
 

 

HACAN East Closing Statement 

We are grateful for the opportunity to appear at this Inquiry and submit 

our evidence, a somewhat herculean task for an organisation with limited 

resources but we hope we have given proper representation to those we 

represent. 

 

HACAN East exists to give a voice to residents under the flight paths.  We 

are a sister organisation of HACAN, the long-established body which 

represents many residents impacted by Heathrow.  We have no agenda 

other than to represent the interests of our supporters.   Some of these 

supporters live close to the airport; others live some distance away; some 

outside the 57db LAeq contour. 

 

In our closing statement we address six relevant considerations 

for the Secretaries of State and the Inspector: 

 

• The insufficient noise mitigation measures promised to those 

communities living within the 66db, 63db and 57db LAeq contours, 

as set down in the Section 106 

 

• The lack of any new measures in this application to directly assist 

those outside the 57db LAeq. 

 

• The absence of any work done to assess the cumulative impact of 

London City and Heathrow aircraft on the many communities 

overflown by both airports. 

 

• The real doubts that still remain about the size of the Public Safety 

Zone that would result from expansion. 

 

• The impact of expansion on the Blue Ribbon Network 

 

• The inadequacy of the consultation processes including Newham 

Council’s oversight of it. 



 

 

We turn to our first point: 

1.1 There are insufficient noise mitigation measures guaranteed to the 

residents of Newham, Tower Hamlets and Greenwich living within the 

57db, 63db, and 66db LAeq noise contours 

 

1.2 As HACAN East has shown in its evidence, and Tower Hamlets Council 

has pointed out in its PINS response of September 2015 (Planning Inquiry 

Core Document CD6.1.3 under the heading Mitigation 5.2.3), London City 

Airport has not yet complied with its July 2009 07/01510/VAR CD11.1.10, 

to provide sound insulation and sound mitigation measures for eligible 

properties within the 57db contour. Many of the high rise buildings within 

Tower Hamlets, due to their nature or build, have not received that 

insulation, leaving large numbers of residents living in a poor noise 

environments for nearly a full seven years now.  This contradicts the 

evidence given by London City Airport that, over the years, it has provided 

the protection required under the Sound Insulation Scheme to those 

people affected by noise close to the airport. 

 

1.3 In its evidence London City Airport spelt out the compensation and 

mitigation measures it was offering these local communities if this 

application were to be accepted.  We recognise that some of the measures 

offered are more extensive than at other airports in the UK.  But, given its 

location in the middle of a densely populated area of London, it is difficult 

to see how the airport would have been allowed to get away with much 

less. 

 

1.4 The 57 contour includes areas of real poverty and deprivation and a 

lot of social housing.  This has been recognized by London City Airport in 

its Statement of Need Case.  Many of the people in the area don’t have 

the choice of moving away. They are, therefore, dependent on the airport 

guaranteeing effective compensation and mitigation in order to make their 

lives more bearable, and on Newham Council making sure it is delivered.  

Our view is that no resident, whether they are homeowner or in council or 

social housing, should suffer an unfair financial burden because of this 

failure to offer proper mitigation. 



 

 

 

1.5 We support the Greater London Authority’s contention that the 

compensation and mitigation measures should have been based on a 

different method of measuring noise as it would provide more generous 

compensation for the local community.  

 

1.6 HACAN East considers that the Mayor of London’s reasons for 

directing refusal, based on the inadequacy of the eligibility criteria used 

for the existing Sound Insulation Scheme, are valid.  

 

1.7 There is also a lack of clarity in London City Airport’s proposals about 

the mechanisms available to residents in boroughs surrounding Newham, 

and particularly those in Tower Hamlets, on how to apply for funding to 

pay for relevant mitigation and compensation measures. For example, in 

the First Tier Scheme, where alternative measures of sound insulation are 

needed, it is unacceptable, and legally questionable, that Newham Council 

could decide with a private business, London City Airport Ltd, what 

insulation a resident of Tower Hamlets receives. Newham Council does not 

represent, nor have a duty of care, to the residents of a neighbouring 

borough like Tower Hamlets. Only the elected Mayor of London has that 

duty of care to all residents, in all the boroughs, across Greater London.  

 

1.8 HACAN East does not believe that London City Airport in its evidence 

has come up with sufficient guaranteed compensation and mitigation 

measures for local communities living within the 57db LAeq contour (and 

has historically failed to do so) and that this constitutes a ground for 

refusing the application.     

 

We now turn to our second point: 

2.1 This application proposes no new direct measures to assist those 

outside the 57db LAeq contour. 

 

2.2 Many of our supporters live outside the 57db LAeq contour; indeed a 

majority live outside the 54 db LAeq contour.  They would not have joined 

us if they were not troubled by aircraft noise. 



 

 

 

2.3 London City Airport in its evidence spelt our some of the measures it 

already takes to benefit those communities living outside the 57 contour.  

It itemized measures such as steeper approaches than are typically used 

at airports.  We accept that evidence and welcome these measures. 

 

2.4 However, this application focuses entirely on those people within the 

57 contour.  There may be incidental benefits for those beyond the 

contour.  These could include less noisy aircraft if they are introduced.  

But this application includes no new measures for those outside the 57 

contour. 

 

2.5 In its evidence London City Airport stuck rigidly to the view that it was 

not required to provide any such measures as, it argued, Government 

policy recognises 57db LAeq as ‘the onset of community annoyance’. 

 

2.6 We have argued in our evidence that this is only a partial reading of 

Government policy. Section 3.9 of the Government’s Aviation Policy 

Framework recognizes that 57db LAeq on its own is not sufficient: 

“Instead the Government encourages airport operators to use alternative 

measures which better reflect how aircraft noise is experienced in 

different localities.”  This London City Airport has not done.  We would 

argue it is a reason to consider refusal of this application. 

 

2.7 We have argued, too, that the application is not in accordance with 

the London Plan.  It states in section 6.6C that: “the aviation industry 

should…..take full account of environmental impacts when making 

decisions on patterns of aircraft operation”. 

 

2.8 By excluding measures to benefit those outside the 57db LAeq contour 

we would argue that London City Airport has failed to “take full account of 

environmental impacts when making decisions on patterns of aircraft 

operation” and that, therefore, this application should be refused. 

 

 



 

 

 We now turn to our third point: 

3.1 No work has been done to asses the cumulative impact of London City 

and Heathrow on the many communities overflown by both airports. 

 

3.2 In its evidence London City Airport argued that this work was not 

required because the cumulative impacts would not exceed thresholds of 

annoyance.  It did admit, though, that the work has not been done.  As a 

result, HACAN East would submit, the Inquiry is not in a position to know 

what the cumulative impact would be. 

 

3.3 Communities in East and South East London are probably unique in 

the UK in being overflown by aircraft from two airports at less than 5,000 

ft (and sometimes a lower).  It is difficult to see how a decision on this 

application can be taken without knowing the cumulative impact of this. 

 

We now turn to our fourth point: 

4.1 The real doubts that still remain about the size of the Public Safety 

Zone that would result from expansion. 

 

4.2 In our evidence we argued that Newham Council failed to 

independently consider and, indeed, did not have the full evidence before 

it, of the impacts and risks of the London City Airport Public Safety Zone.  

It, therefore, could not, and should not have approved the London City 

Airport expansion plans. 

 

4.3 The Department for Transport’s Control of Development in Airport 

Safety Zones CD7.1.4 sets out the guidance on acceptable development 

and considerations to be used regarding Safety Zones. 

 

4.4 In its evidence Newham Council assured HACAN East and the 

Inspector that they had engaged the services of expert consultants to 

consider the full implications of the Public Safety Zone and that this had 

been done.  The consultants report - Mott MacDonald Report LBN/103 -  

was then submitted to the Inquiry at the request of HACAN East. 

 



 

 

4.5 The LBN/103 - Mott MacDonald Technical Note Jan 2015 (30.03.16) - 

is not an independent assessment into the impacts of the London City 

Airport Public Safety Zone. It is a review into whether Matt MacDonald 

agreed or disagreed with the conclusions/assertions made by the 

applicant and its consultants.  

 

4.6 National Air Traffic Services (NATS) was employed by London City 

Airport to model the CADP Public Safety Zone assumptions.  Newham 

Council took these figures at face value and instructed Mott MacDonald to 

review the series of documents referring to the Planning Application submitted by 

London City Airport in relation to the development. 

 

4.7 The traffic forecasts provided by the airport at the time of Newham 

Council’s approval of the Application (CD4.1.2, CD4.1.3, CD4.1.4 - 

Strategic Development Committee Report 13/01228/FUL - February 

2015), contained no independent validation of the appropriateness of the 

forecasts. 

 

4.8 Newham Council ignored the conclusions of the LBN/103 - Mott 

MacDonald Technical Note Jan 2015 (30.03.16) - that they could not comment 

on the validity of the forecast fleet mixed used in the test scenario and 

hence could not confirm the accuracy of the conclusions drawn by RPS, 

London City Airport’s consultants, nor did they have information to 

confirm the PSZ size. 

 

4.9 In short, Newham Council’s Strategic Development Committee did not 

have proper independent evidence, nor, critically independent validation, 

of the appropriateness of the forecasts, of the impacts of the Public Safety 

Zone and therefore could not have been in a position to approve this 

application. They could not, and should not, have approved the 

application. We would consider the approval materially flawed, and ask 

the Secretaries of States to uphold they Mayor of London’s refusal on this 

basis also. 

 



 

 

We now turn to our fifth point: 

5.1 The impact of expansion on the Blue Ribbon Network 

 

5.2 The London Plan states that growth will be supported and managed 

across all parts of London to ensure it takes place within the current 

boundaries of Greater London without encroaching on the Green Belt or 

on London’s protected open spaces. London City Airport’s expansion 

encroaches on a protected open space, the Blue Ribbon Network. 

 

5.3 The King George V Dock is part of the Blue Ribbon Network (BRN) and 

the proposed development over the dock is contrary to Policies 7.28 and 

7.84 of the London Plan. The plans would see partial infilling of the Dock. 

 

5.4 The London Plan states development proposals should enhance the 

BRN.  It argues the Blue Ribbon Network is “strategically important” and 

“contributes to the overall quality and sustainability of London” (London 

Plan BRN Policy 7.24  CD7.2.15 - The London Plan, The Spatial 

Development Strategy for Greater London (London Plan 2015) - March 

2015). The proposed CADP will result in the direct loss of approximately 

18% of the total existing water area as well as significant habitat loss in 

KGV Dock. BRN Policy 7.28 directs planning to prevent development and 

structures into the water space unless it serves a water related 

purpose (see paragraph 7.84) to protect the open character of the Blue 

Ribbon Network. 

 

 5.5 The Inquiry heard evidence about the restoration of the Blue Ribbon 

Network.  But no convincing evidence was given that the Blue Ribbon 

Network could or would be fully restored. Policy 7.28 Restoration of the 

Blue Ribbon Network would only be complied with if the Airport ceased its 

operations. Otherwise restoration would be impossible. 

 

5.6 The only conclusion which can be reached is that, if this application 

was permitted, 18% of the total water area would be lost and would not 

be restored except in the extreme case of the airport closing.  That is 

contrary to the London Plan and is a reason to refuse the application. 



 

 

We now turn to our sixth and last point: 

6.1 The inadequacy of the consultation processes and Newham Council’s 

oversight of it. 

 

6.2 We have deliberately used the plural here: “processes.”  Just when we 

all thought that the process had been completed, an additional 

consultation was announced, often covering geographical areas that had 

been overlooked previously.  Indeed, the final consultation was still taking 

place in the days after this Inquiry had opened.  

 

6.3 This is clearly not satisfactory.  Moreover, as we said in our opening 

statement, it is not fair on local people.  They have felt overwhelmed by 

this planning application which has lasted over two and a half years. 

Consultation after consultation, extended consultations, incorrect 

consultations and amended consultations have blindsided and jaded local 

people who do not know what is going on, and have given up trying to 

understand it.  

 

6.4 The inadequacy of the consultation processes should be considered by 

the Secretaries of State when assessing this application. 

 

6.5 In addition to the consultations, we are, and have been for many 

years, concerned about Newham Councils blasé approach to London City 

Airport’s non-compliance with sections of the Section 106 agreement: 

CD11.1.10 - 07/01510/VAR (The 2009 Permission) - July 2009.. Aircraft have 

been allowed to operate annually outside of noise categorisation and 

agreed insulation for properties inside the 57db contour has not been 

carried out. 

 

6.6 London City Airport have not been in compliance with that policy since 

2009, resulting in thousands of residents living in poor noise 

environments as insulation was never delivered to many residents living in 

Tower Hamlets. This proposed development again relies on the 

implementation of mitigation measures to address the adverse effects, 

which again may never be delivered as they are overseen by a single 



 

 

borough, Newham, while impacting many other boroughs.  It is worth 

noting that of the seven neighbouring councils required to be consulted on 

this expansion, only one gave its support for these plans. 

 

6.6 In effect one person, the Airport Operation Manager in Newham 

Council, has been able to decide what constitutes a serious breach in the 

Section 106, and what action to take. This is not acceptable.  We expect 

this will be addressed in the Section 106 Agreement which will require 

Newham Council to be publicly accountable for its decisions. 

 

6.7 One of the key themes of the last few years has been London City 

Airport’s inability or refusal to implement all the conditions and of 

Newham Council’s inability or refusal to hold the airport to account.  The 

losers have been many of the people who we represent.  We, therefore, 

end with a plea that, if this application is approved, it is essential that it is 

accompanied by tough conditions to ensure that Newham Council 

effectively oversees the implementation of the conditions.    

 

Overall Conclusion 

 

7.1 In conclusion, we believe the evidence has not been put forward which 

would allow the Secretaries of State to approve this application.  Indeed, 

we would argue that parts of the application are contrary to both the 

Government’s aviation policy and the London Plan and thus it should be 

rejected.  But, if this application is approved, it should be accompanied by 

full-proof conditions to ensure all the planning agreements and section 

106 planning agreements are fully implemented. 

 

This ends our closing statement.  

 


