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life. It is & tragedy that people like her. who have werked hard all_their
lives to obrain a home, should now be made to suffer, and it is a national
disgrace that the simple needs cf people are brushed aside for the sake of

comperce (Documents A%/20; a7/1083).

The Case for Mr H J and Mrs E D Taylor

11.21.1 Mr H J Taylor, of 72 Gerédz Road. New Eltham, is a former company
director who has rerired due teo ill health. He has been chairman of various
groups ané committees and is Chairman of the New Eltham and Mottingham Action
Associarion. Gerda Road has become a commuters carpark and, because of the
extension of the M20 and rhe increase in traffic, a rat run. Fumes are so bad
thar windows have to be kept closed. The expansion of LCY will result in
further overflving and additional pollutien frem aircraft and from cars. LCY
and ELRC have blighted the area and devalued property with the result that
properties fall into disrepeir and voung families do mot move into the area.
It is clear that the governmment is prepared to blight property and destroy the
environment in the interests of commercial profits (Documents A7/983; G29).

The Csse for Mr A J Johnson BEng CEng MCIBSE FACI

11.22.1 Mr A J Johnson, of 5 Ravleas Close, Shooters Hill, is an Environ-
mental Engineer. a discipline which is concerned with the comfert of people
and their productivity at work and leisure. He has lived in the area for 38
vears and has grown to appreciate and love its open spaces and its degree of
quiet in a generzlly noisy &nd congested city. He has contributed to the work
of several groups in the area and ten vears ago he bought his present house in
a quiet cul-de-sac rather than move to other areas which were attractive but
suffered from aircrafr noise.

11.22.2 when Steclport was first preoposed, pecple in the Shooters Hill area
were under the impression that thev would nmet be overflown, thar only the very
quietest prepellor driven aireraft would be used, and that the steep approach
enc landing would minimise noise. when the airport was builr people became
used to seeing the Dash 7 and it was evident that although the aircraft’s
neise was not intrugsive when heard in busy areas, it was intrusive in the
quieter areas. Airerafr then began to overfly Flumstead Common and Shooters
Hill with increasing frequency and at low levels causing noise nuisance and
fears about safetry. The MORI opinicn polls show that objectors to the
proposals increased between 1988 and 1986.

11.22.13 At present the noise levels from aircraft overhead and taxiing,
taking off and landing at the airport are intrusive. The noise dose of the
Bae 146 is B times that of the Dash 7, and the expansion propesals would
significantlv increase disturbance. No noise contrels are preposed in areas
away from the airpert and no consideration has been given to the effect of
gircraft over Sourh East Londom,

11.22.4 Kest msjor cities in the developed worid have accepted that
airports should not be sited in built up areas because of the implications for
noise, saferv, and pollution, and Londen should not be an exceprtion, A wharf
between 2 docks in a built up area is eclearly not an appropriate place for an
airpert. let alcne an expanded airpert. Buildings would have to be altered to
accommodate the lower glidepath proposed, the take-off to the east would
require a 2=° turn to avoid the ELRC Bridge, anéd future development in
Docklands and Thamesmead would be constrained. The benefits of quicker check
in times would be eroded if the airport becomes busy, and the benefitrs of
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lelsure flights for local people once or rwice a vear would be outwelghed bv
therdisruption ceaused for the remsinder of the yeér‘ The expansion proposais
would DOl act as & catalvst for economic growih. One of the locational
facrors for business is easv access To atrractive housing, and the proposals
would reduce the attractiveness of housing in the area.

11.22.5 The expansicn is needed to revive a flagging enterprise which in
accordance with normazl business criteria should have been recognised as a
tailure and closed down. The profits the airport and airlines now seek would
be made at the expense of people living in the surreunding area. It is
fundamentally unjust and politically unacceptable that several theousand people
should be asked tc accept a degradation in their environment and standard of
living so that a few pecple can get some transient or personal benefit. If
that is to occur some means should be found to make the polluter pav and
recompense these who suffer {(Document A7/542; C4l).

The Case for Mr C J Johnson

11.23.1 Mr C J johnson. of & Robson Heuse. Red lion Lane, Shooters Hill,
hzs been a resident of weelwich for all of his 27 vears. He opposes the
proposed variation of the conditions under which LCY coperates. There is no
need for LCY: cther Lendon airperts, in particular Stansted, can easily
provide the services, Medern telecommunication systems, which are already
being used to link cvffices, .reduce the need for business travel. LCY has lost
meney and 1s in danger of cleosing and the Secretary of Stare is being asked to
rescue the company. That is not a good reason foY retaining or expanding zn
airpore.

11.23.2 In his report following the 1%83 Inquiry, the Inspector noted the
alarming increzse in the npumber of flights Tequesteé during the course of the
inguiry. and cerciuded that only the use of short take off and landing type
giréraft would be reasonable ar this locastiern, and that the upper level of
noise and fregquency should not be breacned. The restrictions placed on the
operations of the Stolpert took full account of the needs of the area and the
restricted capacity of Docklands. Within a few months, despite this clear
decision by the Secretary cof State, the use of jers was being propesed. The
incremental expansion approach is typical of airport authorities and is par-
ticularly difficult for planning autherities to resist as each step is
relatively small. If the present proposals had been presented teo the 1583
Inquiry thev would heve been dismissed. )

11.23.3 The expansien would be harmful to safery. LCY is within an area
which will be heavily built up and statistics show that most aircraft
accidenrs oceur close to airports. With so many houses, schocls and factories
overflown nearby, any accidents would cause massive casualties.

11.23.4 Centrary to the initial ferecasts, LCY has provided lirtle
ecplovment and few jebs for local people. The employwent rate for the site is
very low, local jobs are poorly paid, and the land could be put to better use
in providing many more jebs in light industry. ‘

11.23.5 Seuth East London is bombarded by aircraft noise day and night,
mainiv from Heathrow traffic. The Bae 146 is much noisier than the relatively
quiet Dash 7, and the introductien of thst aircraft and an increase in the
number and hours cof flights would be intelerable, Pollution would also be
increased. The Dash 7 could ¢ontinue to operare for manv vears and if LCA now
want To operarte larger aircraft they should wait for a suitably gquiet one to
be develeped. If the proposals are implemented the liver of nundreds of
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thousands of people in Woclwich. Plumstead. Greenwich and 2ll South East )
London will be ruined by the noise of lew flving aircraft (Documents A7/1333:

C33).

The Case for Ms S Field

11.24.1 Ms S Field, of 63 Broad wWalk, Kidbrooke, has campaigned across
Kidbrooke on environmental issues for the past 18 months. Although LLY is
only eoperating at half cspacity, there are frequent flights of Dash 7s at

1500 ftr over Kidbrooke, and the low altitude appears to be a greater irritant
than the noise. The area is already subjected to traffic and very consider-
able aircraft noise. and the msgnitude and frequency of the ncise is
unacceptadle, Residents have invested their savings in their homes and in the
improvement of their environment, aund these should not be devalued by
additicnal noise. A door to door survey of 231 people in 48 streers indicated
that about 1 in 4 of those canvassed were ennoved by overhead aircraft
movepents end, after a2 little education., a further 1 in & concluded that
action should be taken to prevent any increase in aircraft movements.

11.26.2 The country has paid a terrible price by repeatredly choosing the
pursuit of wealth rather than the conservation eof the envirenment., The
environment shculd now be given the highest priority and the economy should be
restrained in the interests of preserving the envirerment. It is inappropri-
ate te Dbuild new airporcts or to exrtend existing ones, and the time has come to
correct Dationzl behaviour with regard tec car and plane trips. Business
travel is costly and stressful; it could be reduced if evervone agreed to use
the available techneloegy such as video conferencing (Document €C33/2). This is
in its infanecy but nationzl and intermational companies have installed video
cenference studios in their offices, there are public studies run by British
Teleccm, and studios around the world (Document €33).

The Gase for Miss L Bristow OBE

11.25.1 Miss L Bristow QBE, of 87 Blackheatn Park, is a retired civil
servant who worked as & principal in the Treasury and a senior principal in
the Ministry cf Transport, and represents the views of 50 residents of Cator
Estate, Blackheath. Tew private individuals have the time or the resolve tg¢
appear at Pubiic Inguiries, but that does notrt mean that they are not concerned
about their environment, and some have little faith in the impartiality of
Government decision makers. The Departoent of the Environment should give
evidence at public ingquiries which involve environmental issues and where in-
dividuals do not have the resources to contend with other Governpent
Departments and large companies.

11.25.2 LCY was built in the full knowledge that the conditions of the
planning permission might effect the viability of the airporr. LCA now want
to expand as they c¢laim that LCY is not viable, exactly as objectors at the
1983 Inquiry warned. Commercial gain is nct a sufficient reason te justify
LCY; if rhe airport cannct operate viably under the conditions imposed on the
planning permission, the airport should close. allowing the land to be put to
betrer use such as housing. Lirtle reliance can now be placed on LCA's
assurances or on the information that they have given. They claim that thev
do not wish to expand bevond their present proposals but that is what they
said previously and in 3 years time thev will inevitsbly want bigger aircrafr
and more flights,
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;..;5,3 The rroposed management svsrem would be very difficult to enforce
with vaFious tvpes of aircraft invelved and constant ménitoring required. It
would also be difficult for third parvies to ensure that anv conditions were
being complied with. 1f the expansion is permitted it is essenrial that
adeguate safeguarding conditions are imposed.

11 2:3.4 The proposed expansion would increase noise to an unacceptable
level. The airways are already congested and the expansion would increase the
risk of accidents in the densely populated areas of East and South East
Lenden, The expansion is nor needed as other airports provide better
services, and the Channel Tunnel will reduce the demand for air travel. The
expanded airport would only benefit a minority of travellers at the cest of
disturbing the peace of the vastly greater number who live in the surrounding
area.

11.25.3 A city centre is no place for an airport. Nothing will make it
acceprable and if piecemeal expansion is permitted new, further expansion will
inevitably be sought. There is growing public awareness c¢f the price exacted
in environmental damage caused by most forms of transport, and priority should
be given to those that are less polluting (Documents A7/112; Cl63.

The Gase for Mr S T Tates

11.26.1 Mr § T Yates, o¢f 27c Kechill Gardens, Haves, is National Accounts
Manager for British Telecommmunications Plc. and is Vice-Chair of People
Against the River Crossing. 1In 1983 LBN resolved to object to the then
proposed Stolport on the grounds that it would prevent the proper econozxic
development and creation of jobs in Newham's Docklands; it would lead to
unacceptable levels of nolse and loss of amenity in the local environment: it
would increast the separation of North Woolwich from the rest of the Borough:
once established it would be impossible to prevent its expansion; and it is
inappropriate on safery grounds for & built up area like Nevham. Those
grounds of objecrion were correct et the time and are equally relevant Today.
Objectors at the 1483 Inguiry were concerned that if the Stelport failed to
azttract sufficient custemers there would be fewer jobs and no catalytic
effecr, and that there would be strong pressure to expand the airport in an
attempt to improve its doubtful viability. That is exaatly what has occurred.

11.26.2 In his decision letter granting permission for the Stolperr in
1985, the Secretary of State accepted rthat noise was a major issue, that it
vwas essential that those living or working in the area should not be subject
Io unacceptable noise levels, and that stringent conditions had teo be imposed
to ensure thsf noise levels were kept as low as pessible. That decision was
based on the special characteristics of the Dash 7 which contributed to its
quietness and which had been emphasised by the applicants (Document B3
para.6.4). The aircraft that would now use LCY do not have these characteris-
ties, would mot comply with those conditions, and are moisier.

11.26.3 At the 1982 Inquiry it was stated by the Deparrment of Transport
that a FSZ 600m long, which was below the standard length, would be entirely
adequate for Stol aircrafr, and much was made of the proposed microwave
landing svstem. Objectcrs have not seen plans which fully show the P5is,
RE5As. starter strips and runwavs which would be required for the proposed
expansion. In the absence of such plans, objectors have examined the CAA's
reguiastions for Aerodrome Licences and caonsider rhat the standard PSZ cannot
be provided and that the expansion camnot be accommodared within the site. The
aircraft now proposed are very different, the microwsve landing system is me
lenger proposed, and this raises many safety issues. There is an added danger
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in that LCY is surrounded by water which attracts manv birds and that jet and
turbo-fan jet eéngines are much more vulnerzble to bird strike than piston eor
turbo-prop engines. In 1983 it was reported that ne turbo-prop aircrafr had
been invelved in a ecrash with loss of life due to bird strike over the
previcus 20 years but there had been 2 major accidents involving execurive jet
aircraft caused by birds in 1973 and 1975, and that one such crash had been
recorded annually worldwide over the previous 10 years,

11.26.4 The proposed expansion is not needed. London‘s air transport
planning is based on Heathrow., Gatwick, and now Stansted as the 3 major
airports, with Biggin Hill also being developed, and additional transport
links are plznned for Heathrow and Stansted. At the time of the previous
inguiry much was made of the savings in journey times to LCY in comparisen to
the other airperts bur at that time Stansted was not part of the equation and
the M2> was then only proposed. The GLC ccmmented that Stelport would not be
needed if Stansted were develeoped, and the TGWU were concerned that Stolport
would represent a needless and wasteful duplicarion of rescurces in view of
the enormeus investment being planned at other Londen airports. The expansion
of Stansted will negate the need for the expansion of LCY, and the opening of
the Channel Tunnel will offer advantages over flying. Telecommunications
continue to be improved and Video Conferencing is reducing business trips.
This is already cffered from the UK to 100 centres worldwide and many
businesses have their own systems. Mr Yates has experience of this as he is
actively invelved, through his assistants, in prometing such services,

11.26.5 At the last inquiry it was stated on behalf of the applicants that
thev would be either focls or knaves if they were to later ask for a bigger
and better airport, but that is exactly what they have dome. Contrary to the
applicants assertien, the Stelpert has encroached on the local community and
their way cof life, and the proposals represent a stupid and callous disregard
for the environment of the pecple of london (Documents A7,/1108; C40).

The Case for Mr J P A Gwizdala

11.27.1 Mr J P A Gwizdala, of 3 Riverview Heighrs, Egiington Hill, served
for 9 vears in Her Majestv's Armed Forces, reaching the rank of Captain, and
was subsequently emploved by the PLa., At present aircraft overfly Shooters
Hill and Greenwich at low level. The proposed expansion of LCY would increase
disturbande to residents and increase the likelihood of accidents. The
expansion would also prevent the construction of the ELRC cable-stayed bridge
which would provide an elegant welcome to the Port of London. The design now
preposed by DTp would Tesult in a bridge which would be regarded as an
amorphous mats and totally deveoid of eny character {(Document Cs43).

The Case for Ms J Atkinson DipAD MA(RCA)

11.28.1 Ms J Ackinson, of 91A Marmadon Road., Plumstead, is a committee
member of PARC, an illustratcrydesigner and a teacher in art and design.

At present Dash 7 aircraft overfly Plumstead, which is surprisingly peaceful.
The proposed expansion and the introduction of neoisier aircraft would create a
distinetive noise nuisance; the Bae 146 demwonstration flights were not
particularly quiet.

11.28.2 It is dangerous to site an airport close to the centre of a major
city and to residential areas, and there are grave risks of accidents or
verrcrist attacks. According to Time (ut magazine, air traffic jams, staff
shortages. poor malntenance and ageing aircraft have led to an alarming
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increase in near-collisions and narrowly avoided disasters: there wers
seventeen sccidents invelving aircraft in the skies above londen and 37 the 3
civil airports serving the capital in the last two years. although fortunately
nene invelved fatalities.

11.28.3 The expansicen would have a damaging effect on the regenmeration of
Docklands as the prowimity of jets would be rikely to pur off businesses
thinking of relecating there. LCY is a white elephant; it has not attracred
sufficient business travellers to be profitaple and it is unlikelw to be anv
mere successful if the proposed expansion is ipplemented. LCA emphasise that
the airport is uncrowded and that there are no queues, bur if the airport were
to artract more passengers it would soon become congegted.

11.28.4 The criginal ELRC bridge design has been replaced Sy a bex gircer
design in order to keep options open for the future use cf the airpert. Tne
new box girder design is dull and uninspiring whereas the original ELRC bridge
design was graceful and was strongly supperzed even by these who otherwise
objected te EiRC. The supericr original design sheuld mot be abandened
(Documents A7/20; C4b6).

WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS CBJECTIRG TO THE PROPOSALS

11.29.1 In all seome 175 written representations were received objecting te
the proposals (part Document A7)}, including 1 from a MEP, 3 frow local
authorities, some 40 from societies, 1 from a school, & from prospective
developers, 2 from businesses, and some 60 from private individuals. The
grounds of objection are generallv similar te those raised at the inguiry, and
the most freguently cized. in order of ranking, are thet the proposals would
increase nolse. would harm safery, would increase polluticn, weuld affect the
design ¢f the propesed ELRC Bridge and effect other buildings, would negate
the concept of & Stolport, would devalue property. would increase traffic
congestion, and that the proposals are not mneeded.

11.29.2 MPs and MEFs: Mr alf Lomas MEP objects on the grounds thet the
proposals are against the interests and wishes of residents (Document
A7/1317). Mr John Cartwright JP MP., while not objecting, is concerned that
local interests should be safegusrded (Document A7/13135).

11.2%.3 local Authorities: The London borough of Barking &nd Dagennhanm
Council object op the grounds of increased noise levels in existing and
proposed residential areas (Document A7/1105). The London Beorough cf Bexley
Council have no objection to application 1 but object tc application 2 in
respect of the proposed hours of operation and the introductrion oI the BAe
146; if the application is permirted, conditions are suggested in order to
minimise the effects of noise (Document A47/261). The London Borough of
Greenwich Council object on the grounds of increased noise levels particularly
over Thamesmead where part cf the area will be within the 35-40 NKI contours,
increased pollutien levels and odour nuisance over Greenwich, increased
overflying of Greenwich and Thamesmead, and the lack cf adequate control
mechanisms open to the Council whe should have been party to the Section 52
Agreement and the preceding negotiations (Documents A7/474; 1372).

11.29.4 Petritions: Petitions of objection include those from Irenme Hearh -
1G2 signatures ({Document A7,/462). L E Martin - 12 signatures (Pocument
A7/657), waterfield School - 15 signatures (Document A7,/1294), Residents of
Gerpans Place and Pallet Wav - 7 signatures (Document A7/1402), and V Pinkava
- 4 signhatures (Document A7 /1437).
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11.3%.5 Prospective Developers: The Unex Group are part of the Developers
Group and own the Harland and wolff site at Gallions Point where residential
develcpment is planned. Thev support the principle of expansion for business
flignts but not for holidayv charter use. In particular thev cbject to the
proposed increase in ATH4s and hours of operation at weekends because the
interests of future residents would be affected (Document A7/670). Bailey &
Garner, who act on behalf of East London Housing Association Ltd, ASRA Greater
London Housing Association Ltd, and Family Housing Association Ltd in
connection with residential development to the south of LCY, object con the
grounds of the reduction in the quality of the environment (Document A7/49B).
The East London Housing Association object because of the effect on the
environment of their future developments in E16 (Document A7/63). The Family
Housing Association object as their housing stock and their developments at
Roval Victoria Dock North and to the south of LCY and would be affected
(Document A7/673),

11.29.¢ Private Individuals: Of the private individuals, some 9 stated that
thev live under the flightpath, and some & had observed the test flights of
the BAe 146, In the aresz surrounding the airport to the north of the Thames,
some 16 live in E6, 1 in E13,.1 in El4, 1 in E15, and 16 in El6& closest to the
airpert. To the scuth of the river some 8 live in SE2. 8 im SE3, 2 in SE7, 28
in SE9, 3 in SE1Q, 2 in 5T13, 28 in SE18, and 2 in SEZ8,

11.29.7 In addition there are some 936 cbjections lodged in respect of the
concurrent Highwavs Inguiries on standard forms organised by the Friends of
the Earth (Document A7/1410). The grounds of objection include, inter alia,
that the bridge design is uglv and thar the ELRC Bridge would allow jets to
operate from Stelport, thus bringing further enviremmental problems not
envisaged atr the previous inquirwv.
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CONCLUSIONS
e ToToers LT pErenitesie refes 1o pareirapne LT, WNe TepLrt wniin are the sturce of facigel matiers.
The Site and Surrocunding Area

12.1 London City Airpeort (LCY), the applications site, is situsted =scme 6
miles to the east of the City of Londeon within the Roval Decks mear the north
bank ¢f the River Thames. The airport is some 38 ha in extent and includes a
runway pavemsnt with 2 everlyving runweys on a former wharf between the Roval
Albert and King George V Docks, a terminal building, and vehicle circulation
and parking areas ‘° 727

12.2 North woolwich and East Silvertewn, residential and industrial areas,
lie¢ to the south of the airport on the narrow strip of land between the
airpert/King George V Dock and the River Thames. The residential areas,
include mediun ané high rise flats and terraced houses, Storey Street and Drew

Road Primary Schoeols, local shops. and communitv facilities -8 West
Silvertown to the =outh of the Roval Victoria Dock is flanked by industrial

development and includes high rise £lats and streets of terraced houses on
either side of North Woolwich Read. with local shops and compunity facilities

(3.7

12.3 To the west of the airport a number of tall mill buildings, one of
which is cccupied, adjicin the southern side of Roval Victoria Dock and the
Pentoon Deck to its south. Excepr for these, some new road infrastrucrure to
the south, and some warehouse buildings on the nerth side of the dock, the
area arcund the dock has largely been cleared. Canning Town to the north of
the Roval Victorie Dock is mainly residential with scme pixed commercizl
develepment. The norih side of the Roval Albert Dock is flanked by former
warehouses in pocr condition. some of which are in use, The msinly residen-
tial sreas of Custom Heuse and 3eckion Jie to the nerth, the latter including
larze areas of mcderr housing. and industrial development to the east %%,
Te the east of the airport bevond wWoelwich Manor way, the area surrounding
Roval Albert Dock Basin has been largely cleared, as has the area to the north
€ast. A clubhouse for waTer based recreation adjoins the east end of King
Geerge V Dock "* %', There are & large number of sites in the wider arvea
surreunding the airpert where develecpment is envisaged {Document BYG7) 2 [

an
dds

12.4 The zirport is approximately 1 mile south of the AL3 Trunk Roead which
is & principal route to the Citv of Lendon to the west and to the 4406 North
Circuiar Road., the ¥235 and M1l to the esst. The route of the proposed East
London River Crossing Bridge lies approximately %, mile to the east. The
airport is served bv rail (Silvertown and City Airport Station to the south
west). by Riverbus with & connecting dedicated bus service between the
Riverbus jetty and the airport, and directly by bus routes '>*). There is
very considerable roadbuilding in the wider area surrounding the airport. and
the Docklands Light Rzilway extension to Beckton is under censtruction to the
norzh of the Roval Albert Dock 7787,

12.5 Greenwich and Weelwich adjoin the south bank ef the River Thames, with
extensive residential srezs td the scuth on higher ground. Thamesmead. ¢n the
south bank of the River Thames. lies directly east of the airport runwav: its
cerntre is some 2 miles from the sirport boundary, and the Thamesmead bank of
the Thames directlv to the sast of the sirpert is undeveloped and is just
under 1 mile distant 7 o--
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Background

12.6 The Reval Docks were cleosed for general cargo handling at the end of
1981. An cutline planning application for the development of an aerodrome on
the application site for use by short take off and landing type aircrafr to be
known as "STOLport” was called in for decisien by the Secretary of State, and
fellowing a public locel in 1983 the Secretary of State granted outline
planning permission for the aerodrome in 1985 subject to a number of
conditions. The conditions include in summary:

{* indicates the cenditions proposed to be modifjed in Application No.2):

* (4} lipiting the runway length to no more than 762m:

* (5) a requirement for the provision of displaced runway thresholds:

(6) 1limiting the use of the STOLport to fixed-wing aireraft except in
emergency;

(7)Y prehibiting elub or recreational flving:

(8) oprohibiting the use of the site and buildings for any use other than
required in connecricn with the provision of air services;

(9) reguiring the provision and maintenance of a perimeter fence and
noise barriers;

(10} limiting the hcurs of the ground running of aeroplane engines for
testing and mainténance purposes to between 0630 and 2200 hours
Mondav to Saturday, and between (900 and 2200 hours on Sundays, Bank
Holidavs and Public Helidays, and requiring agreement to be obtained
for the lecations of ground running of zeroplane engines and the
provision of noise protection measures;

*+ (11} prohibiting aeroplanes taking off and landing except between 0630 and
2200 hours Monday to Sarurday, and between 0900 and 2200 hours on
Sundavs, Bank Holidaws and Public Holidavs;

* (12) limiting the tvpes of sercplanes using the Stolport to those that
comply with prescribed ncise levels;

* (13) limiting the number of Air Traffic Movements (ATMs) to 120 per dav
Meondavs to Fridasvs, 40 per day on Ssturdavs, Sunda¥ys, Bank Helidavs
and Public Holidavs. and a total of 30,160 per vear, with each ATY of
certain tvpes of zirerafr counting as 3.63 movements; and

(14) limiting pile driving curing comstruction teo between 0800 and
190C hours Monday to Saturday **%,

12.7 Public Local Inquirjes were held between 10 Seprember 1985 and

23 December 1286 into proposals bv the Secretary of State for Transport, and
applications to the Secrerarv of State for the Enviromment in respect of 3
c¢ertificates, to make a number of Crders concerning the East Loendon River
Crossing (ELRC). The Orders included a proposal for a c¢able stayed bridge. In
the closing days of the Inquiries. Eurocity Express and the Air Transport
Users Commitree submitted cbjecticons concerning the heighr of the proposed
bridge and the effect this would have on the furure develepment of LCY: the
Inspector forwarded these to the Secretaries of State without comment,
Letters outlining the consequences to LCY of a high bridge were submitted to
the Minister of State at the Department of Transport by British Aerospace in
December 1986 and by John Mowlem and Company PLC in Septembexr 1287 (430,

12,8 In their decision letter of 28 July 1988 the Secretaries of State
stated That thev were mindful that the propesed bridge would permanently
inhibit the future development of the airpert. and concluded that the design
of the bridge should be reviewed. They confirmed the Orders but deferred a
decision on those parts of the Draft Orders which relared to the design of the
bridge and its approaches. The Secretary of State for Transport commissioned
g studv intec whether there was an altermative bridge design which would be
practicable. acceptable, within the broad order of costs of the Department‘s
proposed bridge, would satisfy the objectives of the scheme, and keep open
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cpticng for the Zuture use 5f the zirport. The box girder bridpe now propesed
bv the Deperiment of Transport at the cencurrent inguirias foilows from that
stucy T

12.9  LCY was constructed berween April 1986 and October 1987, and opened on
26 Ocrober 1987, with aircraft urilising a 7%° glidepath. London City Airway
Litized (formerly Eurocity Express and now part of British Midland Airwavs)
and Brymon Airwzvs began operations with 2 aircraft each to Paris and
Brussels. The Paris route was suspéended in December 1987 by the CAA on the
grounds of alleged lack cof safetrv to the aireraft when flving in uncontrolled
airspace. Following an inquiry, arrangements were made for access to
controlled airspace and the full services uvere re-opened in February 1988, In
the second vear of operations Dash 7 services were extended to Paris, Brussels
&nc Amstercam, with flights to the Channel Islands. In the third vear Flexair
introduced & Dernier 228 service to Rotterdam, and Air Franmece, operating in
partnership with Brvmen's Parie operation, introduced Dash 7 services to
lille, Strasbourg and Nantes. By March 1950 annuzl ATMs had reached some

angOO, and weekly throughput had reached a level of some 6,300 passengers

The Proposals

12,10 1In application Ko 1 (Plan A) it is propesed to increase the runway
length from 10230p to 1199m and construct starter strips of 186m at the eastern
end and 75m at the western end. The starter strips are required teo enazble
aireraft to clear structures to the west and proposed stTuctures to the east.
Nevaids would be relocated and runwsyv approach lighting would be instelled.
The implemencation of these proposals would require the wvarlation of existing
Condition &4 and the deletion of existing Condition 3 ‘**27. These proposals
would enable LCY To be used by ajrcraft other than the present Dash 7 and
Dernier 228, Candidate zircraft include the 4 engined British Aerospace l4d
turbefan, and twin engined turboprop aircraft such as the Boeing Canada Dash
8. the Fokker 50. and the Aviorns de Transport Regiomal ATR4Z. In order to
zllow tihe new airceraft to operate into LCY, the glidepath would have to be
decreazsed from the present 77" to 3= (5

12.11 In Application Ne 2 {(Plan B} in addition to the variation of existing
Conditions & and 5 (see above), iT is proposed to vary existing Conditiens 11,
12 and 12 in order to increase the permitted amount of ATMs and hours of
operation. Propesed Conditicn 11 would have the following effect on hours of
operation:
(1) allow aircraft to take off and land commencing at 063C hours Mondays
to Saturdavs and 0900 hours on Sundays as at present.
(2) on any day'allow aircraft to land up to 1 hour larer (2300 hours)
than ar present (2200 hours);
(3} on any dav allow aircraft that were scheduled or planmed to take-off
before 2200 hours bur have suffered unsvoidable operatiovnal delays,
to take-off up to 1 hour later (2300 hours) than at present (2200
hours); anad
(4) Bank Helidavs and Public Holidays would be trested as a weekday and
net be subject To the existing limitaticn which prevents aireraftc
taking off or landing before 0900 hours 5-2/%3),

12.12 The noise control svsten ficw propesed in Condition 12, in summary. is
based on the categorisation of aircraft according to their nolse level on
trake-off measured &t &4 points and averzged over the vear. The categeories
provide a Keise Factor for aircrafz. The zir transport movement of each
aircraft multiplied by the arpropriste Noise Facter determines the number of
factored ATMs used in Condition 13 to limit the yearly and weekly number of
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ATds.  The NNI contours resulrting from the operation of LCY in accordance with
the prorosed noise conirol =vsrem are predicted not to exceed those indicated
in Document C9/28. The ¥XI contours resulting from the operation of LCY in
accerdance with the present permiscion and noise control svetem are predicred
not To exceed those indicated in Document C9/27 (3-=i7-42)

12.13 Proposed Condition 12 would have the following effect on the number of
air rransport movements:

{1} 1increase the dailv limir frem Monday to Friday from 120 te 130 ATMs:

(2) increase the limit on Saturdavs and Sundays from 40 to BO ATMs per
day with a meximur of 140 ATMs on any consecutive Saturday and Sunday
instead of the present 80 ATMs,

(3) Bank and Public Helidays would de treated as a weekday, i.e. the
dailv limit would increase frem 40 to 130 ATMs;

(4) increase the vearlwv limit from 30,1860 to 36,500 ATMs. In respect of
the yearly limit the factors set out in condition 12 would apply rto
determine the total number of movements, and neither the number of
ATMs nor the number of factored ATMs would exceed 36,500 per year.
In additieon it is propesed that the total number of factered ATMs in
any one week would not exceed the permitted number cf ATMs bv more

3

than 15% 5%,

Policies and Plans

12.14 Airports Poliev. the 1985 White Paper Cmnd 9542, refers to the wvitzl
importance of civil aviatizn to the nationel econemv, te the beneficial
consequences of airpert development, and to Government ccmmitment to
mitigating the effects of aircraft neise. Policy objectives include, inter
alia, to foster a strong and competitive Brirish airline industry; to minimise
the ippact of airports on the envircnment generally, and to ensure that land
use planning and conservation policies take fullwy into account both the
develcopment needs arising from airports and the environmental consequences; to
make the best use of existing facilities and provide new capacity only when
economically justified: ané te encourage enterprise and efficiency in the
operation ¢f major airperts by providing for the introduccion of private
capital. LCY is referred to as a Stolport designed for short take off and
landing aeroplanes conveniently lccated to serve business passengers
travelling to and from the City and Central London which is expected to
provide scheduled services to a number of domestic and European destinaticns,
with passenger throughput projected to build up to about one millien
passengers per vear within 6 years. Reference is also made to LCY's important
and welcome contribution to capacity by providing the City with fast
commercial air commecticns to other business cencres (81720

12.15 National policies seek To regenerate inmer city areas such as London
Docklands. LCY is within the area of the London Docklands Development
Corporation (LDDC). In accordance with Section 136 of the Local Government
Planning and Land Act 1980, the object of an urban development corporation is
Tto secure the regeneration of its area. This is tc be achieved by bringing
land and buildings intc use, encouraging the development of existing and new
industry and commerce, cresting an attractive environment and ensuring that
housing and social facilizies are available to encourage people to live and
work in the area ‘%7,

12.16 Regional Guidance Zor the South East, PPG 9, includes objectives aimed
4T improving the attractions of London for people and firms and improving some
of the transpor: iinke in London and the rest of the region. fostering
economic grewth, and revitalising the less prosperous eastern part of the
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region and the older urka

T eas through investment zimed at facilirating and
encouraging the involvemen:t of ¢ T

he privaie sector oo

12 17 Tre Strategic FPlanning Guidance for Londen of July 1989 includes. inter
slia. objectives relating to economic growth and the impertance of London’s
continuing prosperiTy,; The older urban 4Teas. transpcrt sysiems; residential
districts and housing; the enviromment: and Metropelitan Cpen Land (8.3)
Reference is made to the importance of maintaining and strengthening London's
international competitiveness, to the substantial growth envisaged in the
business sector particularly in and around the City of Londom and Decklands,
to increasing interest in businere ané housirg developments in East london. It
notes that development pressures nave for many vears been stronger in West
than East Lendon but policies aimed at improving the attractiveness of East
london can help redress the imbzlznce '®f . London City Airpert is referred
to as making an increasing contribution to air services from London,
particularly for business travellers and mention is made of improvements to
access for beth LCY and Heathrow 877,

12.18 The statutorv development plan fcr the aree in which LCY is located is
the Greater London Development Plan approved in 1576 (GLDP) and the Initia
Development Plan for Greater London (IDP). In the Initizl Development Plan
East Ham Town Map 196€ and West Hem Tewn Map 1968 the site is within an area
allecated primarily for Port c¢f London Authoriry use and for waler Transport
(2.7. The Secvetarv of State co=sidered the IDP was of little relevance when
he granted permission for LCY in 1985 7%, The site has not been used for
“arer TransporT purposes for at least a decade %’ and irn my view the 1DP
now has ne relevance to the present proposals.

12.19 The genersl strategv of the GLDP is to maintain london’s positian as
the capital of the nation, the centre for international trade and one of the
world's great cities, to foster the commercial and industrial presperity of
Loncdon. and to create a phvsical environment and a social and economic
framework which will conserve and improve standards of life in London. The
requirements of the individual Londoner are set out and include a home set in
an acceptable environmernt, a cheice of jobs, and the ppportunity to partici-
pate in crecTing an environment which will attain the requirements of
civilized living, incluéing satisfactory standards of daviighring. safety,
quietness. privacy and neighbourliness ‘® 2. The plan includes policies
aimed at preoviding favourable conditions for prospercus employment. Beckron/
Canning Town within Newham are listed in Table 3 as preferred locations for
industry. Reference is made to studies of the docklands with a view to
redevelopment and the intention to plan nev developments for new 1life and new
work in the obsolescent docklands areas %07,

12.20 Paragraph 12.5 of the GLDF deals with aircraft neise and states that
ideslly new residential development should nor take place in areas where the
residents weuld be exposed to significant levels of aireraft neise in their
homes cr their gardens and that regard will be had to the guidance published
bv the Departpment of the Environment on planning and noise and in particular
to Circular 10773 ‘®:32) Reference is made to the development of short take
off and landing air services provided that the environmental effects are taken
fully inte account (8-,

12.21 The Feople’s Plan. the statutery local plan for the London Borough of
Greenwich, adcpted in April 1989, includes Thamesmead. Thamesmead land near
the east bank of the River Thames to the east of LCY is propesed for housing,
Merropolitan Open Land (Tripcock Fark), and cemmunity open space (Riverside
Promenade) (5537,
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12.22 The Llondon Borcugh of Newham Council (LEX) is the plan making authority
for the area of the asppezl site. LBN published the deposit version of the
South Dockiands Lecal Plan in September 1985 (Document B36). The plan was not
proceeded with further and =s in abevence pending the preparation of the
Unitary Development Plan for Newham. The applications site is shown zs a2
Stolport on the Propesals Map 5 -¢

12,23 1DDC is the develepment control authority for London Docklands. LDDC
published 2 non statutory plams for the Royazl Docks Area. The Drafr
Development rramework for the Revals Docks Area was published in 1985. The
Plan refers to the preoposed Stolport as providing a renewed intermatrional rcle
fer the Rovals, to the Public Szfetyv Zones and to the 40 NKI boundary which is
stated as marking the threshold within which housing is not encourageg ‘B-:%),

12.24 The Roval Vietoria Dock (Scuth) and Thames Barrier Lands Interim Master
Flan and Development Framework Public Consultation Document was published in
July 19BY9. The Plen states that the Rovals can plav a major part in the
economic groewth of the East Thames Corridor which will alse benefit from
Europesn Links (Chennel Tunnel, London City Airport) and that they hzve the
potential to become a Dajor urban development with a new identity &s 'the
Water City of the 2lst century’'. The Plan refers to development that has been
czrried our including some 4,000 homes, community facilities, district
shopping and retall warehousing at Beckton since 1981, and to the established
London City Airport. roposals for the ares referred to include airpors
related business use and housing to the south of King George V Dock; a major
regional shoprping centre, business park, marina and leisure faciliries and
housing en the north side of King George V Dock, the Londondeme, a3 major
regional facility to provide & 73,000 sear multi-use arena and up te 20,000 sq
metres of exhibirion space together with s mixed development of housing,
retail, leisure and hotels on the merth side of the Roval Albert Dock; and
adjeining the Mastery Plan Area to the west, the Thames Wharf and Limmo sites
which 2ie within the Isle of Deogs Enterprise Zone and where proposals are
being reviewved for development schemes inciuding heusing., offices, business
use and industrv. The Interim Master Plan indicates a wide pix of uses to the

TEN

south of Roval Vietcria Dock %-%7,

Economic Benefits of the Proposals

12.25 At present LCY provides some 473 jobs: some 56% of employees live
within a 5 mile radius of the airport. The applicants envisage that the
expanded zirport, with a throughput of seme 1.5M passengers per year, may lead
to the creation of an additional 225 jobs. about 25 more than would be the
case 1f the airport were fully expanded under the existing permission. There
would be additional Taxi emplovment and additional use of public transport and
the River Bus ‘-2"), I consider that the provisicn of this employment, while
not an cveriding faecrer, is mevertheless an important consideration in an area
of relatively high unemployment ‘*3-%:17,

12.26 The Londen Planning Advisery Committee. the Docklands Consultative
Commitree ‘==*-“:1-8.3% and grhers have argued that there is nc hard

evidence to suggest that an expanded airport would aid the regeneration of the
Roval Docks ares or have an important catalytic effect in attracting new
development and emplovment, and That no businesses have been attracted to the
area because of the airport. In my view that is not surprising as LCY has
been in operstion for a relstivelv short period, and the number of ATMs has
pnly reached less than half the permitted level. Airports Policy refers to
the beneficizl consequences of airport developmenr ‘®17 and airports
worldwide hsve acred as foecuses for growth ‘%= %) 1DDC 5297 porential
developers (;:‘5.‘.;';C‘5.l:lc‘ll.a). MPs and MEPs {lg.zi. 23 and maTY
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buginesses and individusls o =%+ have emchzsised the positive
effects that the sirpors weuld hzve on the vegeneration of the Rovai Dochks.
! consider that in the longer teérm there is every resson Lo suppese that &
successful airpert weuld plav zn important role ip atTtracting business and
emrlovment to the Revzl Docks and revitalising the less prosperous eastern
part of the regilon.

. e

N L)
22

12.27 CY mainly serves the business traveller and sccess to the
airpert is being improved 7778 The airport provides guick check in
facilities and does net suffer from the congestion experienced &t other
airperts 2742 although I accept that these advantages could be eroded to
Some e€XTENt if the airport is successful and sttracts more passengers
(32.20.2:20.28.2Y 3 alsp accept thar the extencion of services at Stansted
Airport and access improvements to that airport and Heathrow would reduce the
accessibility advantzges of LCY, and links to the continent will be greatly
improved with the completion of the Channel Tunpel f33-:.8:23.19.3:21.28.2

It has also been argued that improvements to telecommunications could reduce
the need for business travel (31272222892 DNeepite all these factors and
the relatively small size of LCY in relsrtion to the the principal Londen

airports (128331 1CY is seen as an zdvantage by commerce and industry and
the proposals are supported by the Bank of England 10%° the CBI =% B and
many organisations and busimesses ‘T3 In additien te its locel

regenerstive effect, I concsider that LIY is of importance to the business
community of East Lendon and the Lity and would assist to some degree in
maintaining and strengthening lLondon’s internationsl competitiveness and thus
the economv of the countyy as & wnole.

12.28 The applicants contend that 1LY is at present running at & less, would
continue To Go so0 under the present operating conditioms, and would be iikely
to close unless the proposed expansion is permitzed -7 Alchough I

neve not secen the financizl asppraisals on which that ceontention is based, 1
have no reason to doubt that large losses are being incurred, some {2.1M
between 1287 and 198¢ according tec reports and acceunts of the company
20.2.20 and specizl provision ef {33Y wes made against the airport
investment and anticibpated further loss in January 1990 3. The Docklancs
Consultative Commitrtee argue both that LCY could be profitable under the
TLESEnRT <CnsTTaints &nd tkﬂ- ever. if the airpert were to expand deubts adbout
its viability would remain - %2770 but they hzve conceded thar LCY would
net produce &n oacc entque retirn on even the written down value of its fixed
zssets O CFh P*ocuct;on cf the Dash 7 hae ceased, it has disadvantages ana
is expensive to operate - *°°, and azlthough it could continue in service for
£ considerable time i:L5:5ﬂ the evicence c¢f the airlines suggests that
expansion of LCY under the present operating regime is uniikely and that its
long term future is bleak *%7-7:2%-%% _ Ipn my view the profitability of

an individual company is not a land use planning marter but I consider that
unless some expansion is permitted the airport is likely to close and the
penefits That it coulid preovide to Dockiands and the wider economy would be
lost.

:n f

Visual Considerations

12.29 LCY is sirtuated in the flat area of Docklands and is not visible from &
wide area "°*%'. LDDC eonsider that the physiczl works proposed would net
have 2 significant impact on the wider area ‘*-*f). In my view the phvsical
changes proposed - the increase in tunway pavement from 1,030m to 1,1%% and
the conscruction of cutarter strips. would appezer as relatively minor additions
that would hardly be noticeable inm the context of sirpert. and the relocatien
of nsvigational aids and the installation ef runway lighting would be egually
inoffensive
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Traffic

12.30 Traffic figures have been broadly agreed with LDDC and LBXN and
incorporate changes to the infrasrructure, improvements to the reoads and
Pp@}}c transport services, and the effect of known development in the area
7. The figures for the existing and future generated 2 way vehicle
movements gre;

per day peak heur
at present 1200 200
full operarion of present
consent (vear 2001) 5650 500-440
full operation of proposals
(vear 2001) 8160 600-650

12.31 The local road network in the Roval Docks area is being upgraded and
the work will be complete within the next 2 - 3 years. Road traffic froem the
airport would be less than 9% e¢f the total flows on the roads closest to the
airport, the additional traffic generated by the proposals would increase
trefiic by some 4% on Connaught Reoad which provides access te the airport, and
far less on cother roads " "*'. The effect of the LCY propesals on the

highway network south of the Thames would be so small as te be virtually
unmeasurable "7®). I consider that the increase in road traffic generaced

bv the proposals would be relatively small and well within the ¢apacity of the
road network. and agree with the LDDC, whose transport planners have assessed
the traffic and transport implications of the proposals, that the generated
traffic would not have an undue impact on the area (5:187,

12.22 There is sufficient space within the airport to cope with the
additional wvehicle circulztion. Present car parking provision of 460 spaces
is mere than cdouble the demand. The zpplicants’ expert wWitness stated that
there could be a reguirement for 530 spaces if the present permission were
fully implemented. and up ta 720 spaces in the case of the expansion
praposals. additionsl parking is not propesed but could be accommodated to
the east of the airport on land under the applicants control, or by other
mezns 777.  Altheugh there was no evidence to suggest that a lack of
sufficient parking provisien would lead to preoblems, the airport i1s adjoined
bv residential are¢ss and I consider that problems would arise if travellers or
sirport staff parked their cars on residential roads nearby. This potential
froblem is capable of resclution and 1 address the matter in paragraph 12,66

below.
*

Safety

12.23 There is widespread and understandable concern about safety in view of
the location of the airport in a built up populated area, and the CAA
statistics that indicate that scme 60% of accidents to jet alreraft worldwide
occurred on take-off, inirial climb and approach/landing with consequently
greater risks in areas close to the runway and in particular in the fumnel
zones at each end %33 In addition there are relatively large number cf
waterfowl including larger birds such as geese in the vicinity of the airpert
and on the aircraft flighrpaths, there is no bird scaring cr control beyond
the airpor:t boundary (3 %4:1.17.3  and the lower glideslope would increase
the probability of birdstrike ‘*1'*-*’.  Although turbofan engines as fitrred
To the BAe 1u6 are not as susceptible to bird strike damage as pure jet
engines (%' they are more susceptible to such damage than engines which
drive propellors,
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12.
ope

The (A4 are the : Lutor

tisns: LCY would be guired. 25 at present. to cowply with their
licensing reguirements Rk Major emercises have been held in the
pest invelving all the emergency services, and the Londen Fire znd Jivil
Defence aduthority confirm thst thev are satisfied that if the proposed
expansion is permitted. sdeguate services would be provided to deal with
accidente occuring within or outside the airport -7, The CAs were fully
consulted during the preparation of the propesals 7-3%': thev have confirmed
that the propesals are likely to meet their licensing requirements. that the
size of the Public Safsty Zones {P5Z2s) (where development that would attract
great cencentrations of people would be precluded 7-%%)) was carefully
considered and would nct require extension, and that the necessary Runway End
Safezv Areas (RESAS) would be acccocumodated (7.543  Airport operations weuld
continue o be within cenrrolled sirspace and the airport weuld continue to
use the Instrument Landing Svstem (ILS) which is the worldwide system for
achieving landings in poor visibiliry. At the earlier inquiry it was stavTed
that the highly accurste MLS svstem would be used but the CAA confirm that it
is unlikely to come into generzl use befere 1998. The incidence of peor
visibility due to fog postulated at the previeus inquiry has been less than
expected (789

HoLe
I~

4 m

o

!

12.35 There has been z decrease in the number of birds using the bird
flightpaths cver the asirport, bird strikes in the 3 years of operation have
been below the average for airperts in the UK and less than envisaged at the
original LCY inquiry, and there has been no damage to aircraft or risk to the
gafery of flights. Heathrow Airport has large bird popularions in irts
vicinizy and these have not resulted in any accident fatalities. LCY has
fgllowed Car guidance published in CAP 384 and the CAA confirm that bix
conrreol was satisfactory at the latest inspection by the Aviation Bird Unirt,
and would be increased if necessary %80,

12,36 The incresse in ATHMs would increase the risk of accidents. Based on
worldwide statistics, the CAA suggest & small incresse in the risk of third
parey fetalities: within 60-3,000r of the runwav ends due to landing or take-
off accidents, from about 1 in 83 vears for the permitred annual ATMs to sbout
1 in 70 vears fer the propossls, Outside the approach and take ofl funnels
the risks would be much less 772, I heard no convincing evidence teo
suggest that twin engined aireraft would be less safe than four engined
aircraft. When LCY was permitted it was known that the area surrounding the
airport would be extensivelv developed ‘® ' and in my view the increased risk
of accidents due to the increase in ATMs, the type and number of aircrait
engines, and the lower glide slope would mot be so great as To warrant
refusal. The Assesscr concurs with this conclusion.

Physical Effect on Existing and Froposed Development znd Uses

12.37 Planning Authorities have a starutory dury to consulc the CAA in
respect of applications for develcopment within PSZs, and in respect of
development as described in the LONDON/City Safeguarding Map i.e for builldings
and structures which would exceed the heighr limits shown en the Map, for
deveiopment likely to attract birds. and for development connected with
aviation use. The LONDONX/City Safeguarding Map was drawn up with the
possibility of expansion ip mind snd would nor have to be altered to take
account of the expansion proposals 7-%7). The CAA have confirmed that there
would be no additional controls on development likely to attract birds " -=%°
hanges to safeguarding would be local to the take off cones only; in the
cones a 1:25 Obstacle Free Surface (or Operaticnal Surface) would be reguired
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in order to allow fully laden aircrafr to achieve obstacle clearance in the
. . . - Y . . , B

gvent of an engine failure - § The likely composite licensing and

operational szfeguarding surfzces are indicated on Document C9/9,

12.28 Plznnirng appliczrions Ior development within the PSZs are considered by
the €43 on an individual bzsis and a recommendation is made to the local
planning authority. All development is discouraged in the inner zones (the
first 200m nearest the runway at LCY). Leong term carparks., outdoor recreation
or water sports, including car parks and changing rooms Tc support such
leisure activities, mav be considered acceptable in the outer zomes provided
that there are no great concentrations of people V-5’ The existing PSZs,
which encompass land beyond the airport boundary, would not be extended

7-83) and 1 have no reason to suppose that the proposals would result in any
additional curtailment of development or a¢tivity, ineluding the present
recreational use of the docks, within the zones.

12,329 Five existing mill buildings to the west of LCY would penetrate the
Obstacle Free Surface and the proposals could not be implemented without a
reduction in their height. The CWS Sile, the Dalgety-Spillers Grain Hopper,
and the Premier Mill building between the CWS and Millenjum Mills would have
to be reduced in height or demolished. These buildings are not in use and are
not proposed for retenmtion in the Interim Master Pian and Development
Framework for the Roval Victoria Dock (South). The CWS Mill is wvacant but is
proposed for retention in the Interim Master Plan. Its roof levels would have
to be slightly altered bur the necessary minor alterations would not effecrt
its refurbishment and reuse. The Millenium Mill, which is used for storage
and the transfer of food goods., would have to be slightly reduced in heighrt,
but that would not affect its use, The buildings are not listed and are not
in a conservation area, the LDDC have agreed to the demolition or alrerations
(7.28.8.2%: 2nd 1 consider that their demolition or alteraricn would not be
objectionable.

12.40 The main tower of Canery Wharf is at present under construction 50me
4.%km to the west of LCY. The plaznned height of the tower has been reduced ro
ensure That it would not inhibirt the expansion of LCY. The building will
penetrate the 1:20 surface but following detailed discussion, the CAA have
confirmed that there would be no conflict with the the proposed expansion of
the airport. Xo other existing buildings would be affected -9,

12.41 There are numerous proposals for the development of sites around LCY,
some of which have planning permission (Document B107) '7-80:87°313  The

Roval Albert Dock Development Company, former prospective developers of a
shopping centre proposed onm Site 12 to the east of the airport, were concermed
that the height of their develcopment could have been affected. They now
consider that the propesed starter $trip would be acceptable and fully support
the proposals ‘*:*-*7  There have been nc objections from the LDDC or from
prospective developers on the grounds that their development may be affecred
by possible height yestrictions (%-18:°0.21.8) " and in my view the height of
future developments on the sites surrounding the airport are unlikely to be
unduly hindered by the proposed cemposite safeguarding surfaces.

12.42 At present no ships are allowed in the Albert or King Gecrge V Dock
during LCY operational hours. If a ship has to be transitted from the Thames
through the lock entrance of the King George V Dock to the Victoria Dock that
would be done at night outside cperational hours zs at present -3V, I
consider that the proposals would not significantly affect the movement of
shipping.
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12.43 The preposed exnpansion of the airport could be affected by some of the
designs for the preoposed ELRC Bridge. AT present aircralt taking off to the
¢ast from runwav 10 climb strzight shead. As the ELRC Bridge now proposed by
tne Department of Transport and perhaps other propeoses development to the east
of the eirport would become accountable obstacles and may restrict trhe
allowabie take-off weight of aircrafr, in the future sircrafr would carry out
a 2.5° turn to the Tight immediately after take-off, sufficient to move the
obstacle accountable area awav from the bridge {779, Subject to that
manoeuvre, the design of the box girder bridge now proposed in the Draft 4406
Londen Nerth Circular Trunk Road (East Londen River Crossing) (Al2 to A2) Ne.2
Bricge Order 19.. dees not conflict with any of the criteria relevant to the
licensing or the commercial operation of the airport. The alternative bridge
design suggested by Stanhope Properties PLC - the Calatrava Bridge - would be
ne higher than the proposed box girder bridge and would similarly not affect
LCY operaciens (7-%27,

12 .44 The applicants contend that the Calatrava Bridge would be more likely
1o degrade the quality of the IL5 beam than the propesed box girder bridge and
if that occurred the decision heights for appreaching aircrafr would be raised
from about 380 ft to 430 £r, and the airport would be unavailable for use on
T increased number of occasions when the cloud base was below the decision
height V%', However, the effect of various bridge designs on navigation
2ids is uncertain, and other relatively large buildings way be constructed To
the east of the airport which mav have z similar effect on navaides -5 In
zv view even if the guality of the ILS beam were degraded, the effect on LIY's
operations would not be so grest as to wsrrant unduly Iinfluencing the choice
of a particular design for the LLRC bridge.

12.45 If the oviginal cable-staved bridge design included in the Drafr A%06
London North Cirteculay Trunk Roaé¢ (East Londen River Cressing) ete. Order were
implemented. the height of the suspension towers would prevent aircrafr
eperating out of LCY on & 5%° degree glideslope and would thus prevent the
proposed expansien of LCY: LCA have fermslly cbjected to that design st the
concurrent ELRC inquiries (-32°.  The cable-staved bridge design was wideliy
rTegarded as being of considerzble merit and wa:s commended by the Inspector
following the 1985-6 ingquiries *%', and there have been many objections on
the grounde that the future expansion of LCY has resulred in the proposal for
an aesthetically inferior box girder bridge (33-7-%:3.13.500.28.11 © ap yhe
concurrent Highwavs Inguiries, at which I acred as Assessor, there were more
than 6,000 objecrions tc the design of the proposed box girder bridge, and the
Calatravs Bridge design was preferred., In my view although visually inferior
to the catle-stayved bridge design, the proposed box girder bridge would be &
distincrive and impressive structure within the inherent limitaticns imposed
by the type of construction. 1 consider that the designs of both the box
girder bridge and the Calatrava Bridge indicate that bridges of high visusal
quality could be constructed without inhibiting the future expansion of the
airport.

Air and WHater Pollution

12.46 The subject of pollutien was examined at rthe 1983 inquiry but objectors
such as the Greater Londom Council and the Lenden Borough of Newham Council
accepted that poliutien would net be a problem., and the subject was not
meritioned in the conclusions of the Inspeckor or in Secretary of State's
derision lerter. Polluticn has been given greater attention in recent years
and Gevernment Policv is direcved towards its greater ¢ontrol (*.eny
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12.47 There would be an increase in pollution both as a result of operations
by different types of aircraft and the propcsed 21% increase in ATYs. Basea
cn a mix of aircraft tvpes. the annual quantity of the mass emissions from
aircraft of the principal pcllutants, carbon monoxide and oxides of nitrogen,
would inerease substantizlly from 52.18 to 126.3 tonnes and 14.13 to 46.33
tonnes respectively. Annual emissions of unburnt hydrecarbens would not
increase significantly, from 19 to 20.66 tonnes (7-52:31.6.5:11.5.2:11.20.67

There would also be an increase in benzeme emissions (315 #:11.10.85

12.48 LCY is situated in & pcpulated ares and ocbjectors expressed grave
fgnfi?ﬁ ﬂ?sgszzhﬁ harmful effects of the additicnal pollution en health

ST T AR ReRsf=ees o Although any pellution is undesirable, the expert

evidence suggests that concentrations of unburnt hydrocarbons would be likely
to be reduced, and the enissicns of c¢srbon monoxide and oxides of nitregen
would be rapidly dispersed by the aircraft engines. The concentrations of
carbon monoxide in the air bevond the apron area would be unlikely to be
significantly greater than at present, and the emissions of oxides of nitrogen
predopinantly occur as an aircraft takes off and are rapidly dispersed along
the runway and the climb path. Levels of some 1.4 ppm of carbon monoxide are
predicted ar the edge of the apron and airport buildings compared with long
term ecccupational expecsure srandards published by the Health and Safety
Executive of 5C ppm. Incidents of odour weuld be unlikely to increase and
changes in air quality from emissions ¢f additional Yoad traffic would
probably not be measurable on the Toad network outside the airport 7 52,
leaded and unleaded petrol contains abour 2-3% benzene, and people are exposed
to it whenever thev fill their cars or stand in a petrol station forecourt,
Aviation fuel contains some (0.02% benzene and concerntrations from airerafe
operations would be very low, prebably of the order of less than 1O0ppm.  The
aircrafr that would operate from LCY do not have the facility tc dump fuel

12.49 The surface areas of the existing airpert drain inte interceptors.

The proposed paved areas would be constructed with sterm water drainage
svstems similar to the existing system and connected to it. Surface water
contaminated with fuel or de-icing agents weould continue to be prevented Ivom
draining inte the adjoining dock '"-3*’. I consider that the propesals would
not in¢rease the potential for water pollution.

12.50 LDDC confirm that the data indicates that the propesals would not
result in & significant increase in pollution and that no objecticns have been
raised by the London Borough of Newham Council. the statutory environmental
health autherity ‘¥ I concur with that view and consider that the
proposals would not result in unacceptable increases to the levels or
concentrations of pollutants in the vicinity cf the airport.

Hoise

12.51 The KNI contours that would result if LCY were fully implemented in
accordance with the present permission are indicated in Document C9/27. The
proposals would result in an expansion of the NNI contours as indicated in
Document CS/28 7-*%}  LCY has the advantage of being located on a former
wharf and much of the arez within the envisaged 35 NNI ‘low anmoyance' contour
is water or airport land. Circular 10/73 advises that no major residential
development should be allowed in areas exposed to more than 39 NXI and land
emvisaged for new housing lies outside the 40 NNI conteur for the expanded
airpert 7-427,
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12,32 The expesure level of existing housing imsedistely to the south of the
zirsort would increase by asout 5 NNT above the present permitted level and
thar incresse would be discernable. Some existing housing and the Drew Read
Schoel. which are at present within the permitted 35 NXI contour, would be
within the 40 BBI contour. Provision hzs been made in the Section 52
Agreepent for sound insularion for those additionally affected angd for those
whe mav be additiomnsllv sffected in the future 1nclud*ng Sterey Street School;
those within the 35 NNI contour, including the Drew Road School, have already
been insulated 7**)  There have been relatively few objections from local
residencs. and several support the proposals (5::3:10.31.7:33.28.6)

12.53 The surrounding development sires shown on Document BlO7 would
experience increases in noise levels. Parts of 5 sites would experience
levels above 40 NNI but none would be above 50 NKI 7*“7. The Royal albert
Dock and Albert Basin Scheme encompasses a site of same 85ha (Sites 11-14).
Qutline planning consent wes granted in August 1988 for a phased development
including & 139,000 sq p regional shopping centre wirth up to 9,000 car parking
spaces initiallv, a leisure and marinz development of up to 33,760 sq m. and
Bl business space of 222.000 sq m in the form ef 3 business villages on the
north side of the dock (Sites 11-13), and 340 residential units and a
recreation and Tennis centre at Gallions Point (Site 14) %%, HNoise leavels
are forecast teo reach 42NXI in parts of the areas closest to the runway north
of Royal Albert Dock (Slte 11) and the Rovel albert Dock Bacein (Site 12):
those sites have permission for Bl business aznd retail uses respectively and
such uses would not confliet with the advice in Circular 10/73. The highest
‘el5s, up to 4ENNI, are forecsst in the Royal Albert Dock Basin where a
marina and leisure development is envisaged (Site 13). The former developers
of these gites, the Roval Albert Dock Development Company and Stanhope
Properties PLC, fullv support che proposed expansion of LCY 9310

12.54 The Gallions Point site (Site 14) is the subject of 2 planning
arplication for a mixed development of 800 residential units, 4.643 sg m
retall /restavrant use, 4,645 sg m commercial use, a 200 bedroom mezel, 12

liveswork units, dogtors’ and dentists’ surgeries, riverside walkways and open
space ‘8% Thar site would be bevond the predicted 35 NXI contour. Unex
Group. the owners., support the principle of expansion for business flights but
not for helidav eharter use. In particular they object to the propoesed
increase in ATMs and hours of operation at weekends on the grounds that the
interests of future residents would be affected (3:22-%

12.55 Areas of potential new development to the north and south of the Roval
Victoria Pock would experience noise levels above 35 NX1 and & relatively
spall area to the south of Roval Victoria Dock east ¢of the Fontoon Dock would
experience noise levels above 4ONNI. The Royal Victoria Deock (North) Scheme
on the north side of the dock (Site 22) erncompasses & site of some 37 ha.
Qurtline planning consent was granted in October 1988 for a phased development
including 1,747 residential units., 26,000 sq m of rerail leisure and community
floorspace, 210,000 sq m of business accommodation and the Londendome.
Detailed planning approval was granted in January 1990 for the firsr phase of
the Londondome development - an indooy arens ssating 20,000 people, a 24,000
5qQ m exhibition centre. anéd 4,300 car parking spaces ‘® ¥, The Roval

Vietoria Dock Development Pﬁrtnershlp prospective master developers, strongly

[ B

surport the proposals ‘-

12 .36 The Roval Viereria Dock (South) Scheme encompasses a site of some 30
ha (Site 253). LDDC., who strengly support the proposed expansien of LY,
envisage that development sites of seme 4 - 5 ha will be marketed in phases
over the next 10 vears. and sites have Deen identified for residential,
retail, leisuTre. commercial and amenitv uses ‘* % The relativelv small
area to the east of the Pontoon Deck that would experientze ncige levels above
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40NN1 is shown in the Interip Mzster Plan as being for mainly mixed Bl
busineszs uee and a landscaped carpark and would not conflict with the criteria
of Circular 10,73 © =

12.57 Futrure aircrzaft ground noise would be unlikely to be significantly
greater Than at present. The area closest to the apron is protected by
soundproofing of preperties to the north of Drew Road., and by the long high
noise barrier produced by the terminal buildings and the noise barrier
connecting the main building with the Custems House and Airport Fire Starien
to the west. Road traffic noise level L10(1l8hour)dB(A) would increase by less
than 2 on the airpert access road and less than 1 on other recads, and the
increase would be imperceptible ?-**), I consider that aircraft ground noise
would not give rise te anv significant additrional disturbance compared with
the full implementation of the existing permission, and that the additional
volume of road traffic would not create any noise problems.

12.58 Many objectors consider that LCY has had a blighting effect on
development in Tthe Roval Docks and thar the proposed expansion would further
discourage potentisl developers. In my viev the evidence does not support
that contention. VWirn the exception of some Housing Associations who have
objecred (-}-2¥-2} developers and porential developers of sites in the
immediste vicinity of LCY and in the wider area of Docklands support the
troposals and the presence of an expanded airport is seen as a positive
advantage.

12,59 XNear LCY the tvpical perceived noise levels 300m from the aircrzft path
are:

Aireraft Situsztion/ Tvpical perceived Noise Level (PNdB)

Taxi Manceuvre Depart Land

Dash 7 77 8l 85 85
and as proposed would be:

Bae 146 71 77 92 84

"Twin Turbo-prop (&ll) 76 63-83

ATR 42 53 B4

Dash 8 80 8¢

Fekker 50 g8 g3

(7.3u}

The Bae 146 and some of the the twin turbo-prop aircraft are gemerally no
noisier in landing. taxiing or manoeuvring than the Dash 7 but are up to rwice
as noisv on take off.

12.60 I censider that the most serious consequence of the propesals in terms
of itg effect on pecple whe live and work in the area at present or whe may da
sp in the furure would be the increase in ncise caused by the operatien.of
aircrafr that are noisier on take-off, by the proposed increase in operating
hours, bv the proposed increase in ATMs on weekends and Public and Bank
Holidavs, and to a lesser extent by the reductiecrn in glide slepe 7-*®’. The
yearly and weekdav increase in the number of aircraft movements would not in
themselves give rise to serious additional disturbance. The yearly increase
in airerafr movements proposed would increase the Noise and Number Index (KNI)
at any given point bv 1.3 which would not be discernable to the average person
(7.3%3:7-833  The peak ATMs that the airport can accommedate., & maximuz of

some 14 per hour, would not change °-**’, and a2 maximum increase in 1C
movements over the operating dav would not be readily discermable.

12.61 The reduction in glideslope from 72" to 5%  would reduce the height of
landing zireraft in the final approach and the increase of 4 PNEB wouwld be
percepTibie ‘7-FE:Aemwment 3850 However, some ajreraft are suggested to

preduce some 3dE lecs landing noise on & lower glideslope;, if this occurs in
pracrice there would be little difference in noise levels between the 2
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giideslopes. Bevend the final approach the increase in landing noise due to
the lower glideslope would not in ov view be significant. Detarture noise
would be significently increasegd ~URTERERT SEe

12.62 Aircraft noise that may be acceptable in & busy locarion such as a town
centre becomeés very intrusive when heard in a gquieter environment Or &%
otherwise guiet times ‘*+-*¥:2  1DDC earlier considered that there should be
no increase in weekend flights and no scheduled flights after 2200 hours in
the interests of surrounding residents and development sites ‘%1%’ and there
are a large number of pecple living in the area surrcunding the airpert and
more housing is planned. At present residents know that aireraft do not
cperate inte or cut of LCY sfter 2200 hours and not before 0900 hours on
Sundavs, and 2ank znd Public Holidavs. In my view the prcpasals for
unrestricted landings and some departures until 2300 heurs would be unzzcept-
ably intrusive, tut in order to accommodate delayed aircraft an absolute limit
of 2230 hours wculd ner be unreasonable provided that & limit is placed op
such movements. Additional movemsnts on weekends and Bank and Public Holidayvs
when residents wish to eniev their leisure acfivities would also be unaccept-
stle. The airport meirlv serves business travellers “'?® and while the
benefits to those rravellers and the econemy of the UK in my view warrants the
additicnal noise that people inm the area would have to suffer, the additionsgl
vse of the airvort for leisure travel cannot be supported. Many Bank and
Public Holidzvs in the UK do not coincide with those on the continent and I
accept that there are business travellers who wish ro rravel on theose davs.
Howewer, I consider that the convenience of additiconal flights for thoss who
wish tp travel on Bank and Public Bolidavs does mot cutweigh the hare tiet
would be caused to residents who would in any event suffer from increasec
noise on those cdavs due to the departure of neoisier aircrait,

12.€3 The predizred 33KNI contour to the east of LCY reaches the south bank
of the Thames &t Theamesmead "', although noise on the riverbank and
Tripeoek Park to the ezst would be increased, the area within the 35 RNl
contour is werv smail and I consider that planned residential and recrestignal

uses ‘¢ -7 would mot be unduly afiected. Waterfield Schoel is directly under
£

5 o
the school iz not directl~ under the departure flightpath would be unlikely to
be seriously affeécted 5v the moise of departing aircrafr '7-8.Pecumest 22y
Although the ewpansion propesals zare opposed by the Londonm Borough of
Greenwich =52 2°  thev are supported bv the Board of Thamesmead Town and
Thapesmess Advisorv Forum “*b 2=t :-=)

12.64 Hany air routes traverse south east London, and residential areas south
of the Thames suffer from approach flights to Heathrow, helicopters, and air
traffic from Biggin Hill; LCY zircrafr form a small proportiom of thar
traffic. Aircraft approsching LCY runwasy 10 sometimes overfly residential
areas south cf the Thames at heights no lower than 1.300 feer above the runwav
level, and would comtinue to do so ir the future, but approaches tr runwsy 28
ané depsriures frox both runwave do not nermally overfly those areas, and
would not normally do so in the furure. Landings on runway 10 occur some 20X
of the Time when the wind is generally from the east 7*777-*%_ Uith a
proposed maximum increase of 10 ATMs per day on weekdavs, the maximum weekday
increase over those sreas would be 5 landing approaches per day and I consider
thet the agdditional disturbance to areas such as Blackheath and Eltham would
be negligible. However, the proposed weekend and Bank and Pubiic Heliday ATH
ineTesses and the extension of operating hours could be disturbing in these
relztively guiert residential areas.
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Conditions

12.63% The applicants and lecal planning authority have agreed conditions that
they consider appropriate (Document 2103) and a Secvion 52 Agreement has been
sealed by the PLa, John Mowlem and Company PLC, LCA. LDDC and LEN (Document
B79). The applicants accept that the matrers covered in the Section 52
Agreement couid, if considered appropriate. be incorporated as conditions. The
Agreement includes, inter alia. previsions restricring the use of the airperr
by reference to Noise Reference Levels and Noise Facters (para.4 & First
Schedule); regulating the hours of operartien (para.’); the location for ground
running of engines and moise protection measures (para.é); training and test
flying (para.7); the use of the airport (para.8): type of aircrafr (para.9).
prohibiting club and recreational flying and aircraft other than fixed wing
(para.l10): the provision of starter strips {para.ll); prohibiting the
submission of planning applications for or the construction of & taxiway or an
extenslon to The runway (paras.1l2 & 13); servicing and membership of the Joint
Consultative Committee (para.l4 & Second Schedule); the provision of noise
barriers and noice Iinsularion and ventilarion works to properties bevond the
sirport (paras.l5, 16 & Third Schedule); the provision of ground power units
{(para.17); the provision of 2 four point noise monitoring system and a Noise
Mznzgement Scheme (para.l8 & Fourth Schedule); rhe maintenance of records
{para.l9): provisions to ensure that if there is conflict between conditions
ipposed by the Secretary of State and the terms of the Agreement. the
conditions shall prevall (para.23); and provisions fer arbitration (para.24 &
Fifth Schedule) 778

12.66 In respect of Application Ko 1, I consider that the condition
sreventing pile driving neise in the evenings and Sundays would be reasonable
and appropriate. Condition 3 requires the provision of 460 carparking spaces
a5 at present but for the reasons set ocut in paragraph 12.32 above I consider
that level of provisien may prove inadequate in the long term. Alrhough the
applicants contend that there is no justification for imposing a more onerous
condition than required bv the local planning authority 7-7®  they have
drafted a concition (Document B1l8) thart would previde for a phased scheme of
additional packing when passenger throughput reaches 700,000 per year. In my
view such a condicion is necessary.

12.67 In application N¢ 2 the conditions now proposed are the result of long
negotiations with LDBC, LBN and the Developers' Group and now meet the earlier
concerns of those parties (%', From the evidence of the applicants and the
airlines it is.clear that they consider the most important aspects of the
proposals to be the operation of different tvpes of aircraft and the increase
in ATMs (7-80783:10.7.8:20.8.6°7)  The applicants claim that other aspects of

the proposed operating reglme are also vital to their interests, bur for the
reasens’ seT out in paragraph 12.62 above I consider that the number of ATMs con
weekends and Public and Bank holidays should not be increased, thatr ATMs on
Bank and Public Helidays should not commence befere 0900 hours, and that a
limit of 2230 hours be placed on both incoming and outgoing flights that were
scheduled te take off or land before 2200 hours and have suffered unavoidable
delays. Air traffic control preblems are becoming worse and the additional
operations bevond 2200 hours are mainly required to avoid aircraft being
unzble to flv because of delays, to allow flexibility in the use of aircraft
and to position aircraft at the end and beginning of the day V¢*7 . In my
vievw it would be prudent to place a limit on such delayved departures of

400 ATMs per vear and 150 ATMs in anv consecutive 3 months, as suggested bv
the apzlicants 7%, and & similar limit om arrivels.
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Concition 12 has been &greed with the LIDC. LBN, CAA * "% and is suprorted
by developers == 2T % 2 in my view it would be satisfactory. The
noisiest phase of operations would be monizored %% and there would be no
need to have additional noise monitoring points at Thamesmead or elsevhere,
The principal mechanisz for controlling maximum ncise events would be tne
operation of the noise management scheme 7'“*’ which is to be agreed with
1DDC and LBYX in accordance with the provisions ¢f the Section 52 agreement,
Although objectors contend thart the details of that scheme should be agreed
before the proposals are permitted, I consider that agreement on the scheme
mav be left to the Section 57 parties.

12.6% The Section 52 Agreement and the conditions I have suggested would
ensure thst the effects of the additional neise resulring from the proposals
would not be excessive, and the conditicens I have sugpested are in av view
ressonable and necessarv if the propesed development is to be permirted. I
consider that the other numerous conditions suggested bv objectors would not
be necessary.

Overall Conclusjoms

12.70 The expansion of the sirport would be of benefit to the economy of
gzst Londeon and the City. It would assist in the regeneration of Docklands
and in redressing the imbalance between west and east London. To that extent
the proposals accord with policies and plans for the area. There are however
disadvantages, most notably the increase in noise levels and the effect on
the design of ELRC. The increase in noise weuld be most significant in
residential areas in the vieinity of the airport but would be unlikely to
derer the redevelopment of sites in the Roval Docks or the implepertation of
proposals in Thamesmead to the east. The visually supericr cable staved
bridge originaily proposed for ELRC would be prevented but other bridge
proposals, while somewhat inferior, ceould mevertheless be of high visual
guality. 1 agree with the DCC and others that the Roval Decks is not an
appropriate lacztion for an airport that provides a wide range of services to
the general public., But on balance 1 consider that if the afrport continued
¢ cater meinlv for the business sector and its operations were strictly
controlled, the disadvantages of the proposed expansion would be outweighed
by the benefits.

Recommendation

12,71 I recomwend thar the zpplications be allowed and planning permissions
be granted subject to the standard conditions relating to the duration of the
perftissions, and subject to the conditicns and lipitations I have indicated in
my ¢conclusions at paragraphs 12.66-12.68 abeve.

I have the honecur to be

Sir

Yaur obedient Servant

M Astrinsky

100



