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M87 - Aviation 
 
The Mayor’s response to Preliminary Question 13 is relevant to this matter. 
 
M87. (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? (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 Airports National Policy Statement: new runway capacity 
and infrastructure at airports in the South East of England (June 2018)? 
 

Key points:  

 

• Policy T8 D should be amended to oppose expansion not only at Heathrow, but at 
Gatwick and smaller London airports such as London City Airport and RAF Northolt. 

• Paragraph 10.8.7 should delete the statement suggesting that mitigation measures 
will act to reduce the maximum number of movements at London City Airport. This 
should be replaced with the number of planned increases in flights.  

• Policy T8 C should be amended to reflect the severe impacts of concentrated flight 
paths on residents under the narrower paths.  

• Paragraph 10.8.7 should specify the “negative public health impacts” in terms of the 
45 decibel levels that the World Health Organisation (WHO) guidance says is 
associated with adverse health effects.  

• Policy T8 A should be amended to says that additional aviation capacity in the south 
east of England, including at Gatwick, should be opposed on the grounds of the 
aviation sectors disproportionate contribution to global warming and urgent need 
for the UK to meet its Paris Climate Change obligations. 

• Policy T8 C should be amended to state that expansion at Heathrow will delay 
London meeting its legal obligations to reduce air pollution to safe limits.   

• To amend Policy T8 D to include the Department of Transport (DfT) analysis showing 
the economic benefit of a third runway being significantly less than presented by the 
Davis Commission. 

• Policy T8 A should delete “recognising that this [additional aviation capacity in the 
south east of England] is crucial to London’s continuing prosperity.” The economic 
case for this has not been justified. Also, it could reasonably be taken to be tacitly 
supporting expansion at Heathrow and all other airports in London.   



 

 

 

Evidence and further information: 

 

Policy T8 A is not true in economic terms as many flights currently taken do not help our 
local economy, and there could be spare capacity created for international business travel 
through simple demand management measures targeted at frequent leisure flyers. Any 
airport expansion is impossible to approve if the UK is to meet its international 
commitments to reduce greenhouse gases and its legal obligations to reduce air pollution to 
safe limits in as short a time as possible.  
 
There is no point T8 C asking proposals for new airport capacity to “demonstrate that there 
is an overriding public interest or no suitable alternative solution with fewer environmental 
impacts” as this could never be achieved. Expansion of any airport within London’s 
transport catchment area would not only affect climate emissions and noise, but also 
impact on our transport network and increase air pollution from these sources too.  
 
1. Airport expansion and aircraft noise 
 
The number of Londoners affected by aircraft noise is estimated to be at least 725,000.  This 
is more than any other city in Europe by a wide margin. It remains a serious issue and will 
inevitably be an even greater problem if London airports increase their traffic.  
 
Heathrow Airport are proposing to construct a third runway.  This would enable it to grow 
from around 475,000 to around 740,000 flights per year. As well as adding to the overall 
level of air traffic, this would create new flight paths and affect around 200,000 more 
Londoners with noise than a two-runway equivalent. Heathrow has also recently published 
plans to increase its flights to around 500,000 per year and change flight paths, including 
overflying new areas, even before any third runway. 
 
London City Airport is aiming to expand in the leisure market and expects to increase its 
number of flights per year from around 80,000 to over 100,000 by 2021, towards its 
authorised limit of 110,000. These extra flights at peak hours mean that flights on existing 
paths would rise to 45 an hour: a 45 per cent increase. 
 
The recent adoption of more precise air traffic control (performance based navigation) has 
had the effect of concentrating flights arriving at City Airport into narrower corridors, by 
reducing the amount of variability from the flight path centre. This has reduced direct 
overflying of residents who were on the margins of the less precise flight paths, but it has 
greatly increased the severe noise impacts of this concentration on residents under the 
narrower paths. 
 
According to figures from the Civil Aviation Authority, there are still 331,000 people 
overflown by flights arriving at City, and 416,300 overflown by departures.  The Mayor, 
among others, is concerned about the severe noise impacts of this concentration on 
residents affected and has called for a fairer distribution of flight paths.  
 



 

 

The vast number of flights at RAF Northolt are commercial flights. These have dramatically 
increased to 10,000 per annum and there are proposals to increase commercial flight to 
50,000 per year. 1 
 
The London Assembly Environment Committee report, Aviation Noise, published in January 
2019 investigated the deeply worrying impacts that Londoners were experiencing. 
Disturbance to daily activities, including working, learning and relaxation, and to sleep, and 
how it can have severe effects on people’s health and wellbeing. It recommended “Air 
traffic using Heathrow and City airports should not increase, and the proposed third runway 
at Heathrow should not go ahead.” 2 
 
Proposed amendments on airport expansion  
(amendments in bold) 
 
Policy T8 A should delete “recognising that this [additional aviation capacity in the south 
east of England] is crucial to London’s continuing prosperity”. The economic case for this has 
not been justified. Also, it could reasonably be taken to be tacitly endorsing expansion at 
Heathrow, Gatwick, Stanstead and other smaller airports in London, such as London City 
Airport and RAF Northolt. 
 
Policy T8 D says: “The Mayor will oppose the expansion of Heathrow Airport”. This should 
be amended to not only oppose expansion at Heathrow, but at Gatwick and at smaller 
London airports such as London City Airport and RAF Northolt which is moving to 
commercial flight.  
 
Paragraph 10.8.7 is misleading in suggesting that the expansion at London City Airport: 
“amounts to a reduction of its maximum permitted number of movements”.   
 
It should amended to say:  
 
“London City Airport is working to upgrade its passenger facilities and enhance operational 
efficiency in conjunction with the introduction of additional environmental mitigation 
measures and what amounts to a reduction of its maximum permitted number of 
movements to expand into the leisure market, increasing flights per year from around 
80,000 to over 100,000 by 2021, towards its authorised limit of 110,000. Flights on existing 
paths would rise to 45 an hour at peak hours, a 45 per cent increase.” 
 
The reality is that the number of flights are increasing and are already having severe impacts 
on residents under the new concentrated paths before any further expansion.   
 
Policy T8 E says: “Proposals that would lead to changes in airport operations or air traffic 
movement must take full account of their environment impacts and views of affected 

                                                      
1 http://www.airportwatch.org.uk/2017/11/stop-northolt-concerned-hillingdon-council-not-giving-residents-
enough-information-on-northolt-expansion/  
 https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/sep/13/raf-northolt-commercial-airport-in-all-but-name-
gareth-thomas-mp 
2 London Assembly Environment Committee report, Aircraft Noise, January 2019 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/aircraft-noise-report.pdf  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/aircraft-noise-report.pdf


 

 

communities”. This should be amended to reflect the severe impact of concentrated flight 
paths on residents under the narrower paths.  
 
World Health Organisation guidance on aircraft noise 
 
The World Health Organisation (WHO) has issued guidance showing that aircraft noise 
above 45 decibels on average is associated with adverse health effects. Government 
guidance is much less stringent, using a disturbance threshold of 54 decibels (and it is 
disappointing that the recent Green Paper on the Aviation Strategy does not remedy this).  
 
Compensation measures such as sound insulation are offered by the airports at higher 
thresholds again (57dB for City and 63dB for Heathrow). The noise level thresholds used to 
map the area over which aircraft noise causes disturbance to residents should be reduced, 
taking into account the WHO guidance.  
 
People need to have windows open at times and to enjoy the outdoors. Open windows are 
especially important on summer nights, to let the day’s heat escape from homes. This is 
assumed in the design of building regulations to avoid overheating, which can itself disturb 
sleep and directly threaten health, especially for vulnerable residents. It will only become 
more important as London’s summers are expected to get warmer in coming decades. 
Opening windows is also required for ventilation. Open windows should therefore be 
assumed in setting reduced noise thresholds.3 
 
Proposed amendments on aviation noise 
 
Paragraph 10.8.7 says: “Mayor will therefore strongly oppose any expansion of Heathrow 
Airport that would result in additional environmental harm or negative public health 
impacts.”  This paragraph should be amended to specify the decibel levels associated with 
negative public health impacts. This should refer to the disturbance threshold of 54 decibels 
and the WHO guidance showing that exposure above 45 decibels on average are associated 
with adverse health effects. Open windows should be assumed in noise thresholds.  
 
Paragraph 10.8.7 should be amended to also oppose expansion at smaller London airports 
such as London City Airport and RAF Northolt which is rapidly moving to commercial flights.  
 
2. Climate change 
 
Policy T8 paragraph 10.8.9 states: “The aviation impacts on climate change must be fully 
recognised and emissions from aviation activities must be compatible with national and 
international obligations to tackle climate change.” 
 
However, the UK Government has failed to amend its climate change targets to be 
compatible with scientific and international law. The National Policy Statement designated 
by Chris Grayling in June 2018 did not consider the Government’s obligations under the 
Paris Agreement on Climate Change or the fact that in April 2018, the Government 
committed to a review of its climate targets in light of the Paris Agreement. 

                                                      
3 London Assembly Environment Committee report, Aircraft Noise, January 2019 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/aircraft-noise-report.pdf 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/aircraft-noise-report.pdf


 

 

 
This is an obvious and serious breach of the Act, which renders the plans to expand 
Heathrow airport unlawful. Indeed Lord Deben, the Chair of the Government’s advisory 
body on climate change, the Committee on Climate Change, wrote to Chris Grayling in June 
2018 to express his surprise at the Government’s failure to consider its climate change 
obligations in this context. 4 
 
The UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change special report on the impacts of 
global warming of 1.5 °C above pre-industrial level report is clear that warming above this 
level would be catastrophic and significantly increase the risk of breaching climate tipping 
points. It also warned that we may only 12 years to act before this threshold is reached or 
exceeded and that deep and urgent carbon reduction cuts are needed.  As the most carbon 
intensive form of transport any aviation expansion will exacerbate global warming and make 
it even harder to have any chance of avoiding dangerous and irreversible climate change. 5 
 
 
Proposed amendment on climate change  
(amendments in bold) 
 
Policy T8 A should be amended to say:  The Mayor supports opposes 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 on the basis of the 
aviation sector’s disproportionate contribution to global warming and urgent need of the 
UK to meeting its Paris Climate Change obligations. Preventing dangerous climate change 
is essential to London’s continuing prosperity, to maintaining its international 
competitiveness and world city status.  
 
 
3. Air Pollution 
 
The Government's analysis makes clear that aviation expansion would result in increased air 
pollution across a wide area, with a high risk of making London's air pollution non-compliant 
with legal limits. It is wrong for the Government to promote a third runway at Heathrow 
when its own analysis shows expansion will undermine the measures the Mayor of London 
is implementing to improve air quality and public health in London.6 
 
It is arguably illegal and in any case unacceptable to worsen and prolong local breaches of 
health-based air pollutant concentration limits in places where people are exposed.7 

                                                      
4  Plan B begins legal action against Heathrow expansion, 6 August 2018  https://planb.earth/plan-b-begins-
legal-action-against-heathrow-expansion/    
5 We have 12 years to act on climate change before the world as we know it is lost. How much more urgent 
can it get? The Independent, 8 October 2018  https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/climate-change-ipcc-
environment-paris-agreement-global-warming-a8573811.html  
6 Further round of consultation for a third runway at Heathrow, Mayor’s question, November 2017 
https://www.london.gov.uk/questions/2017/4325  
7 London Assembly response to National Policy Statement on aviation 
https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s64340/Appendix%201%20-
%20London%20Assembly%20Heathrow%20NPS%20response.pdf  

https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/climate-change-ipcc-environment-paris-agreement-global-warming-a8573811.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/climate-change-ipcc-environment-paris-agreement-global-warming-a8573811.html
https://www.london.gov.uk/questions/2017/4325
https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s64340/Appendix%201%20-%20London%20Assembly%20Heathrow%20NPS%20response.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s64340/Appendix%201%20-%20London%20Assembly%20Heathrow%20NPS%20response.pdf


 

 

 
Proposed amendment on air pollution  
 
Policy T8 C should be amended to state that expansion at Heathrow will delay London 
meetings its legal obligations to reduce air pollution to safe limits.   
 
4. Economic benefit 
 
The Department for Transport (DfT) analysis shows virtually no benefit of a new runway.  
The ‘Net Present Value’ of a third runway at Heathrow is in the range minus £2.2 billion to 
plus £3.3 billion over a 60 year period.8   
 
Before the DfT analysis the Davies Commission produced a (very) positive net present value 
for Heathrow’s third runway project of £11.8 billion, in its launch press release the very first 
economic number cited is “£147 billion in GPD impacts over 60 years”.9 
 
Proposed amendment on economic benefits  
 
To amend Policy T8 D to include the Department of Transport (DfT) analysis showing 
the economic benefit of a third runway being significantly less than presented by the Davis 
Commission 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
 
9 Who are you calling ‘deliberately misleading’? Economics Foundation, 24 March 2018 
https://neweconomics.org/2018/03/deliberately-misleading 


