
R esponsetoAirportsCom m issionConsultation

IrespondasaHounslow residentlivinginIslew orthundertheexistingHeathrow flightpath.

Q 1:W hatconclusions,ifany,doyou draw inrespectofthethreeshort-listedoptions?

Idonotbelievethatany ofthethreeoptionsaresustainableordeliverable.

Q 2:Doyou haveany suggestionsforhow theshort-listedoptionscouldbeim proved,i.e.their

benefitsenhancedornegativeim pactsm itigated

IthinktheHeathrow optionsw ouldrequirem uchgreaterattentiontosurfacetransportaccess

tolim itvehicleem issions– probably necessitatingprohibitivecongestionchargingw ithina

cordonaroundtheairport,possibly includingtheM 25/M 4,toensureavirtualbanondiesel

transport.

Extensivenoisem itigationaroundtheairporttocovernotonly thosew ithinthe55 dB L den

contour(aspotentially announcedtoday),butalsothosenew ly-exposedlocationsunderneath

concentratedP BN flightpathsoutsidethiszonew illbeneeded.Isuspect,inthecaseofthe

Heathrow options,thatthisw ouldbeprohibitively expensive.

Q 3:Doyou haveany com m entsonhow theCom m issionhascarriedoutitsappraisal? T he

appraisalprocessissum m arisedinsectiontw o.

Initialscreeningw asdonew ithoutsufficientregardtolocalenvironm entalim pacts,particularly

noiseandairquality.L eavingdetailedconsiderationtothelaterstagem ay resultinnothave

any deliverableoptionstoconsider.

Q 4:Inyourview ,arethereany relevantfactorsthathavenotbeenfully addressedby the

Com m issiontodate?

Clim atechange/ carbondioxideem issionconsiderationshavebeeninsufficient.Itisnotclear

how ,ifanadditionalsouth-eastrunw ay isbuilt,thegrow thexpectationsofairportsinother

regionsoftheU Kw illbelim ited.

T hesurfaceaccessim plicationsofexpansionatHeathrow havenotbeenproperly described,

particularly asregardsthefreightam bitions.

W ithoutthisinform ationithasnotbeenpossibletoproducetherequiredairquality dispersion

m odelling.T heassum ptionsbehindtheairquality m odellingneedtobew ellexplained,

independently scrutinised andopentochallenge.



T heprevious2007“ AddingCapacity” Heathrow consultationhingedonanexpectedreduction

inem issionsfrom roadvehicles,drivenby increasingly stringentEuropeanstandards,w hich

w ouldperm itheadroom form oreaircraftem issionsintheHeathrow areaw hilestillallow ing

theEU healthstandardsforairquality tobem et.T heEnvironm entAgency thenrespondedthat

theassum ptionsm adeforfutureprogressw erenotinlinew iththeevidenceofrecent

m onitoringinform ationandcouldnotbesupported.

http://collections.europarchive.org/tna/20090205022244/http:/w w w .environm ent-

agency.gov.uk/static/docum ents/R esearch/heathrow _1980743.pdf

AsIpointedoutinm y previousresponsetotheCom m ission,thepredictionsm adefortheair

quality aroundHeathrow for2010 w erehopelessly optim isticandnotrealised.T herecentw ork

by Carslaw etalhasshow nthatreal-w orldN O 2 em issionsfrom dieselvehicleshavebarely

changedoverthelast20 years.Itm ay bethatEuroVIstandardsm ay deliverm ore

im provem ent,butthereisconsiderabledoubtastow hethertheirreal-w orldem issionsarealso

m eetingthehoped-forlevels.Heathrow diditsow nairquality analysisusinganobsoleteversion

oftheEm issionsFactorT oolkitandalthoughtheCom m issionusedthelatestversionforw hat

analysisitdidprovideonairquality,therem uststillbeconsiderabledoubtastow hethereven

thatcanbeusedtoprovideaccuratepredictions.

Asinfractionproceedingsforfailuretom eetthehealthlim itsforairquality inL ondongetcloser,

itw ouldbew rongtoplanforyetm oreem issionsw ithoutavery solidanalysisofthe

im plications.T hisdem andspublicationofandfurtherconsultationonacredibleairquality

dispersionm odel.

Itshouldalsobeborneinm indthatinterim short-term m easuresalsorequirethe

environm entalim pactassessm entofairquality.InotethattheAirportsCom m issionS enior

Delivery GroupnotedintheirFirstR eportthat“ any decisiononT EAM (T actically Enhanced

ArrivalsM easures= “ m ixedm ode” )w illbetakenalongsidethefinalreportin2015” .AstheCAA

havepointedouttotheAirportsCom m ission,Heathrow didnotadequately reportontheair

quality im pactoftheO perationalFreedom T rialsthathavepreviously beenconducted,contrary

totheirundertakingsgivenatthestartofthetrials:

http://w w w .caa.co.uk/docs/589/20131119FurtherL trFrom CAAtoAirportsCom m issionR eCAP 111

7.pdf

N oise

P roperassessm entoftheenvironm entalim pactofthedevelopm entonnoise requires

inform ationonflightpaths,anadequatem odeltocalculatethenoisefrom planesusingthose

pathsandanunderstandingoftheeffectsonpeople,includinghealtheffects,w hensubjected

tothatnoise.

T hedetailprovidedontheflightpathsisnotdefinitiveenoughtobeusedasabasisfor

decision.T heCAA ER CD analysisthatunderpinnedtheJacobsN oiselocalassessm entreport

usedthethreedifferentairspacedesigns(H-3R -T ,H-3R -N andH-3R -R )providedby theschem e



prom oteroftheHeathrow L HR N W R proposal.Butitisnotatallclearthesetheseare

com patiblew iththoseroutesusedintheO perationalEfficiency m oduleanditiscertainthat

som eofthoseproposalshavesignificantunresolvedissuesastow hichm odesarepracticalas

identifiedby theCAA intheO perationalR iskreport.A com m onbasisneedstobeusedforall

m odulestounderpindecision-m aking.

T heCAA ER CD A N CO M noisem odelm ustalsobeinsom edoubtaftertheexperiencesofthe

P BN R N AV flightpathtrialsoverthesum m erof2014.Flightpathsw erem ovedaw ay from som e

districtsinT eddingtonandm odellingw orkpredictedthatthey w ouldsufferlessnoise.Inthe

eventpeopleintheseareasw erem oredisturbedthanusualandtheeffectisyettobe

explained.Itispossiblethatsharperturnscreatem orenoisedisturbancethanAN CO M currently

predicts.T hisisw orryingconsideringthatm any ofthenoisem itigationoptionsinvolvetheuse

ofcurveddepartureorapproachpathsatrelatively low levels.

Itm ustalsobepointedoutthattheassum edroutingoperationsfrequently involvenew

P erform anceBasedN avigationtechniquesthatrely ontheconcentrationofplanesintovery

narrow definedcorridors.T hishasadisastrouseffectonthosebelow theflightpathsandthe

recenttrialshavecausedoutrageinm any areasthatw erepreviously notoverflow n.O ne

suspectsthatexposinganother300,000 peopletothiseffectfrom new Heathrow routesw ould

notbeacceptableandw ouldbepolitically undeliverable.

S im ilarly,itisarguedthat technology w illresultinaquieterenvironm entfrom new plane

types.How ever,asS irHow ardundertooktoinvestigateattheHeathrow EvidenceEvent,the

new A380 landingoverP utney inW andsw orthisasnoisy ifnot,insom eversions,noisierthan

theold747itism eanttoreplace.InDecem ber,intheFinancialT im es,S irHow ardw rote:

“ The second development will be new aircraft that are coming into operation, notably the

Boeing 787 and the Airbus A350 — both at least 20 per cent more fuel-efficient than the

models they replace. They are also quieter, meaning fewer local residents will be affected by

noise.”

How ever,theapproachnoiseoftheA350 isshow nintheCom m ission’sm ethodology forfuture

andim m inentplanem odelstobenoisierthantheA330 surrogateplaneused form odelling.

https://w w w .gov.uk/governm ent/uploads/system /uploads/attachm ent_data/file/389579/noise

_m ethodology_addendum .pdf

Heathrow claim edtobetestingthenoiseim pactoftheA350 intrialflightsby theQ atarlaunch

planeinJanuary,butnoresultshavebeenpublishedtodateandattheHeathrow Airport

ConsultativeCom m itteearepresentativem adetherem arkthatitw asnorm alpracticetoonly

issueanassessm entayearafteranew planetypehadbeguncom m ercialoperationsatthe

airport.T hesilencedoesnotbodew ell.Frankfurthasacitizen-sciencew eb-linkednetw orkof

noisem onitors.Cursory exam inationofthenoisefrom landingA350 planesover

neighbourhoodsw hichm ightm im icm y W estL ondonlocationdonotshow theplanetobe

rem arkably quiet:



http://dfld.de/M ess/T rackInfo.php?L =G&E=D&R =1&Z=18.01.2015/10:08:12&F=000000_DL H4L X

&I=&AD=v&H=2101&A=B735&S =206

S oundm onitortracefrom FrankfurtN iederrad2 locationS unday 18th January 2015 – Central

cursorissoundfrom L ufthansaBoeing737.T heQ atarA350 w asthepreviousplanew iththe

highersoundlevelatapprox12:05.

Inaddition,m any areasinL ondonsufferplanenoisefrom bothHeathrow andL ondonCity

Airportoperations.Itisw rongthattheseareassessedindependently.A com binednoise

contourstudy shouldbepreparedsothatthe im pactfrom bothsourcesisconsidered.

Q 5:Doyou haveany com m entsonhow theCom m issionhascarriedoutitsappraisalofspecific

topics(asdefinedby theCom m ission’s16 appraisalm odules),includingm ethodology and

results?

S eeresponsetoQ 4 forfactorsthathavenotbeenadequately assessed.



Q 8:Doyou haveany othercom m ents?

Idonotthinkthattheassessm entsdonetodatearesufficienttoallow arecom m endationfor

anadditionalrunw ay ateitherlocation.

T hereisstillm uchscopetoim proveoperationsatbothairportsandw ithim provem entstorail

connectivity thereshould benom ajordifficultiesinm aintainingadequatelinkstotherestofthe

w orldfrom U Kairportsfortheforeseeablefuture.Ashasbeensaidbefore,lockingtheU Kinto

high-carboninfrastructurerisksw astingpublicandprivatem oney inw hatw illsoonbecom e

strandedassets.




