed night time construction works
Provide further justification as to the why only the bridge works are considered to result in significant
night time effects during construction. Confirm whether the assessment of bridge works is based on
the worst case with regards to the location of the nearest sensitive receptors.
An element of night time working will be required for all four of the proposed bridges. Refer to
updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction – paragraphs 4.31 –
4.44 and paragraphs 4.102 – 4.109.
The noise assessment (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration – paragraphs
7.143 – 7.147) clarifies that the assessment has been limited to one of the four bridges as the
conclusions raised in respect of Bridge 4 (to the north of the site that crosses the HS1 box) will be
the same for the remaining three bridges, i.e. the effects are anticipated to be Major Adverse (and
so significant).
The assessment of Bridge 4 is considered to be the worst-case as it is the closest bridge to the
Chobham Farm residential development, which is likely to experience the most notable difference in
night-time internal noise levels during periods of night-time bridge construction activity.
This conclusion has been reached following a review of information presented within the Unite
Student Accommodation planning application (report reference 5315/NVA) which indicates free-field
night-time noise levels of LAeq,8hr 67 dB (equivalent façade noise levels will be 3 dB higher) on the
railway line elevation (the building’s northern façade).
It is expected that the northern facades of the other buildings along this boundary of the site (Moxy
Hotel, Stratford Central, Angel Lane Tower) will be exposed to the similarly high external noise
levels.
All new build residential and hotel properties have their facades designed based on the existing
external noise level. As such the northern facades of the buildings along this boundary of the site
can experience higher external noise levels and still maintain acceptable internal noise levels than
those at Chobham Farm, where there are lower existing night-time ambient (external) noise levels.
Chobham Farm therefore represents the most sensitive immediately surrounding receptor to nighttime construction works.
3.15 Communication of emergency works
Provide details on how local residents will be informed of emergency work during construction.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction –
paragraphs 4.110 – 4.112.
3.17 Complaints procedure
Provide details on how the hotline will be managed during operational hours, night time works and
possession hours.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction –
paragraphs 4.113 – 4.115.
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Section 4 – Townscape, Built Heritage, Visual Impact
Gaps and Omissions
4.1 No ZTV provided
Provide a ZTV which covers the full extent of the proposed development’s visibility to confirm the
viewpoint selections and likely effects on the surrounding conservation areas.
A Zone of Theoretical Visibility Study prepared by Miller Hare is provided within Appendix A6 of the
(November 2019) ES Volume 2 Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual Impact Assessment
(TBHVIA). The Zone of Theoretical Visibility Study considers visibility of the Proposed Development
with and without trees.
4.3 Assessment of views from Greenwich Maritime World Heritage Site
Assess the likely effects on visual amenity of the Greenwich Park London Panorama 5A and its two
associated assessment viewpoints including:
•

5A.1 - which takes in Greenwich Palace, Queens House and the tall buildings on the Isle of
Dogs; and

•

5A.2 - the view towards central London which includes a Protected Vista towards St Paul’s
Cathedral.

In respect of View 5A.1, the (November 2019) ES Volume 2 TBHVIA – Appendix A7 provides
baseline photography and model shots of the 2023 Evolved Baseline, Proposed Development 2023
and Cumulative Development 2031 which demonstrate no visibility.
In respect of View 5A.2, it is unnecessary to consider the Proposed Development against this view.
This view is a London Panorama view and primarily a view of St Paul’s Cathedral. The view is
directed away from the Proposed Development and the Proposed Development is not located within
this view.
4.5 Assessment of visual effects on additional viewpoints
Assess the likely effects on the following additional viewpoints: Lee Valley, Leyton Tube Station on
the A112 and Drapers Fields.
C1 Leyton Tube – refer to the (November 2019) ES Volume 2 TBHVIA – Appendix A8
C2 Drapers Fields – refer to the (November 2019) ES Volume 2 TBHVIA– Appendix A8
3.1 Lee Valley – refer to the (November 2019) ES Volume 2 TBHVIA – Appendix A8
An assessment of effects has been completed for these additional viewpoints which has concluded
that the effects have been defined as either minor neutral (not significant) to negligible (not
significant).

Items for Clarification
4.7 Assessment of visual effects as a result of light
Provide a more detailed commentary on the range of visual effects likely to be experienced, such as
colour, lights and movement, for each of the visualisations prepared.
The views assessment in the TBHVIA (ES Volume 2) includes rendered representations of the
Proposed Development in ‘active mode’ and considers the townscape, built heritage and visual
effects when ‘active’ as well as when ‘inactive’. It also acknowledges the range of lighting and display
possibilities; however, it should be clear that the TBHVIA is only required to consider the effects on
peoples’ perception of the townscape (including heritage and views). For this reason, it does not
(and should not) consider a, possibly infinite, range of visual effects.
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The updated (November 2019) ES Volume 2 TBHVIA has been updated so that paragraph 3.60
states that “In this particular instance, the Proposed Development will have a range of potential
lighting effects which will affect the magnitude of its impact. Whilst it will have a wide range of lighting
and display possibilities, it should be clear that the TBHVIA cannot anticipate or account for all
possibilities within that range and does not consider the personal (perhaps psychological or physical)
effects on people that could occur as a result of the sphere being illuminated. The TBHVIA only
considers effects on peoples’ perception of heritage, townscape and views. The assessment
considers how the sphere will appear within the townscape when it is active or inactive, recognising
that, when active, it will be illuminated to different degrees. The assessment assumes that, when
the sphere is in active mode, it will tend to be more eye-catching, due to the increased level of light
and movement emitted. The degree of that increased noticeability will be higher or lower according
to the level and type of lighting and movement which is displayed (e.g. bright colours and flashing
lights will be more noticeable than soft illumination). The same visual effect - of a likely increased
level of noticeability (to different degrees depending on what is displayed and atmospheric
conditions) - would apply to all the views in the same manner. The narrative assessment of the
Proposed Development in active mode has taken into account a range of lighting and atmospheric
conditions in terms of low to high levels of noticeability.”
4.9 Assessment of visual sensitivity
Review the sensitivity of the receptors in line with the GLVIA3 guidance and subsequent assessment
of significance should the sensitivity be amended.
The methodology for determining value, susceptibility to change and sensitivity is set out at
paragraphs 3.43-3.49 of the TBHVIA (ES Volume 2). It was informed by the GLVIA3 Guidance and
was discussed with the LLDC in pre-application consultation. The assessment has been made in
accordance with the agreed methodology. In accordance with the GLVIA, a view’s susceptibility to
change depends on the type of viewers likely to experience it, and these viewers are classified as
per the categories set out in the GLVIA3. In response to the point that “the sensitivity of the view has
been referenced as opposed to sensitivity of receptors (people) experiencing the view”, it is
acknowledged that this is not expressly explained in the TBHVIA Methodology and so the following
has been added to the TBHVIA at paragraph 3.50:
“In an urban situation, it is not possible to identify specific visual receptors accurately or meaningfully,
either as individuals or groups, and so it is standard practice to select – in consultation with the Local
Planning Authority- a number of viewpoints that will reflect the range of views of the Proposed
Development which is likely to be experienced by people (‘the receptors’) and that will enable
consideration of views and viewpoints with sensitivity in terms of potential impacts on heritage and
townscape. The set of representative views assessed in the TBHVIA was agreed with the LLDC
during preapplication discussions. The views in the assessment are treated as ‘receptors’ because
they are the subject of consideration, although it is acknowledged that people are the ‘receptors’ in
the strict sense of the term and that views only exist and matter because of the people who see
them. The sensitivity of the view derives from consideration of the value of the view in combination
with the range and susceptibility of the viewer/s. The judgements on value, susceptibility to change
and overall sensitivity are set out in the baseline assessment of each view.”
4.11 Assessment of townscape character areas
Provide more detail on how the local townscape character areas have been derived and how these
sit within the wider townscape characterisation hierarchy in accordance with the GLVIA3
requirements.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 2 TBHVIA – paragraphs 3.11, 3.12 and 3.13.
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4.13 Sensitivity testing of the verified views
Clarify the likely effects on the setting of heritage assets during night-time, winter and when the MSG
Sphere is in operational mode on selected viewpoints.
Effects on the setting of heritage assets at night, during the winter and in ‘active mode’ have been
assessed in the TBHVIA and the assessment is considered (by The Tavernor Consultancy) to be
appropriate in degree and nature.
Paragraph 8.4 of the TBHVIA concludes that:
“The potential long-term significant effects of the completed and occupied Proposed Development
on above ground built heritage have been assessed in the Built Heritage Assessment using 7
different viewing positions. The potential effects of the Proposed Development on the special interest
of conservation areas and those elements of setting that contribute to the significance or
appreciation of the significance of the listed or locally listed structures assessed would be negligible.
The potential effect on the former urinals, a non-designated heritage asset, would be Moderate /
Minor Adverse; this will be mitigated by removing the urinal stalls prior to demolition of the wall.
There would be no significant effects on designated built heritage assets. In NPPF terms the
Proposed Development would sustain the historic environment and would not cause harm.”
4.15 Labelling of verified views
Where verified views appear ‘cluttered’, include some labelling to clarify which committed schemes
are shown to help clarify the context and location of the proposed development.
The views have not been labelled to avoid the appearance of clutter in the view and potential
disruption to the composition or legibility of the view.
Instead, to assist the reader in understanding which cumulative schemes are visible in the views,
2D overview maps (for the Future Baseline 2023 and Cumulative Development 2031) and details of
each scheme in a scheme schedule have been provided in Appendix A3 of the updated (November
2019) ES Volume 2 TBHVIA. Each scheme is numbered on the overview maps and the numbering
correlates to the scheme numbering in the scheme schedule. In addition, 3D overview maps are
also provided which show all the surrounding developments on the scheme schedule and then depict
these for the Future Baseline 2023 and Cumulative Development 2031 scenarios separately.
The overview maps also show the view locations assessed and these are numbered according to
the numbering of the views presented in the TBHVIA.
Through consideration of each view, alongside the overview maps and the scheme schedule, it is
possible to identify and understand what is being seen in each view in terms of the other surrounding
development schemes.
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Section 5 – Socio Economics and Health
Gaps and Omissions
5.1 Assessment of agglomeration and the ‘Do Nothing’ scenario
Include consideration of potential effects in relation to agglomeration.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5: Socio Economics – paragraphs
5.25 – 5.28.
Provide the assessment (or explanation for omission) of the socio-economic analysis of the ‘Do
Nothing’ scenario with respect to the wider strategic need for the proposed development.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5: Socio Economics – paragraphs
5.49 – 5.52.

Items for Clarification
5.4 Assessment of the full spatial extent of socio-economic effects
Consider the socio-economic effects of the proposed development at wider geographical scales,
including south eastern areas and bordering counties, to understand the full extent of the impacts
and likely labour market.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5: Socio Economics – paragraph 5.14.
5.6 Consideration of mitigation
Provide an explanation as to how mitigation has been considered within the assessment and how
residual socio-economic effects have been reported in ES Vol 1 Chapter 5.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5: Socio Economics – paragraph 5.59 –
5.60 and Table 5.37.
5.8 Assessment of venue provision and demand
Provide details of consultation with existing venue management or major events teams and local
education providers or job centres to provide evidence and support the need for the proposed
development.
Further justification needs to be provided to demonstrate how much of this provision is ‘genuinely
additional’ i.e. whether the MSG Sphere will increase the overall market.
Further justification needs to be provided as to how this provision is considered to be significant at
a ‘national’ level.
Provide evidence to support the assessment that the proposed development is ‘additional’ at the
London level to existing venue provision, for example as a result of provisions for e-sports or egaming.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5: Socio Economics – paragraphs 5.169
– 5.181.
5.12 Confirmation of London Living Wage payment
Confirmation is required as to what ‘reasonable endeavours’ will be made to compel subcontractors/supply chain to pay the London Living Wage. These ‘reasonable endeavours’ should be
specified as measurable actions that can be monitored. Some suggested ‘actions’ include:
- Lease terms which guarantee London Living Wage to be included/scored highly in the procurement
process; and
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- Providing a timeframe for delivery of each ‘action’, for example the ‘half-term’ club.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5: Socio Economics – paragraphs 5.224
– 5.227 and 5.233.
5.14 Calculation of construction and operational employment
Clarify the methodology used for calculating the construction/operational employment to ensure that
there is no double counting.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5: Socio Economics – paragraphs 5.15
– 5.17.
5.16 Baseline demographic characteristics
Provide a further breakdown of the demographic characteristics baseline of the existing population
and apply this to the assessment of effects to demonstrate how the employment opportunities may
be supported by the local area.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5: Socio Economics – paragraph 5.70.
5.18 Expected Spend
Clarify how the expected spend of £7.99 has been calculated.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5: Socio Economics – paragraph 5.19.
5.20 Effect on retail provision
Clarify the effect on retail provision as a result of the proposed development.
Refer to updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 5: Socio Economics – paragraphs 5.184
- 5.187.

Health: Omissions
5.22 Spatial extent of the local area and health baseline
Confirm the spatial extent of the local area and health baseline receptors and update the health
assessment accordingly. Consideration should be given to the Local Authority Fingertips health
profiles and include data from the Consumer Data Research Centre (CDRC) Access to Health
Assets and Hazards Map for all five LLDC boroughs (link below) as a minimum for local area
baseline. https://maps.cdrc.ac.uk/#/indicators/ahah2/default/BTTTFFT/10/-0.1500/51.5200/
Refer to the Health Impact Assessment in ES Volume 3, Appendix Socio-Economics – Annex 4.
5.25 Definition of health determinants, receptors and receptor populations
Clearly define the specific health receptors and receptor populations, and how these are distinct
from health determinants. For specific health receptors and receptor populations (including
residential areas, such as sheltered accommodation at Holden Point within direct line of sight, users
of specific local community resources etc that would be affected by changes identified in Para 5.39)
and provide indicative thresholds from which sensitivities can be assigned to inform the magnitude
of impact. Clearly define how these are distinct.
Refer to the Health Impact Assessment in ES Volume 3, Appendix Socio-Economics – Annex 4.
5.27 Assessment of vulnerable groups: light effects
Identify and provide an assessment of effects on vulnerable groups, including children, who may be
more likely to be affected by light prior to the 11pm curfew.
Refer to the Health Impact Assessment in ES Volume 3, Appendix Socio-Economics – Annex 4.
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5.29 Health effects resulting from impacts on local transport capacity
Provide an assessment of how the potential impacts on local public transport capacity will affect the
health of local communities. The assessment should include consideration of effects on mental
health, including those resulting from increased traffic flows, crowd dispersal and potential
noise/anti-social behaviour during both coincident and night time events;
Provide an assessment of impacts on cyclists and pedestrians in terms of crowding, crushing,
severance, increased journey times and delays as well as improvements to routes during both
coincident and night time events.
Refer to the Health Impact Assessment in ES Volume 3, Appendix Socio-Economics – Annex 4.
5.31 Assessment of mental health: light effects
Provide an assessment of the potential effects on mental health, particularly for vulnerable groups,
as a result of light effects. Consideration should be given to baseline data for migraine, epilepsy and
autism as the BRE report within ES Vol 3 Annex 3 on highlights these as conditions making
individuals more susceptible to light flicker and strobe lighting.
Refer to the Health Impact Assessment in ES Volume 3, Appendix Socio-Economics – Annex 4.
5.33 Assessment of effects as a result of distraction
Assess the likely effects on human health of the surrounding road and rail users, pedestrians and
cyclists as a result of distraction and safety risks caused by the moving images and solar glare.
Refer to the Health Impact Assessment in ES Volume 3, Appendix Socio-Economics – Annex 4.

Health: Clarifications
5.35 Likely effects on health determinants
Describe how each of the health determinants affects the identified receptors, drawing on evidence
set out within the baseline section. Consideration should be given to baseline levels of childhood
obesity and prevalence of fast food shops in LLDC boroughs and a potential increase in certain
types of crime and anti-social behaviour.
Refer to the Health Impact Assessment in ES Volume 3, Appendix Socio-Economics – Annex 4.
5.37 A&E Capacity
Clarify whether any measures have been embedded within the design to alleviate the burden on
local A&E capacity.
Refer to the Health Impact Assessment in ES Volume 3, Appendix Socio-Economics – Annex 4.
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Section 6 – Noise and Vibration
Gaps and Omissions
6.1 Assessment of overnight events – crowd noise
An assessment of the noise effects resulting from a full capacity crowd leaving the MSG Sphere at
05:00 should be undertaken using an appropriate methodology and reasonable assumptions:
•

as a result of increased patron dwell times both within the site, and the surrounding area, due
to reduced rail capacity and transport options, increased use of private hire and use of the
proposed shuttle bus operations at 05:00; and

•

at sensitive receptors (including, but not limited to: East Village; Penny Brooks Street; further
north of the site on Leyton Road; Windmill Lane; and Gerry Raffles Square) located along all
the likely routes that crowds will take to reach the proposed transport options (such as the
shuttle bus).

It has been clarified with the Applicant that the planning application does not seek planning
permission for the hosting of events (full capacity or otherwise) within the sphere that run over night
and finish at 05:00. There is therefore no requirement for an assessment to be undertaken of the
noise effects of a full capacity crowd leaving the sphere at 05:00 nor of any shuttle bus operations
at 05:00.
The noise assessment presented in the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise
and Vibration addresses the noise effects associated with a full capacity crowd (21,500) leaving the
sphere at 00:15; this represents the worst case scenario. However, it should be noted that full
capacity events will be occasional and that the majority of events are expected to be well below full
capacity.
The noise assessment presented in the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise
and Vibration considers receptor locations representative of residential properties at East Village;
Penny Brookes Street; further north of the site on Leyton Road; Windmill Lane; and Gerry Raffles
Square.
6.4 Assessment of overnight events: ‘get-in / get-out’ activities
An assessment should be undertaken of operational ‘get in / get out’ activities, such as crew
operations, their associated vehicle movements and set up/breakdown activities based on
reasonable assumptions.
The following assumptions have been made on the number and type of each vehicle associated with
the on-site operational traffic including ‘get in / get out’ activities and applied to the noise assessment
presented in (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7: Noise and Vibration:
•

•

•
•
•

Up to 40 cars will enter the Proposed Development during the daytime via Bridge 4. Their arrival
and departures will be staggered so during the busiest hour only 20 cars will use the access
road;
Up to 20 cars will leave the Proposed Development during the night-time (23:00-07:00) via
Bridge 4. Their departure will be within the same hour. No other vehicles will use Bridge 4 during
the night-time;
Up to 20 HGVs will enter the Proposed Development via Bridge 4 during the daytime. The
busiest hour will involve 5 vehicles entering and leaving the site (10 trips in total);
Up to 20 HGVs will enter or leave the site during the night-time (23:00-07:00) via Angel Lane
junction. The busiest hour will involve 5 HGVs leaving and 5 HGVs arriving; and
Up to 20 HGVs will leave the site during the day via Angel Lane junction. The busiest hour will
involve 5 HGVs leaving and 5 HGVs arriving.
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During the night-time, HGVs will only enter the site via Angel Lane and continue into the loading
bay. The embedded acoustic designs of the loading bay are described within (November 2019) ES
Volume 3, Appendix Noise and Vibration, Annex 8, and include acoustically absorptive finishes in
the bay and an acoustically rated entrance door.
The acoustically absorptive finishes will reduce reverberant noise building-up within the loading bay
and will assist in suppressing the overall noise level. The acoustically rated entrance door will reduce
the noise transmission from the loading bay to outside.
The embedded acoustic designs will assist in limiting environmental noise emissions though
ultimately it will be necessary to manage the loading bay activities so that adverse effects are
avoided. The management of the area will be detailed in the Venue Operations Manual and will
include marshalling of vehicles to prevent unnecessary waiting outside the loading bay, deployment
of staff to operate the acoustic shutters to minimise the time these are open, restricting house
operations outside the loading bays to daytime hours, minimisation of vehicle idling outside the
loading bay through messaging to drivers and marshalling.
6.6 Assessment of noise effects associated with prolonged egress times
Further noise modelling of prolonged egress times, particularly during coincident events, should be
undertaken which mirrors any revised assumptions required for the Transport Assessment. An
assessment should include noise sensitive receptors not captured by the current assessment that
may be affected by greater numbers of patrons using Angel Lane to get to Stratford Station as a
result of crowd management on the podium for example, Gerry Raffles Square or bridge closures.
There may be other areas that require consideration.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
- paragraphs 7.189 – 7.198 and Tables 7.21 and Table 7.22.
6.9 Assessment of cumulative noise effects
Provide an assessment of the likely cumulative noise effects of crowds leaving from the bowl, night
club and gig venues and also associated with the external smoking areas.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
- paragraphs 7.49 – 7.66, paragraphs 7.168 – 7.173 and Tables 7.15 and 7.16, paragraphs 7.199 –
7.207 and Tables 7.23, 7.24 and 7.25.
6.11 Assessment of noise effects within Stratford City Station
Clarify the noise effects as a result of the increased crowding on open air platforms at Stratford City
Station, particularly at night time, on the closest sensitive receptors.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
- paragraphs 7.185 – 7.188. Increased crowding on station platforms has been taken into
consideration in the crowd dispersion noise assessments. Receptors closest to the station platforms
have been considered.
6.13 Assessment of noise from external temporary facilities
Provide consideration or an assessment of the likely noise effects as a result of external temporary
facilities.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
- paragraphs 7.231 – 7.2374.
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Items for Clarification
6.15 Assessment of the full spatial extent of noise effects
Clarify the full spatial extent of significant effects and include likely significant effects on all receptors
along routes to be traversed by full capacity crowds.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
- paragraphs 7.208 – 7.210.
Confirm the exact measurement locations and whether these represent the worst case in terms of
noise effects.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
- paragraphs 7.126 – 7.128.
Clarify which background noise measurements have been used to assess building plant noise and
state why these are considered appropriate.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
- paragraph 7.100.
Provide an assessment to quantify the noise effects at higher levels to verify whether effects are as
reported at 1.5m. This assessment should include consideration of the additional receptors identified
within Paragraph 6.16 of this report.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
- paragraphs 7.135 – 7.137.
6.20 Assessment of overnight construction works
Justify why only bridge building over the HS1 tracks is considered to result in significant night time
effects during construction. Confirm whether the assessment of these bridge works represents the
worst case in terms of night time noise effects, given that there are noise sensitive receptors located
in closer proximity to other bridge construction within the site boundary.
An element of night time working will be required for all four of the proposed bridges. Refer to
updated (November 2019) ES Volume1, Chapter 4 Enabling and Construction – paragraph 4.34.
The noise assessment (ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration – paragraphs 7.143 – 7.147)
clarifies that the assessment has been limited to one of the four bridges as the conclusions raised
in respect of Bridge 4 (to the north of the site that crosses the HS1 box) will be same for the remaining
three bridges, i.e. the effects are anticipated to be Major Adverse (and so significant).
The assessment of Bridge 4 is considered to be the worst-case as it is the closest bridge to the
Chobham Farm residential development, which is likely to experience the most notable difference in
night-time internal noise levels during periods of night-time bridge construction activity.
This conclusion has been reached following a review of information presented within the Unite
Student Accommodation planning application (report reference 5315/NVA) which indicates free-field
night-time noise levels of LAeq,8hr 67 dB (equivalent façade noise levels will be 3 dB higher) on the
railway line elevation (the building’s northern façade).
It is expected that the northern facades of the other buildings along this boundary of the site (Moxy
Hotel, Stratford Central, Angel Lane Tower) will be exposed to the similarly high external noise
levels.
All new build residential and hotel properties have their facades designed based on the existing
external noise level. As such the northern facades of the buildings along this boundary of the site
can experience higher external noise levels and still maintain acceptable internal noise levels than
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those at Chobham Farm, where there are lower existing night-time ambient (external) noise levels.
Chobham Farm therefore represents the most sensitive immediately surrounding receptor to nighttime construction works.
6.22 Occupancy of external spaces at night time
Based on the clarified occupancy levels for these external spaces, confirm the likely noise effects
on surrounding sensitive receptors.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
- paragraphs 7.49 – 7.66.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
- paragraphs 7.168 – 7.173.
6.24 Ambient and precited noise levels
Clarify the baseline ambient noise levels during both the daytime and night time.
The measured ambient noise levels are provided in (November 2019) ES Volume 3, Appendix Noise
and Vibration – Annex 3. The representative recorded background sound levels during the
unattended surveys are shown in (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration
Table 7.10.
6.24 Ambient and precited noise levels
Clarify how the predicted noise levels at the identified receptors at each level relate to the lowest
measured LA90 background noise levels.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 7 Noise and Vibration - paragraph
7.121.
6.27 Road traffic data for 2031
Provide the traffic data for 2031 that has been used for the noise assessment.
Refer to Volume 3: Appendix Noise and Vibration Annex 5: Road Traffic Data and Assumptions.
6.29 Details of the Section 61 Agreement
Clarify details of the Section 61 Agreement and whether a noise insultation scheme, or indeed a
temporary re-housing scheme, if appropriate, will be included.
The primary method for the control of noise and vibration will be through applying for a Section 61
Consent under the Control of Pollution Act 1974 (COPA).
The Section 61 Consent will contain appropriate noise and vibration limits at nearby noise sensitive
premises, the noise and vibration limits will vary depending on the use and ownership of the relevant
premises.
Continuous noise and vibration monitoring shall be undertaken by the contractor at nearby noise
sensitive premises, or if this is not feasible, a suitable alternate location with appropriate calibration
to represent noise levels at nearby noise sensitive premises. The monitoring locations and
parameters will be discussed and agreed with the relevant authority prior to the commencement of
works on site.
The contractor will have access to the noise and vibration monitoring results in real time. The real
time monitoring system will provide email alerts to the on-site team(s) when noise/vibration levels
need to be reduced for compliance with the agreed limits. The noise and vibration monitoring results
will be summarised in fortnightly reports, which will be made available to the relevant authority upon
request.
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Typical noise levels (thresholds) are LAeq,1h 75 dB at the nearest noise sensitive premises
(window) for weekday daytime and Saturday morning work. Should noise levels exceed the
thresholds presented in BS5228:2009 correct measures on site would be employed to reduce and
minimise any further noise effects to noise sensitive receptors.
Should noise levels be expected to, based on the scheduled work activities, exceed the thresholds
presented in BS5228:2009 and mechanisms to reduce and minimise any impacts and resultant
effects have not been identified, the provision of (or reasonable costs thereof) noise insulation shall
be made (should daytime or night time noise exceed the noise insulation trigger levels as presented
in Annex E.4 and Table E2 of BS5228 2009).
Should noise levels be expected to, based on the scheduled work activities, exceed the thresholds
presented in BS5228:2009 and mechanisms to reduce and minimise any impacts and resultant
effects have not been identified, temporary relocation of affected parties shall be made (should
daytime or night time noise exceed the temporary relocation trigger levels as presented in Annex
E.4 and Table E2 of BS5228: 2009).
In addition, the Section 61 Consent will set out a dispensation and variation procedure under which
consent can be applied for to carry out works which would potentially exceed the agreed noise and
vibration limits or must occur at times when such work is otherwise not approved. Such
dispensation/variations would be applied for where there are good engineering, safety or practical
reasons for undertaking the works at these times. The selected contractor would adopt measures,
including site supervision arrangements, to reduce noise and vibration to a minimum in accordance
with Best Practicable Means (BPM), as defined in Section 72 of the COPA.
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Section 7 – Air Quality
Gaps and Omissions
No omissions were identified within this chapter.

Items for Clarification
7.2 Assessment of receptors to the east and north of the site
Confirm whether any construction or operational traffic is expected to be generated to the east of
the Stratford gyratory and therefore whether there are any receptors in this location which should be
included within the air quality assessment. If additional receptors as a result of traffic generation are
identified, these should be assessed.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 8: Air Quality – paragraph 8.72 and
paragraph 8.74.
Confirm why receptors to the north of the site, including Chobham Farm, have not been included
within the assessment.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 8: Air Quality – paragraph 8.72 and
footnote 22.
7.4 Assessment of air quality effects on ecological receptors
Confirm whether there are any ecological receptors within proximity to the site. If there are, provide
justification as to why these have not been assessed.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 8: Air Quality – paragraph 8.75.
7.6 Screening of predicted PM10 concentrations
Update the predicted PM10 concentrations in accordance with the recommended screening
approach and amend the results shown in Table 8.18. Clarify the residual significant effects under
the correct screening thresholds.
The maximum predicted contributions of generator emissions to both short-term and long-term
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2), PM10 and PM2.5 at any existing receptor have been
presented in Table 8.18 of the (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 8, Air Quality. The
contribution of each pollutant relative to the appropriate objective has been calculated, and
compared to screening criteria, as described in the EPUK / IAQM guidance (Moorcroft and
Barrowcliffe. et al. (2017) Land-use Planning & Development Control: Planning for Air Quality. v1.2.
Institute of Air Quality Management, London). The predicted contributions of generator emissions to
concentrations are well below the screening criterion.
The screening criterion have been defined as:
•

0.5% for long-term concentrations based on changes in annual mean concentrations of 0%, i.e.
less than 0.5%, being described in the EPUK / IAQM guidance as negligible regardless of
baseline concentrations (Table 6.3 of the guidance document); and

•

10% for short-term concentrations; the EPUK/IAQM guidance states that “the Environment
Agency uses a threshold criterion of 10% for the short term AQAL as a screening criterion for
the maximum short term impact. This is a reasonable value to take and this guidance also
adopts this as a basis for defining an impact that is sufficiently small in magnitude to be
regarded as having an insignificant effect. Background concentrations are less important in
determining the severity of impact for short term concentrations, not least because the peak
concentrations attributable to the source and the background are not additive.” The guidance

32

MSG – Regulation 25 & Clarifications Report
goes on to say that this applies to those short term concentrations averaged over an hour or
less. The guidance directs the reader back to the approach which uses the annual mean as a
proxy for daily mean exceedances (where an annual mean of 32 µg/m3 equates to 35 days at
or above 50 µg/m3). The maximum annual mean PM10 contribution from generator emissions
is 0.001 µg/m3 (Table 8.18 of (November 2019) ES Volume 1: Chapter 8, Air Quality), whilst
the maximum predicted 90.4th percentile of 24-hour PM10 is 0.71 µg/m3; even assuming that
either of these maximum generator contributions coincides with the maximum predicted annual
mean PM10 concentrations at any existing receptor in 2023 with the proposed scheme in place
(22.8 µg/m3 at receptor E20, Table 8.21 of (November 2019) ES Volume 1: Chapter 8, Air
Quality), the annual mean concentration with the scheme in place would remain well below 32
µg/m3, and the total 90.4th percentile (taken as 2 times 22.8 + 0.71 = 46.31 µg/m3) remains
below 50 µg/m3. Therefore, the conclusion remains valid. It should be noted that the
Environment Agency treats 24-hour period means as short-term concentrations, and therefore
the approach presented in (November 2019) ES Volume 1: Chapter 8, Air Quality is consistent
with the approach taken by the Environment Agency, upon which the EPUK/IAQM guidance is
based.
7.8 Review the Air Quality Neutral calculation
Review the Air Quality Neutral calculation to include consideration of the ENGIE energy centre
emissions.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 8: Air Quality and updated November
2019 ES Volume 3 Appendix Air Quality, Annex 11: Air Quality Neutral calculations which consider
the Engie Energy Centre.
7.10 Calibration of background concentrations
Clarification should be provided to detail how background concentrations have been calibrated and
which sites have been used.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 8: Air Quality – paragraph 8.21 and
footnote 10.
7.12 Air quality model verification
Provide justification as to why only one monitoring site has been used, why this particular site, NM2,
has been selected to verify the air quality model and why data from adjacent boroughs has not been
referenced.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 8: Air Quality – paragraph 8.73 and
footnote 24.
7.14 Assessment of get-in / get out activities
Clarify how the 1-hour mean NO2 was predicted at receptors during an event.
Refer to the updated November 2019 ES Volume 1, Chapter 8: Air Quality – paragraph 8.130 and
footnote 35.
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) flows used in air quality modelling assumes that the traffic
generated by a proposed development is averaged across an entire year. The daily and weekly
profiles are then assumed to be the same as that described by DfT data. For most developments,
this is a reasonable assumption, and for annual mean concentrations, these assumptions do not
alter the conclusions. Typically, an annual mean concentration of 60 µg/m3 is used to indicate
whether there is a risk of exceeding the 1-hour mean objective (LAQM.TG16). The LLDC’s EIA
Scoping Opinion requested consideration of the combined impact of plant emissions and event day
traffic on the short-term objectives.
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Full capacity events will not occur every day of the year, they will be occasional (the majority of
events are expected to be well below full capacity), and the Proposed Development will generate
traffic only within the hours on either side of events (defined in Table A2.2 of ES Volume 3, Appendix
Air Quality - Annex 2), so the profile of traffic generated by the Proposed Development does not fit
the average profile described by DfT data; the approach described in ES Volume 3, Appendix Air
Quality - Annex 2) was therefore followed to address concerns that the Proposed Development
would affect short-term nitrogen dioxide concentrations.
It is predicted that the Proposed Development will generate 863,590 car movements per year
(Paragraph 8.152 of ES Volume 1, Chapter 8, Air Quality) assumed to all be associated with travel
to and from events, which is an average of 2,366 per day (AADT). Data provided by Momentum,
the project’s transport consultant, and presented in Table A2.2 of ES Volume 3, Appendix Air Quality
- Annex 2 shows that an individual event will generate up to 2,623 car movements per day. In order
to assess a worst-case day, the Proposed Development’s traffic flows on each road link (which are
based on the AADT) have therefore been uplifted by a factor of 1.1086 (2,623/2,366) to provide an
assessment assuming an event occurs every day.
Along with a revised diurnal profile which assumes that traffic generated by the Proposed
Development occurs within the hours either side of an event, and based on details provided by
Momentum, the impact on short-term concentrations can be investigated. Paragraph A2.5 of ES
Volume 3, Appendix Air Quality - Annex 2 states that a diurnal profile assuming all additional uplifted
development traffic occurs in each of the three hours prior to an event and in the hour after the event
finishes. In fact, the model has been run to assume that the entire uplifted development generated
traffic occurs in each hour of the day; this is because the start and end times vary by event and
allows all meteorological conditions to be considered. This is a very worst-case assumption (and
assumes 24*2,623 cars are generated by the Proposed Development every day of the year).
The speed for each link has been reduced by 10% from the baseline scenario to take account of any
additional congestion that may result from the additional traffic generated by the Proposed
Development.
Even with these very worst-case assumptions, and as stated in Paragraph 8.133 of the updated ES
Volume 1, Chapter 8, Air Quality, the maximum 99.79th percentile of 1-hour mean concentrations at
any receptor is
5.0 µg/m3 (or 2.5% of the objective). Combining this with 2 x the predicted annual mean
concentration at the receptor at which the maximum occurs (Receptor E19, 46.4 µg/m3; Table 8.20)
gives a total concentration of 97.8 µg/m3 which is well below 200 µg/m3. (In the ES originally
submitted with the application, the maximum predicted 99.79th percentile of 1-hour mean
concentrations at any receptor was 15.6 µg/m3 (or 7.8% of the objective), which, when combined
with 2 x the maximum predicted annual mean concentration gave a total concentration of 108.4
µg/m3, which was also well below 200 µg/m3).
The assessment of annual mean concentrations has been undertaken in the normal manner; the
uplifted data has only been used to assess the potential for greater impacts on the short-term
nitrogen dioxide concentrations.
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Section 8 – Wind Microclimate
Gaps and Omissions
8.1 Accuracy of the wind tunnel model
The wind tunnel model should be reviewed to ensure that it accurately reflects the plans submitted
for approval and existing site conditions and structures. Specifically, the podium entrance and Town
Centre link bridge should be checked. If changes are made to the model, then a further wind tunnel
test should be undertaken.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 9: Wind Microclimate – Summary of
Changes bullet point i).

Items for Clarification
8.3 Accuracy of modelled baseline wind conditions
Further details of how the baseline wind conditions in the wind tunnel have been calibrated should
be provided including commentary on how the drag coefficient has been considered. A comparison
of baseline wind conditions recently modelled at other development sites in the surrounding area
should be made, in order to verify the data, particularly along the railway and at podium level.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 9: Wind Microclimate – paragraph
9.73 - 9.74.
In addition, refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 3, Appendix Wind Microclimate –
Annex 1.
8.5 Wind conditions at additional sensitive on and off-site locations
It is requested that additional sensor points are tested in the wind tunnel (using the wind model once
it has been checked) to understand whether all on and off-site wind conditions are comfortable and
safe. The additional sensor locations to be tested are marked on Figure 1, Figure 2, Figure 3 and
Figure 4 and include:
•

Ground level locations outside the red line boundary (Figure 1);

•

Ground level areas to the north east of the site (Figure 2);

•

Ground level locations on the stairs near the bus station (Figure 3); and

•

Additional locations on the podium and connecting walkways (Figure 4).

Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 9: Wind Microclimate – Summary of
Changes bullet point i), paragraph 9.30, paragraph 9.58, paragraphs 9.61 and Figures 9.1 and 9.2.
8.7 Wind mitigation – embedded or additional
Clarify the height and the exact location of the trees that are required for wind mitigation. Also clarify
the height of the trees that need to be planted to ensure that wind conditions are suitable from the
outset.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 9: Wind Microclimate – paragraphs
9.84 -9.87 and Figures 9.8, 9.9 and 9.10.
Clarify what is embedded wind mitigation and what is required as additional wind mitigation.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 9: Wind Microclimate – paragraph
9.83 -9.87 and Figures 9.8, 9.9 and 9.10.
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8.9 Suitability of residual wind conditions
Clarify the residual significant effects of the proposed development. ES Vol 1 Chapter 9 Table 9.4
should include all the residual significant effects as a result of construction and operation during both
summer and winter seasons to ensure that wind conditions at all locations tested are appropriate for
the intended use.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 9: Wind Microclimate – Table 9.3
(note change in table numbering from Table 9.4 to Table 9.3) and paragraph 9.97.
8.11 Justification of assessment study area
Provide clarification as to why a distance of 360m was chosen for assessment and why it is therefore
considered appropriate.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 9: Wind Microclimate – paragraph
9.5. Also refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 1 Introduction and EIA
Methodology – Table 1.3.
8.13 Future surrounding buildings
Clarify why schemes that are currently at pre-application or determination stage have not been
included within the assessment.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 9: Wind Microclimate– paragraphs
9.11 – 9.16.
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Section 9 – Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing
Gaps and Omissions
No omissions were identified within this chapter.

Items for Clarification
9.2 Justification of assessment study
The study area should be BRE compliant. If the selected study area is considered to provide a robust
assessment, then excluding the additional 9m should be supported by further, more detailed
justification to demonstrate that there is no likeliness of the unassessed properties to be adversely
affected.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 10: Daylight, Sunlight and
Overshadowing – paragraphs 10.5 – 10.11.
9.4 Accuracy of the lighting model
Review the accuracy of the lighting model.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 10: Daylight, Sunlight and
Overshadowing – Summary of Changes bullet point ii), paragraph 10.14 and paragraphs 10.143 –
10.151.
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Section 10 – Light Intrusion and Upward Sky Glow
Gaps and Omissions
10.1 Compliance with pre- and post-curfew ILP targets
Confirm the maximum white output (given there are exceedances at 50 nits) to demonstrate whether
compliance to the recommended ILP targets and thresholds is possible.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 11 Light Intrusion and Upward Sky
Glow – paragraphs 11.58 – 11.70.
10.4 Assessment of upward sky glow and the upward light ratio (ULR)
Illuminance contour plans for a white sphere and typical moving image should be plotted to
demonstrate levels of illuminance at varying heights above ground level. These plans should be
prepared for both the with and without development scenarios and include the 2018, 2022 and 2031
baselines.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 11 Light Intrusion and Upward Sky
Glow – paragraph 11.71 and (November 2019) ES Volume 5: Appendix: Light Intrusion and Upward
Sky Glow – Annex 4.
10.7 Receptor sensitivity
Apply a consistent sensitivity to student accommodation and hotels across all the assessments.
Should the sensitivity of these receptors to light intrusion be revised, the significance of effects
should be reviewed and updated accordingly.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 11 Light Intrusion and Upward Sky
Glow – Summary of Changes, bullet point ii), paragraph 11.15 and Table 11.1.
10.9 Assessment of verified views
Update the verified views to accurately reflect potential atmospheric effects, such as sky glow and
haze as a result of the proposed development. Verified views should be prepared using varying nit
levels.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 2: Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual Impact
Assessment - paragraph 3.60.

Items for Clarification
10.11 Mitigation measures and parameters of the MSG Sphere image
Clarify how the proposed mitigation measures for the use of flashes will be applied, based on viewing
position
Clarify what is considered to be a ‘digital sign change’ and whether this constitutes a change in the
movement of the image or change in type/colour of image. More detailed criteria and thresholds
should be set with reference to industry broadcasting guidance and ILP PLG05:2015. There is online
software available which is able to determine whether a moving image is appropriate for television
broadcasting (and meets criteria acceptable for epilepsy and related illnesses).
The Applicant proposes the following be conditioned:
Distraction and Glare (Technology):
Any live content to be displayed on the illuminated screens (sphere and advertising panels) shall be
moderated and will have a minimum 60 second delay.
Prior to the operation of the illuminated screens (sphere and advertising panels), details of hacking
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mitigation measures will be submitted to and approved by the LLDC and such approved measures
shall be complied with at all times during the operation of the illuminated screens (sphere and
advertising panels).
Distraction (Content):
Avoid images with isolated coloured lights that could be mistaken for a railway signal or traffic light.
Any advertisements displayed on the illuminated screens (sphere and advertising panels) shall
comply with the Advertising Standards Authority guidelines.
Any content displayed on the illuminated screens (sphere and advertising panels) shall comply with
the following requirements:
•
•
•
•
•
•

content shall not include any flashing or fast moving images;
any changes from one image to another shall be instantaneous and without sweeping or
similar effects;
content shall not include any phone numbers or e-mail addresses;
other than the name of the venue (and any naming rights sponsor), advertisements shall only
be displayed for a maximum of 50% of the time when the sphere is illuminated;
only one advertisement shall be displayed at any time;
shall not display symbols which resemble any nearby road traffic signage.

Flicker and stroboscopic and spatial patterning effects (Content):
No flicker from saturated red light.
Limit the contrast, size, and duration of striped or spatially patterned images, particularly with high
contrasts of screen luminance or saturated colours.
Obtrusive Light and Sleep and Circadian Rhythms (Technology):
The maximum illumination from the Proposed Development (sphere, advertising screens and
podium lighting in combination), measured at neighbouring principal habitable rooms (of Stratford
Central, Stratford Eye, Chobham Farm Zone 4, Moxy Hotel, Railway Tavern and Unite Students
Accommodation) shall not exceed the night time Institution of Lighting Professionals lighting
guidance for zone 4 both pre and post curfew or, where light levels already exceed the Institution of
Lighting Professionals guidance due to existing street or other lighting sources, will not materially
worsen the condition. The Institution of Lighting Professionals lighting guidance for zone 4 cites the
following vertical light levels on windows of neighbouring dwellings:
•
•

25 lux from sunset to 23:00 curfew; and
5 lux post 23:00 curfew.

The Proposed Development (sphere) will be turned off or placed in ‘stand by’ mode at 00:00 (Monday
– Thursday and Sunday) and 00:15 (Friday and Saturday) unless otherwise agreed in advance by
the LLDC.
The Proposed Development (sphere) will be turned on (from either being off or in ‘stand by’ mode)
at 06:00 from 1st April – 31st August (inclusive, late spring and summer months) and at 07:00 from
1st September – 31st March (inclusive, early autumn and winter months) unless otherwise agreed
in advance by the LLDC.
Upwards Light Emission / Sky Glow
Upwards light emission / sky glow from the upper parts of the sphere, particularly post-curfew, will
be controlled so that any upward skyglow from the Proposed Development will fall away relatively
quickly at the light levels defined for light intrusion for the pre and post curfew periods. The use of
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images with a relatively higher proportion of short wavelength light will be regulated (limited) after
curfew to reduce any upward skyglow.
It is noted that the thresholds/criteria to be set for the moving image will have implications for safety
for surrounding road and rail users. Further comments in relation to safety are provided within
Paragraph 5.34 of this report and also within the separate Transport Review document prepared by
Jacobs.
Refer to the Public Safety Study (November 2019) and Rail Safety Report (November 2019) which
have been submitted in support of the planning and advertising consent applications.
10.14 Monitoring
Clarify what the lux level monitoring arrangements will be, where monitoring will be undertaken and
what criteria the lux levels will be monitored against.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 11 Light Intrusion and Upward Sky
Glow – paragraph 11.100 – 11.104.
10.16 Light effects from other external sources
Clarify the light effects as a result of the adopted external lighting strategy on, for example, the
podium.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 11 Light Intrusion and Upward Sky
Glow.
10.18 Consideration of dimming the light output
Consider options for dimming the MSG Sphere façade in order to meet the ILP guidance thresholds.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 11 Light Intrusion and Upward Sky
Glow.
10.20 Consideration of light effects at other venues
Provide a comparison of the MSG Sphere illuminance levels achieved to those of another existing
venue, such as open roofed sports stadium within a similar urban context.
A comparison of illuminance levels of the Proposed Development levels with an existing venue like
an open roofed sports stadium is not considered suitable due to the fact the sphere directs light in
an upward direction as opposed to an open roofed stadium which disperses light outwards.
Conclusions of a comparison of how an open roofed sports stadium illuminance levels compares
with the Proposed Development would not provide any additional findings or affect the results of the
conclusions presented within (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 11 Light Intrusion and
Upward Sky Glow and technical appendices (November 2019) ES Volume 5.
The recent body of work has proposed reduced Nit levels to satisfy ILP guidance, commits to specific
hours of usage, and light emissions will be monitored. Hence upward sky glow is reduced both in
intensity and duration. To predict upward light spill Point 2 have calculated lux levels at regular
intervals as it dissipates and created a visualisation to simulate lux level intensity at a height to
represent theoretical cloud cover (refer to (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 11 Light Intrusion
and Upward Sky Glow).
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10.22 Accuracy of the lighting model
Clarify whether the lighting model accurately represents the number and layout of all the windows
and façades of the existing buildings surrounding the site.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 11 Light Intrusion and Upward Sky
Glow – paragraph 11.48.
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Section 11 – Solar Glare
Gaps and Omissions
11.1 Proposed façade material
Confirm the effects of the alternative façade materials to ensure that significant effects from solar
glare are appropriately mitigated.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 12 Solar Glare – the assessment has
been rerun for a sphere external façade material with alternate reflective properties. No significant
solar glare effects have been identified.

Items for Clarifications
No items for clarification identified.
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Section 12 – Geoenvironmental
Gaps and Omissions
12.1 Assessment of hydraulic connectivity
Provide an update to the conceptual site model to identify all controlled water receptors and
environmental effects associated with foundations works.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 13: Geoenvironmental – paragraphs
13.37 – 13.41, Table 13.7, paragraphs 13.65 – 13.69, Table 13.8, paragraph 13.82, Table 13.10 and
Table 13.11.
Provide details of groundwater quality monitoring in connection with potential impacts on the potable
abstractions from piling works, and mitigation measures.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 13: Geoenvironmental paragraph
13.82 and paragraph 13.92.

Items for Clarification
12.3 Assessment of effects on groundwater resources
Clarify the sensitivity of the potable groundwater resources and ensure this is applied consistently
throughout the assessment.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 13: Geoenvironmental – Table 13.3,
Table 13.7, paragraphs 13.65 – 13.69 and Table 13.8.
Clarify the potential long-term risks to controlled waters and potable abstractions.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 13: Geoenvironmental – Table 13.11.
Further detail should be provided on the proposed geoenvironmental investigation including an
outline scope and groundwater quality monitoring scheme.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 13: Geoenvironmental – paragraphs
13.92 – 13.93.
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Section 13 – Cultural Heritage (Archaeology)
Gaps and Omissions
No gaps or omissions identified.

Items for Clarification
13.2 Justification of assessment study area
Provide justification as to why a distance of 350m has been set.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 14: Archaeology – paragraph 14.4.
13.4 Mitigation
Clarify whether there will be design adjustments incorporated to mitigate impacts on archaeology.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 14: Archaeology – paragraph 14.57.
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Section 14 - Ecology (Biodiversity)
Gaps and Omissions
14.1 Bat activity survey report
Provide the Bat Activity Survey Report.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 3 Appendix Ecology – Annex 3.
14.3 Urban greening factor
A calculation of the Urban Greening Factor should be provided for the proposed development.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 3: The Proposed Development –
paragraphs 3.131-3.132 and ES Volume 3: Appendix The Proposed Development – Annex 2.

Items for Clarification
14.5 Opportunities for black redstart
Clarification should be provided as to how the proposed development will address the opportunities
for black redstarts.
Refer to the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 1, Chapter 3: The Proposed Development –
paragraphs 3.129 - 3.130.
14.7 Assessment of artificial light effects on ecology
Provide a clearer assessment of the likely effects on bats and further justification as to why effects
are not considered to be significant and have therefore been scoped out. Particular reference should
be given to the removal of the railway as a potential commuting corridor due to the addition of bright
night time lighting.
A bat activity survey was undertaken in 2018 and a Bat Activity Survey Report is provided in the
updated (November 2019) ES Volume 3 Appendix Ecology – Annex 3.
The Bat Activity Survey Report concludes the following:
•
•

•

“No bats were recorded during the walked activity transect surveys. One species of bat,
common pipistrelle, was recorded during the automated static detector surveys undertaken.
A total of 9 common pipistrelle passes were recorded by the static detectors located at the
eastern site boundary, adjacent to the railway line which is sparsely vegetated with scrub. The
majority of the 9 passes fell within the September survey.
It is considered that the railway line immediately to the east of the site provides an occasional
resource for at least one species of bat.”

Common pipistrelle is one of the most common and widespread bat species; found throughout the
UK with a pre-breeding population estimate of up to one million (Harris and Yalden, 2008). This
species is common and widespread within the LLDC area and throughout the London Borough of
Newham.
Common pipistrelle bats were recorded infrequently at two different locations along the eastern site
boundary. None of the bat activity was recorded within the emergence or return to roost periods for
common pipistrelle. The desk study returned records for one colony located 1.5km to the south of
the site. However, this colony is separated from the site by several large developments such as the
Olympic Stadium, Westfield Stratford City and the Stratford Town Centre Link Bridge, as well as
major roads and unvegetated railway lines which are major barriers to commuting bats. Therefore,
it is highly unlikely that any bats from this colony are utilising the site.
This section of the site where bat activity was recorded offers limited suitable foraging and
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commuting habitat, being dominated by hardstanding with infrequent scattered scrub. The section
of railway line immediately to the east of the site boundary was mostly unvegetated, although it was
more densely vegetated to the north. The eastern section of the site and railway line are currently
subjected to high levels of lighting and disturbance through street lighting, adjacent buildings, and
passing trains. The railway line along the eastern site boundary is connected to the Railside Land in
Newham SBINC 150m to the north east via the vegetated sections but is unvegetated to the south
and does not provide any connectivity to the Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park 600m to the south west
of the site. Therefore, it is most likely that the railway line adjacent to the eastern site boundary
provides a link for commuting bats to access more favourable off site locations such as those in the
Railsides Land in Newham SBINC.
The site is assessed as having value at Site level for bats. This is due to the habitats on the site and
immediately adjacent the site providing an infrequent foraging and commuting function for one
common species of bat. However, only very low numbers of passes were recorded during the
surveys, and no bat activity was recorded during the June survey, indicating the site is only used
infrequently as a resource for bats.
The Proposed Development will result in an increase in the lighting levels on the area of railway line
immediately adjacent to the eastern site boundary.
The Ecology Consultancy has reviewed the lighting strategy for the Proposed Development (light
associated with the sphere, advertising proposals and ambient podium lighting in combination). The
Ecology Consultancy prepared a memo titled ‘Light Spill and Ecological Receptors Memo Report,
October 2018’. This is re provided in the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 3, Appendix Ecology
– Annex 5.
This memo is principally concerned with the impact on migratory birds travelling from north-eastern
Europe to the Lee Valley Special Protection Area (SPA). The memo concludes that the Proposed
Development site is not considered to be functionally linked to Lee Valley SPA/Ramsar and, owing
to the nature of the Annex I bird species present, their habitat requirements and the distance
between the Proposed Development site and the SPA/Ramsar, there would be no effect on the
SPA/Ramsar boundary as a result of the Proposed Development.
The memo sets out the extent of light spill from the Proposed Development at varying LUX levels.
At the time this memo was produced, a maximum of 200 LUX was considered. The Ecology
Consultancy concluded that “the surrounding railway line is already well lit and therefore the
increased levels of lighting from the development are unlikely to affect the conservation status of the
species of bat using the site and its immediate environs. It is considered likely that the proposed
development will result in a low impact on the ability of bats to move safely across the site and
adjacent railway lines. The proposed development shall include a curfew on lighting at 11pm, after
which time the lighting associated with the sphere will be significantly reduced. This is considered to
minimise the impacts on commuting bats during the summer months, as all of the bats that were
recorded were outside of the emergence period, so lighting during this time is unlikely to have an
impact. However, during spring and autumn the low level of bat activity may be impacted when
sunset is earlier.”
The updated impact assessment work in respect of light intrusion and upward sky glow
demonstrates that LUX levels shall be restricted to 37 nits with 100% white LEDs and 148 nits
maximum for the white pixels of typical moving images (pre curfew / before 11pm) and to 7 nits with
100% white LEDs and 30 nits maximum for the white pixels of typical moving images (post curfew /
after 11pm). These nit levels are substantially below the 200 nits (LUX) considered by The Ecology
Consultancy.
Taking into consideration the October 2018 conclusions made by The Ecology Consultancy in
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addition to the reduced nit levels from the Proposed Development, the Proposed Development will
not have a significant effect on the conservation status of the species of bat using the site and its
immediate environs.
14.7 Assessment of artificial light effects on ecology
Clarification should be provided of the likely impact of light affecting breeding birds, among other
species.
As set out above, the Proposed Development will not have a significant effect on the conservation
status of the species of bat using the site and its immediate environs.
The Proposed Development site is not considered to be functionally linked to Lee Valley
SPA/Ramsar and, owing to the nature of the Annex I bird species present, their habitat requirements
and the distance between the Proposed Development site and the SPA/Ramsar, there would be no
effect of to the SPA/Ramsar boundary as a result of the Proposed Development.
The Proposed Development provides foraging and roosting and nesting opportunities for bird and
bat species across external landscape planted areas. Roosting and nesting opportunities are
concentrated within suitable proposed habitat around the perimeters of the site furthest away from
areas of high footfall from visitors and the sphere itself where disturbance from noise and light is
lowest. Locations include the south eastern corner of the podium and the southern portion of the
South Terrace which includes tree planting, hedgerows and a diverse planting structure which is
considered optimal for the installation of bird boxes. Bird boxes would be erected between 1-3
metres above ground on suitable trees and walls positioned away from direct sunlight, rain and
prevailing winds. These areas, as well as the biodiverse Green Roofs, will also provide potential
foraging habitat for black redstart and other birds.
14.7 Assessment of artificial light effects on ecology
Provide justification for the scoring system used and clarify how it takes into account the impact of
intense artificial lighting on the biodiversity value of the habitats. Reference should be made to
recently published (2019) industry guidance.
As stated in section 1.7 of the Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment ((November 2019) ES Volume 3,
Appendix Ecology Annex 4), the assessment is ‘specifically in relation to the habitats present and
does not involve detailed consideration of any populations or species associated with the habitats
at the site.’ This is true for the existing habitats, as well as the proposed habitats.
Notwithstanding the above, the existing site provides limited opportunities for protected species such
as breeding birds and insects, partly due to the existing levels of lighting from the Westfield Stratford
City shopping centre and Stratford and Stratford International Stations. Impacts on protected species
are fully considered within the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal ((November 2019) ES Volume 3,
Appendix Ecology - Annex 1), Black Redstart Survey ((November 2019) ES Volume 3, Appendix
Ecology - Annex 2), Bat Activity Survey Report ((November 2019) ES Volume 3, Appendix Ecology
- Annex 3) and the Light Spill and Ecological Receptors Memo Report ((November 2019) ES Volume
3, Appendix Ecology - Annex 5).
The proposed habitats at the site have varied ‘Distinctiveness’ values based on their intrinsic value
to biodiversity. ‘Open Mosaic Habitat on Previously Developed Land’ (OMH) will be created on the
on the biodiverse Green Roof, which is a UK Habitat of Principal Importance and will contribute to
increases in ‘Brownfield’ as targeted by the Olympic Park BAP. The OMH on the green roof have
therefore been attributed a ‘High’ distinctiveness value. However, the OMH, as with the other
proposed habitats at the site, will never achieve a ‘High’ condition partly due to the proposed lighting
at the site as well as the other factors limiting biodiversity value in a highly urban location. As such,
the target condition for each proposed habitat has been capped at ‘Moderate’.
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It is noted that in July 2019, Defra Biodiversity Net Gain Metric Beta Test and updated guidance was
published. The assessment presented in the Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment ((November 2019)
ES Volume 3, Appendix Ecology Annex 4) follows the same fundamental principles and basic
methodology for calculating Biodiversity Net Gain.
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Section 15 – Climate Change (Greenhouse Gases)
Gaps and Omissions
No gaps or omissions identified.

Items for clarification
No items for clarification identified.
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Section 16 – Water, Flood Risk, Utilities
Gaps and Omissions
No Gaps or Omissions have been identified.

Items for Clarification
16.2 Clarification of Detailed Drainage Strategy
Clarify that the Surface Water Drainage Strategy is as set out within Annex 2 and that this should be
considered to provide sufficient information for a detailed strategy.
The Drainage Strategy is provided in the updated (November 2019) ES Volume 3, Appendix The
Proposed Development Annex 4 Response to Thames Water.
The Drainage Strategy sets out:
•
•
•
•

The approval processes with Thames Water including for diversions;
The review of the available survey information of the existing drainage system;
The work with design team to coordinate downpipe locations; and
The agreement with the design team on surface and foul water system components (e.g.
rainwater harvesting).

The Drainage Strategy explains each of the above and provides a detailed description of the
proposed drainage design for foul water, surface water and required sewer diversions.
16.4 Proposed run off rate
Confirm whether this approach has been agreed with the LLFA.
The London Borough of Newham (LBN) as the Local Lead Flood Authority (LLFA) was not consulted
as part of preparation of the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) for the site.
However, the LBN in their role of LLFA have responded to the planning application and confirm no
objection.
The LBN as LLFA request a planning condition that requires the submission and approval by the
LLDC of a fully detailed surface water management scheme for the Proposed Development,
consistent with the submitted Drainage Strategy document. In addition, the planning condition is to
require the submission and approval by the LLDC before site occupation of a verification report
stating what works were undertaken and that the drainage scheme was completed in accordance
with the approved surface water management scheme. This is agreed by the Applicant.
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APPENDIX A
LLDC’s letter and Environmental Statement High Level Review Report (prepared by Arup on
behalf of the LLDC dated 23rd August 2019)
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Level 10, 1 Stratford Place
Montfichet Road
London E20 1EJ
Tel: +44 (0) 20 3288 1798
danieldavies@londonlegacy.co.uk

Chris Goddard
100 Pall Mall
London
SW1Y 5NQ
23 August 2019
Dear Chris Goddard,
REQUEST FOR FURTHER INFORMATION PURSUANT TO REGULATION 25 OF THE
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT)
REGULATIONS 2017, AS AMENDED.
Application reference: 19/00097/FUL
Applicant: Stratford Garden Development Limited
Location: Land lying to the west of Angel Lane, Stratford, London, E15 1AA.
Proposal: Detailed planning permission is sought for the following:
“Development of a multi-use entertainment and leisure building comprising sphere,
terraces, podium, plaza, ground and basement levels with an illuminated external
display (sui generis use including flexible entertainment, assembly and leisure venue
with an illuminated internal display, music venue, restaurant / members’ lounge /
nightclub, bars, restaurants, cafés, retail and merchandising, hospitality and catering
facilities, box office, security facilities, rehearsal spaces, back of house event facilities,
offices, storage, vehicle parking, servicing and loading, external terraces with
landscaping and café, bar, retail and open air entertainment facilities, and all supporting
and complementary facilities for such uses) and the construction of new pedestrian
and vehicular bridges, highway and access works, servicing, open space, hard and soft
landscaping, demolition of existing structures, associated infrastructure, plant, utilities
and other works incidental to such development.
We write with reference to the above planning application and accompanying 'MSG Sphere
Environmental Statement' dated February 2019 and prepared by Trium ("Environmental
Statement" or "ES"). The application was submitted together with an application for
advertisement consent (reference 19/00098/ADV) The London Legacy Development
Corporation Planning Policy and Decisions Team (LLDC PPDT) is of the opinion that further
information is required to assess this scheme for the purposes of the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017, as amended ("EIA
Regulations"). As such this letter is a request for further information pursuant to Regulation
25of the EIA Regulations.

A table is attached which summarises the items we consider are "further information" as
specified in Regulation 25 in the middle column. The right hand column summarises items in
respect of which clarification is sought. Further detail on each item listed is set out in the
appended reports prepared by Jacobs and Arup respectively:
•
•

MSG Sphere – High Level Review of Traffic and Transport - prepared by Jacobs
dated 22 August 2019; and
Environmental Statement Review – prepared by Arup dated 23 August 2019.

Notwithstanding the attached summary table, the Applicant's response should address all of
the further information requests and requests for clarification contained within the Jacobs and
Arup review documents respectively.
Where any further information necessitates amendments or updates to assumptions,
modelling and scenarios the Applicant should consider if this will result in any changes to
related Environmental Statement topic areas.
The availability of further information provided pursuant to Regulation 25 will be advertised
and we will also write to statutory consultees, as required under the EIA Regulations.
The LLDC PPDT would welcome the further information and matters for clarification to be
provided by way of an update to the ES or an addendum to the ES. If the Applicant proposes
to submit an updated ES it would be helpful for the further information and clarifications to be
shown either with a clear explanation of the principal changes at the start of each
chapter/section or in track changes/redline for ease of identification. A similar approach should
be adopted for supporting documents.
Where the Applicant considers that such
(i)

further information; or

(ii)

clarification on any matter,

is unnecessary or has already been satisfactorily provided, the Applicant should provide full
details in its response to the relevant request.
Where the LLDC PPDT considers that Regulation 25 further information or any clarificatory
information that is received from the Applicant is inadequate, LLDC PPDT reserves the right
to make additional Regulation 25 requests.
The determination of the Application shall be suspended pursuant to Regulation 25(7) of the
EIA Regulations and shall not be determined before the expiry of 30 days after the latest of:
(i)

the date on which the further information or any other information was sent to all
persons to whom the Environmental Statement was sent;

(ii)

the date that notice of it was published in a local newspaper; or

(iii)

the date that notice of it was published on LLDC's website.

I would be grateful if you could confirm in writing as soon as possible your intended timescale
for submitting the information requested.
Please do not hesitate to contact Daniel Davies or Will De Cani should you have any questions
or wish to discuss the matter further.

Yours sincerely,

Anthony Hollingsworth
Director of Planning Policy and Decisions
For London Legacy Development Corporation Planning Policy and Decisions Team
Enclosed:
MSG Sphere – High Level Review of Traffic and Transport - prepared by Jacobs dated
22 August 2019
Environmental Statement Review – prepared by Arup dated 23 August 2019

ES Chapter 6 (Highways, Transport and Movement) and Transport Assessment
Requests for Clarification
Topic
Regulation 25 Requests for Further Information
Development
Proposals

•
•
•

•
•

Assessment
Methodology

•

•
•
•

•

The approach to a number of topics has not adequately
identified effects on the wider travelling public. This includes
users of Stratford station and pedestrians and cyclists who will
be affected by increased congestion and capacity restrictions.
For all transport topics this needs to be addressed.
For overnight events, the assessment is partial and does not
fully address the range of impacts on local receptors, including
local highway congestion
The assessment does not fully address the question of
mitigating where reasonably practicable adverse effects. This
needs to be considered across all adverse effects.
For operational and management measures to mitigate adverse
effects, the assessment needs to set out whether and in what
circumstances these can be fully relied upon as being within the
applicant’s control and identify the impacts if they cannot be
delivered.
The assessments, in focussing on large events, do not
recognise the potentially different effects of different types of
event. These need assessment.

•

Off-site vehicle screening: The proposals appear to
assume off-site logistics screening but no details or
certainty is provided
Mobility Assistance: this is outlined but insufficient detail
provided of its operation or interactions with visitors or
the wider public realm
Cycle parking: clarification/justification for the level of
cycle parking is required to address the needs of all
types of events, including locally focussed events
Use of the Podium: Clarification is required that the full
range of non-event users that would make use of the
link across the site has been addressed.
For overnight events, the proposals presented are
partial and lack clarity on the arrangements for, in
particular, car, taxi and coach pick-up and drop-off and
provision of shuttle buses.
In considering mitigation, clarification is needed as to
how different elements of mitigation would apply to
different types and size of event and clarity as to the
commitment to such mitigation.

ES Chapter 6 (Highways, Transport and Movement) and Transport Assessment
Requests for Clarification
Topic
Regulation 25 Requests for Further Information
•
•
Trip Generation –
Arrival and Departure
Profile

•

•
Trip Generation –
Mode Share and
Route Choice

•

•
•

•
Assessment
Scenarios

•

Impact on the
Highway Network

•
•

For construction, the effects of highways and other works on
users of the local transport networks needs to be assessed.
The potential effects on rail and highway accident risk due to
driver distraction from the MSG Sphere and large scale moving
images should be assessed.
The arrival and departure profiles assumed are not considered
robust in the context of the event characteristics. Revised
profiles should be assessed to demonstrate a robust
assessment. This is particularly the case for delayed start times
(and late night events).
Departure profiles from matinee events are considered to overstate early pre-peak clearance from the area and need review
and re-assessment.
The choice between different rail and bus lines needs to be reassessed reflecting more robust origin/ destination data based
on more closely comparable event types and more realistic
choices of route.
In considering different types of event, including smaller, more
local events, alternative mode share options need to be
assessed.
Within particular modes, the route choices are not considered
robust and require re-assessment. This includes likely use of
different routes to Stratford station and use of Maryland station,
potentially as sensitivity tests.
Reduced car/taxi mode shares should be targeted and the
impact of increased sustainable mode choice assessed.
The full range of event types need consideration, including
smaller events, to ensure that a robust worst case has been
assessed.
The effects of relatively high numbers of vehicles departing in a
short period from the local area needs to be assessed.
The assessment needs to recognise the potential for adverse
effects on non-motorised users of increases in traffic and the
potential for increasing congestion with small changes in traffic
at heavily congested junctions.

•

•

Basing parts of the assessment on a limited selection of
event scenarios needs to be demonstrated to address
the full range of worst case scenarios for each aspect of
the assessment.
Clarification is needed to demonstrate that all potentially
affected highway junctions have been assessed and
that the modelling is based upon robust modelling.

ES Chapter 6 (Highways, Transport and Movement) and Transport Assessment
Requests for Clarification
Topic
Regulation 25 Requests for Further Information
Impact on Car
Parking

•

It is not accepted that visitors would not park on local roads
given the lack of controls at times when the venue operates.
This needs assessment and potential mitigation considered.

•

•

Impact on the
Pedestrian Network
and cyclists

•

Impacts on London
Underground,
Greater Anglia and
HS1 and on Stratford
Station

•

•

•

•
Impacts on HS1
Impact on Stratford
Station
Impact on Hub
Stations

•
•

Impact on Cycling

•

•

The impact of construction works needs to be assessed
together with the impact of high levels of crowding during
events on the local pedestrian and cycling environment.
The impacts of potential alternative visitor routeing to local
stations, including higher use of Angel Lane, needs
assessment.
The assessment relies upon Stratford station being operated to
“special event” conditions but this appears unacceptable to the
station operators. Assuming this to remain the case, then the
assessment needs to be revised to reflect conditions
acceptable to the station operators.
More robust assumptions regarding line choice need to be
assessed. This needs to reflect robust assumptions regarding
practicable, achievable train capacities and potential
inefficiencies if visitors are required to use a non-preferred
route.
More robust route options between the venue and the station
need assessment, which recognise that some visitors will
choose non-optimal, conflicting routes.
Included above
Included above
The assessment needs to be updated based on a more
comprehensive review of potential impacts on the wider rail
network that should reflect any update to origin/ destination
patterns.
See requirements for pedestrian assessment

•
•
•

•
•

It appears to be assumed that 100% occupancy of car
parks is achievable, but this is not generally possible.
This needs clarification and revision as appropriate
including taking into account the variability in likely
available capacity across the year.
The use of the HS1 car park is mentioned and the
status of this proposal – and how the current restrictive
planning permission would be changed – needs
clarification.
The assumption in local area crowd modelling of entry
rates to Stratford station need clarification to
demonstrate they are robust.
Information on clearance times is unclear and both
duration of congestion and the likely range of clearance
time for individuals needs clarification.
For combined Stadium or O2 events at the same time
as events at the proposed venue, a range of
management/ operational strategies are presented.
Clarification is required to demonstrate that these are
practicable, deliverable strategies that would be
acceptable to the station/network operators.
Clarity is required to understand the extent to which rail
users are required to use ‘non-preferred’ lines due to
capacity constraints.
It is unclear how in-station routeing conflicts are
considered in the static analysis of station capacity.

ES Chapter 6 (Highways, Transport and Movement) and Transport Assessment
Requests for Clarification
Topic
Regulation 25 Requests for Further Information
For different types of event, it seems possible that much larger
numbers of cyclists might attend events. This needs to be
assessed.
Given the uncertainty over cyclist numbers, potential mitigation
needs to be identified to address any shortfall in cycle facilities
at the venue
The assumptions regarding distribution of bus passengers
between bus routes is considered unrealistic as it does not
reflect likely origins/ destinations. This requires re-assessment.
Little detail of likely arrangements for coach drop-off and pickup is provided and, with this detail, an assessment of likely
effects on other road users.
For overnight events, arrangements for shuttle buses as well as
coaches need to be described and agreed with the relevant
highway authority/ owner. This then needs full assessment.
For overnight events, arrangements for taxi and private hire
need to be described and agreed with the relevant highway
authority/ owner. This then needs full assessment.

•
•

Impact on the Bus
Network

•

Impact on Coaches

•
•

Impact on Taxis

•

Environmental Statement (excluding Transport)
Topic area
Regulation 25 Requests for Further Information
Introduction and
methodology

•

Provide an explanation and comparative environmental
analysis of alternative locations, sphere designs, external
structure designs and LED screen technologies considered.

•

Clarification is required to demonstrate that there is
sufficient capacity for remote coach parking during
events.

•

Little detail of likely arrangements for taxi and private
hire drop-off and pick-up is provided together with its
adequacy for the numbers involved. This needs
clarification.

Requests for Clarification
•

Clarify the assessment scenarios used within each of
the technical assessments.

•

Clarify the cumulative schemes considered within
each assessment scenario (including peak
construction, 2022 and 2031) and the criteria used by
each technical discipline to select cumulative schemes
for consideration within the assessments.

•

Justify the study areas selected for each of the
technical assessments.

Environmental Statement (excluding Transport)
Topic area
Regulation 25 Requests for Further Information

The proposed
development
description

Enabling works and
construction

•

Assess the likely effects as a result of the indicative hours of
operation and event timings, including overnight events, for
each relevant technical discipline.

•

Provide a clear distinction between those mitigation measures
considered to be embedded within the design for both event
days and coincident events. Provide an assessment of
scenarios where additional mitigation measures, including
coordination with third parties, cannot be achieved. Confirm
how the additional and embedded mitigation measures are
likely to be secured, delivered and monitored.

Requests for Clarification
•

Clarify the biodiversity benefits of the proposed
development.

•

Clarify all heights in meters above Ordnance Datum
(mAOD) and provide clearly labelled figures of a
suitable scale.
Confirm the maximum occupancy of the podium, plaza
and upper terrace and assess the likely significant
effects should this change from 550 people.

•

Clarify the following:
• construction programme (length & timings of the
sphere construction);
• construction site logistics, layout, access and egress;
• that appropriate consultation has been undertaken
with London Borough of Newham;
• extent of proposed night time construction works and
that the assessment covers the likely worst case in
terms of noise; and
• the emergency construction works and complaints
procedure.

Environmental Statement (excluding Transport)
Topic area
Regulation 25 Requests for Further Information
Townscape, Built
Heritage, Visual Impact

•

Provide a Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) which covers the
full extent of the proposed development’s visibility to confirm
the viewpoint selections and likely effects on the surrounding
conservation areas.

•

Assess the likely effects on visual amenity of the Greenwich
Park London Panorama 5A and its two associated assessment
viewpoints.

•

Assess the likely visual effects at additional viewpoints within
the Lee Valley, Leyton Tube Station on the A112 and Drapers
Fields.
Confirm the likely significant effects in relation to agglomeration
and the ‘Do Nothing’ scenario, with respect to the wider
strategic need for the proposed development.

Socio-economics

•

Human health

•

Confirm the spatial extent of the local area and health baseline
receptors and update the health assessment accordingly.

•

Clearly define and distinguish the specific health determinants,
receptors and receptor populations. Assign appropriate
sensitivities and magnitudes of impact for health. Confirm the
likely health effects.

Requests for Clarification

Clarify the following:
• the assessment of visual effects as a result of light;
• the assessment approach to visual sensitivity;
• the likely effects on townscape character, built
heritage and visual receptors as a result of light;
• how the local townscape character areas have been
derived;
• the likely effects on the setting of heritage assets
during night time, winter and when the sphere is in
operational mode; and
• labelling of committed schemes within selected
verified views where a number are shown.
Clarify the following:
• the full extent of the impacts on the likely labour
market and the effects on retail provision;
• the mitigation considered within the assessment;
• the assessment of venue provision and demand to
demonstrate that the proposed development is
genuinely additional, due to for example the provision
of e-gaming facilities;
• what ‘reasonable endeavours’ will be implemented to
compel contractors/the supply chain to pay the
London Living Wage;
• methodology for calculation to the construction and
operational employment and expected spend; and;
• breakdown of the baseline demographic
characteristics.
• Clarify how each of the health determinants affects the
sensitive receptors.
•

Clarify what measures are in place to reduce the
burden on existing local A&E capacity, particularly as
a result of climate change.

Environmental Statement (excluding Transport)
Topic area
Regulation 25 Requests for Further Information
•

Assess the likely health effects on sensitive health receptors,
including vulnerable groups, as a result of impacts on local
transport capacity.

•

Assess the likely health effects, including mental health, on
sensitive health receptors, including vulnerable groups, as a
result of light.

Assess the likely effects on human health of the surrounding
road and rail users, pedestrians and cyclists as a result of
distraction and safety risks caused by the moving images and
solar glare.
The following need to be assessed and the likely effects reported:
• overnight events;
• prolonged egress times from the MSG sphere;
• ‘get in/ get-out’ activities;
• increased crowding on platforms at Stratford City Station;
• cumulative events including those with the music/bar venues;
• crowds traversing alternative routes during coincident events
such as with the London Stadium; and
• external temporary facilities (smoking areas).

Requests for Clarification

•

Noise and Vibration

Air quality

Clarify the following:
• full spatial extent of the noise effects;
• the exact noise measurement locations;
• background noise measurements used to assess
building plant noise;
• effects associated with night time construction works;
• ambient and predicted noise levels during the day and
night time;
• road traffic data used for 2031; and
• likely details of the Section 61 agreement.
Clarify the following:
• likely effects on air quality receptors to the east and
north of the site;
• likely air quality effects on ecological receptors;
• screening of predicted PM10 concentrations;
• air quality neutral calculation;
• calibration of background concentrations;
• verification of air quality model and why particular data
has been used; and
• assessment methodology of the ‘get-in/get-out’
activities.

Environmental Statement (excluding Transport)
Topic area
Regulation 25 Requests for Further Information
Wind Microclimate

•

Review the wind tunnel model to ensure that it accurately
reflects the existing site conditions and structures (notably the
Town Centre link bridge) and the detailed plans of the
proposed development submitted for approval. Undertake a
further wind tunnel test should the model change.

•

Confirm whether the recommended ILP pre- and post- curfew
luminance targets and thresholds can be met.

•

Prepare illuminance contour plans for a white sphere and
typical moving image to demonstrate levels of illuminance at
sensitive receptors.

•

Apply a consistent ‘high’ sensitivity to student accommodation
and hotel receptors.

•

Update the verified views to accurately reflect atmospheric
effects such as sky glow and haze as a result of the proposed
development.

•

Confirm the proposed façade material.

Daylight, Sunlight,
Overshadowing
Light Intrusion Upward
Sky Glow

Solar Glare

Requests for Clarification

Clarify the following:
• details on how the baseline wind conditions have been
calibrated (with reference to the selected drag
coefficients) through a comparison of recently
modelled development sites in the surrounding area.
• the height, crown width and species of trees
considered as embedded mitigation and additional
mitigation.
• wind conditions at additional sensitive on and off site
locations;
• which committed schemes are included within the
2022 and 2031 scenarios; and
• residual significant effects as a result of construction
and operation during winter and summer seasons.
Clarify the following:
• that the study area is BRE compliant; and
• that the daylight and sunlight model accurately reflects
the existing buildings surrounding the site.
Clarify the following:
• thresholds and criteria to be set for a moving image to
mitigate effects from flashes;
• what constitutes a change in the digital signage;
• how the lux levels at nearby receptors will be
monitored;
• light effects as a result of other external lighting on the
podium;
• the likely effects of dimming the light output from the
façade in order to meet recommended ILP guidance;
• how the proposed luminance of the sphere compares
to other existing similar venues, such as an openroofed sports stadium; and
• the accuracy of the lighting model.

Environmental Statement (excluding Transport)
Topic area
Regulation 25 Requests for Further Information
Geo-environmental

•

Confirm the management of the hydraulic connectivity between
the Thanet Sand and Chalk during construction.

Requests for Clarification
•

Provide details of an outline geo-environmental
investigation scope and groundwater quality
monitoring scheme.
Clarify the following:
• the use of a 350m study area; and
• any design adjustments required to mitigate impacts
on archaeology.
Clarify the following:
• how opportunities for black redstarts will be
addressed;
• the assessment of the likely effects on bats and
provide further justification as to why a more detailed
assessment has been scoped out;
• the likely effects of light on breeding birds, among
other species; and
• the impact of intense artificial lighting on the
biodiversity value of the habitats to be created by the
proposed development.
Clarify the following:
• that the Surface Water Drainage Strategy represents
the detailed strategy; and
• whether the approach to surface run-off has been
agreed with the LLFA.
•

Cultural heritage
(Archaeology)
Ecology (Biodiversity)

Water, Flood Risk and
Utilities

•

Provide the bat activity survey report;

•

Provide a calculation of the urban greening factor for the
proposed development.

Clarify the likely effects on potable groundwater
resources and potential long-term risks to controlled
waters.

London Legacy Development
Corporation (LLDC)
MSG Sphere
Environmental Statement High Level
Review
2017-0059-010
Draft | 23 August 2019

This report takes into account the particular
instructions and requirements of our client.
It is not intended for and should not be relied
upon by any third party and no responsibility
is undertaken to any third party.

Job number

248753-03

Ove Arup & Partners Ltd
13 Fitzroy Street
London
W1T 4BQ
United Kingdom
www.arup.com
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•

Volume 1: Main Volume (comments on Chapter 6 provided in a separate
report prepared by Jacobs);

•

Volume 2: Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual Impact Assessment
(TBHVIA);

•

Volume 3: Technical Appendices;

•

Volume 4: Transport Assessment (comments provided in a separate
report prepared by Jacobs); and

•

Volume 5: Technical Lighting Appendices.
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The gaps and omissions and items requiring clarification identified for each
technical discipline and Chapter of ES Volume 1 are provided in the following
sections. The review has also taken into account documents submitted as
‘standalone’ in order to fully understand the context of the proposed development
and technical assessments. Comments relating specifically to these documents are
provided in a separate memorandum.
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•

5A.1 - which takes in Greenwich Palace, Queens House and the
tall buildings on the Isle of Dogs; and

•

5A.2 - the view towards central London which includes a
Protected Vista towards St Paul’s Cathedral.
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•

Lease terms which guarantee London Living Wage to be
included/scored highly in the procurement process; and

•

Providing a timeframe for delivery of each ‘action’, for example
the ‘half-term’ club.
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•

as a result of increased patron dwell times both within the site, and
the surrounding area, due to reduced rail capacity and transport
options, increased use of private hire and use of the proposed
shuttle bus operations at 05:00; and

•

at sensitive receptors (including, but not limited to: East Village;
Penny Brooks Street; further north of the site on Leyton Road;
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Windmill Lane; and Gerry Raffles Square) located along all the
likely routes that crowds will take to reach the proposed transport
options (such as the shuttle bus).

2017-0059-010 | Draft | 23 August 2019
O:\PPDT\DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT\DANIEL DAVIES\MADISON SQUARE GARDENS\EIA\REG 25\2017-0059-010 MSG ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT HIGH LEVEL
REVIEW_REPORT_1.0.DOCX

Page 25

2017-0059-010 | Draft | 23 August 2019
O:\PPDT\DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT\DANIEL DAVIES\MADISON SQUARE GARDENS\EIA\REG 25\2017-0059-010 MSG ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT HIGH LEVEL
REVIEW_REPORT_1.0.DOCX

Page 26

2017-0059-010 | Draft | 23 August 2019
O:\PPDT\DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT\DANIEL DAVIES\MADISON SQUARE GARDENS\EIA\REG 25\2017-0059-010 MSG ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT HIGH LEVEL
REVIEW_REPORT_1.0.DOCX

Page 27

2017-0059-010 | Draft | 23 August 2019
O:\PPDT\DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT\DANIEL DAVIES\MADISON SQUARE GARDENS\EIA\REG 25\2017-0059-010 MSG ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT HIGH LEVEL
REVIEW_REPORT_1.0.DOCX

Page 28

2017-0059-010 | Draft | 23 August 2019
O:\PPDT\DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT\DANIEL DAVIES\MADISON SQUARE GARDENS\EIA\REG 25\2017-0059-010 MSG ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT HIGH LEVEL
REVIEW_REPORT_1.0.DOCX

Page 29

2017-0059-010 | Draft | 23 August 2019
O:\PPDT\DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT\DANIEL DAVIES\MADISON SQUARE GARDENS\EIA\REG 25\2017-0059-010 MSG ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT HIGH LEVEL
REVIEW_REPORT_1.0.DOCX

Page 30

2017-0059-010 | Draft | 23 August 2019
O:\PPDT\DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT\DANIEL DAVIES\MADISON SQUARE GARDENS\EIA\REG 25\2017-0059-010 MSG ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT HIGH LEVEL
REVIEW_REPORT_1.0.DOCX

Page 31

2017-0059-010 | Draft | 23 August 2019
O:\PPDT\DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT\DANIEL DAVIES\MADISON SQUARE GARDENS\EIA\REG 25\2017-0059-010 MSG ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT HIGH LEVEL
REVIEW_REPORT_1.0.DOCX

Page 32

•

Ground level locations outside the red line boundary (Figure 1);

•

Ground level areas to the north east of the site (Figure 2);

•

Ground level locations on the stairs near the bus station (Figure 3);
and

•

Additional locations on the podium and connecting walkways
(Figure 4).

Figure 1 Additional sensor locations to be tested outside the red line boundary
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Figure 2 Additional sensor locations to be tested to the north east of the site

Figure 3 Additional sensor locations to be tested around the bus station
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Figure 4 Additional sensor locations to be tested on the podium and connecting walkways
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Figure 5 Existing façade and lighting model comparison of the Legacy Tower
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