CONTROLS AND SAFEGUARDS
SECTION 13: PLANNING CONTROLS AND SAFEGUARDS
Draft Planning Conditions (LDDC)
13.1 The LDDC recommend that the conditions set out in document 43 be attached to
any grant of planning permission. A summary of the suggested conditions together

with the 'without prejudice' comments of the other parties is set out below:-

Conditon 1: Reserved matters to be submitted within one year

The GLC and LBN agree. The Applicants disagree — there being no reason
shown for this departure from the statutory time scale. Three years
should bYe allowed for the submission of details to meet any changes which
may be required by the CAA.

Condition 2: Regerved matters are to show details of (a) layout, (b) length and
alignment of rumway between 2789 and 2820 magnetic, (c) siting, design and
external appearance of all buildings, including external materials, (d) roof
plant, (e) external plant, (f) site access, (g) parts of the site not covered
by buildings, (h) floorspace uses, (i) buildings, (J) landscaping, (k) parking
and (1) noise barriers

The GLC and LBN agree. The Applicants do not agree with draft
conditions 2g, 2h and 2i and they suggest that the words "before any
work 18 commenced on the site” be deleted to avoid unnecessary delays.

Condition 3: The designated runway is not to exceed 762 m in length

The GLC makes no comment. The LBN and the Applicants suggest that

the condition should refer to "any runway”. The Applicants also invite the
condition described in para 9.57 of this report regarding the provision of an
overlap runway.

Condition 4: Noise barriers to be erected before any operations commence

The GLC and LBN agree that this is essential.

Condition 5: Operations will be limited to between 0630 and 2300 hours except
in cases of emergency

The GLC and LBN would like operations restricted to 0700-2100 hours.

This would allow operations during normal business hours and, with a

maximum flight time of 1% hours, would enable aircraft to return in the
evenings. The London Borough of Greenwich wants the hours limited to

between 0700 and 1900. Some local residents object to being woken before

0900 on Sunday mornings and Mr Large referred to DORA 8008, a report on

sleep disturbance, which states that most people go to bed between 2230 and
2330 hours. The CAA note that evening flights at Heathrow constitute 20Z of
total daily movements. If this proportion is likely to be exceeded after 1900
hours at the STOLport, there could be cause for concern, but otherwise no
further restrictions on hours seems necesgsary. While the Applicants’
aeronautical witness would not state positively that a restriction to between
0700 and 2100 hours would make the STOLport operation unviable, he pointed out
that no other UK airport operates within such restricted times - most are
between 0630 and 2300 hours (doc 40). The LDDC's noise consultant's first
report recommended limiting operational hours to 0700 to 2200, but in view of
the operational difficulties in getting aircraft on evening flights back in
time, he did not press this recommendation at the inquiry. The GLC and LBN
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also objected to the "emergency” wording - it should be more closely defined
as, say, “"an emergency concerning the safety of an aircraft or its
occupants”,

Condition €: Ground running and engine testing only to take place at approved
positions and between 0630 and 2300 hours

The GLC agree except for the hours stated. The LBN would like draft
conditions 6 and 7 to be subject to noise protection measures agreed

by both the LDDC and the Borough Council. They would also prefer
condition 6 to end "... and shall in no circumstances take place between
the hours of 2100 and 0700".

Condition 7: Any night aircraft maintemance of a ‘general' rather than 'light'’
industrial nature to take place within enclosed buildings

The LBN agree except for the hours stated in the condition. The GLC
prefer their own wording (doc 021, Appx, condition 3).

Condition 8: No helicopters will be permitted except in an emergency

The GLC do not like the "emergency” phrase — their own draft condition
(doc 021, Appx) effectively bans all helicopters, The LBN similarly
prefer their own definition of “"emergency" as suggested in condition S
above.

Condition 9: No club or recreational flying

The LBN and GLC agree.

Condition 10: No pipes etc on external faces of buildings
Both the GLC and LBN agree.

Condition 11: Any roof plant mot in the approved plans to be submitted
for approval before work starts

The LBN agrees, but the Applicants consider this to be an unnecessary
duplication of condition 2d and should be deleted.

Condition 12: The site to be restricted to airport use

The GLC and LBN agree.

Condition 13: No pile driving between 1900 and 0700 hours

The LBN suggests that pile driving should be prohibited on Sundays and
restricted on other days to between 0800 and 1900 hours.

Section 52 Agreement

13.2 During the course of the inquiry, an agreement under sgection 52 of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1971 was signed by the Applicants, the LDDC and the PLA who
are freeholders of the land (doc 4). The Agreement provides for participation by the
London Borough of Newham, but the Borough Council had not decided to sign by the time
the inquiry ended. The Agreement remains binding on the other parties to it whether
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or not the Borough Council participates. Briefly summarised, the Agreement covers

the following matters:-

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

Clause

First Schedule

(2):

4(1):

4(11):

4(1ii):

8c:

8a:

8e:

10:

11:

12:

13:

14:

18:

Hours of operation are limited to 0630-2300 hours.

Engine testing is not permitted between 2300~0630 except
in emergencies.

Aircraft maintenance - only light industrial work
between 2300-0630 hours.

Noise barriers - no engine testing until noise
protection measures are installed.

No training or test flying.
No club or recreational flying.

No flying at all until noise barriers and double glazing
with mechanical ventilation are installed.

The PLA and the Applicants will install extra or
alternative noise protection measures 1f required.

The PLA and the Applicants will install noise insulation
in a rebuilt Drew Road school if not previously
installed.

Nolse barriers will be inspected and maintained.

The PLA and the Applicants will pay for all noise
protection needed.

Any disagreement on Clauses 5 or 8 to be settled by
arbitration.

Ground Power Units will be installed and operators will
use their best endeavours to see that they are used.

The 35 NNI contour identified on the attached plan will
not be exceeded.

The PLA and the Applicants will provide noise monitoring
facilities.

A Joint Consultative Committee will be formed to
monitor the environmental impact and consider any
complaints - its terms of reference are set out in
Schedule III.

Records of flights etc will be kept and made available.
If any conflict arises between the terms of the Agreement
and any planning permission granted by the Secretary of

State, the latter will prevail.

ATMs will not exceed 36,500 per year, 130 per day and
100 on Sundays.
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First Schedule NNI calculations shall be carried out by the CAA.
{3):

Second Schedule No helicopters will be permitted.
(1):

Second Schedule The runway will be 762 m (maximum) long and aligned
(2): between 2789-2820/98°-1020

Second Schedule The STOLport will be limited to the provision of air
(3): gervices.

Third Schedule: A Joint Consultative Committee to be set up.
Comments Made at the Inquiry Concerning the Suggested Controls and Safeguards

13.3 The GLC notes that planning permissions run with the land and there is no
guarantee that the Applicants would be the airport operators once it is built. A
personal permission would not be appropriate in this instance. Environmental
safeguards are not easy to enforce and, in this case, enforcement of the conditions
would not be in the hands of a body electorally answerable to the public who would be
most affected.

13.4 Mr Vulcan's comments on the control methods suggested by the Applicants and
the LDDC are set out in a supplement to his proof of evidence (doc 025). He argues
that NNI is a method of assessing noise exposure, it is not intended t¢ be usged as a
means of controlling noise impact and it would be ineffective for this purpose.
While the numbers of movements could be ascertained by reference to the airport log,
the peak noise levels would vary according to pilot's skill, different flight tracks,
meteorological conditions and weight. The 4 control points identified in the section
52 Agreement are situated at the sides of the runway where the contours are bunched
together and therefore more sensitive to minor variations. Control points in line
with the ends of the runway would be more sensible.

13.5 The problem with the NNI system of control is that complex calculations are
needed to establish whether the limit has been exceeded. Even if the NNI limit was
subsequently found to have been exceeded, what could be done about it? The airport
operator would not know at the time whether he was infringing the limit and it would
be very difficult to prosecute him successfully in the courts. The NNI day does not
cover flights after 1900 hours and any increase in evening flights would not affect
the NNI calculations. The alternative method suggested by the GLC — a specified list
of acceptable aircraft and a specific limit on the number of ATMs each day - would
enable anyone to detect an infringement when it happened.

13.6 The minimum planning conditions which the GLC consider to be necessary are
attached to Mr Perry's proof of evidence (doc 021). In addition to the comments on
the LDDC's proposed conditions (para 13.1 above), the GLC propose additional
conditions limiting ATMs to 120 on weekdays and 40 on Saturdays and Sundays,
restricting the types of aircraft to those previocusly approved by the planning
authorities (reference is made to Circular 10/73, para22, lines 8-10 in this
respect), banning the use of Auxiliary Power Units and specifying security lighting
only between 2100 and 0700 hours.

13.7 Some of these points are developed further by Mr Vulcan, the GLC's noise
witness. He considers that the STOLport operations should be controlled to ensure
that the surrcunding noilse climate {8 no worse than that resulting from 100 DASH-7
movements in a day (doec 283.6). This could be achieved by identifying 2 categories
of acceptable aircraft types. In simple terms, category 1 would include STOL
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aircraft of equal or less nolse than the DASH-7 and category 2 would include those
STOL aircraft noisier than the DASH-7 but no noisier than the Twin Otter. The total
weekday ATMs would be limited to 100 category 1 aircraft movements or a mixture of
categories 1 and 2 according to a sliding scale table (doc 283.5 last page).

13.8 The GLC point out that their control over Battersea heliport specifies 2
categories of helicopter types. The quieter types of helicopter identified in list A
are far less restricted than those noisier types which are in list B (does 109 and
170). The GLC feel that 4 noise monitoring points should be located on either side
of the extended runway line to east and west, and noise measurements monitored on at
least 104 random days each year.

13.9 The London Borough of Newham's comments and suggestions regarding the section
52 Agreement and planning conditions are made without prejudice to their opposition
to the application. The Borough Council feels that it is in a special position in
these matters since local people may well direct complaints about the STOLport
operations to them rather than to the LDDC. Also the LDDC may only have a limited
life as a statutory body and its development control powers may revert to the Borough
Council in the future.

13.10 The restriction on runway length and the exclusion of helicopters (second
schedule) can be altered without the agreement of the Borough Council (Clause 3).
Also the council would only have the right to be "consulted"” when locations for
ground running of engines, design of noise barriers and noise insulation of adjoining
premises are decided (Clauses 5 and 8a). The Borough Council's approval should be
required on all of these matters.

13.11 The LBN fears that, 1f the airport fails to achieve the targets necessary for
a viable operation, there would be strong pressure on the LDDC to agree to relax some
of the restrictions in the section 52 Agreement. Incremental changes are always
difficult to control.

13.12 The Borough Council notes that the Applicants' expert aeronautical witness
stated in evidence that the maximum daily aircraft movements would be 100 on weekdays
(possibly rising to 120 on occasional peak days) and 30 on Saturday and Sunday.
However, the section 52 Agreement raises the maximum number of ATMs to 130 each day
except Sundays when the maximum number would be 100. No justification for this
increase has been put forward, and the LBN considers that a reasonable limit would be
120 ATMs on weekdays and 40 ATMs on Saturdays and Sundays. In the evenings the
maximum number of movements should be restricted to 4 per hour after 1900 hours.
Limits on the number of ATMs should not be open to variation by agreement in the
future.

13.13 NNI is criticised as a means of noise control because it could only be
operated retrospectively (a point also made by the Campaign) and because it only
limits flights within the NNI day (0700-1900). Airport noise 1s most critical in the
evenings (1900-2300 hours) when background noise levels in the surrounding areas
falls by 10 dBA in some places. Both the LBN and the GLC felt that the section 52

Agreement should contain some form of penalty clause in respect of any breach in the
agreement.

13.14 The Borough Council's comments and suggestions regarding safeguards are set
out in part D of Mr Bain's proof of evidence (doc 023.2). In addition to the
amendments mentioned in paragraph 13.1 above, the LBN would like to see the STOLport
limited to either the DASH-7 or to a list of aircraft types which could physically
use the STOLport and which have noise characteristics equal to or better than the
DASH-7, ie aircraft with an 80 PNdB noise footprint of an area less than or equal to
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the DASH-7's. An exception to this restriction could be made in the case of the Twin
Otter provided that the number of DASH-~7 movements is reduced in accordance with a
ratio gset out on pages 85a and 85b of document 023.2 to compensate for the increased
noise level. Councillor Chubb (SDP) agrees with the Borough Council view on this
point.

13.15 Several objectors felt that the noise monitoring provisions in the section 52
Agreement would not provide adequate safeguards for the local community. The GLC,
the London Boroughs of Newham and Greenwich and Councillor Chubb all advocate that
some form of continuous noise monitoring system should be installed.

13.16 The Campaign feels that the exclusion of the local community and the
relegation of the Borough Council to an inferior status below that of the LDDC, a
body which has a limited life expectancy and is not democratically accountable,
renders the gsection 52 Agreement ineffective. The powerless Consultative Committee
is no answer. The fact that a section 52 Agreement to control airport noise is
considered to be necessary in addition to unsightly noise barriers and unpleasant
double glazing, is an admission that the proposed airport would be environmentally
unacceptable.

13.17 The section 52 Agreement is criticised on a number of counts. The noise would
be monitored retrospectively at 3-6 month intervals, after the impact had been
suffered by local people. The Campaign fear that, in the event of the STOLport
proving successful, there could be pressure on the operators to, say, let in a Freanch
airline with nolsier aircraft in order to galn reciprocal flights into Paris. The
Agreement 1s open to amendment with the consent of the main parties, or by an
arbitrator who holds pro-airport/anti-environment views. It is a matter of concern
that the LDDC's draft planning conditions contain no reference to the 35 NNI contour.

13.18 The Campaign argue that the Consultative Committee would consist of the
Applicants, the LDDC, the PLA and the odd community representative - a committee
weighted heavily on the side of profitability. The LBN agree that the local
communities should be given a greater say on the committee. The SDP considers that a
good relationship between the alrport and people in the surrounding area will depend
on the Consultative Committee being a success. The London Borough of Greenwich
considers that they should be represented on the Consultative Committee, and they
feel that they should have been consulted on the provisions in the section 52
Agreement and the planning conditions.

13.19 The CAA question whether the GLC's suggested limitation on aircraft types
would verge on discrimination in respect of the Air Navigation Order. They suggest
that this problem might be overcome by adding a rider to the effect that any operator
wanting to have its aircraft added to the approved list could apply for
consideration. The CAA aerodrome licence restricts the type of aircraft which can
use the STOLport, but only from the safety aspect. It was pointed out that the
authority can not refuse an aerodrome license on nolse grounds alone. However, the
CAA would wish to be involved in the decision on the location of the 4 monitoring
points, and they would carry out the noise measurements (doc 213). They consider
that a 20 day monitoring period might be needed the first year and 10 to 14 days in

subsequent years.

13.20 The CAA noise adviser notes that at Heathrow the number of ATMs at week-ends
is similar to those during weekdays. He feels that there would be cause for concern
only 1f the number of weekend flights were intended to exceed the weekday flights at
the STOLport. The Authority regard continuous monitoring as a useful means of
control at conventional airports from which a variety of airlines operate, because it
can be used to identify which aircraft are infringing the noise control limits.
However, it is an expensive system to use and the cost has to be weighed against the
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need to have additional data. Permanent installations are also liable to be
vandalised. Alternatively, a reasonable approximation at a lower cost may be a more

sengible choice.

13.21 The LDDC's noise consultant, Mr R Taylor, considers that the 35 NNI
safeguarding contour in the section 52 Agreement provides the best form of protection
for the local community. However, the 35 NNI control contour should be capable of
accommodating the overlap runway position, and, as drawn by the Applicants' noise
consultant (doc 06.2 figure 1), the contour could be exceeded if 100 DHC-7 movements
per day were to take place on the overlapping runway configuration.

13.22 Periodic noise surveys would establish the average peak noise levels at 4
pre—-determined points, the number of ATMs would be totalled, and every 3 months,
calculations would be made to check that the NNI limit had not been exceeded. The
LDDC acceot that noise control would be retrospective in the same way as prosecutions
of motorists for speeding is also retrospective, but in this case flight schedules
can be adjusted in advance to prevent a breach occurring. Persistent infringements
by the operators could be dealt with by court action. Mr Taylor, who has personally
been involved in several such proceedings, considers that the courts provide a well
tried and effective remedy for persistent offenders in such cases.

13.23 The LDDC's noise consultant considers that a 15 m high hanger and a 10 m high
terminal building perform crucial roles as ground noise barriers, and some form of
condition is needed to ensure that noise screens at least as effective are provided
in these locatlons. He also feels that the use of Auxiliary Power Units should be
prohibited.

13.24 1In answer to concern expressed by JDAG that the application plan (doc 15.2,
plan 7) shows large areas of the site marked "future aerodrome related development”
which 18 as yet unspecified, the LDDC explained that draft condition 12 would ensure
that this land would be used for a purpose connected with the STOLport.

13.25 The Applicants and the LDDC acknowledge that an effective continuous noise
monitoring system operates from 16 location points around Manchester airport.
Financial inducements are given to airlines for achieving quiet landings and take
offs. However, the Applicants point out that it is a very expensive system to
operate, and where a relatively quiet alrcraft like the DASH-7 is in use, the
recording machinery is unable to distinguish between aircraft nolse and other noises
in the vicinity. The LDDC argues that continuous monitoring is useful where ncise
abatement (cut-back) measures are used when flying over large populations as at
Manchester. It would not be appropriate at the STOLport where the great advantage of
the STOL aircraft is their rapid rate of climb. There would be no point in using a
continuous monitoring system at the STOLport where numbers of flights are disclosed
in airport records and any persistent excessively noisy movements would show up in
the periodic short term noise measurement programme.

13.26 The Applicants do not agree with LDDC's draft conditions for the reasons set
out in document 2%4 and noted in paragraph 13.1 above. However, the Applicants'
noise consultant, Mr J G Charles, agrees with the comments on noise control measures

set out in the supplementary procf of evidence of Mr Taylor, the LDDC's noise
consultant (doc 08.2).

13.27 The Applicants' response to the GLC's proposed conditions is set out in
document 293. They and the LDDC consider the suggested limitation to 2 categories
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of aircraft to be too restricting. In terms of NNI, the difference between 100 ATMs
and 130 ATMs/day is meaningless, being equivalent to about one NNI. Saturday 1is
regarded as a normal working day by many people. Most flights would, in fact, take
place betwen 0700 and 2100 hours, but for operational reasons (positioning, late
arrivals etc) there may be occasional flights outside these times.

13.28 The limit of 36,500 ATMs/year would probably not be achieved until

year 6. By that time, a pattern would have been established to give a good
statistical basis for drawing up schedules for the service provided. Since all
ATMs have to be logged, a check can be maintained to ensure that the limit is

not exceeded. The Applicants were reluctant to include a daily limit on ATMs

at first and stressed the need for a figure high enough to cater for reasonable
fluctuations (Mrs Atlee (FHANG) and Mr Logan (AEF) made the point that Battersea
heliport was originally limited to 5,000 ATMs/year but the section 52 Agreement
there has been amended over the years and now the limit is set at 12,000 ATMs pa
(doc 109)).

13.29 Following on a point raised by Mr Large, the Applicants agreed that the
STOLport operation should be monitored to find the busiest 3 month period of
the year for the purpose of calculating the NNI. The Applicants do not accept
that the NNI system fails to take account of evening flights. The Index was
developed at airports where a reduced number of evening flights took place and
these are taken into account in the application of the controls.

13.30 The Applicants argue that it would not be feasible to restrict the use of the
STOLport to DASH-7s only, because (a) exclusivity would be contrary to the aerodrome
license granted under the Air Navigation Order, (b) bilateral agreements could
involve foreign airlines operating other types of aircraft, and (c) 1f a DASH-7 is
unservicable, it may have to be replaced by another type of aircraft. Nor would it
be sensible to make operations subject to a specific list of permitted alrcraft,
because new and improved types of alrcraft are constantly being developed. Also the
'permitted aircraft' would be difficult to define by noise characteristics. Some,
like the DHC-6, Twin Otter, might be quieter than the DASH-7 on the ground or while
landing, but noisier when taking off. The Applicants know of no other public use
licensed aerodrome in the UK which has a restriction on specific makes of plane.

13.31 1In response to criticisms raised by the Campaign, the Applicants argue that
the section 52 Agreement must be o pen to some adjustment — it would not be prudent
for any business venture to be locked into an inflexible position at the outset.
"Profitability” is in the interests of the community.
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SECTION 14: SURFACE ACCESS
The Existing Road System

14.1 Document 68 shows the application site in relation to the M25 (existing and
proposed) motorway around London, together with the major roads serving East London.
The plan also defines isochrones representing 15 and 30 minute off-peak drive times
from the proposed STOLport terminal building, as prepared by the Applicants' traffic
witness. The eastern edge of the 30 mlinute off-peak drive time from Heathrow Central
Terminal area is also indicated. These isochrones were derived from 2 journmey times
on selected groups taken on different weekdays.

14.2 The roads serving the eastern part of London are shown on Document 69. These
include the Al3 main radial route which passes to the north of Beckton and Canning
Town as a 3-lane dual carriageway as far as the Canning Town flyover. To the west of
this it becomes a 6-~lane single carriageway rcad for a short gtretch before reducing
to a 4-lane single carrlageway as far as the City. This section contains a number of
light-controlled Jjunctions and pedestrian crossings. The route is subject to speed
restrictions which vary between 30 mph and 50 mph and is provided with high level
street lighting. The Highway, a single carriageway 4-lane metropolitan category B
road forms a route parallel to and south of the Al3 between Limehouse and Tower
Bridge. '

14.3 As the Al3 passes through Poplar it forms a grade—separated interchange with
the 3-lane dual carriageway Al02 which continues south under the river by way of the
Blackwall Tunnels. The river can also be crossed by way of the Rotherhithe Tunnel,
the Woolwich Ferry and the Dartford Tunnel (doc 010 Appx 1 Fig 1). Document 69 also
shows the major road proposals in East London which are described in more detail
below. Roads in the general vicinity of the application site are shown in more
detail on document 70.

14.4 The All2 Prince Regent Lane is, in the main, a single 2-lane carriageway road
subject to a 30 mph speed limit and provided with street lighting. It forms a
traffic-light controlled crossroads with the Al3., The All7 East Ham Manor Way forms
with the Al1011 Silvertown Way/North Woolwich Road/Albert Road a loop road enclosing
the Royal Docks. It consists of a single carrliageway of varying widths between 7.3 m
and 12 m, but mainly about 9 m wide flanked by footpaths about 3 m wide.

14.5 The access to the site by Gate 19 off the Silvertown By-pass is ghown, together
with certain carriageway widths and visibility distances on document 72. A visibility
distance of 95 m to the north can be achieved from a point 7 m back into the
junction, and a visibility distance of 95 m to the south can be achieved from a point
2.8 m back into the junction. This visibility complies with the recommendations for
existing junctions published by the Department of Transport in paragraph 8.2.5 of
advice note TA20/8l. The Applicants note that when the Royal Docks were in full
operation the access at Gate 19 was well used, particularly by heavy goods vehicles.

Planned New Roads and Road Improvements

14,6 The Applicants describe a number of road improvements which will improve
communications in East London and will help in the regemeration of the docklands
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area. These are also described by the LDDC in document 010 paragraphs 7 and 12 and
Appendix 1.

14.7 The M25, which will provide an orbital motorway route around London, is planned
to be completed by 1986. On the east side of London the section of the route between
the A1(M) at Bignells Cormer and the A2(T) at Dartford is either open to traffic or
under contruction and due for completion by the end of 1983. It will form full
grade~separated interchanges with the M1l motorway, and with the A1Q0, Al2 and Al3
trunk roads (doc 68).

14.8 The proposed East London River Crossing (ELRC) will form a dual 2-lane
carriageway between the Al3(T) Hillford Road and the proposed A2 Rochester Way relief
road at Falconwood. The preferred scheme, estimated at £104m, was announced in July
1982 and the Department of Transport expects that draft orders will be published by
the end of 1983. The anticipated completion date is 1990/91 subject to public
inquiry. The ELRC will serve the outer London Boroughs, link the A2(T) to the A406
North Circular Road, relieve the Blackwall Tunnel of traffic and provide
accessibility to the eastern edge of the docklands development area (doc 68). The
GLC note that the Loandon Borough of Greenwich are opposed to the ELRC and there could
be a public inquiry which would delay the anticipated 1990/91 completion date. The
GLC are themselves considering whether or not to oppose the scheme on environmental
grounds - they would prefer a tunnel to a bridge.

14.9 The Department of Transport's proposed South Woodford to Barking Relief Road
will form a dual 2-lane carriageway between the Al3(T) Hillford Road, where it will
merge iato the ELRC route, and the A406 North Circular Road at the southern end of
the M1l motorway. It is 1likely to be completed by the end of 1987 subject to the
decision of the recently held public inquiry. It is expected to cost about £76m.

14.10 The proposed M1l Hackney Link Road will form a new route between the northern
end of the East Cross Route at Temple Mills and the Al12(T) near to its intersection
with the end of the M1l motorway. The GLC and London Borough of Hackney are opposing
this at a public inquiry so the planned start of construction in 1986/87 may be
delayed.

14.11 Improvements to the Al3 planned by the Department of Transport include forming
grade-separated interchanges at Dovers Corner and Thames Avenue, and widening the
existing single carriageway to a dual carriageway, with completion expected in about
1988.

14.12 The Al3 Dockland Northern Relief Road 1a proposed to be constructed between
the Canning Town interchange and the existing Al3 at Stepney (route "E" on doc 70).
Work is planned to start in 1986 with completion in 1990/91. The GLC are considering
3 possible oprions costing £25m, £45m, and £65m forthis scheme which is intended to
relieve the East India Dock Road of very heavy through traffic, to prevent local
residential roads being used as rat runs and to cater for additiocnal traffic
generated by the new development in docklands. The DNRR could reduce peak hour
Jjourney times on the Al3 by 4 to 6 minutes. Further details are given in Annexe D to
document 022. The LBN anticipate further delays to this scheme and query the
forecasted start date in view of the time needed for deasign, public inquiry and
subsequent decision.
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14.13 The LDDC proposal for the East India Dock Link Road (route 5 on doc 70) at the
eastern end of the proposed relief road is due to be finished in 1986 in advance of
the DNRR. It is likely to cost about £2.5m and is intended to provide direct access
from the Canning Town flyover to the Isle of Dogs as well as relieving congestion on
the Al3 at the Abbott Road and Leamouth Road juncticns. It is expected that peak hour
journey times between the Canning Town flyover and Cotton Street could be reduced by
2 to 3 minutes (doc 010 Appx 2).

14.14 The A2 Rochester Way Relief Road 1is currently under construction and will
provide a dual carriageway link between the southern end of the A102(M) approach to
the Blackwall Tunnel and the existing dual 3~lane carriageway section of the A2(T) at
Falconwood. The scheme should be completed during 1986/87.

14.15 A number of local highway improvements are also planned in the vicinity of the
application site. These include the following works:

The Cyprus By-pass (route 2 on doc 70} is a £3.5m GLC scheme intended

to provide a single 9 m wide carriageway road around the residential
community to the north-east of the Royal Albert Dock. It is due for con-
struction during the period 1984-1986.

The Mid Beckton Link to the ELRC (route ! on doc 70), is a £2m scheme
which has been drawn up by the LDDC and LBN in consultation with the
Department of Transport. This road would provide a direct link from the
South Woodford to Barking Relief Road/Al3 junction to the Royal Docks
via the Cyprus By-pass, thereby avolding routing traffic down East Ham
Manor Way and past the East Beckton District Centre. It would also
provide access to LDDC development sites north of the Cyprus By-pass.

It 1is due for completion by 1987.

The Docks Cut Route (route 3 on doc 70) linking the Custom House area
and the Cyprus By-pass, north of the Royal Albert Dock is programmed for
1984 to 1986. The first stage single 7.3 m carriageway section has been
built as far as the West Beckton Link Road.

The Connaught Road Bridge (marked 4 on doc 70) between the Royal Victoria
and Albert Docks, is due to be widened by 1985/86. A study is being
undertaken for the LDDC to determine the best way to achieve 2-way traffic
across this bridge and the parallel redundant rail bridge.

14.16 The Applicants suggest that the Docklands Northern Relief Road, LRT etc are
likely to be given higher priority if the STOLport goes ahead. The GLC and LBN argue
that these major road improvement schemes will go ahead regardless of whether the
STOLport is built or not. The LDDC concurs, but suggests that the presence of a
STOLport could well help to justify the authorisation of funds.

14.17 The GLC confirm that the Royal Docks is one possible location being considered
for the Channel Tunnel Terminal.

Existing Traffic Flows

14.18 The location of traffic counts taken on behalf of the Applicants are shown
on document 70. These were at Silvertown Way (AlOll), Prince Regent Lane (All2),
East Ham Manor Way (All7) and the access to the gite at Gate 19, Silvertown
By-pass. Counts taken during morning and evening peak hours and at off-peak
periods in between are set out on page 24 document 03.1. These figures indicate
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