
LONDON CITY AIRPORT 

Appeal by London City Airport Ltd under Section 78 of the Town 

and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

 

Evidence from HACAN East – Summary 

 

Need 

3.1 We would reject the London City Airport Need Statement. 

 

3.2 The Airport argued in 2007 and 2009 no infrastructure changes would 

be needed to increase to the maximum 120,000 flights. Now that they are 

arguing it is needed, it must be assumed it’s for the next phase of LCY’s 

master plan to increase to 173,000 flights. 

 

3.3 We recognise any increase over 120,000 would need to go to a Public 

Inquiry, which might reject the application. 

 

3.4 But our point is LCY has not made the case that it needs this 

expansion to enable it to operate to its currently allowable capacity.   

 

3.5 LCY argues expansion is needed to make it easier for larger aircraft to 

use the airport.  But it recognizes these larger aircraft will only make up 

4% of the total fleet.  

 

3.6 HACAN East argues load factors should be increased. The load factor 

at LCY is 66%; at Gatwick and Heathrow 83% and 85% respectively. By 

increasing their load factor, LCY could meet projected passenger number 

without needing further development. 

 

3.7 LCY load factors have been increasing.  The increase in passenger 

numbers of using LCY has not come from additional flights but from better 

load factors.  

 



3.8 The difference there would be in the number of larger planes which 

could use LCY with development is small enough for the additional 

passengers to be accommodated in planes with higher loads. 

 

3.9 Originally, in 2023, the assessment year adopted for the CADP, the 

forecast was that around 13% of these more modern aircraft (e.g. the 

Bombardier CS100) will be operating with the CADP in place. Without the 

CADP, only around 9% will be accommodated at this time. In other words, 

expansion could result in only 3,507 more flights with modern aircraft. 

 

Blue Ribbon Network 

I know turn to the Blue Ribbon Network. 

 

4.1 While the Mayor did not raise this as a reason to reject the 

development, we contend that in strict terms this development breaches 

the London Plan. 

 

4.2 Discussions have been held that have taken place about mitigation, 

future removal and other factors, do not resolve the issue 

 

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

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

7.84 of the London Plan (and hence the Development Plan).  

 

4.4 The London Plan states development proposals should enhance the 

BRN.  

 

4.5 The London Plan argues The Blue Ribbon Network is “strategically 

important” and “contributes to the overall quality and sustainability of 

London” (London Plan BRN Policy 7.24).   The proposed CADP will result in 

the direct loss approximately 18% of the total existing water area as well 

as significant habitat loss in KGV Dock.  

 

4.6 On restoration policy, London Plan (7.28) says development which 

reduces biodiversity should be refused; development and structures 



should not be allowed into the water space unless it serves a water 

related purpose; and the open character of the Blue Ribbon Network 

should be protected. 

 

4.7 We would ask the Planning Inspector to go one step further than the 

Mayors refusal on noise and support the refusal with an added 

supplementary on the London Plan. 

 

Public Safety Zone 

I now turn to the Public Safety Zone. 

 

5.1 We would dispute London City Airport’s figures on the socio-impacts of 

the Public Safety Zone. A thorough cost-benefit analysis of the impacts of 

the PSZ has not been completed.  

 

5.2 Evidence the airport supplied in 2007 to support the planning 

application to increase 120,000 flights does not support the claims it is 

making in this application.  

 

5.3 Moreover London City Airport has historically under-estimated the true 

size of projected PSZ’s. 

 

5.4 The size of a PSZ can have a significant economic impact on an area.  

 

5.5 We would ask you to examine closely the claims made by LCY that the 

PSZ, if this expansion is granted, will shrink, particularly in the light of our 

contention that LCY has previously underestimated the impact of the PSZ.   

 

Principle of Development 

6.1 We believe the Principle of Development does not stand up under 

scrutiny. 

 

6.2 While the Airport considers that optimisation requires expansion and 

the covering of Royal Albert Dock, we believe the same optimisation can 



be achieved by greater load factors, better use of existing facilities and by 

use of existing planning permissions.  So the development is not required. 

 

6.3 If it were to go ahead, its wider environmental impacts make it 

unacceptable. 

 

We detail the reasons in our submission. 

 

Socio-Economics and Employment 

I now turn, finally, to socio-economics and employment 

 

There is a lot of detail in our submission.  In this summary, I only intend 

to highlight the key points. 

 

7.1 We believe the methodology used by York Aviation overstates the 

economic benefits of the expansion proposals.  Adding together direct, 

indirect, induced and catalytic jobs leads to double counting and an 

overestimation of the positive effects of expansion.  

 

7.2 The method fails to recognise that aviation is a supplier and a client of 

other sectors. Secondly, tourism jobs impacts should also include the loss 

of income through money that local residents spend abroad. The same 

argument holds for inward and outward investment (CE, 2012).  Another 

commonly made mistake is that employment is often counted as a 

benefit. Employment is however an indirect effect, and should not be 

included assuming that the labour market functions well. Only in the case 

of a market failure (structural unemployment) could additional welfare be 

created.  

 

7.3 The Airports Commission conducted its economic appraisal using, 

broadly, two very different approaches in preparing its economic case.  

 

7.4 The first is a modified version of the Government’s recommended 

methodology for assessing the costs and benefits of proposed transport 

schemes. Known as WebTAG (Web-based Transport Analysis Guidance), 



this takes a ‘welfare’ approach and aims to capture both the direct 

economic benefits of a scheme and its environmental and infrastructure 

costs.  

 

7.5 The Commission developed its own approach to cost benefit analysis 

described by its economic advisers as “WebTAG +” and including an 

estimate for some of the wider benefits of expansion not ordinarily 

included under WebTAG. 

  

7.6 A Social Cost Benefit Framework (SCBA) is much more suited to 

London City Airport because it sits within a densely populated area within 

a major city. 

 

I would like to say a little more about employment. 

 

7.11 The ‘Local Area’ identified in the 2009 Section 106 Agreement 15 for 

the purposes of defining a local labour catchment area, covers a wide 

range of London Boroughs.  In 2014, 64% of employees were resident in 

these areas, with 29% from Newham. 

  

7.12 Prior to granting the 2009 expansion to increase flights, LCY were 

obliged to provide 35% of all jobs to Newham, a figure they repeatedly 

failed to achieve.  

 

7.14 With the new Section 106 in 2009, the airport’s jobs targets were 

amended to make ‘reasonable endeavors” to achieve the 35% target. 

 

7.15 In 2009, London City Airport applied to increase the number of 

flights to 120,000 per annum. It claimed it would create 1000 new jobs in 

doing so. Four years later not a single job has been created. There are 

less jobs today that previously. They are double counting the jobs they 

would create in 2009 in this application. Jobs numbers also included 

taxpayer funded jobs like MET Policing and Airline staff paid overseas. 

 



7.15 In 2014, taxpayer associated policing costs at LCY totalled £2.1 

million. No future costings of policing have been carried out. Since 2006, 

LCY have received more than £20 million in policing costs, funded by 

taxpayers.  

 

I would like to return to the economic impacts of the Public Safety Zone 

and of the Safeguarding Zone. 

  

7.17 LCY’s estimation on employment and loss of land use of the PSZ look 

grossly underestimated. The effects and size of PSZ have been 

underestimated by the Airport in previous planning applications.  

 

7.18 The most ignored aspect of the airports economic argument is the 

impacts of its safety zone.  Details in our full submission. 

 

Planning Agreement 

 

8.1 Finally, I would like to raise the question of London City Airport 

Planning Application Agreement dated 9 July 2009 (07/01510/VAR). We 

are of the opinion that it expired on 9 July 2014 as LCY did not facilitate it 

uses within the agreement. 

 

8.2 The Airport did not go over its previous allowed number of aircraft, 

73,000, within the allowed number of annual aircraft within allowed noise 

categories.  

 

8.6 LCY has broken their Section 106 agreement every year up to 2014, 

since 2006 when Global Infrastructure Partners took over. No penalties 

have ever been incurred from Newham Council for these breaches. There 

is no recourse for residents to complain as the current S106 planning 

begins and ends with Newham Council.  

 

8.7 We may want to return to these matters when looking at any Section 

106 Agreements arising from this Inquiry. 

 


