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Evidence from HACAN East – Summary 

 

HACAN East 

We aim to give a voice to residents under London City Airport (LCY) flight 

paths.  We cover a wide geographical area from Tower Hamlets in the 

west to Havering in the east and Waltham Forest north of the river to 

Lambeth and Bexley in the south.  We are a supporter-based organisation 

with an elected Management Committee.  This evidence has been agreed 

by the Management Committee. 

 

Presenting the evidence 

John Stewart and Alan Haughton will present the evidence.  I will present 

the evidence on noise and climate change; Alan will present it on the 

other topics. We will be assisted by Sandra Macphee. 

 

Noise 

 

1.1 We support the Mayor’s case that the single mode assessment should 

be used to delineate the noise contours for London City Airport’s Sound 

Insulation Scheme (SIS).  We don’t want to duplicate evidence so we will 

leave the Mayor’s team to argue that case in detail. 

 

1.2 The focus of our case will be on the people and communities outside 

the 57LAeq 16hr contour many of whom experience significant aircraft 

noise.   

 

1.3 LCY has completed work on assessing the numbers outside that 

contour and the impact of the noise on those people.  They have been 

generous in sharing that information with us and it is not part of our case 

that the work has not been undertaken. 



1.4 Our case is that, having completed the work and recognized the 

impacts, there is nothing in their application to deal with those impacts.  

We will argue that this is contrary to the Government’s Aviation Policy 

Framework, the Airport Commission’s Final Report and the London Plan. 

 

1.5 First though, it is worth noting that we are not talking about an 

insignificant numbers of people.  LCY has indicated that, if expansion is 

given the go-ahead, in 2020 76,150 people will be within the 57LAeq 

contour.  (There would 69,500 without the development, compared to 

25,000 in 2014). We recognize that much of this growth is to do with new 

housing in the area but the stark fact is these numbers mean that by 

2020 London City Airport could impact more people than any other airport 

in the UK except at Heathrow and Manchester. 

 

1.6 The numbers impacted outside the 57 decibel contour will of course be 

even higher.  And – our central point – these people are being neglected. 

 

1.7 Let me now turn to argue why this is contrary to the Government’s 

Aviation Policy Framework, the Airport Commission’s Final Report and the 

London Plan. 

 

1.8 First, the Government’s Aviation Policy Framework.  The detail is in 

our full submission. Here I will just draw your attention to key sections. 

 

1.9 Section 6.2 of the Aviation Policy Framework: “We will continue to 

treat the 57dB LAeq 16 hour contour as the average level of daytime 

aircraft noise marking the approximate onset of significant community 

annoyance. However, this does not mean that all people within this 

contour will experience significant adverse effects from aircraft noise.” 

 

1.10 But the Aviation Policy Framework recognizes that the 57 LAeq on its 

on is not sufficient - Section 3.9: “Instead the Government encourages 

airport operators to use alternative measures which better reflect how 

aircraft noise is experienced in different localities, developing these 

measures in consultation with their consultative committee and local 



communities. The objective should be to ensure a better understanding of 

noise impacts and to inform the development of targeted noise mitigation 

measures”. 

 

1.11 LCY has done some of this work, though not in consultation with local 

communities, and it has failed to use the work it has carried out “to inform 

the development of targeted noise mitigation measures”.  There is nothing 

new proposed for areas outside the 57 decibel contour and this, we argue, 

is in clear contradiction of the Government’s Aviation Policy Framework. 

 

1.12 Let me turn now to the Airports Commission’s Final Report. 

 

1.13 The Commission was asked to influence developing thinking on 

aircraft noise policy.  

 

1.14 The Commission set out its approach to assessing aviation noise in 

sections 9.8 to 9.10 of its final report: “The Commission’s approach to 

assessing aviation noise impacts was developed in the light of responses 

to its discussion paper on aviation noise which indicated that focusing 

solely on any single metric would be unlikely to provide a rounded view of 

the potential impacts of any proposal for expansion. 

 

“The Commission therefore developed a ‘noise scorecard’, which includes 

a range of methods for appraising noise impacts…..” 

 

1.15 We argue that, although LCY use a range of metrics in assessing 

noise levels, its policy proposals are based on a narrow range of noise 

metrics and are therefore contrary to the recommendations of the Airport 

Commission’s Final Report. 

 

1.16 I now turn to the critical London Plan.  I will spend a bit more time 

on this as you have indicated that this will be central to your thinking. 

 

1.17 The London Plan is clear about the importance of noise when aviation 

decisions are made. 



 

1.18 Section 6.6C: “the aviation industry should…..take full account of 

environmental impacts when making decisions on patterns of aircraft 

operation”. 

 

1.19 Section 6.6D: “Development proposals affecting airport operations or 

patterns of air traffic (particularly those involving increases in the number 

of aircraft movements) should: give a high priority to sustainability and 

take full account of environmental impacts (particularly noise and air 

quality).” 

 

1.20 Section 7.15B: “Development proposals should seek to manage noise 

by: 

 

a) avoiding significant adverse noise impacts on health and quality of life 

as a result of new development; 

 

b) mitigating and minimising the existing and potential adverse impacts of 

noise on, from, within, as a result of, or in the vicinity of new 

development without placing unreasonable restrictions on development or 

adding unduly to the costs and administrative burdens on existing 

businesses; 

 

f) having particular regard to the impact of aviation noise on noise 

sensitive development; 

 

1.21 It concludes in 7.52 of the supporting text:  “The management of 

noise is about encouraging the right acoustic environment in the right 

place at the right time – to promote good health and a good quality of life 

within the wider context of achieving sustainable development. It is 

important that noise management is considered as early as possible in the 

planning process, and as an integral part of development proposals. In 

certain circumstances it can also mean preventing unacceptable adverse 

effects from occurring.” 

 



1.22 We argue LCY’s proposals are contrary to the London Plan because 

they did not “take full account of environmental impacts” (6.6C); nor did 

they “take full account of environmental impacts (particularly noise and 

air quality) (6.6D); nor did they seek to mitigate and minimise “the 

existing and potential adverse impacts of noise on, from, within, as a 

result of, or in the vicinity of new development.” (7.15B). A key reason for 

these failures is the failure of their plans to produce measures to deal with 

the impact on communities outside the 57 LAeq contour.  We conclude, 

therefore that LCY’s plans are contrary to the London Plan.  

 

Two more brief points on noise. 

 

1.23 We argue that LCY has failed to take account of the cumulative 

impact of both Heathrow and London City airports on those under their 

flight paths.  We detail in our submission evidence which shows that in 

parts of East London overflown by planes from both Heathrow planes and 

City Airport noise levels were comparable to those in parts of West 

London. 

      

1.24 We submit that, if London City Airport’s plans were to fully comply 

with the London Plan’s requirement to “take full account of environmental 

impacts” (6.6C), they should have assessed the cumulative impact of 

London City and Heathrow aircraft on key, relevant areas. 

 

1.25 Finally in relation to noise, LCY argues that the numbers impacted 

with development will not be significantly higher than those impacted 

without development. We would contend that, while the comparison of 

with and without development scenarios provides useful background 

information, you are being asked to rule on whether this application is in 

accordance with relevant guidelines; not on the comparison between the 

impact with and without development. 

 

Climate Change 

 



2.1 You have our detailed submission on this.  In this summary I intend to 

deal with it just briefly as we are not arguing it is a reason to refuse the 

application.  Even if LCY’s forecasts underestimate future CO2 emissions, it 

is unlikely that this application will breach Government policy on aviation 

and climate.  We set out the reasons in our submission. 

 

2.2 What we think would be useful for you, heading up the first airport 

expansion public inquiry since the publication of both the Airports 

Commission Report and the Environmental Audit Committee’s Report, to 

endorse the Environmental Audit Committee’s call for the Government to 

develop practical policies on how it intends to ensure the UK aviation 

emissions revert to their 2005 levels by 2050.  We invite you to do so. 

 


