LBN: THE RESIDENTIAL/COMMUNITY OPTION

SECTION 18: NEWHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL'S APPROACH - THE RESIDENTIAL/COMMUNITY OPTION
Introduction

18.1 The Londen Borough of Newham's objectives are not entirely parallel with those
of the GLC. They want to see the docklands developed for housing and community

uses. However, while they consider the STOLport project to be an obstacle to their
plans for the area, they feel that some compromise may be possible between their
Residential/Community aims and the GLC's aims to re-introduce some cargo handling.

Exigting Community Needs

18.2 The Campaign identifies the communities surrounding the Royal Docks on Map 1
at the back of document 035.2, which differs i{n some respects from the way in which
the L3N and LDDC define these communities (doc 154). These differences are
reconciled in document 223. The Campaign outlines some of the differences hetween
these various communities and the positive aspects of the area: some excellent
parks, communal facilities ~ often hard won by local pressure - and high quality
housing in places. However, these features are offset by the negative aspects of
physical isolation, poor public tramsport, tower block living conditions for as many
as 1,980 households in docklands, general shortage of open space, limited leisure
facilities and no secondary schools. The Campaign sees the Royal Docks as presenting
an opportunity to remedy some of these deficiencles.

18.3 The LBN agree that the existing residential communities suffer from a lack of
community facilities, poor wvisual amenities and isolation from other parts of the
Borough. The communities of North Woolwich, Silvertown and West Silvertown have lost
between 22% and 36% of their populations since 1961 (doc 023.3 Appx 10), and this has
led to erosion of community facilities. When the Speech Therapy Unit is transferred
from the West Silvertown Primary School to Storey School in North Woolwich, the
school roll at West Silvertown will fall to 48 pupils. The rapid growth in local
unemployment has had an effect on community income and the level of services in the
area. For example, a local resident described the shopping facilities in West
Silvertown as a betting shop, a post office/newsagent and a grocer where prices of
goods are high. Poor public transport makes it difficult to get to facilities in
other parts of the Borough.

18.4 The Canning Town community is cut off from the nearest secondary school and
communities to the north by Newham Way (Al3), to the south by the docks and to the
west by the industrial strip along Silvertown Way. A further 12 ha of public open
space is needed to remedy deficiencles and bring the provision up to LDSP standards.

18.5 The LBN assesses the current population of Silvertown/North Woolwich to be
3,261 persons and estimates that this could rise to between 3,900 and 4,400 or so
once redevelopment and rehabilitation works are carried out (doc 218). It is hoped
to expand the West Silvertown community to a population of about 5,000 and to enlarge
the existing North Woolwich and Silvertown population by a further 2,000. This would
increase the viability of existing shops and enable more to be provided. The land
requirements to satisfy these needs amount to some 8l ha and are set out in document
023.3 page 16.
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18.6 In terms of the Borough as a whole, the recent Greater London Housing Survey
disclosed that Newham contains a higher proportion of sub—standard local authority
and private housing than anywhere in Britain. The People's Plan notes that there are
5,300 on the council's housing list at present with about 300 more joining the queue
every month. 4,500 existing council tenants are registered as needing a transfer to
more suitable property. Newham contains 5,937 overcrowded households, 5,194
households without a bath and 9,647 households without a WC of their own. Nearly
4,000 children live in tower blocks.

18.7 The LBN states that, at the current building rate of 300-400 houses per annum,
Newham Council's stock of housing land will be exhausted by the end of the current
housing programme in 1987. The council anticipates a net loss of Borough housing in
the period up to 1991 (doc 023.3 pages 13-15). Further losses in the council housing
stock will occur due to the "right to buy” legislation. All of the existing
available sites in Newham which are programmed for housing are shown on document 163
together with the number of units they could accommodate. It is not certain how much
land in Beckton will be made available by the LDDC for publicly rented housing.

Land Bridges

18.8 On 16 Hovember 1982 Newham Council endorsed the principle of 'land bridges' as
the basis for its future development proposals. These land bridges would be
established by partial dock filling with a view to (i) creating land for housing,
open space and community facilities, (ii) linking the communities, and (iii)
improving access to assist the development of former dock land.

18.9 The land bridges concept, as illustrated on document 160, would provide some
25 ha of new development land by partial and selective filling of the Royal Victoria
and Royal Albert Docks. In addition to this reclaimed land, there is also
approximately 169 ha of dockside land and Thames Barrier surplus land. Even after
allowing for the 81 ha needed for new housing, community facilities and public open
space, there would still be some 113 ha of land available for alternative development
(doc 165), including employment uses supporting some 4,000-9,600 jobs. '

18.10 The LBN proposals would provide land for an additional 3,000 houses with
gardens. These would contribute towards meeting the continuing need for 300-500
houses per year in the Borough and would add substantially to the existing
population, thereby securing better services and community facilities. The land
bridge centred on Connaught Road would also help to achieve a green chain of open
spaces from Beckton to the riverside, and would constitute a preferred location for a
possible district centre as recommended in the LDSP Proposals Map (doc 53 page 115).
It should be noted that the draft Stratford and Canning Town District Plan suggests a
location rather more to the west (doc 167).

The Effect of the STOLport on the LBN's Aims for the Area

18.11 The Borough Council consider that the STOLport would reinforce existing
patterns of development and personal attitudes towards the area. Many of the
existing residentlial areas are already unpopular areas in which to live and housing
within them would become even more difficult to let if they are next to am airport.
The councll's efforts are directed towards developing the redundant dock and water
areas with new housing, open space and community uses, thereby reducing the
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prominence of heavy industrial and transport uses which have had such an adverse
gffect or residential amenities in the past. The STOLport would restrict or prevent
such opportunities. Overflying aircraft would greatly reduce the amenity and
recreational value of much of the water areas. Security and ncise barrlers around
the airport would continue to shut out the local community.

18.12 Document 157 shows the inhibiting effect of the STOLport's western PSZ on the
development potential of the central land bridge which the Borough Council is
considering. The entire land bridge would fall within the 30 NNI contour and up to
50% would be within the 35 or 40 NNI bands, which would clearly inhibit its use for
residential development.

18.13 In the Campaign's view some of the best housing sites are on the north side of
the Royal Victoria Dock near the Connaught Road and where a future District Centre is
proposed in the Beckton District Plan (doc 122 map page 83). The whole of this area
stretching half-way along the northern side of Victoria Dock, would be blighted by
the near presence of the STOLport. Also the recreational and housing potential of
the Albert Dock Basin and adjoining land to the south would be severely inhibited if
not completely prevented by the nolse and safety limitations resulting from the
STOLport operation.

18.14 The Campaign regards the disused Shed 4 to the south of the Royal Victoria
Dock as a potential sports, recreation and leisure centre for local people.
Documents 275 and 276 describe the shed and the future uses to which it could be
put. The coaversion shown in document 276 is estimated to cost about £568,000 which
would not include insulating or heating the main sports hall. However, the STOLport
West End PLZ covers this area and would render the bulilding unusable for any purpose
involving numbers of people (doc 44), thus depriving the local community of a
potential asset of considerable local benefit.

Response by the LDDC and the Applicants

18.15 The Applicants and LDDC accept that the communities south of the docks are
relatively isolated and that some improved linkages would be desirable. They do not
consider that the STOLport would be any more divisive a feature than any other
commercial development on the application site. They consider that the communities
south of the docks have adequate shops and community facilities to serve thelr
present population - this view is echoed in the Royal Group of Docks Study (doc 20
para 27). Furthermore, the LDDC are consulting with London Transport to improve bus
services to the new 80,000 sq ft ASDA superstore which opened in Beckton at the time
of the inquiry. This, together with the proposed new secondary school which is
planned, will make facilities more easily available to people in North Woolwich and
Silvertown.

18.16 The Applicants point out that the Borough Council's Housing Strategy Statement
for 1984/85 says that there is enough housing land to last to the end of the decade
(doc 166), but the LBN witness stood by his figure of 1987 as being more accurate.
The LDDC argue that there is plenty of alternative housing land in the Beckton area.
Besides, the provision of more housing without bringing more jobs into the area is
not going to solve the fundamental problems here and would not improve the prosperity
of the area in the long run.

18.17 The LDDC accept that both Silvertown and North Woolwich are deficient in

Metropolitan Open Space and the former also lacks Local Open Space. They agree that
there is little prospect of remedying these deficlencies within the present
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residential boundaries, and that the STOLport would preclude the possibility of
creating a continuous north/south open space link. However, there is land at the
eastern end of the Royals and round the Royal Victoria Dock which could be used for
housing and open space.

18.18 The Applicants refer to the jolnt report by Newham officers, "STOLport in
Docklands”, which describe the "massive engineering and infrastructure works"” needed
to build land bridges. Given the LDDC's presumption against dock filling and the
present limitations on local government spending, it is not ¢lear where the money
will come from (doc 56 para 19.4). The land is likely to be blighted for the next 10
years.

18.19 The LDDC point out that the land bridges concept has not been subjected to
public consultation and the LBN has no idea whether the selected option "D" has any
public acceptance. In addition, preliminary cost figures provided by the 1LDDC's
consulting engineers, Messrs Ove Arup and Partners, indicate that it would cost about
£10m or £11m to create a land bridge % km long to the east of the Connaught Road
bridge. Costs of developing the land thus created would be extra, and the housing
would require costly foundations on the made-up land.

18.20 While neither contesting nor accepting the LDDC's estimate of £10m, the LBN do
not regard this as rendering the land bridge concept unrealistic. It would open up
large areas of other land for development. The council note that the infrastructure
costs for the Beckton development amounted to some £25m.

18.21 With regards to the effect of the STOLport proposals on the land bridges
concept, the LDDC maintain that the proposed dock-fill at the western end of Royal
Victoria Dock, which would allow the West Silvertown community to be extended to the
west and north, would not be affected by the STOLport. There was little opposition
to this point of view at the inquiry.

18.22 The LDDC acknowledge the need to improve the existing aging service subway,
rail tunnel and road bridge on the line of the Connaught Road bridge. They feel,
however, that this could be achieved on a strip of vacant and redundant railway land
to the west of the existing bridge. This land corridor, which was once safeguarded
for one of the possible Jubllee line routes, would not be affected by the STOLport
proposal.

18.23 The LDDC agree that the STOLport could make the quaysides either side of
Centre Road and the Albert Dock Basin land less attractive for housing, but the
proposed new SNG plant on Gas Corporation land to the north-east is likely to have a
discouraging effect on new housing also. With regard to recreational use of water,
apart from defined safety areas on either side of the Centre Road quay, the rest of
the docks could be used for leisure activities.

18.24 The Applicants disagree that Shed 4, described in LDDC document 239, is a
practical possibility as a sports and lelsure centre. It would be very costly to
convert and would conflict with the proposed £7 m sports centre which 1s proposed in
Beckton {doc 288). The Campaign do not accept that the roof trusses, which are some
6 m above the floor, would unduly inhibit sports activities. They refer to the
photograph on page 7 of document 275 which shows a similar internal clear height in
the converted Wapping Sports Centre. Shed 4 would not provide 'County' standard
facilities, but would be acceptable for "local recreational' standard use (doc 275

p9).

18.25 Councillor Chubb argues that physical separation need not equate to
isolation. The isolation of North Woolwich and Silvertown is due as much to poor
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public transport communication links and lack of facilities as to the docks
themselves. The STOLport, with other developments, would increase demand for access
to the area and would encourage the provision of improved public transport services.
The land bridges would represent a marginal gain in terms of additional land for such
a massive exercise. One of the justificatlons put forward is the need for a new
secondary school (doc 023.3 page 16), but current over-capacity in existing Newhan
schools and falling numbers of pupils (doc 044 Appx 1) mean that a new secondary
school is unlikely to be needed at Custom House before the end of the century.
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SECTION 19: THE PEOPLE'S PLAN
Introduction

19.1 The People's Plan, a community project initiated by the Newham Docklands Forum
and funded by the GLC, 1s illustrated on plan document 245 and described in document
043.1 to which all page references below refer. The plan is mainly concerned about
jobs, with housing, open space, recreation, community facilities and services also
included. A list of bodies consulted during the preparation of the plan is attached

as document 248.

19.2 Mr D Gladstone, Chair of the Newham Docklands Forum, outlines the needs of the
area on pages 3 to 8 of the Plan and describes the potential of the docks,
particularly with reference to cargo handling, ship repair, container depot/
distribution operations, waterside industries and water—-based recreation (pages
9-11). Housing with gardens, open space and Improved communications are proposed
together with a number of specific projects which include a sports centre in Shed 4,
a Children's Theatre Centre on the east side of Albert Dock Basin, a Resource Centre
for local organizations and a Music and Dance Centre in the Terrapin building on the
south gide of the Basin {pages 11-13). Gate 15 of Woolwich Manor Way would be
reopened and the swing-bridge would be brought back into use to reopen access onto
Centre Road from the eastern end.

Employment

19.3 Mr Mr Foley, a working docker, supports the concept of a combined water/
road/rail transport interchange making the best use of the existing resources of the
docks and theilr close proximity to London for goods traffic (pages 17-24). This would
generate jobs in allied industries. The potential of the river for cargo carrying
should be exploited, reducing the heavy lorry traffic which damages roads and
services and kills people. The People's Plan proposes the establishing of container
cargo handling on the north~east side of the Albert Dock, with Centre Road handling
fruit and timber cargoes {pages 26 and 27). The capital cost is estimated at about
£5m and the operation could be run by the GLEB without the burden of interest charges
and overheads carried by the PLA.

19.4 Mr M Tigh, an ocean ship owners tally clerk, who works for Comclear, describes
how this PLA groupage operation was started in 1973 on the south~west side of the
Royal Victoria Dock. Comclear was under threat of closure at the time of the inquiry
in spite of handling 50,000-60,000 tonnes of cargo in 1982 and having several
potential customers still interested (pages 24 and 25). Mr W Hart, a former lighter
man and temporary researcher on the People's Plan, refers to the advantages which the
Royal Docks possess as a contalner depot (page 31). The SLIC integrated haulage and
groupage operation at the scuth-eastern end of the King George V Dock has had to turn
down lucrative orders because they are not able to use the water access. There is
clearly a demand for import/export container depots to Central London.

19.5 Mr Hart describes some of the 70 or so firms presently in the Royal Docks.
Most have come in over the last 5 years. He draws the comparison between small
private companies with a commitment to the area and large multi-national companies
who move thelr operations into and out of an area without considering the impli-
cations for the local communities affected. Mr Hart mentions the case of PAA, a
small glass—-fibre firm employing 4 people on the application site, in need of space
to expand so that orders can be met.
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19.6 Mr J Akhtar describes how his firm, Metropolitan Foods, which is located in
about the middle of the north quay of the Albert Dock, imports foods (mainly edible
oils) for the ethnic community. The company started in May 1982 and now employs
13. Further expansion is planned and water access for barges shipping containers
direct from Rotterdam would be welcome. This would open the possibility of setting
up a 200,000 s8q ft oil refining plant employing about 200 pecple (page 29).

19.7 Mr W E Eve is one of the proprietors of Eve Transport which is also located on
the north side of the Royal Albert Dock. This 18 a small transport firm employing 2
drivers, with plans to employ 2 more in the near future and to take on lorry repairs
as well as haulage (page 30). Mr R Allan is a director of Vehicle Systems
Engineering which occuples a building on the application site to the west of the
Albert Dry Docks. The firm designs and builds trailers, chassis extensions and
bodles for small vehicles. In 18 months the workforce has expanded from 5 to 20.
£20,000 has been invested in equipment and it would be difficult to find suitable
alternative premises at such a favourable rent. His order books are full and he
could employ another 20 people (page 30).

19.8 Mr M P Kemp, the managing director of Couzens and Sutcliffe, a steel
fabrication firm located on the north side of Albert Dock Basin, employs 11 full-time
and one part-time workers, half of whom are erectors. The site's advantages ianclude
cheap rent and a central location for distribution to construction firms throughout
the UK, However, when the lease expires at the end of 1983 the firm has nowhere else
to go. Mr Kemp understands that the site 1s earmarked for housing and a marina
development.

19.9 The People's Plan proposes a Docklands Maritime Workshops area in which ship
repairs, boat bullding and restoration work (docs 250-252), including training of
young peonle, would be undertaken on the north side of the Albert Dock Basin and
around the exlsting dry docks (pages 40-44). Mr T Burke, a trade union official and
boiler-maker, is convinced that there is a future for ship repairs in the Royal Docks
and that at least one of the existing dry docks must be kept (page 27). The existing
facilities are still capable of re—use (a note by Dr Colenutt on the condition of the
existing dry docks and swing-bridge, and a reply by the applicants and the PLA, are
attached as documents 264 and 278). Mr J G Jacubait, who owns a boat—building and
repalir firm in premises on the north side of the Albert Pock Basin, is working under
difficult conditions on a short term tenancy (page 45). However, he 18 confident
that there are good prospects for ship repairs and boat—-building if the docks are
opened to small ships.

19.10 The People's Plan envisages a chain of GLEB~supported public enterprise
projects with depots providing bulk supplies to local authority Direct Works
Departments, with assoclated timber saw-mill and workshops, DIY store and garden
centre (pages 33 and 34). In addition, the Plan provides for a “"co—operative zone"
(i on doc 245) in which workshop co-operatives would produce items such as alds for
the deaf and disabled {page 35) and controlled entry systems for flats (page 37). An
associated exhibition centre would display the products made by the co-operatives.

Housing and Community Facilities

19.11 Miss D Clarke, a research worker in the People's Plan Centre, describes local
people's wish to open up the docks and use them to meet some of the needs of the
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community (pages 47 and 48). The docks have always separated and isolated the
comminities from each other. Lack of shops and other facilities needs to be remedied
(page 49). The opportunity exists to build a model community with a good standard of
houses with gardens to overcome bad housing conditions and the problems of tower
block living (pages 52-54). The LBN's concept of land bridges is supported and the
People's Plan suggests that housing could also extend up to the edge of the King
George V Dock.

19.12 Th= Plan emphasises the need for child-care facilities (pages 56-59) and for
facilities for old people (pages 59~62). Better roads and public transport are
needed (pages 62~66) as are better shopping facilities (pages 66-68). Miss Pat Olley,
a Young Family Support Worker employed by Newham Parents Centre and the Pre-School
Play Group Association, emphasises the degree of depravation in the area for young
children. The area desperately needs a Family Centre, and Miss Olley identified a
disused amenity building near the top of Fernhill Street and behind Shed 12 which
would be suitable for such a use.

19.13 Mr M Matthews, the co-ordinator of the Soapbox Children's Theatre Company (doc
247), described a proposal to build a National Children's Theatre and a Creative Park
to be called 'The Royal Docks Kids Kingdom' at the eastern end of the Albert Dock
Basin directly under the flightpath of the proposed STOLport (pages 71-73).
Additional facilities could include workshops, a conference centre, water activity
area, cafe, and outdoor theatre. The project could develop over a number of years
and could cost about £25m.

19.14 Miss T Hastings, a Plan Centre Worker, stressed the potential of the docks for
many forms of water-based recreation (pages 68-71). There is a proposal by the St
Pauls Trust Centre in Blackheath to buy a former CEGB collier sghip, the S5 James
Rowan, coavert it into a floating sports centre and berth it in the Royal Docks (doc
246). The presently disused Shed 4 could be converted into a multi-purpose sports
centre for football, squash, lawn tennis, athletics, gymnastics and basket-ball. It
could double as a concert hall on special occasions (page 73).

19.15 The STOLport would prevent the People's Plan objectives being realized both by
occupying the application site and by undermining its special position as a junction
between water and land transport. It would maintain the separation of the
surrounding communities. It would prevent 600 much needed houses with gardens being
built on the south side of the Albert Dock Basin. It would thwart the Plan's aim to
create a united, self serviced community. If the STOLport goes ahead, everything
else will have to be reduced and fitted in around it. The People's Plan should be
adopted as part of the statutory local plan.

The Applicants' and the LDDC's Response

19.16 The LDDC consider the People's Plan to be outside the scope of the inquiry and
they declined to cross—examine any of the People's Plan witnesses. The Applicants
noted that many of the bodies affiliated to the Newham Docklands Forum are also
members of the Campaign Against the Airport. The People's Plan proposals involve the
whole of the Royal Docks' estate coming into public ownership, and the People's Plan
Paper accepts that the Plan could not be implemented as a whole unless there is a
change in Govermment policy and the policies of private management {doc 254).
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19.17 The heavy vehicle traffic generated by the proposed industrial uses shown on
the Plan would add to the traffic on the access roads to the area. There would be
conflict between the vehicular traffic flows across the swing-bridge connecting the
east end of Centre Road to Woolwich Manor Way and shipping movements to and from the
proposed container terminal. The Applicants say that the Peoples' Plan represents the
ideas of one group of people and 1s dependent on massive public expenditure, public
acceptance and central government consent. It ignores the closure of the docks, the
limitations on central government expenditure and the existence of the LDDC. It
seems to have been prepared in order to prevent planning permission being granted to
the STOLrort, but for that purpose it is totally irrelevant.
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SECTION 20: SUMMARIES OF CASES OPPOSING THE APPLICATION
The Greater London Council

20.1 The GLC suggests that the full strategic implications of the proposal need to
be considered, not merely whether there are any planning objections to it. The GLDP
provides no guidance in this case and there 1s no local plan. The STOLport should not
be built in the absence of a national policy of the role of this type of operation in
the UK. The whole STOLport concept needs a network of 'city centre to city centre'
facilities. There is no need for a STOLport - passenger needs are adequately met at
present.. Initially the STOLport would operate in uncontrolled airspace.

20.2 Among the benefits claimed, the time saving to air travellers has been greatly
exaggerated. In the context of an overall 'door to door' journey time of 2% hours, a
time saving of 20 minutes 1s unlikely to tempt many travellers to choose the STOLport
in preference to Heathrow. Heathrow's greater frequency of flights, quality of
service and wider range of destinations make 1t even more difficult to see what
advantages the STOLport would offer to the business traveller. Most of the
alrport-related jobs would not go to local people and there is no evidence that the
STOLport would act as any sort of magnet attracting other employment uses. There is
plenty of vacant office and industrial space elsewhere in London with benefits of
better communications, or the inducements of the Enterprise Zone or the attractions
of the Heathrow/M4 corridor to offer. The planned transport infrastructure
improvements will take place whether or not the STOLport is built.

20.3 Even this modest level of advantages would not materialise if the project
proves to be unviable, and in view of the unanswered questions concerning the
financial stability of Bryman Aviation Ltd, the only airline cperator who has been
suggested as suitable, the whole viability of the project i1s suspect. The STOLport's
role in "“regenerating the docklands™ and the range of destinatlons flown to, depend
on the viability of the cperation. The viability, in turn, depends on the STOLport's
ability to attract passengers away from Heathrow and Gatwick where thelr needs are
already fully met. The GLC's case on viability (in Section 8 of this report) shows
the Applicants' and LDDC's estimates to be highly optimistic and indicates that the
STOLport would incur a loss of about £9m. Either the project will not be started, or
it will start and incur heavy losses leading to pressure to expand and let in
non-DASH-7 aircraft with the environmental impact envisaged in Mr Vulcan's Scenarios
2 and 3 (Section 12). Alternatively, the project will fail causing demoralisation and
further loss of confidence in the area.

20.4 The STOLport is not compatible with the alternatives for the area put forward
by the GLC, the LBN and the People's Plan. The return of cargo handling is a real
and feasible possibility as shown by the Roger Tym Report - the only independent
report on the subject. The GLC's main aim in docklands is to divert freight from
road to the Upper Docks by establishing an integrated transport node, preferably in
the Royals. Compared with the speculative venture of the STOLport, the GLC concept
would cut social costs, would build up job opportunities more quickly, and is
complemented by the People's Plan proposals.

20.5 With regard to envirommental disbenefits, the GLC endorses the LBN and

Campaign's views (paras 20.7, 20.24 and 20.25). Even if operated as proposed, the
STOLport would significantly worsen the existing noise climate, though not enocugh to
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warrant refusal of planning permission. However, if because of its success or lack
of viability there is pressure to expand and change the operation, a very different
animal could be born with very serious environmental implications. To safeguard
against this happening, either the GLC's suggested conditions should be imposed or
permission should be refused.

The London Borough of Newham

20.6 The LBN refer to some of the drawbacks of the area — poor access by road and
public transport, poor communications within the docks, isolated communities,
environmental problems within both housing areas and the docks, a lack of open space,
the inhibiting effect of the PLA's large land holding, lack of attractive housing and
high unemployment. Some progress has been made In overcoming these problems and some
interest is being shown by private investors. British Telecom, Mercury and the
Exhibition Centre Consortia will still be interested in the area whether or not the
STOLport 1s approved. The question 1s whether the STOLport should be supported as
representing a 'bird in the hand' or rejected because it would make it more difficult
to overcome some of the difficiencies of the area. The proposed STOLport would
reinforce the isolation of the existing communities and would worsen the noise
climate. Almost any other development would improve the appearance of the area more
than the airport. Other nearby land would be sterilised because of nolse or safety
measures. Even if it does not prevent new housing being built, that housing would be
less attractive as a result of the STOLport. The only manifest advantage of the
proposal is taat it would provide some employment, and the benefits claimed in this
respect have been over-stated.

20.7 Because of the obvious disadvantages of the proposal, the Applicants have
concentrated on its importance as a "catalyst” (which comes from the Greek word
meaning "to destroy”). There is no evidence that the stimulus provided by an airport
here would be any greater than that provided by scme other form of development =~ such
as the land bridge concept favoured by the Borough Council. Possible alternatives for
the area must be a relevant matter when considering this application. The land
bridge option provides a unique chance to rectify the area's deficiencies. A radical
solution such as the LBN's concept is essential. It would be costly, but not to an
unrealistic extent. The STOLport and its PSZs would prevent the establishment of a
north-south green chain of open spaces, and would render any central land bridge an
unattractive and unviable project. It would similarly inhibit housing development
near the Albert Dock Basin. ‘

20.8 The financial viability of the proposal is an essential pre~requisite 1if the
STOLport is to achieve the benefits claimed by its supporters of attracting outside
investment into the area. On the other hand, if the operation is a great success and
demand exceeds the capacity of the airport, the Chief Executive of the LDDC implied
that they would be happy to see the alrport expand if this could be achieved without
increasing the noise impact. The LBN views the possibility of expansion with alarm.
A decision on the application should awalt the preparation of a local plan. This is
a major ptoposal which would affect a wider area than the application site.

The London Borough of Greenwich

20.9 The London Borough of Greenwich oppose the application because of the
obtrusive impact of aircraft nolse on residential areas planned for Thamesmead.
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