
 

 
London Sustainability Exchange (LSx) response to the 
London City Airport Consultation 
 
 
 

1. The draft master plan proposals outlined in section 4 prioritise making best use of 
our existing runway in accordance with Government policy. Do you agree that we 
have sought to do this in the most appropriate way? 
 
We strongly disagree - The existing infrastructure can be improved to achieve zero 
carbon emissions. LSX can give support on how to accomplish this. We also strongly 
disagree as the appropriate way of use does not imply a higher number of flights. 

 
 

2. Do you agree that growth over the master plan period should only be 
accommodated within the existing aircraft noise contour limit and that the airport 
should seek to reduce the area of the contour over time by adapting infrastructure 
to accommodate more of the quieter, cleaner new generation aircraft? 
 
We agree – however the number of flights should not be increased. More aircrafts 
will result in prolonged and constant noise pollution in early mornings, evenings and 
weekends. While the decibels may not increase, the frequency of nuisance certainly 
will.  

 
 

3. Do you support our aspirations in section 4 to further increase employment at the 
airport, especially for local residents, and invest more in local business and 
community initiatives? 

 
We strongly oppose as this is linked to an increase in number of flights and further 
expansion of the airport. 

 
 

4. Subject to addressing environmental issues, would you support the principle of 
more flexibility on the number of flights during the first and last half hours of 
operations during weekdays if it was important to meet passenger demand, 
improve connections and help accelerate investment in more of the quieter, 
cleaner, new generation aircraft? This would not affect our commitment to an 8-
hour night-time curfew on all flights.  

   
 

We strongly oppose as the flexibility implies a higher number of flights which 
increase, rather than address, environmental issues. Local communities already had 
to bear a 3659.4% growth in passenger numbers over 30 years. Also, the short 
runway/steeper approach lead to a significantly higher pollution from aircraft fuel, 
use of brakes and tyre wear. 

 
 
 



 

 
 
 

5. Subject to addressing environmental issues, would you support the principle of 
more flexible flight times at the weekend if it was important to meet passenger 
demand, improve connections and help accelerate investment in more of the 
quieter, cleaner, new generation aircraft?  

 
We strongly oppose as the current Master Plan cannot be improved as long as the 
aim is an increase in number of flights. LCY is only the 94th busiest airport in Europe 
but, astonishingly, it impacts more people than other mega airports since 125,000 
people live within a two mile radius from the airport. We also strongly oppose since 
the flexibility implies the lifting of the weekend curfew which will affect the health 
and well-being of local residents. Despite using the word "sustainable" 33 times, the 
Master Plan shows no way to mitigate the increased noise and air pollution from the 
aircrafts. 

 
 
 

6. Do you support the measures in sections 4 and 5 to manage and mitigate 
environmental issues over the duration of the master plan (e.g. noise, air quality, 
emissions, transport)? 

 
We strongly oppose as these measures are inconsistent with the current and future 
UK emissions targets. The Climate Change Act of 2008 says that UK carbon account 
for the year 2050 must be at least 80% lower than the 90% baseline. Any airport 
expansion would represent a shift away from this commitment. The Committee on 
Climate Change has identified several possible aviation measures to help reach net 
zero, including further limits on growth. These measures are inconsistent with the 
current and future UK emissions targets. Moreover, the Climate Change Act of 2008 
says that UK carbon account for the year 2050 must be at least 80% lower than the 
1990 baseline. Any airport expansion would represent a shift away from this 
commitment. The Committee on Climate Change has identified several possible 
aviation measures to help reach net zero, including further limits on growth. 

 
 
 

7. Overall, do you support the plans and measures to increase passenger and staff 
travel to and from the airport by public transport and sustainable means? 
 
We strongly oppose as LCY already boasts the highest usage public transport out of 
all UK airports and this can be further supported, however flying is not a sustainable 
mean thus the number of flights should be kept as low as possible. We would like to 
specify that sustainable means are welcome. Crossrail will make trips to Heathrow 
much faster which will eliminate the need for an increase in number of flights at LCY. 
East London will be better connected to LHR and this will allow residents and 
workers to fly/out of Heathrow Airport. 

 
 
 
 



 

 
8. Overall, do you support the plans outlined in the draft master plan? 

 
 

It is great that LCY is investing in efforts to become carbon neutral. Back in January, 
the Mayor of London Sadiq Khan said: "London's filthy air is a public health crisis 
that leads to thousands of premature deaths in the capital every year as well as 
stunting the development of young lungs and increasing cases of respiratory illness." 
He also mentioned that actions taken on air quality will benefit the most deprived 
areas first. LCY should act on the basis of his words and reduce its emissions without 
increasing the number of flights, bearing in mind that its passengers (with an 
average salary of £90,000 a year) affect with their flights communities where the 
average income is 4 times lower. We do not support these plans because they will 
not bring any benefits to the local communities apart from a limited number of jobs, 
which will not compensate the increased noise and air pollution. 

 
 

9. Please tell us how you found out about this consultation: 
 

Newham Council and Hacan East. 
 
 

Further comments:  
 
The questions on the consultation form seem vague and misleading and do not offer 
enough opportunities to expand on the closed questions answers. The lack of 
comments boxes directly relating to each closed question means that it is difficult to 
put forward a reason for the chosen answer. We trust that the additional comments 
will be considered alongside the closed question answers to provide context to each 
answer but not all participants may have been able to do this which means that 
context may have been lost. Moreover, the "flexibility" should be properly explained 
to residents as at no point is this directly defined in these questions as meaning 
more flights. It is vital that it is clear what is meant by "flexibility" to enable 
respondents to fully understand what it is they are responding to. This is particularly 
important when requesting responses from areas of London, such as Tower 
Hamlets, where up to 50% of residents do not have English as their first language. 
This consultation is worded in such a way it is at risk of leaving local residents feeling 
disempowered and left out of the conversation rather than effectively engaging 
them and having their voices heard. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


