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1. Introduction 

1.1 The following hearing statement outlines why the London Borough of Hillingdon 
("Hillingdon") does not consider that the Draft London Plan effectively deals with the 
issue of aviation.  
 
2. Legal Challenge to the ANPS 

2.1 Hillingdon would like to make the EiP Panel aware that the Council, with other 
local authorities and the Mayor of London, has issued judicial proceedings in the High 
Court to quash the ANPS (case reference CO/3089/2018) and these proceedings will 
be heard in the High Court from 11 March 2019 for 10 days.  
 
2.2 Hillingdon remains committed to opposing the current plans for third runway 
expansion at Heathrow Airport and comments made through the London Plan EiP are 
strictly without prejudice to the Council’s judicial review proceedings to quash the 
ANPS. 
 
 
(a) Are the requirements of Policy T8 necessary to address the strategic 
priorities of London and, if so, would they be effective in that regard?  
 
(b) Or does policy T8 cover matters that are dealt with by national policy and/or 
would be more appropriately dealt with through local plans or neighbourhood 
plans?  
 
3.1 Whilst Hillingdon considers that the inclusion of an aviation policy within the 
London Plan is appropriate, Policy T8 as presented is not effective or justified. The 
policy tries to capture the complexities of aviation growth in generic terms whilst 
identifying specifically the criteria by which Heathrow Expansion could be delivered.  
Hillingdon does not support a London Plan Policy that advocates Heathrow Expansion, 
particularly.  Given the level of supporting information for the Plan, the Policy should 
only be high level with the following amendments to make it more effective: 
 
Criterion A 
 
3.2 This criterion should be deleted. The South East of England expands beyond 
the jurisdiction of the Mayor and thus attempts to provide a policy for determining 
applications outside of the scope of the London Plan.    
 

The Mayor supports the case for additional aviation capacity in the south east 
of England providing it would meet London’s passenger and freight needs, 
recognising that this is crucial to London’s continuing prosperity and to 
maintaining its international competitiveness and world-city status. 

 
Criterion B 
 
3.3 The criterion should be amended to be made effective or deleted. The policy 
identifies that opportunity areas can accommodate significant numbers of new homes 
and jobs but this is not supported by a robust evidence base.  This is particularly the 
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case for the Elizabeth Line/Heathrow Opportunity area that also contains areas that 
are not well connected to the airport.   
 

The Mayor supports the role of the airports serving London in enhancing the 
city’s spatial growth, particularly within Opportunity Areas well connected to the 
airports by public transport and which can accommodate significant numbers 
of new homes and jobs.  
 

Criterion C 
 
3.4 The criterion should be amended to be made effective or deleted. The criterion 
needs to be amended to provide detail on how the external and environmental costs 
would be calculated. If the criterion does not do so then it does not provide an effective 
framework for assessing the environment impacts and therefore should be deleted.  
 
3.5 Furthermore, the criterion acknowledges that airport expansion schemes must 
be appropriately assessed and if required, demonstrate that there is overriding public 
interest or no suitable alternative.  Firstly, this effectively mirrors the requirements for 
environmental assessment; it also implies that airport expansion needs only to 
demonstrate overriding public interest to gain policy support.  This fails to grasp the 
significant environmental issues associated with airport expansion, particularly around 
Heathrow which would have impacts on nearly a million people living in London.  
 
Criterion D 
 
3.6 The criterion should be deleted. As written this criterion essentially provides 
conditional support for expansion at Heathrow which mirrors the ANPS, but then does 
not go as far as the ANPS in setting out all of the relevant policy tests. Therefore the 
policy as presented is not an effective framework for considering the full implications 
of the potential expansion of Heathrow airport, and the partial approach risks providing 
a policy environment where Heathrow expansion could be considered acceptable 
without addressing the significant social, environmental and economic impacts. A 
criterion that sought to set comprehensive and detailed tests for the expansion of all 
airports within London and other airport related development, which is not covered by 
the ANPS, would have been appropriate but is a long way from doing so as currently 
worded.  
 

The Mayor will oppose the expansion of Heathrow Airport unless it can be 
shown that no additional noise or air quality harm would result, and that the 
benefits of future regulatory and technology improvements would be fairly 
shared with affected communities. 

 
Criterion I 
 
3.7 The criterion should be amended to be made effective. ‘General and business 
aviation’ is exceptionally broad terminology. The supporting text in Paragraph 10.8.11 
is equally broad and provides scope for aviation related development to be approved 
without an appropriate assessment taking place to consider all relevant evidence. The 
policy also provides in principle support subject to only a limited criteria, which does 
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not represent the full scope of considerations that such a proposal would need to 
assessed against.   
 

Development of general and business aviation activity should be supported 
providing this would not lead to additional environmental harm or negative 
effects on health, or impact on scheduled flight operations. Any significant shift 
in the mix of operations using an airport – for example introduction of scheduled 
flights at airports not generally offering such flights – should be refused.  
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(c) Are changes to Policy T8 and/or other parts of the Plan necessary to ensure 
consistency with national policy relating to Heathrow Airport including the 
London Plan EIP 2018-2019: Panel Note 6 Annex 1 Matters (Nov 2018) Airports 
National Policy Statement 
 
4.1 Noting the current judicial proceedings in the High Court to quash the ANPS, in 
the scenario in which the ANPS is quashed prior to the conclusion of the London Plan 
EiP, the following commitment in Section 5 will not be necessary.   
 
5. Commitment to an Early Review 

5.1 The spatial planning implications of the ANPS have not been taken account 
throughout the development of the Draft London Plan.  
 
5.2 The ANPS supports the expansion of Heathrow and the use of Gatwick's 
emergency runway as a second operational runway.  Annex A of the ANPS also 
identifies an area of land for the proposed expansion of Heathrow Airport. 
 
5.3 This is a fundamental change to the national policy which must be considered 
in plan-making. This is noted within the latest Post Hearing Advice Note in relation to 
the London Borough of Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2, which was submitted for 
examination in May 2018. In Paragraph 4 of the Post Hearing Advice Note, the 
Inspector outlines that:     
 

‘I have carefully considered all of the representations in relation to Heathrow 
Airport. Moreover, I have taken into account the Council’s stated views and 
position in relation to the expansion of the Airport. However, as set out during 
the examination hearings things have moved on significantly since the adoption 
of Hillingdon Local Plan Part 1 (HLPP1). In particular the Airports National 
Policy Statement (ANPS) 26 June 2018 which sets out the policy framework for 
expansion at Heathrow Airport and primary basis for decision making on any 
development consent application for a new north-west runway.’ 

 
5.4 Importantly, as identified in Paragraph 3.28 of the ANPS, any expansion of 
Heathrow Airport would generate substantial levels of growth, in terms of both housing 
and employment.   
 

‘Expansion via the Heathrow Northwest Runway scheme would deliver 
additional jobs at the airport, through its supply chain and in the local 
community. The Heathrow North west Runway scheme would be expected to 
generate up to 114,000 additional jobs in the local area by 2030, with Heathrow 
Airport also pledging to provide 5,000 additional apprenticeships by this time 
(3.28, ANPS).’ 

 
5.5 The Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) identifies that accommodating this growth 
would result in housing needs of between 300 and 500 additional homes per local 
authority across London and the South East per year. Essential supporting 
infrastructure will also be required for such growth. This is recognised in Paragraph 
7.4.2 of the AoS in so far as a broad calculation of facilities to additional homes is 
made:  
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Between 300 and 500 additional homes per local authority per year are likely 
to be required to meet demand under the LHR – NWR scheme. These are likely 
to give rise to a requirement for additional schools, 2 additional health centres 
(14 GPs) and 2 primary care centres per local authority to 2030. There is also 
likely to be a need for additional parks or open spaces. As is indicated, it is 
anticipated that the scale of housing required will increase pressures on current 
local authority plans. 

 
5.6 In addition, the AoS identifies 783 properties that would be directly lost to make 
way for the new runway and a further 289 to an unidentified surface access proposal 
[CB/15/8,869]: 
 

783 residential properties likely to be required for airport expansion; up to 289 
residential properties could be required for surface access, since they fall within 
the  potential buffer zone for construction works; (AoS Appendix 1, Page 26, 
Table) 
 

5.7 Augmenting this level of loss is another 5,500 homes (14,685 people) resting 
in the Wider Property Offer Zone (WPOZ) where homeowners can volunteer to be 
bought out at improved rates. Heathrow Airport's compensation scheme webpages 
state: 

 
We estimate there are approximately 5,500 residential properties within the 
WPOZ located in parts of Poyle, Colnbrook, Brands Hill, Harlington, Cranford 
Cross, Harmondsworth and Sipson. Of the 5,500, we estimate there are up to 
3,750 eligible residential properties within this zone.  
(https://www.heathrowexpansion.com/local-community/compensation-
schemes/) 

 
5.8 The loss of housing will be accompanied by the loss of supporting community 
and educational uses for example the AOS acknowledges: 
 

Harmondsworth primary school is expected to be lost, along with 
Harmondsworth Community Hall, Sipson Community Centre, Heathrow Special 
Needs Centre in Longford, nursery schools in Longford, Sipson and 
Harmondsworth, the White Horse and Kings Arms pubs in Longford, and a 
number of recreational facilities and spaces such as Sipson Recreation Ground. 
(1.9.30, AoS Appendix, Community) 

 

6. Heathrow/ Elizabeth Line West Opportunity Area (OA) 

6.1 The Heathrow/ Elizabeth Line West Opportunity Area covers a significant area 
of land without a supporting explanation of its purpose or extent. Instead the Draft 
London Plan explains that this will be clarified after expansion plans are clearer.  
 
6.2 Whilst the boundary shown in Figure 2.10 of the Plan and the designation itself 
appear indicative in the text of the draft Plan, the boundary is already being 
implemented by Officers within the GLA, for example in the provision of planning 
comments on referable schemes or through the application of higher density 
assumptions in the London SHLAA (2017).  
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6.3 The extent of the boundary is also important when viewed in light of Policies 
T6.1 and D8 of the draft Plan, where the policy is interpreted differently if a proposal 
is within such an area.  
 
6.4 Hillingdon does not believe that the Draft London Plan provides sufficient 
justification for the continued designation of the Heathrow Opportunity Area, 
particularly since its proposed designation has not been reviewed following the 
publication of the ANPS. 
 
6.5 The only explanation as to why it has been designated is held within Paragraph 
2.1.62 and 2.1.63:   
 

2.1.62 The area contains a range of opportunities to support London’s 
economic development and deliver new housing and environmental 
improvements. Policy T8 Aviation confirms that the Mayor will oppose any 
expansion of Heathrow Airport unless it can be shown that: no additional noise 
or air quality harm would result; the benefits of future regulatory and technology 
improvements would be fairly shared with affected communities; and that 
sufficient surface access capacity would be provided by the Government and/or 
the airport authority.  
 
2.1.63 The Mayor will therefore review and clarify the area’s potential 
contribution to London’s growth when expansion proposals and their spatial and 
environmental implications are clearer.  
 

6.6 It is not clear what the ‘range of opportunities’ are or how they have been 
assessed. The area currently captured under the Heathrow OA current contains the 
following limitations to growth: 
 

 Extensive Green Belt Allocations 
 SINC designations 
 Flood zones 
 A functioning airport 
 Land identified for the potential expansion of Heathrow Airport 
 Land that may be required for surface access improvements to an expanded 

airport. 
 Public safety zones 
 Civil Aviation Authority height restrictions 
 Land within which homes and businesses may need to be demolished to 

accommodate an expanded airport. 
 Limited wider access to public transport 
 An air quality management area. 

 
6.7 The only area within this boundary that Hillingdon considers to have significant 
growth potential would be Hayes, which has already been allocated its own 
Opportunity Area and assigned a separate growth allocation. 
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6.8 The Heathrow OA was identified prior to the publication of the ANPS on 26 June 
2018. Whilst the Council is committed to quashing this ANPS through the current 
judicial proceedings, the Government’s identification of the Heathrow OA as the 
preferred location of the scheme during the Draft London Plan timeframe introduces 
significant uncertainty as to the deliverability of this allocation. As such, the allocation 
should not be considered effective in line with Paragraph 182 of the NPPF (2012).  
 
6.9 Hillingdon would highlight that, within the latest Post Hearing Advice Note in 
relation to the London Borough of Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2, the introduction of the 
ANPS and its implications was deemed sufficient enough to require the Inspector to 
propose the removal of all the employment growth allocations within the ANPS 
boundary as they were unlikely to come forward in light of the uncertainty surrounding 
the proposed Heathrow expansion. It is considered that a consistent approach should 
be applied when assessing the soundness of the London Plan.  
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